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1. Welcome, Introductions, & Roll Call

Present:  Dick Bjur (Research), Gale Craviso (SOM),  Gale Craviso for Tom Kozel (SOM), Donnelyn Curtis (Libraries), Bill Follette (CLA), Stephani Foust (SS), Tom Harris (CABNR), Eric Herzik (CLA), Jodi Herzik (Provost’s), Jen Hill (CLA), Mary Hylton for Eric Albers (HHS), Stephen Jenkins (COS), Maureen ,Kilkenny (CABNR), Tom Kozel (SOM), Doina Kulick (SOM), Alex Kumjian (COS), Normand LeBlanc (SOM), John Marini for Leonard Weinberg (CLA), Bourne Morris (JO), Elliott Parker (COBA), Jane Patterson (A & F), Hans-Peter Plag (COS), Shannon Rahming for Jill Wallace (IT), Janet Sanderson (President’s),  Madeleine Sigman-Grant (COOP), Judy Strauss (COBA), Virginia Vogel (CLA), Lucy Walker (President’s).

Absent: Manoranjan Misra (EN), Leah Skladany (SOM). 

Guests: Jannet Vreeland, Interim Executive Vice President and Provost, Marc Johnson, Executive Vice President and Provost, Jeanne Wendel, Chair, Ad Hoc IRB Review Committee, Maureen Cronin, Academic Standards Committee, Susan Publicover, Director, Human Research Protocol. 

2. Chair’s Report: Bill Follette

Some administrative changes that recently occurred on campus, Mark Brenner would retiring this year and that unit would be undergoing reorganization and would most likely report directly to the Provost’s Office. Marc Johnson would assume the title of Executive Vice President and Provost on July 1, 2008. A search for the replacement for Cindy Kiel, has been happening and an offer has been informally accepted. Michael Coray, Special Assistant to the President on Diversity, has stepped down and would return to his home department of History. The Board of Regents was establishing a system level committee to study issues of diversity John Mc Donald assumed the leadership role for the Health Science Division and Ole Thienhaus became the Interim Dean for the School of Medicine.(SOM)  Normally reorganization would take place with the senate receiving a proposal, conducting a review and then making recommendations regarding the proposal. This reorganization was a timing issue and the senate has not seen a proposal to review. The executive board has asked Jannet Vreeland, Executive Vice President and Provost to bring a proposal to the senate. The executive board and the senate were not approving the plan post hoc, nor were they pretending that it went through the process. Vreeland and Marc Johnson would speak to this issue later in the meeting.

The following units would become part of the Division of Health Sciences as stand-alone units:

Campus Recreation and Wellness, Center for the Application of Substance Abuse Technologies, Orvis school of Nursing, School of Medicine, School of Public Health, and the School of Social Work. Vice President for Health Sciences, John McDonald would be working with four other units to determine their best organizational fit within the division: Center for Program Evaluation, Gerontology Academic Program, Nevada Center for Ethics and health Policy, and Sanford center for Aging. Human Development and Family Studies would be relocating as a department within the College of Education. Concern was expressed regarding the number of reorganizations that have appeared on the horizon and there has been no mention of senate review.  

Budget: Vreeland and Johnson would be talking about budget issues at this meeting. The Principles Proposal drafted by the board was sent out early this week for senators to review and provide comments to the board. Follette would like to act on that proposal under new business today. The governor Administration has been looking a multiple scenarios. TMCC and WNC have talked about buyouts to relieve some of the budget pressures. No forced buyout, but offering the option to faculty who might be considering retirement. This would be a good negotiating time to approach the provost if faculty might be interested on this campus. This could effect the FTE line for at least a period of time. The faculty senate blog would soon be open to all faculty and they could respond to these budget issues and other issues. Sharepoint would be a discussion place for senators and committees. Until a work around could be found for off campus email addresses, Michelle Hritz, Senate Manager asked that those faculty send their comments to her and she would post onto the blog.  She will make sure that get posted on there. Follette thanked Michelle for the tremendous amount of hard work she has done in bringing the senate into the 20th century with technology. Judy Strauss suggested that people put their names on their comments. Last year the Budget Committee recommended not reinstituting the 107 committee, as long as good consultation takes place. Follette would make sure to bring it to the senate if they were being left out of the loop. A memo was sent out by Interim Vice President and Provost Jannet Vreeland in April, reminding deans that the university has a workload policy and that they should review their units to make sure that they were consistent with the Campus workload policy. I would also be appropriate to review role statements at this time and adjust them accordingly. If the policy was not applied fairly, then it could become a senate issue. 

