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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.


New Program Pre-proposal Committee

New Program Proposal Summary

Date: ___March 31, 2009_________________________________

Department: ____Speech Communication and Theatre___________________

Proposed Programs: ___1)Division of Communication Studies; 2) Department of Theatre and Dance ___ 

Brief description of program:

Speech Communication and Theatre are currently two separate divisions housed in one department within the School of the Arts (College of Liberal Arts). We propose the following reorganization: 1) Speech Communication, renamed The Division of Communication Studies, will become part of the School of Social Research and Justice Studies (College of Liberal Arts). The Debate/Forensics program, historically housed within Speech Communication, will be integrated into the Division of Communication Studies. 2) Theatre will combine with Dance (currently part of the Department of Music and Dance) to become the Department of Theatre and Dance. This reorganized department will remain within the School of the Arts.

Demonstrated need for program (academic, state, regional, national):

The pairing of Speech Communication and Theatre is an antiquated paradigm. The vast majority of U.S. universities, including all the peer and aspirant institutions identified for strategic planning by the Provost’s office, have moved away from this model. The latest external review (2008) of the Department of Speech Communication and Theatre recommended a split and reorganization along the lines we are now proposing; the Dean concurred with this recommendation, and the Provost has recommended a timeline.

Dance and Theatre agree that as similar and interconnected performing arts their combination in a single department is both logical and mutually beneficial. Speech Communication has held initial meetings with the SSRJS director and chairs, and all agree that the goals, objectives, and research interests of the new division are highly compatible with those of the School. This reorganization will lead to better opportunities for faculty recruitment, greater internal cohesion and community, and improved organizational communication.

Describe how this program addresses needs identified in the university, college, and/or department strategic plans.

Please see attached comments.

Describe any resources needed to implement this program, including personnel, library holdings, facilities, or equipment.

The reorganization can occur with minimal resources. The departments that currently make up Social Research and Justice Studies (SSRJS) are not located in close physical proximity to one another. Thus, the Division of Communication Studies could continue to reside in Church Fine Arts until an opportunity arises for the SSRJS to move its departments and other offices closer together. Though not optimal, the current physical arrangement would not impinge on any of the parties involved. 

Dean Hardy has agreed to facilitate the split with a Memorandum of Understanding outlining appropriate operating budgets, utilizing current resources: Dance will bring resources to Theatre from their current housing within Music. Speech Communication will take a percentage of the current departmental operating budget to the SSRJS.

As a division, Communication Studies will have a director with administrative course releases in lieu of a stipend. As a department, Theatre and Dance will retain a chair position. 

Administrative support is currently under discussion. Under the current configuration, Speech Communication and Theatre share a single administrative assistant with a heavy and varied workload (details provided on request). Because physical locations of offices will not change with the reorganization, the two units could continue to share a single assistant—except for the added workload of the Dance program. Ideally, Theatre and Dance would retain a full-time assistant and Communication Studies would be provided with a .5 administrative assistant to support the debate program and speech communication faculty.  This detail will require further discussion.  

Source of funds for these resources:

Pending the solution of administrative assistant support (see above), there is no financial impact except for coverage of course releases for the division director. 

Date Reviewed by New Program Pre-proposal Committee:  ______________

(Please try to limit your proposal to two pages.)

Addendum: How the proposed reorganization addresses needs identified in the university, college, and/or department strategic plans.

In the spring semester of 2008 the Speech Communication and Theatre department underwent a thorough external review. Linda Essig (Arizona State University), Jeffrey Koep, (University of Nevada, Las Vegas), and Ann Gill (Colorado State University) conducted and authored the assessment which stated:

"We recommend that this department be split.  We recommend that theatre stay in the School of Arts and join with dance, becoming the Department of Theatre and Dance."

"Given the social-science base of the speech communication unit, we recommend that it move as a separate department to the School of Social Research and Justice Studies.  We recommend changing the name to either the Department of Communication or Department of Communication Studies."

In her response to that external review Dean Heather Hardy said, "Currently, the department represents an anomaly in many ways.  For years it has functioned like two very loosely affiliated, but quite separate, divisions that have little in common disciplinarily….I strongly urge that the administration consider such reorganization in the next three to five years as I believe that it is a key to their future successes.”

Provost Marc Johnson outlined the following timeline in his response to the Speech Communication and Theatre Program Review:

"Spring Semester 2009--Vision/Mission conversations/finalization; exploratory conversations continue on future locations of the divisions of the department"

"Fall Semester 2009--Final decisions on location/planning"

"Spring Semester 2010--Final planning/transitions; BOR Approval of reorganization proposal"

"Effective date--July, 1 2010”


Link to the Non-Traditional Task Force Final Report: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/index.html

College of Liberal Arts Review

Committee Report

May 21, 2009

Committee Members:

Eric Albers

Stephen Jenkins

Carol Parkhurst

Sonja Pippin
Kim Rollins (from 10/08 – 2/09)
Thomas Quint (Chair)

Scott Tyler
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Introduction
The College of Liberal Arts (“CLA”; “College”) was formed in 2004 following a strategic planning process initiated by then-President John Lilley and Provost John Frederick. This process, which resulted in the split of the College of Arts and Sciences (CAS) into CLA and the College of Science (COS), was proposed by the central administration rather than inspired by CAS faculty, after the utilization of a strategic planning committee and numerous informational sessions for faculty. 

