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1. Roll Call and Introductions:
Present: Gerald Ackerman (SOM), Gerald Ackerman for Elissa Palmer (SOM), Jamie Anderson for Amy McFarland (SOM), Pat Arnott (COS), Rafik Beekun (COB), Mike Bennett (A & F), Susan Donaldson (COOP), Patricia Ellison (CABNR), Isabelle Favre (CLA), Catherine Goring (SOM), Catherine Goring for Kami Larsen (SOM), Keith Hackett (Pres), Eric Herzik (Immediate Past Chair), Julie Hogan (DHS), Yanyao Jiang (EN), Stephen Lafer (COE), Donica Mensing (JO), Glenn Miller (CABNR), Crystal Parrish (DEV), Chuck Price (SS), Maggie Ressel (LIB), Alice Running (DHS), David Ryfe (Chair), Valerie Smith (VPR), Patti Walsh for Todd Borman (IT), Claudene Wharton (Pres), Leah Wilds (CLA), David Zeh (Chair Elect).
Absent: Louis Niebur (CLA). 

Guests: President Marc Johnson, Associate Vice President for Student Services Melisa Choroszy (SS).
2. Consent  Agenda:

Link to the Consent Agenda: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/11-12/Agenda/8-25-11consentpkt.doc 

Item 1: Request to Approve the June 9, 2011 Senate Meeting Minutes

Item 2: Special Hearing Committee Procedures

Item 3: Learning Outcomes Document

Item 4: Promotion and Tenure Committee Member Selection Procedure

Item 5: Faculty Senate Committee Policy 

MOTION: Wilds/Price. To approve the Consent Agenda minus Items 2 and 5. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously

The changes made to Item 2 are bold and underlined: 

1st Bullet, 2nd sentence:

The list should include the names of all faculty members who have at least .50 FTE and are on renewable contracts. 

5th Bullet, last sentence:

The AA will then prepare the list of at least 15 faculty members who agree to serve and a memo to the president signed from the Faculty Senate Chair. 

The change made to Item 5 is bold and underlined: 

Scope, 1st paragraph, 1st sentence:

This policy covers procedures to e followed in the organization and work of all faculty senate committees except for the nominating committee and the executive board. 

MOTION: Donaldson/Ackerman. To approve the above amendments. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously. 

3. Chair’s Report:
Faculty Senate Chair David Ryfe reported that the following initiatives were under discussion at both the President’s Council and the Academic Leadership Council: Enrollment Management, Low Yield Policy Proposal, Faculty Morale, and a Community – Centric University. The Enrollment Management would consist of a June 1st deadline for enrollment applications to UNR, raising the admission standard, and reducing the number of Special Admits. 

Students who enroll after June 1st have a lower graduation rate, as well as those that come in needing remedial classes. 

Administration was looking at Enrollment Management as a way to control growth and retention. Studies show that those students who apply late were less likely to continue and graduate. An issue was express that this might affect faculty in those programs that did not graduate enough students. Programs that graduate fewer students ended up in Curricular Review in the past. This implementation could be a way to level off and contain growth as well as a strategy in improving graduation and retention. Concern was expressed regarding faculty evaluations and teaching FTEs. 
Anything that would allow the university to reduce the number of students coming into the university needing remedial classes would improve the graduation rate. 
Low Yield Proposal: The Chancellor has been trying to establish a low yield policy as many of the states around the nation have a Low Yield Policy. The Low Yield Policy Proposal was a very simple policy. 
Section 5.
Low-Yield Degree Programs

1. Academic programs that are at least 10 years old shall be designated as low-yield if the number of degrees granted is below the following levels:

a. Associate degree programs must award at least ten degrees in the most recently reported year or at least twenty degrees total in the last three consecutive years, including the most recently reported year;

b. Baccalaureate degree programs must award at least ten degrees in the most recently reported year or at least twenty degrees in the last three consecutive years, including the most recently reported year;

c. Master’s degree programs must award at least three degrees in the most recently reported year or at least five degrees in the last three consecutive years, including the most recently reported year; and

d. Doctoral degree programs must award at least three degrees in the most recently reported year or at least five degrees in the last three consecutive years, including the most recently reported year.

2. A report to the Board of Regents Academic, Research and Student Affairs Committee on all designated low-yield programs shall be made biennially.  Low-yield programs will automatically be eliminated after two years on the list unless designated as exempt from the low-yield program list.

3. If a low-yield academic program is deemed essential to the central educational or research mission of the institution, the President may recommend that the Board of Regents Academic, Research and Student Affairs Committee designate the program as exempt from the low-yield program list.

