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Process for Consideration of Consent Agenda Items:

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

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

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

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

	1.
	Request to Approve the May 6, 2009 (08-09 senate) Meeting Minutes

	Action/Enclosure

	2.
	Request to Approve the May 6, 2009 (09-10 senate) Meeting Minutes

	Action/Enclosure

	3.
	The Administrative Manual Revisions: Vetted by the UAM Committee
Please note that additions are bolded and underlined 
Deletions are strikethroughs

	

	
	a. 1,112 Personnel Activity Reports for Sponsored Agreements
	Action/Enclosure

	.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



University of Nevada, Reno

May 6, 2009                                                       
               Meeting 10
1. Welcome, Introductions, & Roll Call:

Present: Eric Albers (HS), Dick Bjur (VPR), Gail Craviso (SOM), David Crowther (COE), Donnelyn Curtis (Libraries), Dean Dietrich (DEV), Bill Follette (Chair FS),  Stephani Foust (SS), Tom Harris (CABNR), Eric Herzik (CLA), Jodi Herzik (Provost’s) Jen Hill (CLA), Stephen Jenkins (COS),  Maureen Kilkenny (CABNR),  Tom Kozel (SOM), Bill Kuechler (COBA), Doina Kulick (SOM), Alex Kumjian (COS), Yanyao Jiang for Mano Misra (EN),  Bourne Morris (JO), Elliott Parker (Chair-Elect), Steve Rock (Ex-Officio)  Janet Sanderson (President’s), Madeleine Sigman-Grant (COOP), Leah Skladany (SOM),  Judy Strauss (COBA), Virginia Vogel (CLA),  Lucy Walker (President’s), Jill Wallace (IT), Leonard Weinberg (CLA). 

 Absent: Normand LeBlanc (SOM), Jane Patterson (A & F).

Guests: Horst Lange (CLA).

Chair Bill Follette called the meeting to order and explained to the senate that at the break the incoming senators would take their place at the table while the retiring senators would be excused from the meeting. 

2. Consent Agenda

Alex Kumjian asked to have the minutes pulled from the consent agenda.

MOTION: E. Herzik/Vogel. To approve the rest of the consent agenda

ACTION: passed

Kumjian asked that the minutes be corrected to reflect more accurately what he said at the last meeting, which was: “Raised concerns about the manner in which draft reports were received.”

Madeleine Sigman-Grant asked that the typos and spelling be fixed. She gave her written suggestions to Linda. 

MOTION: Sanderson/Sigman-Grant. To approve the minutes with those corrections.

ACTION: Passed unanimously.

3. Chair’s Report
Follette would be thanking retiring senators for their service later in the meeting. Follette touched on the highlights of what the senate accomplished this year. 

a. Grievance changes: Using appropriate faculty for grievances academic for academic and administrative for administrative faculty grievances. 

b. UNR bylaws would be expedited as they would no longer be reviewed by the Board of Regents. Bylaws would go to legal counsel, the president and then to chancellor, the bylaws would become enacted in 45 days if the chancellor did not act on them.

c.  More recently the senate was successful in keeping SB 279 from being passed. This bill dealt outside compensation and reporting. There has been extensive dialog between the Provost, the President, and Elliot Parker regarding a change in reporting of outside consulting, currently it happens retroactively. 

d. The Presidential Evaluation has been completed. It was quite positive and has been post on the senate website.

e. The senate office has uncovered some difficulties with the checkbox process and would be working those out. 

f. There have been several sets of bylaws revisions

g. Work has been done to the structure and reporting of senate committees. The executive Board would be meeting in the summer and would discuss a reporting schedule for the committees. The board would also be recommending charges for the committees and those charges would come to the senate for approval in the fall. 

h. SharePoint and the Blog have been online for a while. SharePoint has been an important way for committees to communicate and track their work. The Executive Board and the Senate Office Staff would be working on a form and process to make committee’s reports more clear and concise. 

i. The benefits package endorsed by PEBP had passed the senate committee, and while t the sense of the senate requested no changes in the benefits package, it was much more tolerable than the package put forward by the SAGE commission.
j. A policy vetted by the senate created a specific procedure, the Temporary Administrative Governance (TAG) policy, for those units that were not able to function well. This procedure allowed for the involvement of the executive board.

