AGENDA

University of Nevada, Reno

2009-10 Faculty Senate

December 9, 2009, 1:30 p.m.

JCSU Senate Chambers
All times are approximate

	1:30
	1.
	Roll Call and Introductions


	

	1:35
	2.
	Accreditation Update: Visit With Athletic Director Cary Groth 
 
	Information/Discussion



	2:05
	3.
	Chair’s Report

	Information/Discussion



	2:20
	4.
	Bylaws and Code Revisions that have not yet passed the senate to senate chair for language revisions
	Discussion/Action

	2:40
	5.
	Fred DeRafols: Bylaws and Code Committee 2008-09 Final Report

	Enclosure/Action



	3:00
	
	Break


	

	3:10
	6.
	Director Melody Bayfield: Parking Update 

	Information/Discussion

	3:30
	7.
	Visit with President Glick

	Information/Discussion

	3:50
	8. 
	Howard Goldbaum: Technology Committee 2009 Final Report

	Enclosure/Action

	4:10
	9.
	Request to Approve the November 19, 2009 Meeting Minutes

	Enclosure/Action



	4:15
	10.

	Horst Lange: Salary and Benefits Committee 2009 Final Report

	Enclosure/Action


	4:50
	11.
	Senate Committee Liaison Updates
	Information/Discussion

	5:00
	12.
	New Business
	Information/Discussion

	
	
	Adjourn


	


	Future Senate Meetings
	Future Board of Regents Meetings

	UNR Faculty Senate Website
	NSHE Website

	January 21, 2010
RSJ 304
	March 4 - 5, 2010
CSN

	February 18, 2010
RSJ 304
	June 3 – 4, 2010
UNR



Faculty Senate

University Bylaws and Code Committee

Fall 2008 & Calendar 2009 Year-End Report

Submitted by:  Fred de Ràfols
December 2, 2009
Committee Membership

Fall 2009:  Joseph Bozsik, Donnelyn Curtis (resigned Oct. 2, 2009 due to schedule conflicts), M. Sami Fadali, Martha Hildreth, Susan Lentz, Christopher Simon, Lorena Stookey, Jacquelyn Sundstrand, Stephanie Woolf, Fred de Ràfols (chair).

Fall 2008-Spring 2009:  Joseph Bozsik, Donnelyn Curtis, M. Sami Fadali, Carol Freinkel, Ann Hubert, Susan Lentz, Lorena Stookey, Jacquelyn Sundstrand, Stephanie Woolf, Fred de Ràfols (chair).

Note:  Committee chair does not vote except to break a tie.

Introduction
The UBCC completed all charges it received from the EB in the last year and a half.  The charges are listed at the end of this report.  They include a fairly open-ended “upon request from the Executive Board...” charge that allows for ad hoc requests for amendments and opinions.  The committee accepted all such ad hoc requests, sometimes made with certain urgency, and was flexible enough to meet them even as it continued working on standing and additional charges.  As of this writing, the additional charge received on November 19, 2009, from the EB (“Review proposals from the Senate Chair’s advisory group, which was asked for general suggestions for possible amendments to the NSHE Code.  Advise the Faculty Senate as soon as possible on whether or not these recommendations should be endorsed or amended.  Do not propose specific language for the Code at this time”) has been studied by the committee via email in the time allotted.  The committee is set to meet on December 4 to develop its response.
Review Previous Charges, Recommendations, and Implementation
At its 2/6/09 meeting the committee accepted the 12/29/08 report submitted by the subcommittee to review previous charges, recommendations, and implementation.  The report covered 2005-2008 and found no major items pending from previous years that had not been subsequently addressed by the committee.  For example, the advent of the Senate’s online bylaws repository now lets units that might otherwise require templates view bylaws of similar units for guidance; the process for adopting and amending departmental and major unit bylaws has been revised in the UNR bylaws and approved by the Board of Regents.  The subcommittee’s report is available in the committee’s Sharepoint site.

Recommendations on Future Status, Organization, and Charges

1.  Future bylaws committee membership should represent not only as wide a variety of units as possible but also a wide variety of ranks, including assistant, associate, and full professor, zero-rank lecturer and researcher, and academic and administrative faculty.  This is imperative because it is not always easy to predict with full confidence how a given bylaw or amendment might affect units or ranks other than one’s own.

2.  The committee recommends that when an amendment is adopted in the official text of the Bylaws, the date of approval be noted in parentheses at the end of the new or changed clause.  This practice is followed in the Code but not in the Bylaws.  It would be extremely useful, especially for frequent readers of the Bylaws.

3.  The work of the UBCC requires scrutiny by committee members, by the EB, by the Faculty Senate, by all UNR Faculty, by University Counsel, by the President, and by the Chancellor before an amendment is adopted.  By contrast, changes to the University Administrative Manual only require the UAM committee’s approval, approval by the Senate (which is not always thoroughly informed about exact language), and approval by the President.  The Manual undergoes rapid changes every month, and is broadly consulted by chairs and deans.

Recommendation:  Faculty representation on the University Administrative Manual committee should be bolstered.  Currently, the only representative —the chair of the UBCC—must 1) draft and propose changes sought by the Senate, 2) when amendments to the Bylaws are adopted, reconcile the Manual with those adoptions; 3) monitor changes brought to the committee from elsewhere (usually from administrators) and monitor changes the committee itself proposes to make, weighing how any change might affect faculty, and 4) report to the Senate and to the UBCC on what the committee is doing.

Traditionally, the chair of the UBCC is charged with serving as the Senate’s liaison with the UAM committee.  While there is a certain advantage to this (all-knowingness by one person), the current chair recommends that this extremely important charge not be taken on by the UBCC chair but by a faculty member (not necessarily a senator, though it certainly could be one) especially selected and appointed to serve on both the UBCC and the UAM committee.  This individual would serve as liaison between the UBCC, the UAM committee, and the EB.  The Senate should vest this role of dual committee membership with the importance it deserves.

Related to this issue is the fact that, at least in the CLA, no course reduction and no adjustment of the role statement (to increase the service percentage) is allowed for carrying out responsibilities associated with chairing one very time-consuming committee and being the sole representative of all UNR Faculty on another.  Adopting the above recommendation will ease this load and increase the effectiveness with which both roles, liaison and chair, are carried out. 

4.  Currently, only major units are required to have bylaws.  We recommend that all units, irrespective of whether they are major units or departments (this last term is broadly defined to include programs, centers, institutes, etc.) that house academic or administrative faculty should be required to have bylaws or, at a minimum, to produce a signed Statement on Bylaws saying that the unit does not have its own bylaws but abides by and operates under the bylaws of the major unit.  This Statement should undergo the same process for approval as departmental bylaws and, if approved, be uploaded to the Faculty Senate online repository.  In this way, in that repository, each of the bylaws under which every constituent unit of the university operates will be clearly and easily found.  This recommendation affects 2.1.1 (see suggested charges, below). 

5.  The EB may want to consider charging the 2010 UBCC with the following:

a.  Define units.  (This item, 2.1.1 & 2.1.2, was submitted to the EB on November 7, 2008, with an Appendix that lists all UNR major units and their departments, and, per the EB’s request, submitted again, on March 15, 2009, without the Appendix, and stating that the units of the university shall be listed in the Administrative Manual and on the Faculty Senate website.  A kindred question is whether purely administrative units—without academic faculty—should or should not be required to have bylaws.  This question should be weighed when considering recommendation 4, above.)

b.  Continue to change “working days” (ambiguous) to “college working days” (defined in the Code, Title 2, Chapter 1) whenever amendments include the term. 

Working with Senate Management
The committee chair worked closely with Michelle Hritz, Senate Manager, and with Linda Kuchenbecker, Senate Administrative Assistant.  Both were responsive and professional, making the process of submitting amendments smooth and painless.

Requests for Opinions
The committee chair fielded many unofficial requests for opinions and the following official requests from the EB, which the committee answers herewith:
What are the core principles regarding faculty votes that can allow us to best use new technologies for voting?

1.  Assure electorate integrity.  This means both, that all faculty eligible to vote are notified of elections and that ineligible faculty do not vote.

2.  Assure anonymity and transparency.  To increase faith in voter confidentiality, ballot notices must contain a link to an Information Page that explains current election policies and procedures, including what anonymizing software is used and whether there is permanently irretrievable automatic separation of names from votes (or whatever identity safeguards are in place).

3.  Double-envelope option.  The option for a faculty member to use the double-envelope voting method must be stated in all vote announcements and described in the Information Page.

4.  Data retention schedule and vote recount policies.  These should be established and published in the Information Page.

5.  Untraceable names.  Names of eligible voters who voted or failed to vote should neither be tracked nor trackable.

6.  Option to abstain.  This option should always be included in ballots and reported in results.

7.  Options to comment should be included where appropriate (for example, in evaluation surveys).

Review and comment on proposed changes to the University Administrative Manual on “Procedures for Electing University Academic Promotion and Tenure Committee Members.”

The committee wondered to what extent faculty had been consulted in drafting the document.  The committee voted in favor of registering its objection to item 2.a (2) of the document on grounds, among others, that the item advances "scholarship" (presumably research and creative activities) over teaching, and to item 2.a (3) on grounds, among others, that it excludes associate professors from participating in the tenure and promotion process at the university level.  If the committee is sufficiently large, associate professors could simply be required not to participate in reviewing applications for promotion to full professor, which are usually much fewer than applications for tenure, for promotion to associate professor, and for promotion to ranks O(II), O(III), and O(IV).    
Should the provost instead of the president be the final approver of major unit bylaws?
The UBCC took up the question of whether major unit bylaws should be in force only after approval by the President, as is current practice, or after approval by the Provost.  The committee voted unanimously in favor of retaining current practice.  The committee held firmly to the view that major unit bylaws are sufficiently important to continue to require presidential approval.
Other queries—for example, What are the necessary conditions for putting a department into receivership, as well as for the transition out of receivership, and how should this be changed?—resulted in amendments forwarded to the EB (see below).

Reviews of Major Unit Bylaws
The committee reviewed and made substantial recommendations for changes to the Division of Health Sciences Bylaws (listing 11 required changes and 12 suggested changes) and the Bylaws of the Libraries (listing 9 required changes and 10 suggested changes).
University Bylaws Amendments Submitted to the Executive Board
The committee met requests listed in additional charges as well as ad hoc EB requests, by drafting amendments and their rationales, as follows:

Amend 3.2  GRIEVANCES.  Approved by the Board of Regents on 2/09.

Prior to this adoption, reconsideration and grievance procedures affecting salaries terminated at the presidential level.  Since the former takes place before the latter, the president could have been on record as already having denied a petition for reconsideration when the subsequent grievance is initiated, thus rendering it moot.  The adopted changes avoid this quandary by terminating reconsideration at the provost level.  These changes are allowed by the Code, Section 5.16, “Review of Evaluations and/or Denial of Salary Increase,” which states that “the bylaws may provide that the request for reconsideration terminates at a level below the president.”  Changes adopted in 3.2 were: 3.2.4  PROCEDURES FOR INITIATING A GRIEVANCE a. and b.; 3.2.5  UNIVERSITY GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE e.; and 3.2.3  DEFINITIONS AND GENERAL PROVISIONS

Amend 2.1.1  MAJOR UNITS OF THE UNIVERSITY and 2.1.2  DEPARTMENTS OF THE MAJOR UNITS.  In consultation with HR, the committee developed what it believes to be the most comprehensive list of units on campus (“CONSTITUENT UNITS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA, RENO”) that shows which units are major units and what departments, programs, centers, schools, institutes, etc. are housed under each major unit, to avoid any possible confusion about what is a major unit and what is not (e.g., School of Journalism—major unit; School of Social Work—basic unit).  Avoiding that confusion is important because, under current bylaws, major units are required to have bylaws and departments are not.  These items (2.1.1 & 2.1.2) was submitted to the EB on November 7, 2008, with an Appendix that lists all UNR major units and their departments, and, per the EB’s request, submitted again, on March 15, 2009, without the Appendix, and stating that the units of the university shall be listed in the Administrative Manual and on the Faculty Senate website.  A kindred question is whether purely administrative units—without academic faculty—should or should not be required to have bylaws (see Recommendations on Future Status, Organization, and Charges, items 4 & 5, above).

Review and Develop Faculty Senate Online Bylaws Repository.  In cooperation with the Faculty Senate office and the EB, the committee set standards and developed the elements and attributes of the online repository housed in the Faculty Senate website, including approval instructions for bylaws of major and basic units and instructions for submitting previously approved bylaws.  Now functioning, this is a substantial improvement over the way bylaws used to be approved and over the various places one had to go to find them.  http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/bylaws/index.html

Review proposed Direct Administrative Management (DAM) document for UAM, subsequently renamed Temporary Administrative Governance (TAG).  (See UAM adoptions, below.)

Amend 3.5.1  NONREAPPOINTMENT OF NONTENURED FACULTY & 3.3.7  NOTICE OF PERSONNEL RECOMMENDATIONS, both sections to be replaced by 3.5.1 DENIAL OF TENURE, PROMOTION, OR REAPPOINTMENT.  This item was rejected by us and per the EB was tabled.  Months earlier, 3.5.1  NONREAPPOINTMENT OF NONTENURED FACULTY was put forward despite warnings from the UBCC chair that it would not be approved by System Counsel.  The amendment was approved by the Senate and by UNR Faculty but not by the President.  The committee recommends leaving 3.5.1 as is, for in its current state it favors faculty more than it would if the changes the administration proposes were accepted. 

Amend 3.1.4 
PERSONNEL FILE.  Approved by the Chancellor.  (HR now 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.)

Amend 3.3.2  
EVALUATION.  Approved by the Chancellor.

