CONSENT AGENDA

University of Nevada, Reno

2007-08 Faculty Senate

May 7, 2008
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 April 17, 2008 Meeting Minutes

	Action/Enclosure

	2.
	University Courses and Curriculum Committee (UCCC): Lecture/Lab Ratio Guidelines Policy Changes

	Action/Enclosure

	3.
	University Courses and Curriculum Committee (UCCC): Definition a Minor Policy Changes
	Action/Enclosure



University of Nevada, Reno

2007-08 Faculty Senate 

Meeting Minutes April 17, 2008                                  RSJ 304                                                    Meeting 11  
1. Roll Call and Introductions
Present: Eric Albers (HHS), Dick Bjur (Research), Gale Craviso (SOM), Maureen Cronin (SS), David Crowther (COE), Donnelyn Curtis (Library), Dean Dietrich (DEV), Bill Follette (CLA), Jodi Herzik (Provost), Guy Hoelzer (COS),  Guy Hoelzer for Hans-Peter Plag (COS), Stephen Jenkins (COS), Doina Kulick (SOM), Alex Kumjian (COS), Normand LeBlanc (SOM), John Marini for Leonard Weinberg (CLA),  Mano Misra (EN), Elliott Parker (COBA), Elliott Parker for Judy Strauss (COBA), Jane Patterson (A & F), Steve Rock (COE), Nelson Rojas (CLA), JoAnne Skelly (COOP), Judith Sugar (HHS), Patricia Swager (SOM), Ginny Vogel (CLA), Jill Wallace (IT).

Absent: Michelle Gardner (Pres), Bourne Morris (JO), Aaron Santesso (CLA), Barbara Scott (SOM), Leah Skladany (SOM) Shanon Taylor (COE).
Guests: Duncan Aldrich (Library), Dane Apaletgui (A & F), Denise Baclawski (Provost), Pamela Haney (Ombudsman), Grant Stitt (CLA). 
2. Request to Approve the March 20, 2008 Meeting Minutes
MOTION: Rojas/Misra. To approve the March Meeting Minutes as corrected. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously

3. Chair’s Report: Steve Rock

Chair Steve Rock reported on the April 3 & 4, 2008 Board of Regents’ Meeting the most significant event was the selection of the software and contractor for iNtegrate. The software chosen was Oracle/Peoplesoft and the contractor for the implementation was CedarCrestone. 

The regents have scheduled a special meeting on May 1, 2008 to approve the new President for College of Southern Nevada and for the discussion of Capital Improvement Priorities for the system. The Summer Scholars Program was underway with Paul Neill, Director Core Curriculum leading the program and Michelle Hritz, of the Senate Office providing significant support. “Nickel and Dimed” by Barbara Ehrenreich was the book chosen. Cary Groth, Director of Athletics has agreed to fund purchases of the books for the next couple of years. Rock wanted to express his appreciation for this and asked the senators to also thank Cary Groth when they saw her. Rock also reminded senators that we would be sending out requests for discussion leaders again. Jane Patterson, controller was the new senator for Administration and Finance replacing Tom Lean. 

The executive board had been looking at restructuring when committees report to the senate. It has been difficult to have all of the committee reports at the spring meetings and not have the senate overwhelmed by all of the information. The committees that would report in the fall would be the Administrative Faculty Personnel Policies and Procedures Committee, the Non-traditional Task Force, the Research Committee, Salary & Benefits Committee and the Technology Committee.

4. New Business: 

Judith Sugar asked about the email stating that all colleges and departments were to abide by an average merit of 2.5% and how did that fit with the spirit and the law regarding the Board of Regent’s’ merit policy. Concern had been expressed in the past regarding the tying together of merit and evaluations. This needed to be revisited by the 08-09 senate and one of the committees could be charged with this issue. Senators felt that the system appeared more like a quota system and that was not effective. Senators would also like to the senate and one of the committees to look at role statements. Dean Deitrich would like someone from the foundation to come and speak to the senate.

5. Planning and Budget Committee Report: Denise Baclawski, Chair

Denise Baclawski thanked the Committee members: Dane Apaletgui, Fred de Rafols, and Scott Mensing for all their hard work. The charges of the committee were:

Identify institutions where faculty senates have a role in the planning and budgeting process. Review the processes at these institutions and their applicability to UNR. 

Discuss potential roles in the budget process with UNR administrators.

