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1.  Roll Call and Introductions: 
Present: Pat Arnott (COS), Rafik Beekun (COBA), Mike Bennett ( A & F), Isabelle Favre (CLA),
Stephani Foust (SS), Catherine Goring (SOM), Catherine Goring for Cheryl Hug-English (SOM), 
Keith Hackett (Pres), Eric Herzik (Chair), Julie Hogan (DHS), Yanyao Jiang (EN), Brad Johnson for Todd Borman (IT), Maureen Kilkenny (CABNR), Stephen Lafer (COE), Kami Larsen (SOM), Kami Larsen for Amy McFarland (SOM), Glenn Miller (CABNR), Vannessa Nicholas (Prov), Louise Niebur (CLA), Elissa Palmer (SOM), Elliott Parker (Past chair), Crystal Parrish (DEV), Maggie Ressel (LIB), Alice Running (DHS), David Ryfe (Chair-Elect), David Ryfe for Donica Mensing (JO), Janet Sanderson (Pres), Madeleine Sigman-Grant (COOP), Valerie Smith (VPR), Valerie Weinstein (CLA), Leah Wilds (CLA), David Zeh (COS).
Absent: Rich Schultz

Guests: Robert Dickens (Pres), Dana Edberg (COBA), Jim Richardson (CLA).

2. Consent Agenda:
Items 2 & 3 were pulled for discussion.
MOTION: Wilds/Larsen. To approve the June 10, 2010 meeting minutes as written. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously. 

Item 2: Additional Charges for the Bylaws and Code Committee:
Additional charges added at 2010-11 Senate Retreat:

a. Revise bylaws to specify that faculty denied promotion and/or tenure may request and be provided redacted outside review letters as early as the reconsideration process.

b. Revise bylaws to require that promotion and/or tenure denial letters must include the reasons for not being promoted or granted tenure. 

MOTION: Wilds/ Beekun. To approve the Bylaws and Code Committee additional charges as written.

ACTION: Passed unanimously.

Item 3: Research and Grant Committee (RGC) 2010 Charges:

The RGC charges were amended with a change from April 2010 to April 2011 and charge 6 was amended include “their use and allocation” it now reads: 

“Gather faculty input regarding the procedures and formula for internal distribution of Facilities and Administration (F & A) and their use and allocation through the use of open forum, email, surveys, etc.  Report to the senate the results of faculty input and recommendations that they would like to send forward to the Vice President for Research Marsha Read regarding F & A internal distribution.”
MOTION: Sigman-Grant/Larsen. To approve the RGC charges with the above changes. 
ACTION: Passed unanimously.
3. Visit with Regent Knecht

Regent Knecht thanked the senate for inviting him to the meeting and he said that he was available to speak to faculty anytime. His contact information is below:

Home phone: (775) 882-2935 
Fax: (775) 882-6348 
E-mail: ronknecht@aol.com
Regent Knecht felt that many people did not understand how important outside consulting for faculty and what it brought to research institutions. With this comes the responsibility of reporting. 
They were making headway in the management of the endowment fund, by moving to Index or Passive Management, which was a safer approach and would ultimately have a better yield. 

Knecht felt that the sunset taxes imposed in the legislative session would be renewed and extended, bringing in higher revenues to the state. The General Fund was about 30% of our budget. The BOR would most probably be looking at an increase in tuition and fees again. He also felt that the BOR would relook at furloughs of grant funded faculty and the effect on the institutions.
He asked faculty their thoughts on where they wanted to position the university in the market to be more competitive. There was discussion on what the public felt about the value of higher education and how to educate them. Faculty needed to help educate the community. There was also discussion regarding education funding and growth inducement. Should an offer of in-state tuition be offered to out-of state students for certain fields of study?
A senator spoke about the loss of CABNR and Foreign Language programs. The university would suffer with only two majors in foreign languages and with the loss of CABNR and world renowned researchers. 

A senator said that the CR process was unfair as researchers were held to teaching standards. The example given was when only 25% of their role statement was for teaching and 75% was research for the Nevada Agricultural Experiment Station, they were still held to student FTEs. 

Would it be possible for the regents to look at other sources of revenue to help off-set the budget issues? For example the university works with lots of organizations from other states, could there be a tax on that type of collaboration? 

4. Senate Review of the Reorganization Process:
The senate’s involvement in the front end of the process is clear, but the senate’s role in the process is less  defined after the reorganization has been completed. In the past the senate had conducted post reviews of reorganizations at 1, 3 and 5 years. This was not formalized and there was no clear direction on this. Did the senate want to continue to conduct post reviews and formalize it or did they want to look at just doing proposal reviews?
Chair Eric Herzik said that the Division of Health Sciences (DHS) Reorganization was illegal because it did not follow process. 