Amend 3.3.6 
RECLASSIFICATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE FACULTY POSITIONS.  Approved by the Faculty Senate, UNR Faculty, and not approved by the President.  Revision submitted to EB on 11/11/09.

Amend 3.4.4  
SCHEDULE FOR EVALUATION OF PROBATIONARY FACULTY.  Approved by the Chancellor.

Amend 3.5.7 
SABBATICAL AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT LEAVES. Approved by Faculty Senate and UNR Faculty, not approved by the President.  Revision submitted to EB on 11/11/09.

Amend 3.6.3  
VICE-PRESIDENTS.  Approved by the Chancellor.

Amend 2.4.3.g.  POLICIES AND PROCEDURES OF THE FACULTY SENATE AND THE GRADUATE COUNCIL.  Approved by the Chancellor.

Amend 1.1.5 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE BYLAWS.  Approved by the Faculty Senate and UNR Faculty, not approved by the President.  Deals for the first time with alleged violations of bylaws.  After consultations with the Faculty Senate Chair, the Provost, and the Vice-Provost, a new version was drafted by the committee and was submitted to the EB on 11/11/09.

Amend 3.4.4   SCHEDULE FOR EVALUATION OF PROBATIONARY FACULTY.  Approved by the Chancellor.

Amend 2.3  FACULTY, 2.4 THE FACULTY SENATE AND THE GRADUATE COUNCIL, and 3.1  FACULTY RIGHTS.  Approved unanimously by the UBCC and rejected by the Faculty Senate.  Amended and submitted version VII to the EB on 11/11/09.  This is perhaps the most important piece of proposed bylaws produced by the committee in the last year and a half.  It untangles current bylaws in 2.3 (see, for example, 2.3.4.c i., ii., & iii) by clearly defining faculty types and faculty rights.  The committee began work on this, its most challenging charge (Additional Charges 5.c), in November 2008.  One of the committee’s guiding principles was that, other than specific exceptions stated in 3.1.4. LIMITATIONS ON VOTING RIGHTS, equal responsibilities should mean equal rights, especially after years of service.

Amend 2.3.6 CLINICAL FACULTY.  Submitted to the EB on 11/11/09.

Amend 3.3.6  REEVALUATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE FACULTY POSITIONS.  Submitted to the EB on 11/11/09.

Amend 3.5.7 SABBATICAL AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT LEAVES. Submitted to the EB on 11/11/09.

Amend 3.6.4  DEANS.  Submitted to the EB on 11/8/09.  Establishes consistent campus-wide policy on dean searches.
University Administrative Manual Changes Adopted 

The UBCC chair attended all meetings of the Administrative Manual Committee during the 2008-2009 academic year (Standing Charge # 4).  The UBCC chair participated in discussions of amendments proposed by others, making corrections and suggestions for improvement, and consulted with the UBCC and the EB about the following amendments, drafting or editing them accordingly: 

Application for Travel Support to Attend Scholarly Meetings – Section 1,495.  Approved by the President and published in the UAM, October 2008.

Sabbatical Leave Policy and Procedures – Section 2,680. Approved by the President and published in the UAM, December 2008.

Types of Faculty Positions – Section 2,506. Approved by the President and published in the UAM, January 2009.

Unit (College, Department, and other unit) Bylaws – Section 48. Approved by the President and published in the UAM, March 2009.

Temporary Administrative Governance – New Section – Section 50.  Approved by the President and published in the UAM, April 2009.

Probationary Period for Tenure – Section 2,723. Approved by the President and published in the UAM, September 2009.
Committee Standing Charges and Additional Charges

Academic Year 2008-2009

Standing Charges

1.  Present a written report to the Faculty Senate, as scheduled with the Executive Board, regarding (a) actions on the committee’s charges; (b) a review of committee charges over the prior three years, and the implementation of past committee recommendations approved by the Senate; and (c) recommendations on the future status, organization, and charges of the committee. Provide a brief monthly oral summary of activities to the Senate through the Senate Liaison.

2.  Work with the Senate Manager to maintain committee documents using Sharepoint software.  

3.  Upon request by the Executive Board:

  a.
Review possible conflicts between the Code, the UNR Bylaws, major unit bylaws, and/or department bylaws. Recommendations should be reported to the Executive Board within six weeks after receipt of any request for review.

  b.
Review proposed new or revised bylaws from colleges or other major units for potential conflicts with UNR Bylaws and the Code, and make suggestions for improvement as appropriate. Recommendations should be reported to the major unit administrator and the Executive Board within six weeks after receipt.

  c.
Review all proposed revisions to the NSHE Code to analyze the potential impact of such revisions on faculty, and make recommendations to the Executive Board regarding the reconciliation of the UNR Bylaws and the Code.

4.  Committee chair serves on the University Policy Board (i.e., the Administrative Manual Committee), and should report to the Executive Board as necessary to give the Senate an opportunity to provide input on proposed changes. 

Additional Charges

5.  In consultation with the Executive Board, review the Code, UNR Bylaws, and university policies regarding the following, and propose changes to the UNR Bylaws as appropriate:

  a.
What are the necessary conditions for putting a department into receivership, as well as for the transition out of receivership, and how should this be changed?  

  b.
What are departments?  Do they include bureaus, centers, and all other subdivisions of the major units?  Do the descriptions of major units and departments in the UNR Bylaws fit all circumstances?

  c.
What are the definitions of faculty, particularly Rank 0 faculty, administrative faculty, and other nontraditional faculty?  What are the promotion and voting rights of nontraditional faculty?  Review past reports of the Campus Affairs Committee and the Nontraditional Faculty Task Force for recommendations.  Clarify any restrictions or limitations.

  d.
What are the core principles regarding faculty votes that can allow us to best use new technologies for voting? 

6.  Assist the Executive Board in:

  a.
Completing an online repository of all governing documents, including any templates and a method of verifying approval and current status. Paper copies with a signature page should be submitted to university archives.

  b.
Implementing a tracking system for any new or revised bylaws from colleges or other major units through the entire approval process. 

7.  Review NSHE Code, Chapter 6.  Evaluate the impact of creating Chapter 6 Hearing committees through application of the University Grievance Committee procedures.

Committee Additional Charges

Fall 2009

1.  Review Division of Health Sciences Bylaws.

2.  Review Libraries Bylaws.

3.  Consider bylaws amendments in several areas:

A consistent process for dean searches;

Provost approval of college bylaws;

Clinical faculty;

Unit definitions;

Not requiring bylaws for major administrative units; and

Reclassification.
4.  Additional charge received November 19, 2009:  Review proposals from the Senate Chair’s advisory group, which was asked for general suggestions for possible amendments to the NSHE Code.  Advise the Faculty Senate as soon as possible on whether or not these recommendations should be endorsed or amended.  Do not propose specific language for the Code at this time.
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Committee Membership

Brenda Eldridge

Howard Goldbaum

Linda Kuchenbecker (ex officio)

Will Kurt

Jerry McGraw

George McKinlay

Chris Simon

Vaidyanathan (Ravi) Subramanian

Clint Ulrich

Steve Zink (consultant)
Committee Annual and Standing Charges

Standing Charges

1.  Present a written report to the Faculty Senate, as scheduled with the Executive Board, regarding (a) actions on the committee’s  charges; and (b) a review of committee charges over the prior three years, and the implementation of past committee recommendations approved by the Senate.  Provide a brief monthly oral summary of activities to the Senate through the Senate Liaison.

2.  Work with the Senate Manager to maintain committee documents using Sharepoint software.

3.  Upon request by the Executive Board, review any proposals affecting campus technology, and report recommendations to the Executive Board within six weeks after receipt of any request for review.

4.  Serve as a sounding board, as requested, for the Vice President for Information Technology, and facilitate communication, as appropriate, with the Faculty Senate.

5.  If funds are available, conduct the software application process.  Submit the call for 2009-10 applications in spring 2009, and review and prioritize software applications for awards in the fall. The Senate Office will organize approved applications, notify applicants of the disposition of their requests, place the order(s), and distribute the software.

Additional Charges

6.  Make recommendations on the future status, organization, structure, and charges of the committee.  Is it necessary, is it effective, and how could it be improved?

7.  Make recommendations to improve the efficiency and sustainable impact of the replacement and disposal of the university’s technological equipment.

8.  Are universities turning to open-source software for administrative software needs?   Research the technologies used by our peer and aspirant universities.  Could open-source software save the university money?

Detailed Committee Activity

(For Each Annual and Standing Charge)

1.Software distribution for the fiscal year was not funded.

2. Effectiveness of the Committee

· The committee would be more effective if it were to have wider and deeper consulting relationships within the IT infrastructure. At present, there is little or no advance knowledge of changes to IT policy that may affect the way faculty conduct teaching and research. A greater degree of communication and integration among members of the committee and relevant IT groups would be helpful. This is particularly important now, since the monthly meetings for IT staff and academic unit system administrators have been eliminated. Open and consistent avenues of communication can save institutional resources by reducing duplication of efforts and averting technical difficulties. IT administration has expressed its agreement with this principle.

· The committee should create its own website, or implement a blog within the Faculty Senate website,  designed to communicate its findings and its concerns. This should be in the form of an easily-maintained blog that would involved no expenditure of resources, but would allow all faculty, not only those on the committee, to read the committee’s minutes and reports, to comment, and to suggest matters for the committee to discuss. 

· There should be a process clearly defined and uniform across the campus for the members of the committee to report back and consult within their constituencies. This presume sthat the current organization of the committee’s membership, by academic unit, would continue.

· The committee should have a charge to investigate new technologies and best practices within the academic community across the country and beyond, looking at potential future deployments of technology within our peer institutions and those we might aspire to emulate. We should investigate whether membership in an organization devoted to new teaching and learning technologies (such as the New Media Consortium (NMC) might be helpful. This is an international not-for-profit consortium of learning-focused organizations dedicated to the exploration and use of new media and new technologies. The cost of membership for an educational institution in NMC is $2,500 per year. For this fee, any member of the UNR community can have access to the resources, including discussion lists and consulting opportunities, of the NMC.

· The committee could be helpful during the current financial climate by suggesting ways in which technology might be deployed with greater efficiencies. For example, there may be resources deployed in one academic unit that could be effectively shared with another unit.

2. UNR Sustainability Practices in IT

· We feel that there are already sustainable practices in place within departments – there is internal redistribution within departments, just not visible to others. We do not feel that a formal process (more red tape) should be recommended as it would detract from the redistribution process.

·  A relationship already exists between IT and Surplus. If a piece of equipment is sent to surplus, surplus will notify desktop that they have received a specific piece of equipment. If the equipment is within the supported platform, the equipment will be transferred to desktop where it is refurbished and then available to faculty/staff for $60. Over the past 16 months, desktop has redeployed 170 refurbished PC and monitors back to campus as well as printers and scanners.

· Printers


· IT has a cost comparison page already on its website that summarizes the cost of an inkjet versus a laser printer (http://www.it.unr.edu/hardwaresoftware/inkjetvslaser.asp). A networked departmental printer is an excellent workgroup printing solution. Individual inkjet printers should be discouraged because the cost of consumables is so high. Affordable single-user laserjet printers are a good solution for faculty offices.

· We should encourage departments to use recycled toner cartridges as well as recycle the old ones.

· It is suggested that departments implement a policy of common printer/cartridge use for both faculty and secretarial activities. This can facilitate increase availability, provide multiple options for printing, and potentially allow for bulk discounts (such practices are noted to a limited extend in some departments). 

Disposal of Equipment

· Educate users on Recycling Options.

· Explore the possibility of asking surplus to offer to collect used, obsolete, and/or no-longer-required computers/printers on a periodic basis.

· Both Desktop and Surplus already have a process in place to ensure that any confidential information is properly removed. Since all equipment should be processed through surplus this is not an issue.

· The disposal of electronic equipment is handled through EHS. They package, wrap and ship all scrap material to Raident Technology (www.raident.com) which is ISO-9001(International Organization Standards) and ISO-14001(Environmental Management Standards) compliant. In the past ESH was paid for the scrap material by the company, now they are being charged for shipping, etc. Printers in the past were sent to Raident Technology, however because of budget constraints this is no longer the process. Printers are not technically electronic equipment and are now going directly in the trash – no recycling. 

Peer institution 

· Contacted Arizona State University - ASU (Barry Rahal - 480.965.4228) https://webapp3.asu.edu/spms/public.aspx
· Printers/computers- typically receive computers that are 2 or more years older. They recycle many of them unless any problem.

· Cartridges are typically done by a separate department that also handles other non-IT related articles

· Requested ASU to send statistical information on IT related materials that they recycle and what benefits they have been able to realize for the university. Waiting for the information

Activities in progress 

· Determine the approach followed by outside institutions 

3. Open Sources Software

· Defining Open Source (OSS)

· Open source is mistakenly viewed as just “free software" when in-fact open source refers to software licensed under various licensing initiatives (i.e., Open Source Initiative Approved License) where the source code is available under terms that permit modification and redistribution without the payment of fees to copyright or patent authors. Fundamentally, open source software is a collaborative software development approach where the transparency of development and peer evaluation serve as the cornerstone to software development and ownership.

· ERP

· Open Source solutions in the Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) realm exist, but face significant operational issues that suggest such solutions would require large communities and adequate commercial involvement (i.e., Kuali Foundation) to compete against a shrinking number of vendors. Concomitantly, significant vendor consolidation of the ERP market suggests that HEI participation in open source development should be seen as a strategic necessity to avoid vendor over dependence.

· CMS/LMS

· The CMS/LMS (Course/Learning Management System) area has a more vibrant open source community than ERP. Probably due to the role teaching faculty have had in the development of CMS software from the early days and that such software has more direct relevance to faculty needs. Moodle and Sakai, two examples, demonstrate that there are powerful open source solutions that can compete with the largest CMS vendor.