Provide the senate with a report and recommendations of what might be implemented at UNR. The committee identified the processes they would use, the questions they wanted answered and administrators that they wanted to interview, comparisons of results, and making recommendations. The Committee identified peer institutions that they wanted to interview or look at for budget committees and their processes. Administrators interviewed were: Bruce Shively, Assistant Vice President for Planning Budget and Analysis and Jannet Vreeland, Interim Executive Vice President and Provost. The committee also met with Faculty Senate Chair Steve Rock and Chair Elect Bill Follette. 

After meeting with these four people, the committee felt that the model established by President Glick using the Academic Leadership Council and the President’s Council was sufficient at this time. However, the effectiveness of this model would depend on the president in place. This model does allow faculty input as both the Rock and Follette sit in the two councils. 

MOTION: Vogel/Skelly. To approve the report as published. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously

The recommendations from the committee were:

1) Do not establish a planning and budget committee at this time, but rather utilize the model established by President Glick for faculty input

a. Formalize this model and explain it to faculty senators

b. Seek ways to allow senators and their constituents to have input through the Chair and Chair Elect

c. Communicate to the faculty at large about the system that is in place

2) Meet (Chair and Chair Elect) with Bruce Shively on a more frequent and regular basis, once per semester, for example

3) Invite Bruce and/or Planning, Budget and Analysis staff to Faculty Senate Meetings once per semester

4) Request Planning, Budget and Analysis staff to address any planning and budget related questions or issues raised by senators or their constituents

5) Re-evaluate this model of faculty input into the planning and budget process within one year of any new president

MOTION: Curtis/Jenkins. To approve the recommendations as written. 

Action: passed 1 abstention.

Break 

6. Ombudsman Report: Pamela Haney:

Pamela Haney gave a brief history of the position and how it came into being. She began at UNR approximately one year ago. The position serves as an informal mediator for both faculty ad staff. The office does not report to HR, but she may based on the wishes of the visitor make referrals to HR. The office does not handle sexual harassment cases; those are handled through John Burnett’s Office. Haney does not keep records of who visits her office. Haney had been conducting workshops and meetings with departments  and it appears that faculty and staff are more comfortable utilizing the office. The brown bag workshop was well attended, and more would be scheduled. The full report could be found on her webpage: http://www.unr.edu/ombudsman/about/index.html
The report provided statistics on the number of visitors, types of issues and cases. Approximately 16% of visitors were classified staff, 22% administrative faculty, and 48% were academic faculty, and 14% were graduate students employed at the university. A recommendation that Haney had made was to provide more and better training for supervisors and/or chairs. 

7. Bylaws and Code Committee Year-end Report: Duncan Aldrich, Chair

Duncan Aldrich thanked the committee members John Davis, Fred de Rafols, M. Sami Fadali, Susan Lentz, Carol Ort, Elliott Parker, Lorena Stookey, and Jacque Sundstrand. The committee was great and accomplished a lot this year.  The following were the committee’s charges for the year. Charges 1 & 3 were not completed due to the overwhelming work on the other 3 charges. 

1) Conduct a critical review of the recently passed ‘reconsideration and grievance’ procedures in the UNR bylaws.  These changes were made quickly and could have room for improvement.  Most importantly, what could be the role of the Ombudsman in the resolution of conflict that might be managed more productively than through reconsideration and grievance?

2) Continue the review and development of the bylaws templates, to include extracting a template for department bylaws.  Review by Deans and other relevant 

3) Revisit and finalize wording, if any, for the UNR Bylaws addressing receivership – both placing a department into receivership and the transition out of receivership.

4) Review the process by which amendments to unit and department bylaws are reviewed and approved.  Can the review responsibility be delegated to unit and/or department bylaws committees?  Can final approval authority be delegated to deans?  Should disapproval by “pocket veto” be allowed, or should disapproval require a response in writing under appropriate time constraints?  Propose appropriate changes to the UNR Bylaws and the Administrative Manual. 

5) Create a central online repository under management of the faculty senate office for all unit and department bylaws.  Create a process for putting a complete set of current bylaws in this repository, and for ensuring that bylaws being used in units and departments match those that have received final approval. 

