AGENDA (Amended)
University of Nevada, Reno

2008-09 Faculty Senate

December 10, 2008, 1:30 p.m.

RSJ 304

All times are approximate
	1:30
	1.
	Roll Call and Introductions


	

	1:35
	2.
	Visit with Executive Vice President and Provost
Marc Johnson


	Information/Discussion


	2:10
	3.
	Chair’s Report
	Information/Discussion


	2:40
	4.
	Visit with Vice President for Development and Alumni Relations John Carothers 

	Information/Discussion


	3:10
	
	Break
	Information/Discussion


	3:20
	5.
	Technology Committee Year End Report: Howard Goldbaum, Chair

	Discussion/Action

	3:50
	6. 
	Visit with President Glick

	Information/Discussion

	4:20
	7.
	Request Approval of Consent Agenda

	Enclosure/Action


	4:30
	8.
	Senate Committee Liaison’s report on work to date of committees


	Information/ Discussion

	4:45
	9.


	New Business
	Information/Discussion

	5:00
	
	Adjourn

	


	Future Senate Meetings
	Future Board of Regents Meetings

	UNR Faculty Senate Website
	NSHE Website

	January 15, 2009
RSJ 304
	February 5-6, 2009
CSN

	February 19, 2009
RSJ 304
	April 2 – 3, 2009
WNC
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UNR Faculty Senate 2007-08

Technology Committee

Charges

1. Identify the various technology-related committees on campus (both administrative and academic).  Review the charges and purpose of each committee to identify the need for faculty participation on those committees.  Create a means for communication between the committees to ensure the Faculty Senate Technology Committee is receiving the most current information about technology and issues facing faculty.

2. Determine depth of electronic communication of faculty.  Is e-mail storage capacity a concern?  Can the size of outgoing e-mail messages be increased?

3. With more faculty using the Web to support their instructional goals, web support services have become crucial in allowing faculty to use the web appropriately.  Does the university’s web support currently meet demand?  Are there areas where web support could be more robust?

4. The 06-07 Technology Committee recommended that the Faculty Senate go on record as supporting adequate ongoing funding to support the Campus Desktop Replacement Program and that the current four-year desktop/laptop replacement plan be changed to a three-year replacement plan.   Should this be done?

Standing Charges 
1. Serve as a sounding board for the Vice President for Information Technology. The chair of the committee should maintain regular contact with the senate executive board, to report on the committee’s work with the VPIT. Contact Robin Gonzalez to request meetings with the Executive Board. 

2. Conduct the software application process. Review and prioritize software applications for awards in the fall. Submit the call for 2007-08 applications in spring 2007. (The senate office will organize approved applications, notify applicants of the disposition of their requests, place the order(s), and distribute the software.) 

Detailed Committee Activity

(For Each Annual and Standing Charge)

Annual Charges

Identify the various technology-related committees on campus (both administrative and academic).  Review the charges and purpose of each committee to identify the need for faculty participation on those committees.  Create a means for communication between the committees to ensure the Faculty Senate Technology Committee is receiving the most current information about technology and issues facing faculty.

The Faculty Senate Technology Committee (FSTC) needed clarification on the meaning and intent of this charge.  Simply identifying all committees and other groups which might deal with technology-related issues at all levels within the university, from Campus IT on down through schools and departments (administrative and academic) seemed rather impossible.  

To clarify this charge the Chair of the FSTC met with Steve Rock, Chair of Faculty Senate.  One question in particular was if this charge was focused on the Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) Project, iNtegrate.  Dr. Rock stated that it was not, but rather referred more to Information Technology administrative groups, such as the System Administrators Group or the IT Managers Group.  These groups make decisions which have a campus-wide impact, but sometimes important policy or other changes are discussed and decisions reached without sufficient discussion with faculty.  How these issues are communicated is also not always clear.  Other aspects of the discussion between Mr. Curtis and Dr. Rock were reported in the minutes of the October 12th meeting and will be mentioned below.

Steve Rock was subsequently invited to attend a meeting of the FSTC to further discuss possible responses to this charge.  At the committee meeting on November 11 this issue was reviewed and the committee decided to invite managers from the various campus IT units to attend our meetings and report on their activities.  The following IT managers have met with the committee and reported on the activities of their units:


Jim McKinney – Director, Technology Services


Ken Hull – Manager, Desktop Services and Support Center


Tina Lundstrom – Manager of User Services


Jeff Springer – Manager of Network and Computer Security 

The FSTC has invited Jill Wallace, Manager, CampusWeb (formerly WebCT) to meet with them at their March meeting.

