CONSENT AGENDA

University of Nevada, Reno

2009-10 Faculty Senate

August 27, 2009
RSJ 304
Process for Consideration of Consent Agenda Items:

· All items on the Consent Agenda are action items.  A single vote for the consent agenda passes all items listed on the agenda.  Any senator may request an agenda item be pulled for discussion and held for a separate vote.

· Prior to a vote on the consent agenda, the Chair will open the floor for comment from senators including requests to pull items.

· Once all items to be pulled have been identified, the Chair will call for a vote on the remaining Consent Agenda items.

· Discussion and action on items pulled will be managed individually.

	1.
	Request to Approve the June 4, 2009 (09-10 senate) Meeting Minutes

	Action/Enclosure

	2.
	Request to Approve the 2009-10 Academic Standards Committee Charges

	Action/Enclosure

	3. 
	Request to Approve the 2009-10 Campus Affairs Committee Charges
	Action/Enclosure



	4. 
	Request to Approve AS08-09 Recommendation Revisions
	Action/Enclosure

	5.
	Request to Approve the Executive Board Revisions to the Non-Traditional Task Force Recommendations
	Action/Enclosure



	6.
	a. Request to Approve the Senate Committee Guidelines
b. Year-end Committee Report Template

c. Committee Request for Action Template
	Action/Enclosure

	7.
	Request to Approve Reorganization of CEP/HDFS

	Action/Enclosure

	8.
	The Administrative Manual Revisions: Vetted by the UAM Committee

Please note that additions are bolded and underlined 

Deletions are strikethroughs


	Action/Enclosure
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University of Nevada, Reno

Faculty Senate

Meeting Minutes June 4, 2009









Meeting 2

1. Welcome, Introductions, & Roll Call:

Present: Eric Albers (HS), Rafik Beekun for Judy Strauss (COBA),  Mike Bennett (A&F),  Jane Davidson (CLA)Dean Dietrich (DEV), Jeff Englin for Maureen Kilkenny (CABNR), Isabelle Favre (CLA), Bill Follette (Ex-officio),  Stephani Foust (SS), Eric Herzik (Chair-elect)), Jodi Herzik (Provost’s) Julie Hogan (DHS), Stephen Jenkins (COS),  Stephen Jenkins for Alex Kumjian (COS), Yanyao Jiang (EN), Doina Kulick (SOM), Stephen Lafer (COE),Kami Larsen (SOM)  Amy McFarland (SOM),  Amy McFarland for Tom Kozel (SOM), Donica Mensing for David Ryfe (JO),  Elliott Parker (Chair), Maggie Ressel (LIB),  Janet Sanderson (President’s), Madeleine Sigman-Grant (COOP), Leah Skladany (SOM), Valerie Smith ((VPR),  Lucy Walker (President’s), Jill Wallace (IT), and Valerie Weinstein (CLA). 

 Absent: Tom Harris (CABNR), Swatee Naik (COS), and Louis Neibur (CLA)
Guests: Janita Jobe (LIB/IT), Nancy Markee (Prov), Tim McFarling (HR), Marilyn Ming (COOP), Carol Parkhurst (LIB), Hans-Peter Plag (COS), Thomas Quint (COS), Barbara Scott (SOM), Lorena Stookey (CLA), Scott Tyler (COS), and Sherry Waugh (COE).

2. Chair’s Report: 

Chair Elliott Parker conducted a new senator orientation today and planned to have it continue in the future. He would send out the Powerpoint presentation to all senators after the meeting today.

The Legislature has completed the budget. Parker distributed a budget comparison spreadsheet. Salary savings had been used in the past to fund LOAs and temporary instructors, but this will be now budgeted separately. With the loss of all open positions that would make a shortfall of 3.7 million dollars in the university’s instruction budget. 

Most Notices of Non-Renewals had already been given and under present cuts any curricular review that might occur this year would not be dramatic. 

The Legislature passed some reductions in benefits, but nothing as severe as the governor and the SAGE Commission were recommending. Parker suggested that faculty send thank you letters to Legislators who supported the higher education budget. He would forward a list of those names to senators. 

At this point administration was waiting for the Board of Regents to meet with final decisions for the institutions budget. The regents created a Swat Team, chaired by Bart Patterson, to look at issues surrounding budget cuts. Some of the issues around salary cuts for faculty were: if reduced, the university would be less competitive in the national market, voluntary cuts could create morale issues, however if salary cuts were not taken it could offend the legislators and create issues in the future. SB 433 did give some flexibility, but not with classified staff. As the senate expressed concern about lower paid faculty and staff being penalized by the budget cut, Parker suggested donations made to the foundation by faculty could be used to help. Parker would like to discuss UNLV’s Guiding Principle Document under new business. Parker would like to visit other senates and have the other senate chairs visit our senate to establish a rapport with them. Chancellor Rogers would be stepping down on July 1, 2009. and it looked as if the regents would appoint Dan Klaich. Parker would like to see him appointed as an interim and a search done later of which Klaich could be a candidate if he chose. 

· Ombudsman Pam Haney has resigned and hopefully the funds would not be swept as the position was important to faculty.

· In August the senate would have a presentation regarding the food contract of Chartwells. 

· The Bookstore hired a consultant to help with increasing used books in the bookstore.

· The last UNR Bylaws revisions were passed, 400 faculty voted, 396 used checkbox, 3 used email and one used the double envelope method.  

· Parker would like more senators to comment on the blog regarding committee charges.

· Parker said that there were two reorganization proposals on the agenda. There were no clear rules on the senate’s role in this process, yet the senate has traditionally been involved in the process. 

3. CEP-HDFS & Speech Communication and Theatre Reorganization Proposals and Ad Hoc Review Committee Selection: 
Parker suggested creation of a committee of senators to look at the proposals and bring it back to the senate in August. There was discussion regarding the process: Rafik Beekun felt that the senate should just decide on the proposals now, rather than appoint a committee. The involved faculty had vetted them and that a committee review would just add another layer of bureaucracy would not be a benefit to the process. Jodi Herzik would like the executive board to look at the reorganization process at their retreat. There was discussion regarding whether or not items in the proposals that cannot be easily reported on or if there are questions or concerns in the proposal, these have not been vetted on by the committee. The review committee would review the proposal and perhaps talk to involved faculty. Once the proposal was vetted by the appropriate body, it would go to the provost, the president and then to the regents. There was confusion about what the senate was supposed to be deciding, the proposals, the committee selection or the process? There was considerable discussion on this topic. 

Parker said their needed to be discussion regarding process, but w Would like to leave the process for later and vote now on whether the senate wants to approve the proposal as written.

Follette called a point of order: the way it was agendized it was ambiguously written; in one way it could be read as saying that the motion that should have been allowable was to look at the reorganization proposal and form an ad hoc committee to review the process as opposed to approving the proposal. The fact that there was a motion on the floor that did not conform to the agenda is an issue for the chair and parliamentarian. Parker thought that the senate would like to have a committee review the proposal and report back in August. If the motion failed a committee would be formed and bring the reviewed proposal back to the senate in August.

MOTION: Beekun/Sigman-Grant. To approve the merger of the two departments in each proposal. COE-HDFS and then Speech Communication and Theatre. 

ACTION: 10 senators voted yes, 10 senators voted no, 4 senators abstained. Parker broke the tie with a no vote, in order to send it to the committee. Motion failed.

MOTION: Jenkins/Follette. To have one committee look at both reorganization proposals (CEP-HDFS) and Speech Communication and Theatre. 

ACTION: Passed, 1 abstention

MOTION: Jenkins/Albers. To have the executive board act as the reorganization review committee for those 2 proposals. 

ACTION: passed, 1 abstention.

4. Non-traditional Task Force Report; Barbara Scott and Hans-Peter Plag:

Barbara Scott (SOM) and Hans-Peter Plag (COS) thanked their committee members : Bob Dick, Tim McFarling, Alla Safronova, and Gary Zunino, for all their hard work. 

See report: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/index.html
Questions from the senate: 

How does the university define faculty? The Nevada Revised Statutes define professional staff as including administrative faculty, but did not include graduate students or classified staff. Barbara Scott said that they used Human Resources definitions for their report.

Stephen Jenkins felt that while this report was an improved version of the first draft, but he was still not inclined to accept the report as he did not feel that principle 1 and 2 should be instituted. It would be difficult to group all different types of faculty together for equal treatment. 

There was discussion regarding reducing the reliance on LOAs. Jill Wallace noted that the adminsitrrative faculty evaluation process was improved with the use of a new form. There still was difficulty with the process as not all evaluations were done by people who knew what the jobs entailed. A question was asked if the report was not approved what would happen. Parker said it would go back to the committee for further work. 

MOTION: Wallace/Foust. To approve the report as published. 

ACTION: Passed 1 opposed.

The senate then discussed these recommendations:

R1: Bridge funding

Recognizing that 

funding for soft-money faculty can run out for brief periods of times despite all efforts to win continuous funding, often due to slow proposal reviews or decisions on funding, or delays in allocation of already awarded funds, and that

this group of faculty in many cases brings in substantial external funding and F&A, and 

Considering that  

many other institutions have bridge funding and use models where the number of months of bridge funding available to soft-money faculty increases with increasing longevity at the institution; and that

some institution consider bridge funding as part of the benefits to be funded through and increased fringe benefit rate (for example, DRI), 

it is is recommended 
that a system of bridge funding for NTT faculty be developed to cover brief periods without funding, due to shortfall/end of funding or emergency situations such as illness, and that 

the length of time covered be dependent on years of service, productivity, track record and other criteria to be developed, and that

this bridge funding be considered as part of the benefit and thus funded through increased fringe benefits. 

Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate urge administration to take action, and that the Faculty Senate tasks the Faculty Committee on Salary and Benefits to assist in developing appropriate models.

R2: Retirement benefits on overload salary

Recognizing that

Faculty on B-contracts do not accumulate retirement benefits for overload days, and that 

overload salary can exceed 30% of the annual salary, and

Considering that 

a large fraction of the respondents to the academic and administrative surveys were in favor of receiving retirement benefits on overload salaries, 

it is recommended that 

faculty on B contract be offered the option of having retirement benefits paid on overload salary.

Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks administration to develop the necessary procedures and that the Faculty Senate tasks the Faculty Senate Committee on Salary and Benefits to follow up on the implementation of this recommendation.

R3: Professional development leaves

Recognizing that

Non-traditional faculty currently has no or very little opportunities for professional leaves, and that

therefore, non-traditional faculty is hampered in keeping up with changes and new developments in their fields;

It is recommended that 

Funding for professional development leave (including sabbatical) be established, and that

professional leave be considered a part of the benefit and, where possible, be funded through increased fringe benefit rates. 

Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks administration to take necessary action, and that the Faculty Senate tasks the Faculty Committee on Salary and Benefits to assist in developing appropriate models.

R4: Voting rights

Recognizing that 

equality in voting rights is important to foster the spirit of democratic process essentila to an institution of higher learning and impacts the level to which faculty feel “ownership” of their department and unit, and

Considering that 

many NTT faculty survey respondents indicated fewer voting rights than tenured faculty and emphasized the negative aspects of this inequality, 

it is recommended that

Faculty Senate advocate for broadest possible voting rights for all faculty, that

Faculty Senate require that all by-laws clearly describe voting rights for all faculty, including non-traditional faculty, that

by-laws be posted on the Faculty Senate website, and that

in cases where there are some areas that non-traditional faculty may not vote on, a rationale be included that explains this particular situation.   

Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks the Faculty Committee on By-Laws to adhere to this recommendation.

R5: Notice of non-renewal

Recognizing that

many non-traditional faculty appointments are on a yearly basis and require annual renewals, and that

most of these appointments have a 30-day period of notice 

it is recommended that

the minimum number of days of notice for a notice of non-renewal is increased to be at least 60 days, with number of days of notice increasing with increasing longevity. 

Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks the Faculty Committee on Salary and Benefits to seek ways to implement this recommendation, which will require approval of the Board of Regents.

R6: Access to state funds

Recognizing that 

state funds frequently become available through vacated or new positions, 

it is recommended that

non-traditional faculty have equal access to apply for these funds; that

in the case of non-traditional faculty who have already received notice of non-renewal, the university should take proactive steps to contact these employees to let them know of relevant new job opportunities; and that

proactive steps be taken to contact LOA faculty who have been teaching in a department and to offer them to teach more hours for tenured faculty on sabbatical. 

R7: Advancement of administrative faculty

Recognizing that 

there is currently no clear process for the promotion and advancement of administrative faculty and

it is recommended that 

written protocols be developed that articulate methods (handbook, training sessions, web-based information, supervisor training, etc.) for developing personal and professional skill sets that will position administrative faculty for advancement opportunities. Human Resources should continue to develop methods of career advancement through mechanisms such as “lines of progression.”  

R8: LOA compensation for extra services

Recognizing that 

many LOA faculty provide service to the university (such as serving on search committees, department internal reviews, etc.) outside of their contracted teaching duties without receiving proper or any compensation

it is recommended that

a mechanism be established to compensate LOA faculty for service to the university provided outside of their contracted teaching duties.  

R9: LOA representation on faculty senate

Recognizing that 

LOA faculty is currently not represented on the Faculty Senate and

considering that

the Faculty Senate is the only institutionalized component for faculty at large to participate in shared governance, 

it is recommended that

LOA faculty with a minimum tenure at UNR (e.g., four years) be given the right to vote for faculty senate representative from their college or unit, and that

a mechanism be established that provides for at least one LOA seat on the Faculty Senate and that encourages LOA faculty to run for Faculty Senate. 

R10: Recognition of LOA 

Recognizing that

Annual awards are an important means to give recognition to individual faculty for outstanding service and achievements, and that

there is currently no award dedicated to LOA or, more generally, to non-traditional faculty,

it is recommended that 

an annual “Outstanding LOA Teacher of the Year Award” be established, and that

other ways to recognize the contributions of non-traditional faculty be explored.  

R11: Welcome package for new faculty

Considering that 

many respondents to the surveys stated that they were not informed about major conditions attached to their positions (including annual renewal, role statement, evaluation procedures, etc.) and that

many respondents commented negatively on the fact that it took considerable time for new faculty to understand the job conditions and their implications for their work,

it is recommended that

a new hire “on-boarding” program be developed by the Faculty Senate and Human Resources for all faculty that addresses pertinent information for each employee type including the nature of these contracts and positions, rights, benefits, etc. and that

all department, colleges and university by-laws be made available on a web page for easy access. 

The senate then discussed the recommendations:

Some concerns noted included:

· LOAs should be a temporary fix, not a permanent answer to a problem

· It appears that the increase of temporary faculty and non-tenured faculty would reduce the power of the tenured faculty.

· Recommendation 1 should increase the fairness, but not the equality of different types of faculty.

· Non-traditional faculty usually work for tenured faculty and could be coerced to vote in a certain manner as they don’t have much job security. 

· LOAs need to have improved conditions; they have not been paid well and have no benefits. 

· School of Medicine Faculty has many different faculty categories that were not protected. 

MOTION: Wallace/Sigman-Grant. To have the executive board take the recommendations and make them into charges and farmed out to appropriate committees for next year.

Parker proposed a friendly amendment to the motion that would allow the executive board to come back with a recommendation on how to handle these recommendations, as some may need to be sent to other committees and some may need to be voted on in August. Both Wallace and Sigman-Grant agreed.

ACTION: Passed unanimously

5. College of Liberal Arts Reorganization Review Committee Report: Tom Quint, Chair

Tom Quint thanked his committee members: Scott Taylor, Stephen Jenkins, Eric Albers, Sonja Pippin, and Carol Parkhurst for their hard work. The 3 original justifications for the split of College of Arts and Science were: Increased visibility, aid in fund raising and even out faculty/administration ratio across colleges. 

The committee conducted interviews and open fora. 

The committee made three recommendations which would be forwarded to the dean. The Dean would then be asked to speak to the senate to address the recommendations.

1. Many of our respondents feel that the School of the Arts has not been successful in raising the visibility of its constituent departments, and represents an extra layer of bureaucracy. Similar worries hold for the new School of Social Research and Justice Studies. Thus we recommend that an evaluation be done of the organizational effectiveness of the School of the Arts (and later of the School of Social Research and Justice Studies), to see what impact the Schools are having on interdisciplinary collaboration, joint instruction and research, outreach, and increased visibility in the community and/or nationally. 

2. Many within the CLA feel that with the split there has been a loss of intellectual contact with faculty from the COS. We recommend that the colleges explore ways to re-establish such contact.

3. One particular governance issue which we heard concerns the CLA dean’s practice of attending CLA Personnel Committee meetings. To our knowledge, neither the previous CLA dean nor the last CAS dean did this. The dean’s presence at the Personnel Committee meetings may affect the Committee’s ability to independently review candidates for tenure and promotion. Thus we recommend that the Faculty Senate take up this issue, in order to make a recommendation to the dean.

The senate expressed concern that the dean was allowed to sit in on personnel committee meetings.

MOTION: Follette/J. Herzik. To accept the report as written.

Action: passed unanimously

6. Administrative Faculty Personnel Policy and Procedure Committee Year-end Report: 

Stephani Foust, Chair
 Stephani Foust thanked the committee members: Joseph Bozsik, Sherry Waugh, Janita Jobe, Rita Escher, Marie Stewart, Nancy Markee, and Marilyn Ming. 

Link to the report: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/index.html

The committee focused on two charges: 
· Consider issues related to the creation of a new employment category for professional or technical staff, and review the policies and categories of peer institutions.  

· UNR Bylaws require that all faculty, academic and administrative, should have the protection of bylaws at the major unit (e.g., college) or below, but many administrative faculty work in divisions and units without bylaws.  What bylaws are appropriate and necessary for administrative faculty, and what current examples exist?  
The discussion included advancement for administrative faculty. For example academic faculty can move from assistant professor to professor whereas for Foust, there is only one recruiter, not a recruiter 2. To advance as administrative faculty it usually requires a job change. Is UNR the only university of the peer institutions surveyed that has the category of administrative faculty? The charges were an opportunity to look at different way to organize titles to rectify an untenable taxonomy for faculty, staff and professional administrators and a different form of governance. Should administrative faculty be a part of this senate? Why do administrative units not have bylaws when they are required to under the university bylaws? The administrative faculty class does not have the feeling of the same protection as academic faculty. Some administrative faculty felt that only teaching faculty (professors) should be called faculty. 

MOTION: Wallace/ Englin. To accept the report as written.

ACTION: 11 senators voted yes; 12 senators voted no; and 1 senator abstained.

