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Brown, UNLV; Dr. David Ryfe, UNR; Mr. Brad Summerhill, TMCC; and Mr. Jeffrey Downs, 
WNC.  Student government leaders present included Ms. Aimee Riley, ASCSN President, CSN; 
Mr. Steve Gronstal; GRAD President, DRI; Mr. Alex Porter, SGA President, GBC; Mr. Sebring 
Frehner, NSSA President, NSC; Ms. Sarah Saenz, CSUN President, UNLV; Mr. Michael J. 
Gordon, GPSA President, UNLV; Mr. Casey Stiteler, ASUN President, UNR; Ms. Stephanie 
Vega, GSA President, UNR; Ms. Nicole Gunn, SGA Vice President, TMCC; and Ms. Heather 
Dodson, ASWN President, WNC. 
 
Chair Geddes called the meeting to order on Thursday, September 8, 2011, at 8:30 a.m. with all 
members present except Regents Anderson and Schofield. 
 
The Joint Army and Air Force Color Guard and Regent Knecht led the pledge of allegiance. 
 
State of Nevada Supreme Court Chief Judge Jennifer P. Togliatti administered the Oath of Office 
to Regent Rick Trachok. 
 
1. Information - Introductions and Campus Updates (Agenda Item #1) - President Wells 



09/08/2011 & 09/09/2011 – B/R Minutes 
Page 3 
 

1. Information - Introductions and Campus Updates (Agenda Item #1) � (Cont’d.) 





09/08/2011 & 09/09/2011 – B/R Minutes 
Page 5 
 

4. Approved - 
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4. Approved - Chancellor�s ad hoc Committee on Hiring Coaches and Athletic Directors 

(Agenda Item #10) – (Cont’d.) 

Dr. Crowley related that the Committee had been asked to look at search processes and the 
various kinds of involvement happening at other institutions.  The Committee did not study to 
any significant extent what was happening at the two Nevada universities, although Dr. 
Crowley felt that the members of the Committee were grounded in the practices, procedures 
and policies governing the search processes at the universities.  He could not address Regent 
Crear�s concern, other than to say that the Committee had come to a different conclusion. 
 
Regent Crear felt that his conclusions were based on facts, particularly at UNLV, and that 
the hiring practices have not been consistent and have been subject to change according to 
the landscape.  He felt that women or minorities have not been interviewed, the search 
committees had not been diversified and he questioned the adequacy of the staffing of the 
search committees.  He thought those were the issues that the Chancellor�s ad hoc 
Committee was considering.  He added that it would be difficult to make 
recommendations without considering what has taken place up to that day.  He indicated 
that the report reflected that everything was good, when he felt it was otherwise.  
 
Dr. Crowley replied that he was not in a position to respond in terms of UNLV�s search 
or hiring practices.  However, the Committee�s charge was not to delve into the specifics 
of what was happening at the two universities except to look at practices and policies 
where the Chancellor, Presidents or Regents were involved.  The charge of the Committee 
was not to conduct an in-depth study of minority hiring practices. 
 
Regent Crear felt that such a study needed to be conducted, adding that the Committee had 
taken a step in that direction but more needed to be done.  He stated that the recommendations 
did point out some issues regarding Board involvement that he felt were important. 
 
Chancellor Klaich felt an appropriate action by the Board would be the direction of 
implementing policies at the two universities consistent with the overriding principles 
contained in the Committee�s recommendation.  Chancellor Klaich stated that to the 
extent that Regent Crear identified those principles as important, they could be put in 
writing and then enforced.  
 
Regent Schofield agreed with Regent Crear and felt that further consideration of current 
practices would be beneficial.  
 
Regent Leavitt stated that he had been encouraged by the report.  The first question of the 
ad hoc Committee is whether the Board would like to develop a policy.  He felt that the 
timing was right with UNR joining the Mountain West Conference.   
 

Regent Leavitt moved acceptance of the 
report with direction to the Chancellor, 
working with the two universities, to bring 
back policies implementing the 
recommendations at the December 2011 
meeting.  Regent Crear seconded. 
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4. Approved - Chancellor





09/08/2011 & 09/09/2011 



09/08/2011 & 09/09/2011 – B/R Minutes Page 10 
 
7. Approved - Consent Items (Agenda Item #6) – (Cont’d.) 

 
7c. Approved - Handbook Revision, Transcript Fees (Consent Agenda Item #6c) � (Cont’d.) 

Regent Crear felt that although it may seem like a small fee, the Board approves all 
other fees so why not this one.  Vice Chancellor Nichols replied that it is the 
prerogative of the Board if it wishes to start approving transcript fees.  She related that 
because the fee is based on actual cost and may vary significantly depending on the 
electronic submission, the campuses had to have a justifiable cost for the transcript.   
 
Regent Crear felt that it was interesting that there could be a significant variance 
in cost.  Vice Chancellor Nichols 
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9. Approved - Extension of Contract, Head Men�s Soccer Coach, UNLV (Agenda Item #8) � 
The Board of Regents approved a one and one-half year extension, through December 31, 
2012, to the contract for Head Men�s Soccer Coach Rich Ryerson (Ref. BOR-8 on file in the 
Board office). 
 
UNLV President Smatresk related that the request for extension did not include a change 
in compensation but does include the standard series of post-season bonuses as described 
in the briefing paper.  Coach Ryerson will also receive all normal coach benefits. 
 

Regent Alden moved approval of a one and 
one-half year extension, through December 
31, 2012, to the contract for Head Men�s 
Soccer Coach Rich Ryerson.  Regent 
Blakely seconded. 