There was discussion regarding what the senate role should be in both instances, those reorganization proposals that followed process and were reviewed by the senate prior to the reorganization taking place, and for example DHS where the process was not followed. 
Would senate review have any effect on the reorganizations once they were done? Reorganizations were typically very traumatic and didn’t usually work perfectly the first time, so an outside change agency could be very beneficial by conducting a review after the reorganization took place. 

Senators felt that DHS faculty needed to have representation, and that the senate review would be a last resort for them. Also it would help the new Vice President/Dean who came in to know what issues that would need to be faced.  
The Executive Board would appoint an ad hoc committee to review the DHS Reorganization and report back to the senate. 

MOTION: Wilds/Beekun. To conduct a review of DHS reorganization this academic year
ACTION: passed 4 opposed, 2 abstentions. 

The senate would like to only do a post review reorganizations that do not follow process. If they were reviewed by the senate prior to the reorganization happening then no post review needed to be done, but if the reorganization did not follow the process, then a post review should be done by the senate to assure faculty representation. 

Consensus was reached to only do post reviews of reorganizations that did not follow the process. 
5. Academic Standards Committee Year-end Report, Chair Dana Edberg:
Chair Dana Edberg, thanked the committee members she said that each of the members did a wonderful job. 

Link to the report:

 http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/10-11/Agendas/ACS_Yrend09-10.doc
MOTION: Wilds/Foust. To approve the report as published. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously. 

Recommendation on the Statute of Limitations on courses: 
Based on the analysis of policies from peer institutions and the issues raised by the “Non-Traditional No More” program, we recommend that the following language be included in the UNR General Catalog:

In areas of study in which the subject matter changes rapidly, material in courses taken long before graduation may become obsolete. Courses which are more than ten years old are applicable toward completion of specific major or minor requirements at the discretion of the student's major or minor department.  Departments may approve, disapprove, or request that the students revalidate the substance of such courses. Students whose major or minor programs include courses that will be more than 10 years old at the expected time of graduation should consult with their major or minor department at the earliest possible time to determine acceptability of such courses. Courses older than 10 years will apply to general elective requirements. Departments may adopt a more restrictive policy where accreditation and/or licensure requirements limit the applicability of courses to less than 10 years.

The language above provides students with fair warning that coursework older than 10 years may be subject to review by their department and, where necessary, allows departments to establish higher standards.  We recommend that department chairs be made aware of this language and that program curriculum committees be encouraged to establish clear guidelines for their individual degree programs. 

MOTION: Ressel/Lafer. To adopt the recommendation on statute of limitations on courses as written 
ACTION: Passed 2 abstentions.
Recommendation on the Final Exams Schedule: 

We believe that overall learning and performance may be enhanced by modifying the schedule for final exams and suggest a schedule that provides better balance among classes and attempts to keep final exams on the same day as the scheduled class.  This schedule is presented in Appendix 4 as the “Recommended Final Week Class Schedule.”  

We further recommend that this schedule be presented to students and faculty for additional discussion.  We realize that this new schedule will have an impact on administrative practices and that some faculty and students may object to extending the exam period, since the current schedule helps most students and faculty complete exams early within exam week. 

Parker would like to move to accept with one amendment. He would like to take schedule and move everything up 30 minutes so finals would start at 8 am instead of 7:30 am. With this schedule there would be more final exams closer to the grade due date. Dana stated that the grade due date would change so that grades would be due on the following Monday. This was not a rotating schedule. The exams with the largest enrollment were intentionally placed at the top of the schedule and exams were spread more evenly throughout exam week.
. 
MOTION: Parker/Wilds. To change the recommendation to move all finals up to begin at 8:00 am instead of 7:30 am and all exams would be shifted up ½ hour.
ACTION: passed 8 abstentions.
Recommendation on Residency Requirements:
The current residency requirement could result in a student earning a major or minor from UNR without taking any classes from UNR faculty in the major or minor area. We believe that there should be a residency requirement for both major and minor degree programs.  We also believe that departments/programs should have the flexibility to establish residency requirements that are most applicable for specific degree programs.  While we prefer that individual programs establish their own guidelines, we recommend the following general policies to help drive those guidelines:

1. Students must complete at least 15 upper division credits in residence and in the major to earn an undergraduate major from UNR.  

2. Students must complete at least 6 upper division credits in residence and in the minor to earn an undergraduate minor from UNR.

This was asked by the Accounting Degree Program as some students were not taking one upper division accounting class at UNR.  

Discussion: There was no recommendation on students completing their last 32 hours here? No

MOTION: Wilds/ Parker. To approve the recommendation as written.
ACTION: Passed: 2 abstentions. 

