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I. Introduction 
 
In response to the Chancellor’s memo of September 5, 2002, the University of Nevada, Reno 
(henceforth referred to as “the university”) formed an ad hoc committee to investigate our usage 
of instructional space and to strategize ways that we could improve that usage.  The committee, 
chaired by Provost John Frederick, was made up of faculty representatives from most of the 
colleges and four students appointed by the Associated Students of the University of Nevada.  In 
addition, the committee was supported by the following staff:  Bill Cathey, Carol Ort, and Jannet 
Vreeland (Provost’s Office), Gary Bishop (Facilities Planning and Analysis), Steve Zink and 
Mike Simons (Information Technology), Arthur Chenin (Planning, Budget & Analysis), Bruce 
Shively (Planning, Budget & Analysis), and Skip Records (Admissions & Records). 
 
Prior to convening the committee, the Office of Planning, Budget and Analysis performed an 
internal study of our classroom usage, identifying trends in that usage for further analysis.  
Information and charts from this report are referenced and, in some cases, included with this 
report.  The committee began meeting in November, reviewing both the chancellor’s charge and 
the internal space utilization study.  After this review, the committee identified several major 
themes and outlined a strategy for studying the campus’s instructional space usage and needs. 
 
These major themes included: 

• classroom-size distribution vs. class-size distribution; 

• class scheduling issues, including 
- moderating peak usage times, 
- student and faculty preferences, 
- evening and weekend usage of rooms, and 
- use of scheduling software; 

• quantifying non-scheduled and special usage of classrooms; 

• spatial distribution of classrooms on campus; 

• impact of classroom technology on usage; and 

• formulating policies and processes for improving our classroom utilization. 
 
Along with these major considerations are more specialized considerations that include safety 
issues in and near classrooms, energy conservation, differences in needs for different disciplines, 
graduate education needs, classroom age and condition, and “hybrid-use” classrooms (i.e. rooms 
that are used for multiple purposes, of which holding classes is but one). 
 
In view of the major issues and the chancellor’s specific requests, we formed four subcommittees 
whose membership and detailed assignments are provided below.  In all cases, the committees 
were encouraged to go beyond the assignments given.  Each subcommittee worked on its own to 
carry out the indicated assignments, then brought its conclusions back to the whole group for 
discussion and adoption. 
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A. Subcommittee on Classroom Size and Location Distribution 
Members:  Horst Lange (coordinator), Gary Bishop, Mike Graf, Carol Ort, Skip 
Records 
 
Assignments: 

1. Provide a physical survey of classrooms and analyze the size distribution of 
classrooms and their geographical distribution on campus.  Should lower-
division classes be centrally located, with upper-division classes offered 
nearer to departmental “homes?” 

2. Analyze the potential impact of re-sizing the classrooms through removal of 
desks, or renovation. 

3. Provide detailed strategies for aligning the classroom-size distribution with 
the class-enrollment distribution.  Should this be done through renovation?  
Should we adopt new processes like having students register for classes first, 
then assign meeting rooms? 

4. If renovation is suggested, estimate the costs for physical modifications to 
classrooms. 

5. Analyze the impact of classroom age and condition on usage. 
 

B. Subcommittee on Class Scheduling 
Members:  Kambiz Raffiee (coordinator), D.J. Ayers, Arthur Chenin, Jeanne Hilton, 
Skip Records, Steve Rock 
 
Assignments: 

1. Design and execute a tool/survey for learning student and faculty preferences 
for scheduling. 

2. Outline the constraints dictated by particular student audiences (for example, 
graduate programs in business and education may be constrained to meet 
mostly at night because the students in those programs are employed full-time 
during the day). 

3. Devise strategies for spreading the class load throughout the week, including 
Friday afternoons, evenings and weekends. 

4. Examine the scheduling software already licensed by the university and 
determine its suitability for use in setting up the course scheduling. 

5. Design a process for managing departmental scheduling processes. 
 
C. Subcommittee on Special Uses of Rooms and Class Data 

Members:  Bill Cathey (coordinator), Gary Bishop, Gary Blomquist, Greg Highison, 
Bob Karlin, Jennifer Norman, Steve Rock, Bruce Shively 
 
Assignments: 

1. Consider the best ways to present classroom utilization data in the final report. 
2. Look at data collection practices and analysis. 
3. Document unscheduled use of rooms 
4. Explore how we might characterize our usage of rooms that have multiple 

purposes (for example, how do we deal with computer labs that are 
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occasionally used to host a class?). 
5. Consider the usage of classroom vs. class-laboratory designations for rooms 

and analyze whether it is advantageous to re-classify some rooms. 
6. Devise a process for more regular feedback on room use. 
7. Discuss scheduling issues for specialized use of rooms, that is, rooms that are 

specially tailored to a specific use. 
8. Design a feedback mechanism for gathering room usage data more easily (e.g. 

through self-reporting, etc.). 
 

D. Subcommittee on Technology 
Members:  Jean Trumbo (coordinator), Bob Karlin, David Lan, David Zeh, Steve 
Zink/Mike Simons 
 
Assignments: 

1. Quantify differences in room usage as a function of available technology and 
analyze. 

2. Develop strategies for assigning the use of smart classrooms appropriately 
(i.e. based on need). 

3. Discuss use of alternative course delivery mechanisms as a means for 
regulating classroom demand. 

4. Analyze the benefits of using scheduling software for scheduling classes and 
rooms. 

5. Develop alternative strategies for bringing technology to classrooms (e.g. 
smart carts, etc.) 

 
There were intentional areas of overlap among the subcommittees (for example, both the 
Subcommittees on Class Scheduling and on Technology were asked to examine the use of class-
scheduling software) and these were addressed in joint meetings of the subcommittees or through 
the meetings of the whole committee. 
 
During the spring, these subcommittees prepared progress reports on their work which were 
disseminated and reviewed by the full membership.  As work progressed, updated reports were 
submitted and became part of the larger report here.  This final report has been reviewed by the 
committee prior to submission. 
 
In this report, we present information about classroom size distribution, usage, geographical 
distribution, and scheduling.  This data, as well as a comprehensive survey instrument, is 
analyzed and interpreted in the context of our student and faculty environment.  Finally, we 
present some strategies for enhancing our usage of instructional space and some concrete 
recommendations of policies and actions to be implemented in the coming year. 
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Special note:  Throughout this report, we refer to building locations on campus by commonly 
used acronyms and abbreviations.  These abbreviations are summarized below: 
 
 

AB Ansari Business Building 
AE Agricultural Education 
ARF Applied Research Facility 
CA Clark Administration 
CB Chemistry Building 
CE Continuing Education Building 
CFA Church Fine Arts Complex 
EC Equestrian Center 
EJCH Edmund J. Cain Hall 
ERF Environmental Research Facility 
FA Fleischmann Agriculture 
FH Frandsen Humanities 
GL Getchell Library 
HREL Harry Reid Engineering Laboratory 
JTU Jot Travis Student Union 
KRC Knudtsen Resource Center 
LEC Lawlor Events Center 
LME Paul Laxalt Mineral Engineering 
LMR Paul Laxalt Mineral Research 
LP Leifson Physics 
LRC Lombardi Recreation Center 
MH Morrill Hall 
MM Mackay Mines 
MS Mackay Science 
MSS Mack Social Sciences 
NJC National Judicial College 
OSN Orvis School of Nursing 
PE Palmer Engineering 
RH Ross Hall 
RRC Renewable Resource Center 
RSJ Reynolds School of Journalism 
SEM Scrugham Engineering and Mines 
SFB Sarah Fleischmann Building 
SLH Schulich Lecture Hall 
SSB Student Services Building 
TB Thompson Building 
VSG Virginia Street Gym 
WRB William Raggio Building 
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II. Campus Instructional Space and Scheduling Data 
 
A. Physical survey of classrooms and laboratories 
 
It was agreed in an early meeting of the committee that the building and room census 
information used as a basis for the Instructional Space Scheduling and Utilization report 
prepared by the Office of Planning, Budget and Analysis and dated November 6, 2002, should be 
physically verified.  Members of the committee volunteered to do a physical inspection of each 
of the classrooms, paying particular attention to classroom condition, technology level of each 
classroom, and the maximum number of seats allowed by the fire code.  The purpose of the 
census was to determine the accuracy of the data associated with the rooms that are used for 
calculating utilization data.  On the basis of these inspections, adjustments were made.  The final 
results are reported in Appendix A, Full Classroom and Laboratory Inventories.   The census 
included 127 classrooms and 82 class laboratories on campus.  The analysis of this information 
appears below in Section III of this report. 
 
As a special note, the data presented in this report is generally taken from Fall 2001 for 
consistency.  At the time the committee began preparing its analysis of space utilization, 
enrollment figures for Fall 2002 were not yet finalized. 
 