 
Regent Crear asked why only a fourteen month contract extension was requested.  UNLV 
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9. Approved - Extension of Contract, Head Men�s Soccer Coach, UNLV (Agenda Item #8) � 

(Cont’d.) 

UNLV President Smatresk related that the driver for this extension was that the contract 
was over and there was a desire to see Coach Ryerson offered continuity.  He felt that the 
extension was to cover two seasons thereby creating a total three year contract which was 
similar to other coaching contracts.  President Smatresk explained that Coach Ryerson�s 
contract has expired and UNLV is anxious to retain Coach Ryerson�s services.  He 
personally had no qualms with extending the contract beyond two years.  However, if the 
contract needs to be brought back in December for a longer period of time, there is still 
the issue that Coach Ryerson is currently not under contract.  
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10. Approved - Extension of Contract, Head Football Coach, UNLV (Agenda Item #9) � The 
Board of Regents approved a two year extension, through December 21, 20140Td
( )To the 
contract for Head Football Coach Bobby Hauck (Ref. BOR-9 on file in the Board office). 
 

Regent Alden moved approval of a two year 
extension, through December 21, 20140Td
( )To 
the contract for Head Football Coach Bobby 
Hauck.  Regent Page seconded.   
 

President Smatresk offered the brief perspective that given the uncertainty of the fiscal 
situation, the highly visible and prominent hires of the football and basketball coaches 
were given three year contracts instead of the traditional five year contracts.  The intent of 
this extension is to provide Coach Hauck with two additional years thereby creating the 
five year normal timeframe from which to develop a team.  UNLV is well satisfied with 
Coach Hauck�s progress and feel that his ability to recruit would be negatively impacted 
without the additional two years.  President Smatresk related that this is one of the most 
fiscally favorable contracts in the Mountain West Conference and that by offering the 
same terms, UNLV is being fiscally responsible.  The extension of two years is at the 
same terms, except for the deferred compensation provision, which would allow the 
Coach two additional years of deferred compensation, to be collected at the end of the 
final two years of the contract.  
 
President Smatresk noted that the contract extension erroneously includes a signing bonus 
in lieu of moving expenses which was a carryover from the original contract and asked 
the Board to approve the extension with an amendment that the clause be removed. 
 
Regent Crear expressed concern that there were still two years left on Coach Hauck�s 
contract.  He felt that from the public�s viewpoint of a season record of 2 wins and 11 
losses, combined with a lack of follow through on potential fundraising opportunities, he 
was unsure that Coach Hauck had yet earned the right to have a two year contract 
extension when there were still two years of the initial contract remaining.  He asked 
President Smatresk to elaborate on why the extension was being requested at this time. 
 
President Smatresk related that he does see signs of hope and of discipline in the football 
team that he has not seen before.  In his judgment and that of the Athletic Director, they 
want to give Coach Hauck the opportunity to build a great team in an unfettered way.  The 
team�s image and stability are aspects that can be exploited by competitors if they can.  
 
In regard to donor issues, President Smatresk stated that there is never a time that you do 
not want a great donor to be engaged, adding that he has become personally involved.  
President Smatresk stated that he supports this coach and believes that the football team 
will do good things in the future. 
 
Regent Knecht noted that the summary indicates that the request is to extend the contract 
through 2014 with no increase in the current base salary of $150,000.  He asked President 
Smatresk what changes were made in the annual rate of compensation.  President 
Smatresk replied none. 
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11. Approved - Community College Task Force Report (Agenda Item #11) – (Cont’d.) 

1) Create a Strategic Plan Focused on Student Learning Outcomes � (Cont’d.) 

responsibility for overseeing the creation and updating of the Strategic Plan, and 
with the authority to oversee its implementation in reaching statewide goals for 
community colleges.  

 
2) Focus on Future Technology Needs: 

Establish an NSHE Community Colleges Technology Board, charged with 
creating an annual Technology Plan for the community colleges as a collective. 
The technology plan should focus on the best ways to use technology, especially 
emerging technologies, in implementing the Strategic Plan for Learners. The 
Board�s annual plan should identify new technology trends and suggest ways to 
incorporate these into academic programs and courses. The annual technology 
plan should also keep faculty abreast of new and innovative ways that learners are 
using technology in their everyday lives and suggest what effects these 
technologies might have on future teaching and learning.  A suggestion is to 
establish a 14-person board, with three-year rotating terms (1/3 new members coming 
on every year), including NSHE�s chief information officer, both public and private 
sector senior and junior faculty, senior technology leaders from private companies 
headquartered both in and out of the state, an executive from a social networking 
firm, a technology venture capitalist, a leader from a major foundation focused on 
educational change, a technology writer for a national publication, a state 
economic development official, and a technology-savvy union official.  Bring the 
higher education community into further partnership with the business community 
by asking business leaders to organize, manage and finance the Technology 
Board, perhaps through a statewide alliance of Chambers of Commerce.  This plan 
would bring guidance to the advisory committees at each college to make certain 
the colleges are meeting both local and statewide needs.  

 
3) Leverage Resources to Benefit Learners: 
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11. Approved - Community College Task Force Report (Agenda Item #11) – (Cont’d.) 