Other IT managers who will be invited to meet with the FSTC include:


Jake Kupiec - Executive Director, University Digital Media Initiatives


Mike Simon – Director of Teaching and Learning Technologies


Tom Leathley – Manager of Critical Systems

Meetings with these managers and directors have so far been informative and productive.  They have provided the opportunity for two-way communication and seem to have helped meet this charge.  

Recommendation:

Continue meetings between the FSTC and campus IT managers with a view toward identifying issues and exchanging information; convey issues of concern to the Faculty Senate Executive Board; work toward identifying other organizational units, the leaders of which should be invited to meet with the committee. 

Determine depth of electronic communication of faculty.  Is e-mail storage capacity a concern?  Can the size of outgoing e-mail messages be increased?

This charge has not been responded to in depth, but several issues seem clear from discussions among the committee members and with other faculty, including with Steve Rock, Chair of the Faculty Senate.

1. Faculty are concerned about email quotas being too small, but are not aware that they can request larger quotas.

2. We have been informed that large increases in the size of inboxes and large quotas generally can, and likely will, adversely affect the performance of the email system.

3. One idea to help with the transfer of larger files is the provision of a secure FTP server.

4. Faculty need to be better informed about email policies.

Recommendation:

1. Steps should be taken to assure that faculty are better informed of existing email policies, such as the possibility of requesting larger quotas, e.g. Gmail accounts that carry the @unr.edu extension are available, but not promoted as an alternative to standard email; 

2. Provision of a secure FTP server or some other solution to provide for transfer and sharing of large files should be explored, and currently available means of accomplishing these goals should be better communicated to faculty;

3. Email archiving solutions should be explored that will allow faculty to retain larger quotas that will be accessible on and off campus;

4. The FSTC should consider further steps that would accomplish this charge.

With more faculty using the Web to support their instructional goals, web support services have become crucial in allowing faculty to use the web appropriately.  Does the university’s web support currently meet demand?  Are there areas where web support could be more robust?

This charge was discussed with Jill Wallace, Manager, WebCampus Support, who attended the FSTC meeting March 14, 2008.  Some issues that are known at this point are that perhaps polices relating to WolfWeb could be clearer, and that other services to support the use of the web in instruction might be made available in addition to Web Campus, e.g. some open source programs such as Moodle.  The issue of linking WEbCampus to grade reporting was also discussed.

Recommendation:

The Faculty Senate should support UNR IT in the goal of linking official grade reporting to WebCampus.  To do this would require that System Computing Services (SCS) make changes to the grade reporting system to enable this interaction.

In order to facilitate this action the committee suggests that the Senate appoint an ad hoc committee composed of one person from the technology Committee, one person from the WebCampus staff, one person from SCS/NSHE, and one person from the Registrar’s office.

The 06-07 Technology Committee recommended that the Faculty Senate go on record as supporting adequate ongoing funding to support the Campus Desktop Replacement Program and that the current four-year desktop/laptop replacement plan be changed to a three-year replacement plan.   Should this be done?

The Technology Committee stands by this recommendation during the current year.  In fact the Faculty Senate has gone on record supporting adequate ongoing funding to support the Campus Desktop Replacement Program and the shorter replacement cycle.  The FSTC met with Ken Hull who runs this program in November and a report on the administration of the program is attached to this report.

Recommendation:

The FSTC continues to strongly support this program.  However, at this point it is not known if the campus budget will provide funding to continue the program at all, let alone improve or expand it.  The committee urges the Faculty Senate to remain active in seeking funding to support the Campus Desktop Replacement Program.

Standing Charges

Serve as a sounding board for the Vice President for Information Technology. The chair of the committee should maintain regular contact with the senate executive board, to report on the committee’s work with the VPIT. Contact Robin Gonzalez to request meetings with the Executive Board.

The Vice President for Information Technology has attended one of the committee’s meetings so far this year.  In October Jim McKinney, Director of Technology Services represented Dr. Zink .  On both occasions a thorough report on IT activities was presented, issues were raised and questions were asked.  The chair of the FSTC also has regular meetings with Dr. Zink.