 
B. Size distribution of classrooms 
 
The size distribution of classrooms on campus in Fall 2001 is shown below in Chart 1 along with 
the distribution of class section sizes for comparison: 
 

Chart 1:  Enrollment vs. Classroom Distribution
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This distribution is based on the classroom inventory for the Fall 2001 semester at the University 
of Nevada, Reno consisted of 127 rooms totaling 128,780 square feet, containing 6,368 student 
stations.  A detailed listing of the classroom inventory is shown in Appendix A, Sheet 1.  
Classroom laboratories are instructional rooms whose scheduling is controlled by an academic 
department for special instructional usage.  The classroom laboratory inventory for the Fall 2001 
semester consisted of 82 rooms totaling 171,633 square feet, containing 2,379 student stations.  
A detailed listing of the class laboratory inventory is shown in Appendix A, Sheet 2. 
 
 
C. Utilization of classrooms 
 
Daytime utilization of the classroom inventory for the Fall 2001 semester was 86% of Regent’s 
standard.  Evening utilization was 40% of Regent’s standard.  A display of classroom utilization 
by hour of the day and day of the week is shown in Tables 1 and 2 below. 
 
 
Table 1.   Fall 2001 Summary of Daytime Classroom Utilization 

by Hour of Day and Day of Week– 8:00 am to 5:00 pm 
 Time of Day Average 
Day of Week 8:00 9:00 10:00 11:00 12:00 1:00 2:00 3:00 4:00 8:00-5:00
Monday 60 105 117 114 77 141 81 48 57 89 
Tuesday 77 113 134 159 57 193 82 56 72 105 
Wednesday 70 109 124 116 76 159 76 46 50 92 
Thursday 72 109 125 156 58 168 86 57 62 99 
Friday 54 85 99 92 37 38 9 - - 46 
Saturday - - - - - - - - - - 
Sunday - - - - - - - - - - 
Average 67 104 120 127 61 140 67 41 48 86 

 
 
Table 2.           Fall 2001 Summary of Classroom Utilization by 
                    Hour of Day and Day of Week– 5:00 pm to 10:00 pm 

 Time of Day Average 
Day of Week 5:00 6:00 7:00 8:00 9:00 5:00-10:00 
Monday 47 66 43 25 14 39 
Tuesday 43 60 50 32 16 40 
Wednesday 54 61 57 31 11 43 
Thursday 37 53 50 30 15 37 
Friday 5 1 1 1 - 2 
Saturday - - - - - *5 
Sunday - - - - - - 
Average 45 60 50 30 14 40 

 
 
Daytime utilization of classrooms Monday through Thursday averages 96.5% of Regent’s 
standard.  Classroom utilization in the mornings and early afternoon Monday through Thursday 
exceed Regent’s standard, and peaks at 193% of Regent’s standard on Tuesday.  Classrooms are 
not as well utilized in the early mornings, mid-day and late afternoons.  Friday utilization is 
significantly lower than the rest of the week.  Evening utilization of classrooms is fairly 
consistent through the week, but well below Regent’s standard. 
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Daytime utilization of the classroom laboratory inventory for the Fall 2001 semester was 51% of 
Regent’s standard.  Evening utilization was 25% of Regent’s standard.  A display of class 
laboratory utilization by hour of the day and day of the week is shown in Tables 3 and 4 below. 
 
 
Table 3.        Fall 2001 Summary of Class Lab Utilization by 

   Hour of Day and Day of Week– 8:00 am to 5:00 pm 
 Time of Day Average 
Day of Week 8:00 9:00 10:00 11:00 12:00 1:00 2:00 3:00 4:00 8:00-5:00
Monday 6 43 56 58 35 48 73 77 65 51 
Tuesday 45 76 83 64 13 70 80 75 47 62 
Wednesday 20 48 61 56 30 69 83 84 69 58 
Thursday 44 63 78 57 15 72 82 74 32 57 
Friday 4 33 17 32 18 33 47 46 17 28 
Saturday - - - - - - - - - - 
Sunday - - - - - - - - - - 
Average 24 53 59 53 22 58 73 71 46 51 

 
 
 
Table 4.           Fall 2001 Summary of Class Lab Utilization by 
                    Hour of Day and Day of Week– 5:00 pm to 10:00 pm 

 Time of Day Average 
Day of Week 5:00 6:00 7:00 8:00 9:00 5:00-10:00 
Monday 40 41 26 21 7 27 
Tuesday 31 26 35 27 21 28 
Wednesday 36 36 37 31 13 30 
Thursday 27 20 14 11 5 16 
Friday - - - - - - 
Saturday - - - - - - 
Sunday - - - - - - 
Average 34 31 28 22 11 25 

 
 
Section data for the Fall 2001 semester included a total of 1,761 course sections scheduled in 
classrooms on campus that contained a total of 42,347 student enrollments which generated a 
total of 118,614.5 student contact hours.  There were 512 course sections scheduled in class 
laboratories that contained a total of 9,358 student enrollments which generated a total of 
23,382.1 student contact hours. 
 
 
D. Geographical distribution of classrooms on campus 
 
A map depicting the distribution of classrooms from the center of campus appears as Appendix 
B – Classroom Distribution on Campus.  For convenience, we divide the campus into zones 
which are defined as concentric rings about the geographical center of campus.  This center is 
located at the front entrance of Getchell Library.  Zone 1 represents locations within 500 feet of 
the center and includes JTU, FH, TB, RH, LME/LMR, SEM, MM, AB, CB, MSS, GL, and VSG.  
Zone 2 represents locations between 500 and 1000 feet of the campus center and includes RSJ, 
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CFA, CE, CA, MH, MS, SFB, OSN, FA, PE, HREL, SLH, LP, EJCH, WRB, and SSB.  Zone 3 
is comprised of buildings located between 1000 and 2500 feet from the campus center and 
includes NJC, ARF, LRC, LEC, EC, KRC, RRC, and AE.  Finally, Zone 4 is defined as the 
School of Medicine complex. 
 
The committee also determined the geographical distribution of smart classrooms on campus.  
This information is reported in Appendix C – Classroom Technology by Campus Zone.  This 
spreadsheet shows that just over 50% of smart classrooms are in Zone 1 (0-500 feet from center 
of campus), and most of the rest are in Zone 2 (500-1000 feet from campus center).  Finally, 
Appendix D – Classroom Size by Campus Zone, shows that the majority of the most undesirable 
classroom sizes (capacities of 40-49 or 50-74) are located in Zone 1, while most of the other size 
configurations are located in Zone 2. 
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III. Analysis of Instructional Space Utilization Data 
 
A. Analysis of classroom census data 
 
A detailed analysis of the classroom inventory for Fall 2001 by various attributes associated with 
the classrooms, such as station size, location, technology, condition, furniture and age, is 
contained in the initial report Instructional Space Scheduling and Utilization, prepared by 
Planning, Budget & Analysis.  That report observed that: 

• very small and very large classrooms generally generate poor utilization rates; 
• the closer a classroom is to the center of campus, the better the utilization rates; 
• high technology classrooms generate only marginally better utilization rates; 
• the better conditioned classrooms tend to generate better utilization rates; 
• various furniture types in the classrooms generate little difference in utilization rates; and 
• the newer classrooms tend to generate better utilization rates. 

 
The committee conducted a physical survey of the classrooms and class labs on campus.  A list 
of the rooms surveyed is given in Appendix A, and included 127 classrooms and 82 class 
laboratories on campus.  The purpose of the census was to determine the accuracy of the data 
associated with the rooms that are used for calculating utilization data. 
 
Of the 127 classrooms surveyed, 109 were found to be arranged essentially as identified in the 
scheduling data.  Of the remaining 18 rooms: 

• 4 rooms were identified as “overcrowded;” 
• 2 rooms were identified as improperly classified (they should be coded as class labs); 
• 1 room identified as a Level-1 room should be classified as a Level-4 room; 
• 4 rooms showed a discrepancy on the capacity of the room; 
• 1 room had a sloped floor that was not properly identified; 
• 1 room was identified as having two laser disk players in the room; and 
• 5 rooms were found to have fewer stations in the room than indicated in the data. 

 
The overcrowding issue should be alleviated by the adjustments in capacities planned for the Fall 
2003 semester resulting from fire code compliance.  The improperly classified rooms should be 
reclassified to class laboratories as soon as possible.  Capacity discrepancies and technology 
level discrepancies should be verified and corrected as soon as possible.  Furniture shortages in 
the classrooms should be corrected by the custodial staff as soon as possible. 
 