· Productivity Software

· Productivity software usually refers to “Microsoft Office” type software such as word processing, spreadsheet and presentation software. Microsoft Office is the dominant productivity package on the UNR campus, but frequently is augmented with the Adobe Acrobat Product. A count of software licenses was not conducted for this report, nor is the annual total cost of retaining this product grouping known. Such licensing is usually based upon the number of enrolled students, as well as faculty and staff at the institution. Open source solutions exist, with OpenOffice being the most recognizable.

· The ubiquitous nature of proprietary application formats for productivity tasks, combined with end-user familiarity make adoption of non-Microsoft solutions a difficult undertaking. Faculty, administration, government entities and even the legal system often mandate the use of a proprietary format for submission, sometimes even specifying a vendor-specific font.

· Many, if not most, users do not tolerate even small changes to the configuration of their software—even moving from older versions of Microsoft software meets with substantial resistance. Another area of potential issue is the use of VisualBasic scripts and other proprietary extensions to the format that do not translate to open source software.

· GoogleDocs is not open source. This usually surprises people as GoogleDocs is frequently viewed as a way to get “free” productivity applications. For the purposes of this report GoogleDocs and other Web 2.0/cloud computing solutions were not considered. However, this is an important area of with significant potential and should perhaps be the focus of a future report.

· The use of frequently accessed forms (i.e., Travel Request, Leave Request in Portable Document Format (PDF) that then require installation of a non free version of Adobe Acrobat to save, extract or modify is another potential area for open source software. Rather than utilize forms based on a printer ready format, the use of true online forms with data based backbends might be an area of exploration. The cost of Adobe Acrobat licensing was not obtained for this report so the potential for savings is not known.

· Open source at UNR

· While cost should not be the driving force behind a transition to open source software, there certainly are good reasons to make the transition. “Free software isn’t about cost… [i]t’s about freedom” (Chudnov), and this is the freedom to more easily modify and study the software being used. The biggest value of open source is in the flexibility it provides to developers and users allowing them to customize, copy and reuse software: “Many firms now know that [open source] offers more flexibility than proprietary programs, the licenses for which often include restrictions on how they can be used” (Economist). Of course, to exploit this flexibility requires a large enough pool of talented developers.

· No quantitative analysis of software usage (open source or commercial) was undertaken for this report. However, there are some users of open source software on campus. One example is the use of Moodle, the following is a contribution by Kenneth Gibson kgibson@unr.edu
· The Moodle Example
· Justice Management Degree Program (JM) Info site: http://www.unr.edu/justicemanagement/
· Courses at: http://www.justicedegree.org/
· Program brochure - http://www.unr.edu/justicemanagement/documents/JusticeMgmt_09-final.pdf
· Commenced in November 2005 using Moodle, the MJM degree can be completed 100% online, All JM courses we develop are offered online.

· Reasons— Flexibility, complete control and customizability

· Our program uses LOA instructors from all over the country (content experts in a particular field). Our students are located all over as well, with only about 1/3 being in the state of Nevada. We needed a LMS that provided a comprehensive user “website” with a list of courses, syllabi, etc. (portions open to the public), as well as the ability to manage all aspects of the LMS. We also needed a way to easily grant course access to “non-UNR folks” (i.e. someone without a NETID). Doing so with the current setup at UNR (Blackboard/WebCT) is a red-tape nightmare. With Moodle it takes me 30 seconds.

· Finally, Moodle is 100% customizable. So I manage the custom CSS sheets, build custom PHP scripts for our needs – all pulling information out of the single database—powerful stuff. If some PHP-generated page isn’t looking right (or doing what we need) I can fix it. The Moodle support forums are rich with help. I can’t do that with Blackboard/WebCT.

· Program Marketing. 
For normal UNR online courses (Blackboard/WebCT) there is no “public” interface for programs. With Moodle there is. Head to http://www.justicedegree.org/ and you can see everything about our program right there. This is necessary for us, as we are a self-funded program and rely on enrollments for all salaries.

· Challenges
Support – I’m the sole support person responsible for managing the entire LMS installation, all course instructional design work, faculty LMS training as well as any other “tech support” thing with pops up on the site. I have been able to manage these duties via a ½ time (20 hr/week) LOB contract. That is pretty good—but also shows how easy the Moodle LMS is to use.

· Understanding “Total Cost of Ownership”

· When people hear the term ‘Open Source’ they often think ‘free’. And while open source software is ‘free’ as in ‘free speech’, it is also ‘free’ as in ‘free kittens’. That is to say, with any software product there are a variety of costs that go well beyond the licensing fees that separate open source software from proprietary software. When you total the costs of the various facets that are involved in running software you have what is commonly referred to as the ‘Total Cost of Ownership’ or TCO. The problem with TCO is that it is not a simple calculation:

· Commercial vendors such as Microsoft continue to use TCO as one of the biggest hammers wielded against Linux and open source, despite the fact that it’s virtually impossible for a single TCO estimate to match every possible usage case. (McAllister)

· The only area where open source software clearly reduces TCO is in regards to licensing fees, which can be as high as 20-25 percent of TCO (Wheeler). While this is certainly not a small amount of savings, there are other costs to consider when transitioning to open source, including: hiring new staff skilled in these different technologies, re-training existing staff, and migrated data from existing platforms. A case study documented that transitioning from a licensed Course Management System to an open source one showed reasonable difficulty in transferring existing content into the new system (Smart). Essentially the cost of the license should not be considered as the heart of IT cost related to software:

· Software costs only begin with the acquisition of a license, free or otherwise. Software configuration, the linchpin of both security and performance, is not an off-the-shelf product; it is a site-specific process, requiring a lengthening list of skill that is only partially offset by continuing improvements in management tools. Application development, the gateway to IT value, is a laborious process on platforms lacking rich and mature APIs or portfolios of code libraries and development aids. (Baltazar)

· Because of the complexity of estimating TCO, and the difficulty in calculating costs of large transition projects, transition to open source software should not be a chosen based solely on the interest in cost savings. 

· Certainly this does not mean that a future of broader implementation of open source solutions at UNR should not be considered. Numerous universities have made the transition to open source technologies despite resistance, and seen what they perceive to be benefits (Loftus). 

· The TCO perspective usually only views the adoption in exclusive terms—you are either proprietary or you are open source. In fact, just as we see on campus today, open-source and proprietary solutions exist simultaneously. However, open source solutions tend to live “outside” of the notion of supported platforms and are usually not supported in a consistent and egalitarian manner.

· Concluding comments

· While cost should not be the driving force behind a transition to open source software, there certainly are good reasons to make the transition. “Free software isn’t about cost… [i]t’s about freedom” (Chudnov), and this is the freedom to more easily modify and study the software being used. The biggest value of open source is in the flexibility it provides to developers and users allowing them to customize, copy and reuse software: “Many firms now know that [open source] offers greater flexibility than proprietary programs, the licenses for which often include restrictions on how they can be used” (Economist). Of course to fully exploit this flexibility requires a large enough pool of talented developers.

· Open-source brings to the table the ability of individuals, organizations and government to participate in the development of strategically important software. Viewing “open source is a strategy not a product” (Buswell 2009) is an important distinction. While TCO is an important aspect it is frequently not calculated in an appropriate way. Open source software reduces the acquisition cost to near zero but does not mitigate the support costs. Active participation in open source software may in fact in increase the non-licensing associated costs in TCO calculations. However, an open source approach, can be described as “investing in people not vendors”, while positioning the university as not as a dependent consumer of large ticket IT products but an active developer of needed solutions.

· Due to personal and professional time constraints and the “iceberg” like nature of an examination of open source software we acknowledge areas that require additional or extended examination.

· We suspect the use of open source software at UNR is more extensive than we know. Our limited contact with open source users on campus is a weakness of this report. It may prove useful to conduct a campus survey to determine the extent of open-source software deployment.

· Similarly, we know many other institutions are strong supporters of open source software as well as participants in the formation of key protocols (e.g. CalDAV) but we did not seek out their perspective sufficiently. We think this needs to be explored further and in conjunction with faculty who already participate in these areas. We believe further exploration of open source policy and usage on other campuses such as Arizona State University (ASU), Colorado State University (CSU), other select institutions and the NISHE system is warranted.

· Recommendations

· That further examination of open source software by the Technology Committee continue.

· That one or more Technology Committee sponsored forums (brown bags or similar) be conducted where faculty who are helping to develop, or who are using open source software may meet to share their experiences and insights.

· That from the above forums the specific institutional experiences of the participants be compiled and reported by the Technology Committee.

· That, if sufficient faculty support and interest are indicated, there be an examination of the potential for joining strategic consortia involved in the development of standards, protocols and applications. Specifically; Kuali membership and participation be considered(ERP), Sakai membership and participation be considered(CMS), W3C membership and participation be considered (Standards).

· That a cost/benefit analysis be performed, perhaps by a subcommittee of the Technology Committee, to examine replacing high traffic PDF forms. The development of accessible HTML forms with a database foundation may be funded by reducing the number of Adobe Acrobat license.

· That standards based Web 2 /Cloud solutions be examined as alternatives, including open source derived cloud solutions such as OpenGoo.
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Meeting 6

1. Welcome, Introductions, & Roll Call:

David AuCoin for Tom Kozel (SOM), Mike Bennett (A & F), Kynda Curtis for Tom Harris (CABNR), John Cushman for Maureen Kilkenny (CABNR), Jane Davidson (CLA), Dean Dietrich (DEV), Isabelle Favre (CLA), Stephani Foust (SS), Tammy Freeman for Valerie Smith (VPR), Eric Herzik (Vice Chair), Jodi Herzik (Provost), Jake Highton for David Ryfe (JO), Julie Hogan (DHS), Julie Hogan for Eric Albers (DHS), Stephen Jenkins (COS), Yanyao Jiang (EN), Doina Kulick (SOM), Doina Kulick for Leah Skladany (SOM), Alex Kumjian (COS), Stephen Lafer (COE), Kami Larsen (SOM), Amy McFarland (SOM), Swatee Naik (COS), Louis Niebur (CLA), Elliott Parker (Chair), Maggie Ressel (LIB), Janet Sanderson (President), Madeleine Sigman-Grant (COOP), Judy Strauss (COBA), Jill Wallace (IT), Valerie Weinstein (CLA). 

Absent: Lucy Walker (President).

Guests: President Milton Glick, Executive Vice President and Provost Marc Johnson, Interim Vice President for Research Marsha Read, Associate Vice President for PBA Bruce Shively. 

2. Vice President Steven Zink: Budget and Library

Vice President Steven Zink spoke about the budget and library materials and the affect it was having on electronic journals. In September a memo was sent to faculty informing them of a 24% reduction from the library’s materials budget. While this budget crisis had an effect on this, the issue was one of a decline in funds and an increase in inflation rate of about 10% for electronic journals. The university was an early user of electronic journals and had received a discount; however, those discounts were no longer available. Electronic journals were usually purchased in groups at reduced rates, with the hard science journals being the most expensive. Unlike hard copy journals where once you have purchased the journal it became part of your collection; electronic journal subscriptions were similar to software licenses. When a library stops subscribing, access to past journals is lost, unless those files were bought back for perpetual use. The publishing companies track usage and would charge more for journals that were used more.  Individual purchase would be much more expensive. The library was looking to maintain the essential journals. 

3. Chair’s Report:  Elliott Parker

· Most UNR bylaws amendments passed last year were approved by the President and were now before the Chancellor.

· Most of the UNR bylaw amendments not approved by the President went back to the Bylaws and Code Committee for revision. These are on the consent agenda.

· The senate guidelines for the Academic P & T Committee were included in the agenda packet as informational and would go to the University Administrative Manual Committee (UAMC) and would then come back to the senate.

· There have been several open forums regarding Core Curriculum with very light attendance. 

· The President agreed not to sign off on the UAM changes regarding early tenure. 

· The executive board decided to forgo naming a committee for the Legal Advisement Committee as the committee had not met for several years. If use of the legal funding is needed, the Senate will be consulted

· The formula which allocates funds among the institutions is under review; expect more information from the Board of Regents next year. 

· The Ombudsperson position would not be filled at this time, there was concern from legal counsel that using the Senate Manager would result in a conflict of interest. 

· Parker thanked the senate for their quick response and support regarding the controversy with Jim Gilchrist speaking at the university. 

· The executive board was still working on a proposal to bring the Intercollegiate Athletics Board under senate management, which has been supported by the President Glick, Athletic Director Cary Groth, and Special Assistant to the President, Jean Perry.

· We are still waiting to find out if there will be a legislative special session.

· Furloughs are on the December Board of Regents Agenda. President Glick will be speaking regarding furloughs at the meeting. 

· The UNR bylaw amendments that were sent back to the Bylaws and Code Committee in August are on the agenda. One primary charge was allowing colleges to limit voting rights. 

· Bill Follette’s advisory group for amending the code brought forth their suggestions. Parker would like to send these to the Bylaws and Code Committee for review and recommendations.

· President Glick asked the senate to revise the rules on search for deans and vice presidents and this would go to the Bylaws and Code committee for language recommendation. 

· Meetings would occur between committee chairs, the senate chair, the senate manager and the president when Requests for Action went forward. They would also involve the Provost more. 

· Michelle Hritz and Maggie Ressel continued to work on the Bylaws Repository and Dean Dietrich was working on making sense of the various campus committees.

· The university was still waiting to hear if Judge Steinheimer would convene a grand jury committee to hear charges that the university was a vast criminal conspiracy. 

There was discussion regarding clinical, adjunct, contingent and continuing faculty. There was also discussion regarding small departments and the inability to serve simultaneously on personnel committees at the department, college or university level with regards to Promotion and Tenure. 

