CONSENT AGENDA

University of Nevada, Reno

2009-10 Faculty Senate

September 24, 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 August 27, 2009 (09-10 senate) Meeting Minutes

	Action/Enclosure

	2.
	Request to Approve the 2009-10 Campus Affairs Committee Charges

	Action/Enclosure

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



	4. 
	Request to Approve the 2009-10 Research & Grants Charges

	Action/Enclosure

	5.
	Request to Approve 2009-10 Rank 0 Ad hoc Committee Charges
	Action/Enclosure



	6.
	Request to Approve Speech & Theatre Reorganization Proposal
	Action/Enclosure

	
	
	

	
	
	

	.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


[image: image1.jpg]University of Nevada, Reno




University of Nevada, Reno
Faculty Senate 2009-10

Meeting Minutes

August 27, 2009    


Meeting 3                           

1. Welcome, Introductions, & Roll Call:

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

 Absent: Leah Skalandy (SOM)
Guests: Rod Aeschlimman (SS), Jeff Englin (CABNR), Tom Harrison (COE), Marc Johnson (Provosts) , Jerry Marczynski (SS), Russell Meyer (SS), Marsha Read (VPR), Grant Stitt (CLA). 
2. Research and Grants Committee Final Report; Jeff Englin, Chair:

http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/index.html
The committee members were: Richard Bjur, Rod Case, William Evans, Richard Fulton, Jen Hill, Julie Hogan, Kwang Kim, Hans-Peter Plag, Chris Pritsos, Jeanne Wendel and Wei Yen. Chair Jeff Englin thanked the committee for their work. The process was a big team effort from people all over campus and included one committee member on each committee that the Provost convened. The focus of this committee was to synthesize what occurred in those committees. The committee tried to be outcomes focused. 

MOTION: Kumjian/Kilkenny To approve the report as written

ACTION: Passed, 1 abstention

Parker would like to create a standing Research & Grants Committee and asked senators to endorse the report. He would like it treated as a consent agenda after pulling items that need further discussion. Items pulled were Item IV, recommendations on non-traditional Faculty, and Item VII, recommendations regarding a standing committee. These would be dealt with separately. 

MOTION: Follette/Strauss To endorse the report minus the two pulled items. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously

3. Visit with Executive Vice President & Provost, Marc Johnson:

Executive Vice President & Provost Marc Johnson spoke about the strategic plan and concerns about research and grants. The strategic plan implementation is using a mechanism that will address some of the issues of communication and coordination across disciplines to encourage research. The administration has formed the Center of Renewable Energy which consisted of interdisciplinary cooperation among four deans and several faculty. The center is not limited to just these faculty and could expand if others were interested in collaborating. The university’s mission was not just to maximize dollars, but to increase the quality and quantity of research 

While it did not yet appear that there would be a special session of the legislature to discuss further budget cuts, but everyone was encouraged to continue being frugal with their spending. Tenured faculty would not be taking cuts in FY10, but in FY 11 a 4.6 % increase in workload would need to be shown.  The administration was hoping that there would be two exceptions to the reductions, one for 100% grant funded faculty, the other for those faculty in the practice plan. In both cases a furlough would cost the university money, instead of saving money. The latter case could also create a shortage of care and instruction affecting both patients and students, and also affect the accreditation of the School of Medicine if the number of patient contact visits falls below the required level. 

4. UNR Bylaws Revisions: 

This was tabled in May and Eric Herzik spoke to this as Fred De Rafols, Chair of the Bylaws and Code Committee was teaching. E. Herzik said that much of the changes were housekeeping items such as taking out the wording of the code and just putting in the title, chapter and section numbers. Some proposed changes, however, were more substantive changes such as 2.3.2, definitions and 3.1.4 limitation on voting rights. E. Herzik said that he thought that there were some potential issues on the limitations of voting rights and cited paragraph 3 of 3.1.4 “In their bylaws, departments may limit the right to vote on curricular matters to academic faculty with ongoing teaching responsibilities, and may limit the right to vote on graduate program matters to graduate faculty”.  There was considerable discussion regarding the limitation of voting rights and how it could affect different units. Some senators would like to see voting rights defined at the college or department level as opposed to the university level. Some other suggestions were: grouping voting rights based on tasks performed, or groups in like positions and consider code changes if that is where the issue begins. 

Senators would like to see the bylaws and code committee work more on the language for the definitions and the limitations of voting rights. 

