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1. Welcome, Introductions, & Roll Call:
Present: Eric Albers (HS), Rafik Beekun for Judy Strauss (COBA),  Mike Bennett (A&F),  Jane Davidson (CLA)Dean Dietrich (DEV), Jeff Englin for Maureen Kilkenny (CABNR), Isabelle Favre (CLA), Bill Follette (Ex-officio),  Stephani Foust (SS), Eric Herzik (Chair-elect)), Jodi Herzik (Provost’s) Julie Hogan (DHS), Stephen Jenkins (COS),  Stephen Jenkins for Alex Kumjian (COS), Yanyao Jiang (EN), Doina Kulick (SOM), Stephen Lafer (COE),Kami Larsen (SOM)  Amy McFarland (SOM),  Amy McFarland for Tom Kozel (SOM), Donica Mensing for David Ryfe (JO),  Elliott Parker (Chair), Maggie Ressel (LIB),  Janet Sanderson (President’s), Madeleine Sigman-Grant (COOP), Leah Skladany (SOM), Valerie Smith ((VPR),  Lucy Walker (President’s), Jill Wallace (IT), and Valerie Weinstein (CLA). 
 Absent: Tom Harris (CABNR), Swatee Naik (COS), and Louis Neibur (CLA)
Guests: Janita Jobe (LIB/IT), Nancy Markee (Prov), Tim McFarling (HR), Marilyn Ming (COOP), Carol Parkhurst (LIB), Hans-Peter Plag (COS), Thomas Quint (COS), Barbara Scott (SOM), Lorena Stookey (CLA), Scott Tyler (COS), and Sherry Waugh (COE).
2. Chair’s Report: 
Chair Elliott Parker conducted a new senator orientation today and planned to have it continue in the future. He would send out the Powerpoint presentation to all senators after the meeting today.

The Legislature has completed the budget. Parker distributed a budget comparison spreadsheet. Salary savings had been used in the past to fund LOAs and temporary instructors, but this will be now budgeted separately. With the loss of all open positions that would make a shortfall of 3.7 million dollars in the university’s instruction budget. 

Most Notices of Non-Renewals had already been given and under present cuts any curricular review that might occur this year would not be dramatic. 

The Legislature passed some reductions in benefits, but nothing as severe as the governor and the SAGE Commission were recommending. Parker suggested that faculty send thank you letters to Legislators who supported the higher education budget. He would forward a list of those names to senators. 

At this point administration was waiting for the Board of Regents to meet with final decisions for the institutions budget. The regents created a Swat Team, chaired by Bart Patterson, to look at issues surrounding budget cuts. Some of the issues around salary cuts for faculty were: if reduced, the university would be less competitive in the national market, voluntary cuts could create morale issues, however if salary cuts were not taken it could offend the legislators and create issues in the future. SB 433 did give some flexibility, but not with classified staff. As the senate expressed concern about lower paid faculty and staff being penalized by the budget cut, Parker suggested donations made to the foundation by faculty could be used to help. Parker would like to discuss UNLV’s Guiding Principle Document under new business. Parker would like to visit other senates and have the other senate chairs visit our senate to establish a rapport with them. Chancellor Rogers would be stepping down on July 1, 2009. and it looked as if the regents would appoint Dan Klaich. Parker would like to see him appointed as an interim and a search done later of which Klaich could be a candidate if he chose. 
· Ombudsman Pam Haney has resigned and hopefully the funds would not be swept as the position was important to faculty.

· In August the senate would have a presentation regarding the food contract of Chartwells. 
· The Bookstore hired a consultant to help with increasing used books in the bookstore.
· The last UNR Bylaws revisions were passed, 400 faculty voted, 396 used checkbox, 3 used email and one used the double envelope method.  

· Parker would like more senators to comment on the blog regarding committee charges.
· Parker said that there were two reorganization proposals on the agenda. There were no clear rules on the senate’s role in this process, yet the senate has traditionally been involved in the process. 
3. CEP-HDFS & Speech Communication and Theatre Reorganization Proposals and Ad Hoc Review Committee Selection: 
Parker suggested creation of a committee of senators to look at the proposals and bring it back to the senate in August. There was discussion regarding the process: Rafik Beekun felt that the senate should just decide on the proposals now, rather than appoint a committee. The involved faculty had vetted them and that a committee review would just add another layer of bureaucracy would not be a benefit to the process. Jodi Herzik would like the executive board to look at the reorganization process at their retreat. There was discussion regarding whether or not items in the proposals that cannot be easily reported on or if there are questions or concerns in the proposal, these have not been vetted on by the committee. The review committee would review the proposal and perhaps talk to involved faculty. Once the proposal was vetted by the appropriate body, it would go to the provost, the president and then to the regents. There was confusion about what the senate was supposed to be deciding, the proposals, the committee selection or the process? There was considerable discussion on this topic. 