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

Executive Vice President and Provost Marc Johnson reported that two audits completed at the university had some findings that were somewhat disturbing. The Effort Reporting Audit found that there were quite a few procedures that the university needed to tighten up in order for effort reporting to be done in a way that gives NSF and other research agencies the security that we are using the time they are paying for correctly. For example students on tuition that are actually working on projects. Our response prior to this has been really good, received good kudos for making positive strides, but we still must follow the rules that are written into the grant docs. 

The ALAC which is the regulatory standards group for the treatment of animals and the protection of humans working with animals in research conducted their review.  The ALAC audit regarding the treatment of animals was a difficult review and the university would remain on probation, but not lose their accreditation. There were glitches in record keeping of animal treatment. These glitches could create problems for everyone at the university as there could be fines levied or it could result in removal of our accreditation from ALAC. These were global glitches and noncompliance in one area meant the university is non-compliant. The other issue was the inadequate education that we were giving our students who worked in those positions. If we as an institution were not complying and attending to the rules, then students would not learn correct professional practices. This would reflect on the students and the university’s reputation. The university would be working through deans and regulatory offices and would be relying more on training so that students, post docs and new faculty would have a thorough training for good professional practices. 

Marc Johnson spoke about the furlough situation and how furloughs for grant and contract funded faculty affected the university. Furloughs were on the agenda for the December Board of Regents’ meeting and President Glick would be speaking to this. Public comment would be an appropriate time for faculty, staff and students to speak about furloughs if they chose. There were faculty who still felt that it was unfair for the lowest paid university employees to take furloughs. Senators understood that creating furloughs across the board was not an effective way to address this.  Johnson would prefer to minimize the pain, because this was not a campus caused problem. A senator asked if it was possible for an individual or group to take a voluntary pay cut or furlough.

5. Response to the Research and Grants Committee Final Report: Vice President of Research Marsha Read:

Vice President for Research Marsh Read thanked the senate for inviting her. Marsha Read said the Research and Grants Committee’s report was one of six reports that were done recently. Read went through the annual reports from 2005 to 2009 and looked at awards, expenditures, and F & A. Awards went from 24% to 8% with a 4% drop in the last year. This year the F & A has been flat, due to less grant activity and more compliance issues. As of January 4, 2010 any NSF grant will have to certify that they would be providing ethics training to those people working on the grant.

There were 3 general areas from the 49 recommendations where there were issues, how research was processed, how it was handled, and how to facilitate researchers on campus, but the number one frustration is turn-around time. Many units feel that they have inadequate support regarding budgets for their grants. They are trying to work on templates; basing them on the CABNR templates and tweaking them for campus use. A second student worker has been hired, a pre-award manager in Las Vegas, and three new pre-award workers have been hired in Reno.

6. Budget 101: Associate Vice President of Planning, Budget & Analysis Bruce Shively

Link to the budget handout: http://www.unr.edu/vpaf/pba/
The handout is part of package that is presented to new chairs each year. Bruce Shively said that the university revenue budget identifies the source of funds for the $549,116,228 operating budget for 2010. This figure includes the School of Medicine, but does not include construction funding. The general fund which is the money that the legislature appropriates is about 29% of the university operating budget, other revenue comes from sales and service, general funds, student fees, indirect cost, gifts and endowment income, state, local, private grants and contracts, recharge credits, investment income and other sources. The stimulus funds which equal about $24 million will go away in 2 years. Through the above link, faculty can also access the state appropriated expenditure budget by function. 
7. Visit with President Glick: 

President Glick said that at the December Board of Regents’ meeting Provost Marc Johnson would be presenting the strategic plan. Glick will be doing a presentation on Health Sciences as requested by the chair of the Health Sciences Committee. He will be making a request for the regents to approve a nursing practice degree which would be a joint degree between UNR and UNLV. Former Chancellor Jim Rogers will be giving a presentation on higher education. Glick said that he appreciated the support of the senate regarding freedom of speech. The campus and community had an opportunity to listen to two different speakers tonight; Jim Gilchrist on immigration and Eric Cornell a Nobel laureate regarding lowering the temperature of atoms to nearly absolute zero. According to Glick the university’s job is “to make students safe for ideas, not ideas safe for students.” 

There was discussion in the senate regarding safety issues, types of presenters and funds used to bring presenters to campus. 

BOR of California voted for a 32% increase in tuition part of which would become effective in January and the rest in September which would make tuition cost over $10,000 per year. 

At the UNLV/UNR basketball game, the President of UNLV changed Nevada, to Reno on the scoreboard. 

UNR athletes have the highest completion rate at 72%.

8. Consent Agenda: 

The following items were pulled from the consent agenda: 

Item 2, Item 4 and Item 8.

MOTION: Larsen/Strauss. To approve the remainder of the consent agenda

ACTION: Passed unanimously

Item # 2: 

An additional charge for the Bylaws and Code Committee regarding the Senate Chair’s advisory group’s suggestions for code amendments: Charge:  Review the attached proposals from the Senate Chair’s advisory group, which was asked for general suggestions for possible amendments to the NSHE Code.  Advise the Faculty Senate as soon as possible on whether or not these recommendations should be endorsed or amended.  Do not propose specific language for the Code at this time.

There was discussion regarding what this item was meant to accomplish. There was concern regarding financial review for small programs. It seemed to be the university’s approach that the larger departments and more successful departments would be saved at the expense of the smaller departments. Parkers concern is that we need something between financial exigency and curricular review. Once the committee made a recommendation, the senate would set aside time for debate on this subject. 

MOTION: E. Herzik/Davidson. To send the additional charge to the committee for review and return to the senate for final approval. 

ACTION: Passed, 1 abstention

Item # 4: 

Clarification was given regarding clinical faculty and that they were different from adjunct faculty. Adjunct faculty were not paid. Some clinical faculty were adjunct, but some are rank 0 faculty. 3.1.2 reference to be corrected, which was to be eliminated in another bylaw change. 

MOTION: Wallace/E. Herzik. To approve with the correction of reference 2.3.4c

ACTION: Passed unanimously.

Item # 8: 

2.3.8 Meetings of the faculty. Most of the changes were just clarification of bylaws; however, Elliott Parker would like to add two friendly amendments, one was to add ten percent of the faculty on regular contracts.  The second spoke about the quorum requirement. The senate decided to send this to the Bylaws and Code Committee instead of voting on it now. 

MOTION: E. Herzik/Larsen. To send the amendment to the Bylaws and Code Committee to look at and bring back to the senate for final review and vote regarding the quorum.

ACTION: Passed unanimously

9. Senate Liaison Updates: 

Jane Davidson distributed a written document for the senate regarding the Academic Standards Committee update. The committee discussed sub-committee assignments, relative participation of ASUN in the committee, and started on the issues of dual degree vs. dual majors. 

Valerie Weinstein reported that the Rank 0 Committee had collected a large amount of information on promotion and Rank 0 faculty. 

Swatee Naik reported that the graduate council had discussed the appeal process for graduate students and firing of Teaching Assistants without cause. 

Dean Dietrich: reported that the AFPPP had met and reviewed their charges. 

10. New Business: None

Meeting adjourned 5:03
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Summary of Important Recommendations:

2. 
In its new term, the Salaries & Benefits Committee should discuss with central
administration the rejection of the Parental Leave Proposal and, if possible, effect a

reconsideration.

3. 
In its new term, the Salaries & Benefits Committee should investigate practices in the

administration of merit in all units of the university, since there is anecdotal evidence of

significant differences that result in considerable inequities. (For explanation, see

proposed charge # 7 in report on charge # 1 below.)

4. 
UNR’s retirement incentive program was found illegal and was discontinued in 1995. In

its new term, the Salaries & Benefits Committee should research possible practices in the

private sector that might have found ways to overcome these legal hurdles.

5. 
The Faculty Senate should put in a Request for Action (RFA) asking that faculty working

on overload grants be given permission, if they so wish, to contribute the legally allowed

limit of grant money to one of the ancillary retirement savings programs offered through

the university. (For explanation, see report on charge # 10 below.)

6. 
The Faculty Senate should submit to the administration our suggestions of various

plausible retirement incentives for serious consideration. (For details, see report on charge # 11 and # 14 below.)

7. 
The committee recommends that the Regents be encouraged to extend educational grant-in-aid benefits to domestic partners as well as to explore extending educational grant-in-aid benefits to the spouses and dependants of classified staff.

8. 
The Faculty Senate should ask the administration to put forth a better effort at educating

the faculty about currently existing possibilities for bridge funding (in the narrow

definition). (For explanation, see charge # 12 below.)

9. 
The Faculty Senate should ask the administration to make the Institutional and Proposal

Preparation Support program available for grant-seeking faculty who are not 100% grant-funded. (For explanation, see charge # 12 below.)

10. 
The Faculty Senate should lobby the administration that such a policy, once developed,

should include access to bridge funding by relevant non-traditional faculty. (For

explanation, see charge # 12 below.)

Report on Individual Committee Charges

Charge # 1

Present a written report to the Faculty Senate, as scheduled with the Executive Board,

regarding (a) actions on the committee’s charges; (b) a review of committee charges over the

prior three years, and the implementation of past committee recommendations approved by

the Senate; and (c) recommendations on the future status, organization, and charges of the

committee. Provide a brief monthly oral summary of activities to the Senate through the

Senate Liaison.

Summary:

Re (a): This report is meant to satisfy this charge.

Re (b): Committee charges for the last three years as well as the accompanying committee actions are listed in Appendix A. Unfortunately, we could not locate any records on committee actions for the year 2005/06. In addition, the Faculty Senate office found itself unable to provide us with any records on the implementation or non-implementation of past committee recommendations approved by the Senate.

Re (c): The committee was happy with the status and organization of this committee. The

following is a list of charges the current committee proposes to be taken up in its next term.

Some, but not all, of these are recommendations in respect to charges the committee completed

but deems worthy of being rolled over into the next term.

1

Central administration rejected the Parental Leave Proposal presented by this committee to the

Faculty Senate and approved by the Senate at large.

Proposed Charge # 1: Work with central administration in regard to the rejection of the

Parental Leave Proposal. The committee is confident that the concerns could be addressed by

the committee, and the Proposal reconsidered by the administration.

2

The committee has in the past monitored the execution of salary equity studies conducted by

Human Resources. (See charge # 4 below.)

Proposed Charge # 2: Continue monitoring salary equity assessment issues.

3

It is not always clear to the Committee what action the Senate is taking in respect to its yearly

report besides entering it into the record. There are sometimes recommendations which do not

constitute outright Requests for Action (RFAs). It would be good to know, if only for the morale

of the Committee, how all of the work of the Committee has been received in the Senate.

Proposed Charge # 3: Follow up on the fate of the previous year’s recommendations and work

with the Executive Board and the Senate at large to have them implemented or explicitly rejected

by the Senate.

4

The current practices in the granting of professional development leaves for A contract faculty are less than satisfying, even possibly discriminatory. Here are some examples: (a) Many A contract faculty, including members of our committee, do or did not know that they could apply for such leaves. It appears to be a well-kept secret. (b) A contract faculty going on professional leave is not being replaced in his or her unit, so that other colleagues have to cover for this person’s work in addition to their usual workload. This strongly discourages many colleagues from applying for professional leaves. (c) In the current financial crisis, all professional leaves were cancelled. This might have saved money, but the burden of financial distress should not fall disproportionately on one group alone.

Proposed Charge # 4: Review current practices in the granting of professional development

leaves and suggest better and more equitable policies.

5

The health care portion of our yearly benefits package is determined by the PEBP board. But

there are other elements in our benefits package, such as life insurance, supplemental heath

insurances, disability insurance, etc. (Many of them are listed in our charge # 13 below.) The

committee bemoans a lack of transparency in respect to how this package is put together.

Proposed Charge # 5: Work with HR to get an understanding of this process and, if need be,

suggest improvements, both to the process and to the actual list of benefits offered.

6

Some committee members have contacted vendors of various products listed on the HR

homepage with disappointing results. By shopping around, life insurance, for example, could be

found at 60% of the price of the sponsored vendor. Particularly disappointing is the performance

of the Certified Financial Planners who were listed under the condition of offering fee-for-service.  They either signaled that customers without a large portfolio were not welcome or insisted on working on commission while getting full control of the customer’s portfolio. Thus, the financial planning benefit which a previous committee has asked for is, in fact, non-existent.

All this means that many of the links on the HR webpage lead either to bad deals or

outright rip-offs. Nevertheless, it has to be presumed that the average user of this website is

under the impression that if the University is sponsoring these vendors, there is some advantage to the university employee by retaining their services. In effect, the university is offering noncompetitive vendors free advertisement space.

Proposed Charge # 6: Work with HR to identify non-competitive vendors on university

webpages and, if necessary, remove them.

7

The university merit system has been tinkered with a lot in the recent past. In effect, it is now

being administered in the same manner as before the recent “changes,” thereby perpetuating the

flaws which caused the reform effort in the first place. It is unclear whether it is politically

prudent to revisit the issue and make new recommendations for a better administration of the

merit review process, although it seems possible to come up with better designs. This probably

would have to happen in a Senate ad hoc committee.

However, we have reasons to believe that there are flaws in the current practice which, if

they exist, would need redress. Simply put, there appear to be units in the University where merit

money is not tied to actual performance and where colleagues are being told by their supervisors

that, no matter how well they perform, they cannot get to certain merit levels. We have heard of

one instance where a person was rated as excellent in the annual review, but that this rating was

rejected by a higher level of the unit with the explanation that such a rating would mean that this

person would have to receive a higher salary. If true, such stories compel the university to

address inequities in the administration of merit monies.