Follette would keep the senate updated through Sharepoint on the budget discussions. 
Eric Herzik asked about the reorganizations that have taken place without following process. While the senate has had input in some of these issues, the process has not been followed and the senate was not endorsing the reorganizations. 
3. Consent Agenda:
 The items on the consent agenda could be accepted in unanimity or an item could be pulled individually to be discussed and voted on.  The senate would be voting on the recommendations from the Academic Standards Committee report, except for the recommendation that was modified based on the request from the senate. 
A clarification was made to the May 2008-09 meeting minutes. A period was added after “…mid-term grad reporting.” The word “what” in the following sentence was capitalized and a question mark added after …may catalog changes.” 
MOTION: Kumjian/ Parker. To approve the minutes as amended.

ACTION: Passed unanimously. 

MOTION: Herzik/Rahming. To pull the items AS 1, AS 2, a,b,c,d,& e, 3, a, b, and 8b. and then approve the rest of the consent agenda. 

ACTION: Passed Unanimously. 

.
Follette reminded the senate that the recommendations received in this months packet were the shortened recommendations. The only change was in AS 1 and that was at the request of the senate. The other recommendations could be found in the May 207-08 meeting agenda packet. 

The senate would be voting on the original recommendations except for AS 1. 
AS1 

MOTION: Kumjian/Parker. To adopt the modified version:

The existing catalog language regarding the policy for dropping a course should be changed to state that students who wish to withdraw from individual classes between the fourth and ninth weeks of the semester must obtain their instructor’s signature on a form stating that they have discussed their intention to withdraw with the instructor.

Issues brought up by the senate were: If the professor was out of town would there be a grace period? This recommendation would add another administrative step. This recommendation made the assumption that students only drop classes if they were failing. Even though the intent was to insure that students received accurate information prior to dropping, this appeared as if the students had to get permission. Who would keep track of the signatures? 
MOTION: Kumjian/Parker. To adopt this version of AS1. 
Kumjian agreed to Rock’s motion to send this back to the committee.
MOTION: withdrawn

MOTION: To have the Executive Board meet with the Academic Standards Committee and formulate a plan regarding AS 1,2, 3, and suggest perhaps open fora
ACTION: passed 2 opposed. 

Consent Agenda Item Academic Standards 8b
Judy Strauss: Wondered about offline version of courses; Face to face workshops were not a good use of resources. 
MOTION: Strauss/ Morris. To eliminate recommendation 8b 

ACTION: Motion passed.  Opposed 3, abstentions 3  

4. Health Science Reorganization: Jannet Vreeland, Interim Executive Vice President and Provost and Marc Johnson, Executive Vice President and Provost:

Interim Executive Vice President and Provost Jannet Vreeland said that with the budget cuts that happened in January 2008 the reorganization was a natural step. Vreeland met with each department involved in the reorganization and asked what their preferences were regarding what units they thought that they should go into. Most of the departments chose to go to Health Science. Family Studies went to the College of Education. Health Science Reorganization occurred without faculty senate process or approval. In January, 2008 the university was faced with cutting budgets, and based on the recommendation of the dean and Vice President, administration decided to reorganize Health and Human Sciences (HHS) and the School of Medicine and create a Health Sciences Division (HS).  Most of the faculty of HHS after meeting with Vreeland chose to go to Health Sciences Family Studies chose not to go into HS and 2 faculty members went to Social Work and 1 went to Sociology.  