In the Faculty Senate, an ad hoc committee recommended against this reorganization in February 2003. However, afterwards the full Senate voted in its favor. The Senate resolved at the time of the vote to evaluate the split both at its three-year and at its five-year anniversaries. The three-year evaluation never occurred; for the five-year evaluation, the Senate leadership decided to request two reports – one written from the perspective of the COS and one from that of the CLA. This report is the one regarding the CLA. 

The committee’s evaluation is conditioned on the premise that there is no plan to recombine the CLA and COS for the foreseeable future.  It is therefore not the intent nor charge of this committee to perform a comprehensive, quantitative review of such aspects as administrative costs, external funding, student enrollments, scholarly production, etc. before and after the split, in order to determine the pros and cons of recombination. Instead, we have endeavored to provide a qualitative review of the success of the split by interviewing the principals involved in the past and current administrations of the CLA. 

Charges and Methodology
The charges to the committee, according to the initial directive from the Faculty Senate, were as follows:

1. Study past senate reviews of college reorganizations to determine best practices. Create a strategy for conducting a five-year review of the CLA. 

2. Meet with faculty and administrators in the college. Identify existing and potential problems as well as successes with the reorganization. 
3. Review the original proposal. Determine the intended goals of the reorganization, and use measurable success criteria to determine whether the reorganization met expectations. 

4. Make recommendations for changes in the College organization and management practices, as appropriate. 

5. Evaluate the effectiveness of the review strategy. 

The committee judged its most important goals as #2, #3, and #4 and assumed that #1 and #5 would take care of themselves. We therefore started by determining the intended goals of the reorganization (charge #3), which were stated in the two documents prepared by then-provost John Frederick (“CLA Proposal”)
 and by the CLA Planning Committee (“CLA Planning”)
. This helped us decide how to approach charge #2 and gave us the input needed to accomplish charge #4.

The CLA Proposal explicitly states the administration’s three major justifications for the split of the CAS into the COS and CLA (pp. 7-12):

6. Visibility: “The proposed college realignment will contribute to improving the visibility of several of the affected departments and programs. As an example, the visibility of Art, Music, and Speech Communications and Theatre should be promoted by the formation of a distinct School of the Arts…Arts programming on campus through the School of the Arts could also be made more visible and further contribute to enhancing the quality of life in Northern Nevada” (p. 11). In addition, in the CLA Planning document, the authors argue that visibility of the new CLA could be enhanced by designating a named headquarters building. 
7. Fundraising: The CLA Proposal states that fundraising opportunities would be increased for liberal arts departments if they were part of a CLA instead of a CAS (pp. 9-11). A large part of this argument depends upon the visibility issue above in A. In addition, it argues that there was an “identity” issue – that under the CAS format alumni did not identify with CAS and therefore did not contribute to CAS – this presumably would be improved after a split. 

8. More Efficient Use of Existing Resources: The main argument here (CLA Proposal, p. 7-8) is that the splitting of CAS would aid efficiency by evening out the ratio of administrators/staff to academic faculty across Colleges. Closely related is the argument (page 11) that departments in larger colleges have less advocacy with the President and Provost when it comes to obtaining resources, concluding that the split of CAS into COS and CLA would thereby help all departments formerly in CAS. 
Summarizing, we deemed our charge was to gauge (from the viewpoint of the liberal arts departments) a) to what extent the above justifications for the split have been met; b) to what extent (possibly for other reasons) it is felt that the split has been a success; and c) to assess how the CLA is operating now as an organization. 

The committee decided that our main approach would be to conduct a series of interviews of the individuals heavily involved in the creation and current operation of the CLA. 

We decided to start by interviewing the present CLA dean and associate dean. We then interviewed as many of the CLA’s department chairs (both present and from the past five years) as possible. We interviewed the heads of two programs within the CLA (Interior Design and Gender-Race-Identity), plus the Director of the School of the Arts. We spoke with the last deans of the CAS, the first interim dean of CLA, and the chair of the CLA Planning Committee (Martha Hildreth). We also met with the current university provost and the ex-interim provost. Finally, we interviewed the CLA’s two development officers. 

At each interview, we planned to have at least two or three of our committee members present. All interviews took place in the Faculty Senate conference room in Mackay Science except for the interview of the CLA dean and associate dean, which took place in the CLA dean’s office conference room. For a complete list of our interviews, please see Appendix A.

