CONSENT AGENDA

University of Nevada, Reno

2008-09 Faculty Senate

March 26, 2009
RSJ 304
Process for Consideration of Consent Agenda Items:

· All items on the Consent Agenda are action items.  A single vote for the consent agenda passes all items listed on the agenda.  Any senator may request an agenda item be pulled for discussion and held for a separate vote.

· Prior to a vote on the consent agenda, the Chair will open the floor for comment from senators including requests to pull items.

· Once all items to be pulled have been identified, the Chair will call for a vote on the remaining Consent Agenda items.

· Discussion and action on items pulled will be managed individually.

	1.
	Request to Approve the February 19, 2009 Meeting Minutes


	Action/Enclosure

	2.
	The Administrative Manual Revisions: Vetted by the UAM Committee
Please note that additions are bolded and underlined 
Deletions are strikethroughs

	Action/Enclosures

	
	a. Probationary Period for Tenure: Section 2, 2723 Revision February 2009
b. Unit Bylaws: Section 48 Revision March 2009
c. Temporary Administrative Governance: Section  New Policy March 2009
d. Documents Need for New Academic & Administrative Appointments: Section 2,590 Revised March 2009

	

	 3.
	UNR Bylaws Revisions

Presented by Elliott Parker
	Action/Enclosure

	
	
	

	
	
	



University of Nevada, Reno

February 19, 2009                                                       
               Meeting 7
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),  Stephani Foust (SS), Tom Harris (CABNR), Eric Herzik (CLA), Jodi Herzik (Provost’s), Stephen Jenkins (COS),  Maureen Kilkenny (CABNR), Tom Kozel (SOM), Bill Kuechler (COBA), Doina Kulick (SOM), Alex Kumjian (COS), Normand Leblanc (SOM), Bourne Morris (JO), Elliott Parker (Chair-Elect), Hans-Peter Plag (COS), Janet Sanderson (President’s), Madeleine Sigman-Grant (COOP), Leah Skladany (SOM), Judy Strauss (COBA), Virginia Vogel (CLA) Virginia Vogel for Jen Hill (CLA),  Lucy Walker (President’s), Jill Wallace (IT), Leonard Weinberg (CLA). 

Absent: Eric Albers (HS), Manoranjan Misra (EN), Jane Patterson (A & F), Stephen Rock (Ex-Officio).

Guests: Zan Aslett (GSA), Aaron DeWall (President’s), Horst Lange (CLA), Tim McFarling (HR), Howard Rosenberg (CLA), Jannet Vreeland (Provost’s)

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

Accreditation review: There are eleven items that the accreditation team wanted addressed over the next two years. One team member will arrive on campus on April 27, 2009 to look at five of those issues. In 2010 another team member would be looking at the other six issues. Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities, the accreditation body, will be changing accreditation to an ongoing or continuous process.

Two of the new Regents (Page and Cobb) will be on campus next week for an orientation. 

The first of three visits by auditors for Effort Reporting will be happening. There was discussion regarding the 5% Tolerance allowed and if there was funding for that and if the policy Mark Brenner started was completed. Hans-Peter suggested when the policy was completed to allow for a 10% tolerance (university paid) to allow for proposal writing and university service, with the idea that 5% could be taken at the beginning of the year and then save the other 5% towards then end if needed. 

They are at the front end of implementing some functional reviews such as customer focus, training and explanations or regulatory functions so they can land in the middle, including effective service to support research and be in line with regulations regarding human subjects and the use of animals. The hope is to also train students to be aware of the regulations and create positive attitudes towards these regulations. 

Administration is working on the Regents’ mandated institutional and master plan, which would enable the university to identify areas of excellence and prioritize what to rebuild under improved budget conditions. They hope to have a draft of the plan out to faculty just before spring break. The regents would not approve any new programs that were not in the master plan. 

Budget and Retirement: 

Retirement and Benefit’s issues were discussed by the senate; Johnson said that faculty looking at retirement should speak with Benefits prior to making decision. There was discussion that if take a 94% pay cut, then faculty and staff could only work 94%.The budget should be received in May or Jun e and then the university would know more about budget impacts at that time.

3. Visit with former Regent Howard Rosenberg: 

There are four new regents on the board this year and Howard Rosenberg feels they will be good regents.  Rosenberg also stressed that the issue of educating the public as to what a professor does is extremely important. Professors do not just teach, this is a research institution and research is part of a professor’s job.  Faculty need to gather documentation to show the public. The university needs to have this information disseminated and marketed to the public. The public doesn’t really understand the way the budget works, for example they see the university building new buildings and wonder why if there is no money buildings were still being built. Elliott Parker and Bruce Shively would be co-authoring a guide to the budget perplexed in the next couple of weeks.