Motion failed  

Jenkins would like some representation from academic faculty on this committee. There was discussion of whether or not to keep committees as standing committees, which would also be discussed at the board retreat.

MOTION: Bennett/Beekun. To send the report and recommendations back to the executive board to look at on their retreat agenda. 

ACTION: passed 1 abstention.

7. Consent Agenda:

The consent agenda consists of items that the board feels would not be controversial. If a senator has an issue with an item, they could ask to have it pulled and voted on separately. If there are typos on the minutes, please just let Linda K. know and she would fix them, rather than pulling the minutes for typos. 

MOTION: Follette/Albers. To accept the consent agenda as published

ACTION: Passed unanimously.

8. New Business: 

There was discussion of the guiding principles developed by UNLV: Follette suggested a document that better spoke to the sense of the senate passed in the previous meeting. 

During this fiscal crisis the Board of Regents has continued to respect the leadership and autonomy of the NSHE institutions in meeting the extraordinary budgetary challenges of the past year. We would urge the Board to continue to allow each institution the opportunity to approach these challenges in ways that preserved the primary missions of the institutions with least impact on the faculty, students, and staff possible. 

In meeting these economic challenges, it is the shared value of the faculty that non-state funded salaries be exempted from reductions that may be deemed necessary to meet budgetary goals because such reductions would be harmful to the research and economic diversification goals of the NSHE institutions and harmful to the economy of the state.
MOTION: Mensing/Wallace. Not to sign off the UNLV document in its present form, but to use the document suggest by Follette. 

ACTION:  passed unanimously.

Meeting adjourned at 4:40 pm


Academic Standards Committee (ASC)

Charges, 2009-10 Academic Year

Purpose:  The Academic Standards Committee monitors, conducts studies, and makes recommendations on matters such as admission standards, grading practices, degree requirements, academic status, scholarships, and related issues. 

Chair to meet with Executive Board in January 2010
Report due for Presentation to Faculty Senate in April, 2010

Standing Charges:

1. Review ASC charges over the prior three years, and recommendations adopted by the Faculty Senate. Report on the implementation status of these recommendations.

2. Make recommendations on the future status, organization, structure, and charges of the ASC. Consider whether the committee is necessary and effective, and how could it be improved.

3. Upon request by the Executive Board, review any proposals affecting ASC objectives, and report recommendations to the Executive Board within six weeks after receipt of any request for review.

4. Upon request by the Executive Board, serve as a sounding board for the Executive Board for issues related to ASC charges and objectives.
5. Appoint a liaison from the ASC to the Core Curriculum Board, and another liaison to the Academic Advising Advisory Board.  Facilitate communication, as appropriate, between these boards and the Faculty Senate.  

Additional Charges:

1. What are the current practices and rules regarding a “statute of limitations” on courses?  Can we reconcile the “nontraditional no more” program with the need to teach current material?  Should there be a single university policy, or should it depend on the particular course and discipline?  What do other universities do?
2. There has been much discussion over the need to improve and increase interdisciplinary programs and cooperation, but this has been hard to implement for many reasons, including incomplete information and departmental incentives.  In the current budget climate, there is concern that interdisciplinary programs could become even more problematic.  What is the experience of other universities, and how do they address these barriers?

3. Should there be a residency requirement for majors and minors?  Current UNR policy specifies a minimum number of credits at UNR to earn a degree, but the requirement does not specify that the credits must be applied towards the degree. A student could potentially earn a degree without ever having taken a course at UNR in the major or minor field. Should this policy be modified?  What do other universities do?

4. The current schedule for final examinations has been in place for at least two decades.  Could this examination schedule be improved?
RECOMMENDATION from the 2008/09 committee:  The basic residency requirement for UNR is that 32 upper division credits must be earned at UNR. The committee recommends that at least 1/3rd of those credits must apply to the degree. It is recommended that the same 1/3rd requirement be applied to minors as well. Therefore 1/3rd of all minor requirements must be earned at UNR.


Campus Affairs Committee (CAC)

Charges, 2009-10 Academic Year

Purpose:  The Campus Affairs Committee monitors, conducts studies, and makes recommendations on a wide range of issues that affect the quality of campus life, such as work environment, campus safety, and food service.
Chair to meet with Executive Board in January 2010
Report due for Presentation to Faculty Senate in April, 2010

Standing Charges:

1. Review CAC charges over the prior three years, and recommendations adopted by the Faculty Senate. Report on the implementation status of these recommendations.

2. Make recommendations on the future status, organization, structure, and charges of the CAC. Consider whether the committee is necessary and effective, and how could it be improved.

3. Upon request by the Executive Board, review any proposals affecting CAC objectives, and report recommendations to the Executive Board within six weeks after receipt of any request for review.

4. Upon request by the Executive Board, serve as a sounding board for the Executive Board for issues related to CAC charges and objectives.
5. Appoint a liaison from the CAC to each of the following committees:  the Committee on the Status of Women; the Work and Family Task Force; the Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, and Transgender Advocacy Committee; the Multiethnic Coalition; the Intercultural Collaborative; and the University Disabilities Resource Coalition. Facilitate communication, as appropriate, between these committees and the Faculty Senate, and inform the Senate as to whether these committees are duplicating efforts 
Additional Charges:
6. How does UNR compare to its peers in nontraditional course offerings?  Define these courses, including online, distance education, blended and/or hybrid courses, and examine how these nontraditional courses might affect enrollment, retention, and cost.

7. In the current budget climate, is there anything the administration or the Faculty Senate could or should be doing to bring university employees together and better foster a sense of community? Are there gaps left by budget cuts that the Faculty Senate could help to fill by working with other groups on campus?

8. Should there be better university-wide standards for reporting and evaluating faculty service?  Could Digital Measures be improved to make the reporting of service more consistent and useful?

Academic Standards Recommendation Revisions:

A meeting occurred between Elliott Parker, Michelle Hritz, David Sanders, Chair Academic Standard’s Committee, Nancy Markee, Melissa Choroszy and Bill Cathey, regarding the logistics of implementing Charges 1 and 2 from the Academic Standards Committee.   As a result, it was agreed that the revisions on Charge #1 need approval of the faculty senate to modify the request for action previously submitted for Presidential approval.  

	Charge 1:

Meet with academic advisors to consider in more detail the potential problems with the first three proposals of the 2007-2008 committee, which were tabled by the Senate.  Revise these proposals as necessary, and bring them back to the Senate for further consideration.

Charge One was divided into three areas: A) Drop/Withdrawal Policy, B) Grade Replacement Policy and C) Probation, Disqualification, Suspension and Dismissal Policies

	RECOMMENDATIONS DROP/WITHDRAWAL:

1. The withdrawal date should be extended to the end of the 9th week of the semester or, in the case of sessions of shorter length (wintermester; summer session) at a point 60% into the term.  This will provide more time for faculty to provide meaningful feedback regarding grades to students and, in some instances, provide students with an opportunity to alter their study strategies in a class and see if such changes result in improved academic performance.  Currently, students are allowed to withdraw from individual classes up until the end of the 8th week of the semester.  This recommendation is consistent with UNLV’s drop date policy.

2. Devise a series of pop-up messages on ePAWS that are initiated when a student attempts to withdraw from a course.  The messages would inform the student of possible ramifications if they withdraw from a course (i.e., loss of financial aid and/or scholarships; loss of full-time student status; progress towards degree, etc.) and urge students to consult with an academic advisor prior to withdrawing from individual courses.  The committee realizes this may not be feasible with our current registration system, but recommends its implementation as soon as possible.
	ACTION:

1. Move the drop date to end of the 9th week effective Spring 2010 Update SIS default drop date, class schedule, catalog, calendars, web materials etc.

2. Warning messages in ePAWS cannot be accommodated delay until PSFT implementation.. 
	PEOPLESOFT IMPLICATIONS:

1. Both the 9th week and 60% drop rules are accommodated in the PeopleSoft environment.

2. Will investigate message text capabilities. The ability to define specific groups of students and not allow them to drop below full time is accommodated in PSFT.  Will need further policy discussions around this.  Should all students funded full-time on financial aid not be allowed to drop below full time without permission?  International student, athletes etc? 



	RECOMMENDATIONS GRADE REPLACEMENT:

1. Extend the number of semesters a student has to repeat a course and use the grade replacement option from “the next regular semester in which the course is offered and the student is enrolled” to “within the next two regular semesters in which the student is enrolled. If the course is not offered within the next two regular semesters, the must take the course the next time it is offered.”  Students should still be encouraged to repeat a required class as soon as possible, but this would provide more flexibility in planning and not require students to adjust their next semester schedule if they have already enrolled in classes and/or a class they need to repeat is full.

2. Change the current restriction on the repeat policy to “a maximum of four lower-division courses not to exceed 15 credits.” The current policy states that “students may repeat a maximum of 12 lower-division credits to replace original UNR grades.”  This will assist students who wish to replace the grade in one or more 4 or 5 credit courses.
	ACTION: 

1. Resolve Student Senate Resolution with Faculty recommendations.

2. Student Senate recommends 3 semesters instead of two as a timeline for repeating the class for grade replacement.  Student Senate recommends 4 courses with no credit value restriction.  Faculty recommend 4 courses with 15 credit restriction.