For each interview, we decided on a preliminary list of questions. The questions would vary, according to whom we were interviewing (Appendix B). We call special attention to the questions we asked of the department chairs, i.e. to comment on how the CLA operates in terms of communication & collaboration, governance, infrastructure support for faculty, and identity & visibility, and then to comment on how the split has affected these four areas. In terms of goals b) and c) stated above, this is how we measured success, and therefore this explains the organization of the next four sections of this report. 

Two further comments about the interviews: (1), we emailed the corresponding question lists to the CLA dean, the department chairs, and the program heads before we conducted the interviews; (2) although we were mostly successful in “sticking to the script”, in some cases (notably with the CLA Dean and Associate Dean) the interviews strayed from these questions.

In addition, to widen the net for our information gathering, we decided to hold a forum (on 3/4/09) at which faculty members could come and speak to these issues or other issues. The first hour of the forum was open only to faculty members from the CLA; the second hour was open to faculty members from anywhere on campus. We also invited any faculty member to submit confidential comments, either by email or by hand delivering written hard copies to any of our committee members. Finally, we invited classified employees working within the CLA to do the same.

In all of our interviews, forums, and comment solicitations, we emphasized that our goal was not to evaluate particular current personnel or programs during this time of budget crisis. We all felt that this was a crucial point to make to our interviewees, which we believe made them more comfortable and willing to talk frankly with us. We also assured the interviewees confidentiality. All individuals quoted in this report agreed to be quoted.
Communication and Collaboration

Several faculty stated that at the time of the split, communication was not occurring in an open fashion. Several faculty related this to apprehension due to the methods applied by the prior central administration. It has taken a while but there has been an increased level of trust with the current central administration. There appears now to be a general consensus among CLA departments that the lines of communication are open and clear. There are monthly meetings with the dean and the department chairs. The dean has an open door policy and is reported to provide good support for the chairs and their departments. In fact, she regularly visits departments. Department chairs are very active and involved in decision-making at the college level. College meetings are reportedly fewer in number with consistent agendas. Emails are exchanged on a regular basis and information is provided regarding current curricular changes. Expectations about tenure and evaluation in general were noted to be clearer. 

The overall consensus, then, is that communication within the CLA is very good. In addition, we heard anecdotal evidence that communication between the College and the Provosts office is also strong, with a good working relationship. We remark here that those faculty and administrators interviewed were strong in their statements that many of the positive changes occurring within CLA had more to do with the style of leadership than with the split itself. 
An intangible loss of communication may have happened because the “cross-pollination” between COS and CLA does not occur any longer. Thus, the opportunity for communication between departments in the two colleges is practically non-existent. This has led to less understanding of the cultures and norms of other departments, and to a certain degree of distrust. This could also be a generational issue in that certain faculty remember how they communicated with faculty from departments now in COS prior to the split, and now they do not see them any longer. The new generation of faculty will not know the difference. One could characterize this as a sort of cultural loss to the college and the university. 

There appears to be consensus that the split has not significantly affected collaboration. Actually, respondents had very little to share regarding collaborative efforts. On collaboration with COS departments, it was indicated that there was not much collaboration prior to the split and the split itself has not changed collaborative efforts. The committee heard fairly consistently that, if anything, the split of CAS resulted, quite predictably, in less collaboration with the sciences formerly within the CAS. Most however were quick to point out that these collaborations were often informal, and led primarily to a sense of “university community”, rather than fundamental breakthroughs in the arts and sciences. However, this “Balkanization” of disciplines was noted to be a significant negative result of the split of CAS, and the university is intellectually somewhat poorer as a result. There is a strong energy in the CLA to renew some of the atmosphere of exchange that was found in the CAS, and the committee believes that there are similar interests in the COS. Interdisciplinary efforts, such as the Academy for the Environment, the Philosophy Department’s Leonard Lecture Series and the new neuroscience program could be used to rebuild some of these collaborations, and expand them beyond the former CAS. 

Governance

In department chair interviews, the chairs were asked to comment on governance. Most of the chairs responded that they have no issues with governance, and that the College is managed in a democratic manner. There were favorable comments about the Dean’s Planning Committee. Several chairs mentioned that the split provided the impetus for creating new bylaws and that the bylaws were well conceived.

However, we found three issues regarding governance. 

First, the members of the CLA Review Committee noticed on the CLA website that the Dean is listed as an “ex-officio” member of the Personnel Committee. Section 10 of the College Bylaws states: 

The dean shall be the chief administrator and executive officer of the College of Liberal Arts and the chair of its faculty. The dean shall be an ex-officio, non-voting member of all its committees except the committees to evaluate the dean and search for the dean. The dean shall be or become a member of the college faculty, formally associated with a department, center, research component or other constituent part.

It was confirmed that as an “ex-officio” member, Dean Hardy does make a practice of sitting in on Personnel Committee deliberations. This may interfere with the faculty’s ability to have candid discussions of candidates for promotion and tenure. 