4. If a low-yield academic program meets a demonstrated workforce or service need of the state or the geographical region served by the institution, the President may recommend that the Board of Regents Academic, Research and Student Affairs Committee designate the program as exempt from the low-yield program list.
5. If a low-yield academic program demonstrates an increase in student demand through a pattern of increasing enrollment of majors, the President may recommend that the Board of Regents Academic, Research and Student Affairs Committee designate the program as exempt from the low-yield program list for a period of two years to allow time for data to support its removal from the list of low-yield programs.

The Executive Board asked the Academic Standards Committee to look at this proposal and make recommendations. Comments from senators and faculty would need to be back to Chair David Ryfe prior to October 1, 2011 as these comments needed to go the Chancellor by the October 1, 2011. There was a list of the programs at Nevada that could be subject to this policy. There would be some real difficulties for many of the doctoral programs. Ryfe asked the senators to contact their constituents for comments to improve the policy or to at least reduce the effects of the policy. Chancellor Klaich planned to move forward with this as part of the efficiency and effectiveness movement. 

4. Visit with Interim President Marc Johnson:

President Marc Johnson reported that freshmen Move-In Day occurred and was an enjoyable experience for those faculty, staff, parents, and students who participated.  There were at least as many enrolled students as last year and maybe even a few more. All the institutions were asked to develop an enrollment management plan. This would show the realism about how many students could be taught with limited resources resulting from the budget cuts. The university chose to move slowly and thoughtfully through this process. One change was the June 1st application enrollment date deadline. Another change involved the Western Undergraduate Exchange Program (WUE). While those students paid a higher tuition rate, only about 25% of those who graduate stayed in the state. 
The university would also be looking at reducing the number of Special Admits. The university would articulate a pathway to the university through community colleges for students with an academic index (ACI) below 60. Student with an academic index between 60 and 65 would have an opportunity to apply for special admission by submitting test scores, documentation of special circumstances, etc. Those students with an ACI between 65 and 70 would apply as special admits. This policy would slice off some students at the bottom, and control entry for those who were more likely to graduate. 
The legislature decided to form a committee to study the NSHE funding formula. Chancellor Klaich has formed a committee to interact with the formula funding committee and our representative on NSHE committee was Bruce Shively. 

Johnson was aware of the Low Yield Policy Proposal and they had gotten a delay on it when it was first discussed, but it appeared that the Chancellor wanted this to go forward. The chancellor wanted to respond to the legislature’s impression that the institutions were inefficient and ineffective. 
A point was raised about the parking fees going up for students, faculty and staff, while Athletics would not be paying for their use of parking for events. Johnson responded that he had not seen an income statement from parking, but he would look into it. If Athletics was not paying the $200,000 it could be reasoned that parking permits went up to cover the difference. A couple of senators questioned the fairness of this issue. 
The next issues concerning the university would be rebuilding and strategic planning. At the September 8 & 9, 2011 BOR meeting there would be a facilitated discussion on key principles regarding the colleges and universities. 
There was discussion regarding the General Education Task Force survey. The committee would continue their discussions this fall. The results of the survey were surprising, neither faculty or students were in agreement about any subject matter course that should be required, however, there was an importance attached to certain written competencies, oral competencies, and information technology.
Johnson wished everyone a tremendous year and thanked the senate for inviting him. 
5. Pathway to Growth – David Ryfe: 

The university would not be able to grow in ten years with state appropriations; we were down to about the 2003 level. Growth will not come through state appropriation. The formula funding was arcane, the Legislature set a target and then worked backwards, usually based on some baseline from past years and then tuition, fees, and revenues were credited back and then the university received the difference. This type of funding did not give the university any incentive to grow, the more tuition we brought in the less state appropriation we received. The university must get control over their tuition. If we had control of our tuition what would our budget look like? Currently our budget looks similar to Northern Arizona University, where state appropriations were similar to ours. Research could be a contributor, but it could not be the main driver of the budget. We don’t have the ability to raise large enough grants and those grants would be scarcer in the future. If we were able to get a 13% increase in two years that would bring in another six million dollars, and if we increased it more and added five thousand students, we would see a path to recovering at a 2009 funding level. If we succeeded to grow through tuition retention, then we would look more like Arizona State University, where only 20% of our funding came from state appropriations. Once we attained that path, we could generate a cycle of more tuition, more faculty, and more students. This would allow us to become more globalized. 
Discussion:

What about the poor smart student? The university could set aside scholarship dollars. 

If more Nevadans graduate, they would be more likely to send their children to the university. 