3. Update catalog language.

4. Update grade replacement form.

5. Review updated catalog language and form with the Academic Advising Advisory Board. 

6. Implement recommended change effective Fall 2009.
	PEOPLESOFT IMPLICATIONS:

1. This policy can be accommodated in the PeopleSoft environment.

Eli Reilly and Elliott Parker met to discuss variations between the Faculty Senate recommendation and the Sense of the Senate.  An agreement was reached to a FacSen/ASUN compromise of 15 credits and two semesters for grade replacement.  This information was relayed to the Academic Standard’s committee and with their agreement, a modification is requested to the original committee recommendation approved by the Senate.



	RECOMMENDATIONS PROBATION/DISQUALIFICATION/DISMISSAL:

The committee’s recommendations still result in three level/actions, but terminology and actions taken differ from current policy. 

1. Academic Warning:  GPA cut offs would continue to be based on the number of credits earned at UNR:

i. 0-29 credits – when cumulative UNR GPA is 1.6 or above but below 2.0

ii. 30-59 credits – when UNR GPA is 1.8 or above but below 2.0

iii. 60 or more credits – when UNR GPA is 1.9 or above but below 2.0

iv. Action:  

a)    Allowed to remain in major

b) Receives letter from college and e-mail from Admissions and Records

c)    Registration hold on student’s record; mandatory advising prior to next semester’s registration

d) Still allowed to use ePAWS for registration transactions

2. Academic Probation (University):  Student falls below the above GPA thresholds which continue to be based on the number of credits earned at UNR.

i. 0-29 credits – cumulative UNR GPA is below 1.6

ii. 30-59 credits – cumulative UNR GPA is below 1.8

iii. 60 or more credits – cumulative UNR GPA is below 1.9

iv. Action:

a) Removed from major; can stay in college or switch to undecided

b) Receives letter from college and e-mail from Admissions and Records

c) Registration hold on student’s record; mandatory advising

d) Student limited to 12 credits/semester with approval of advisor; access to ePAWS denied; must register in person with advisor signed advisement sheet. With the implementation of the new registration system it is hoped that electronic registration could be “authorized” thus eliminating the need for registration to be done in person but still allowing advisors to maintain control with respect to the student’s enrollment.  Until such point in time, it is suggested that a standardized form be developed and used by all advisors to authorize enrollment in approved courses.

1. Student will be subject to dismissal if still on academic probation after attempting 24 additional UNR credits

2. A school or college may still place a student on program probation whenever satisfactory progress toward degree objectives is not maintained.

3.  Dismissal:  Occurs if the student, after attempting 24 additional UNR credits beyond being placed on probation, a student is still on academic probation.

i. Action:

a. Receives letter from college and e-mail from Admissions and Records.

b. Student will be immediately withdrawn from any classes for which the student has registered; any tuition paid will be refunded.

c. Student cannot attend as a non-degree student and is not eligible to attend summer session or enroll in courses through extended studies/independent learning.

d. Student is required to remain out for at least one academic year.

e. Students seeking readmission must receive approval from the dean of the college the student wishes to enter prior to readmission.

f. Students should be prepared to provide as part of the readmission process, documentation that demonstrates improved academic performance or a readiness for academic success.

g. Students who are reinstated will be on academic probation.  The college into which the student is readmitted may develop a prescribed program of study to which the student must adhere.

h. If a student is dismissed a second time, subsequent readmission will be allowed only with the approval of the Special Admissions Committee
	ACTION: 

1. Recommend a simpler approach consistent with most other major universities that will be easier to understand, more efficiently administered and provide the locus of academic decision making with the dean and the faculty of each college :

2. Anytime a student falls below  the UNR 2.0 cumulative grade point average the student is placed on PROBATION.

3. Students on probation must receive academic advising in order to register.

4. Once on PROBATION, the student has three regular semesters to return to good academic standing, UNR cumulative grade point average of 2.0. 

5. After 3 semesters of probation and failing to achieve the UNR cumulative 2.0, the student is DISMISSED.

6. The College Dean can make exceptions to the student DISMISSAL status. 

7. Once on DISMISSAL, the student is not allowed UNR enrollment for a period of one calendar year.

8. Students may return to the university on PROBATION after one calendar year.

9. Upon return form DISMISSAL, students are placed back on PROBATION. They are placed on second semester probation and must bring their UNR cum gpa back to a 2.0 in order to continue.  As a result of being placed on second semester probation, they will have 2 semesters to attain the UNR cum gpa of 2.0.

10. All exceptions to academic action and/or policy exceptions regarding eligibility to return to the university after dismissal are made by the College Dean.

11. Advising HOLDS are placed on students each semester on PROBATION.  

12. Academic Action is taken after Fall and Spring semesters only.
	PEOPLESOFT IMPLICATIONS:

1. The PeopleSoft environment accommodates academic action rules by terms enrolled and not by credits attempted.  .

2. Registration holds (service indicators) can be processed based on any academic action.

3. We are researching the feasibility of building in a registration rule that would allow only those in good academic standing to register for classes.  All others would need advisor permission and could be accommodated by PSFT Self Service for both faculty and students. 

4. Time line Example:

Fall 2010:  Student falls below 2.0 (UNR cum gpa)  and is placed on PROBATION 1.
Spring 2011: Student is required to obtain academic advising to register for Fall 2011. Advisor gives permission to student to register for specific classes. At the end of the semester, student does not achieve UNR cum gpa of 2.0. and is placed on PROBATION 2.  

Fall 2011: Student is required to obtain academic advising to register for Spring 2012. Advisor gives permission to student to register for specific classes.

Student does not achieve UNR cum gpa of 2.0.  Student is placed on PROBATION 3 
Spring 2012: Student does not achieve UNR cum gpa of 2.0.  Student is placed on DISMISSAL.
Summer 2012, Fall 2012 and Spring 2013:  Student is on DISMISSAL and may not register at the university.

Fall 2013: Student is eligible to return and is placed on PROBATION 2.  Cycle is repeated giving the student 2 more semesters to earn a UNR cum gpa of 2.0 before being placed on dismissal once again.  Any further enrollment once a student has completed second dismissal requires permission of the student’s college.




	Charge #2: 

Review and propose revisions to the university’s policy on student grade appeals, with particular attention to the policies and procedures used in peer and aspirant institutions.

	RECOMMENDATIONS:

A. The current grade appeals policy is reasonable, but it has been clarified.  A table has been developed to assist students, faculty and grade appeal committee members (see Appendix 1).  The revised policy has slightly different time frame.

B. Clarify that the grade appeal policy should not be used when the grade appeal results from academic dishonesty.

C. New policy is as follows:

A course grade assigned by an instructor is only subject to the appeals procedure if: 

· The instructor based this student’s grade on factors other than the student’s performance in the course and/or completion of course requirements, or 

· The instructor based this student’s grade on a standard different than what was applied to other students in the same section of the course.  

The burden of proof that one of these two conditions holds rests on the student, but a grade appeal committee may request information from the instructor.  If a student wishes to appeal a grade received as a sanction for an instance of academic dishonesty, the student must follow the Academic Dishonesty procedure. 

For other concerns, a student may discuss these with the department chair.
There are four steps in the appeal process: 

1. Consultation with instructor before filing Grade Appeal Form

2. Filing a Grade Appeal Form with Department Chair,

3. Review by a Departmental Grade Appeal Committee, 

4. Review by a College Grade Appeal Board.  

1. Consultation with Instructor 

In the event that a student disagrees with the final grade received in a course, the student shall discuss the basis for the grade with the instructor. This allows clerical grade errors to be corrected by the instructor by means of the Change of Grade Form.  After consultation, if the grade is still in dispute, the student may complete the Grade Appeal Form.  The consultation step can be skipped only if the instructor is unavailable. 

2. File Grade Appeal Form with Department Chair 

If the student still feels the grade assignment meets one of the two bulleted criteria above, the student may complete a Grade Appeal Form and file it with the chair of the department offering the course.  (In this document, the term “chair” may also refer to the director of a program offering the course, or a designee for the chair or program director.)  

The Grade Appeal Form must be filed no later than 10 working days after the start of the next spring or fall semester, whichever comes first, after the grade is assigned.  The chair has 5 working days after receipt of the Grade Appeal Form to contact the instructor and the student to see if an informal resolution can be reached.  If informal resolution is not reached during these 5 days, then the chair has 5 more working days to request a written response from the instructor.  The instructor has 10 working days to provide this response to the chair.  

If the chair is able to facilitate an agreement between the student and the instructor on the final grade within 30 working days after the receipt of the Grade Appeal Form, this grade is considered final.  If this grade is different from the original grade assigned by the instructor, the Registrar’s Office will be notified. 

3. Departmental Grade Appeal Committee

If the chair is unable to reach a resolution between the student and the instructor within 30 working days of receipt of the Grade Appeal Form, the chair will appoint a Departmental Grade Appeal Committee and forward the Grade Appeal Form, along with the instructor’s response, to the Committee at the time of appointment.  The Departmental Grade Appeal Committee will consist of the following four members: one student, one faculty member from within the department, and one faculty member from outside the department, and the department chair.  The department chair will chair the Committee and act as a non-voting member.  While the instructor and the student may comment on the composition of the committee within 2 working days of its appointment, the final decision on the committee’s composition rests with the chair.

The Departmental Grade Appeal Committee does not have subpoena power.  The principals (i.e., the student and the instructor) may not be represented by counsel.  The hearing of the grade appeal by the committee is a closed meeting to be attended only by the Grade Appeal Committee, the student, and the instructor.  The student or the instructor may waive his or her right to attend.