MOTION: To approve these amendments as written

ACTON: Motion failed. 2 abstentions

5. Faculty Senate Bylaws  First Reading: 

The last time the faculty senate bylaws were amended, Jannet Vreeland, Vice Provost & Secretary of the University made a number of suggested changes. One item was the removal of “continuing” faculty, and there were a number of other  minor clarifications in the proposed amendments Parker presented. There were two substantive changes. First would be a change from a two ballot system to a three ballot system in the election of senators, so that all qualified nominees who were willing to serve would appear on the first election ballot, with a run-off ballot if no nominee received the majority of the major unit vote. Second, there was considerable discussion regarding reapportionment and tying senate representation to a unit having bylaws. Parker felt that it was a necessary move to get units to establish bylaws. It would make the bylaws more consistent with the principles of faculty self-governance and the requirement to have bylaws was already specified elsewhere in the same paragraph of senate bylaws. If units did not have their own bylaws, then  they would be represented under the President’s Administrative Unit. Senators expressed concern that the President’s unit did not have bylaws, if the process was not broke, why was it being fixed, would this really give more senate control to the dissolution of units? If this went through, how long would those units that don’t have bylaws be allowed to set up their own bylaws? An alternative might be that each unit say explicitly that they operate under university bylaws. This was a first read of the Faculty Senate Bylaws and senators should discuss these and any alternate language with their faculty. 

6. Silver and Blue Catering: Jerry Marczynski, Associate Vice President, Student Life Services, Russell Meyer, Associate Director, Housing, OPS/Dng, and Rod Aeschlimann, Director, Residential Life Housing and Food Service

When the university was looking for a provider for catering, an RFP was sent out and bids were taken. Once the provider was chosen a contract was negotiated. This contract required all catering in excess of $50.00 be provided through Chartwells,in part to make sure that a caterer was always available. This threshold has recently been renegotiated to $100.00. Chartwells was required to provide catering to the university community even if they could not make a profit, however, they would need to make a profit on the larger events to make it worthwhile.. A slide was displayed comparing catering prices with outside venders and Chartwells was lower than the average. A 10% commission paid to UNR from Chartwells and the funds go back into food services to help keep costs down for students. There was discussion regarding the use of small local businesses on campus for food choices. For example the coffee cart in front of Getchell was a local provider and Mandalay Express is a small business. They are trying to use local products, whenever possible, for example some of the lettuce comes from the greenhouses on Valley Road.

7. Chair’s report: 

· Executive Board Retreat was held in July

· Academic Standards Chair for 09-10: Dana Edberg

· Campus Affairs Chair for 09-10: Victoria Follette

· Charges were written for these committees as well as AFPPP

· Ad hoc committee to look at Rank 0 faculty and consistent guidelines for promotion 

· The senate office has been building a bylaws repository (Michelle Hritz)

· The Regents adopted an emergency code section which will have a second reading in September

· Parker has been looking at university committee guidelines: The senate executive board selects members for many university committees and was hoping to create a more transparent environment for committee service with the guidelines. 
· Budget rumors: if anyone hears them, please try to verify through Elliott Parker before repeating them
8. Campus Affairs: Grant Stitt, Chair:

Link to report:

http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/index.html
The committee membership was: Bruno Bauer, James Fitzsimmons, Mariah Evans, Judith Sugar, Jodi Herzik, Jill Wallace, Matthew Leone, Melanie Minarik, and Victoria Follette.

MOTION: E. Albers/Dietrich. To accept the report as written minus the Sustainability Section. (Charge 5)

ACTION: Passed unanimously

Charge 1 from 2007-08 regarding surveying emeritus faculty to determine the understanding by this group of the availability of benefits and the extent to which the benefits are utilized was not finished until this year.  The summary of this survey and recommendations appear in Appendix B.

Recommendations for this charge were as follows:  

· The Emeriti Faculty reception in the fall should be continued, with dates chosen and announced early. UNR should consider expanding this into a weekend activity, or scheduling it in conjunction with another major UNR event, e.g. Homecoming, to make it more attractive to emeriti living out of state.

· In order to increase emeriti participation in campus activities either free or discounted parking should be provided for emeritus faculty.

· UNR should issue a distinctive ID card to emeriti, something that recognizes their contributions and that is coded so as to automatically link to emeriti discounts.

