


supervises the legal staff. Although he spends a tremendous amount of time working with the 
Board, his job description indicates equal parts supervision and direct work with the Board. She 
felt it made sense to at least have a dotted line to the Chancellor. She also felt the Board clearly 
needed its General Counsel. She felt the General Counsel would speak up if he felt there was 
any conflict. 

Regent Bandera favored the motion. She congratulated Regent Sisolak’s forethought in making 
the change, adding that the process in place since October 2003 had worked well in a difficult 
situation. She said it insulated the General Counsel from 13 different bosses and she praised the 
organizational structure. 

Regent Rosenberg disagreed. He asked who would determine the conflict. Chancellor Nichols 
replied that either one could. Regent Rosenberg said that could be problematic and suggested 
use of a third party. 

Regent Dondero asked how many Regents were required to determine whether a conflict existed. 
Chair Anthony replied that the Board Chair would decide whether a conflict existed. Regent 
Dondero asked whether one Regent could bring it to the Chair’s attention. Chair Anthony replied 



instance posed, the authority rested with the institution president and that is how the settlement 
occurred. 

Regent Rosenberg said he failed to see how meeting with three Regents 
would require public notice of a meeting, noting that it did not comprise a quorum of the Board. 
He felt the Board should have representatives helping to make the decisions with General 
Counsel. 

Chair Anthony indicated his support for the motion, praising the appropriate use of the chain of 
command. He was comfortable with the General Counsel reporting to the Chancellor. He 
observed that the Board Chair could handle any conflicts that arise. If the Board disapproved, the 
matter could be placed on the next meeting agenda. He felt it was more a personnel issue. 

Ms. Flagg suggested the Board could consider as part of their motion for the Chancellor to return 
with proposed annual evaluation guidelines for the General Counsel (Ref. J, Page 3 of 3). She 
said the Chancellor would not evaluate the General Counsel without consulting with the clients. 

Regent Howard noted a point of order, stating that she did not think that Ms. Flagg should 
advocate for or against this agenda item, adding that it was not appropriate. Chair Anthony 
established that Ms. Flagg had merely provided a suggestion. 

Regent Sisolak stated that the situation cited by Regent Kirkpatrick could not be brought before 
the Board. He said the Board had tried to do so, but did not have that option. Even though it went 
through the chain of command, it was a done deal in spite of the fact that some Regents wanted 
to discuss the matter. 

Upon a roll call vote the motion carried. Regents Anthony, Bandera, Derby, Hill, Kirkpatrick, 
Schofield, Seastrand and Whipple voted yes. Regents Alden, Dondero, Howard, Rosenberg and 
Sisolak voted no. 

 