Proposed Charge # 7: Survey practices of granting merit in all units of the university and

identify possible abuses and mal-practices. If need be, offer remedies.

8

Proposed Charge #8: The Committee should continue to monitor retirement plan investment

options and plan performance. (See charge # 5 below.)

9

Proposed Charge # 9: Continue working with HR about issues concerning faculty education

about benefits; in particular, work together in respect to the planning of the “February is

Retirement Planning Month” sequence. (See charge # 6 below.)

10

Proposed Charge # 10: Work with Senate Committee (designated at a future date) and the appropriate administrators in the development of a bridge-funding policy that covers non-traditional faculty as well as faculty that are not 100% grant-funded). (See charge # 12 below.)

Charge # 2

Work with the Senate Manager to maintain committee documents using SharePoint software.

Some of us found the SharePoint software helpful, although most of our work was still

accomplished with traditional means, e.g., e-mail attachments, since some committee members

were struggling to get comfortable with the features of SharePoint. Some thought it took more

time to learn the features of this software package than it was saving in time.

It is not clear to us whether the investment cost was worth the increase in productivity.

Charge # 3

Upon request by the Executive Board, review any proposals affecting salary and benefits, and

report recommendations to the Executive Board within six weeks after receipt of any request

for review.

Surprisingly, despite the turmoil of the last year, no such requests were made to the committee.

Charge # 4

Continue to monitor salary equity assessment issues.

Due to the departure of Gena Jones and the arrival of Marc Johnson, this year’s salary equity

study was delayed and completed only over the summer under the leadership of Tim McFarling.

21 cases were flagged altogether, 7 on the administrative, 14 on the academic side. The sum total

of the adjustments added up to about $ 135,000, or about $ 6,400 per person ($ 10,200 on the

administrative, $ 3,800 on the academic side.)

The reasons given for these adjustments sounded plausible. For example, the salary of a

high-level administrator was improperly set due to the uniqueness of the position. Other cases

involved colleagues who had switched from the academic to the administrative to the academic

side, in some instances multiple times, and had therefore lost ground in comparison to their peers.

Recommendation:

The Committee should continue to monitor salary equity issues.

Charge # 5

Continue to monitor retirement plan investment options and plan performance in 2007-2008.

(Charge prepared by Chris Williams)

The NSHE Retirement Plan Advisory Committee (RPAC) received performance reports from the

three retirement fund sponsors (Fidelity, TIAA-CREF, and VALIC [formerly AIG Retirement]).

Performance appears to have been mediocre in certain cases, and in one case (Fidelity Growth and Income Portfolio) RPAC has recommended a freeze on new contributors.

RPAC has also had various concerns about VALIC–its administrative and participant

services, its expense ratios, and recent downgrades of its credit ratings. Because of these

concerns, RPAC recommended a freeze on new enrollments in VALIC. (The NSHE Chancellor

has approved this recommendation.) A subcommittee of RPAC is currently reviewing VALIC’s

plan with NSHE, and is seeking independent financial advice on the stability of the

fixed/guaranteed annuities that VALIC offers. A report is expected in January 2010.

Recommendation:

The Committee should remain in contact with RPAC and await the results of the VALIC review.

It should continue to monitor retirement plan investment options and plan performance.

Charge # 6

Assess and monitor university practices in respect to educating faculty about the spectrum of

existing benefits and advise in regards to possible improvements.

(Charge prepared by James Mardock)

We brainstormed with Michelle Kelley about our colleagues’ level of education, or lack thereof,

concerning all matters of available benefits. There are some data as well as anecdotal evidence

that suggest that many do not take their retirement planning seriously: they will either retire into

marginal financial comfort or will have to work beyond their planned retirement date. We

concluded that the current haphazard array of sporadic retirement education events is insufficient

to impress upon our colleagues the importance of the issue and therefore decided that a more

visible event was needed. We declared February to be “Retirement Planning Month.” The plan is

to have in this month a bundle of educational events, e-mails, etc, in the hope that this would

increase people’s awareness level and prod them into reviewing their retirement planning. The

first “February is Retirement Planning Month” sequence will take place in 2010.

In addition, we reviewed the HR benefits website in respect to user-friendliness,

comprehensiveness, accuracy, etc. We forwarded our findings to Michelle Kelley, who ultimately is responsible for the web presence. This report can be found in Appendix B of this report.

Recommendation:

Continue working with HR about issues concerning faculty education about benefits; in particular, work together in respect to the planning of the “February is Retirement Planning Month”

sequence.

Charge # 7

Provide input on and monitor the impact of new ancillary insurance programs.

(Charge prepared by Chris Williams)

The Benefits Office introduced, through MetLife, a new voluntary insurance product that enables

eligible employees to apply for a lump-sum benefit in the event of certain critical illnesses.

Additionally, the Office has offered eligible employees an open-enrollment opportunity (through

UNUM Long Term Care) to buy long-term care insurance without having to address evidence-of insurability questions. Finally, eligible employees who have life-insurance policies with Western Insurance will be allowed to increase their coverage during an annual open-enrollment period.

No information is currently before the Committee concerning the impact of these, or

other, ancillary programs.

Recommendation:

This charge could be rolled over into future years. However, it is not clear whether it serves any

purpose and whether the Senate would take any action on any information gathered through this

charge. Being little more than busywork, the charge should be dropped.

Charge # 8

Finish the proposal of a parental leave policy for all faculty.

(Follow-up report prepared by Yvonne Stedham.)

We finished the proposal and presented it to the Senate. We were asked to provide additional

information about the frequency of similar parental leave proposals at other universities, and filed an amendment to our report. The Senate then voted with an overwhelming majority to forward this proposal to the administration. Unfortunately, the administration subsequently rejected it.

As far as we became aware of the reasons for rejection, we are confident that we could

answer them appropriately.

Recommendation:

Given the excitement this proposal has generated not only on campus but on other campuses in

the NSHE system, the next committee should discuss the central administration’s rejection of the

proposal and, if possible, effect a reconsideration.

Charge # 9

Finish the proposal of optional Type B 10-month contracts for administrative faculty.

(Charge prepared by Russ Meyer)

After working with us on a proposal of such contracts for the better part of a year, Human

Resources decided not to wait for such a proposal to make it through the system, but simply

created these types of contracts and wrote the necessary regulations. Please refer to Appendix C

for the regulations issued.

Charge # 10

Investigate the feasibility of retirement benefits for faculty overloads and, if the finding is in

the affirmative, come up with a policy proposal.

(Charge prepared by Horst Lange)

If a B contract faculty member is awarded a grant for work done during the 9-month contract

period and it is part of their regular pay, some of the grant money can be, and often is, used for

base salary and fringe benefits. For example, a $100,000 grant could come with a $50,000 base

salary for the faculty member. (These numbers are fictional and do not necessarily reflect the

situation in actual grants.) Of this salary amount, 27% (or, in the example, $ 13,500) would be

added to the base salary to pay for fringe benefits, which include contributions to retirement

funds. Such an arrangement is common around the nation and such a use of grant money is not

regarded with disapproval by grant-giving agencies, although, depending on the grant agency,

there are different rules regulation these arrangements. Of course, the ability to contribute to

retirement funds is essential for faculty members whose main source of salary, or significant

portions thereof, is coming from grants.

However, if this faculty member is awarded a grant on which the work is done during the

three-month period or during the breaks when the faculty member is not on contract, current

regulations stipulate that no part of the salary portion of the grant can be used for retirement

benefits. (There is a limit of 4% for deductions for fringe benefits.) This might not be wise for

the following reasons:

$ 
Grant-sponsoring agencies usually do not mind that parts of the grants that are being

worked on during the contract period are used as contributions to retirement funds, for the simple reason that they know that grants are often the sole source of income for the
recipient. (And if they mind, they state so explicitly.) Therefore, they have no reason to
object to the same arrangement in non-contract months. As a consequence, UNR is
unlikely to face a competitive disadvantage in the procurement of grants.
$ 
B-contract faculty, in virtue of such an additional ability to save for retirement, are likely

to be incentivized to procure grant work in the summer, thereby raising UNR’s research
profile.
$ 
Faculty members who work hard over the summer but do not see any retirement benefits

coming from this are likely to consider this stipulation patently unfair.
$ 
If these grants require the hiring of additional people above LOA status, the possibility of

retirement benefits will help in the recruitment of qualified personnel.
$ 
UNR could actually save money. If the benefits subtracted from the grant include

insurance payments, the university would save three months worth of insurance co-pays.
The reason for this policy is the following: there are some faculty on PERS, and PERS does not allow for any contributions to UNR’s main retirement plan. Thus this policy would be unfair to colleagues on PERS.

It should be noted, however, that the reason for this policy is becoming more and more

irrelevant, since currently, in all likelihood, there are not many B faculty on PERS in a position to apply for summer grants, many will retire in the near future, and new hires will not be on PERS.

Recommendation:

It should not be difficult to rewrite the regulations in a way that solves the problem.

$ 
Faculty applying for overload grants should be made aware of the fact that they can write

contributions to a retirement arrangement not offered by UNR such as an IRA or a Roth
IRA into the grant. We know of colleagues who already do this as a matter of course.
$ 
The university should allow faculty applying for overload grants not on PERS to

contribute to their regular retirement plan, and encourage faculty on PERS to open an
ancillary retirement plan sponsored by the University, such as a 403(b) Tax-Sheltered
Annuity Plan, and write contributions to such a plan into their grants. To the best of our
knowledge, they are not precluded to contribute to ancillary retirement plans.
Charge # 11

Reassess university policy on retirement incentives and phased-in retirement policy.

AND

Charge # 14

Examine the feasibility and need for a longer term retirement incentive program that could

assist in dealing with the budget crisis for the next biennium.

(Charge prepared by Horst Lange)

Due to the related nature of the two charges, the Committee decided to treat them together. We

looked at various data sets on faculty retirement and demographics and in addition investigated

the history of retirement incentives and retirement phase-ins. We came to the following

conclusions.

(1) Retirement incentives and the phased-in retirement policy have not been particularly popular:

$ 
Less than 4% of the faculty population age 55+ have taken advantage of the recent

buyout.
$ 
Less than 0.5% of the entire faculty population have taken advantage of the

phased-in retirement program in 2007, less than 0.2% in 2006.
(2) Should UNR, for example for financial reasons, consider retirement incentive programs, the

following pros and cons would have to be weighed.

Pros:

$ 
In the contingency of further budget cuts, orphaned lines that do not serve vital
program needs could be eliminated for substantial savings.
$ 
To keep up with new developments in many fields, UNR needs to hire a good

number of young faculty on a regular basis. Over 25% of UNR faculty are within
10 years of retirement, almost 7% are above 65. A retirement wave could increase
the university’s contribution to cutting-edge research. (But see con below.)
$ 
Virtually every replacement of a senior by a junior faculty member will save

money.
Cons:

$ 
Experienced and well-established scholars are hard to replace: their scholarly
networks, grant-raising abilities, and advising acumen were built up over a long
time and cannot simply be built up quickly again.
$ 
It is desirable to have a regular turnover in retirements, so that fresh ideas are

added to a department in a constant flow and a proper balance of experience,
wisdom, and innovation can be maintained. With UNR’s current age
demographics, retirement incentive programs could have the result of mass
retirements that would completely redo a department but then keep it static for a
very long time.
It is probably not an unfair assessment to say that the financial gain would be bought at the

expense of institutional quality.

(3) Any successful retirement program has to take into account that it is not desirable for many

UNR faculty members to retire:

$ 
Many faculty members might fear the loss of the line in case of retirement and will

“stick it out” for the sake of the department. Anecdotal evidence suggests that this
fear kept many colleagues from taking the recent buyout.
$ 
Many faculty members will have taken considerable losses in the recent stock and

real estate market turmoil and will have to work a number of more years in order
to maintain their living standard into retirement.
$ 
The addition of new buildings to the campus will make new forms or research

possible and generally make the university a more desirable community to be part
of.
(4) In addition, retirement incentives might have the unintended consequence of incentivizing the

wrong people:

$ 
Faculty members who are scholarly unproductive and whose teaching might have

turned stale might have no projects lined up which they could tackle in retirement
and might therefore prefer remaining employed. Committee members know of
such colleagues.
$ 
Faculty members with active research agendas who are not lab-dependent might

look forward to early retirement in order to be able to tackle large research
projects which the daily grind of university life is keeping them from completing.
Committee members know of such colleagues.
(5) All this leads to the conclusion that any retirement incentive program is probably undesirable

but for financial reasons. As the lack of enthusiasm for the recent retirement buyouts suggest, the

University would be facing an uphill struggle in the attempt to incentivize faculty to retire early.

For obvious reasons, retirement buyouts are an ineffective tool. Neither are they creating

the necessary numbers, nor can they be offered on a regular basis, since then people would wait to get the buyout in the year they would retire anyway.

In addition, we could not figure out a way how a retirement incentive program can be

designed legally. For example, the retirement incentive program in place at UNR until 1995 that

tied payments to the number of years from retirement was illegal by violating the federal Older

Workers’ Benefit Protection Act. In other words, the University found itself in the position of

engaging in age discrimination by involuntarily signaling to its faculty that the older they are, the

more undesirable as colleagues they are, and the program had to be discontinued. We do not see

a way out of this predicament, since every retirement incentive program would presumably have

to make some reference to the age of the target group.

Recommendation:

We propose a number of possible policy changes that might make retirement more attractive for

some faculty members.