A second area of possible concern is that some chairs of smaller departments stated that they feel as if they do not have enough “power” within the CLA. For instance, they felt as if they were not big enough to get their own faculty members elected to sit on certain college-wide committees.

Last, some interviewees opined that the School of Arts gives another (unnecessary) layer of bureaucracy.
Infrastructure and Support Issues
At the time of splitting of the CAS, there were significant and very credible concerns that the departments within the new CLA would receive far less university financial support, in the form of F&A (“Facilities and Administration”, formerly known as Indirect Cost Recovery (ICR)) than had been available in the past. Prior to the split, the CAS portion of F&A/ICR was perceived to have been more or less evenly spread across all departments in the CAS.

However at the time of the split, the distribution of F&A/ICR across the University was overhauled and a new system of disbursement of ICR to colleges and departments was instituted. This new system, in which departments that have large capacity and opportunity to generate ICR help support those departments without such opportunities, is widely perceived by faculty and administrators of the CLA to be beneficial and has allowed the CLA to flourish. 

Overall, the committee found that the infrastructure of the CLA and support provided to faculty was largely unaffected by the simple act of splitting of the CAS. Rather, the development of a campus-wide policy of ICR allocation, combined with leadership from the CLA dean and dean’s office, have resulted in general benefits to the faculty, students and departments with respect to infrastructure and support. 

In the following subsections, five areas related to overall infrastructure and support (both teaching and research) are evaluated in more detail based upon interviews and observations of the CLA. 

Support of Faculty and Scholarly Research

All interviewees indicated strong support and appreciation for the CLA’s Scholarly and Creative Activities Grants (SCAG) program. This program, instituted by Dean Hardy, is viewed as transparent, fair and of great benefit for faculty to support research and travel that would otherwise not be supported by external funding sources. The appreciation of this program and of the availability of travel funds from the dean’s office was unanimous from all respondents.
Only two areas of concern were noted during the committee review. Several CLA faculty stated that grant activity and proposal awards were judged to be less important during annual evaluation than publications (books, articles, etc.). This likely results from the wide spectrum of departments and funding sources for faculty within the CLA. However, the spectrum of departments was far greater within the CAS, and evaluation of the diversity of scholarly productivity was probably even more difficult in that model. 

Second, it was noted that support for grant activities (proposal preparation, budgeting, reporting, etc.) at the college-level was not sufficient. From the committee’s perspective, the support given to Principal Investigators from dean’s offices across campus varies significantly among different colleges. The CLA’s support likely is within this range and not unusually low. 
Facilities and Fundraising Support

The split of CAS has resulted in more personnel available for development (the College now has two Development Officers assigned to it). We heard mixed reports from faculty regarding support for college infrastructure (laboratory space, gallery space, classrooms etc.). In general however, the additional personnel available for fund raising is viewed as a positive outcome of the split. 

LOA/TA Support

The committee found no significant differences in LOA and TA allocations prior to and after the split of the CAS. Overall, departments and faculty are satisfied with how LOA and TA funds are distributed in the CLA, although several departments indicated that more TA’s are needed to support their activities. The committee found that, in general, potential conflicts regarding resource allocation (such as TAs) between the departments and the CLA and Core Humanities are avoided because the rules are made very clear by the Dean’s office. 

Support for new hires, tenure mentoring and tenure procedures

Support for new hires appears to be excellent. There is much mentoring of tenure track faculty and the expectations regarding tenure and evaluation have been made clear. There are now not just three-year-reviews, but “yearly progress toward tenure” reports. Overall, the standards of the college are high, and there is great scrutiny of tenure packages. All faculty interviewed judged this to be a positive feature of the CLA, but many noted that this was primarily driven by the dean, and was not a direct outcome of the splitting of the CAS. 

New hire start-up packages and the opportunity for release time early in the tenure track have been consistent with our peer universities and faculty retention has been very good. The diversity of department start-up requirements has led, we were told, to some friction between departments, however this is likely to occur in almost any relatively diverse college, and certainly existed prior to the splitting of CAS.

Advising and Recruiting Support

Advising and recruiting support has apparently benefited from the split of CAS, as there are now approximately double the resources for these activities. Most departments view the Dean’s office support for these activities to be excellent and very productive. 

The committee noted that support for teaching tools and new technology is an area of concern for several faculty and departments. The committee was not able to determine if support of these activities is  sufficient, but there is a general concern that teaching with technology is not a high priority of the CLA. 