The senate had passed UNR Bylaws revisions which were under review by General Counsel, Mary Dugan. Once Dugan had completed the review, the revisions would go out to the full faculty for a vote, then to the President and then to the Regents’ approval. The committee had been working on a template for both college/unit and department bylaws. This template would be located on the faculty senate website when completed. The committee had also established a webpage for all bylaws to reside on. That way the most current bylaws would always be available for faculty to review. The committee would like all officially approved bylaws forwarded to the senate office for storage on the website. The bylaws should be sent in a word document, and then would be posted on the web as pdf documents. The text on the template would allow units and departments to pretty much just tweak for their specific unit; they would no longer have to recreate the wheel. 

MOTION: Sugar/Vogel. To accept the report as written.

ACTION: Passed unanimously

8. Campus Affairs, Subcommittee Value of Service: Donnelyn Curtis, Chair: 

Donnelyn Curtis thanked the subcommittee members Bruno Bauer and James Ftitzsimmons.  The subcommittee’s charge was: Examine the role and importance of service in evaluating faculty and staff and seek ways to encourage senior faculty to fully engage in shared governance.
One of the problems exists because the role statement categories usually deemphasize service. Many role statements are 40% for research, 40% for teaching, and 20% for service. For junior faculty, this might be a good mix, but not so good for senior faculty. Senior faculty may want to do more service and less teaching. Culture and lack of reward for service have contributed to this issue as well. The sub committee made the following recommendations:

· Urge Deans and Vice Presidents to develop standards for defining, measuring, and rewarding service to the university. Encourage administrators to send thank you letters to those who serve on task forces and departmental and college committees.

· In Faculty Senate recruitments for committee participation, provide more information about the purpose of each committee, including the charges, if possible, and examples of recent accomplishments of the committees.

· Ensure that letters of acknowledgement for service on Senate Committees are sent directly to the members of committees as well as their department chairs, directors, and deans.

· Identify the leadership assignments that are especially demanding and time-consuming and investigate the implementation of incentives such as stipends and teaching relief.

· Provide stories to internal campus communication outlets of exceptional service contributions of faculty.

· Encourage colleges and other major units to create annual awards for service contributions to the unit.

The committee felt that the letters that were sent out this year were beneficial for faculty and for deans and chairs. The committee also felt that the bylaws revisions regarding grievance committee service were good for committee service. University service reflects well on the departments. Senators asked that role statements be reviewed by a committee as this would help with committee service these discussions need to take place at the unit level so that all have the same concept s of the importance of committee, community and professional service. 

If faculty list on their role statements that they do 20% service, and they only work 40 hours per week, then that would be 8 hours per week. 
MOTION: Cronin/Skelly. To approve the report as written. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously 

MOTION: Hoelzer/Rojas to Approve the recommendations 

Adjourned: 4 pm


Guidelines for establishing the lecture/lab ratio for a course
Courses at UNR that are 3 credits are typically listed in the catalog as 3 + 0 for the lecture/lab ratio, indicating a course that meets for 3 hours (50 minutes) of lecture and zero additional hours.  

Accreditation guidelines typically expect that contact hours correspond to credit levels associated with a course.  A course with 3 hours of lecture per week during a 15-16 week semester is equated with 3 student credit hours.  A student is expected to have additional outside work of 6 hours per week (studying, homework, etc.) on average for a typical 3 credit lecture class.

A typical lab course would be equal to 1 student credit hour for each 3 hour lab per week.  The lecture/lab ratio would be shown as 0 + 3, 1 credit.  

For a course with both 3 hours of lecture and 3 hours of laboratory, the lecture/lab ratio would be 3 + 3, 4 credits.

The term lecture/lab ratio is a bit of a misnomer because the “lab” portion of the ratio can be used for many different types of course formats.  It is not uncommon to have large enrollment lecture courses that devote one hour a week to discussion sessions that are in a small enrollment format, requiring multiple sections to accommodate all of the students from the lecture.

A course with 3 hours of lecture and one hour of discussion per week would have a lecture/lab ration of 3 + 1, 4 credits.  This is listed differently from a 4 + 0, 4 credit class, to designate that the course enrollment is subdivided into multiple sections for the one hour per week. 

The value of the information on lecture/lab ratios is at least two fold.  This is information for students allowing them to know what to expect in planning their schedules.  The information is also used by the Room Scheduling office to determine time allocations for a course.