Parker said their needed to be discussion regarding process, but w Would like to leave the process for later and vote now on whether the senate wants to approve the proposal as written.

Follette called a point of order: the way it was agendized it was ambiguously written; in one way it could be read as saying that the motion that should have been allowable was to look at the reorganization proposal and form an ad hoc committee to review the process as opposed to approving the proposal. The fact that there was a motion on the floor that did not conform to the agenda is an issue for the chair and parliamentarian. Parker thought that the senate would like to have a committee review the proposal and report back in August. If the motion failed a committee would be formed and bring the reviewed proposal back to the senate in August.
MOTION: Beekun/Sigman-Grant. To approve the merger of the two departments in each proposal. COE-HDFS and then Speech Communication and Theatre. 
ACTION: 10 senators voted yes, 10 senators voted no, 4 senators abstained. Parker broke the tie with a no vote, in order to send it to the committee. Motion failed.

MOTION: Jenkins/Follette. To have one committee look at both reorganization proposals (CEP-HDFS) and Speech Communication and Theatre. 

ACTION: Passed, 1 abstention

MOTION: Jenkins/Albers. To have the executive board act as the reorganization review committee for those 2 proposals. 

ACTION: passed, 1 abstention.

4. Non-traditional Task Force Report; Barbara Scott and Hans-Peter Plag:

Barbara Scott (SOM) and Hans-Peter Plag (COS) thanked their committee members : Bob Dick, Tim McFarling, Alla Safronova, and Gary Zunino, for all their hard work. 
See report: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/index.html
Questions from the senate: 

How does the university define faculty? The Nevada Revised Statutes define professional staff as including administrative faculty, but did not include graduate students or classified staff. Barbara Scott said that they used Human Resources definitions for their report.
Stephen Jenkins felt that while this report was an improved version of the first draft, but he was still not inclined to accept the report as he did not feel that principle 1 and 2 should be instituted. It would be difficult to group all different types of faculty together for equal treatment. 

There was discussion regarding reducing the reliance on LOAs. Jill Wallace noted that the adminsitrrative faculty evaluation process was improved with the use of a new form. There still was difficulty with the process as not all evaluations were done by people who knew what the jobs entailed. A question was asked if the report was not approved what would happen. Parker said it would go back to the committee for further work. 

MOTION: Wallace/Foust. To approve the report as published. 

ACTION: Passed 1 opposed.

The senate then discussed these recommendations:

R1: 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 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.

R2: Retirement benefits on overload salary

Recognizing that

Faculty on B-contracts do not accumulate retirement benefits for overload days, and that 

overload salary can exceed 30% of the annual salary, and

Considering that 

a large fraction of the respondents to the academic and administrative surveys were in favor of receiving retirement benefits on overload salaries, 

it is recommended that 

faculty on B contract be offered the option of having retirement benefits paid on overload salary.

Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks administration to develop the necessary procedures and that the Faculty Senate tasks the Faculty Senate Committee on Salary and Benefits to follow up on the implementation of this recommendation.

R3: Professional development leaves

Recognizing that

Non-traditional faculty currently has no or very little opportunities for professional leaves, and that

therefore, non-traditional faculty is hampered in keeping up with changes and new developments in their fields;

It is recommended that 

Funding for professional development leave (including sabbatical) be established, and that

professional leave be considered a part of the benefit and, where possible, be funded through increased fringe benefit rates. 

Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks administration to take necessary action, and that the Faculty Senate tasks the Faculty Committee on Salary and Benefits to assist in developing appropriate models.

R4: Voting rights

Recognizing that 

equality in voting rights is important to foster the spirit of democratic process essentila to an institution of higher learning and impacts the level to which faculty feel “ownership” of their department and unit, and

Considering that 

many NTT faculty survey respondents indicated fewer voting rights than tenured faculty and emphasized the negative aspects of this inequality, 

it is recommended that

Faculty Senate advocate for broadest possible voting rights for all faculty, that

Faculty Senate require that all by-laws clearly describe voting rights for all faculty, including non-traditional faculty, that

by-laws be posted on the Faculty Senate website, and that

in cases where there are some areas that non-traditional faculty may not vote on, a rationale be included that explains this particular situation.   

Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks the Faculty Committee on By-Laws to adhere to this recommendation.

R5: Notice of non-renewal

Recognizing that

many non-traditional faculty appointments are on a yearly basis and require annual renewals, and that

most of these appointments have a 30-day period of notice 

it is recommended that

the minimum number of days of notice for a notice of non-renewal is increased to be at least 60 days, with number of days of notice increasing with increasing longevity. 

Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks the Faculty Committee on Salary and Benefits to seek ways to implement this recommendation, which will require approval of the Board of Regents.

R6: Access to state funds

Recognizing that 

state funds frequently become available through vacated or new positions, 

it is recommended that

non-traditional faculty have equal access to apply for these funds; that

in the case of non-traditional faculty who have already received notice of non-renewal, the university should take proactive steps to contact these employees to let them know of relevant new job opportunities; and that

proactive steps be taken to contact LOA faculty who have been teaching in a department and to offer them to teach more hours for tenured faculty on sabbatical. 

R7: Advancement of administrative faculty

Recognizing that 

there is currently no clear process for the promotion and advancement of administrative faculty and

it is recommended that 

written protocols be developed that articulate methods (handbook, training sessions, web-based information, supervisor training, etc.) for developing personal and professional skill sets that will position administrative faculty for advancement opportunities. Human Resources should continue to develop methods of career advancement through mechanisms such as “lines of progression.”  

R8: LOA compensation for extra services

Recognizing that 

many LOA faculty provide service to the university (such as serving on search committees, department internal reviews, etc.) outside of their contracted teaching duties without receiving proper or any compensation

it is recommended that

a mechanism be established to compensate LOA faculty for service to the university provided outside of their contracted teaching duties.  

R9: LOA representation on faculty senate

Recognizing that 

LOA faculty is currently not represented on the Faculty Senate and

considering that

the Faculty Senate is the only institutionalized component for faculty at large to participate in shared governance, 

it is recommended that

LOA faculty with a minimum tenure at UNR (e.g., four years) be given the right to vote for faculty senate representative from their college or unit, and that

a mechanism be established that provides for at least one LOA seat on the Faculty Senate and that encourages LOA faculty to run for Faculty Senate. 

R10: Recognition of LOA 

Recognizing that

Annual awards are an important means to give recognition to individual faculty for outstanding service and achievements, and that

there is currently no award dedicated to LOA or, more generally, to non-traditional faculty,

it is recommended that 

an annual “Outstanding LOA Teacher of the Year Award” be established, and that

other ways to recognize the contributions of non-traditional faculty be explored.  

R11: Welcome package for new faculty

Considering that 

many respondents to the surveys stated that they were not informed about major conditions attached to their positions (including annual renewal, role statement, evaluation procedures, etc.) and that

many respondents commented negatively on the fact that it took considerable time for new faculty to understand the job conditions and their implications for their work,

it is recommended that

a new hire “on-boarding” program be developed by the Faculty Senate and Human Resources for all faculty that addresses pertinent information for each employee type including the nature of these contracts and positions, rights, benefits, etc. and that

all department, colleges and university by-laws be made available on a web page for easy access. 

The senate then discussed the recommendations:

Some concerns noted included:

· LOAs should be a temporary fix, not a permanent answer to a problem

· It appears that the increase of temporary faculty and non-tenured faculty would reduce the power of the tenured faculty.

· Recommendation 1 should increase the fairness, but not the equality of different types of faculty.

· Non-traditional faculty usually work for tenured faculty and could be coerced to vote in a certain manner as they don’t have much job security. 

· LOAs need to have improved conditions; they have not been paid well and have no benefits. 

· School of Medicine Faculty has many different faculty categories that were not protected. 

MOTION: Wallace/Sigman-Grant. To have the executive board take the recommendations and make them into charges and farmed out to appropriate committees for next year.

Parker proposed a friendly amendment to the motion that would allow the executive board to come back with a recommendation on how to handle these recommendations, as some may need to be sent to other committees and some may need to be voted on in August. Both Wallace and Sigman-Grant agreed.

ACTION: Passed unanimously
5. College of Liberal Arts Reorganization Review Committee Report: Tom Quint, Chair

Tom Quint thanked his committee members: Scott Taylor, Stephen Jenkins, Eric Albers, Sonja Pippin, and Carol Parkhurst for their hard work. The 3 original justifications for the split of College of Arts and Science were: Increased visibility, aid in fund raising and even out faculty/administration ratio across colleges. 