k. Budget discussions have taken place during the year, Plans have been put in place to meet the 2009-10 budget reductions. Decisions would be tougher than people thought a couple of weeks ago. 

l. The biggest accomplishment of the senate for 2008-09 was the establishment of a real relationship with the President and Provost. Many discussions have taken place and they have been uniformly positive. This would help the advancement of the university. 

m. The committee that was chosen for the Institutional Strategic Planning Committee would also be the committee to deal with financial exigency or curricular reviews that might happen based on the budget decisions. 

n.  President Glick has scheduled a Town Hall meeting for May 13, 2009.

o. The Intel Science Fair would be held at the Convention Center May 11 through May 15, 2009.

Chair Bill Follette thanked the retiring senators and gave them their certificates for senate service. A special award was given to Bourne Morris as she was not only retiring from the senate, but also the university. Morris had served on the senate twice and was chair of the senate as well. 

4. Executive Board Elections:

Steve Rock was the chair of the nominating committee and thanked the other members, Bourne Morris, Ginny Vogel, Eric Albers, Jill Wallace, and Tom Harris. Steve Rock wanted to make sure to recognize that there was the opportunity to nominate from the floor. 

Follette asked if there were additional nominations for the chair-elect position. Seeing none, he closed the nominations and the ballots were passed out. 

Follette asked for additional nominations for the parliamentarian position.  No nominations from the floors, ballots were distributed to senators 

Dean Dietrich’s nomination carried forward to the at-large election.

Follette asked for additional nominations for the at-large seats.
Follette passed out awards to the retiring senators: and thanked them for the senate service:

Dick Bjur, Gale Craviso, David Crowther, Donnelyn Curtis, Jane Patterson, Bill Kuechler, Normand LeBlanc, Manoranjan Misra, Hans-Peter Plag, Erick Herzik, Virginia Vogel, Leonard Weinberg, and Bourne  Morris.

Elected 2009-10 Executive Board Members:

Eric Herzik 

Chair-elect

Maggie Ressel
Parliamentarian

Dean Dietrich 

At-large

Jodi Herzik

At-large

Elliott Parker presented Bill Follette with his retiring senator and chair award and thanked him for his service. 

Meeting Adjourned 2:40


5. Welcome, Introductions, & Roll Call:

Present: Eric Albers (HS), Mike Bennett (A&F),  Dean Dietrich (DEV), Isabelle Favre (CLA), Bill Follette (Ex-officio),  Stephani Foust (SS), Tom Harris (CABNR), Eric Herzik (Chair-elect)), Jodi Herzik (Provost’s) Jen Hill (CLA), Julie Hogan (DHS), Stephen Jenkins (COS),  Yanyao Jiang (EN), Maureen Kilkenny (CABNR),  Tom Kozel (SOM),  Doina Kulick (SOM), Alex Kumjian (COS), Stephen Lafer (COE),Kami Larsen (SOM)  Amy McFarland (SOM),  Swatee Naik (COS), Niebur Louis (CLA), Elliott Parker (Chair), Maggie Ressel (LIB),  David Ryfe (JO), Janet Sanderson (President’s), Madeleine Sigman-Grant (COOP), Leah Skladany (SOM), Valerie Smith ((VPR),  Judy Strauss (COBA), Virginia Vogel (CLA),  Lucy Walker (President’s), Jill Wallace (IT) Vallerie Weinstein (CLA). 

 Absent:

 Guests: Fred de Rafols (Chair Bylaws & Code Committee), Marc Johnson (Provost), President Glick) 

New Senate began its meeting at 3:10 pm

6. Bylaws and Code: 

Chair Elliott Parker introduced Fred deRafols, Chair of the Bylaws and Code Committee, who explained their recommended amendments to the UNR Bylaws. Parker asked the senate to table action item # 5. Parker asked that senators bring this to their constituents and have discussion with them and them in the fall the item would be brought to the senate. The revisions defined faculty and discussed voting rights of faculty. 