6) Implement Variable Tuition Pricing: 
To protect the concept of open en
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11. Approved - Community College Task Force Report (Agenda Item #11) – (Cont’d.) 
8) Expand Dual High School and College Enrollment: - (Cont’d.) 

all or a portion of tuition and fees to the institution of their choice.  
Have the college level courses delivered to dual-enrollment students by Nevada 
Virtual University, which will result in a substantially reduced cost. High school 
teachers can become on-the-ground guides and counselors to ensure student 
success.  

 
9) Change the State Funding Formula for Community Colleges: 

Re-evaluate the state funding formula for community colleges. Rather than 
funding community colleges for enrolled students, partially fund for the successful 
completion of key milestones and courses, with incentives on a sliding scale for 
timely degree/certificate completion.  A revised state funding formula should 
encourage community colleges to enroll committed learners prepared for college 
work, and find ways to counsel and help students in degree and certificate 
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11. Approved - Community College Task Force Report (Agenda Item #11) – (Cont’d.) 

Mr. Pedro Martinez, then Deputy Superintendent of Washoe County School District, told 
the Task Force that some of the best and brightest students that are receiving A�s in math 
and English are still not prepared for college level courses.  He felt that the essence of 
more than one recommendation is that this has to change.  There should be no student that 
graduates with an A in English that requires remediation.  It would stand to reason that 
those students that complete the remediation process and go on to the core requirements 
would stay the course to graduation.  However, he felt that there were many children that 
want to go to college but do not understand what that means, so they are not prepared.  He 
related that it was the judgment of the Task Force that it was a waste of the learner�s time, 
money and a waste of the taxpayer�s money and that a better way needed to be found.   
 
Regent Anderson related that although some of the recommendations were ongoing, she 
liked the recommendation for a statewide plan and for placing an emphasis on degree 
completion.  She also felt that changing open access was a good idea, adding that many 
resources are wasted on those that will never be successful in college.  She like the idea of 
the Nevada Virtual College and asked if that meant that rather than each institution 
offering on-line courses, that there be one on-line institution statewide such as the 
Western Governor�s University.  Mr. James related that it would mirror that concept.  He 
related that while serving as commissioner on the NWCCU Board of Directors, he had 
been impressed with Western Governor�s University and the emphasis that institution 
placed on measurement of success.  If the Nevada Virtual College were to be 
implemented, there were three aspects that he found interesting: 1) course standards 
would be set by NSHE faculty; 2) the evaluation of student outcome would be an 
independent third party; and 3) the development of the curriculum would be in the hands 
of a vendor which could well be a community college.   
 
Regent Blakely asked Chair Geddes if the recommendations could be considered in tiers.  
Chair Geddes felt that the report needed to be accepted in full that day, adding that based 
on the report, structure can then be added.  
 
Regent Trachok liked that the Board will have the opportunity to consider the Task Force 
recommendations.  
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11. Approved - Community College Task Force Report 
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11. Approved - Community College Task Force Report (Agenda Item #11) – (Cont’d.) 

among the lowest tuition rates in the country and yet it has the lowest educational 
attainment in the country.  He felt that the idea of keeping tuition low is not serving 
Nevada�s interests as well as the BoabHeader 
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13. Approved - Update on the Regents� Efficiency and Effectiveness Initiative for the Nevada 
System of Higher Education (Agenda Item #13) � (Cont’d.) 

 Payroll Recommendations: 
1. Approve chancellor adoption of policies in the Procedures and Guidelines 

Manual to eliminate delivery of remittance advices, encouraging or requiring 
direct deposit and electronic delivery of W-2�s, develop electronic means to 
process transactions, and standardize codes and other payroll processes.  

2. Continue study to centralize payroll operations when feasible in 
accordance with implementation of a new finance and hr software system.  

 
 Human Resources Recommendations: 

1. 
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13. Approved - Update on the Regents� Efficiency and Effectiveness Initiative for the Nevada 

System of Higher Education (Agenda Item #13) � (Cont’d.) 

1. Chancellor creation of a business community advisory task force. 
2. Direction to Chancellor to develop policies for use of electronic signatures. 
3. Audit Committee review of audit emphasis and materiality/cost considerations. 
4. Next areas for review including whether Chancellor should create system-wide E & E 

Task Force to assist in reviewing business operations. 
 

Regent Wixom moved approval of the nine 
recommendations pertaining to payroll, human 
resources and purchasing.  Regent Leavitt seconded.  
Motion carried.  Regent Alden was absent. 

 
Regent Wixom stated that he could not emphasize enough the significance of what the 
recommendations will do, adding that it has been a four year process that will be the 
foundation for what the System wants to accomplish as it moves forward. 

 
 
14. Approved - DRI Equity Adjustment for Research Faculty (Agenda Item #19) � The Board of 

Regents approved DRI President Stephen G. Wells request that DRI be allowed to 
establish up to a 12.6% equity adjustment for DRI�s research professorial and research 
associates in order to remain market competitive. No state funds will be required to fund 
the equity adjustment (Ref. BOR-19 on file in the Board office). 
 

Regent Knecht moved approval of up to a 
12.6% equity adjustment for DRI�s research 
professorial and research associates.  Regent 
Crear seconded. 

 
Regent Knecht noted that this request was not a mandatory measure but allows DRI staff 
the opportunity to apply for an equity adjustment.  He felt it would be useful for President 
Wells to explain why it is optional and why some staff may not apply for the equity 
adjustment.  
 
President Wells confirmed that this is being requested as an option for DRI staff.  There 
are a variety of issues that face DRI staff including whether or not their sponsoring 
agency or new contract will allow it.  He felt that to provide DRI staff with the option was 
a significant statement from the Board that will have a positive impact on the morale of 
the institution and will positively affect recruitment.   
 
