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1. Roll Call and Introductions:
Gerald Ackerman (SOM), Gerald Ackerman for Elissa Palmer (SOM), Rafik Beekun (COB), Mike Bennett (A & F), Todd Borman (IT), Patricia Ellison (CABNR), Eric Herzik (Past Chair), Howard Goldbaum for Donica Mensing, (JO), Catherine Goring (SOM), Keith Hackett (Pres),  Stephen Lafer (COE), Kami Larsen (SOM), Amy McFarland (SOM), Glenn Miller (CABNR), Vannessa Nicholas (Prov), Crystal Parrish (DEV), Chuck Price (SS), Alice Running (CHS), Alice Running for Julie Hogan (DHS), David Ryfe (Chair), Amy Shannon for Maggie Ressel (Lib), JoAnne Skelly for Sue Donaldson (COOP), Valerie Smith (VPR), Valerie Weinstein (CLA).
Absent: Pat Arnott (COS), Isabelle Favre (CLA), Yanyao Jiang (EN), Louis Niebur (CLA), Rich Schultz (COS) Leah Wilds (CLA), David Zeh (Chair elect). 
2. Administrative Faculty Personnel Policies & Procedures Committee Final Report, Chair Dean Dietrich
Link to the Report:

http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/committees/AFPPP/AFPPP_Yrend2010-11.doc 
AFPPP Committee Chair Dean Dietrich thanked the committee members for their hard work. He summarized the report and said that the committee had only a few recommendations that would need to go forward to Administration for approval, the other recommendations would go to the executive board. 

MOTION: Hackett/Price. To accept the report as written. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously
Recommendations to the executive board:
(1) The AFPPP should continue to exist as a standing committee of the senate, and it should continue to be a mix of both administrative and academic faculty.

(2) To boost attendance and interest in the brown-bag lunches, the committee recommends that at least one of the two brown-bag lunches held during the coming year should be at least loosely focused on a subject of possible interest to administrative faculty.
(3) The committee could explore holding a brown-bag lunch in concert with, or as a way of promoting; the workshops/discussions referenced in recommendations (4) or (7) below.

Recommendations to be voted upon:

Recommendations 4 through 6: 

Although the committee still believes that a workshop or training session for supervisors of administrative faculty about the possibilities that exist for the promotion of administrative faculty would be a good idea, it would be best to still consider some kind of workshop in conjunction with a multi-pronged approach which makes better use of the web to make sure that the information is available to supervisors.  With this in mind, last year’s recommendations have been refined and revised as follows:
(4) In conjunction with the Faculty Senate and/or the AFPPP, Human Resources should offer a workshop/information session sometime in the spring of 2012 for supervisors and administrative faculty about the possible avenues that exist for promotion; if successful, this workshop could be added into the standing rotation of training workshops currently offered by Human Resources.

(5) To ensure maximum participation and maximum effectiveness, the training session could be conducted simultaneously in an online classroom (such as WIMBA), and the session could be recorded and posted to the web for future playback and reference.

(6) The H.R. web page for supervisors should be revised so that under the "faculty" sub header, there is a link to a page that explains the promotion process for administrative faculty, in addition to the existing link to the promotion and tenure process for academic faculty.  The linked page could also contain a link to the training session referenced above once that session has occurred. ​

MOTION: Herzik/ Parrish. To accept the recommendations as written
ACTION: Passed unanimously
Recommendations 7 & 8:

(7) As the calendar year draws to a close (and evaluation seasons draws near), Human Resources and the Faculty Senate should co-sponsor a panel discussion about the different possibilities for the evaluation of administrative faculty. The idea for the panel discussion would be to encourage departments and divisions which employ administrative faculty to consider different options for the annual evaluation of administrative faculty in a manner which might make the process more positive and productive for all involved. Although the current form and process evolved partly as a way of recognizing and allocating merit, in an era when merit raises are no longer a reality, it is possible for both administrative faculty and their supervisors to discount the potential value inherent in the annual review process. ​

(8) Although the discussion with human resources satisfied most members of the committee as to the checks currently in place to make sure annual reviews are completed for all administrative faculty in a timely manner, the AFPPP Committee should continue to monitor reports about evaluations that have not been completed.