Recommendation on the Grade Appeal Process: 
The new proposed process (described in Appendix 5) relies on a single combined department and college-level appeal committee, eliminating the possibility of using two separate appeal committees.  By eliminating the second appeal committee, and tightening the required response times between steps in the process, we were able to shorten the maximum time for a grade appeal to about 12 weeks.  

The new proposed process also requires a meeting between department chair and student, optionally including the faculty member as preferred by the participants in the process.   We anticipate that grade appeals may be resolved more quickly if department chairs participate early and fully in the process.  We also hope that full participation will help department chairs to identify potential misunderstandings that might contribute to grade appeals and then guide faculty in the development of grade assessment methods.

MOTION: Wilds/Foust. To approve the recommendation as written
Action: Passed 2 abstentions.

Recommendation on Academic Dishonesty:

The recommendation from the senate last year was rejected by administration as it was too costly. 
· In order to standardize UNR terminology, we propose that the term Academic Integrity encompass all issues related to academic misconduct such as plagiarism and cheating. We propose that “Section IV: Academic Standards”  pp. 72-73 of the 2010-11 UNR General Catalogue be entitled “Academic Integrity” instead of “Academic Standards.”  

· UNR should have a single webpage regarding Academic Integrity (AI) hosted by the Faculty Senate. Any unit who wants to address academic integrity should link to this single webpage.  The website should contain: 

a. 
A brief Code of Ethics for students;

b. 
A copy of pp. 72-73 from the 2010-11 UNR General Catalogue “Section IV: “Academic [Standards] Integrity”; 

c. 
A copy of the NSHE Board of Regents Code: Title 2, Chapter 6;

d. 
A link to the Office of Student Conduct “Academic Standards for Students” (this part also contains NSHE policy)

e. 
The ASUN student “Honor Code”;

f. 
A link to examples of academic integrity issues (plagiarism) from other University websites e.g., Purdue, Northwestern, etc.;

g. 
Student and faculty responsibilities to prevent and reduce academic dishonesty on campus; and

h. Sample language for use in course syllabuses concerning academic integrity.

· Work with New Student Initiatives to distribute ASUN “Honor Code” to entering students as part of New Student Orientation.  We propose that all entering students sign a statement that they have read and agreed to uphold the “Honor Code.”   This proposal may prove to be cost prohibitive because there may be no way to enforce or store the signed statements.  Even digital signatures could prove problematic.  If this recommendation is cost prohibitive, then we recommend that that Honor Code be distributed with no signatures required.

· Develop an on-line WebCampus module on AI.  The module should reference the AI website and be used as an interactive learning assignment. We recommend that this module on AI be completed by all undergraduates and graduate students during their first semester at the University.  Work with the Knowledge Center and Instructional Technology to develop this module.   The Committee discussed implementation with Instructional Technology staff and they believed that it would be relatively little cost to implement this type of module.  They also indicated a willingness to take on this task for the university. 

· Make faculty aware of the AI website and its contents, academic policy procedures, and sanctions, i.e., reporting. Suggestions to increase awareness include discussion at New Faculty Orientation; an annual email reminder from the Provost; and a “zero-tolerance” campaign initiated by ASUN.  This topic should also be a required component of graduate assistant and adjunct/LOA faculty training/orientation.  

· Standardize and simplify the current reporting system.   Develop a streamlined, web-based system for reporting AI violations. We recommend using a one-page alleged AI violation form that contains a brief discussion of the violation and information on the sanction.  

· We recommend that all instances including warnings of alleged AI violations be reported on this form.  

The alleged AI violation form is submitted to the Office of Student Conduct, the Chair of the alleged violating student, the accusing faculty, and the student (and other units if necessary). Several example forms are available to choose from various university websites.  We suggest adopting a simple-to-use version for UNR using input about form design provided from faculty and students.

· Recommend that faculty use “Safe-Assign” WebCampus tool for writing assignments in courses taught at UNR.  “Safe-Assign” is available free-of-charge for courses taught at UNR
Dana has offered to use an IS class to develop a comprehensive single web site and database to collect data about incidences. The maintenance would fall to IT. Sally Morgan was not being eliminated out of the process; the recommendation would allow faculty a choice of whether or not to report Academic Integrity to Sally Morgan. There was really no way to force faculty to report Academic Dishonesty so the requirement was not effective. Some faulty prefer not to report because the burden of proof is on the faculty member, not the students. There was a concern that as the university grew that Sally Morgan’s Office would not be able to keep up with the larger number of students. This website does not belong in the Faculty Senate, so there would be an academic integrity website link and the database would be housed on Sally Morgan’s website. 
MOTION: Kilkenny/Niebur. To approve the recommendation as written
ACTION: passed 5 abstentions. 