Regent Knecht felt that this request was consistent with a number of positions that the 
Board has taken to help faculty where it can.  He felt that the more that the Board could 
support proposals at the institutions that will bring in outside money should be encouraged. 
Regent Blakely expressed his support and asked that a proposal to extend a similar option 
to UNLV and UNR be presented at the December Board meeting. 

 
Motion carried.  Regent Alden was absent. 
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15. Approved - Temporary Suspension of Tuition and Fee Policy (Agenda Item #17) � The 
Board of Regents approved a suspension of its policy concerning the biennial 
recommendation for tuition and fee increases for undergraduate and graduate students 
only as is required in Board policy (Title 4, Chapter 17, Section 1) in light of the work to be 
done by the Chancellor�s ad hoc Access and Affordability Committee (Ref. BOR-17 on file in 
the Board office). 
 

Regent Page moved approval of a temporary 
suspension of the policy concerning the 
biennial recommendation for tuition and fee 
increases for undergraduate and graduate 
students only as is required in Board policy 
(Title 4, Chapter 17, Section 1).  Regent Anderson 
seconded.  Motion carried. Regent Alden 
was absent. 
 
 

16. Information Only - Farewell to Outgoing Regent (Agenda Item #14) - The Board members 
expressed 
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17. Information - Public Comment (Agenda Item #15) �  (Cont’d.) 

Regent Blakely asked if it was possible to discuss the permanent President for NSC 
during the course of the meeting.  Chair Geddes explained that it could not be discussed at 
this meeting but would be placed on an upcoming meeting agenda.  
 
 

18. Approved - Strategic Planning for the Future of Higher Education (Agenda Item #16) � The 
Board began a discussion of an update to the Board�s Master Plan with a goal of the Board 
producing a new Blueprint for the Future of Nevada�s colleges and universities.  The 
discussion is intended to outline a process for defining the Board�s vision of where higher 
education in Nevada should be headed in the future and its relationship to the goals and 
strategic vision for the State of Nevada and the role of the institutions.  The discussion 
included presentations from (a) Dr. Sandra Elman, President of the Northwest Commission on 
Colleges and Universities focusing on the five standards for accreditation and their 
relati
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18. Information - Strategic Planning for the Future of Higher Education (Agenda Item #16) � 
(Cont’d.) 

goals for the interim period between now and into the next biennium.  Although the 
individual goals are still being developed, three overarching initiatives will be 1) to get 
Nevadans working again; 2) to change the way Nevada does business; and 3) to create a 
new promise of opportunity for all Nevadans. 
 
Mr. Erquiaga related that a new Board of Economic Development will be announced next 
week, followed by the creation of an office within the Office of the Governor with a new 
director to be named by the Governor.  The first assignment of that director will be the 
creation of the economic development plan which had been started over the summer.  
That plan will identify sectors of industry in the state of Nevada in which there is already 
some strength and opportunity for job growth.  That preliminary report will be released on 
September 14, 2011.  The Governor�s office felt it critical that the System address those 
economic sectors in its strategic plan.  The same will be asked of the high schools and the 
state�s Workforce Investment Board. 
 
Regent Leavitt thanked Mr. Erquiaga for representing Governor Sandoval in this 
discussion.  He felt that the Board valued a relationship with the Governor�s office and 
hoped that the Board would be included in the Governor�s discussions. 
 
Regent Crear felt that it was important as the Board moves forward with its planning, that 
it try and solidify support from the Governor�s office and the Legislature.  He felt the 
mindset of reducing budgets was detrimental to the success of higher education.  He felt 
that there was a lack of correlation between reducing the System�s budget and the 
Governor�s ideology to build and use higher education as an economic engine. 
 
Chair Geddes related that he and Chancellor Klaich had met with the Governor and Chief 
of Staff Gansert.  At that time, the Governor informed them of the reorganization of K-12 
and of progress being made on the AB 449 initiative.  As a result of that meeting, it was 
felt that more conversation should occur between the System and the Governor�s office.  
 
Regent Crear asked Mr. Erquiaga to convey an invitation to the Governor to present his 
vision to the Board of Regents.  Mr. Erquiaga indicated that he would extend that 
invitation to Governor Sandoval.  He related that the Governor would like the Board 
Chair and Chancellor to participate in the strategic planning process and its upcoming 
kick off meeting.  Mr. Erquiaga related that he is often in daily communication with the 
Chancellor and will continue to keep that line of communication open.   
 
Regent Schofield expressed his concern that there should have been more assistance from 
the Governor�s office during the last legislative session. 
 
Regent Page also extended an invitation to the Governor to visit with the staff and 
students at the campuses.  
 
Regent Wixom asked when the economic report would be released.  Mr. Erquiaga replied 
that the first draft of the report will be released publicly on Wednesday, September 14,  
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18. Approved - Strategic Planning for the Future of Higher Education (Agenda Item #16) � 

(Cont’d.) 

2011.  Regent Wixom indicated that he was anxious for the Board to begin working with 
the Governor�s office in regard to those industrial sectors. 
 
Dr. Sandra Elman, President of the Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities 
(NWCCU), provided a presentation focusing on the five standards for accreditation and 
their relationship to the strategic planning process, the new NWCCU accreditation model 
and the NWCCU�s expectations for governing boards (handout on file in the Board office).   

 
 
The meeting recessed for a fire alarm at 11:10 a.m. and reconvened at 11:30 a.m. on Friday, 
September 9, 2011, with all members present. 
 