· Computer Den discounts for emeriti should be available over the internet as well as in person.

· Mackay Stadium should be outfitted with hand rails (great for all our senior Wolfpack fans).

· Emeriti e-mail access needs to be stabilized. The current system where email access is dependent upon HR data eliminates emeriti faculty as they are no longer active in that system.  As a result they often lose access to e-mail and library privileges when those accounts are updated.

· Some person or some office should be charged with maintaining a current directory of emeriti faculty and managing a website that lists current benefits and links to campus events, and that office should be able to answer questions about emeritus benefits.

· Emeriti faculty should be getting campus discounts and university-sponsored services that are available to regular faculty.

· Emeriti faculty should have the opportunity to form an association if they choose, with elected officers who could serve as an advisory board to the Faculty Senate Executive Committee.

(c)  Regarding the future status, organization, and charges of the Campus Affairs Committee we recommend the following:

We recommend further consideration of the 2008-09 Charge 7, that the committee consider the purposes of creating specialized centers, and make recommendations regarding a more flexible model of creating centers, with a probationary period, performance standards and a rigorous review process before the center becomes more permanent.

We recommend that the committee look into further monitoring of the campus morale, especially in light of recent financial problems that have impacted the campus.

Additionally, we recommend that the committee continue to monitor the status of recommendations made in the Morale Task Force 2005-06 Final Report.  
Charge 8.  Research the policies of peer and aspirant universities regarding spousal hiring, and make recommendations. 

A subcommittee composed of Jill Wallace, matt Leone and Grant Stitt Located a list of spousal hiring policy websites from 59 major universities.  Upon reviewing these polices the subcommittee forwarded the following recommendations based upon what seem to be best practices across the reviewed policies.

        Recommendations:

1. We recommend that UNR develop a specific policy governing “non-competitive hiring” under which spousal/partner hires are legitimized. An example and possible model is the following:

“The requirement for a search will be waived in those cases where the hire of the spouse or partner had been included in the offer, contract, or retention agreement with the spouse/partner.  Approval of the spousal/partner hire must be obtained from the President or Provost prior to this condition being added to the spouse/partner’s offer or contract or specified in a retention agreement.  Procedure:  Documentation for a non-competitive hire of a spouse or partner must contain a copy of the spouse’s or partner’s offer, contract, or retention agreement specifying the hire of the spouse/partner.”  [from the University of Arizona.]

2. We recommend that the [appropriate unit] of the University develop a specific policy governing “non-competitive hiring” under which spousal/partner hires are legitimized. An example and possible model for a UNR Spousal/Partner Hiring Policy is the “Dual-Career Guidelines for the University of Rhode Island which appears in Appendix E of “Dual-Career Academic Couples – What Universities Need to Know,” published by the Michelle R. Clayman Institute for Gender Research, Stanford University. (See attached)

3. We recommend, once a spousal/partner hiring policy is developed, that a checklist of appropriate steps involved in the spousal/partner hiring process is created and made available on an appropriate website. An example of a checklist is that provided by the University of Wisconsin Faculty Strategic Hiring Initiative.  (see attached)

MOTION: Kumjian/Sigman-Grant. To accept the recommendations except for the recommendation regarding free or discounted parking for emeriti faculty and to send the recommendations regarding spousal hiring to 09-10 Campus Affairs Committee to articulate with legal counsel and HR. 

ACTION: Passed 1 abstention

9. Consent Agenda:

The following items were pulled from the Consent Agenda: The Campus Affairs Committee Charges, UAM Revisions, the NTTF Recommendations and the June 4, 2009 minutes. The rest of the agenda was approved. 

MOTION: E. Herzik/Kilkenny. To approve the consent agenda without the pulled items.

 ACTION: Passed unanimously.

Campus Affairs Committee Charges: Parker would like the charges to come back to the senate with the following changes or additions: take another look at the centers (Charge 7) and to draft a charge (Charge 8 of the 08-09 committee) to look at the spousal hiring policy with legal counsel and HR. 

MOTION: Kilkenny/Dietrich. To redraft the Campus Affairs Charges.

ACTION: Passed unanimously

Non-traditional Task Force Recommendations: tabled until the September 24, 2009 meeting. Donia would like to speak to this at that time. 

June 4, 2009 Meeting Minutes:

MOTION: E. Herzik/Kilkenny. To approve the minutes as written. 