The Departmental Grade Appeal Committee may request additional materials from the student or instructor within 10 working days of the appointment of the committee, and those materials shall be provided to the Committee within 5 additional working days. 

The Departmental Grade Appeal Committee will render a decision no later than 20 working days after it is appointed, and distribute that decision in writing to the student, instructor and department chair within the 20 working days.  If neither the student nor the instructor contest the Departmental Grade Appeal Committee’s recommendation within 5 working days of receipt of the recommendation, then the grade is final and not subject to further appeal and, in case the decision involves a change from the original grade, the Registrar’s Office will be notified.

4. College Grade Appeal Board

Should the recommendation by the Departmental Grade Appeal Committee be contested by either the student or the instructor, the Grade Appeal Form and all related materials will be forwarded to the dean of the college or school which offers the course within 5 working days.  Within 10 working days of receipt of these materials, the dean will appoint a College Grade Appeal Board, provide the Board with the materials related to the appeal, and will notify the student and instructor of its composition.  

The College Grade Appeal Board will be comprised of three voting members: two faculty members from within the department that teaches the class and one faculty member from another department.  Neither the instructor nor the Departmental Grade Appeal Committee member from outside the department may serve on the College Grade Appeal Board.  The student and the instructor may comment on the composition of the Board within 2 working days of its appointment.  The final decision on the Board’s composition rests with the dean.  

The College Grade Appeal Board does not have subpoena power.  The principals may not be represented by counsel.  The grade appeal hearing by the Board is a closed meeting to be attended only by the Board, the student, and the instructor. The student or the instructor may waive his or her right to attend.

The College Grade Appeal Board may request additional materials from the student or instructor within 10 working days of the appointment of the Board, and those materials shall be provided to the Board within 5 additional working days.  The Board will render a decision no later than 20 working days after it is appointed.  This decision is not subject to appeal.  The dean, department chair, instructor and student will be notified of the decision in writing within the 20 working days, and, in case the decision involves a change from the original grade, the Registrar’s Office will be notified. 
	ACTION: 

Provost’s Office to review changes and advise A&R of changes.


	PEOPLESOFT IMPLICATIONS:

1. The PeopleSoft environment can accommodate the policy as written.








Recommendations of the Non-Traditional Faculty Task Force

With Suggestions from the Executive Board
August, 2009

In June, the Faculty Senate voted to instruct the Executive Board to review the twelve recommendations of the Non-Traditional Faculty Task Force, and advise the Senate on how to best proceed.

The Executive Board supports senate approval of R1 (Bridge Funding), if it is amended, and also supports senate approval of R2 (Retirement Benefits on Overload Salary) and R10 (Recognition of LOAs).  The Executive Board does not support senate approval of the other recommendations, either because we think they are impractical or the issue is being addressed in other ways.  In the case of R3 (Professional Development Leaves), the Executive Board recommends an alternative. In the case of R7 (Advancement of Administrative Faculty), the Executive Board recommends that this issue be studied further by the AFP3 Committee.

R1: Bridge Funding
Recognizing that funding for soft-money faculty can run out for brief periods of times despite all efforts to win continuous funding, often due to slow proposal reviews or decisions on funding, or delays in allocation of already awarded funds, and that this group of faculty in many cases brings in substantial external funding and F&A, and considering that many other institutions have bridge funding and use models where the number of months of bridge funding available to soft-money faculty increases with increasing longevity at the institution; and that some institution consider bridge funding as part of the benefits to be funded through and increased fringe benefit rate (for example, DRI), it is recommended that a system of bridge funding for NTT faculty be developed to cover brief periods without funding, due to shortfall/end of funding or emergency situations such as illness, and that the length of time covered be dependent on years of service, productivity, track record and other criteria to be developed, and that this bridge funding be considered as part of the benefit and thus funded through increased fringe benefits. Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate urge administration to take action, and that the Faculty Senate tasks the Faculty Committee on Salary and Benefits to assist in developing appropriate models.

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board supports senate approval of this recommendation, with the amendment that bridge funding be allocated on the merit of prospective grant applications and funding availability, not as a guaranteed job right. In response to an earlier recommendation of this Task Force, both the Salary & Benefits Committee and the ad hoc Research & Grants Committee have been looking at this issue. If approved, the senate office will submit a Request for Action (RFA) to the president, and follow up with any additional analysis that is needed to implement this policy. For example, we may want to have a policy that anyone who receives a Notice of Nonrenewal (NNR) due to lack of funding could be informed of their right to request bridge funding.

 

R2: Retirement Benefits on Overload Salary
Recognizing that faculty on B-contracts do not accumulate retirement benefits for overload days, and that overload salary can exceed 30% of the annual salary, and considering that a large fraction of the respondents to the academic and administrative surveys were in favor of receiving retirement benefits on overload salaries, it is recommended that faculty on B contract be offered the option of having retirement benefits paid on overload salary. Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks administration to develop the necessary procedures and that the Faculty Senate tasks the Faculty Senate Committee on Salary and Benefits to follow up on the implementation of this recommendation.

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board supports senate approval of this recommendation. If the Senate votes to approve, the senate office will send an RFA to the president on this issue.

 

R3: Professional Development Leaves
Recognizing that non-traditional faculty currently has no or very little opportunities for professional leaves, and that therefore, non-traditional faculty is hampered in keeping up with changes and new developments in their fields; it is recommended that funding for professional development leave (including sabbatical) be established, and that professional leave be considered a part of the benefit and, where possible, be funded through increased fringe benefit rates. Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks administration to take necessary action, and that the Faculty Senate tasks the Faculty Committee on Salary and Benefits to assist in developing appropriate models.

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not support senate approval of this recommendation. Administrative faculty are already eligible for professional development leave, when funds are available, but it is not possible to provide paid development leave to faculty whose salaries are generated from grants or contracts, unless the funding agency is willing to provide such leave in addition to paying for services provided.  This benefit would also compete for funding with bridge funding, which we already support. Instead, the Executive Board recommends an alternative recommendation (R3A), that the university create shorter paid leaves for the professional development of administrative faculty, which could be used on a wider basis once funding becomes available again.

R4: Voting Rights
Recognizing that equality in voting rights is important to foster the spirit of democratic process essential to an institution of higher learning and impacts the level to which faculty feel “ownership” of their department and unit, and considering that many NTT faculty survey respondents indicated fewer voting rights than tenured faculty and emphasized the negative aspects of this inequality, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate advocate for broadest possible voting rights for all faculty, that Faculty Senate require that all by-laws clearly describe voting rights for all faculty, including non-traditional faculty, that by-laws be posted on the Faculty Senate website, and that in cases where there are some areas that non-traditional faculty may not vote on, a rationale be included that explains this particular situation. Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks the Faculty Committee on By-Laws to adhere to this recommendation.

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not support senate approval of this recommendation. Instead, the Executive Board supports the clarification of voting rights proposed by the Bylaws & Code Committee.

R5: Notice of Non-Renewal
Recognizing that many non-traditional faculty appointments are on a yearly basis and require annual renewals, and that most of these appointments have a 30-day period of notice, it is recommended that the minimum number of days of notice for a notice of non-renewal is increased to be at least 60 days, with number of days of notice increasing with increasing longevity. Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks the Faculty Committee on Salary and Benefits to seek ways to implement this recommendation, which will require approval of the Board of Regents.

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not support senate approval of this recommendation. The 30-day notice requirement is determined by the NSHE Code, and we feel that there would be no support by the Regents to extend this. The president is giving more notice (60-90 days) where possible, but this requires many grant-funded faculty to have a longer cushion in the future grant funding they report. The Executive Board supports the president’s policy where practicable, and also supports the recommendation for bridge funding. The Executive Board also thinks that certain proposals from the ad hoc Research & Grants Committee may help address some of this problem as well.

R6: Access to State Funds
Recognizing that state funds frequently become available through vacated or new positions, it is recommended that non-traditional faculty have equal access to apply for these funds; that in the case of non-traditional faculty who have already received notice of non-renewal, the university should take proactive steps to contact these employees to let them know of relevant new job opportunities; and that proactive steps be taken to contact LOA faculty who have been teaching in a department and to offer them to teach more hours for tenured faculty on sabbatical. 

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not support senate approval of this recommendation, though certainly proactive steps to ease the loss of employment are laudable. The university has changed its budget practices so that current salary savings no longer exist, and deans have authority over the use of future salary savings, including creating more permanent faculty positions. In many cases, non-traditional faculty are being paid with those same funds, and so applying for them when the funds become no longer available is problematic at best.

 

R7: Advancement of Administrative Faculty
Recognizing that there is currently no clear process for the promotion and advancement of administrative faculty and it is recommended that written protocols be developed that articulate methods (handbook, training sessions, web-based information, supervisor training, etc.) for developing personal and professional skill sets that will position administrative faculty for advancement opportunities. Human Resources should continue to develop methods of career advancement through mechanisms such as “lines of progression.” 

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not support senate approval of this recommendation at this time, but instead recommends that consideration of its viability and logistics be given as a charge to the Administrative Faculty Personnel Policies & Procedures Committee. The Executive Board also recommends creation of an ad hoc committee to consider whether the university should have a consistent policy on the promotion or advancement of lecturers and other zero-rank academic faculty.

R8: LOA Compensation for Extra Services
Recognizing that many LOA faculty provide service to the university (such as serving on search committees, department internal reviews, etc.) outside of their contracted teaching duties without receiving proper or any compensation it is recommended that a mechanism be established to compensate LOA faculty for service to the university provided outside of their contracted teaching duties. 