MOTION: Ackerman/Beekun. To accept the recommendations as written
ACTION: Passed unanimously

The discussion centered on the importance of evaluations; some senators felt that they were not even read by supervisors or deans; sometimes it was the culture of the department or unit.  Was this a widespread problem? Evaluations helped to protect faculty. Some have heard that all the evaluations leading up to the return of merit would count toward that first years return merit. 
The senate thanked Dean Dietrich and his committee. 
3. Chair’s Report: 

Chair David Ryfe reported:

· The Executive Board Retreat would be held June 30, 2011. Senators should forward items they want the board to discuss to either him, Michelle Hritz or Linda Kuchenbecker.

· The NSHE Code Committee was still meeting and reading through the Code line by line. The committee discussed moral turpitude and that if faculty members engaged in any of those activities they could be terminated. Some of the activities that come under moral turpitude were not illegal and faculty expressed concern that if the activity was not illegal and done on their own time how it was the university’s business? It did not appear that the code committee would be taking on any major refinements of the code at this time. 

· NSHE Funding Formula: 

The consultant’s report has been completed. The funding formula has traditionally been based on student numbers and it might be revised to include a more performance based model. The current funding formula has not been used for the past few years. 

· Tenure Policy: NSHE has expedited the tenure process. In the past, the Board of Regents needed to approve tenure decisions and those decisions would now be conducted at that institution level by the Presidents. 

· NSHE Budget: Ryfe said that the President would discuss the budget when he spoke at the meeting. 

· Board of Regents’ Meeting:

There were two major items that would be discussed at the June 16 and June 17, 2011 meeting. One issue would be how the regents decided to implement the legislative budget mandates of salary reduction and furloughs. The other was the School of Medicine issues regarding the amount of time spent in the North and the South by the Dean for the School of Medicine/Vice President for Health Sciences.
· MyNevada has gone live and faculty needed to complete their FERPA training prior to receiving access to the system. Please be patient as there might be some bugs that need to be worked out. Ryfe also recommended not waiting until the last minute to work with the program.  

· The Research and Grants Committee was scheduled to report in August.

Discussion:
A senator asked if we estimated bigger cuts than were needed would the money would go back to those affected units. If the 13% tuition went into effect in the second year of the biennium and the university had extra money the senate should be involved in the rebuilding process and should especially consider putting funding back into those programs cut. There was more discussion about the senate’s role in curricular review and rebuilding. The curricular review process has not just been budget cutting, but has reshaped the university.  What strategy was administration using to make these cuts? The driver of the curricular review process was not the curricula, but financial. Some senators felt that the senate needed to stand up to administration and not just act as a rubber stamp making it appear that the senate approved of firing tenured faculty.  At the public comment section of the Board of Regents’ meeting it would be reasonable for our chair to make a few points based on the appropriateness of the numbers. This body should make a strong statement that everyone has taken enough. 

4. Consent Agenda: 

May 12, 2011 (FY10-11 and FY11-12) Meeting Minutes

UAM Revisions: 
2,450 Payment and/or Reimbursement of Moving Expenses

3,046 Class Schedule and Instructional Space Assignment

MOTION: Borman/Price. To approve the Consent Agenda as published

ACTION: Passed unanimously

5. Continuing Budget Discussion:

Chair David Ryfe wanted some sense of how things happened both generally and at the university. He has asked a lot of questions and hoped to have a portion of each meeting where the senate could talk through these issues. 
The first thing was that there has been an encroachment of market forces on all public universities. We have all been complicit in that and we needed to own up to our roles. Ryfe felt that there were two messages here: 

The president would not be able to accomplish anything without the faculty. The average length of time a president stayed at a university was 5 years, so faculty could just out wait him if he did not have buy in from faculty to accomplish his goals. 

However, the senate and faculty could not accomplish changes alone, faculty were like herding cats and were difficult to organize.
Both the administration and faculty needed to work together to accomplish the goals of the university. 

As market forces have intruded, some things have changed at the university. The university was not an ivory tower anymore; there have been corporate partnerships with business, and an increase in the use of market language, and the decline of state support. Administration has a deep incentive to centralize decisions and academics have deep incentives to stay in their labs.  Some things have not changed, such as curriculum, the semester length, instruction and assessment. 

Public opinion was still high for higher education. 

State appropriation was approximately 50% over the last twenty years, which was higher than many other public institutions, but the increase was never more than 2 to 3% per year, so the state never supported higher education in a vigorous way. 

How much work has increased in the classroom (per credit hour)? That number increase 56% over 20 years. Our budget has dropped 15% in the last couple of years and SFTEs have increased. Students keep coming even though we raise tuition, but we don’t know what the ceiling would be. 
What did we spend the money on? 