The chair of the committee, Jim Curtis, has met once this year with the Chair of Faculty Senate, but there have been no meetings as yet with the Senate Executive Board.  Linda Kuchenbecker has maintained regular contact with the committee and its chair.  Her assistance in all matters related to the committee has been outstanding, and she serves as an excellent conduit for communication between the FSTC and the Executive Board.

It should be noted that this year the committee did not have an operational liaison as it has had in the past.  Due to reorganization within campus IT there is no longer an operational position, such as the Director of Campus Computing, regularly attending the committee meetings.

Recommendation:

The committee would like to be assigned a regular liaison at a more operational level, as well as having Dr. Zink attend our meetings.

Conduct the software application process. Review and prioritize software applications for awards in the fall. Submit the call for 2007-08 applications in spring 2007. (The senate office will organize approved applications, notify applicants of the disposition of their requests, place the order(s), and distribute the software.) 

The committee sought to improve the software application process this year with the intent of completing the process and getting the software into the hands of successful faculty applicants sooner than in the past.  This effort was successful and the award process was completed in August and September.  By mid October recipients of the awards had been notified.  By November all but two software products had been delivered.  A summary of the awards is attached to this report.

At this point the committee does not know if there will be funds available to continue this program next year.  We are seeking clarification on this funding issue.  In fact the funding for this program was reduced to approximately $13,000 this year.  In 2006/2007 funding was approximately $20,000.  Even that was considered inadequate to fund all the worthy requests. In the 2008/2009 fiscal year the committee had approximately $11,000.00 to award.

Recommendation:

The committee asks that the faculty software award process be continued and, if possible, funded at a higher level than it was this year.  Given the University’s financial situation provision of higher levels of funding will be difficult.  However, the FSTC feels that this program is a way to provide additional support to faculty in difficult times.  This could make a real difference if departmental resources are reduced.  The program is open to all academic and administrative faculty across the campus and worthwhile applications for support have been much more numerous than could be awarded with available funds.


University of Nevada, Reno

2008-09 Faculty Senate

Meeting Minutes November 20, 2008                                                                     
           Meeting 5

1. Welcome, Introductions, & Roll Call

Present: Dick Bjur (VPR), Gale Craviso (SOM), David Crowther (COE), Donnelyn Curtis (Libraries), Dean Dietrich (DEV), Bill Follette (Chair FS),  Abigail Forrest for Normand Leblanc (SOM), Stephani Foust (SS), Tom Harris (CABNR), Eric Herzik (CLA), Jodi Herzik (Provost’s), Jen Hill (CLA) Stephen Jenkins (COS), Stephen Jenkins for Hans-Peter Plag (COS), Maureen Kilkenny (CABNR), Tom Kozel (SOM), Bill Kuechler (COBA), Doina Kulick (SOM), Alex Kumjian (COS), Qizhen Li for Mano  Misra (EN), Jill Manit for Eric Albers (HS), Bourne Morris (JO), Elliott Parker (Chair-Elect), Jane Patterson (A&F), Stephen Rock (Ex-Officio), Janet Sanderson (President’s), Madeleine Sigman-Grant (COOP), Leah Skladany (SOM), Judy Strauss (COBA), Virginia Vogel (CLA), Jill Wallace (IT), Leonard Weinberg (CLA). 

 Absent: Lucy Walker (President’s).

Guests: Melisa Choroszy (Associate Vice President for Enrollment Service), William Cobb (Regent Elect), Milton Glick (President), Marc Johnson (Executive Vice President and Provost), John Trent (President’s Office), and Steven Zink (Vice President for Information Technology and Libraries). 

2. Visit With President Milton Glick and Executive Vice President and Provost Marc Johnson:

President Milt Glick reported that the budget was still a moving target. Last year the university was asked to make a 4.5 % reduction and then another reduction of 3.5% for a total of 8% for the year. The budget for the university which includes the Experiment Station, Cooperative Extension, Statewide programs and the School of Medicine was around 210 million, for just the core of the university the budget was 130 million. Most of those cuts did not come from colleges, as the administration wanted to make sure that students could get the classes they needed. Next year the reduction in the budget would be 14%. The administrative side of the university was the most affected by these cuts. 