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not support senate approval of this recommendation as worded. LOAs are hired for specific tasks and short-term funding at usually much lower salaries than faculty in the same department, and service is not usually listed as a duty in the letter of appointment. The Executive Board recommends that departments refrain from requiring or encouraging LOAs to provide extra services outside their contracted teaching or research duties.  Extra services should only be expected if they are specified in the letter of appointment.

R9: LOA Representation on Faculty Senate
Recognizing that LOA faculty is currently not represented on the Faculty Senate and considering that the Faculty Senate is the only institutionalized component for faculty at large to participate in shared governance, it is recommended that LOA faculty with a minimum tenure at UNR (e.g., four years) be given the right to vote for faculty senate representative from their college or unit, and that a mechanism be established that provides for at least one LOA seat on the Faculty Senate and that encourages LOA faculty to run for Faculty Senate. 

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not support senate approval of this recommendation. Faculty on letters of appointment are not covered under university bylaws. There is no mechanism for LOA representation on the Senate, nor any practical way for LOAs to elect one of their own to the Senate. Most of them do not know each other, especially across the different units. LOA tenure is extremely variable and, even if extending over multiple years, may consist of single courses. LOA contracts are also generally limited to specific tasks that do not readily equate to the broader range of faculty responsibilities, and service on the Senate is not one of their assigned duties. The Executive Board already has the authority to appoint LOA faculty as nonvoting members of senate committees, presuming these duties are specified in the letter of appointment.

R10: Recognition of LOA Faculty
Recognizing that annual awards are an important means to give recognition to individual faculty for outstanding service and achievements, and that there is currently no award dedicated to LOA or, more generally, to non-traditional faculty, it is recommended that an annual “Outstanding LOA Teacher of the Year Award” be established, and that other ways to recognize the contributions of non-traditional faculty be explored. 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board supports a “Sense of the Senate” that would encourage deans to find ways to recognize the important contributions that LOAs make in their departments and colleges, including perhaps college awards for best part-time instructor.

 

R11: Welcome Package for New Faculty
Considering that many respondents to the surveys stated that they were not informed about major conditions attached to their positions (including annual renewal, role statement, evaluation procedures, etc.) and that many respondents commented negatively on the fact that it took considerable time for new faculty to understand the job conditions and their implications for their work, it is recommended that a new hire “on-boarding” program be developed by the Faculty Senate and Human Resources for all faculty that addresses pertinent information for each employee type including the nature of these contracts and positions, rights, benefits, etc. and that all department, colleges and university by-laws be made available on a web page for easy access. 

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not think any further action is necessary for most non-traditional faculty. The university already provides a welcome packet which explains terms of the contract, much of the necessary information is dispersed throughout the HR web, though it could perhaps be improved and the Executive Board will check to make sure this information is made available for LOAs too. The senate office is also currently completing a single official online repository for all governing documents, at http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/govdocs/. 
6.3 Future of the Task Force
The survey results and the prospect of a continuously growing number and fraction of non-traditional faculty warrant a constant spot-light on issues relevant to this part of faculty. The Task Force has discussed two alternatives which both have advantages and disadvantages. One alternative would be to maintain the Non-Traditional Faculty Task Force as a standing Committee. This would emphasize the importance of maintaining a focus on the evolving conditions for this increasing group of faculty and would institute a dedicated means to follow up recommendations aiming at improved conditions for this group. However, this would increase the number of committees and thus be contrary to the declared goal of the Faculty Senate to reduce the number of committees. The other alternative would be to include the focus on non-traditional faculty as a permanent part in the charge of an appropriate committee. This would not increase the number of committees. However, the situation of non-traditional faculty is complex and deserves attention in social, economic, and legal aspects, which in this breadth are hardly covered by any of the other committees. Thus, it would be necessary to split non-traditional faculty issues over several standing committees (e.g., Salary and Benefits, By-laws, etc.) which carries the danger of dimming or losing the necessary spotlight on the broad conditions affecting this group of faculty.

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not recommend making this task force a standing committee. The issues addressed by the task force should be (and in many cases now are being) addressed by other standing committees.


Faculty Senate Committee Guideline
Revised August, 2009
Scope:

This  Guideline covers faculty senate procedures for senate committees, except for the nominating committee and the executive board, which are specifically described in the faculty senate bylaws. These procedures may not conflict with senate bylaws, the UNR Bylaws, or the NSHE Code.

All such senate committees exist at the pleasure of and are advisory to the senate. Senate committees may be either standing (i.e., there is an expectation that they will continue) or ad-hoc. Upon recommendation of the executive board, the senate may vote to create, eliminate, or alter any committee. 

Annual Charges:

Unless the senate specifically decides otherwise, all committees are charged for annual terms. Standing committees may be charged on either a calendar-year (January-December) or an academic-year (August-May) schedule, as follows for current (2009) standing committees:

 
Calendar Year Term: 
BCC - Bylaws and Code Committee


TC - Technology Committee


SBC – Salary & Benefits Committee

   
Academic Year Term:
ASC - Academic Standards Committee


CAC - Campus Affairs Committee





AFP3 - Administrative Faculty Personnel Policy and Procedures
Committees may have standing charges as well as specific charges for the year. These charges are proposed by the executive board, and are subject to approval by the full senate. 
Membership and Terms:

The executive board shall have sole responsibility, on behalf of the senate, for appointment of committee members and chairs.  Eligibility for committee membership is described in the senate bylaws. 
Committee members are appointed annually, and are notified by the senate office annually regarding their appointment. Members shall normally serve three consecutive one-year appointments, which are renewed as long as they remain in good standing and are able to contribute to the work of the committee.  The executive board may choose not to reappoint any committee member, or may choose to appoint any member to a fourth or fifth consecutive annual term if they deem it necessary. No member should be appointed to more than five consecutive years.

Committee members may be recommended by any member of the senate, outgoing committee chairs, deans or other equivalent administrators, or the faculty committee preference survey. The executive board shall try as much as possible to choose a representative group of faculty with experience and interest in matters related to the charges, and shall consult with the incoming committee chair prior to appointment.

Committee Chair:

At the time a committee’s new annual charges are approved by the senate, the executive board shall appoint a committee chair to a one-year term. The committee chair does not have to be a previous member of the committee, though it would usually be preferable. 
Once appointed by the executive board, the committee chair shall contact current committee members and new nominations from the executive board in order to ensure they are all still willing and able to contribute to the work of the committee. After the executive board then appoints the members of the committee, the senate office will notify both new and continuing members of their appointment. 
The committee chair is responsible for setting the agenda and scheduling committee meetings at least once a month, or more often if required. The chair shall plan committee work and delegate tasks to committee members to ensure that the charges are addressed. It is the responsibility of the chair to ensure that if a committee breaks into subcommittees, the entire committee has vetted and approved their recommendations prior to it coming to the executive board or senate.

Committee Liaison:

The executive board may appoint any senator to serve as a liaison to the committee, and this liaison shall regularly report to the executive board and the senate, as required. The executive board may also appoint senators to serve as liaisons to other committees outside the senate. The liaison shall serve as a full member of the committee, unless instructed otherwise by the executive board.
Committee Report:

The chair is expected to give a mid-term report to the executive board regarding progress on the charges, and present the final written report to both the executive board and the full senate. The executive board acts on behalf of the senate to provide feedback and make suggestions in order to ensure that the committee is, in the executive board’s judgment, addressing its charges in an appropriate manner. The executive board may delay presentation to the senate so that the committee may reconsider its recommendations or consider any criticisms or suggestions. However, the executive board shall not prevent the committee from presenting any recommendation to the senate that the committee still chooses to present, and shall not require alteration of the report, if the committee chooses to proceed over the executive board’s response. 

The committee should consult with the senate office as to the appropriate format of the committee’s report.  A report should begin with a list of members and charges, and then discuss each of the charges in turn.  A committee report should inform the members of the senate, it should provide an objective analysis using appropriate data, and where appropriate should review the policies and experiences of other universities, especially those considered peer or aspirant institutions.  It should make clear recommendations, and where possible give alternatives for the senate to consider.  Committee members should bear in mind that the purpose of the committee is to advise the senate, and the purpose of the report is to help the senate make better-informed decisions.

The committee chair must provide the written draft of the final report to the executive board at least two weeks prior to the scheduled senate meeting presentation, so the executive board may give it a final review, distribute it to the members of the senate (who may, if they choose, distribute it to the faculty they represent for input), and place the report on the senate agenda. The chair then has the responsibility to present the draft report to the full senate, to discuss its recommendations and answer any questions the senate may have.

Once the committee chair has presented the written draft of the final report to the senate, the faculty senate chair shall entertain a motion from the senate to accept or reject the report. Acceptance of a report by the senate implies that the senate agrees that the committee has appropriately fulfilled its responsibility to address its charges, but it does not imply that the senate agrees with the findings of the report or any of its recommendations. Once accepted, a report is placed on the faculty senate website. In the interest of transparency, rejected reports shall usually be placed on the website too, albeit with an appropriate disclaimer. 

Committee Recommendations:

In addition to any description or analysis of issues related to committee charges, committees may make specific recommendations to the senate. These may take the form of a Request for Action (RFA), which, once approved, the senate shall forward to the president. The committee may also request a general “Sense of the Senate” on a principle, or recommend further study in the form of a new committee charge.