Identity and Visibility

The following aspects of “identity and visibility of the CLA” were discussed:

9. Overall visibility of the college locally, regionally, and nationally,

10. Student and faculty identification with CLA,

11. Visibility of the college – as a whole – within UNR, and

12. Identity and visibility of departments and schools within CLA and on the UNR campus.

Overall visibility of the college locally, regionally, and nationally

Most interviewees do not believe that the split has affected the college’s visibility and identity in the region and/or nationwide. This is evidenced in particular by the creation of the School of Arts and the School of Social Research & Justice Studies. One purpose of creating the schools within the college was to improve visibility as well as identity. With regard to the School of Arts, it does not appear that this has happened as of this time. Most interviewees doubt that the (local) community perceives the School of Arts as the place in the community where art happens. With regard to the School of Social Research & Justice Studies, it is probably too early to judge, but at this point it does not look like creating the school improved visibility and identity. Rather, it appears that this school is another “silo.” It also does not appear that faculty share a “belonging” to the schools rather than to the individual departments.

Identification of students and faculty with CLA

The split did not achieve the goal of students identifying more with the college. Most interviewees agree that students identify more with their major departments than with a college. An exception may be the interior design program, which did not belong to any college before the split. For this program, having a “home” has helped with visibility and student identity.

Similarly, it appears that faculty primarily associate themselves with departments and not with the CLA. Department websites provide evidence for this.
Interviewees stated that alumni also tend to identify with the departments they graduated from and not with the college (neither CAS nor CLA).  This is extremely important when it comes to fundraising.
Visibility of the college – as a whole – within UNR

Interviewees agree that, if anything, the college gained in visibility and identity within UNR. The college is more homogeneous (still not very homogeneous compared to others but more than it was before) but at the same time still very large and this helps increase identity as well as visibility. 

Identity and visibility of departments and schools within CLA and on the UNR campus

While some departments may not have had any change in visibility and identity, some appear to have benefited from the split. Most interviewees believe this to be especially true for smaller departments. On the other hand, there is an opinion that the split hurt the small departments because in a smaller college there are fewer strong departments that can “carry” the smaller departments. Further, some faculty from departments in which there is sentiment to belong to the COS rather than the CLA stated that they have suffered with regard to identity within the College. 

Summary 

The split probably affected the college’s visibility and identity on the UNR campus but otherwise did not have a significant impact. Students and faculty do not identify more with the college now that it is separated from the College of Sciences and the CLA as a whole does not yet have a regional and/or nationwide reputation. At the same time, it appears nobody believes that the split of the college itself had a negative impact on identity and visibility of the college. Smaller departments in the CLA may have benefitted because they gained more visibility within the college. The creation of the School of Arts has not yet led to the intended visibility/identity gain for the departments within the school. It may be too early to judge the School of Social Research & Justice Studies but at this point many see little benefit related to visibility/identity from the creation of this school.

Costs and Benefits of the Split of the College of Arts and Sciences

The qualitative data derived from our interviews produced a relatively strong consensus around two points: (1) most departments and programs in CLA have not suffered from the split, and indeed have benefitted in some ways, and (2) the split probably was not necessary to produce this outcome. Several interviewees stated that they opposed the split at the time, but have seen no negative consequences. For example, Stacy Burton, chair of the English Department at the time of the split, did not initially think it made economic or intellectual sense to split the CAS, but now thinks the split has had no negative impacts for English and in fact has had considerable benefits. For example, the split allowed a fresh start in some areas. Nevertheless, these benefits may have happened without the split.

Even the leadership of the Departments of Psychology and Anthropology, which might have been placed in COS instead of CLA, seem more or less reconciled to the split. For example, a strong contingent of Psychology faculty would have preferred to be in COS, but the current chair, Victoria Follette, believes that Psychology has fared relatively well in CLA. That said, members of the department report that this placement requires continued examination and will require a degree of vigilance on the part of the CLA dean to continue to recognize that startup, lab space, technical, grant and staff support required are more similar to COS than many of the CLA departments. Similarly, research initiatives and institutional discussions that typically might be directed to COS and COE should include psychology.
Several respondents stated that the administrative costs are higher for the current organization than they would be if CAS had been maintained. We now have two college administrative offices with support staff in place of one college before the split. On the other hand, we also heard that the smaller college makes administration easier in certain areas, which can lead to cost savings.
In general terms, our interviews suggested that the split did not have some of the major costs that some faculty anticipated. It had some benefits, although these might have accrued without the split. One of the major benefits was the extensive and comprehensive planning that was done in starting CLA, including development of the School of the Arts, an effective governance structure for the college, and consistent bylaws for the college and individual departments. 

We identified two kinds of costs related to the split of CAS. The first is somewhat intangible. There may be less encouragement and fewer opportunities for cross-disciplinary ventures between departments in CLA and COS than there were in CAS, although such cooperation is not impossible. For example, the Psychology and Biology Departments recently created an interdisciplinary neuroscience program which already has 73 declared majors. In addition, Philosophy has sponsored joint seminars with departments in COS. More fundamentally, according to Bruce Moran the split has institutionalized the “two cultures” described by C. P. Snow, making it more difficult for students in the sciences and humanities to have shared experiences and cohesion in their education. Several other interviewees echoed the regret that the split exacerbated emphasis on competence in a particular subject area at the expense of a broad, liberal education. Further, subsequent strategic planning has focused entirely on resource issues rather than more fundamental issues of what it really means to have a true liberal education. 