 
18. Information - Strategic Planning for the Future of Higher Education (Agenda Item #16) � 

(Cont’d.) 

Dr. David Longanecker, President of the Western Interstate Commission for Higher 
Education, provided a presentation on Thinking Strategically for Nevada Higher 
Education that included focusing on planning efforts in other states and how their 
experience can inform and expedite the planning process in Nevada (presentation on file in 
the Board office). 

 
 
The meeting recessed at 12:04 p.m. and reconvened at 12:33 p.m. on Friday, September 9, 2011, 
with all members present except for Regent Blakely and Page. 
 
 
18. Information - Strategic Planning for the Future of Higher Education (Agenda Item #16) �  

(Cont’d.) 

Regent Alden requested that a subcommittee be created to review the information provided.  
 
Regent Melcher requested that a comparison be made of the information contained in Dr. 
Elman and Dr. Longanecker�s presentations with the Fresh Look at Nevada�s Community 
Colleges Task Force report heard earlier that day.   
 
Regent Wixom stated that he was profoundly disturbed by the low productivity numbers 
of Nevada�s institutions.  He understood that the national average per student allocation is 
$6,450.  Nevada�s per student allocation is $7,800 but yet it is in the bottom quartile in 
terms of graduation rates.  He asked what institutions could do to bring productivity levels 
up other than talk about graduation rates which is already part of every institution�s 
mission statement.   
 
Dr. Longanecker related that the difference in per-student appropriations reflected in his 
presentation were from FY 2010.  In 2011, the NSHE experienced a significant cut that 
brought that number down to, or slightly below, the national average.  Regent Wixom  
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18. Information - Strategic Planning for the Future of Higher Education (Agenda Item #16) � 

(Cont’d.) 

financial aid package and 3) in terms of business partnerships, the System needs to align 
the courses and programs offered with the stated needs of the community.  
 
Dr. Elman stated that Dr. Longanecker was correct and added that his third point involved 
more than just partnering with businesses.  It was important to align courses and to create 
internships for full and part-time students to engage in the economic development of the 
state.  She felt that the Board should first ask what the state of Nevada wants for its future.   
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18. Information - Strategic Planning for the Future of Higher Education (Agenda Item #16) �  
(Cont’d.) 

Regent Knecht agreed that the focus should be on students and not on the System.  In 
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18. Information - Strategic Planning for the Future of Higher Education (Agenda Item #16) �  

(Cont’d.) 

student�s goals and objectives, when a student enrolls at an institution, there is �value 
added� during the course of study and he or she will gain more competencies, skills and 
knowledge to ultimately be a productive citizen. 
 
Regent Wixom indicated that he had recently read some materials on the value added 
question where freshmen and seniors are tested to determine how much the student 
changed academically in that four years.  He asked Dr. Elman if the NSHE should engage 
in that type of study.  Dr. Elman felt that it was a powerful notion to be able to 
demonstrate to the citizens of Nevada, the governor and business partners that an 18 year 
old that enters college and then leaves at the age of 20 or graduates has value added. 
 
Dr. Longanecker stated that the System should do such a study, although he did not 
suggest that the Board actually come up with the study.  Although imperfect, Dr. 
Longanecker indicated that there were ways in which a study could be done that can help 
get a better sense of whether the System is achieving its purpose or not.   
 
In terms of delivery, Regent Melcher felt that a serious discussion was warranted on 
collaboration between institutions and a reward system for that collaboration.  He felt that 
there needed to be motivation to help institutions see the value in working together.  In 
addition, Regent Melcher felt that there should be a review of which institution is 
delivering what and to whom.  He felt that if those questions were not addressed, the 
System would not be able to pull the entire state together.  Drs. Elman and Longanecker 
agreed.  
 
Regent Schofield related that he has been an educator and an administrator in Nevada for 
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20. Approved - Procedures & Guidelines Manual Revision, Amendment to Unpaid Leave 

Requirements (Agenda Item #20) � The Board of Regents approved an amendment to the 
NSHE 
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20. Approved - Procedures & Guidelines Manual Revision, Amendment to Unpaid Leave 
Requirements (Agenda Item #20) � (Cont’d.) 

President Smatresk stated that the proposed revision is a way for the institution to 
maintain federal compliance and still be able to allow 100% grant funded faculty. 
 
President Johnson added that many people are working on multiple grants and do not take 
months off of work to write a grant.  Unlike tenured faculty, this class of employees is 
hired with a clause in their contract that states 
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21. Information - Handbook Revision, Expedited Process for Tenure Decisions (Agenda Item 
#21) – (Cont’d.) 

Dr. John White, Dean, Boyd School of Law, UNLV, cautioned that one potential 
complication of the proposed policy is a timing issue in that if the individual being 
offered employment is coming up for tenure at their present institution, they may not be 
lured away for a tenure promise from a Nevada institution of more than a year out from 
the initial offer of employment.  He was not opposed to the proposal, but requested clarity 
on that particular issue.  Chancellor Klaich replied that was the purpose of requiring two 
readings before the policy can be implemented.  He stated that Dean White�s concerns 
can be addressed by the Academic and Student Affairs department and an improved 
proposal could be brought back to the Board in December.  
 
Regent Alden stated that he was not in support of the proposed policy, adding that 
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23. Action Taken - Handbook Revision, Standing Committees of the Board (Agenda Item #23) � 

(Cont’d.) 