Committee recommendations should be clear and specific. Requests for action by the President should clearly explain what needs to be changed, and by whom, and they should include some consideration and indication of the general fiscal impact (e.g., none, $, $$, or $$$) for both direct costs and the effort required for implementation. Any sense of the senate should be written appropriately for senate consideration. 

Committee recommendations contained within the report are voted on individually by the full senate. The senate may accept recommendations as written, accept recommendations as modified by the senate, or reject the recommendations, and the senate chair follows appropriate parliamentary procedures. 
If approved by the senate, recommended RFAs are prepared by the senate office and sent to the President for approval and implementation. If a committee’s recommendation is rejected, the senate or the executive board may decide to either let the recommendation die or send it back to the committee with modification or additional instructions.
Committee Recognition:

Committee service is important to the principle of faculty governance and to the functioning of the university. At the conclusion of each year, each committee chair will be asked for feedback regarding involvement of their committee members. The faculty senate chair shall provide information on their service for every committee member in good standing, for purposes of annual evaluation. This shall be sent to the faculty member and his or her department chair or supervisor.  
Instructions for all Faculty Senate Committees:
1. In consultation with the Executive Board, present a comprehensive written report to the Faculty Senate addressing all charges, utilizing the committee report template. 

2. Provide a brief monthly oral summary of activities to the Senate through the Senate Liaison.
3. Work with the Senate Manager to maintain committee documents using Sharepoint software.
Standing Charges for all Faculty Senate Committees:
1. Review committee charges and recommendations over the prior three years, and report to the Senate on the implementation of the past committee recommendations approved by the Senate. 

2. Make recommendations on the future status, organization, structure, and charges of the committee. Consider whether the committee is necessary and effective, and how could it be improved.

3. Upon request by the Executive Board, review any proposals affecting committee objectives, and report recommendations to the Executive Board within six weeks after receipt of any request for review.
4. Upon request by the Executive Board, serve as a sounding board for the Executive Board for issues related to committee charges and objectives.

5. Upon request by the Executive Board, appoint a liaison from among the members of the committee to other university committees with related charges, in order to ensure better coordination and communication.  
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Submitted by:  Chair’s Name
Date Submitted
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Detailed Committee Activity

(For Each Annual and Standing Charge)
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June 8, 2009
TO:

Milton Glick, President

FROM:

Elliott Parker, Chair



2009-10 Faculty Senate

SUBJECT:  
Request for Action



Recommendations from the 09-10 __________ Committee
Over the past year, the Faculty Senate’s ____________ Committee has worked on a set of charges and has made a list of recommendations for your consideration.  The recommendations attached were presented at the _______ Faculty Senate Meeting and the motion for approval, passed by a vote of the senate completed ______________, are included.  You will also find the __________ final report and supplemental information attached, including committee findings and rationale for the recommendations.

The Faculty Senate requests your support in presenting the recommendations to the appropriate university entities for consideration.  Please check approval or failure on each item and leave comments as deemed appropriate, then return to the Faculty Senate Office.  
Should you wish to discuss this further with the executive board, please contact Michelle Hritz to arrange a meeting time.

Thank you.

C:

Attachments:  Committee recommendations and senate vote for approval

                     _______________ committee report


Faculty Senate ______________ Committee 2009-10
Charge One: ______________________ 

Committee recommendation:

Changes needed to accomplish the recommendation:
Cost (amount and who would be responsible to provide):
Additional resources (employees, supplies, equipment, etc.):

Policy Implications (changes, new policies, etc.):
MOTION: 

ACTION: 
Recommended by:  _______________________________


___________




Jannet Vreeland, 




Date

Vice Provost/Secretary of University Budget and Personnel


Approved by:  ____________________________________


___________




Milton Glick, 





Date

President
Provisions (if any) for approval:

If not approved, rationale:







































The Senate Executive Board recommends approval of the attached proposal to merge CED and HDFS.

 

The Senate clearly has a designated role in reviewing program reorganizations. According to NSHE Code, Title 2, Chapter 1, Section 1.4.9. ,“creation, abolition or substantial alteration in the organization of administrative units within a System institution shall be approved only after prior consultation with the senate or the faculty of the administrative unit of the System institution involved.”   According to Section 2.1.3 of the UNR Bylaws, “Before any recommendation is made by the President concerning the creation, abolition, transfer, or any substantial alteration in the mission, function, structure, or location of units, formal consultation shall occur with: 1) the faculty of that unit and other faculty that may be directly affected, 2) the dean or designated administrator concerned, and 3) the Faculty Senate. Review by the Faculty Senate will be conducted in accordance with Faculty Senate Guidelines and Procedures for the Review of Changes in Organization.”  

 

The Executive Board is of the opinion that the basis of any senate review needs to be developed further, and will be proposing amendments to Senate Guidelines in the near future.  In general, we propose that the Senate should consider whether:

(1)   Process was followed, as defined in the UNR Bylaws;

(2)   The proposal gives enough information for the President and/or the Regents to make the decision;

(3)   Faculty members in the affected units support the reorganization;

(4)   The resources for the reorganization are available; 

(5)   It does not adversely affect other groups on campus; and

(6)   It does not adversely affect faculty rights.

 

If these six conditions are met, then approval by the Senate should be automatic, regardless of the merits.  If some of these conditions are not met, then the Senate should consider the merits of the proposed reorganization before making a recommendation to the President.

 

In terms of the attached CED-HDFS proposal, the Executive Board sees no problems.  The reorganization does not appear to require significant additional resources, and the report is clearly written. It is a significant reorganization, but one where there is no opposition from the parties involved.  All parties were duly involved with the process and we do not find any threat to faculty rights or autonomy. 

Organizational Unit Change
DATE OF REQUEST: May 14, 2009

INSTITUTION: University of Nevada, Reno

CURRENT NAME:
Department of Counseling and Educational Psychology




Department of Human Development and Family Studies

PROPOSED UNIT CHANGE: Merge Both Departments

EFFECTIVE DATE OF CHANGE: July 1, 2009

PART I
A. Brief Description of Proposal

The Department of Counseling and Educational Psychology and the Department of Human Development and Family Studies want to merge into one department and be called, the “Department of Educational Psychology, Counseling, and Human Development (ECHD).”

B. Justification for Proposed Change in Existing Program or Structure

The purpose of this merger is:

· Manage teaching resources effectively to increase SFTE

· Eliminate duplication of courses

· Enhance the educational experience of students 

· Decrease administrative costs

· Increase research using existing data bases in both departments

· Increase innovative (distance) delivery of coursework- especially in rural areas of Nevada

· Build nationally a profiled department, based upon existing financial and human resources, that will continue to attract a new and diverse student population at the undergraduate and graduate levels

C. Relationship to Other Programs or Units within the Institution and System
1. The current CEP Department provides service coursework for the undergraduate teacher preparation in the College of Education. These include courses in information technology (EDU 204; EDU 214) and educational psychology (EPY 330).

2. The current CEP Department provides service elective coursework for graduate studies in Curriculum Teaching and Learning as well as in Educational Specialties through the following coursework: CEP 705, Human Growth and Development; CEP 636 Cognitive Learning; CEP 738 Learning Theories in Education. 

3. The current CEP Department provides required and elective coursework in statistics and research for the following graduate programs in the College of Education: CEP 640 Educational Measurement and Statistics; CEP 740 Advanced Educational Measurement and Statistics; CEP 741, Applied Research Design and Analysis in Education-I; CEP Applied Research Design and Analysis in Education-II; CEP 775 Doctoral Research Seminar.

4. The current HDFS Department collaborates with an Interdisciplinary Ph.D. program in Social Psychology.  One faculty member from HDFS will continue to serve as a core faculty member in that doctoral program.

5. The current HDFS Department has faculty appointments in the University of Nevada Cooperative Extension. The major portion of the appointment of one faculty member is as an Extension Specialist, and this appointment will continue with ongoing relationships with UNCS field faculty throughout the state. One soon-to-be-vacant position, due to a retirement, was also funded by UNCE, and it is hoped that this position will be reinstated to the new department once the financial situation improves.

6. The current HDFS Department has an interdisciplinary program in early childhood education offered jointly by the Department of Human Development and Family Studies, in the College of Education, and the Department of Educational Specialties, in the College of Education. The program is designed to provide specific training to students interested in working with young children from birth through grade 2.
D. Estimate of Resources Needed for Proposed Change (personnel, library holdings, 
facilities, equipment)

In that the merger involves existing units, CEP and HDFS, we anticipate current 
funding levels and are not requesting additional resources at this time. 

Personnel: 

· The merging departments will need to retain the services of the two Administrative Assistants currently working in HDFS, and the one Administrative Assistant currently in CEP.

Facilities:

· The merging departments will remain in their respective locations on the UNR campus: Sarah Fleischmann Building (HDFS) and William Raggio Building (CEP). 

· The Department Chair will need office space in Sarah Fleischmann.