The senate discussed tabling the item and bringing it back to the senate in the fall. The new senators were added to the blog and discussion could take place there until the fall meeting.

MOTION: Hill/J. Herzik. To table the bylaws revisions until the fall meeting. 

ACTION: passed unanimously.

7. Visit with President Glick

President Glick welcomed the new senators and said that his working relationship with the previous senate had been most gratifying and rewarding, their leadership was superb and they brought a lot to the table. 

· The Davidson Academy has a graduating class of 8 this year; four of those graduates chose to attend UNR. 

· The RGJ published the NCAA academic performance measure, if successful each sport has to have a 925 or above and we were the only university in the WAC with that distinction.

· Jim Richardson deserved a huge pat on the back, for protecting state employee benefits. Glick felt that the legislature did the right thing as well. Employees who had been with the state for 30 years should not have promises made to them be broken. 

· The Board of Regent ’scheduled a meeting for Tuesday, May 12, 2009 to discuss the implications of the budget scheduled to be passed by the money committees. There may be discussion of a tuition increase. President Glick had also scheduled a Town Hall meeting for Wednesday, May 13, 2009, assuming the regents meet as planned.

· The legislature was still discussing the amount of the reduction, and it could be 10% be 19% or worse. The legislature discussed a 4% salary reduction and it was possible that the university could not unilaterally reduce salary in the next year. If forced, the university would choose to reduce salaries through furlough or reduced FTE. The university may also be made to reduce classified salaries. Glick said it would be unconscionable to reduce the salary of the lowest paid members of the university

· Julie Hogan with CASAT asked if soft-funded salaries would be cut, as that would impact the indirect money that comes to the university. Glick said: the argument for not cutting soft -funded salaries were: since it was not state funds, it should not be affected, and because the university may lose money because of this. Alternatively, when faculty had raises, it was mandated that soft-funded faculty be given raises, even if there weren’t funds in the grant, because all faculty should be treated the same. Senators should have a conversation with their constituents.

· Follette would make a motion later in the meeting regarding the loss of soft money funds with any salary reductions. 

· Glick talked about the commencement exercises at ASU where President Obama was going to speak. At first the thought it was a good idea, until he found out that people were lining up hours before the ceremony.

· The quad had not been roped off this year it looked fine and it was great to see the students out there playing and using the quad.

· Glick also thanked Bill and said how much he appreciated his service as senate chair. 

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

Executive Vice President and Provost appreciated the opportunity to experience shared governance. Budget discussions started Johnson’s second day on campus and both Parker and Follette were in on the budget discussions. The Chair of the senate attended the President’s Council and the chair-elect attended the ALC, it was important to have an information flow.

Regardless where the budget shortfall occurs, administration will protect the fundamental teaching, research and outreach mission and the people associated with those. The academic portion of the budget will take a lower cut than the others, which would affect administrative departments, such as facilities. To keep the university running, some daily tasks, such as office garbage pickup may be reduced to a weekly basis. The other issue there have been working on is responding to requirements from NSHE to have an institutional strategic plan. The campus had an opportunity to review the draft plan which was sent to the committee of faculty and student representatives.

A couple of things that Johnson really liked about the campus were the balanced mission, and the great accomplishments of the faculty and students. It feels good being here and he has appreciated his time here. Johnson also enjoyed his weekly meetings with Bill Follette and the developing relationship the faculty senate and the provost as well as the relationship between them. The provost and Parker have a commitment to continue those meetings. 

9. Goals and Visions: Elliott Parker Faculty Senate Chair:

Chair Elliott Parker shared his goals with the senators: 

“The university has a unique governance structure that many do not fully understand.  On budgetary matters, universities follow a traditional, hierarchical top-down model.  On curricular and research issues, universities follow a bottom-up approach, in which administrators act as the agents of the faculty.  On policy matters, the two share governance, sometimes uneasily.

The Senate represents the faculty, but it is not a union like the NFA.  It is, in a way, like an equivalent branch of government, almost but not quite entirely unlike the Legislative and Executive functions.  Whether it is equal and effective depends on the people involved, and how they choose to behave.” 

“As the new chair, my major goals are:

1. To recognize that to be effective, shared faculty governance requires a greater responsibility of faculty to look out for the long-run interests of the university, and to make reasonable and well thought-out recommendations for change.