It has been difficult to be facile during these budget reductions as notification times cause the university to make more cuts. The Board of Regents would most likely be looking at reducing the length of time of the notification period

 In the past, gaming had carried the state, but they can no longer do that, so there the need was to find other revenues in the state. 

Administration would be adjusting the thermostats in 40 buildings, borrowing money from some self supporting balances, and reducing operating budgets. When the budget increases these self supporting balances would be repaid. Neighboring states were also looking at budget cuts, but none as severe as Nevada’s. 

Glick said that the cooperation of the deans, leadership of the senate and students had been extraordinary. 

Executive Vice President and Provost Marc Johnson reported that the centers, academies, and institutes have been looked at and many have relinquished up to 80% of their state dollars for a savings of approximately 1 million dollars. All of the tenured positions have been protected. These centers have been very creative in downsizing. This has been a very stressful time and Marc thanked the directors for their participation. 

Through the Teaching Resource Management (TRM) approach, they have been looking at the density of classes, as a result there will be fewer LOAs teaching, filling holes where regular faculty cannot teach. Administration would be writing a draft strategic plan and sending it out to all faculty for comments and suggestions. This plan would not be an in-depth as previous strategic plans. The university would also be working on an institutional master plan, which would be used to reduce academic enterprise if necessary and to rebuild when the budget issues were not a concern. Both of these plans would be developed and vetted by the faculty. 

3. Visit with Regent Elect William Cobb:

Regent-Elect William Cobb thanked the senate for inviting him to speak at the meeting. Cobb said that he ran for the regent position because he was concerned that Howard Rosenberg was termed out and there were no good candidates running. His family has been in Nevada for more than 100 years. His grandfather, father, himself and his son had attended and graduated from UNR. Cobb has served on the Foundation Board, the Athletic Association and has been active in many other UNR related functions. He was a Deputy District Attorney in Washoe County prior to going into private practice. He has now been at the firm, longer than the partners. His concerns for the upcoming year included who would be filling the other vacant regent positions, and what faculty would be doing to let the public know what they really do. He said that the question most frequently asked of him was “when are faulty going to start teaching classes?” The public did not realize what being a faculty member really entailed. The public did not understand about the research and service side of being a faculty member. Faculty needed to tell their story to the public Cobb said. A senator suggested that faculty might also donate a portion of their salary to the university, and a discussion followed.

4. iNtegrate Project: Melisa Choroszy,Associate Vice President Enrollment Services and Steve Zink:

Melisa Choroszy reported that implementation of iNtegrate was happening. UNLV and TMCC would be going online first, then UNR would follow as a second wave. UNR is currently in the planning stages with the PeopleSoft product. The software would be deployed in 3 instances which would give us more ownership and flexibility in terms of software development. Information on the integrate project is located at this website: http://integrate.nevada.edu/index.html. PeopleSoft has there own Degree Audit Report and the university will be using that. A faculty advisory group that has several faculty members on it, including, Bill Follette, Elliott Parker, David Sanders (Chair of Academic Standards), and Dana Edberg (Chair of Accounting 7 Information Systems) has been meeting. The admissions’ process has been scheduled to go live in Fall 2010 followed by Registration and Records in Spring of 2011. Part of the next tuition increase would go towards the technological side and some to the functional side. The current system support was going out of business so there would be no more support for the software. In particular financial aid would no longer be supported, which would put the university at great jeopardy. 

Email Issues: Steve Zink, Vice President Information Technology

Back in the 1990s Steve Zink, developed a policy regarding the status of email. According to a court ruling businesses own your computer and can access information within it  anytime. A request was made for particular email and that request was honored at no cost. The email account in question was sifted through by legal counsel who decided what was pertinent and what wasn’t. This is potentially a huge change in what has happened in the past. This also has huge cost implications for campus if these are considered official records which would fall under state archive records requirements.  Nevada’s public record law has not been updated and is very vague, however policies under it discuss what is a public record. These policies regard email as a telephone conversation. Zink feels that a subpoena was needed to get this information. Follette commented that you are allowed to charge for the effort and  charge to reproduce the records. In this instance it was disconcerting that no charges were passed on. This is an alternative way to avoid the deposition process. Follette felt that even though the interpretations may be not wrong, he felt the process was wrong. Zink was not convinced that legal counsel looked at law to see what constituted public record. 