The Senate thanked Rosenberg for his time and dedication as a regent.

4. Promotion Process and Standards for Lecturers : Vice Provost/Secretary of the University, Jannet Vreeland 

This draft policy was brought forward by Jannet Vreeland to address the ability of lecturers to go up for promotion. There was discussion regarding:

· Whether there should be outside reviewers for the teaching process?

·  The up and out at six years section and whether  that was really necessary if the lecturer was doing their job.

·  Whether or not to grandfather in current lecturers? 

· Should the guidelines be flexible for different units

· Could there be input from non-tenure track lecturers about how they view the proposal?

Vreeland asked senators to forward their ideas to her and she would incorporate the best ones into the draft policy and then bring back to the senate for their final recommendations.

Link to the draft policy: 

http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/08-09/agendas/02-19-09_Agendapkt.doc
5. Consent agenda:

The Consent agenda can be approved in its entirety or items could be pulled, discussed, and voted on separately. 

Item 2 December 10, 2008 meeting minutes and item 4 Proposed Senate Committee Policy. 

MOTION: E. Herzik, Vogel. To approve the remaining items on the consent agenda 

ACTION: Pass unanimously

Item 2: December 10, 2008 Meeting Minutes there was a duplicate sentence on page 3, Item 6. 

MOTION: To approve the meeting minutes with the duplicate sentence removed.

ACTION: Passed Unanimously

Item 4: The proposed policy was an effort to stagger the reporting times and terms of the senate committees. The Bylaws and Code Committee, the Technology Committee and the Salary and Benefits Committee would be charged at the beginning of a calendar year, while the Academic Standards Committee, the Campus Affairs Committee and the Administrative Faculty Personnel Policy and Procedure Committee would be charged at the beginning of an academic year. 

MOTION: E. Herzik, Kilkenny. To approve the proposed Senate Committee Policy. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously

6. Nominating Committee:

The nominating committee would meet once or twice in the spring semester and nominate senators for the Executive Board positions, chair-elect, parliamentarian and two at large members. The current executive board has put forward names from the senate and Follette asked for nominations from the floor, Judy Strauss was nominated from the floor. 

Elected to serve on the Nominating Committee were Eric Albers, Tom Harris, Bourne Morris, Virginia Vogel, and Jill Wallace. 

7. Chair’s Report: 

· There are four new Board of Regents’ members.  Two appointed by the governor are Regent Ray Rawson and Regent Kevin Page, while Nevadans elected Regents William Cobb and Regent Robert Blakely.  Two of these regents are seasoned state politicians. 

· The regents will be looking for someone to sponsor a Bill Draft Request (BDR) for a rainy day fund for NSHE. Currently any excess funds revert back to the state at the end of the fiscal year; this BDR will ask that NSHE be allowed to keep the funds. 

· The Fire Science Academy has received outside funding to help support it. 

· The Presidential Evaluation was done through Checkbox, and 464 faculty and staff participated in the presidential evaluation. The number of people participating in evaluations has increased since the use of Checkbox. There were a couple of technical issues which caused the survey to be resent.  

· Three senators agreed to serve on the ASUN Scholarship Committee: Lucy Walker, Jodi Herzik and Judy Strauss. 

Maureen Kilkenny asked for clarification regarding when code changed requiring A contract faculty to use annual leave for outside consulting. Where did the policy come from? Did it happen in 2005? The system office should have any changes that were made to the code. 

Jill Wallace said that if units were interested in using checkbox, they would need to send a request to survey@unr.edu. 

Follette asked if there were three senators who would like to participate in the ASUN Scholarship Committee. These senators volunteered to serve: Jodi Herzik, Judy Strauss, and Lucy Walker. 

8. Visit with President Glick:

· President Glick will be doing a quick 360-degree evaluation of all Vice Presidents, except for the Provost. Over the next five years, a more in-depth process would be developed for the 360-degree evaluations. 

· Pres. Glick would like to see the word get out to the public and to legislature regarding budget cuts. He would like to see faculty, if they are so inclined, speak to their neighbors, and to have both faculty and community members write to their legislators. Senators were reminded that they should not write on UNR stationary or from their work computers. Legislators might be more willing to support revenue increases if they were told that if taxes were raised then their constituents would still vote for them. It would also be better if those people writing to their legislators came up with ideas that would increase revenue, not just saying don’t cut our pay. Jim Richardson has been speaking to the legislature regarding benefits cuts, which has allowed the administration to focus on the budget with the legislature.   

· Our first report card for measuring success shows that graduate enrollment is up for the first time in many years, diversity numbers are up, first-year persistence is up 2 points, second-year persistence is up 1 point, national merit scholarships have increased, lower division student credit hours went up from  56% to 61%, and sponsored research dollars are up. 