$ 
Keep PERS at 100%, at least for a given number of years. A reduction in PERS is

by necessity a reduction in living standards. Should PERS be reduced, faculty will
have an incentive not to retire.
$ 
Provide lab-dependent researchers with sufficient lab space to continue their

research after retirement. This is done at many institutions. However, such a
policy might not be feasible for two reasons:
o 
UNR already has a severe shortage of lab space.

o 
Such a policy might have negative consequences for the already poor F&A

numbers.
$ 
Provide emeriti with office space and sufficient travel funds to make continued

research and attendance of conferences possible.
$ 
Offer interested emeriti the right to teach choice classes and guarantee them

generous remuneration.
$ 
Offer buyouts with line guarantees (such buyouts would still save money).

The Committee does not think that the Senate necessarily has to submit these suggestions to the

administration as Requests for Action (RFAs). Since the administration is presumably interested

in increasing the institution’s retirement rate, simply making them aware of such ideas should lead to an investigation of their feasibility.

Charge # 12

Review the reports of the Nontraditional Faculty Task Force, and make recommendations for

a policy to provide bridge funding for grant-funded faculty.

(Charge prepared by Patricia Swager and Horst Lange)

Explanation of Charge:

A charge to investigate the feasibility of bridge funding for “traditional” faculty was before this

committee in the previous year, but was not completed. This year, the additional question of

bridge funding for non-traditional faculty was added to the charge. In addition, the committee did

realize very late that there are two rather different definitions of the term “bridge funding” in use

at the university. The committee, by its very composition, did not possess the expertise to come

up with concrete regulations of a bridge funding policy. And finally, in August 2009 the Faculty

Senate acted on the recommendation of the Non-traditional Faculty Task Force without informing our committee about its findings. For these reasons, our report on this charge is unsatisfying.

Definitions:

To address the charge, it was important to review important terms, since UNR Bylaws, the UNR

Administrative Manual, and the NSHE Code do not provide definitions for non-traditional faculty, bridge funding, or polices related to grant/contract funding, although section 2.3 (Faculty) of the UNR Bylaws does include definitions for academic, administrative, unranked, adjunct and clinical faculty.

(a) Non-traditional faculty:

The only definition of non-traditional faculty available has been provided by the Non-traditional

Faculty Task Force which understood “traditional” faculty to be those who are tenured or are

tenure-track, and defined all others as “non-traditional faculty.” This includes most administrative and Letter of Appointment faculty as well as lecturers. In this definition, non-traditional faculty are the majority of UNR faculty.

We are concerned that this definition is too wide. For example, it does not seem feasible

that LOAs should be able to get bridge funding.

(b) Bridge funding:

It is a major problem that there are two definitions of bridge funding in use at the university.

According to the VP for Research, bridge funding is defined by the administration as

funding reserved for faculty who need financial support when funds requested in a successful

grant proposal have not been released at the date promised, i.e., it is “bridging” between approved funding. Bridge funding in this definition is not there to tie faculty over while they wait for a grant proposal being approved. Bridge monies are to be repaid once funding arrives on campus.

In another definition, bridge funding would be funding that is extended to a faculty

member whose grant has run out and who has not been able to secure another grant. It is the

assumption behind the extension of such funding that the faculty member is highly likely to secure a grant in the near future so that the risk taken by the institution is not too high. This definition of bridge funding is for example operative in NSHE Code 5.8.2, where bridge funding policies are outlined for the Desert Research Institute. It too is at the basis of the request for bridge funding in the report by the Non-traditional Faculty Task Force.

Bridge funding in the administration’s definition:

In the administration’s narrow definition of bridge funding, all grant-funded faculty has access to

bridge funds. Here are the available funding options:

$ 
According to federal guidelines, a faculty member whose salary is 100% grant/contract

funded may use up to 5% of their time for non-grant/contract related activities, which may include the writing of grant and contract proposals. A proper use of this allowance should help substantially in the attempt to have a new grant available when the old one runs out, thereby strongly reducing the need for bridge-funding.
$ 
In case the grant-writing process is exceeding the 5% a grant is providing for grant

writing, the faculty member may ask the Vice-President for Research to provide 
additional support under the Institutional and Proposal Preparation Support program (accessible under http://www.unr.edu/ospa/. ) However, this Support Program is restricted to research faculty who are 100% grant/contract funded. There appears to be no policy or provision for faculty who are partially funded through grants/contracts or for those whose FTE is less than 100%.
$ 
Most importantly, the department may create a so-called Memo account. Since they are

able to handle pre-award costs or post-award costs directly associated with, and for the
direct benefit of, the specific project, such accounts are used around campus when a grant
or contract award is pending, but not yet received by the university. Thus, they provide
true bridge-funding. Anecdotal evidence suggests that a number of grant-writing
colleagues do, or did for some years, not know about the possibility of Memo accounts.
Interestingly, Memo accounts can be set up not only when funding is certain, but also
when it is reasonably certain. However, in the event the project is not funded or pre-award
spending is not authorized, the faculty member’s department would then be
responsible for any costs incurred. This is the reason that Memo Accounts are referred to
as ‘risk accounts’.
o 
Faculty must obtain a separate Memo Account for each project.

o 
The Memo Account provides an account number that can be used immediately.

o 
This account number may be used for project expenses such as Position Action

Form (PAF) for a faculty member.
$ 
If a faculty member is working on grant/contract activities prior to receiving the award,

the Office of Sponsored Projects Administration (OSPA) can determine whether the
grant/contract has automatic authority for pre-award spending. Pre-award spending
allows for expenses to be charged for activities that occur up to 90 days before the award.
Pre-award spending is available for most federal agencies, but not all. If pre-award
spending is not automatically approved, the faculty member may be able to obtain express approval from the funding entity.
$ 
While waiting for the funds of the next grant to materialize, a faculty member might apply for a No Cost Extension with the current grant in order to extend the end date of the

grant/contract without requesting additional funds. One might consider reducing FTE in
order to remain employed until funds for the next award have arrived.
To the best of our knowledge, all but one (the Institutional and Proposal Preparation Support

program) are available to a variety of faculty, not just those who are 100% grant-funded.

However, there is anecdotal evidence that not all faculty are informed about the options available, which might have led some to ask the Senate to put this charge originally before our committee.  We therefore recommend that the administration should be asked to put forth a better effort at educating the faculty about currently existing possibilities for bridge funding.

Bridge funding in the wider definition:

Due to the complexities of the issue and the fact that only two members of the committee had any experience with grants, we were not able to make much progress in the formulation of any

concrete policy that could be proposed to the administration. Some of the difficulties that would

have to be considered are:

$ 
Where is the money coming from, particularly in the current fiscal climate?

$ 
According to the regulations of bridge funding at DRI in NSHE code 5.8.2., there is a

mechanism for a “recovery plan” for bridge funds. Can UNR insist on such a recovery
plan and how would it be administered?
$ 
Since surely not everyone would be eligible to get bridge funding all the time, what criteria are to be used to distinguish between “winners” and “losers?”

o 
Should seniority be more important than perceived relevance of research?

o 
Is track record a good enough criterion in the face of often rapidly changing

national priorities? (One might remember how the declaration of the War on
Terror substantially, and suddenly, rearranged priorities of federal grant giving.)
o 
How would the deciding body rule that a certain research agenda is “on the way

out” and unlikely to gather future grants?
Our committee agrees that bridge funding in the wider sense is highly desirable, if only for the

simple reason that highly successful grant-funded faculty can fall ill or have bad luck with a grant application and could therefore face a possible Notice of Nonrenewal (NNR). But we do not possess the wisdom to formulate regulations that would successfully negotiate the difficulties just outlined. We do, however, support the request by the Non-traditional Faculty Task Force that if bridge funding in the wider definition is being made available to “traditional” faculty, it should be made available to “non-traditional” faculty as well. The need is real, and a policy of this nature would be advantageous to many of our colleagues as well as the university at large.

Recommendation:

$ 
The administration should be asked to put forth a better effort at educating the faculty
about currently existing possibilities for bridge funding (in the narrow definition).
$ 
The Faculty Senate should ask the administration to make the Institutional and Proposal

Preparation Support program available for grant-seeking faculty who are not 100% grant-funded.  This current requirement seems arbitrary.
$ 
The Faculty Senate should form an ad hoc committee consisting mainly or exclusively of

faculty with substantial grant experience to work with the appropriate administrators
toward the development of a bridge-funding policy.
$ 
The Faculty Senate should lobby the administration that such a policy, once developed,

should include access to bridge funding by relevant non-traditional faculty.
Charge # 13

Investigate if anything needs to be done at the campus level regarding benefits for Domestic

Partners.

(Charge prepared by Susan Lentz)

We reviewed the current status of domestic partner benefits on campus (see below). After we

completed our work, the Legislature passed the Nevada Domestic Partnership Act (SB 283),

which stipulates in section 7(a): “Domestic partners have the same rights, protections and

benefits, and are subject to the same responsibilities, obligations and duties under law, whether

derived from statutes, administrative regulations, court rules, government policies, common law

or any other provisions or sources of law, as are granted to and imposed upon spouses." This

constitutes a substantial directive to state institutions to implement this law. The one important

exception provided for in this law is the granting of health care benefits, which makes it optional

for the state to provide coverage for domestic partners. However, on July 9, 2009, the PEBP

board voted to implement domestic partner benefits starting July 1, 2010.

This situation makes it imperative for the Salaries & Benefits Committee to continue work on this issue in the new term. First, the Committee should monitor the implementation of the provision of legal equality of domestic partners and report to the Senate about possible

shortcomings. Second, the Committee should review the details of the regulations of PEBP

benefits for domestic partners, since currently there are several decisions before the board that

formulate important policy. For example, it appears that because of IRS regulations, pre-tax

deductions of the cost of coverage of domestic partners and their children would not be allowed.

Other questions are whether domestic partners would be excluded from the self-funded plan and

be restricted to HMOs only, whether the policy should be cost-neutral, i.e., that costs accruing

due to the addition of the domestic partner should be carried by the insured alone and not by other plan participants, and more.

Our review of documents and vendors (Spring 2009) reveals that the inclusion of domestic partners in benefits is not common.

$ 
PEBP Benefits:

o 
Health insurance: domestic partner benefits should be available by July 1, 2010.

o 
Life, accident, and long-term disability insurance: covers employees only.

o 
Life insurance also covers spouses ($2,000) and dependents ($2,000), but as of yet not domestic partners.

$ 
Optional state plans:

o 
Long-term care insurance (Colonial Life) covers employees, retirees, spouses, and

employee’s parents as well as parents-in-law, but not domestic partners.
o 
Short-term disability insurance (Colonial Life) and Supplemental Life (Standard Life) are available for employees only.

$ 
Optional NSHE plans:

o 
Supplemental Life Insurance (Western Insurance Specialties) permits the purchase of life insurance for spouses and domestic partners.

o 
Personal Accident Insurance: CNA Insurance, Inc. is no longer available to new employees and covers only employees. The new provider, Western Insurance Specialties, does cover domestic partners.

o 
Short-term disability insurance (American Fidelity) covers employees only.

o 
Cancer Care Insurance (American Fidelity) covers family beyond the employee, but currently does not cover domestic partners. According to Michelle Kelley, if the provider cannot accommodate UNR’s request to cover domestic partners, UNR will no longer offer the product, and will explore alternatives.

o 
Personal Recovery Plan (AFLAC - direct payments when insured faces loss of income for certain specified health events). This plan is a grandfathered product which is no longer offered to new employees. It has no domestic partner coverage and is being replaced by Metlife Critical Illness Insurance. It has to be seen whether the new plan will extend benefits to domestic partners.

o 
Voluntary Indemnity (AFLAC - case benefits directly to employee for hospital, surgery, ambulance) is another grandfathered product not offered to new employees which lacks domestic partner coverage.

o 
Long-term Care (AFLAC) is another grandfathered product not offered to new employees which lacks domestic partner coverage.

o 
Other insurance products such as auto or homeowner’s insurance do not directly raise issues regarding domestic partners.

$ 
Miscellaneous benefits:

o 
Metlaw Legal Program covers employee and family, but not a domestic partner.

o 
Lombardi Recreation has family plans that include domestic partners and spouses.

o 
Educational grant-in-aid is available for all employees and covers faculty dependents and spouses, but not domestic partners.

Recommendations:

$ 
The Committee should continue working on this topic with the following charges:
o 
monitor the implementation of legal equality of domestic partners to spouses.

o 
review the new domestic partner policies of PEBP

$ 
The Senate should pass a motion that the Administration, in sponsoring insurance plans, should include in its Requests for Proposal (RFPs) a statement that preference will be given to providers that include domestic partner coverage.

$ 
The committee recommends that the Regents be encouraged to extend educational grant-in-aid benefits to domestic partners.

$ 
The committee recommends that the Regents be encouraged to explore extending educational grant-in-aid benefits to the spouses and dependants of classified staff.

Appendices

Appendix A (prepared by Aaron DeWall)

Summary of Salary and Benefits Committee activities and recommendations regarding its charges for the period covering the academic years of 2005-2008.

2005-06

CHARGE: Review the current UNR guidelines and process for conducting and reviewing salary

equity studies. Consider the factors that should be addressed in developing the models for

academic and administrative salary equity studies, and make recommendations. Make

recommendations on enhancing communication of salary study results to the faculty at large.

COMMITTEE ACTION: unknown

CHARGE: Explore the idea of a central human resources office where new employees go when

they first come to campus to complete all of their new hire paperwork. The paperwork is entered

immediately into the system by a centralized expert who can also provide benefit enrollment and

other employee information.

COMMITTEE ACTION: unknown

CHARGE: Explore the feasibility of changing the contract start dates for new hire B contract

faculty (first year only) to ensure their benefits eligibility coincides with their first day of

employment (start dates after the first of the month result in a delay of benefits activation until

the first of the following month). A change to the start date may impact all institutions and

appropriate consideration should be given to the need for all institutions to review any

recommendations made.