If a public record is destroyed, it is a crime, but the NRS states that some email is similar to a phone call. 

5. Consent Agenda:

Follette asked if there was a motion to approve the consent agenda. Elliott Parker requested to pull items 3 and 4 from the consent agenda and Alex Kumjian requested to pull item 1. Alex Kumjian also asked if the consent agenda could show who brought the item forward and who endorsed the item. 

MOTION: Morris/Wallace. To accept the consent agenda and approve item 2 “the voting process” 

ACTION: Passed unanimously

MOTION: Sigman-Grant/Kumjian. To approve the October 16, 2008 meeting minutes as amended with Alex Kumjian present.

ACTION: Passed unanimously. 

Item 4 Proposed bylaws amendments from the Bylaws and Code Committee: 

Parker recommended a change in Bylaws Revision 3.2.4 b by adding this paragraph:

Any decision which involves the nonreappointment to or termination of employment of faculty or the furlough or lay off of faculty for financial exigency or curricular reasons is not subject to review by grievance procedures. The petitioner may file a request for reconsideration of nonreappointment or termination, in accordance with Chapter 5 of the Code, within 15 calendar days of the date he or she received written reasons for the action or decision. The President’s decision shall be final.

Jill Wallace proposed that “President’s Office” should read “President.” 

The next change Parker recommended was in section: 3.2.5 g., in the sentence :”The colleague must be a UNR employee and may not be an attorney, a member of the Faculty Senate Executive Board, the university ombudsperson, or any executive faculty at the equivalent level of dean or above.” This would prevent any conflict of interest perception. 

MOTION: Parker/Jenkins. To approve the bylaws revisions with the above amendments. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously

The voting would take place early next week and finish in time for the deadline for the February Board of Regents’ Meeting. 

Item 3: Internal senate office procedures for the grievance process:

Parker would like the senate office to modify the internal procedures to fit revisions and amendments just made by the senate once the voting has been completed. The internal procedures would be brought to the senate for approval. 

MOTION: Parker/Wallace. To allow the senate office to rewrite the internal procedures to bring them in line with the latest bylaw revisions and amendments, then to bring them to the senate. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously

6. Chairs Report, Bill Follette:

Many of the topics that Follette had for the chair’s report were already discussed. 

Follette said that work was starting on procedures that would involve code changes. Two procedures listed in the code regarding Financial Exigency and Curricular Review would not actually be effective in dealing with the current budget issues. A third procedure may need to be established that would be an intermediate process that would allow the faculty to make contractual changes. This would not be something that should happen at the Regent level, but at the college level. If the institutions do not come up with something, then the regents might invent a procedure ad hoc. The institutions need to think differently about notification requirements. 

There was discussion about managing change, and not giving up too much too fast. Part of the issue with the budget concerns was that the numbers for the budget have been a moving target, making it difficult to make any kind of plan. 

The Governor has stated that everything is on the table, making it seem as though it has not just been a spending problem. 

The Senate Chairs wrote letter to the governor asking to appoint a commission to put names forward for the appointment of regents. 

The Sage Commission used a report comparing salaries in the public and private sector, Parker felt that one of the issues with this study was that there were not many Keno Runners working on campus and not may practicing Professors working in the private sector. The comparisons were not very accurate because of the job discrepancies. 

There was discussion about sabbaticals, which the university was allowed by the Regents to have sixteen per year. Professional Development leave might go away as not really addressed by the regents’ policy. There has been discussion at the regent level of not granting sabbaticals at this time. The savings would be approximately 124, 000, but other effects could be more of a detriment. Sabbaticals would probably be looked at much more closely. 

Follette thought that there would be a review of the Core Curriculum. He also would be working to understand how the University Courses and Curriculum Committee operated. Follette was working with Vice Provost Bill Cathey, to learn more about the process. There were concerns that perhaps not all of the procedures existed in formal policy and that perhaps there has been some mission creep. 

Announcements:

Tim McFarling was now heading Human Resources as Interim Assistant Vice President. 

John Burnett now reports to the Provost’s office (Jannet Vreeland). 

The student union has the ability to cosponsor to speakers. Faculty can contact Eli Reilly if they would like to bring in co-sponsored speakers that have a broad appeal.

New Business: None

The Technology Committee Year-end Report has been moved to a later agenda. 

Meeting Adjourned: 5:03 pm
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