ACTION: Passed 1 abstention

UAM Revisions: page 9 of 10, use of July 2005-06 salary schedule. Would like to flag this section for administration.

MOTION: E. Herzik/Kilkenny. To approve the rest of the UAM revisions presented.

ACTION: Passed unanimously

10. New Business: 
Judy Strauss spoke about the Business Services Group Portal 
The Business Services Group Portal would go live in the next month and they would like faculty input. For more information please contact Judy Strauss (jstrauss@unr.edu)

Meeting adjourned 5:05 



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.
 

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? 
9. Review a specific proposal from the Provost and Senate Chair on guidelines for the creation, review, and performance standards of specialized centers. 
10. Work with the administration’s legal staff to articulate specific policy recommendations to implement this committee’s recent general recommendations on spousal hiring, which were endorsed by the Senate in August, 2009. 

 

2009-10 Administrative Faculty Personnel Policies and Procedures Committee Charges

Administrative Faculty Personnel Policy & Procedures (AFP3) Committee 

Charges, 2009-10 Academic Year

Purpose: The Administrative Faculty Personnel Policy & Procedures Committee conducts studies on university personnel policies and procedures, and the best practices of our peer and aspirant institutions, to make recommendations to the senate and the administration on matters that affect the welfare and employment status of administrative faculty.

Report due for Presentation to Faculty Senate in April, 2010.
Standing Charges:

1. Review AFP3 Committee charges over the prior three years, and any 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 AFP3 Committee. Consider whether the committee is necessary and effective, and how it could be improved.

3. Upon request by the Executive Board, review any proposals affecting AFP3 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 AFP3 Committee charges and objectives.

5. In consultation with the Executive Board, appoint a liaison from the AFP3 Committee to the University Administrative Manual Committee. Identify any other campus committees with similar missions or concerns, and appoint liaisons as appropriate to facilitate communication between these committees and the Faculty Senate. 
Additional Charges:

6. Building upon items identified in both the Senate charges for 2008-09 and the report from the AFP3 Committee, develop a methodology to systematically identify issues of concern for administrative faculty. Examples of issues previously identified include the criteria for evaluation; organization reporting lines; voting rights for administrative faculty; and the process of non-reappointment. Once these issues are identified, select the most important concerns, and identify both the nature of the concerns and potential alternative responses. Make recommendations to the Senate, as appropriate.

7. UNR Bylaws specify that all faculty, academic and administrative, shall 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. Furthermore, the UNR Bylaws themselves tend to be focused primarily on personnel policies for academic faculty. What bylaws are appropriate and necessary for administrative faculty, and what current examples exist which could be used to create these bylaws? Make recommendations to the Senate, as appropriate.

2009-10 Research and Grants Committee Charges
Research and Grants Committee (RGC)

Charges, 2009-10 Academic Year

Purpose:  The Research and Grants Committee monitors university policies and offices that significantly affect the ability of faculty to compete for external funding, conduct high-quality research, and publish research results. The committee studies the best practices of our aspirant institutions, and makes recommendations to improve the university’s research capacity.

Report due for Presentation to Faculty Senate in April, 2010 – Tentative Date

Standing Charges:

1. Develop strategies to implement the recommendations adopted by the Faculty Senate over the past three years, particularly those recommendations made by the Ad-Hoc Committee on Research and Grants in 2009 and the IRB Review Committee in 2008.  Report on the implementation status of these recommendations, and assess whether any of the recommendations should be modified or dropped.

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

3. Upon request by the Executive Board, review any proposals affecting RGC 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 RGC charges and objectives.

5. Appoint a liaison from the RGC to the Institutional Review Board Executive Committee.  Identify other campus committees with similar missions, and appoint liaisons as appropriate to facilitate communication between these committees and the Faculty Senate.  Recommend strategies for improving communication between RGC, the OHRP office and IRB panels, the Office of Sponsored Project Administration, and other relevant campus committees.

Additional Charges:

6. Working with the Director of the Office of Human Research Protection, develop a mechanism to provide ongoing input into IRB procedures from the faculty and the Senate. 

7. Working with the Vice-President for Research, review the university’s infrastructure for supporting research, and recommend alternatives for improving current support and incentives.

8. Working with the Director of the Office of Sponsored Project Administration, make recommendations to improve the efficiency of the submission and review process for externally-funded grants and contracts.

9. Review policies governing the use of long-term grant-funded research faculty, and their ability to participate in some limited teaching and service roles.