Of the 82 class laboratories surveyed, 57 were found to be arranged essentially as identified in 
the scheduling data.  Of the remaining 25 rooms: 

• 1 room was identified as being remodeled for another type of use by the department; 
• 1 room is apparently being used by the department as a storage room; 
• 2 rooms appear to be arranged and used by the departments as conference rooms; 
• 2 rooms appear to be set up as a computer labs and s/b coded as open labs; 
• 1 room should be displayed as two separate rooms; 
• 4 rooms were found to have fewer stations than reported in the data; and 
• 14 rooms showed a larger capacity in the data than indicated by the using department. 
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The rooms identified as class laboratories that are apparently being used for other purposes 
should be reclassified as soon as possible.  The computer laboratories should be reclassified as 
open laboratories as soon as possible.  Class laboratories that appear to have fewer stations in the 
room than reported in the data should be verified with the departments, and the appropriate 
corrections made in the scheduling data as soon as possible. 
 
Class laboratories that show a larger capacity in the data than indicated by the using department 
should be verified by the departments and have the appropriate corrections made to the 
scheduling data as soon as possible.  The departments should be made aware that the capacity of 
the room should reflect the absolute maximum enrollment levels for the classes that are taught in 
each individual class laboratory.  
 
 
B. Analysis of the effect of re-sizing room capacities in compliance with fire code 
 
The census conducted of the buildings and classrooms indicated that the number of seats in 
several classrooms exceeded the number permitted by the fire code, which requires the majority 
of classrooms to provide 20 square feet per student station.  During the summer of 2003 Building 
and Grounds will be removing chairs from these classrooms to reduce the number to the 
maximum permitted by the fire code.  Rooms with tab arm chairs are the ones primarily affected. 
 
Admissions & Records has also changed the maximum capacity for these classrooms in the 
Student Information System (SIS) for the Fall 2003 semester.  Census information for 
classrooms showing general room condition, old room capacity, new room capacity, the type of 
room and furniture, and the technology level of each room was provided to deans and department 
chairs in early 2003.  Since then, these individuals have been working with Admissions & 
Records to relocate classes scheduled for the Fall semester which now cannot be accommodated 
in their traditional rooms due to the changes in capacity. 

 
The relevant data for this analysis is available in Appendix E.  For an overview, refer to sheet 
Classes Impacted by Cap Change, Sheet 2. 
 
Fall 2001.  An analysis of the effect of the room capacity change had it been in effect in the Fall 
of 2001 was performed.  In 107 classes, student enrollment would have exceeded the new 
capacity.  However, in all likelihood resizing would not have constituted much of a hardship.  In 
42 of these classes, enrollment would have exceeded capacity by less than 10%, often by only a 
couple of students.  In 36 of the classes, enrollment would have exceeded capacity by 10-20%.  
Since both types of classes were mostly multi-section, the ability of students to register into a 
different section probably would have kept any negative fall-out to a minimum.  In addition, in 
the judgment of the committee, it should have been possible for those 39 classes which would 
have exceeded the new caps by over 20% to be scheduled into different rooms. 
 
Fall 2002.  In this analysis, there are moderately dramatic trends.  Student enrollment would have 
exceeded the new capacity in 137 classes, an increase of almost 30%.  In 58 of these classes, 
enrollment would have exceeded capacity by less than 10%; in a mere 29 of classes (about 20% 
less than in the previous year), enrollment would have exceeded capacity by 10-20%.  However, 
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50 classes, or roughly 30% more than in the previous year, would have exceeded the new caps 
by over 20%.  It seems clear that (a) this trend will continue in the face of ever increasing 
enrollment, and (b) the feasibility of scheduling these classes into different rooms is rapidly 
vanishing.  As a consequence, the reduction of student stations in many classrooms may require 
offering more sections in the affected classes, creating an even greater demand for new faculty. 
 
 
C. Analysis of the impact of classroom age and condition on usage 
 
The issue of the impact of classroom age and condition was addressed in the Fall 2002 report.  
As shown below in Table 5, the better the physical condition of a room, the greater its 
instructional use.  Interestingly, there is little obvious correlation between the utilization of a 
classroom and its age as measured since the last renovation as depicted in Table 6; however, the 
number of scheduled hours per week does appear to decline for rooms that have not been 
recently renovated.  The utilization of classrooms may be more heavily dependent on their 
location relative to the department of instruction than on their age since renovation.  Utilization 
rates varied little by furniture type used for student stations.   
 
 
 Table 5. 
   Fall 2001 Summary of Classroom Utilization 
          by Room Condition 

 
Condition 

Number of 
Rooms 

Average Weekly 
Room Hours 

Utilization 
Rate % 

Good 106 24.6 81 
Fair  13 21.0 63 
Poor    8 19.9 58 

 
 
 
 Table 6. 
   Fall 2001 Summary of Classroom Utilization by 
          Renovated Age of the Room 

Years Since 
Last Renovation 

Number of 
Rooms 

Average Weekly 
Room Hours 

Utilization 
Rate % 

4 or less 33 28.6 92 
5 to 9 45 24.8 74 

10 to 14 5 15.8 65 
15 to 19 1 15.0 35 
20 to 24 14 26.7 91 
25 to 29 3 10.7 42 
30 to 34 6 21.8 88 
35 to 39 13 15.5 52 

40 or greater 7 20.1 78 
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D. Analysis of classroom size distribution 
 
As Chart 1 above shows, our classroom-size distribution and our class-enrollment distribution are 
not aligned optimally.  While 62% of our class sections in Fall 2001 had enrollments below 30, 50% 
of our classrooms ranged in size from 30 to 74 student stations.  It is clear that a better alignment of 
the two distributions would increase the university’s space utilization rate. 
 
 
E. Analysis of classrooms with low utilization rates 
 
The committee also reviewed the 40 classrooms that were reported as generating less than 50 
percent of Regent’s standard in the Fall, 2002 report Instructional Space Scheduling and 
Analysis.  An analysis report of the classrooms with low utilization data for Fall 2001 is provided 
in Appendix F – Analysis of Classrooms With Low Utilization.  Some possible causes for these 
rooms’ low utilization numbers are given below: 
 

• Most classrooms that show low utilization on our campus do so because of a 
combination of several factors.  The most common factors that produce low 
utilization in classrooms are poor central location, lack of technology, lack of 
scheduled evening use, low hours per week scheduled, low fill rates when they are in 
use, and lack of scheduling data reported into the scheduling system. 

 
• Most of the rooms with the poorest utilization rates have little or no scheduled 

evening activity.  Of the 40 classrooms with the lowest utilization rates for Fall 2001, 
31 were scheduled 3 hours/wk or less.  There were 20 rooms with no scheduled 
evening activity. 

 
• Most of the rooms with the poorest utilization rates are in Zones 2 or 3, or are at the 

School of Medicine.  Of the 40 classrooms with the lowest utilization rates for Fall 
2001, 17 rooms were located in Zones 2 or 3, and five were located at the School of 
Medicine. 

 
• Orvis School of Nursing rooms are scheduled vertically for Nursing classes, which 

limits availability for other classes.  Of the 10 classrooms with the lowest utilization 
rates for Fall 2001, 3 rooms were located in the Orvis School of Nursing building 
(OSN 101, OSN 103 and OSN 104).  Perhaps some or all of these rooms should be 
converted to other uses. 

 
• Many of the rooms generating poor utilization rates have low fill rates or low hours 

per week scheduled.  Of the 40 classrooms with the lowest utilization rates for Fall 
2001, 29 rooms were scheduled for use 20 hours/wk or less.  The largest of the 
classrooms on the list (OSN 102, EJCH 103 and SEM 101) suffer from low fill rates 
when they are in use. 

 
• Most of the rooms with the poorest utilization rates contain little or no technology.  

Of the 40 classrooms with the lowest utilization rates for Fall 2001, 33 are Level-1 
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classrooms, representing essentially no technology. 
 

• Many of the rooms with the poorest utilization rates are more than 20 years old.  Of 
the 40 classrooms with the lowest utilization rates for Fall 2001, 20 are more than 20 
years old. 

 
• School of Medicine classrooms reflect a general lack of data reported into the 

scheduling system. 
 
 
F. Analysis of data collection practices 
 
A review of the class data from the Student Information System (SIS) for Fall 2001 was 
conducted by the committee in order to evaluate the amount of class data reported “as arranged” 
as well as that did not have location information associated with the class.  The results of this 
review are given below in Table 7. 
 
Table 7.          Distribution of Class Types for Fall 2001 

 
Class Group 

No. of 
Records 

 
Enrolled 

 
Pct. 

Contact 
Hours 

 
Pct. 