Regent Alden related that as a forensic auditor for 40 years, he has noticed that audit 
committees often do not know what the other half of the story is in the form of budget and 
finance.  He suggested that the consolidated committee be a committee of the whole or as 
many of the Regents as was possible.  
 
Regent Knecht stated that as a former chair of both committees, he did not see the 
practicality of combining the functions of the Audit Committee with the Business and 
Finance Committee.  
 
Regent Blakely suggested creating the Workforce, Research and Economic Development 
Committee and then have the Investment and Facilities Committee meet on a separate day 
since it has difficulty staying within the two hour timeframe.  However, if that is not 
acceptable, he would support the reorganization as proposed.  
 
Regent Melcher asked if it would be possible to convene both the Audit Committee and 
the Business and Finance Committee within the same two hour timeframe. 
 
Regent Wixom stated that Regent Melcher�s recommendation would resolve his concern.   
 
Regent Leavitt suggested that the second day of the Board meeting could start an hour 
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24. Motion Failed - Public/Private Partnerships Leaseback Transactions (Agenda Item #24) � 
The Board of Regents heard information regarding the potential for public-private 
partnerships with NSHE to develop sale-leaseback transactions of NSHE facilities and/or 
land (Ref. BOR-24 on file in the Board office). 
 
Regent Schofield expressed concern that not all Regents were present for this agenda item 
and asked if the presentation could be rescheduled to a later date.  Chair Geddes indicated 
that the presenters would provide their presentation that day and an audio copy of this 
portion of the meeting could be sent to those members which were absent. 
 
Mr. Sean Mandelbaum, Managing Partner of Mandelbaum Sale-Leaseback Advisors, 
related that his company has been in business for approximately ten years.  He related that 
Professor Dan Asera had reached out to him to discuss sale leaseback financing for the 
Nevada System of Higher Education to help bridge the funding gap. 
 
Mr. Jan Petrenko, National Standard Finance, related that, generally speaking, the 
proposal was not a straight public / private partnership.  Rather, it monetized assets 
currently owned by the System to help balance its budget.  He felt that it was a 
straightforward process that begins with the identification of assets to determine a fair 
price that the System would then payback.  He was currently under the impression that 
the budget shortfall was approximately $85 million, which was a number that could be 
worked through. 
 
Regent Alden summarized that the process basically involved a company taking the 
System�s assets and then giving the System back a loan on a lease back basis.  He 
emphasized that the Board needed to understand that it would be borrowing against assets 
in dire times for a leased rate.  Regent Alden stated that he was not in support of such a 
transaction.  
 
Regent Schofield did not understand what the down side of such a transaction would be.  
He asked Mr. Petrenko to address any down side of a leaseback transaction.  Mr. Petrenko 
related that on the positive side, such an agreement would help balance the budget.  
However, Regent Alden was correct in that the agreement does not come for free, adding 
that due to the economic climate, public entities are looking outside the box and this type 
of transaction provides an option. 
 
Regent Blakely asked for an opinion from Vice Chancellor Stevens.  Vice Chancellor 
Stevens felt that the definition had been outlined fairly, adding that the transaction would 
be to monetize an asset and then pay it back over time.  However, although the System 
could borrow $85 million to resolve the current budget issues, the payback amount would 
include associated fees and would therefore be larger.  He added that it was also a one-
time transaction and not a source of ongoing funds.  Although such an agreement could 
be used, Vice Chancellor Stevens urged the Board to put much thought into it.  
 
Regent Blakely felt that perhaps a smaller amount would be more appropriate.  
 
Regent Wixom expressed his appreciation for Regent Schofield�s efforts to think outside 
the box.  However, Regent Wixom stated that he was familiar with leaseback transactions  
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24. Motion Failed - Public/Private Partnerships Leaseback Transactions (Agenda Item #24) � 

(Cont’d.) 

and did not believe that such transactions have utility in the public sector.  He felt that as 
Regents, the Board holds the institutions in trust for the citizens of Nevada.  He expressed 
concern that when the state finds out that the Board has sold assets to augment its budget 
that it will reduce its budget by the amount that the assets were sold for.  He did not 
believe that this type of transaction would help the System in the long term.  He believed 
that public institutions engaged in these types of transactions will regret it.  
 
Regent Trachok agreed with Regent Wixom, adding that it was always a mistake to 
borrow money and use that money for a single year�s operating budget.  He stated that he 
was much opposed to a leaseback transaction.  
 
Regent Schofield stated that he would also be against a leaseback transaction if he 
thought the money would be invested and used for that purpose.  However, he noted that 
UNLV is passionate about building a stadium and they are looking for money.  He felt 
that could be one of the uses for the funds.  He felt that a leaseback transaction could be 
an option to generate funds from one building for the purposes of building another. 
 
Regent Page thanked Regent Schofield for bringing this option to the Board�s attention.  
However, based on the presentation materials, Regent Page noted that there were no other 
public entities currently participating in a leaseback transaction. 
 
Chair Geddes related that if the Board wanted to move forward it would have to submit a 
Request for Proposal to the general public and would not necessarily end up with the 
presenters there that day.  
 
Chair Geddes stated that the only appropriate action would be to determine if an agenda 
item would come before the full Board or the Investment and Facilities Committee to 
discuss a potential Request for Proposal.  
 
Regent Schofield felt that the Board was adversely receiving the presentation that day and 
asked the presenters if they had been given a fair opportunity to answer questions. 
 
Regent Schofield indicated that he would like an agenda item to go before the Investment and 
Facilities Committee to allow a Request for Proposal to be discussed and a full presentation to 
be provided. 
 