2. To make the senate as effective as possible by working with university cooperatively administration, while remaining independent of it.

3. To try to turn over as much control to the senate as is practical, while doing as much with the executive board, the senate office, or on my own to be effective and responsive.

4. To make sure that shared faculty governance plays its proper role in both the development of the Institutional Strategic Plan (ISP) and in any curricular review that takes place in response to the budget crisis.

5. To help shepherd through changes that will help the university continue to grow up, to learn from best practice at other universities instead of continuing to believe that UNR is somehow unique.

6. To try to fix long-standing problems in our Code, Bylaws, Manual, and practice, to make them all accurately reflect what we can and should do, to make them workable, and to make them in the university’s long-run interests.

7. To be responsive to suggestions and proposals from the senate in particular and the faculty in general, to represent them as best as I can.

I will rely on the Executive Board to make sure that my efforts are consistent with these principles.  The Senate Office staff is also not shy about letting me know when I go too far or make an error in judgment.

I will also try to stay engaged with those outside the university – System Administration, the Regents, the Legislature, and the Public – to better advocate for the faculty.

I will be contacting senators through the Senate Blog – which we don’t use near as often as we should – to get input from them on what problems the senate needs to address, and to keep working on making senators know they can make a difference.”

Eric Albers asked how information would be given to faculty based on upcoming budget issues. Parker felt that the communications regarding budget issues should come directly from the President as soon as he had hard data. Any curricular review issues would follow the process and be reviewed by the senate as policy dictated. 

Alex Kumjian asked that all agenda packet information be more clearly posted on the webpage. He felt that the senate was not transparent enough. Kumjian also thought that the blog should be more transparent. Kumjian would like the committee chairs to be able to upload their draft reports to Sharepoint. Sharepoint was set up for the committees to do their work. Jenkins stated that Sharepoint was very effective and was to guard committee data, such as interviews with other faculty. Parker reminded the senators that committee reports were posted on the website and were usually included in the agenda packets that were sent out approximately one week in advance. Parker said that the senate office has worked really hard to keep the website maintained. 

Jill Wallace would like to see more clarity in the committee charges. Parker agreed, that it was a learning process and that some of the charges they gave last year were more open-ended than they intended. 

There was discussion regarding the Institutional Strategic Plan. Follette recommended that departments look at those metrics and make sure that they are accurate. 

There was also discussion regarding the importance of inter-collegial cooperation

10. College of Science Reorganization Review Committee: Chair, Mark Pingle:

Mark Pingle, Chair thanked the committee members for their hard work: John Cannon, Ron Pardini, Mike Webster, and Tom Watterson. This report presents faculty and staff input from the COS on issues related to the University reorganization that led to the creation of the College of Science (COS).  Using this input, the Committee draws conclusions and makes four recommendations.  


The issues leading to the primary conclusions presented in this report are (1) the loss of college status of the Mackay School in the reorganization and the subsequent inclusion of the Mackay School of Earth Sciences and Engineering (MSESE) in the COS, (2) the opportunities made available by the reorganization for departments in the former College of Arts and Science now in the COS, (3) the allocation of indirect cost funds and associated incentives for pursuing grant funding, and (4) the administrative relationship between the COS and the upper administration.   The conclusions and associated recommendations are presented in section 8, but the four recommendations are also presented here for convenience:     

Recommendation 1:  The Provost should work with the Dean of the COS, the Director of the MSESE, and with others as necessary to address the administrative issues and faculty morale issues surrounding the current administrative structure that includes the MSESE within the COS.    

Recommendation 2:  The Dean of the COS, and the department chairs of the COS, should put focused administrative effort into further identifying and pursuing specific opportunities for cooperation and coordination within the COS.  (Many such opportunities have been identified in this report.)

Recommendation 3:  The Provost, COS Dean and any other relevant administrators should work with COS chairs and faculty to find ways of allocating indirect cost funds and ways of administering research processes that maximize the ability and incentives COS faculty members have to pursue grant funding.   