Library Holdings:

· No additional library resources are needed


Equipment:

· No additional equipment is needed

E. Estimated Annual Financial Impact of Proposed Change

Cost Saving:

· Move “A” Contract to “B” Contract for current HDFS Chair 

· Eliminate Chair position in HDFS 

· Eliminate HDFS Chair Stipend
· Will gain efficiency through teaching resource management

Part II
A. Description and mission of the unit of proposed change
Mission Statement
The Department of Educational Psychology, Counseling, and Human Development (ECHD)  is a component of Nevada’s Land Grant University located in the College of Education. The mission of the Department is to provide leadership in the study of educational psychology, informational technology, marriage and family therapy, school and community counseling, child and family studies, and early childhood education. Our mission encompasses: (1) producing graduates with bachelor’s, master’s, and doctoral degrees; (2) providing knowledge and skills to undergraduate and graduate students throughout the University in the areas of Educational Psychology, Counseling, and Human Development and Family Studies; (3) generating and disseminating scholarly and creative research; (4) working with state-wide Cooperative Extension staff in providing programs that meet the needs of the citizens of the state; and (5) making available professional expertise at state, national, and international levels through service and outreach.  
B. Statement of Objectives
Objectives
1. Offer quality undergraduate and graduate programs (BA, MA, MS, M.Ed., Ed.S., Ph.D., and Ed.D.) in Human Development and Family Studies, Educational Psychology/Information Technology, Counseling, School Psychology, and Human Development and Learning.
2. These programs share the following ideals, values, and underlying principles:

i. The underpinnings are based on rich and diverse theories.

ii. Professional practice is based on reflective and critical application of scholarly knowledge.

iii. Programs are based on a deep understanding of human development, in context of home, family, school, and/or community.

iv. An understanding of cultural differences and demonstration of competence and sensitivity in practice is essential.

v. Interpersonal skills and techniques meet high professional standards. 

vi. A key component is the ability to understand and conduct research.

C. Plan for Assessment of Objectives


The new department will follow the university assessment plans that have already 
been established and conducted for each unit. Modifications will be made, as 
needed, once the merger is completed.
D. Contribution and relationship of proposed change to the following:

1. Institutional mission

The proposed merger between HDFS and CEP addresses and promotes the institutional mission (currently under review for inclusion into the new academic strategic plan, April, 2009) by:

a. Offering high-quality degree programs;

b. Offering undergraduate programs in Human Development and Family Studies and in Early Childhood Education (ECE);

c. Offering a graduate program (MS) in Human Development and Family Studies;

d. Offering graduate professional degrees that lead to State of Nevada licensure in School Counseling, Marriage and Family Therapy, School Psychology; and an undergraduate degree leading to licensure in Early Childhood Education (ECE);

e. Offering interdisciplinary program in Early Childhood Education with the Department of Educational Specialties (COE);

f. Offering outreach to children, youth, and families through Cooperative Extension, Early Head Start, and the Child and Family Research Center; and,

g. Continuing to advance knowledge and dissemination of research findings  aimed at solving problems identified at state, regional, and national levels.

2. Campus strategic plan
Although the campus strategic plan is in the process of being finalized during the summer of 2009, several themes have arisen that are valued by the university. The newly merged department addresses the following anticipated elements or components of the campus plan:

a.  The newly merged department will continue efforts at teaching resource management and attempt to faculty teaching in front of more students;  

b. The merger will also expose approximately 200 undergraduate majors in HDFS to graduate programs in the new ECHD department. This exposure can lead to increased enrollment in the new department’s graduate programs;

c. The merger will also produce new opportunities for junior faculty in CEP to utilize existing databases from HDFS research and from the Child and Family Research Center. This can potentially increase relevant research by these junior faculty members that link the theory and practice of child and family studies in the State of Nevada and in the nation;

d. HDFS will bring grants and a culture of grant writing into the new Department. The success of these grants, concomitant with the exposure of a grant-writing culture to junior faculty members in CEP, will enhance a culture aimed at linking outreach and research;

e. The new department will direct its resources towards enhancing programs that have the greatest potential at promoting the Department, College of Education, and the University of Nevada, Reno, while eliminating those programs that have low enrollment, or are less central to the core mission of the College.

3. College of Education strategic plan
Goals for the College of Education (2009-2015) include: a) increasing resources to support quality academic, research, and outreach programs; b) increasing the relevance of work through quality graduate and undergraduate programs; fostering partnerships to improve education and services; promotion of interdisciplinary preparation; and strengthen linkages.

4. Other programs in the institution

The HDFS Department is involved in the interdisciplinary doctoral program in Social Psychology. The Department has one core faculty member of this program who advises students, supervises dissertations, and teaches occasional individual course sessions on topics in which he has expertise.
5. Other related programs in the System
Currently, the University of Nevada, Las Vegas offers graduate degree programs in: Marriage and Family Therapy (MA), School Counseling (M.Ed.), Community Mental Health Counseling (MS), and Early Childhood Education. They also offer an undergraduate minor in Family Studies.

The MFT program at UNLV is housed in the College of Urban Affairs. School Counseling and Community Mental Health Counseling are located within the College of Education. The MFT program is different at UNLV than at UNR in that the former is accredited by the Commission on Accreditation for Marriage and Family Therapy (COAMFT) and UNR’s program is accredited by the Council for Accrediting Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACREP). This means that the coursework is different. Yet, both programs lead to a license in MFT issued by the State of Nevada. UNR decided to have only one accrediting agency in the Department. The issue of accreditation, among other things, was the reason that the UNLV program moved out of the College of Education and into the College of Urban Affairs.

UNLV’s undergraduate minor in Family Studies is different from the major in HDFS that is offered at UNR as well. The curriculum in the minor at UNLV has introductory coursework in marriage and family therapy, and thus, is focused on intervention and counseling. At UNR, the HDFS Department major is primarily focused on primary prevention and education. Hence, while both offer undergraduate coursework in family studies, the orientation of the minor and UNLV is dramatically different from that perspective held by faculty in HDFS at UNR.

The College of Education at UNLV includes a program in Early Childhood Education, which is housed in the Department of Special Education.

UNR’s Early Childhood Program is fully articulated with such two-year programs at the community colleges in northern Nevada, including Truckee Meadows Community College, Western Nevada College, and Great Basin College.

E. Evaluation of need for the proposed change

The financial situation at UNR (and elsewhere) precipitated the discussions related to merging. However, both Departments have acknowledged and interacted with each other throughout the years and have known of the potential for affiliation. Numerous CEP students have taken graduate coursework electives in HDFS as part of their studies in Marriage and Family Therapy. With the financial situation and retirements that have or will be taking place in the immediate years ahead for both HDFS and CEP, both departments felt this was the time to merge the discipline inherent in HDFS studies with the professional degrees offered in CEP. In addition, both departments have some relatively common coursework, providing possibilities for future streamlining. The merger will afford students improved and expanded course content.

F.  Procedures used to arrive at the decision to make the proposed change

Both HDFS and CEP Department Chairs have engaged in extensive conversations with the College of Education Dean regarding the plausibility of such a merger. With the Dean’s permission, the two chairs initiated conversations with their respective department faculty for indications to proceed. We have conducted three faculty retreats for the purposes of getting acquainted, discussion of curricular implications of a merger, and to draft a tentative Mission Statement with concomitant Objectives (see Part II, A).

Both Departments polled their faculty and conducted a formal, secret-ballot vote. The results of the vote were: 22-0 in favor (1 person did not vote).

G. Capability within the following areas to make the proposed change

1. Faculty Strengths

Faculty strengths in HDFS and CEP are inextricably intertwined at core assumptive levels. Both HDFS and the Counseling faculty of CEP believe in the 
fundamental necessity of primary prevention and education. The theoretical 
orientations of faculty in both departments are grounded in a human development model. HDFS faculty believes in and teaches this orientation to their undergraduate and graduate students. The profession of counseling is founded upon a similar human development model in which client “problems” are placed in the context of human growth and development. Hence, a very real and fundamental strength among faculty of these two departments is based upon this common perspective. In this way, the mission to educate our students has an enhanced focus that is deepened and strengthened through the merger.

Both HDFS and CEP faculty are involved in research, and the merger will enable the new Department to grow in its research efforts. HDFS has a strong outreach component in the area of early childhood, youth/adolescence, and families through Extension and the CFRC. CEP has an accredited program in marital, couple, and family counseling that has implications for outreach. The social science focus of HDFS strengthens the knowledge base of counseling faculty and will help to enhance research skills. This is particularly true when considering the value of combining outreach and research.

CEP faculty have a heavy involvement in the teaching of doctoral research methods and statistics to graduate students.  When this effort is combined with the social science background and interest of HDFS faculty, both departments can become more unified in their research production.

2. Organizational arrangements that must be made within the institution to accommodate the unit


There are no organizational arrangements that must be made with the 
institution to accommodate this merger. 

H. Resource Analysis- proposed source of funds necessary for the proposed change


Letterhead, letterhead envelopes, business cards, etc. are estimated to cost 
HDFS $2408, CEP $2323, and the Child and Family Research Center $4501 
for a total of $9,232.
I. Estimated budgetary and financial ramifications that may result from the proposed change

Move current “A” contract to “B” contract for current HDFS Chair ($26, 646) and elimination of stipend ($7, 692). This will be a total reduction of $37, 338 due to the elimination of the current HDFS Department Chair position.
J. Impact of proposed change on institution’s existing resources
Through this merger, it will be possible to examine the streamlining of course offerings. Moreover, in that the course prefixes should remain the same, CEP students can continue using HDFS courses as elective courses for marriage and family counseling and for school counseling. Hence, this merger will increase the SFTE production for the new department.

Because HDFS will bring an undergraduate program in Human Development and Family Studies, the new Department will be able to offer undergraduate, Masters, and doctorate degrees for the first time.
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