Classes in classrooms 1,761 42,347 66.7 118,614.5 78.1 
Classes in class labs 512 9,358 14.7 23,382.1 15.4 
Classes w/no location & time blank:      

- Enrollment =0 2,595 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
- Enrollment= 1 to 9 1,055 2,600 4.1 n/a n/a 
- Enrollment= 10 or more 108 5,738 9.0 n/a n/a 

Classes w/location & no enrollment 165 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Classes in classrooms w/no credit 51 652 1.0 2,039.5 1.4 
Classes in rooms TBA or arranged 133 1,302 2.1 4,073.5 2.7 
Classes in other types of rooms 140 1,482 2.4 3,705.5 2.4 
TOTAL 6,520 63,479 100 151,816.1 100 
 
 
Classes scheduled into classrooms and class labs accounted for 81.4 percent of the total class 
enrollments and 93.5 percent of the total contact hours generated in class sections for Fall 2001.  
Non credit instruction such as Intensive English Language Center (IELC) classes accounted for 
only 1.0 percent of the total enrollments and 1.4 percent of the total contact hours generated.  
The overwhelming majority of classes with no location or time information reported in SIS were 
thesis, dissertation, special problems, independent study and internship types of classes, and were 
treated appropriately from a data collection point of view.  More than 140 classes, representing 
2.4 percent of the total enrollments and 2.7 percent of the total contact hours were scheduled into 
specialized facilities such as the swimming pool, theatres, and recreational facilities and were 
considered to be treated appropriately from a data collection standpoint. 
 
The committee discovered, however, that 133 classes listed as TBA or “Arranged” and 
representing 2.1 percent of the total enrollments and 2.7 percent of the total contact hours 
generated were not reported to SIS by the departments prior to the census date (10th class day) of 
the semester.  The result was that these contact hours generated in classrooms or class labs were 
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not included in utilization data.  It was also noted by the committee that School of Medicine 
instructional activity is not reported in SIS. 
 
 
G. Analysis of special uses of classrooms 
 
Unscheduled or ad hoc use of instructional rooms varies greatly from building to building and 
from room to room and from semester to semester.  The problem with this type of usage is not 
the documentation, but rather the quantification of the usage, primarily because attendance 
figures are not captured by the institution for individual ad hoc events.  Individual event 
coordinators generally request rooms on the basis of anticipated attendance, however, unlike 
scheduled class activity, the actual attendance, or enrollment is not collected.  For this reason, 
quantification of ad hoc utilization of facilities on any basis other than total time of the event is 
not possible.  The subcommittee reviewed known scheduling activity of ad hoc events in 
classrooms on campus for the Fall 2001 semester. 
 
It should be noted that Regent’s standards implicitly allow for ad hoc activities by the nature of 
the utilization calculation.  The evaluation period for daytime is a total of 45 hours/week, and for 
evenings/weekends is another 20 hours per week, for a total of 65 hours per week.  The Regent’s 
standard assumes that instructional facilities will be used for scheduled credit instruction 30 
hours/week daytime and 9 hours/week on evenings and weekends.  For each classroom, the 
remaining 26 hours per week are available for other unscheduled activities, including ad hoc 
usage. 
 
Scheduling Services reported that 1,696 ad hoc events were scheduled into 103 of the 127 
classrooms for the Fall 2001 semester.  There were 24 classrooms that had no scheduled ad hoc 
activity.  The 1,696 events generated a total of 1,688 hours of use between the hours of 8 a.m. 
and 5 p.m., Monday thru Friday for the semester, which translates into an average of just under 1 
hour of use per week per classroom for ad hoc activities.  A total of 2,892 hours of use during the 
evenings and weekends were generated by these events, which translates into an average of 1.6 
hours of use per week per classroom.  In total, ad hoc events scheduled into classrooms for the 
Fall 2001 semester generated 2.65 hours of use per week per classroom.  Scheduled credit 
generating instructional activity for daytime and evening combined totals about 30.3 hours/week.  
Ad hoc activity generates approximately an additional 9 percent of activity in the classrooms on 
campus, most of which is generated in the evenings and on the weekends. 
 
A breakdown of the ad hoc event scheduled usage by building is given in Table 8 below.  The 
totals (columns two and four for daytimes and nighttimes, respectively) refer to times the rooms 
were used over a 17-week semester and the averages given are computed per room each week 
(columns three and five).  All numbers are given in hours:minutes. 
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Table 8.   Ad Hoc Event Scheduling by Instructional Building 

 
Building 

Day Total 
Hrs. M-F 

Day Avg. 
Hrs./Week 

Eve. Total 
Hours 

Eve. Avg. 
Hrs./Week 

AB (18 rooms) 189:56 0:37 857:42 2:48 
ARF (1 room) 25:00 1:28 30:00 1:46 
CB (1 room) 88:00 5:11 112:45 6:38 
CFA (1 room) 5:00 0:18 54:45 3:13 
EJCH (12 rooms) 136:38 0:40 413:45 2:02 
FA (4 rooms) 77:30 1:08 29:30 0:26 
FH (6 rooms) 52:15 0:31 23:45 0:14 
KRC (2 rooms) 37:30 1:06 4:00 0:07 
LME (2 rooms) 0:45 0:01 60:00 1:46 
LP (2 rooms) 29:05 0:51 22:00 0:39 
LRC (1 room) 4:00 0:14 0:00 0:00 
MS (5 rooms) 47:30 0:33 42:00 0:30 
MSS (9 rooms) 145:10 0:57 8:00 0:03 
OSN (5 rooms) 88:20 1:02 168:00 1:58 
PE (4 rooms) 102:39 1:31 17:30 0:15 
SEM (7 rooms) 59:07 0:30 86:30 0:44 
SFB (1 room) 0:00 0:00 27:00 1:35 
SLH (3 rooms) 90:28 1:46 69:30 1:22 
WRB (19 rooms) 509:31 1:35 865:30 2:41 
TOTAL (103 rooms) 1,688:24 0:58 2,892:12 1:39 

 
 
We note that these results capture only the ad hoc room usage that was reported to the 
Scheduling Office and recorded.  Thus, these data represent a minimum estimate of the amount 
of time that classrooms are used outside of regularly scheduled classes. 
 
 
H.  Survey data on faculty and student preferences 
 
During the spring semester, the committee conducted a class scheduling preferences survey for 
students and faculty.  The Scheduling Subcommittee incorporated the input from several 
subcommittees of the Space Utilization Committee, as well as the committee at large in 
developing the final version of the surveys.  Based on the information from the Technology 
Subcommittee, questions on the role of technology in classroom/scheduling preferences were 
also included in the surveys.  The survey instruments are provided in Appendix G-A – Student 
Survey Instrument and Results and Appendix G-B – Faculty Survey Instrument and Results 
along with some of the raw data gathered. 
 
In February 2003, the surveys were sent, with instructions, to course instructors and department 
chairs to ensure a high level of participation.  The results of the surveys were used to:  
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(i) identify student and faculty preferences for scheduling in terms of time of the day or day 
of the week or frequency of times a class meets; 

(ii) identify the characteristics of the campus student population, e.g., full time student vs. 
part-time student and full-time vs. part-time employment, and their potential impact on 
class scheduling preferences; 

(iii) identify the most important factors, i.e., work schedule, family responsibilities, distance/ 
commuting time to campus, completion of degree requirements, and availability of open 
section, influencing a student’s decision in scheduling classes; and 

(iv) rank the importance of technology components in teaching and scheduling preferences of 
classes. 

 
A preliminary analysis of the faculty and student scheduling preference surveys is given below.  
This analysis is very preliminary, and additional analysis of the data collected will be developed 
by the campus over the next several months. 
 
 
1. Student Preferences 
 
A total of 40.0% of the student body, from all major academic units, participated in the survey.  
Both graduate (n = 929) and undergraduate (n = 4970) students were represented.  The typical 
student who completed the survey was a full-time student with a part-time job (59%), taking 15 
or more credits (49%). 
 
 
Overall Trends: 

• Completing degree requirements and availability of open sections are the major 
determinants for when students decide to take classes.  Work schedule, family 
responsibilities, or distance/commuting time to campus play a secondary role in their 
scheduling decisions. 

• The majority of students prefer to take classes that start between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., 
but nearly half are willing take classes offered at 8:00 a.m. or at 7:00 p.m. 

• Most students indicated that they were not willing or able to take classes that start before 
8:00 a.m. (73%) or after 7:00 p.m. (63%). 

• The vast majority of students (90%) prefer classes that are offered two days a week.  
About two-thirds can take classes either one day a week or three days a week.  There was 
little interest in classes offered on Fridays and weekends, with Friday morning (21%) 
preferred over the other options.  Students clearly indicated a low preference for Friday 
afternoon (16%), Saturday morning (14%) and Friday evening/Saturday morning (14%) 
classes. 

• Most students (74-76%) are unwilling to take classes that meet on Saturday or 
Friday/Saturday.  Friday morning (49%) and Friday afternoon (61%) classes are also 
somewhat unpopular. 
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• Use of classroom technology seemed to have little influence over student’s selection of 
classes. 

 
 
Trends Differentiated by Unit 

• Work schedule ranked third to degree requirements and availability of open sections as an 
important influence in deciding when students take classes, across all units.  Students in 
Business, Education and Journalism placed more emphasis on work schedule than 
students in other units. 

• Over half of the Business and Education majors (52-62%) were willing to take evening 
classes starting at 5:30 or 7:00 p.m., which probably reflects demands of their work 
schedules.  The percentage of students from other units who were willing to take evening 
classes ranged from 29 to 46%. 