The senate has an obligation to review this reorganization in 2 or 3 years and the question was what documentation would be available for the committee to review this reorganization as no proposal was written or supplied to the senate.  The senate would receive a proposal by the end of this summer

The budget has driven many processes this year and it is difficult for the university to be nimble and function under the timeline needed. There has been much involvement with the executive board and the administration regarding budget issues. The Senate Chair sat of the President’s Council and the Chair Elect sat on the Academic Leadership Council. If the university has to cut another 14%, it would change the face of this campus. Administration does not want to do across the board cuts, but would prefer to do those cuts strategically as possible. Marc Johnson said that it would be important to keep everyone involved in discussions and principles. Administration would be funneling comments through the chair and chair elect. 
Follette thanked Jannet Vreeland for her valuable service as interim Executive Vice President and Provost and presented her with a bouquet of flowers from Steve Rock and himself. Vreeland had been an incredible asset to the academic side of the house. Vreeland responded that she enjoyed her work with the senate. 

5. IRB Report:: Jeanne Wendel Chair:
Chair Jeanne Wendel thanked the committee members for their hard work: Jeff Angermann, Rhoda Cummings, Jane Fisher, Maureen Kilkenny, Raymond Plodoswki, Jim Richardson, Larry Williams. The Committee presented their report to the senate and a motion was made to approve the report.

MOTION: Dietrich/Curtis. To approve the report as written. 
ACTION: Pass unanimously

The committee made four recommendations:

Recommendation # 1:   

Whereas:
· The human research protection process, as implemented by the Office of Human Research Protection (OHRP) and the Institutional Review Boards (IRBs) is an essential component of the university’s research infrastructure,
· Efficient and effective operation of the system facilitates efficient utilization of researcher time and efficient utilization of OHRP and IRB panel member time, and
· Discussions at the national level signal the potential for ongoing policy-level changes,
This committee recommends creation of a framework to facilitate ongoing Quality Improvement for the OHRP and IRB system.  This will require creation of a Review Team to carry out the following responsibilities:
a) Designate the data elements that should be reported annually.  These data elements may include information about numbers of protocols and turnaround times, and feedback from researchers.  The information included in this report in answer to Questions 1 and 2 may provide an initial template; however the Review Team may request modified formats or additional information.
b) Review the reported information, at least annually, to identify opportunities for improvement, prioritize these opportunities, and specify opportunities to be addressed in each upcoming year.
c) Collaborate with the OHRP and the IRB panel chairs to:
i. constitute process improvement teams that will assume responsibility for addressing the specified opportunities for improvement, 
ii. facilitate training, as needed, for the process improvement teams, 
iii. review the progress of the process improvement teams, and 
iv. consider whether the reported data elements should be modified in order to measure relevant outcomes.
d) Collaborate with the OHRP and the Faculty Senate to facilitate recruitment of qualified faculty to serve on the IRB panels.
e) The Review Team members should include represent:
i. Researchers (biomedical, social science, experienced and inexperienced, faculty familiar with student research issues, faculty familiar with issues related to the IRB process in the context of grant application), 
ii. OHRP,
iii. IRB panels (biomedical, social science),
iv. Related components of the research infrastructure, such as Grants and Contracts.
The Review Team is initially envisioned as an ongoing body to assist in the development of the administrative Quality Improvement work, with possible eventual dissolution at the pleasure of the Faculty Senate.
 
Recommendation # 2:  

This committee recommends funding the OHRP and IRB system at a sufficient level to facilitate efficient and effective utilization of researcher, IRB panel-member and OHRP staff time.   Currently, this implies funding to purchase or develop a user-friendly and effective electronic system to facilitate the just-in-time researcher self-training that researchers need in order to prepare accurate, effective and complete protocol applications.  As the relevant issues continue to evolve over time, other funding issues will arise.  The appropriate criteria for assessing whether the funding level is appropriate focuses on efficient and effective operation of the OHRP and IRB system.
 