COMMITTEE ACTION: unknown

2006-07

CHARGE: Monitor the implementation of regular salary equity studies, in particular the

elimination of age as a factor for Administrative Faculty salary equity surveys.

COMMITTEE ACTION: The committee met with Gena Jones, Assistant Vice President for

Human Resources, to discuss these and other issues. Human Resources conducted a salary equity

assessment study during the past year. For the first time, the local cost-of-living versus the peer

institutions was included as a factor in the analysis. In the study, no issues of inequities on the

basis of gender, ethnicity, or age were found. A relatively small number of faculty employees were found to meet criteria for salary adjustments relative to the salary predicted by the study, if

funding becomes available. These cases have been referred to the President’s Council by H.R.

In its final report the committee recommended the university administration should be encouraged to fund salary equity adjustments in future budget years as a regular policy and to eliminate the age factor in administrative faculty salary assessments as soon as feasible.

CHARGE: Track progress of retiree benefits legislation (check with SEC)

COMMITTEE ACTION: Researching this issue found that new regulations by the Governmental Accounting Standards Boards (GASB) require states to account for the future cost of retirement benefits. This represents a liability of unknown magnitude for retiree health benefits under the Public Employees Benefits Plan. It was the committee’s understanding that no final action had yet been taken by the legislature that would affect NSHE retiree benefits. There was confidence that the NFA, UNR, and NSHE legislative liaisons are appropriately following these issues. Here is Jim Richardson’s assessment in his March 11 legislative report: “Concerns about the health program and the liability for retirees continues to be a major topic of conversation at the legislature. Several bills have been introduced, and we are still awaiting introduction of the Governor’s bill that will set up the trust fund to start dealing with the so-called GASB problem, which means public entities will be forced to show all liabilities for future benefits promised to retirees. We are also awaiting introduction of the bill deriving from the four year study done by the legislature under ACR 10. This bill will recommend a number of changes in how PEBP operates as well as how members of that important board are chosen.”

CHARGE: Monitor the selection of investment vendors by the NSHE Retirement Plan Advisory

Committee and the State of Nevada Deferred Benefits Committee. Review the feasibility of a

study on actual performance of these plans.

COMMITTEE ACTION: The committee found that the NSHE Retirement Plan Advisory

Committee (RPAC) was currently conducting its regular 5-year review of the three retirement

plan sponsors (AIG VALIC, Fidelity, and TIAA-CREF) to be completed at its June 2007

meeting. At that time the RPAC will decide whether to renew these vendors or else to solicit a

new Request for Proposals. For the first time as part of its 5-year review, the RPAC had

requested that the overall investment returns and management expenses be reported by each of

the three plan sponsors in a uniform report format developed by the RPAC. The committee’s

report recommended that comparative information on the performance of the plan sponsors

would be useful. The committee expressed concerns that the three current plan sponsors did not

offer mutual fund options that represent the lowest expenses or the broadest range of passively managed index funds that were available in the investment industry.

A Roth 403b alternative (post-tax contributions) to the voluntary traditional 403b plans

(pre-tax contributions) was recommended for approval by the RPAC at its January 2007 meeting.

The Roth option would be attractive to plan participants who expect to be in a higher tax bracket

in retirement than when they make contributions. Implementation is subject to approval by the

Chancellor and dedication of resources to draw up the legal plan documents.

The committee recommended that the NSHE Retirement Plan Advisory Committee should be encouraged (1) to add an investment plan sponsor that provides lower-cost mutual fund alternatives, including a broader selection of passively-managed index funds, than are available from the current three vendors and (2) to make comparative performance data on the investment plans sponsors available to all plan participants.

CHARGE: Review the possibility of establishing an educational program on retirement

investment strategies for faculty.

COMMITTEE ACTION: Anecdotal evidence suggests that many faculty members were poorly

informed—and some poorly motivated to learn—about investment strategies that are important to their future financial health and ability to retire comfortably. The committee considered the

possibility of a financial seminar program, but concluded that individual circumstances are

sufficiently unique that the availability of individual financial counseling would be much more

beneficial to faculty members. The services of a Certified Financial Planner (CFP) could be a

benefit provided in a manner similar to the Employee Assistance Program or the ancillary

insurance programs. The financial counseling should be independent of the retirement investment plan providers (i.e., AIG VALIC, Fidelity, TIAA-CREF for mandatory Retirement Plan Alternatives and voluntary 403b plans; ING and Hartford for the State of Nevada 457 plan). The CFP should be able to consider a faculty member’s entire retirement and financial situation, with information provided voluntarily by the faculty member. UNR or NSHE cannot directly provide investment advice because of the fiduciary liabilities and federal regulations. Therefore, the committee recommended that the university contract with a qualified Certified Financial Planner for free or discounted individual fee-based financial planning sessions for faculty. The contracted CFP should not be promoting investment products or be paid by commission. Initially a pilot program might be started for faculty who have just earned tenure status, as that is a career point where consideration of long-term financial issues is particularly appropriate, or after 5 years of employment for non-tenure-track academic and administrative faculty.

The committee recommended that the university administration and BCN Benefits Office

should be encouraged to provide Certified Financial Planner services as an employee benefit.

CHARGE: NSHE plans to issue a new Request for Proposals in the next year for voluntary

ancillary insurance and benefit program vendors (e.g., additional life insurance, long-term-care

insurance). The committee has concerns whether faculty who buy ancillary insurance with a

current vendor will be able to continue that plan or transfer without penalties to a new vendor.

The committee should review and make recommendations regarding the Request for Proposal.

COMMITTEE ACTION: A Request for Proposals for voluntary ancillary insurance programs

has been issued by the NSHE benefits office with a due date of late Spring 2007. Michelle Kelly,

recently appointed as BCN Benefits Manager, assured the committee that a primary consideration in selection of vendors will be that the previous participants could be transferred to new plans without interruption and without new evidence of insurability. Their target was for a new enrollment period in Fall 2007 with a start date of January 2008.

OTHER ISSUES EXAMINED BY THE COMMITTEE:

1. Following up on a charge from 2005-2006, the committee asked the Faculty Human Resources

Office (Tim McFarling and Kim Beers) to provide information on its progress in implementing

procedures for “onboarding” new faculty hires. A comprehensive resource guide for new faculty

and unit administrators is being developed. The preliminary guide is available at

http://www.unr.edu/workingatnevada/. The committee greatly appreciates the efforts of the

Faculty Human Resources Office in streamlining and improving faculty search and hiring

procedures.

2. The committee discussed policies for parental leave for Type B teaching faculty during

academic terms.

Research and Findings: Faculty members may take extended leave for new-child duties or other

family and medical under provisions of the Family and Medical Leave Act. Type A (12-month)

faculty may use both family sick leave and annual leave for a paid portion leave under FMLA.

Type B (10-month) faculty have less flexibility because they do not have annual leave and because scheduled teaching duties are difficult for departments to cover. Temporary instructor substitutes during the middle of a course are difficult for students, so flexibility in providing semester-long teaching releases is ideal. There is apparently no uniform university policy for how teaching responsibilities for faculty on extended family or medical leave are covered by academic units. Anecdotal evidence suggests that (1) faculty members are poorly informed about their parental leave rights, (2) some academic units have limited or no resources to hire substitutes, which especially impacts small departments, and (3) individual faculty employees have had difficulty in negotiating these issues with supervisors. A well-defined policy for parental leave is important for recruiting new faculty and for enhancing the productivity of current faculty.

Recommendation: The university should develop a general policy on how academic units provide for parental leave for teaching faculty during academic terms, including both guidelines for teaching release for the individual employee and resource commitments for academic units to

provide substitute instructors.

Recommendation: The 2007-2008 Salary and Benefits Committee should be charged to provide

input on and monitor the implementation of a policy on parental leave for teaching faculty. This

should include an investigation of how various academic units and other institutions handle these

issues.

3. Interest has been expressed in the option of Type B 10-month contracts for administrative

faculty. This might be an attractive and efficient model for administrative positions that have

primary duties during the academic year, in Student Services for example.

Recommendation: Refer this issue to the Administrative Faculty Personnel Policies and

Procedures Committee for 2007-2008.

2007-08

CHARGE: Continue to monitor salary equity assessment issues.

COMMITTEE ACTION: The committee interviewed Gena Jones, then Assistant Vice President,

Human Resources, and learned that at the beginning of the academic year, HR finished a salary

equity study. The algorithm flagged about a dozen cases, but all could be properly explained after further inquiry. The committee’s final recommendation was to continue to monitor salary equity assessment issues. The committee could be charged with a close look at the age/experience issue.  However, due to the leadership transition at HR it is questionable whether a satisfying resolution of the matter could be achieved.

CHARGE: Continue to monitor retirement plan investment options and plan performance in

2007-2008.

COMMITTEE ACTION: Throughout the semester, the committee had been in contact with

Kent Ervin, chair of the NSHE Retirement Plans Advisory Committee (RPAC). A number of

developments were reported to the senate including:

$ 
A new Roth 403(b) supplemental retirement plan is now available.

$ 
The default 401(a) retirement plan for new enrollees will now be an age-appropriate

lifecycle fund with a target retirement date.
$ 
A single, combined plan guide with information about the plan and all three vendors, to

replace the three separate vendor packages now given out to new enrollees, is
underdevelopment.
$ 
A system of reporting plan performance that is uniform for all three vendors is

underdevelopment.
$ 
No fund offered by the three vendors should currently be discontinued because of poor

performance.
The committee reported a survey of data about investment decisions by a fairly large number of

our colleagues conducted the previous year showed that up to one third made investment

decisions that are poor. This makes it imperative for our institution not just to offer the best

available investment instruments, but also to educate employees and keep them, as best we can,

from making harmful investment decisions. Many of the developments in the offering of

investment options do reflect this: setting a lifecycle fund as the default investment option will

prevent uneducated investors from the gravest mistakes, and pressing our vendors to present their

investment instruments in a way that their performance can actually be compared by someone

without a business degree is therefore a welcome development.

The committee recommended continued monitoring of retirement plan investment options and

plan performance. It should also monitor and promote educational programs by, or sponsored by,

the university.

CHARGE: Promote and monitor the implementation of a financial planning benefit.

COMMITTEE ACTION: The committee has urged UNR to use its bargaining power with local

financial advisors in order to get good rates for fee-for-service financial advising. The idea was

that an employee can get a thorough, objective, and affordable assessment of his/her financial

strategies at important moments: after employment, upon getting tenure, when approaching

retirement, and so on. Under the leadership of Michelle Kelley, this financial planning benefit has become a reality. UNR employees can, via the HR Website, get in contact with several local

financial advisors and get fee-for-service advising at a reduced rate. The committee

recommended that it should monitor and promote HR’s educational efforts with respect to this

new and important benefit.

CHARGE: Provide input on and monitor the impact of new ancillary insurance programs.

COMMITTEE ACTION: No new ancillary insurance programs were introduced that year. The

committee understood the charge to monitor the impact of these programs to mean that it was

supposed to look for any negative effects recently added ancillary insurance programs might have, such as the impossibility of portability. According to inquiries with HR, no such effects

materialized that year.

CHARGE: Provide input on and monitor the implementation of a policy on parental leave for

teaching faculty. This should include an investigation of how various academic units and other

institutions handle these issues.

COMMITTEE ACTION: The committee reported of anecdotal reports about hardships and train

wrecks in cases when colleagues applied, or tried to make arrangements for, special leave

required due to the birth of a child. The committee was therefore charged with investigating the

extent of the problem and, if need be, coming up with a policy proposal. After having conducted a survey of deans and assembled a focus group interviewing faculty who recently had gone through this process, the committee found that the policy at the university was indeed broken. Deans had no coherent conception of the policy beyond applying the administrative manual, and a large majority of affected faculty felt frustrated and demoralized by the process. In addition, we reviewed representative parental leave policies at various institutions around the country. We then formulated a proposal for a comprehensive parental leave policy as a true benefit, having in mind not just the equitable treatment of faculty, but also UNR’s ability to recruit faculty and general morale and identification with the university.

CHARGE: Interest has been expressed in the option of Type B 10-month contracts for administrative faculty. This might be an attractive and efficient model for administrative positions that have primary duties during the academic year, in Student Services for example. Refer this issue to the Administrative Faculty Personnel Policies and Procedures Committee for2007-2008.

COMMITTEE ACTION: The committee formulated a policy and had it reviewed by Gena Jones from HR. It received her response late last semester with important comments. Unfortunately integrating these comments was put off until the following academic year.

CHARGE: Retirement benefits for faculty overloads.

COMMITTEE ACTION: This charge was proposed to the Faculty Senate by Cindy Kiel, among others, who then began a term of service on the committee. She agreed to lead the committee’s efforts to make headway on it. Unfortunately, she left the university at the beginning of the calendar year. Without her leadership on the issue, the charge was seen as vague and unclear.

CHARGE: HSA for health benefits (connected to med coverage).

COMMITTEE ACTION: The committee researched and reported that Health Savings Accounts

(HSAs) are, like the Flexible Savings Accounts (FSAs) that are already part of UNR’s palette of

benefits, tools to save money for medical expenses in a tax-advantaged way. In both cases, the

money deposited into these accounts is not subject to payroll and income taxes. But whereas the

money deposited in an FSA must be used in the given year on risk of forfeiture, the money

deposited in an HSA can be rolled over into the following year. In addition, after retirement the

money left over in the account can be withdrawn for purposes other than healthcare expenses,

giving it in effect the features of a traditional IRA. In fact, it is conceivable that someone would

open an HSA for purposes of retirement savings only, thereby substantially increasing the legal

limit of savings in IRAs. At first glance, these features make HSAs substantially more attractive

than FSAs. However, one can only enroll in an HSA if one is already enrolled in a High-

Deductible Health Plan (HDHP). A closer analysis shows that this stipulation makes an HSA an

unattractive savings tool for many people.