Second, our interviews raised several concerns about the functioning of the Core Curriculum. The Core will be reviewed separately, but there seems to be somewhat broad dissatisfaction with how it works currently. For example, does it make sense that the core humanities requirement is structured quite differently than the core natural science requirement? Should core humanities courses be more topical and incorporate more diversity? Has the principle that core courses have substantial writing components been abrogated? Do departments that participate heavily in core teaching have the necessary resources to do so in addition to teaching courses in their own disciplines? 
Recommendations and Conclusions 
Our interviews found the CLA in general to be a progressing, well run entity. The dean gets high marks for her open administration, with good communication both upwards (with the Provost and Vice-Provost) and downwards (with the CLA’s academic departments). Bylaws at both the department and college levels have been revamped. The split of ICR monies has actually turned out to be beneficial to the CLA, and has been used to fund the SCAG program -- this in turn has helped support faculty members’ research programs. Tenure expectations for young faculty have been clarified. The college-wide advising program (run out of the CLA dean’s office) for undergraduates is widely appreciated, while the two CLA development officers report that the College helps with their efforts. Perhaps the most telling indication of the high satisfaction level at the CLA is that not a single faculty member attended either hour of our faculty forum.

We did hear some criticisms, however. We emphasize that these criticisms do not change our overall extremely positive assessment of the current operation of the CLA. Nevertheless, we make the following recommendations:
Recommendations
13. 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. 

14. 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.

15. 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.

Conclusions

Our first conclusion is that the three objectives for the split (“CLA Proposal”, pp. 7-13), at best have been only partially realized. As far as visibility is concerned, our committee concludes that the split may have helped within the UNR community, but not nationally. Evaluating fundraising is trickier. The split helped fundraising because it indirectly led to the current state where there are now two development officers exclusively devoted to the CLA. However, it probably hasn’t helped motivate donors to give, in that potential donors identify more strongly with their departments and not with their Colleges. Finally, we turn to the argument about increased internal efficiency of the CLA.  The ratio of administrators to academicians was presumably evened out by the split; no dean now has to preside over any college as large as the CAS.  In fact, Dean Hardy remarked to us that keeping up with all of the departments and programs within her college is hard enough; she could not imagine what it would be like having to administer several science departments in addition. From another perspective, some of the department chairs within the CLA reported that they have more access to the dean now than they had under the CAS.   But this has been done at a cost, because the replacement of one college by two has resulted in increased expense for administrative support.  Finally, none of our interviewees reported that they have more access to the Provost or President now than before. 

Second, we consider other effects of the split.  Perhaps the most notable outcome is that most interviewees feel that the split has not affected them or their programs very much. One positive outcome is that the split included the negotiations leading to the new allocation of F&A/ICR monies described above. Also, the split allowed a “fresh start” in the design of College governance. As far as disadvantages, the only recurring theme was that many faculty miss the contact with their colleagues from departments now in the COS.

Last, we found that, despite a general feeling that the split did not really change that much, CLA departments are content under the new administrative structure. Many of our respondents suggested that the general positive feeling about the College has little to do with the split itself, but rather is a reflection of the management style of its administrators. So perhaps it is true that it is not the institution that makes the men or women in it, but rather the other way around.
APPENDIX A: Schedule of Interviews

	Friday, December 19, 2008

	10:00 am
	CLA Dean and Associate Dean
	Steve, Kim, Tom, Sonja, Carol
	Heather Hardy and Kathleen Boardmann

	Wednesday,  January 28, 2009

	9:00 am
	Foreign Language & Literatures
	Carol, Tom, Steve
	Nelson Rojas & Darrell Lockhart (Acting Chair)

	11:00 am
	Interior Design
	Sonja, Tom
	LuAnn Nissen

	1:00 pm
	Criminal Justice
	Carol, Eric
	Grant Stitt

	2:00 pm
	History
	Steve, Kim
	Bruce Moran & Dennis Dworkin

	Thursday,  January 29, 2009

	9:30 am
	Art
	Tom, Steve
	Virginia Vogel, Joseph DeLappe & Howard Rosenberg

	11:00 am
	English
	Scott, Sonja
	Stacy Burton & Eric Rasmussen

	Noon
	Anthropology
	Scott, Sonja, Carol
	Don Hardesty & Gary Haynes

	Friday,  January 30, 2009

	10:00 am
	Music  & Dance/ School of the Arts
	Tom, Scott, Eric
	David Ake, Andrea Lenz, & Larry Engstrom