Vice Chancellor Patterson questioned whether this discussion was on the agenda as an action 
item.  Mr. Wasserman clarified that the agenda item is an action item for direction to the 
Chancellor for future steps towards pursuing this type of transaction if the Board chooses to 
so proceed. 
 
Regent Melcher felt that this option was always available for the Board if it should be 
interested in pursuing it but felt that no action was necessary that day.  
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24. Motion Failed - Public/Private Partnerships Leaseback Transactions (Agenda Item #24) � 
(Cont’d.) 

Regent Alden stated that although he did not agree with the proposal, he felt that Regent 
Schofield was trying to help the System to find available options. 
 

Mr. Petrenko felt that it would be more advantageous of everybody�s time if there was an 
opportunity to present a realistic proposal.  Chair Geddes clarified that in order for the 
Board to hear any proposal, a full Request for Proposal would have to be issued.  The 
question before the Board was if Regent Schofield would like to make a motion to place 
an agenda item on a future main Board or Investment and Facilities Committee agenda to 
hear a report from staff and to discuss a potential Request for Proposal.  Regent Schofield 
felt this idea was not being given a fair opportunity. 

 
Regent Schofield moved to approve the 
placement of an agenda item on a future 
main Board agenda to hear a report from 
staff and to discuss a potential Request for 
Proposal to develop a sale-leaseback 
transaction of NSHE facilities and/or land.  
Regent Alden seconded.  
 

Regent Crear stated that if a Request for Proposal is issued, it should be with the intention 
of conducting business at the conclusion.  Chair Geddes clarified that if the motion 
passes, staff would be directed to prepare a report on leaseback transactions, options and 
how to proceed, including the potential of issuing a Request for Proposal.   
 

Regents Melcher, Page, Trachock, Wixom, 
Anderson, Blakely, Doubrava, Geddes and 
Leavitt voted no.  Regents Schofield, Alden 
and Crear voted yes.  Motion failed.  Regent 
Knecht was absent.   
 
 

25. Approved - Audit Committee (Agenda Item #25)  - Chair Kevin C. Melcher reported that the 
Audit Committee met on September 8, 2011, and heard the following: 
 
The Committee received follow-up responses for five internal audit reports that were 
presented to the Audit Committee at the December 2010 and March 2011 meetings.  A 
report of the University of Nevada School of Medicine�s Practice Plan�s clinical salary 
reductions was received.   
 



09/08/2011 & 09/09/2011 – B/R Minutes Page 44 
 
25. Approved - Audit Committee (Agenda Item #25)  - (Cont’d.) 

Cardinal and Bart Patterson will review the external audit contract to determine whether 
these fees fall within the terms of the contract.  Any additional fees will be submitted to 
the Audit Committee for approval at the December meeting. 
 
Vice Chancellor Bart Patterson discussed items from the Efficiency and Effectiveness 
Initiative that may impact the Audit Committee.  He will be presenting a report at the 
December Audit Committee meeting. 
 
Action items 
Board action was requested to approve the following recommendations of the Audit 
Committee. 

 Minutes � The Committee recommends approval of the minutes from the June 16, 
2011, meeting (Ref. A-2a on file in the Board office). 
Internal Audit Reports � The Committee recommends approval of the following 
internal audit reports (Ref. Audit Summary on file in the Board office): 

• Applied Technology Center, TMCC (Ref. A-3 on file in the Board office). 
• Distance Education, TMCC (Ref. A-4 on file in the Board office). 
• Controller�s Office, CSN (Ref. A-5 on file in the Board office). 
• Theater Department, WNC (Ref. A-6 on file in the Board office). 
• Risk Management/Workers Compensation, GBC (Ref. A-7 on file in the Board 

office). 
• Internal Audit Department Work Plan, NSHE � The Committee recommends 

approval of the Internal Audit Department Work Plan for the year ending June 30, 
2012 (Ref. A-8 on file in the Board office).  

 Audit Exception Report � The Committee recommends approval of the Audit 
Exception Report for the six months ended June 30, 2011 (Ref. A-9 on file in the Board 
office). 

 
Regent Melcher moved acceptance of the 
report and approval of committee 
recommendations.  Regent Blakely seconded.  
Motion carried.  Regent Knecht was absent. 
 
 

26. Approved - 
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26. Approved - Investment & Facilities Committee (Agenda Item #26) � (Cont’d.) 
 A presentation was given by President Marc Johnson, UNR, on the University of 

Nevada, Reno�s housing Master Plan. 
 President Marc Johnson gave a progress report on the Fire Science Academy. 

 
Action items: 
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26. Approved - Investment & Facilities Committee 
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27. Approved - Business & Finance Committee (Agenda Item #27) � (Cont’d.) 

Action Items: 
Board action was requested to approve the following recommendations of the Business 
and Finance Committee: 

 Request is made for approval of the minutes from the June 16, 2011, Business & 
Finance Committee meeting (Ref. BF-2a on file in the Board office). 

 The Committee recommends approval of the fiscal year 2011-2012 NSHE Self-
Supporting Budget. 

 The Committee recommends approval of the fiscal year 2011-2012 NSHE State 
Supported Operating Budget.  

 The Committee recommends approval of the fiscal year 2011-2012 Accountability 
Report reconciling the NSHE legislative approved operating budget to the Board 
of Regents approved operating budget. 