How do we keep the university focused? The faculty would have to be the main drivers of the plan, as administration changes approximately every 5 years. Faculty would need to start with this piece and then work towards the established priorities. The discussion continued around educating the legislature and our constituents. The senate also needs to hold administration accountable. For example: When they hired more recruiters, did the number of students increase? 
The Sense of the Senate document was not voted on, but the senate asked Ryfe to make some changes on it and then send it out to the senate for a vote prior to the next meeting. Some of the requested changes were to make the document more specific, and perhaps use stronger language to state what the senate wanted. Ryfe said that the legislature wanted out of the business of higher education so this document was not created to convince them. 
Campus Morale was a topic at both the President’s Council Retreat and the Academic Leadership Council. Administration was looking at ways to increase communication in hopes of raising morale. One of the ideas brought up at the retreat was to hold a BBQ. Ryfe stated that morale should be low after the severe budget cuts the university has experienced. One way to improve morale was to make sure that each person on campus had a well defined role, and that the university had a plan to move them forward. The plan should come from faculty and be endorsed by administration, faculty cannot allow administration to set up the priorities without faculty input and the senate needed to lead faculty in that planning process. Administration needed to engage faculty in this process, as neither group could make this happen without the other. Ryfe said that he would like to the senate to be forward looking.  
Campus Affairs would create a survey for faculty input. Some of the questions would be about the Curricular Review process and some about morale, but there would also be questions about what the university should become in the future. 

6. PeopleSoft/MyNevada – Associate Vice President for Enrollment Services, Melisa Choroszy:

Adjustments were being made to the system. Approximately 300 faculty have not completed their FERPA training, for those who have not completed the training and it was available on the web. Grading would be done through the class lists of PeopleSoft. IT has been working on an interface with Blackboard 9 and other 3rd party systems. The Degree Audit portion should be up by December. There was no conversion from the Degree Audit to the PeopleSoft system, so all the rules needed to be written. Maureen Cronin was heading up the Degree Audit conversion and has done a remarkable job. They would enter the information for those students with the most credits first and then work backwards. The university was contracting with PeopleSoft for private consulting throughout the semester. A question was asked about seeing information about other faculty on the system. Choroszy responded that was the trust issue with the FERPA training. The information must be utilized responsibly. A senator asked if a boilerplate form could be constructed for students to sign that would cover most permission issues? Choroszy felt that this could be accomplished and asked that Trish Ellison send her an email as a reminder. 
7. Professional Development Leave Committee Election: 

The senate elected the following faculty to the PDL Grant Mastick, Swatee Naik, Kimberly Rollins, and Patricia Swager. 
8. Research and Grants Committee Report: 

The Research and Grants report was submitted late and it was underdeveloped in certain ways. Some charges were not responded to and some recommendations that they made were either already being dealt with by the Office of the Vice President for Research or required money or resources, however without a dollar amount or identifiable resources, there was no reason for the senate to consider those recommendations. The Executive Board felt that the best course of action was to accept the report and to send the report to the new Research and Grants Committee for further development. This would include numbering those recommendations that they really wanted us to pay attention to and then new charges that the senate felt were important would be given to the new Research and Grants Committee.  This year’s committee would also deal with any new issues charged by the executive board. 

MOTION: Herzik/Wilds. To accept the report as published.
ACTION: Passed unanimously. 

The VPR was going through the recommendations from prior reports and addressing those items that they can accomplish. 

There was an observation made regarding Maternity Leave for those faculty funded by grants. There was no formal policy and it was felt that this should be addressed by the committee as it has been treated differently across campus. 

MOTION: Wilds/Beekun. To send the R&G report to this year’s committee for further development as suggested above.

ACTION: Passed unanimously. 

9. New Business: 
Morale discussion continued: 

The morale problem should not be swept under the carpet. 

What was the university doing for assistant and research professors on campus? We needed to keep these people on campus and needed to show an interest in them.
Some faculty felt that the duplicities of this administration and their desire to fix morale with a BBQ was insulting to faculty. 
It was believed by some that once a department was on the curricular review list they would remain on the list and that the lists have been arbitrary. The Low Yield Program lists done by the Chancellor do not correspond with those that ended up in the Curricular Review Cut List. 
The university cannot always have the administration that faculty like, but to make it a better place we would need to come to a work around so that the university was a livable and workable place.  We have heard that Curricular Review was going to make the university a stronger place, if we were able to keep our young faculty and were able to hire additional good young faculty, then the president chose the correct course. If we lose our good young faculty, then we would know that it was to wrong course chosen by the president. 

One senator said that the anger at the table could create an opportunity to build the community into what we want. Morale did not have to be good. Faculty were smart people and we should be informing the community of our knowledge and educate them. Our economy was not working for them. 
Someone needed to step up and be a leader and bring us out of this. 

This has been a difficult time and it appears that there has been no clearly stated vision or plans that everyone bought into.

A senator made the comment that the university was like a couple going through a divorce. The senator felt that administration was doing things with good thoughts and if there was an enemy, it was the Legislature. 

A senator asked if the Chair of the Employment Review Committee could come and speak to the senate regarding what the committee would be able to decide upon. It was chilling to have an attorney present during these reconsideration cases. 

The freshman retention rate is at 80% and the cohort graduation rate may reach 53%. It was asked that someone from Institutional Analysis come to the senate. 
4:38 meeting adjourned
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