The UCCC will determine whether or not the lecture/lab ratio proposed for a new course or for the revision of an existing course is acceptable.  Generally, to be acceptable, the lecture/lab ratio should align correctly with the expected teaching format for the course and typical work loads for students. If a department is proposing a lecture/lab ratio that is non-traditional, the department should provide an explanation for the UCCC to review.

Examples of typical ratios for a 3 credit course

      3 + 0 for a course that will be taught in three 50-minute periods per week for 15 weeks, or two 75-minute periods, or one 150-minute period

      2 + 1 for a course that will be taught in two 50-minute periods per week or one 100-minute period and will have one additional 50-minute period per week in which the students are divided into multiple smaller sections

      2 + 3 for a course that will be taught in two 50-minute periods per week or one 100-minute period and will have one additional 3-hour lab period per week in which the students are divided into multiple smaller sections

      1 + 6 for a course that will be taught as one 50-minute lecture period per week and will have two additional 3-hour lab periods per week in which the students are divided into multiple smaller sections

      0 + 9 for a course that has no formal lecture periods.  Such a course would typically have three 3-hour lab periods per week

     no lecture/lab ratio – this is appropriate for non-formal courses such as independent study, thesis, dissertation, internships, etc. 


Curriculum – Definition of Minor Programs of Study XE "Curriculum – Definition of Minor Programs of Study”



6,051

Reviewed:   August 2007

Undergraduate Minor Program of Study:

A minor program of study is generally offered by a department or interdisciplinary program.  The purpose of these minor programs is to designate a set of courses to provide some degree of content mastery in an area of academic specialization that will complement the student’s academic major.

All undergraduate minor programs shall include a minimum of 18 credits, of which no fewer than nine shall be upper division (300-400) level credits.  

All undergraduate minors should have both a foundational component (required body or knowledge or core experience) and a breadth component.  The foundational component can be achieved through required courses, the breadth component through electives within the minor field.  The optimum number of breadth and foundational courses will vary from discipline to discipline, but all minors should require at least three credits of foundation and at least three credits of breadth.

An undergraduate minor should require no more than 30 credits of course work, including any prerequisites for required courses that exceed the courses required of a student through the core curriculum.

A student may complete courses constituting an undergraduate minor program as electives or may use the program to satisfy requirements for an undergraduate major or field of concentration/specialization in departments that approve.  Any department allowing or requiring any minor as part of an undergraduate major program shall so specify in its catalog description of degree requirements.  For each approved undergraduate minor, departmental or interdisciplinary, a faculty advisor shall be designated who will be available for consultation in cooperation with the student’s regular assigned advisor.

Any department offering an approved academic major or any organized interdisciplinary committee or board may propose an academic undergraduate minor program of study for consideration through regular procedures for curriculum the curriculum review process for course or program approval (see section 6,030 above).    All interdisciplinary minor programs shall be submitted through the Interdisciplinary Programs Board.  Proposals for changes in or elimination of existing minor programs of study shall also be submitted through the curriculum review process as described in section 6,030.

All approved undergraduate minor programs of study shall have their requirements specified in the university catalog.

Any student desiring official university recognition of completion of requirements in an undergraduate minor program shall complete a Declaration of Minor form.  On approval of the advisor and the dean of the college, cCompletion of any minor program will be recorded on the student's academic record by the registrar at the time when all requirements for graduation are satisfied.

Graduate Minor Program of Study:

For those students at the master’s level with a major-minor program of study, in a thesis program, at least 12 of the 24 graduate credits must be in a major field and at least six credits in a minor field; the minor may be a different department, or it may be a second division of the major department.  The minor department has the responsibility for approving the candidate’s minor program.  In a non-thesis program, at least 15 of the 32 graduate credits must be in a major field with at least 8 credits in a minor field.(The following should be a new paragraph heading.)GPA Requirements for Undergraduate Minor Program of Study:

A student must achieve a grade point average (GPA) of 2.0 in the courses of a minor program of study to successfully complete a minor unless if the department offering the minor does not specifiesy a higher GPA requirement.  A department may require a higher minimum GPA within the courses of the minor program of study and/or a minimum grade requirement for individual courses of the minor for successful completion of a minor that they offer.  A department offering a minor may not impose additional requirements for successful completion of the minor such as a minimum university overall GPA higher than 2.0.

To establish a minimum GPA for a minor or a minimum grade requirement for individual courses in the minor, a department must receive approval through the curriculum review process as described in section 6,030. 
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