Recommendation # 3: 

Whereas:
· Faculty knowledge about the human research protection process and faculty support for this process are essential components of a well-functioning process, and
· It is incumbent on the university to develop a culture of ethical research,
This committee recommends development of systematic strategies to ensure transparent and clear processes for:

a. appeal of IRB panel decisions,

b. systematic and recurring collection of feedback information from researchers, 

c. clear communication from IRB panels to researchers, and

d. clear delineation of the roles of the OHRP office, the IRB panel chairs, and the IRB panels in IRB review and appeal processes.  If the local expert system is developed, the roles of local experts should be clearly delineated as well.  Explanations of these roles should be included in the OHRP online information, to help researchers understand how the system works.

For any IRB panel decision to require protocol changes, the panel should identify the specific source material on which the panel relied to make its decision.  A copy of the relevant material (or reference to an online source) should be provided to the researcher.  Over time, this communication will strengthen researcher understanding of the IRB panel decision process, and this will strengthen the protocol preparation process.  

To facilitate communication of this critical information, OHRP should begin building a database of exemplar-based decisions that illustrate implementation of the Belmont Principles.  This information will support researcher training, IRB panel training, and communication between panels and researchers.  OHRP, the VPR office, and the Review Team should collaborate to develop strategies to de-identify the examples sufficiently to protect confidentiality and intellectual property.  We note that the Stanford website includes this type of information; hence it may not be necessary to develop this database completely in-house.  Due to the fact that development of this database will require substantial effort, careful thought should be given to the make-vs.-buy decision.  Resources may be needed to accomplish this goal.

Recommendation # 4:  

Whereas training is essential for efficient and effective operation of the IRB system, this committee recommends investing resources to strengthen two types of training:

a. ethics training, and

b. pragmatic training essential for protocol completion.

An efficient and effective website would integrate pragmatic information needed for protocol completion, protocol submission and tracking, and IRB panel specification of the rationales for its decisions.  A Turbo-Tax-style web-based tutorial on protocol completion that includes specific example and just-in-time training would facilitate efficient operation of the human protection system.  If the system helps researchers prepare complete and accurate protocol applications, and these applications require fewer modifications and clarifications, the system will help researchers, IRB panel members, IRB panel chairs, and OHRP office staff use their time efficiently and effectively.

Creation of this type of web-based training will require substantial effort; hence careful consideration should be given to the make-vs.-buy decision.  

The Review Team should assume an advisory role in the development of this system.

The CITI training provides sound training for the first-time researcher.  Researchers should not be required, however, to repeat this same training on a recurring schedule.  The OHRP office has identified a range of options that could be implemented for the recurring training.  Departments and programs may propose additional options.  The Review Team should work with the OHRP to develop a system for reviewing these proposals.

MOTION: Jenkins/Kilkenny. To approve the recommendations as presented to the senate. 

ACTION: Passed, 1 abstention

Follette thanked the committee and Jeanne Wendel, this was a tremendously difficult task and Wendel’s ability to rise to the difficult tasks time and again has been appreciated. Rock thanked Susan Publicover for all her hard work providing documentation to the committee. 

6. New Business:
Follette would like some direction on memo sent out to the senate describing principles regarding the budget issues. When these budget issues hit, there may not be time to meet and deliberate. Follette would like to have feedback from the senate regarding this memo. The senate discussed these principles:
· The first principle is to protect the teaching and research missions of the university to the fullest extent possible. This principle implies that elimination of the programs that impact students and termination of faculty are measures of last resort. The success of students and the welfare of faculty and staff who are affected by class reductions or the elimination of programs, teaching, research, or service shall be protected to the fullest extent possible. 

· Should it be necessary to impact personnel or programs, the second principle is to preserve the overall functioning of those elements of the university that have achieved national prominence and provide the most value to university constituencies. 

The senate discussed the principles and made a motion to approve the general language of the principles and allow Follette to wordsmith the document based on their suggestions. The senate agreed that they would like the regents to allow each institution to guide their own cuts, rather than have across the board cuts. The senate agreed to empower Follette 
MOTION: Morris/Vogel. To allow the chair to wordsmith the language and make the second  principle more general and then send out to faculty. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously
Meeting adjourned 5:20