• Students who were most resistant to evening classes were from CABNR, the School of 
Medicine, and the Mackay School of Mines.  A total of 59 to 61% of students from these 
units were unwilling to take a 7:00 p.m. class, and 70 to 76% would not take a class at 
8:30 p.m. 

• Students in CABNR, Engineering, and the Mackay School of Mines were the most 
supportive of Friday classes, preferring mornings (28-29%) to afternoons (17-22%), as 
long as such classes were not coupled to weekend class scheduling. 

• Students in Medicine, Journalism, Mines, and CABNR were the most resistant to classes 
that meet on Friday/Saturday or Saturday.  A total of 82 to 86% of these students were 
unwilling to take weekend classes.  In contrast, students in Education were the least 
resistant to weekend classes; although two-thirds were still unwilling to take classes at 
this time. 

• Students in Business and Human and Community Sciences were somewhat more likely 
than students in other units to indicate that technology influences their selection of 
classes. 

 
 
Trends Differentiated by Class Standing 
 

Undergraduate Students: 

• The most important factors influencing the scheduling behavior of undergraduate 
students are completion of degree requirements and availability of open sections. 

• The majority of undergraduate students prefer traditional schedules with classes that start 
between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. and that are offered one to three days a week. 

• Over half of the undergraduate students surveyed indicated that they are not able or 
willing to take Friday or weekend classes, or classes that start before 8:00 a.m. or after 
5:30 p.m. 

• Technology does not have an influence undergraduate students’ selection of classes. 
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Graduate Students: 

• The most important factors influencing the scheduling behavior of graduate students are 
completion of degree requirements, availability of open sections, and work schedule. 

• The majority of master’s level students prefer classes that start between 4:00 p.m. and 
7:00 p.m. (76%), and that are offered one day (79%) or two days (79%) per week. 

• Doctoral students’ preferences are more scattered throughout the day, with the majority 
preferring classes anywhere from 9:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.  The most popular class 
scheduling for doctoral students is at 4:00 p.m. (74%), two times a week (73%). 

• Graduate students prefer evening classes more than early morning classes.  The most 
unpopular time for classes for both master’s (73%) and doctoral students (74%) is 7:00 a.m. 

• Both masters and doctoral students prefer weekday to weekend and Friday classes.  
Doctoral students (60-65%) are more resistant to weekend classes than are master’s 
students (53-59%).  Master’s students are somewhat more resistant to Friday classes (47-
48%) than are doctoral students (33-45%). 

• Technology does not influence graduate students’ selection of classes. 
 
 
Trends Differentiated by Student and Work Status 

• Most undergraduate students (64%) considered themselves to be full-time students and 
part-time members of the workforce. 

• Graduate students have more complex role structures than undergraduate students.  The 
most common arrangement was for graduate students to go to school full-time and work 
part-time (37%).  Other students indicated that they were full-time students with full-time 
employment (24%) or part-time students with full-time employment (23%). 

• Full-time students with full-time work schedules indicated no clear preference for when 
classes are offered, but they are more willing to take 7:00 a.m. classes (31%) than 
students with other role structures. 

• Full-time students with part-time work prefer classes that start between 9:00 a.m. and 
4:00 p.m. and are offered one to three days a week.  The overwhelming majority of these 
students (94%) prefer classes that are offered two days a week. 

• Part-time students with full-time work schedules prefer classes that start after 4:00 p.m., 
and almost half would be willing to take classes that start at 8:30 p.m.  This segment of 
the student population is also more receptive to Saturday morning (28%) or Friday/ 
Saturday (35%) classes than students with other role structures. 

• Part-time students with part-time work prefer classes that start between 9:00 a.m. and 
5:30 p.m. and that are offered one to three days a week.  Most students (90%) prefer 
classes that are offered two days a week. 

• A majority of part-time students with full-time family responsibilities prefer classes that 
start between 10:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. and classes offered at 4:00 p.m.  Only 36% of 
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these students are willing to take classes that start at 3:00 p.m., when their children are 
likely to be returning from school.  Most of these students prefer classes that are offered 
one day (72%) or two days (86%) a week. 

 
 
2. Faculty Preferences 
 
Overall Trends 

• Faculty members are more likely to be teaching two regularly scheduled classes (41%), 
than one class (22%) or three classes (27%).  Very few faculty members teach four or 
more classes (7%).  In addition, most faculty supervise unscheduled instructional 
activities, such as Thesis, Dissertation, Independent Study, academic advising, and so 
forth. 

• More faculty teach upper-division undergraduate courses (74%) and graduate courses 
(56%), than lower-division undergraduate courses (29%), reflecting common trends in 
class sizes at these various levels (i.e. lower division classes are more likely to be taught 
in large lecture sections in many disciplines).  The most common preferences for 
classroom location are in the same building (37%) or in nearby buildings (45%). 

• The majority of faculty indicated that they prefer late morning (77.6%) and early 
afternoon (55%) classes.  Late afternoon (49%) and evening classes (23%) are preferred 
over early morning classes (19%), and faculty members prefer Monday through Thursday 
classes (66-79%) over Friday (31%) and Saturday (6%) classes. 

• Most faculty (63%) would not be willing to teach classes that are offered as a Friday/ 
Saturday block, three or four times a semester. 

• Faculty prefer classrooms with moveable tables/chairs (62%) or moveable tab arm chairs 
(40%) over fixed arrangements (26-31%)  

• Faculty reported that they need seminar rooms (44%), small classrooms with 20-40 seats 
(67%), and large classrooms with 40-60 seats (36%) to accommodate the size of the 
classes that they teach.  There was less need for small lecture halls with 60-100 seats 
(19%) or large lecture halls with 100 or more seats (17%). 

• Most faculty members indicated that they require a high technology classroom (65%) for 
at least one of their classes.  Another 21% thought that a high-tech classroom would be 
very helpful, but not necessary.  Only 6% thought that a high-tech classroom would not 
be needed at all. 

• Most faculty members (67%) prefer using technology to enhance rather than replace 
reading and lecture materials in their classes. 

• The majority of faculty (52%) indicated that they would use technology support to 
enhance, rather than replace classroom instruction. 

• Faculty members are almost as comfortable with using web-based outlines of lectures or 
reviews (60%), computerized projection (88%), internet access (56%), and audio visual 
materials (64%) as they are with using the blackboard (77%) or printed handouts and 
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summaries (79%). 
 
 
Trends Differentiated by Unit 

• Faculty in Human and Community Sciences, Arts and Sciences (sciences), Mining, and 
Engineering (45-55%) are more willing to teach on Friday than faculty in Arts and 
Sciences (humanities; social sciences) and CABNR (25-35%) or faculty in Business, 
Education, Journalism, or the School of Medicine (0-8%) 

• More faculty in Human and Community Sciences, Education, and Arts and Sciences (social 
sciences) would willingly teach on Saturday (15%) than faculty in other units (0-6%). 

• Faculty in Arts and Sciences (social sciences) are the most willing to teach evening 
classes (50%), followed by those in Business and Education (31%), and those in Arts and 
Sciences (science; humanities), Human and Community Sciences, and Mining (19-25%).  
Faculty in Journalism, Engineering and the School of Medicine do not prefer to teach in 
the evening (0%). 

• Faculty in Human and Community Sciences, Business, and Arts and Sciences 
(humanities and social sciences) are the most interested in teaching late afternoon 
classes (50-75%), followed by faculty in Journalism, Engineering, Mining, CABNR, Arts 
and Sciences (sciences) and Education (31-43%) 

 
 
Trends Differentiated by Faculty Rank 

• Assistant professors (100%) are the most willing to teach Friday classes, followed by 
associate (48%) and full (38%) professors.  Instructor/lecturers (12%) are the least 
interested in teaching on Friday. 

• Faculty expressed little interest (0-9%) in teaching Saturday classes. 

• Full professors (19%) indicated a somewhat lower preference than other faculty (23-
28%) for teaching evening classes. 

• Associate professors (61%) indicated a higher preference than other faculty (41-46%) for 
teaching late afternoon classes. 