	Monday,  February 2, 2009

	10:00 am
	Ex-CAS Dean, ex-CLA Dean
	Scott, Kim, Carol
	Eric Herzik

	11:00 am
	Psychology
	Kim, Carol
	William Wallace and Victoria Follette

	Tuesday, February 3, 2009

	10:00 am
	Political Science
	Eric, Kim, Sonja
	Stacy Gordon and Leah Wilds

	11:00 am
	Sociology
	Steve, Kim, Eric
	Berch Berberoglu & Johnson Makoba

	Wednesday, February 4, 2009

	9:00 am
	Speech Communication.
	Tom, Scott
	Robert Gander

	10:30 am
	Philosophy
	Tom, Sonja
	Deborah Achtenberg

	Thursday, February 5, 2009

	10:00 am
	Military Science
	Carol
	Bart Tragemann

	2:00 pm
	Gender/Race/Identity
	Sonja, Tom
	Mary Stewart

	Friday February 6. 2009

	9:30 am
	Philosophy
	Tom
	Ken Lucey and Tom Nickles

	Wednesday February 11. 2009

	9:00 am
	ex CAS Dean
	Tom, Steve, Sonja
	Bob Mead

	Wednesday February 18. 2009

	9:30 am
	Chair of CLA Planning Committee
	Steve, Carol, Sonja
	Martha Hildreth

	Wednesday March 4. 2009

	2:00 pm
	Faculty Forum
	Steve, Carol, Sonja, Tom, Scott
	2:00-3:00 CLA Faculty

3:00-4:00 All UNR Faculty

	Thursday March 5. 2009

	10:00 am
	Provosts
	Tom, Carol, Sonja, Scott
	Marc Johnson, Jannet Vreeland

	Thursday April 9. 2009

	10:00 am
	Development Officers
	Tom, Steve, Sonja
	Stuart Golder, Robyn Powers


Appendix B. Interview Questions

Questions for the CLA Dean and Associate Dean

(1) Can you give us an overall picture of the CLA? Please include successes and things that need work!

(2)
i) Describe the CLA’s current identity, if any, as you see it.

ii) Describe the CLA’s current identity, if any, as you believe others see it.

iii) The original documents proposing the CLA mention a possible “home building” which would help build the CLA’s identity. Has there been any progress on this?

iv) How nationally visible is the School of the Arts?

v) Explain to us how decisions are made within the CLA -- is there a “Planning Board”?

vi) Does the CLA have a particular strategy that is utilized to allocate resources across its constituent departments?

(3) Describe the communication between you and the CLA’s department chairs.

i) What are the formats for communication? (by this we mean email, face-to-face meetings, etc.)

ii) How often?

(4) Do you have any other recommendations on where we can get the data we want? [The list of data was attached to the first email we sent requesting the meeting.]

(5) Describe the relationship of the CLA with the COS.

i) What specific formal and informal mechanisms are there for communication with the COS?

ii) How has the relationship with COS departments changed since the split-up of CAS? 

iii) Has the amount of COS-CLA research collaboration changed?

(6) Comment on the relationship between the CLA and the Core Curriculum. 

i) Is the Core meeting CLA students’ needs?

ii) Has the Core provided adequate resources to participating CLA departments?

iii) How often do the CLA Dean and the Core Curriculum Director (P. Neill) meet? 

iv) Has the Core allocated faculty lines to CLA departments in a reasonable way?

(7) How are students advised in the CLA? How successful has it been?

(8) Are there any other issues you would like to bring up?
Questions for Department Chairs

(1) Comment on the position of your department within the CLA, with regard to 

(i) Department and CLA Governance 

(ii) Department Resource Allocation 

(iii) Communication & Collaboration 

(iv) Department Identity 

(v) Infrastructure support for faculty 

(2) How did the split of CAS into CLA/COS affect the above areas?

(i) What things are working better now (after the split) as College of Liberal Arts? 

(ii) What things were working better before the split? 

(3) Is there anything else you want to tell us?

Questions for Ex-Deans of CLA and CAS

(1) Now that the reorganization of the College of Arts & Science has been in place for five years, what is your overall opinion of the success of the reorganization? 
(2) Which aspects of the reorganization have worked well for the faculty and students in the College of Liberal Arts? Please comment with respect to the following issues:
a. Planning within the CLA – how are decisions made? Is there broad involvement among faculty?

b. Is there a strategy for resource allocation within the College? Does resource allocation appear to be fair among departments and programs? 

c. Describe the communication between the dean and the department chairs? Among the department chairs themselves?

d. Describe the collaboration between the College of Liberal Arts and the College of Science? Are you aware of new initiatives or collaborations that involve both Colleges?
(3) Which aspects of the reorganization do you feel have not been successful? 
(4) What recommendations do you have for improving the functioning and effectiveness of the College of Liberal Arts?
Questions for Provost and Ex-Interim Provost

(1) What is your overall impression with regard to how the CLA is doing currently?

(2) Comment on the level of communication between your office, the CLA Dean's office, and the CLA departments. For example, take us through how you worked with the CLA with regard to two specific issues: 
a) the formation of the Ethics and Value initiative, and 
b) the elimination of the German major.