 The Committee recommends approval of a resolution, on behalf of the University 
of Nevada, Reno and the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, to issue up to $75 
million in long-term fixed rate, tax exempt revenue refunding bonds to be issued 
as soon as bond market conditions permit to refinance outstanding debt.  The 
Committee recommended approval that the Chancellor be delegated the authority 
to decide whether the bonds should be sold through a negotiated sale or 
competitive bid (Ref. BF-7 on file in the Board office). 

 

Regent Alden moved acceptance of the 
report and approval of committee 
recommendations.  Regent Page seconded.  
Motion carried.  Regent Knecht was absent.  

 
28. Approved - Academic, Research & Student Affairs Committee (Agenda Item #28) - Chair 

Andrea Anderson reported that the Academic, Research & Student Affairs Committee 
met held on September 8, 2011, and heard the following: 
 
Mr. Darrin Hardman, Project Director, Nevada Department of Education, reported to the 
Committee on the Common Core State Standards, a state-led initiative to establish a 
single set of clear educational standards for English-language, arts and mathematics in K-
12 that states can share and voluntarily adopt.  Mr. Hardman discussed Nevada�s 
involvement as a governing state in the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium that is 
working on the development of an assessment tool for the common core standards that 
will be implemented in 2014.  The adoption of the assessment tool will have implications 
for higher education and in particular the Board�s policy on the placement of recent high 
school graduates in remedial courses.   
 
Action Items: 
Board action was requested to approve the following recommendations of the Academic, 
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28. Approved - Academic, Research & Student Affairs Committee (Agenda Item #28) � (Cont’d.) 

 Center for Cybersecurity Research; 
 Center for Disability and Applied Biomechanics; 
 Center for Sports Education; 
 Cognitive Interference Lab; 
 Identity Theft and Financial Fraud Research Center; and 
 Nevada Manufacturing Research Center. 

 Elimination of the EdS and EdD in Educational Leadership at UNLV.  (Ref. ARSA-2c) 
 Elimination of the MS in Sport and Leisure Services Management at UNLV.   

Ref. ARSA-2d) 
 Redesign of the existing course of study in PK-12 Leadership (under the M.Ed. in 

Educational Leadership) to a Master of Arts in Urban Leadership.  (Ref. ARSA-3) 
 Elimination of the following programs within the William F. Harrah College of 

Hotel Administration(Ref. ARSA-2e.1, ARSA-2e.2, ARSA-2e.3 and ARSA-2e.4) 
 Hotel Administration � Hospitality Management, BSHA; 
 Hotel Administration � Food Service Management, BSHA; 
 Hotel Administration � Lodging and Resort Management, BSHA; 
 Hotel Administration � Meetings and Events Management, BSHA; 
 Culinary Arts Management, BS; 
 Culinary Arts Management � Beverage Management, BS; 
 Gaming Management, BSGM; and 
 Recreation, BS. 

 Deactivation of the BAS in Agricultural Management at GBC.  (Ref. ARSA-2f) 
 Deactivation of the AAS in Fire Science Management at GBC.  (Ref. ARSA-2g) 
 Elimination of the AAS in Broadcast Technology at GBC.  (Ref. ARSA-2h) 
 Elimination of the AAS in Mental Health Services at TMCC.  (Ref. ARSA-2i) 
 Elimination of the AAS in Military Occupations at TMCC.  (Ref. ARSA-2j) 
 Revision of the Board�s policy on reverse transfer to clearly define a �reverse 

transfer� degree and provide that, on a periodic basis the System Office or four-
year institution will provide to the community colleges a list of students 
previously enrolled who earned at least 15 credits at the respective community 
college and have recently transferred to a university or state college and 
accumulated at least 60 college-level credits who may be eligible for an associate 
degree in order to facilitate conversations between the institutions on reverse 
transfer (Title 4, Chapter 14, Section 15).  (Ref. ARSA-4) 

 Revision of the Board�s policy on faculty workload to clarify that for faculty 
heavily involved in doctoral-level education or research the expected instructional 
workload may be reduced as required by an equivalent increase in doctoral-level 
instruction and/or research.  In addition, newly-hired faculty may be given a 
reduced instructional workload for a limited period of time in order to establish a 
research program (Title 4, Chapter 3, Section 5).   
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30. Approved - Health Sciences System Committee (Agenda Item #30) �  

Action Items: 
Board action was requested to approve the following recommendations of the Health 
Sciences System Committee: 

 
 The Committee recommends approval of the minutes from the June 17, 2011, 

Health Sciences System Committee meeting. 
 The Committee recommends acceptance of the FTI Consulting Report as 

presented. 
Regent Leavitt moved acceptance of the 
report and approval of the committee 
recommendations.  Regent Trachok 
seconded.   

 

Chair James Dean Regent Crear asked for a status report on an academic health 
center.  Chair Leavitt related that the Committee accepted FTI�s report and directed 
the Chancellor and staff to move forward with the report.  Dr. Marcia Turner and 
Dean Schwenk will bring recommendations back to the December meeting. 
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32. Information - Public Comment (Agenda Item #32) �  None.  

 
 

Meeting adjourned at 3:41 p.m.  
 
 
Prepared by:  Jessica C. McMullen 

Administrative Assistant IV 
 
Submitted by: Scott G. Wasserman 

CEO and Special Counsel to the Board of Regents 
 
 
 

Approved by the Board of Regents at the December 1-2, 2011, meeting. 


	President Wells then introduced Dr. Rina Schumer.  Dr. Schumer’s interests involve stochastic representation of surface and subsurface environmental processes. She is specifically interested in mathematical modeling of processes requiring use of power...