 
From these results, it is clear that the predominant scheduling of classes between 9:00 am and 
4:00 pm, Monday through Thursday, reflects the preferences of both faculty and most students.  
However, there are some important groups of students for which alternative scheduling of classes 
is needed to allow them to make steady progress toward a degree.  A clear message in the survey 
is that so-called “traditional” students continue to prefer more traditional course scheduling, 
while non-traditional students, who are typically employed and have families, have constraints 
on their schedules that dictate a preference for non-traditional scheduling.  Interestingly, these 
students often can be differentiated from other students by the degree programs in which they are 
enrolled.  The survey suggests that knowledge of the demographics of the student population 
should be utilized in setting class schedules, especially in colleges such as Business 
Administration and Education. 
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As enrollment pressures continue to mount on our use of instructional space on campus, the 
university will be compelled to schedule more and more classes at evening and weekend times, 
regardless of student and faculty preferences.  We will also need to make more concerted use of 
alternative delivery systems, including especially asynchronous web-based delivery of course 
content.  The increasing use of technology by faculty and their preference for using it to enhance 
traditional delivery of course content may mitigate the need to schedule more classes at non-
traditional times. 
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IV. Strategies for Optimizing Classroom Usage 
 
As a result of our review of classroom and class laboratory scheduling and usage, we have 
developed several strategies for our campus.  These strategies can be clustered roughly into three 
groups:  (i) those related to the physical attributes of classrooms; (ii) those related to scheduling; 
(iii) those related to data gathering/reporting; and (iii) those related to university and system 
policies for classroom usage. These strategies are summarized here, then discussed in more depth 
below. 
 
 
Strategies related to classroom condition, size, and distribution 

1. Improve the alignment of classroom-size distribution with the distribution of class section 
enrollments. 

2. Renovate older, medium-sized classrooms by splitting them into two smaller classrooms. 

3. Renovate outdated classrooms. 

4. Improve the availability of technology to classrooms. 

5. Phase-out certain underutilized classrooms. 

6. Include new classrooms in the remodeling plans for Getchell Library. 

7. Bring classrooms into compliance with fire codes by removing stations from 
overcrowded rooms. 

 
Strategies related to class and room scheduling 

1. Develop general rules and policies to be used in future classroom scheduling. 

2. Expand the usage of all classrooms throughout the week, especially in the early 
mornings, late afternoons, evenings, and weekends. 

3. Move to an automated classroom optimization/assignment process. 

4. Continually monitor classroom utilization in light of increased enrollment. 
 
 
Strategies related to data gathering and reporting 

1. Correct known room classification errors. 

2. Re-classify rooms that have multiple purposes. 

3. Improve the reporting procedures for the School of Medicine. 

4. Implement a system for ongoing review of class lab data. 
 
 
Strategies related to University and UCCSN policies for classroom usage 
 

1. Policies for reporting unscheduled use of instructional spaces should be quantified in the 
UCCSN report. 
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2. Main campus data should be presented separately from the School of Medicine data. 

3. A system policy should be developed for reporting the instructional usage of special- or 
hybrid-use rooms. 

 
 
A. Strategies related to class condition, size and distribution 

 
1. Improve the alignment of classroom-size distribution with the distribution of class section 

enrollments. 

The classroom-size distribution and class-section enrollment distribution are not aligned 
optimally.  It is clear that a better alignment of the two distributions would increase the 
university’s space utilization rate substantially.  However, in light of the fact that 
enrollment is projected to grow dramatically, every recommended change should be 
implemented deliberately and incrementally, so as not to lock the university into a 
situation which can be changed only with unacceptable resource expenditures.  The 
situation is in flux and inherently unpredictable.  When, for example, the analysis of class 
enrollment vs. classroom size (see Chart 1) is applied to the projected numbers for Fall 
2003, the situation already has changed substantially.  It can easily be seen that the 
mandated resizing of the classrooms (due to fire code considerations) alone has led to a 
much more optimal alignment of these distributions. 

 
2. Renovate old, comparatively large classrooms by splitting them into two. 

Surprisingly, there are only a few candidates which readily lend themselves to this 
procedure.  These are, in order of priority: FA 301, OSN 204, SEM 234 and 326.  For 
data on these rooms, please refer to Appendix H – Rooms to Renovate into Two Rooms.  
The decision to renovate additional classrooms in this way should only be made in a 
couple of years, after a re-examination of relevant data.  Furthermore, the decision should 
be based on a consideration of multiple factors, including the location of the classroom, 
the disciplines typically taught in the room, student enrollment projections in those 
disciplines, and classroom-size needs for teaching in those disciplines. 

 
3. Renovate outdated classrooms. 

It was shown in our Fall 2002 report (see Table 5 above) that the better the physical 
condition of a room, the greater its instructional use.  Classrooms that have not been 
renovated within the last 35 years show a marked drop in utilization.  One strategy that 
could be implemented is improvement of the classrooms physically so that they will be 
more desirable for use. 

 
The cost to renovate classrooms will range from $30/square foot to $80/square foot, 
depending on the size and condition of the room.  A typical upgrade will usually include 
new floor covering, refurbished lighting, acoustical treatment of the walls, and 
replacement of the classroom furniture.  The improvement of technology in the classroom 
may also be warranted.  The cost of upgrading a classroom from a low technology room 
to a "smart" classroom will vary from $15/square foot to $25/square foot, depending on 
the amount and age of the equipment already installed in the room, and the suitability of 
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the equipment to be incorporated into the new audio/visual package as it is being 
designed for the room. 

 
4. Improve the availability of technology to classrooms. 

According to the faculty survey, another factor influencing many faculty members’ 
choice of a classroom is the availability of technology.  While this should be investigated 
further and findings acted upon in any classroom renovations, initially we will determine 
the need for additional technology in classrooms.  In many cases, we feel that this need 
can be met by creating additional “smart carts,” portable classroom technology that can 
be brought into a class upon demand.  It is believed that increasing the availability of 
smart carts on campus is a sound and cost effective approach to solving some of the 
demand for technology in classrooms. 
 
Estimates of the subcommittee on technology suggest that a basic smart cart could be 
assembled for around $6,000 with more advanced carts costing around $10,000.  This 
should be compared to the Level-1 to Level-4 cost of renovating classrooms discussed 
below.  The subcommittee, however, has several concerns related to increasing the 
number of smart carts: 
 

a. A three-year replacement cycle should be planned for all smart carts. 
b. An equipment maintenance fund must be provided. 
c. Extra carts and parts should be available to mitigate equipment breakdowns. 

 
5. Remove low utilization classrooms from the classroom pool. 

Classrooms which are old, chronically underutilized, and poor candidates for renovation 
might be turned into office space to accommodate a presumably increasing faculty.  
These are, in order of priority:  KRC 138, OSN 101 and 103, ARF 205, FA 337, and 
KRC 104.  For data on these rooms, please refer to Appendix I – Rooms to Convert to 
Other Uses.  As mentioned earlier, this process should be done with great caution.  To 
maintain scheduling flexibility, it is imperative to have a sufficient pool of rooms which 
are used comparatively lightly.  As we remove low utilization rooms from the classroom 
pool, they should be replaced with new, appropriately sized, centrally located classrooms 
that will be more desirable for use.  Additional low utilization classrooms that may be 
possible candidates for conversions include LRC 214A, LRC 214B, and OSN 104. 

 
6. Include new classrooms in the remodeling plans for Getchell Library. 

After the completion of the new library, a substantial part of the old library should be 
converted into classrooms.  It is very important to bring classroom-size distribution and 
class-enrollment distribution into better alignment and this will be a contributing factor in 
the remodeling plans for the old library.  Facility Services was not consulted in the 
planning phase for WRB, an oversight which resulted in a number of modern, but 
imperfectly designed classrooms.  As we plan the renovation of Getchell, one goal should 
be that some of the new classrooms will effectively replace old classrooms to be phased-
out for various reasons.  Given the fact that almost a third of the class sections taught at 
the university are smaller than 20 students, enough small-size classrooms should be 
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provided in this remodeling to ensure a higher utilization rate for smaller classes for the 
entire campus. 

 
7. Bring classrooms into compliance with fire codes by removing stations from 

overcrowded rooms. 

Review of the classroom inventory revealed that the station capacities in many 
classrooms on campus, particularly those with tablet arm chair furniture, contain more 
stations than is allowable by fire code regulation.  The fire code unambiguously states 
that the majority of classrooms have to provide 20 square feet per student station.  Not re-
sizing those classrooms that do not meet this requirement is not an option.  The provost 
has directed the proper administrative entities to execute the necessary changes in 
classroom capacities for the fall semester 2003. 

 
 
B. Strategies related to class and room scheduling 
 

1. Develop general rules and policies to be used in future classroom scheduling. 

There is a need to develop general policies governing the scheduling of classes and 
classrooms.  Such policies and rules should be developed in close consultation with 
academic departments.  In addition, methods for addressing faculty and department needs 
and preferences should be established. 

 
As the survey results presented in Section C indicate, there is a divergence between the 
preferences of students by rank for certain class days and times.  There is divergence in 
faculty preferences as well.  The survey results should be studied carefully in the coming 
months as decisions about scheduling are made within the colleges and units. 

 
As the decision process begins, the following recommendations of the classroom 

scheduling subcommittee should be kept in mind: 
 

• A one-size-fits-all approach to scheduling is likely to be resented by both faculty and 
students.  It is likely that some units will function best when they offer Friday/weekend 
courses, others will successfully offer late afternoon and evening courses, some may be 
able to offer both, and there may even be some units that logistically can offer neither.  
Early morning class offerings will most likely be successful in units with significant 
numbers of students who are full-time students and full-time employees. 