(3) In your opinion, what were the advantages and disadvantages of the split?

(4) Anything else you want to add?

Questions for Development Officers
(1) How did the split of CAS into CLA and COS affect fundraising for the liberal arts?

(2) How does the current structure of the CLA affect your fundraising?


University of Nevada, Reno

Faculty Senate

Administrative Faculty Policies, Procedure and Personnel Committee (AFPPPC)

2008-09 Year-End Report

Membership

Stephani Foust, Student Services

Joseph Bozsik, Institute for the Study of Gaming
Sherry Waugh, Human Development and Family Studies
Janita Jobe, Libraries
Rita Escher, Academic and Opportunity Support Programs  

Marie Stewart, ASUN Bookstore
Nancy Markee, Advising Center

Marilyn Ming, Southern Cooperative Extension
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 AFPPPC met each month, on the 1st Wednesday of each month, beginning in September 2008. While the committee was given multiple charges to focus on throughout the year, it was determined mid year that the above charges, being the most pertinent and time consuming, would be the main focus point. Our year was spent researching the history and background of our charges as there were multiple viewpoints and alternating viewpoints regarding the issues. We consulted the Faculty Senate Executive Committee for clarification on our charges and it was determined that we would do a thorough review of peer institutions seeking information on their policies and procedures regarding various criteria in order to ascertain what policies and procedures we would recommend be evaluated regarding all aspects of the Administrative Faculty structure at the University of Nevada, Reno. The following is a list of these criteria and the committee’s recommendations. Please see Appendix A for a list of the information gathered from peer institutions regarding the criteria below.
What is the structure for classification of employees?

The majority of the institutions researched have a similar structure to the one at Nevada with teaching faculty, administrative professionals and classified employees. No institutions were found with a fourth employment category. Instances have been brought up to the committee in which a fourth employment category may be useful in order to hire salaried, non-exempt employees without a degree. NSHE institutions can choose what the minimum requirements are for administrative personnel according to Board of Regents policy, but it has always been the policy of the University of Nevada, Reno to require a degree for administrative faculty positions. It is possible, and has been done in the past, for exceptions to be made to this requirement in lieu of years of experience. The committee recommends keeping the same structure currently in place and not adding another employment category.  

What are the qualifications for hiring administrative personnel?

The majority of institutions researched require degrees for administrative professional positions with certain exceptions with regard to years of service. NSHE currently gives institutions the ability to hire professionals under this exception and the ability to create a different title for this position, offering the same benefit and merit structure...etc. This exception does allow for departments to hire individuals as administrative faculty without a degree. The committee recommends keeping the same degree qualifications for administrative faculty positions in place with better utilization of exceptions by Human Resources for unique situations. 

What are the pay grades and pay scales?

Based on research of peer institutions, the committee believes we have an equitable and fair pay scale, but would like to obtain the current market analysis to compare. We also recommend putting in place lines of progression for administrative faculty for advancement. This will provide more retention of qualify employees who fear hitting a salary wall. It is believed another committee is currently working on this issue.

What are the salary benefits?

Peer institutions analysis shows that we have a similar or better structure for benefits and merit pay than other institutions. The committee does not recommend making any changes to the current structure of merit based evaluations.  

What is the annual evaluation process?

Structure for evaluations at peer institutions seems to be across the board. We recommend that a better, more unified structure be in place for evaluations across departments for administrative faculty as feedback seems to be consistent that this is not uniform. 

What type of job security is in place?

Administrative professional job security policies vary across peer institutions, but there does not seem to be a lot of protection. The committee recommends that a more in-depth review of current job security policies for administrative faculty at Nevada be completed for recommendations or changes.  
Are there separation of by-laws between faculty and staff?

Peer institutions vary on the structure of their by-laws for faculty and administrative professionals with some completely separate and others combined. Currently the only division at the University of Nevada, Reno with separate by-laws for administrative faculty is Student Services due to the large number of administrative faculty in this division. The committee recommends a review of all department by-laws be done to ensure administrative faculty are represented to ensure protection of rights and responsibilities.

How are they represented?

Almost all peer institutions had boards or committees in place to serve the unique needs to administrative professionals, and the structure of these varies. The committee recommends that the needs of administrative faculty at the University of Nevada, Reno with regard to roles and responsibilities be reviewed to determine if better representation from all departments employing administrative faculty is needed.  

Link to Peer Institute Research: 
AFPPPPeer_ Inst_ Research.pdf

Link to the Consent Agenda: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/index.html
Link to the UAM Consent Agenda: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/index.html
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� “A Proposal for the Creation of the Colleges of Liberal Arts and Science”, prepared by John Frederick, submitted to the UNR Faculty Senate, December 11, 2002.


� “Proposed College of Liberal Arts Planning Document”, prepared by the CLA Planning Committee, submitted to the UNR Faculty Senate, November 22, 2002.