Cuts made so far come from the following areas: 

	Instruction
	
	-3%

	Research (Agricultural Experiment Station, Bureau of Mines, Basque Studies, etc)
	
	-21%

	Public Service (Cooperative Extension)
	
	-19%

	Academic Support
	
	-5%

	Student Services
	
	-12%

	Instructional Support
	
	-17%

	Operating & Maintenance
	
	-4%

	Scholarships
	
	0%


It is important to understand why some people say there will be a 49% cut and some say it will be a 36% cut. The money comes from the state in 8 separate categories, with the following cuts in general fund allocations: 

	University (Main Campus)
	
	-49%

	School of Medicine
	
	-5%

	Athletics
	
	-1%

	Statewide Programs
	
	-10%

	Agricultural Experiment Station 
	
	-5%

	Cooperative Extension
	
	-10%

	BCN (Business Center North)
	
	-10%

	State Health Lab
	
	-6%

	Overall UNR General Fund Allocation
	
	-36%


The salary cut is included in the 36%, but Pres. Glick said they would not cut salaries unless it was mandated, as he did not believe that it was legal nor did her believe that it was a good policy.

Glick has been on talk shows trying to get the word out. Approximately 30 students went to the legislature and visited the offices of legislators. 

The Sagebrush published a very graphic sex article and both President Glick and Dean Ceppos discussed with the writer that every media outlet should control their set of standards, neither wanted to interfere with academic freedom but they wanted to create a learning atmosphere for the students and have the editor define their set of standards. 

9. Salary and Benefits Committee Parental Leave Policy: Horst Lange, Chair

The Salary and Benefits Committee after doing research presented their report and conclusion to the senate: Implementing a parental leave policy that is clear and expands somewhat beyond the FMLA requirements will put UNR in a desirable competitive position relative to its peer institutions. It will contribute to attract quality junior faculty who are interested in work-life balance – a need that clearly has been responded to by elite institutions. In addition, having a fair and consistent policy to address parental leave will have a positive impact on retention of quality faculty members.  

 There was discussion among the senators regarding whether or not this was the right time to recommend implementation or if they should wait until the budget crisis has passed. 

MOTION: Kumjian/Curtis. To endorse and adopt this policy as soon as possible within budgetary constraints. 

ACTION: Passed, 1 abstention

10. New Business:

· Bill and Elliott presented a “Sense of the Senate” regarding cuts in benefits proposed by the Governor and the PEBP board.  There was discussion regarding the language in the proposed draft and a request was made to send out the versions with a due date in the subject line of the email.

MOTION: Kilkenny/Kumjian. To submit comments regarding this draft, incorporate the general sense of those comments, rewrite and send out the final version for senators to vote on via email.

ACTION: Passed unanimously

· The Health Science Division will be asked to fill one vacant position which would be separate from the School of Medicine for now. SOM already has five senators. When the College of Health & Human Sciences was going through the reorganization, they decided not to elect a senator. 

· Bourne Morris suggested that Follette also do a sense of the senate regarding President Glick’s clarity, integrity and willingness to communicate with the faculty. Follette agreed to draft and bring to the senate. 

Meeting adjourned at 5:25 pm


PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO UNR BYLAWS

As proposed by the University Bylaws & Code Committee

Deletions are struck through in [brackets], additions in bold
1.1.3  AMENDMENT OF THE BYLAWS

Any member of the faculty, the President, the Chancellor, or the Board of Regents may propose amendments to these Bylaws.  All proposed amendments [developed by the faculty] shall be submitted in writing to the Faculty Senate, which shall refer the same to a Senate Bylaws Committee for its review and recommendation.  If recommended for approval by a majority of the Faculty Senate, the proposed amendment shall be submitted to the faculty for a vote by a written, secret mail ballot or other similarly confidential electronic means.  A proposed amendment which, after consideration by the Faculty Senate, has not been recommended for approval by a majority of that body shall be submitted to the faculty for a vote by a written, secret mail ballot (or other similarly confidential electronic means) if at least ten percent of the faculty sign a petition requesting this action.  [The] Amendments shall be in force upon: 1) recommendation for approval by the faculty, which shall be by at least a two-thirds majority of those voting [in a written, secret mail ballot]; 2) approval by the President; and 3) approval by the [Board of Regents] Chancellor.

[Proposed amendments developed by the President, Chancellor, or the Board of Regents shall likewise be submitted in writing both to the Faculty Senate for this body's full review and recommendation and also to the faculty as a whole for its vote before being forwarded to the Board of Regents for final approval.]