Appendix B

Evaluation of the Human Resources Website

General Comments:

The committee approached the evaluation of the newly-redesigned Human Resources website as

much as possible from the point of view of likely user, assuming roles and attempting to complete likely tasks: for example, an academic faculty member attempting to remove her spouse from her insurance coverage or a new employee looking for information on new hire orientation.

Although the site undoubtedly contains all the relevant information one could want, when

considered from this perspective—that of an employee, prospective employee, new HR liaison,

etc.—rather than that of an HR professional, there appears to be much room for improvement.

The web designers could usefully polish up the site by reconsidering their audiences. Some

information on the site (for example, the “Compensation Philosophy” page, the mission

statements that head the Level 2 pages, or the text on the homepage that defines faculty) seem

like clutter, intended for no one in particular. Acronyms can be expanded and jargon removed; for example, replace “N-POD” with “Professional Online Development (N-POD)” and “ESS” with “Employee Self-Service (ESS).”

Few people casually browse a site like this; rather, most have a specific task to accomplish or a

particular question to be answered. Having to dig three or four levels to find the relevant

information or form is perfectly fine, but frustration sets in when little to no navigational help is

given, when a user must search, backtrack, and search again. Navigating through the HR pages

for specific issues or forms can be exasperating, and the mouse-over menus are especially so; they make the user navigate the mouse over every square inch of display real estate to find what feels like hidden information. Incidentally, the “Easter-egg Hunt” promoting the website this Spring merely reinforced the user’s feeling that the site was designed to hide and obscure necessary information.

Even with better navigational help on the site—for example, more explanatory and directive

headings for links—a user with a specific task will still need occasional assistance in finding the

appropriate information, at least the first time she uses the site. It is not so much that the

information on the web site is unhelpful, but users can have difficulty phrasing the questions that

will lead them to the right spot. Thus, the easiest possible access to a telephone or electronic

contact is important. If we need a mediator to get the “right” answer, we need to make getting to

that mediator as easy as possible.

Evaluation of Homepage (http://www.unr.edu/hr/index.html):

This homepage does many things right, and it is an attractive front door to the HR website. We

especially find the search box at the top right to be the most valuable aspect of the site for those

users who have not yet formulated a question.

Since it is the site’s front door, though, it is peculiar that the UNR homepage does not link to it

directly. Is the homepage really a front door if one has to navigate backwards to it from “forms,”

“benefits,” “ESS,” etc.?

The homepage itself does have its share of problems, examined in detail below. The largest

general concern is that it seems overcomplicated and redundant. What is the rationale for

repeating links in the main frame and in the Quicklinks bar and in the menus? Does the page really need both a Quicklink menu and the mouseover menu bar?

Elements of the homepage:

21. Main frame:

$ 
What is the rationale for these six links? Are they the main categories of information

on the HR Website? If so, they need to be introduced as such. As it is, there is no
sense of audience. Why not introduce the links with a bold heading like “Information
and resources for…”?
$ 
“Faculty Employee”:

i. We do not need descriptions of Academic and Administrative faculty at this

    level. An explanation of where the link leads would be better.

ii. Links to: http://www.unr.edu/hr/employment/faculty.html (Level 2)

1. The header text on this page (again defining faculty) is puzzlingly

    worded.

2. The three “Evaluation Process” links in the main frame lead to useful

    Level 3 pages, though the third linked page, “Administrative Faculty

    Evaluation Process” is a less well organized jumble of links.

3. Three panels: “Benefits,” “Compensation,” and “Resources”

a. Links under “Resources” seem not to be aimed at current

    faculty

b. The “Employee Type” page gives a page of PDF files, with the

    exception of “Classified Staff Benefits,” which leads puzzlingly

    to the BCN homepage. Why is this link here and not on the

    Level 2 “Classified Employee” page?

c. The “Leaving the University” link takes a user to the only spot

    on the site that addresses this question, but it has no

    explanatory text and several headings (e.g. “Last Paycheck”)

    linked to nothing.

$ 
“Classified Employee”:

i. Why is the associated icon image the acronym “BCN”? Presumably

    because all the links eventually lead to Business Center North pages, but this is

    unexplained here.

ii. Again, classified employees do not need their positions described in the text

    here; some explanation of the link would be more useful.

iii. Links to: http://www.unr.edu/hr/employment/classified.html (Level 2)

1. All of these links lead to different BCN pages. These jumps from UNR

    HR to BCN can be disorienting with no explanation on the link page.

$ 
“Student Employment”

i. The descriptive text, again, could specify that this is a link providing resources

    for both students and their on-campus employers.

$ 
“New/Prospective Employee”

i. These are not the same audience, and lumping them together is not useful.

    While the linked Level 2 page (http://www.unr.edu/workingatnevada/) does

    take a prospective employee user to available jobs and application resources,

    its usefulness to new employees is less clear. Most new employee information

    is elsewhere on the website and requires hunting. New hire orientation

    information is not here, for example. It can be found under the “Professional

    Development” menu or through the HR Liaison page, but these may seem

    counterintuitive pathways to a new employee.

$ 
“Chair / Director / Supervisor”

i. The text here does say concisely what’s behind the link. Good.

ii. Links to http://www.unr.edu/hr/chairdirector.html (Level 2)

1. Links on this page lead to Level 3 pages of various quality, from the

    acronym-and-jargon-heavy pages with baffling link titles (e.g. “New

    Position”) to effective and nicely directive pages that marshall their

    information clearly to a specific audience (e.g. “Search”).

$ 
“HR Liaison”

i. The name of the link suggests to the uninitiated that it is a way to contact the

    HR office, which it is decidedly not.

ii. Who exactly are these people who provide “processing support”? What is

    that? The description on the linked page is no clearer. Presumably these people

    know who they are, but the rest of us could use a clearer description of what

    this link is for.

22. Quicklinks

$ 
This bar provides a hodgepodge of links: some are PDF files or forms, presumably

      some of the most frequently requested ones, but the rationale for including some and

      not others isn’t clear. Other quicklinks are redundant links to links in the homepage’s

main frame or in the menu bar, and it is difficult to believe that all of these links have

so many hits that they must be accessible at every level of the site. Most information

on the site can be found without going to the quick links, which begs the question of

why this bar is here. We suggest a re-evaluation of the links included, so that they are

really the most requested bits of information.

i. Might there be a quicklink, for example, to the Employee Self Service

    (ESS) log-in page? At the moment a user must hunt for it, and the log-in page

    is three clicks in.

ii. Can the labels be more informative to the jargon-ignorant (e.g.

“Professional Online Development” rather than N-POD)?

23. Menu bar:

$ 
Are these the best labels and categories for menus? Do the menu items logically

      follow? “Employee,” for example, seems like a catch-all category for items that could

      be linked elsewhere more logically.

24. Suggestions for the homepage:

$ 
Emphasize the site’s capacity for sending questions electronically to HR staff. The

      HOME menu currently has a link to this function, an item labeled “Contact HR,” but

      why not make that link visible near the contact info on the bottom of the homepage

      sidebar?

$ 
Include a link near the office contact info to a map or directions to the Artemisia

      building.

$ 
Make the benefits page more visible, perhaps as one of the main frame links.

$ 
When linking to BCN pages, marshal the links on HR pages that group the links

logically and explain where the user is going.

$ 
Rethink the Quicklinks included.

$ 
Rethink the menu bar headings.

$ 
Explain acronyms.

$ 
Make display text in the main frame more descriptive of the information behind the

      links.

$ 
Provide better access to this page as the front door to the website, from the UNR

      homepage and elsewhere.

Evaluation of Selected Menu Bar Items and Linked Pages:

Benefits:

- Say a user wants information on retirement. If she clicks the menu heading “Benefits”       and then chooses the “Retirement” link on that Level 2 page, she is redirected to the BCN

retirement plan page. If she clicks the “Retirement” item in the Benefits drop-down menu, on the other hand, she finds herself at a more generally useful HR page including more explanatory links to seminar descriptions and BCN’s retirement plan page (again), and other BCN pages. Do we need both of these pathways, when one is less directive and

informative?

- “Insurance” and “Open Enrollment” are both menu items under the Benefits drop-down

menu. The links lead to different BCN pages, but nothing on the site explains to the

uninitiated that “Open Enrollment” is a health insurance issue. This is one of several

examples of inadequately directive navigation, especially when it comes to BCN links.

Employee:

- Some topics on this site cannot be accessed from the Faculty link on the homepage’s main frame so users still have to search and may feel they are going in circles.

Forms:

- The forms page is full of jargon that only HR staff members seem likely to understand.

The search function is great, but you have to know already what you’re looking for and

what HR calls that form, so it becomes an exercise in matching jargon. Every link on the

menu just leads to the form search page with a search already done. More work can be

done to make form searching more amenable to users’ questions. And if all else fails,

prominently displayed names and telephone numbers of contacts

Compensation:

$ 
The drop down menu items take us to logical, informative, and well-designed pages, for

the most part, but the “Compensation” page (linked to the menu heading) takes us to a

page with no clear purpose, no links, and an unnecessary “philosophy” of compensation.

$ 
Possible improvements:

o Explanation of how merit is allocated.

o Link the University Ombudsman.

o Explanation of the grievance process.

o Links to Faculty Senate, Nevada Faculty Alliance, AAUP or some other

   professional association.

Professional Development:

$ 
It is unclear what is meant by “professional development and training,” and to which

audiences these links apply. The links to the calendar are very helpful, but unless you knew

how these terms are used, why would an academic faculty member go to any of these

general professional development and training programs? Are these PD&T programs

required?

Risk Management:

$ 
Given that there is no drop-down menu here, only a link to a BCN web page, should this

heading appear alongside the menu headings? Nothing explains why and when UNR

faculty members should be directed to these particular BCN services.

Workers’ Compensation:

$ 
As with “Risk Management,” this is not a menu, just a link to a BCN web page. This page, dealing mainly with institutional liability issues, seems to be more helpful from the

institution’s procedural perspective, and seems awkwardly placed alongside links aimed

primarily at an employee audience.

Appendix C

(Excerpt from the Administrative Manual)

10- OR 11-MONTH ADMINISTRATIVE FACULTY GUIDELINES

1. 
Faculty on 11- or 10-month contracts would be paid over 12 months, and in most cases

would involve pre-payment for July.

2. 
The positions will be established as permanent 10- or 11-month positions and should not

include partial months in the contractual period in order to avoid complications with leave

keeping and compensation. The contract period should begin on the first of the month and

end on the last of the month (such as 8/1/08-5/30/09).

3. 
Contract remarks reflecting the actual contractual period or the months the faculty

member is expected to work (8/1/08-5/30/09) will be required on the Terms of
Employment.
4. 
In order to determine a 10- or 11-month base salary a 12-month base would need to be

established and divided by 12 to arrive at a monthly amount. The monthly amount would

then be multiplied by 10 or 11 depending on the contract type.

a. If, for example, the 12-month base was $ 60,000, divide by 12 = $ 5,00/mo. To

establish a 10-month Administrative “A” position, the monthly amount of $ 5,000

is multiplied by 10 to arrive at the new base of $ 50,000. In this instance the

contract amount and the base salary would both be $ 50,000.

b. To arrive at the monthly amount to be paid over 12 months the $ 50,000 would be

divided by 12 = $ 4.166,67, and this would be the amount used on the payline of

the PAF.

11101140000 $ 4,166,67 100% 7/1/2009 06/30/2010

5. 
Benefits would be in effect for the entire year.

6. 
A mid-year hire would require the monthly amount to be pro-rated by the number of

working days in the month hired.

7. 
Consulting and additional compensation guidelines as outlined in UAM are the same for

10- and 11-month Administrative Faculty as for 12-month Administrative A faculty

(sections 2,690; 2.692; and 2695).

8. 
A part-time 10- or 1-month faculty member could work at a reduced FTE.

9. 
Leave must be monitored closely as it will only be accrued during the contractual period,

and it would need to be pro-rated if the FTE is reduced.

10. 
10- or 11-month positions will be eligible for 11 paid holidays.

Appendix D

Excerpt from the May 2009 report by the Non-Traditional Faculty Task Force in respect to bridge funding:

Principle 3: The University endeavors to improve job security for all faculty.

This principle seeks to improve the situation of non-tenured faculty by providing for innovative

contracting and funding mechanisms. Such changes are likely to result in higher rates of faculty

retention, and thus, will serve the best interests of both the University and the non-tenured faculty.  The administration is encouraged to develop systems for bridge funding (using successful models from other institutions) and investigate contractual arrangements that reward excellent performance for non-tenured faculty.

Recommendation 1: Bridge funding

Recognizing that

funding for soft-money faculty can run out for brief periods of times despite all efforts to win

continuous funding, often due to slow proposal reviews or decisions on funding, or delays in

allocation of already awarded funds, and that this group of faculty in many cases brings in

substantial external funding and F&A, and

Considering that

many other institutions have bridge funding and use models where the number of months of

bridge funding available to soft-money faculty increases with increasing longevity at the

institution; and that some institution consider bridge funding as part of the benefits to be funded

through and increased fringe benefit rate (for example, DRI),

It is recommended

that a system of bridge funding for NTT faculty be developed to cover brief periods without

funding, due to shortfall/end of funding or emergency situations such as illness, and that the length of time covered be dependent on years of service, productivity, track record and other criteria to be developed, and that this bridge funding be considered as part of the benefit and thus funded through increased fringe benefits.

Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate urge administration to take action, and

that the Faculty Senate tasks the Faculty Committee on Salary and Benefits to assist in developing appropriate models.
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