 
• The Colleges and Departments need to work on developing policies to promote strategic 

scheduling of classes in early morning and in evening in the context of these program-
specific needs and the preferences of undergraduate students, graduate students, and 
faculty. 

 
• The need and preferences for scheduling of classes on Friday and weekends is highly 

program specific, is endorsed by some faculty in some units, and has a better likelihood 
of success with graduate programs, than with undergraduate programs.  
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• To better promote non-traditional scheduling of classes by faculty, the Colleges and 
Departments should consider faculty preferences in the context of program needs, and 
student preferences.  When faculty resist non-traditional course assignments, both the 
courses and the assignments could be scheduled on a rotational basis. 

 
Other questions should be asked and answered in connection with this process.  For 
example, should lower-division classes be centrally located, with upper-division classes 
nearer to departmental homes?  Questions of this nature involve a complex interplay of 
many factors.  In some departments, many lower-division classes are taught by lecturers, 
often three classes back to back.  When instructors teach several class sections in close 
order, the locations of those classes should optimally be near one another.  Moreover, if 
the transport of departmental equipment to the classroom is necessary, the classroom 
should be close to the department.  The necessity of setting up equipment before and 
clearing up matters with students after class reduces the time window between classes for 
an instructor. 
 
Conversely, upper-division classes are less often taught back to back, and instructors 
would have enough time to cross campus and still be on time for class.  However, the 
special needs for many upper-division classes might make it all but impossible for the 
class to be taught away from the departmental home.  In addition, only the department 
knows about faculty members who for health or other reasons cannot be expected to cross 
campus quickly. 
 
In general, the needs of handicapped students should also be kept in mind when 
scheduling classes into classrooms in particular zones.  As many large and required 
classes as possible should take place in the central zone so as to facilitate proper 
attendance for handicapped students. 

 
2. Expand the usage of all classrooms throughout the week, especially in the early 

mornings, late afternoons, evenings and weekends. 

This is a trend that we believe will occur to some extent without any intervention as 
enrollment pressures and limited classroom availability compel instructors to utilize non-
traditional class times.  From the scheduling preferences gathered through the survey this 
spring, the university will be encouraging departments to use demographic information 
and student scheduling needs in setting class schedules.  In cases where a given course is 
offered in multiple sections, there will be greater effort made to ensure that one or more 
sections are offered at non-traditional times to accommodate student needs. 

 
3. Move to an automated classroom optimization/assignment process. 

Currently, academic departments receive a paper printout of the worksheets of all their 
classes from the Admissions & Records office to schedule their classes in each term.  The 
changes are written manually to worksheets and are sent to the Admissions & Records 
office to be entered into SIS.  This system of processing departmental scheduling 
processes is considerably time- and labor-intensive. 
 
The Scheduling and Technology Subcommittees worked together this spring to develop a 
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recommended process and timeline for review, evaluation and implementation of a 
scheduling optimization software platform.  The subcommittees reviewed the AdAstra 
software package currently utilized by Scheduling Services for special events and 
activities.  After a presentation to the full committee, it agreed that this software has the 
potential for eliminating several inefficient layers of paper-intensive scheduling.  It also 
agreed that the possibility of streamlining space utilization by allowing room allocation to 
be more closely tied to course enrollment and available teaching technologies is an 
enormous potential benefit of this software. 
 
In addition, the automated scheduling software would allow the university to monitor 
room usage much better than it presently can.  By providing access to the software at the 
departmental level, graphic information relative to the overall usage of all instructional 
facilities could be provided more broadly.  Data collection practices, including the 
schedule building and verification process should be automated at the departmental level 
utilizing this software, so that departments themselves can consider the optimal use of 
classrooms in their room selection process and optimize scheduling of departmentally 
controlled instructional labs. 
 
It is the committee’s recommendation that the campus embark as soon as possible on 
developing an automated classroom optimization/assignment process.  This process 
should be designed so that input and feedback into the scheduling process is facilitated at 
the departmental level first, and move through the college level to the campus level.  The 
process should allow for the maximization of instructor and/or departmental attribute 
preferences, as well as needs for room attributes, times, and technical capabilities as the 
scheduling optimization process is undertaken. 
 
The automated process will be used to optimize instructional space utilization, resolve 
request conflicts, and, when necessary, override departmental preferences, in consultation 
with the departments.  A web-client product is preferred, with real-time integrated 
functionality between Informs (SIS) and the scheduling optimization platform highly 
desirable.  Data element-level security functionality would be required.  It appears very 
likely that additional resources and IT support will be needed to successfully achieve a 
user-friendly environment for this important project. 

 
To fully evaluate and implement a software-driven scheduling process, we envision the 
following four steps: 

 
a. Establish a small software evaluation team consisting of 7 or 8 carefully selected 

individuals to work with test data from Informs (SIS) with a scheduling 
optimization software platform, in order to evaluate the software for feasibility of 
implementation.  The team should consist of personnel from the Provost’s Office, 
Admission and Records, Instructional Technology, Scheduling Services and 3-4 
representative academic disciplines from the sciences, education, humanities and 
business.  Licensing should be centralized in the Office of Information 
Technology.  The team should work closely with software platform personnel to 
identify and resolve technical issues in areas such as: 
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i. input and output 
ii. data compatibility issues between Informs (SIS) and the software platform  

iii. features and bugs 
iv. known problems, including dual-listed courses, cross-listed courses, 

course fee and footnote issues, and necessary training for department 
personnel 

v. specific detail regarding the schedule building process 

b. Install the software in 10 or 12 carefully selected departments to test the software 
and the schedule building process at the departmental and college level.  The 
departments included should encompass a wide a range of departments that would 
represent an appropriate cross section of the campus. 

c. Evaluate the findings of the two test groups to finalize policy and procedure 
changes necessary to implement the software and scheduling process campus 
wide. 

d. Implement the software and scheduling process campus wide. 
 

The initial software evaluation process should begin during the summer of 2003.  The 
departmental evaluation of the software should begin during the fall semester, 2003.  
Evaluation of findings and procedural changes should begin during the spring semester, 
2004.  Full implementation should begin with spring or fall semester of 2005. 

 
 

4. Continually monitor classroom utilization in light of increased enrollment. 

Given the projected enrollment growth, many classes and classrooms are bound to 
become substantially more efficient in the use of space.  Time alone should move 
classroom-size distribution and class-enrollment distribution into a more optimal 
alignment; however, the campus should continually monitor its classroom usage and 
scheduling so that it can identify and correct problems as they arise. 

 
 
C. Strategies related to data gathering and reporting 
 

1. Correct known room classification errors. 

The building and classroom census revealed that rooms identified as class laboratories are 
apparently being used for other purposes.  In addition there are computer laboratories 
which should be reclassified as open laboratories as soon as possible.  Class laboratories 
that appear to have fewer stations in the room than reported in the data should be verified 
with the departments, and the appropriate corrections made in the scheduling data as soon 
as possible. 
 
Class laboratories that show a larger capacity in the data than indicated by the using 
department should be verified by the departments and have the appropriate corrections 
made to the scheduling data as soon as possible.  The departments should be made aware 
that the capacity of the room should reflect the absolute maximum enrollment levels for 
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the classes that are taught in each individual class laboratory.  
 
Several LME rooms should be reclassified as class labs with perhaps reduced capacities.  
Reclassification of LMR 426 and LMR 417 to class labs, and reducing the capacities of 
these rooms would increase their utilization rates significantly.  For example, LMR 426 is 
currently listed as a classroom with 30 stations, and showed a utilization rate of 43.52% 
of Regent’s standard for Fall 2001.  Changing the classification of the room to the more 
appropriate designation of class lab with a corrected capacity of 24 would reflect a 
utilization rate for Fall 2001 of 61.2% of Regent’s standard, which is well above the 
average lab utilization rate for the campus. 

 
2. Re-classify rooms that have multiple purposes. 

Computer labs and other instructional spaces that are used in a predominately open 
format should not be included in the pool of rooms to be evaluated for utilization reports.  
Wherever possible, these rooms should be classified in the scheduling system as 
something other than a classroom or class lab.  Departments need to be mindful of 
scheduling classes into rooms that are predominately used in an open format, such as an 
open computer lab, so that these rooms can be excluded from consideration in campus 
utilization studies. 
 
The current policy includes labs that are predominately utilized in an open lab format, but 
may have an individual class scheduled into them.  A more appropriate evaluation policy 
would be to include only those labs that are intentionally utilized for regularly scheduled 
activity, and to exclude those open use labs that have six hours or less per week of 
scheduled activity.  
 
A similar strategy might be appropriate for other lab rooms whose usage is specialized to 
the point that it is restricted to a limited number of courses.  This could be the case, for 
example, in various science classes that utilize instrumentation specific to a given course 
or courses, but which cannot be removed from the room to allow other uses. 