10. Develop a plan to improve support for faculty research and scholarly activities in fields without access to significant external funding. 



Ad-Hoc Committee on Rank 0 Faculty
Charges, Fall 2009

Purpose: This ad-hoc committee is asked to conduct studies and make recommendations on personnel policies, procedures, and practices concerning all types of Rank 0 faculty at the University of Nevada, Reno. 

Report due for presentation to Faculty Senate in January 2010.
Background: Policies concerning the hiring and evaluation of Rank 0 faculty vary considerably across colleges. These variations include such key distinctions as (1) how individuals are hired (open search, search exceptions targeted for specific hires); (2) what minimum qualifications are required for appointment (and especially appointment to the various levels within the Rank 0 category); (3) how the underlying position is funded (dedicated state line, renewable contingent upon funding, or a specific limited term); and (4) whether such individuals are eligible for promotion within rank and what standards and procedures are used to support promotion. This highlights that policies regarding Rank 0 faculty are inconsistent and often poorly defined across campus.

Procedural Charges:

1. Present a written report to the Faculty Senate, as scheduled with the Executive Board, regarding action on the committee’s charges. This report should address, if possible, a review of the status of any existing recommendations concerning Rank 0 faculty that may or may not have been implemented. The report should also make a recommendation on the future status, organization, and charges of the committee. 

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. 
Specific Charges:
1. Are current university and college policies regarding the hiring, evaluation, promotion, and rights of Rank 0 faculty consistent with NSHE Code and UNR Bylaws? 

2. Should there be a consistent university-wide policy regarding promotion of Rank 0 faculty, should this be left entirely to the colleges, or should this policy be a hybrid of university and college policies? 
3. Should policies regarding the hiring process of Rank 0 faculty (i.e. open, competitive search) be established, and should the university establish minimum qualifications for them regardless of the hiring process?

4. Should the different categories of Rank 0 faculty, e.g., clinical faculty, grant-funded research faculty, state-funded lecturers, and contingent (RCUF) lecturers, be defined, and should policies regarding hiring, evaluation, promotion, and rights be differentiated among these categories? 

5. Should a general university philosophy or strategy be adopted that addresses the scope and use of Rank 0 appointments?



MEMORANDUM

TO: 
Faculty Senate
FR: 
Eric Herzik on behalf of the Executive Board
DATE: September 15, 2009

RE: Reorganization of the Department of Speech Communications and Theater
Following the guidelines and process adopted at the August 2009 Faculty Senate meeting, the Executive Board reviewed the proposal to reorganize the Department of Speech Communications and Theater. The proposal is a significant change which splits the existing department and changes reporting lines for faculty. Thus, this reorganization is properly subject to Senate review. In June, the Senate asked the Executive Board to serve as the review committee for this proposal, and make recommendations to the Senate.

The proposal is to split the existing department, having the Theater portion combine with Dance in the CLA School of the Arts, and moving Speech Communication from the School of the Arts to the CLA School for Justice Studies and Social Research. The proposal results from an external review conducted in 2008, which recommended splitting the department into two component parts as they have different academic concerns and curriculum that do not naturally fit in a combined department. Faculty in both components of the existing department have written responses agreeing with the proposal from the external review team.

The proposal to formally reorganize the department was initially given a pre-proposal review in Spring 2009. After an initial positive review of the pre-proposal, a formal reorganization proposal was reviewed by the CLA Courses and Curriculum Committee and by the University Curriculum Committee. Faculty involvement, both within the affected units and by the relevant oversight committees at the College and University level, appears to have been appropriate. Informal contacts with faculty in the affected units indicate they were involved in the decision and fully support the proposed reorganization. While the reorganization does pose some challenges for Speech Communication integrating into a new reporting environment through the School of Justice Studies and Social Research, the process for faculty consultation and review follows guidelines and processes approved by the Senate. 
According to the policy approved by the Senate in August, the Senate should determine if the proposal meets six conditions: process was followed, as defined in the UNR Bylaws; the proposal gives enough information for the President and/or the Regents to make the decision; faculty members in the affected units support the reorganization; the resources for the reorganization are available; it does not adversely affect other groups on campus; and it does not adversely affect faculty rights. We believe these conditions are met.

We therefore recommend approval of the reorganization proposal. 
Link to the Speech and Theatre Reorganization Proposal and Appendices A through E
www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/index.html
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