Rationale:  The two paragraphs redundantly tried to distinguish between amendments proposed by faculty and those proposed by the President, the Chancellor, and the Board.  The second paragraph is therefore eliminated and the first paragraph is clarified to mean that ALL amendments (whether proposed by faculty or not) must be submitted in writing to the Faculty Senate, etc.  Also, our recent practice of electronic voting is reflected with the addition of "or other similarly confidential electronic means." 

3.1.4  PERSONNEL FILE 

The University shall maintain at its Human Resources office an official personnel file for each member of the faculty. [, which shall be the exclusive file for personnel decisions, and which includes all personnel] Other personnel files maintained in the department, major unit, or university administrative offices [. Provisions regarding files shall apply to all that are maintained. The files] shall be [maintained,] supervised and kept in a secure, locked place, by the appropriate administrators[;] (department files by the chair, major unit files by the dean or director, and University files by the administrator designated by the President).

Rationale:  Human Resources keeps the official personnel file.  This file is not exclusive, but is the only official one.  Personnel files in other university offices must be supervised and kept secure.

3.3.2  EVALUATION

All evaluations shall be initiated by the department and shall be made on the basis of equitable and uniform criteria. Evaluations of instructional faculty shall include an assessment of teaching evaluations completed by their students. Quality of performance for each area of professional activity shall be assessed according to procedures and criteria specified in department, major unit, and these University Bylaws, [. For academic faculty, evaluations shall] and may include peer review. For tenure-track faculty members, external peer review shall be required for promotion or tenure, as specified in major unit and/or department bylaws.

Rationale:  Peer review of teaching is not done in many departments.  We propose that it not be mandatory.

3.3.6 RECLASSIFICATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE FACULTY POSITIONS  

A reclassification of an administrative faculty member is in recognition of the level of work and responsibilities assigned to that position. A member of the administrative faculty may request reclassification of the administrative range of his/her current position at any time after the first year of employment.

Rationale:  The administration proposes that reclassification not be requested until after the first year of employment.

3.4.4  SCHEDULE FOR EVALUATION OF PROBATIONARY FACULTY

b.   Three Year Review - A probationary member of the faculty must be evaluated and advised regarding progress toward tenure recommendation no later than the end of the third full academic year as a probationary member of the academic faculty of the university and, if not granted tenure, annually thereafter. The probationary faculty member shall be informed of this evaluation in writing, including the program of improvement that must be undertaken to be considered for tenure at a later date.  All third-year reviews shall be forwarded by the dean or major unit administrator to the Executive Vice-President and Provost. 

Rationale:  Reflects current practice.

3.5.1 NONREAPPOINTMENT OF NONTENURED FACULTY

Notification of nonreappointment of nontenured members of the faculty shall be made in accordance with the provisions prescribed in [Subsections 5.9.1 to 5.9.4] Title 2, Chapter 5 of the Code.  [In accordance with Section 3.3.7 of these Bylaws, when a recommendation or decision not to renew an appointment has first been reached, the faculty member involved will be informed of that recommendation or decision in writing by the body or individual making the initial recommendation or decision, and the faculty member may request written notice of reasons.]  Administrative decisions or recommendations involving the nonreappointment of a nontenured faculty member shall be communicated in writing, within 15 college working days, to the faculty member by the administrator making the initial decision or recommendation.  Such written notices of or recommendations for nonreappointment shall include reasons for the decision or recommendation.

Rationale:  Subsections of the Code may change, so only Title and Chapter are specified.  We propose that initial notices of or recommendations for nonreappointment include reasons, without the appointee having to ask for them.
3.5.7 SABBATICAL AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT LEAVES 

The major purpose of sabbatical and professional development leaves is to provide the faculty opportunity for continued professional growth and new or renewed intellectual achievement through study, research, writing, creative work and travel, so that teaching effectiveness may be enhanced, scholarly usefulness increased, and the institution's academic, research, and service programs strengthened.  Any faculty member with academic equivalent rank, including the rank of lecturer, who shall, at the beginning of the proposed leave, have served full-time on either a ten- or twelve-month contract for six or more salaried years without a sabbatical leave is eligible to apply for sabbatical or professional development leave.  

Rationale:  Corrects an oversight. IF ADOPTED, TITLE NEEDS TO BE CORRECTED IN THE TABLE OF CONTENTS ALSO.

3.6.3  VICE-PRESIDENTS 
  
The President, in making a nomination for vice-president to the Board of Regents, shall consult with the faculty. Consultation shall involve a faculty screening committee selected in accordance with provisions defined by the Administrative Manual. The committee shall present a list [ranked slate] of three or more candidates to the President and shall meet with the President to discuss the proposed candidates.

Rationale:  The President prefers an unranked list of candidates.
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