Instructional FTE: 36% during that time was filled by contingent lecturers. In the past, vacant positions money was swept by central administration and then doled back out to the colleges. Now the university has passed a 5% surcharge on to the students and each major unit gets a fixed amount of money. 

Other FTE: The administrative faculty have increased 120% in the last twenty years. That increase was to meet the Gold Standard Metric of graduating students in 6 years. It seems that what happens in the classroom is not what keeps students from graduating. 70% of grades are in the A and B grade range. So basically if students show up they would pass the class. We have put more money into student services and IT to maintain this graduation rate. 

Research would not pull the university out of its budget hole. Research pays about 25% of its cost to the university. The more research that is done, the bigger the gap, so what is the way out of the budget hole? 

The way to move forward would be for the institution to get control of their tuition, which was the only big pot of money that would allow the institution to get out of this hole. Once the institution had control over the tuition, it could be raised to what the market could bear. However, this could mean that the bottom 20% of students would drop off, which could in turn raise the retention and graduation rates, allowing the university to hire more and better quality research faculty, and recruit better students. That was the strategy to move forward. The senate and the faculty needed to decide if this was the best strategy for the university and if not, then what was the alternative? Once that was decided they would need to have a plan to make it happen.  Ryfe would like senators to talk with their constituents and come back in August with input from them. 
Discussion:

The senate would need to know the criteria to be able to judge the value of any strategy. The senate and faculty needed to know the vision or purpose of the institution. Vision statements were difficult to develop and often not used especially without buy in. 
Faculty needed to be engaged in teaching and those excellent faculty need to teach, because that was what students wanted. There was no good metric to measure learning and it was felt that the employers didn’t look at what students learned at the university, only that they earned a degree.  What assessment could be used to measure what students learned?
6. Visit with Interim President Marc Johnson:

Interim President Marc Johnson reported: 

Once the Board of Regents met he would be able to let campus know the final decisions on budget cuts and curricular review. 
The legislature finished their business and passed several important things: 

· Salary reduction of 2.5% and six (6) furlough days per year.  The furlough does not affect base salary while the reduction would affect the base salary and what was contributed to retirement. 
· Students would receive a 13% increase in registration fees the first year of the biennium. The regents could decide at a later date to increase those fees in the second year of the biennium. 

· With the smoothing, the university would have a reduction of approximately $20 million in each of the next two years. The curricular review process would get the university to approximately $19.5 million. Curricular review would not be used to make up the other $1 million. There would be no more closures of programs or downsizing, which would allow the university to stabilize in the fall and focus on rebuilding the confidence of the university.

· The governor agreed to extend the sunset taxes so hopefully the state would have a more stable economy. 

Questions and Discussion:

· UNLV had an employee buyout program rather than firing tenured faculty, why didn’t UNR offer that? 
Administrations concern was that in order to make sure a department was still able to teach its students they would have had to put restrictions on who could receive a buyout and that would have been a deleterious approach for UNR.  

· Whether with a buyout program or curricular review there is still a loss of experience and accumulated teaching years. 

· Has a study been conducted to see if putting more money into student support services has increased the graduation rate? Johnson was not sure that a study had been done. 

· Senators asked if the faculty would have input on the rebuilding process.  Johnson responded that the university has the strategic plan and the budget advisory committee. He asked how the senate would like to be involved. 
· There was some discussion about the four year guarantee that had been offered to students in the past. Departments were doing a good job of getting students into the classes they needed, even with the budget issues. 

· Would funds be restored to units that had taken cuts if there was more money in the budget? Johnson did not feel that there would be more money. 

· What was going to happen to the faculty senate position that had been identified for a cut? Johnson said that position was secure. 

· Cooperative Extension took a very big cut; if there was money would those be restored?  Johnson said that Cooperative Extension would use grants that would help to make them whole. Any increase in funding would be addressed with input and that increase would be applied in an orderly fashion. 
· Vacant positions were swept for budget savings, would those lines return to the units? No, there should not be that assumption.

· Johnson has met with the Regents, the seven Commissioners, Lawrence Weekly and current hospital administrators at UMC and believed that there would be a strong vote to approve the contract for the Vice President for the Division of Health Sciences/ Dean for  the Medical School. Things were settling a little with the division between the north and the south regarding the school of medicine. 

7. New Business:

There was a question regarding senators outside the area and with the reduced budgets would there be a possibility to video conference. Todd Borman, Chuck Price and Michelle Hritz will look into the possibility. 

A senator asked about enrollment and graduation rates for 1991 to present. 

Meeting adjourned: 4:08 pm.  
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