Recommendation 4:  The Provost and Dean of the COS should review the allocation of rights and responsibilities between the COS and upper administration, seeking any reallocation that would enhance the productivity of the COS in ways that more than offset any costs to the rest of the university.   

1.  Committee Purpose and Charges

Committee Purpose:  To provide faculty input on issues related to the creation of the College of Science (COS).

Committee Charges:

· Meet with faculty and administrators in the college.  If possible identify potential problems with the reorganization, and make recommendations, if appropriate.

· Review the original reorganization proposal.  Determine the intended goals of the reorganization, and determine whether the reorganization met expectations.

2.  Committee Activities Leading to this Report

The process used to generate this report was as follows:

a. Planning documents that led to the creation of the COS were reviewed, including

i. A Proposal for the Creation of the Colleges of Liberal Arts and of Science---December 22, 2002.  

ii. Proposal for a New College of Science---November 15, 2002.

iii. Report to the Faculty Senate From the Ad Hoc Committee for the Proposed Reorganization of the College of Arts and Science and Mackay School of Mines---February 13, 2003.

b. The specific reorganization goals contained in the December 11, 2002 planning document, “A Proposal for the Creation of the Colleges of Liberal Arts and of Science,” were turned into a questionnaire for the COS faculty and staff.  (See Appendix A for the survey and its results.)

c. After receiving some feedback from the questionnaire, the committee met with the Dean and chairs of the COS to have a dialog about issues raised by the questionnaire. Other issues of interest to the chairs were also discussed.

d. A separate questionnaire was presented to the chairs of the COS so there would be written feedback from the chairs, not just meeting feedback filtered by the impressions of the committee members.

e. An open meeting of the COS faculty and staff was held to provide faculty and staff the opportunity to dialog with members of the committee.

f. After a draft of this report was written and presented to COS Dean Jeff Thompson, so as to give him the opportunity to make any additional comments or provide data on COS.

There was a small number of respondents to the survey, but rather than solicit more faculty to respond, the committee felt that the survey brought up the issues and that was the point of the survey. There was discussion about increasing the visibility of Mackay School of Mines. 

MOTION: Jenkins/Kozel. To approve the report as published

ACTION: Passed unanimously

11. New Business:

Bill Follette offered a draft sense of the senate regarding salary reductions:

“Recognizing that should salary cuts of furloughs be recommended for state funded faculty or staff; some might suggest that all employees be subject to a uniform policy. It is the sense of the UNR faculty senate that should there be a recommendation to cut faculty salaries due to budgetary constraints, that any faculty or staff who are funded on other than state funds, in particular any grant funded researchers or staff, shall be exempt from such reductions if he or she is able to maintain current or projected salaries using such funds.”

Maureen Kilkenny suggested that it say” “that any salaries of faculty and staff” as opposed to “that any faculty or staff…”  Kilkenny would also like the letter to say something about holding harmless and taking the salary reduction included as a lower FTE not just a reduction. 

Kumjian would like to see classified staff be protected in the sense of the senate as well. 

Parker felt that 3 principles were what needed to be addressed in this: State funded salary only should be reduced, 2nd principle reduced FTE, 3rd allow university some discretion in how to implement so can have some take more and some take less.. There was discussion on the senate’s ability to prevent classified staff reductions. 

MOTION: Kilkenny/ Kumjian. To approve the sense of the senate principle 1 with the change to include the word” salaries” of faculty on non state of Nevada contracts. 

ACTION: Passed .2 abstentions

MOTION: Bill/Kilkenny. To approve the 2nd principle and make clear our support for any reductions that were forced to take be done with reduction in FTE as opposed to base salary.

ACTION: Passed, 1 opposed, 6 abstentions

MOTION: Kumjian/ Wallace.  If there are any cuts of university personnel, that lower-paid faculty and staff be protected as much as possible. The executive Board would finalize the sense of the senate. 

Friendly Amendment accepted by Kumjian and Wallace: The faculty senate would prefer giving the university discretion in how to implement any required pay cuts on average so that not everybody be given the same pay cuts with consideration being given to the people at the lower end of the pay scale.

ACTION: passed unanimously.

. 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:15 pm.



UAM Revisions:

http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/08-09/index.html
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