The committee conducted interviews and open fora. 

The committee made three recommendations which would be forwarded to the dean. The Dean would then be asked to speak to the senate to address the recommendations.

1. Many of our respondents feel that the School of the Arts has not been successful in raising the visibility of its constituent departments, and represents an extra layer of bureaucracy. Similar worries hold for the new School of Social Research and Justice Studies. Thus we recommend that an evaluation be done of the organizational effectiveness of the School of the Arts (and later of the School of Social Research and Justice Studies), to see what impact the Schools are having on interdisciplinary collaboration, joint instruction and research, outreach, and increased visibility in the community and/or nationally. 

2. Many within the CLA feel that with the split there has been a loss of intellectual contact with faculty from the COS. We recommend that the colleges explore ways to re-establish such contact.

3. One particular governance issue which we heard concerns the CLA dean’s practice of attending CLA Personnel Committee meetings. To our knowledge, neither the previous CLA dean nor the last CAS dean did this. The dean’s presence at the Personnel Committee meetings may affect the Committee’s ability to independently review candidates for tenure and promotion. Thus we recommend that the Faculty Senate take up this issue, in order to make a recommendation to the dean.

The senate expressed concern that the dean was allowed to sit in on personnel committee meetings.

MOTION: Follette/J. Herzik. To accept the report as written.
Action: passed unanimously

6. Administrative Faculty Personnel Policy and Procedure Committee Year-end Report: 
Stephani Foust, Chair
 Stephani Foust thanked the committee members: Joseph Bozsik, Sherry Waugh, Janita Jobe, Rita Escher, Marie Stewart, Nancy Markee, and Marilyn Ming. 
Link to the report: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/index.html

The committee focused on two charges: 
· Consider issues related to the creation of a new employment category for professional or technical staff, and review the policies and categories of peer institutions.  

· UNR Bylaws require that all faculty, academic and administrative, should have the protection of bylaws at the major unit (e.g., college) or below, but many administrative faculty work in divisions and units without bylaws.  What bylaws are appropriate and necessary for administrative faculty, and what current examples exist?  
The discussion included advancement for administrative faculty. For example academic faculty can move from assistant professor to professor whereas for Foust, there is only one recruiter, not a recruiter 2. To advance as administrative faculty it usually requires a job change. Is UNR the only university of the peer institutions surveyed that has the category of administrative faculty? The charges were an opportunity to look at different way to organize titles to rectify an untenable taxonomy for faculty, staff and professional administrators and a different form of governance. Should administrative faculty be a part of this senate? Why do administrative units not have bylaws when they are required to under the university bylaws? The administrative faculty class does not have the feeling of the same protection as academic faculty. Some administrative faculty felt that only teaching faculty (professors) should be called faculty. 
MOTION: Wallace/ Englin. To accept the report as written.

ACTION: 11 senators voted yes; 12 senators voted no; and 1 senator abstained.

Motion failed  

Jenkins would like some representation from academic faculty on this committee. There was discussion of whether or not to keep committees as standing committees, which would also be discussed at the board retreat.

MOTION: Bennett/Beekun. To send the report and recommendations back to the executive board to look at on their retreat agenda. 
ACTION: passed 1 abstention.
7. Consent Agenda:
The consent agenda consists of items that the board feels would not be controversial. If a senator has an issue with an item, they could ask to have it pulled and voted on separately. If there are typos on the minutes, please just let Linda K. know and she would fix them, rather than pulling the minutes for typos. 
MOTION: Follette/Albers. To accept the consent agenda as published
ACTION: Passed unanimously.

8. New Business: 
There was discussion of the guiding principles developed by UNLV: Follette suggested a document that better spoke to the sense of the senate passed in the previous meeting. 
During this fiscal crisis the Board of Regents has continued to respect the leadership and autonomy of the NSHE institutions in meeting the extraordinary budgetary challenges of the past year. We would urge the Board to continue to allow each institution the opportunity to approach these challenges in ways that preserved the primary missions of the institutions with least impact on the faculty, students, and staff possible. 

In meeting these economic challenges, it is the shared value of the faculty that non-state funded salaries be exempted from reductions that may be deemed necessary to meet budgetary goals because such reductions would be harmful to the research and economic diversification goals of the NSHE institutions and harmful to the economy of the state.
MOTION: Mensing/Wallace. Not to sign off the UNLV document in its present form, but to use the document suggest by Follette. 
ACTION:  passed unanimously.
Meeting adjourned at 4:40 pm