 
3. Improve the reporting procedures for the School of Medicine. 

Improved reporting procedures on the use of these rooms by the School of Medicine 
should improve the reported utilization rates.  Every effort should be made to fully report 
this data to SIS, so that more accurate usage data of the SOM instructional facilities can 
be calculated.  We are currently in the process of attempting to integrate School of 
Medicine IT functions.  As classroom utilization information is usually maintained on a 
database, the IT integration could accomplish this goal. 

 
4. Implement a system for ongoing review of class lab data. 

The university should implement an annual class lab data review at the departmental 
level each year prior to the beginning of the Fall semester in order to verify usage and 
capacity of departmentally controlled instructional spaces.  The results of this review 
should be incorporated into SIS prior to the beginning of the academic year. 
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D. University and UCCSN policies for classroom usage 
 

1. Policies for reporting unscheduled use of instructional spaces should be quantified in the 
UCCSN report. 

Utilization data, as currently reported to the Chancellor’s office, consists of campus 
utilization totals for classrooms and class labs and a narrative section that describes other 
uses of these spaces.  The Chancellor's office utilization report inadequately reflects total 
overall use of instructional spaces.  The explanatory notes in the narrative of the report 
describing unscheduled, non-credit uses of these spaces do not sufficiently describe their 
usage.  We recommend that they be quantified in the UCCSN report, wherever possible. 
 
The committee also determined that the hour of day and day of week presentation of 
utilization data as shown in Tables 1-4 is a more informative method of presenting 
utilization data for the campus as it helps to identify high- and low-usage times and days. 

 
2. Main campus data should be presented separately from the School of Medicine data. 

Instructional activities at the School of Medicine are very specialized and are primarily 
directed at a highly restricted student population (208 medical students) that is supported 
by funding formulas.  A similar separate accounting may be appropriate for the Boyd 
School of Law and the School of Dental Medicine at UNLV. 

 
3. A system policy should be developed for reporting the instructional usage of special- or 

hybrid-use rooms. 

The committee recommends that the restriction of reporting all class labs in the 
utilization report if they have “any scheduled activity” be amended to reporting all class 
labs that have a “predominant use” of scheduled activity.  Rooms that are scheduled less 
than six hours per week are recommended for exclusion from the utilization reports. 
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V. Summary 
 
Through a review of available data for classroom and class lab usage and scheduling, the 
university has achieved a greater understanding of the current utilization of instructional space 
on the campus.  In addition, we have examined both student and faculty preferences for 
scheduling classes and the current condition of our instructional facilities.  From this 
comprehensive review, we recommend that the university implement the following: 
 

• Automate the scheduling process as much as possible, by integrating the use of AdAstra 
with the Student Information System.  This integration should include making AdAstra 
available at the departmental level, and should be utilized by the departments to prepare 
their scheduling information for SIS in order to streamline the paper flow of the schedule 
building process.  If possible, a staff position should be dedicated to the review and 
coordination of scheduling processes in order to insure that instructional resources on the 
campus are effectively utilized. 

 
• Implement informational procedures at the departmental level to ensure that department 

personnel consider all instructional resources that are available on campus as they build 
their departmental instructional schedules, so that their impact on overall utilization of 
instructional resource is adequately considered as part of the schedule building process. 

 
• Establish annual review and verification of departmental class laboratories to ensure that 

room classification and station information are correct. 
 

• Increase the availability of classroom technology by encouraging the purchase of “smart-
carts” that enable one to flexibly add technology to a class setting at a reasonable cost. 

 
• Work with departments to ensure that the entire scheduling week is more fully utilized, 

especially early mornings, late afternoons, Fridays and weekends. 
 

• Renovate some large classrooms, on an incremental basis as funds become available, into 
smaller classrooms so that the classroom pool is more appropriately sized for the average 
class size offered on this campus. 

 
• Reclassify some classrooms and class labs, as appropriate, to more accurately reflect that 

actual usage of individual instructional resources on campus. 
 

• Remove some old, poorly located, poorly configured classrooms that are not well 
utilized, and replace them with new, centrally located, well configured classrooms that 
will be more effectively utilized. 

 
• Remove stations from some classrooms on campus to ensure that the university is in 

complete compliance with fire code regulations regarding maximum station capacities. 
 

• Work with the Chancellor’s office to develop and produce a system wide utilization study 
that describes in more detail the utilization of instructional resources. 
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• Work with the Chancellor’s office to develop and produce a system wide utilization study 

that quantifies and reflects non-credit and ad hoc use of instructional resources. 
 
The Office of the Provost, in cooperation with Facilities Services and Information Technology, 
will begin work immediately to implement these suggestions.  In some cases, a task force will be 
established to accomplish particular objectives, while in others, the responsibility will fall on 
academic and administrative leadership. 
 



Inventory of Classrooms at the University of Nevada, Reno - Fall 2001

bldg room area use con zone areass stns menrl ucap styp scon feat rage
AB 101 1606 111 G 1 17.84 90 94 90 FS/S G 1 20
AB 102 1606 111 G 1 17.46 92 96 92 FS/S G 1 20
AB 106 4308 111 G 1 20.71 208 210 208 FS/S G 4 20
AB 107 1085 111 G 1 19.04 57 59 57 FS/S G 4 3
AB 108 1085 111 G 1 19.73 55 57 55 FS/S G 5 9
AB 109 1085 112 G 1 15.07 72 75 54 TA G 4 9
AB 110 1085 112 G 1 15.07 72 75 54 TA G 1 20
AB 201 960 112 G 1 20 48 49 48 TC G 4 3
AB 202 960 112 G 1 15 64 67 48 TA G 1 20
AB 205 800 112 G 1 15.09 53 55 40 TA G 4 9
AB 206 800 112 G 1 14.81 54 55 40 TA G 1 9
AB 209 800 112 F 1 19.05 42 44 40 TC G 1 20
AB 210 400 112 G 1 16.67 24 24 20 TA G 1 20
AB 212 930 111 G 1 21.14 44 44 44 FS/S G 4 6
AB 213 930 112 G 1 15 62 65 47 TA G 1 20
AB 508 385 112 G 1 15.4 25 25 19 TC G 1 20
AB 632 400 112 G 1 16.67 24 24 20 TA G 1 20
AB 634 768 112 G 1 15.06 51 53 38 TA G 4 9
AB 635 960 112 G 1 15 64 67 48 TA G 4 9
ARF 205 1110 112 F 3 22.2 50 50 50 TA G 1 9
CB 111 754 112 F 1 15.08 50 52 38 TC G 4 9
CFA 134 807 112 G 2 17.93 45 47 40 TA G 1 15
CFA 152 520 112 G 2 13 40 42 26 TA G 1 40
CFA 153 917 111 G 2 13.69 67 67 67 FS/S G 4 0
CFA 18 821 112 G 2 19.55 42 44 41 TA G 1 40
COE 1019 321 112 G 2 20.06 16 16 16 TC G 1 5
COE 2003 2026 111 G 2 15.83 128 134 128 FTC G 4 5
COE 2006 1313 112 G 2 21.88 60 60 60 TC G 4 5
COE 2007 538 112 G 2 16.81 32 33 27 TA G 1 5
COE 2009 893 112 G 2 17.86 50 52 45 TA G 4 5
COE 2020 1021 112 G 2 21.27 48 50 48 TC G 4 5
COE 2023 1106 112 G 2 18.43 60 60 55 TC G 4 5
COE 2024 919 112 G 2 17.02 54 56 46 TA G 4 5
COE 2025 944 112 G 2 23.6 40 41 40 TC G 4 5
COE 2030 3458 111 G 2 17.29 200 200 200 FTC G 4 5
COE 3004 446 112 G 2 17.84 25 25 22 TA G 1 5
COE 3005 898 112 G 2 16.63 54 56 45 TA G 4 5
COE 3006 880 112 G 2 16.3 54 56 44 TA G 4 5
COE 3046 956 112 G 2 17.7 54 56 48 TA G 4 5
COE 4050 801 112 G 2 20.03 40 41 40 TC G 4 5
COE 4051 291 112 G 2 19.4 15 15 15 TC G 1 5
COE 4063 534 112 G 2 22.25 24 24 24 TC G 1 5
EJCH 103 3125 111 G 2 11.97 261 271 261 FS/S G 4 9
EJCH 202 1065 112 G 2 24.2 44 44 44 TC G 5 9
EJCH 205 1153 112 G 2 19.22 60 63 58 TA G 4 9
EJCH 238 627 112 F 2 19 33 34 31 TA G 1 4
EJCH 240J 501 112 G 2 15.66 32 32 26 TA G 1 4
EJCH 240K 532 112 G 2 15.2 35 35 27 TA G 4 3
EJCH 240L 411 112 G 2 14.68 28 28 21 TA G 1 4
EJCH 240M 516 112 G 2 16.13 32 32 26 TA G 1 4