Recommendation on Interdisciplinary Program Administration:
The committee did not have a recommendation as they felt that this was not an academic standards issue. There is information on the provost website that should be followed for comprehensive administrative guidelines. 
The report represents a preliminary investigation of a complex topic.  Therefore our final recommendation is that further and more sustained study should occur.  A campus-wide ad-hoc committee, rather than the Academic Standards Committee, might be better able to address the issues raised by this study as well as other pertinent issues. 

Eric will ask the provost about Interdisciplinary Program Administration, he was not sure this is a faculty issue, or if it should be a senate issue. 

Elliott thought that was a good idea. No current issue. Not a faculty rights or governance issue. 

6. PEBP Update, Jim Richardson: 
Jim Richardson went over the changes that the PEBP board was looking at beginning in July 2011. The changes were significant and he recommended that any health issues be taken care of prior to June 30, 2011 as the benefits would be greatly reduced. If the senate wanted more information they might want to have Michelle Kelly come and speak to the senate.  Last year a coalition was formed and they would be working on PEBP issue again this year. Last year the PEBP program lost 53 million dollars in state funding and premium increases. Richardson encouraged senators to share this information with their constituents. 
Link to PEBP changes: 

http://pebp.state.nv.us/Plan%20Year%202012%20-%20Overview%20&%20FAQs.pdf
7. Election of the Professional Development Leave Committee:

The committee members are self nominating on the committee preference survey that goes out to faculty in the spring. They are asked to submit bios to the senate office prior to the appropriate fall senate meeting. They are then elected by the senate. Approximately 1/3 of the members rotate off each year. The committee usually meets twice in the fall to recommend applications for sabbatical and professional development leaves. 

Elected this year for three year terms were:

Justin Blum, Alex Kumjian, Paul Noble, and Jodi Herzik.
8. Chair’s Report:

Senate Liaisons to university committees:

Research Council for the VPR: Madeleine Sigman-Grant, Julie Hogan and Alice Running. 

Graduate Council: Yanyao Jiang

The regents scheduled a special meeting for August 27, 2010 to discuss the budget. At this point the Chancellor is taking a position requesting no further budget cuts to NSHE, and that prior cuts be restored. 

Senators Horsford and Raggio have suggested that the budget hole be filled with a combination of taxes and cuts. 

Student Services reported increased enrollment for the coming year. Based on the Student Services Annual Report the university is also getting better students. Student Services also announced a 300 bed “Living learning Community” which is scheduled to break ground this fall and open in 2012. 

Student Retention was the next focus of administration. 

New student fees go into effect this fall, the overall fee would largely take the place of individual fees. 

The Curricular Review reconsideration hearings were being conducted this week and next week. 

The Institutions Diversity Report would be going to the regents in September and the overall numbers were good.

The ALC would be forming a committee of individuals from the eight major units to review the core curriculum.

The Provost and President are interested in creating more online course offerings for students and the ALC will be creating a committee to explore this. 

The EB has appointed members to various committees, if contacted, please serve. Also please encourage folks to serve on university committees. Service is important. The EB also approved the following UAM revisions at the July Retreat:
1,119 Facilities and Administration Cost Recovery Policy

1,403 In-state Travel

1,450 Non Travel Items

2,521 Presidential Recruitment Procedures

A Community College Task Force has been formed under the direction of Bruce James, with Scott Huber from TMCC as a member.

9. Committee liaisons: 

Stephanie Foust: said that the AFPPP would report at September meeting. 

Maureen Kilkenny said that the Courses and Curriculum Committee did not meet over the summer. 
David Ryfe said that the Bylaws and Code Committee were due to report in November and that they should be ready even with these new charges. 

10. New Business: 
There was discussion regarding the move to the Mountain West Conference for the university and the 5 million dollar penalty. This was difficult for faculty to accept as many faculty were being laid off. The money from this would not come from state funds and some may even come from the Mountain West Conference. This change would be very beneficial in the long run; there would be savings on travel, and perhaps increased attendance by both visitor and home team fans. 

Discussion regarding this move:

Where did the 5 million dollars come from? This was not a firm amount yet, some of the funds may come from Mountain West Conference. 

Would there be state dollars involved? There were no state dollars involved. 

This move could be very beneficial in financial savings over the long run. Travel would be less expensive and it might raise attendance at both home and away games. The benefits outweigh the costs. This conference includes universities where 6 of the 9 are in the first tier of the best colleges, there would be national recognition, plus it was a better fit academically and financially. 
A “University Community Dialog” series was discussed by the senate, which would bring different members of the community to the campus for a series of symposiums on higher education and how education affects the community.  These symposiums would also help the community develop a better relationship with the university so that both could benefit.  Cooperative Extension works in every county in the state and would be a good contact for doing this, as opposed to just having the discussions on campus. Both Herzik and Stephen Lafer would continue to flush out the idea. Any ideas from faculty would be welcome, please contact Lafer with them. 
Meeting adjourned: 5:07 pm
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