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Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR 
 
Definitions 
 


- Remote-only: a course is “remote-only” if there are no face-to-face meetings. Spring 2020 
courses are remote-only. 


- Remote option: a course has a “remote option” if students can elect to participate and 
successfully complete the course without attending any face-to-face meetings.  


- In-person: a course is “in person” if students must participate in face-to-face meetings to 
successfully complete the course. Under normal campus operations, most courses are in-person. 


 
We are seeking support from the Executive Council for extending covid-19 remote teaching as follows:  
 


- All courses will continue to be offered as remote-only until the campus is able to provide 
physical classroom environments that comply with applicable federal, state, county, system and 
campus standards.  


- Throughout the 2020-21 academic year, we anticipate that these standards will fluctuate, at 
times allowing more courses to meet in physical classrooms and at other times requiring a 
return to remote-only instruction.  


- As standards fluctuate, the campus administration will keep the faculty apprised of the criteria 
that must be met for courses to use physical classrooms. These criteria may include things like 
the maximum number of persons sharing a physical space, minimum social distancing, personal 
hygiene precautions (e.g. face coverings), sanitation requirements (e.g. disinfecting surfaces 
before and after use), and others.  


- As conditions allow, deans will solicit and review proposals from department chairs for use of 
physical classroom space using a process like this one:  


o Department chairs will work with their instructors (and any relevant program directors) 
to determine which courses they would like to propose.  


 No instructor will be required to teach in a physical classroom. If an instructor 
does not want to teach in a physical classroom then the department chair may 
consider changing teaching assignments or finding a solution that enables 
physical classroom use without the presence of the particular instructor. 
Otherwise, the course will be taught remote-only.  


 No student will be required to attend class in a physical classroom. This means 
that proposals for physical classroom use must include a remote option for 
students that allows students to successfully complete the course without ever 
using a physical classroom. Maintaining a remote option also helps instructors 
and students adapt to fluctuating public and individual health conditions.  


o Department chairs submit proposals to their dean for final review and approval.  
 The proposal must include a statement signed by the instructor of record 


indicating their understanding of the applicable standards (to be provided by 
the campus administration), their intended plan to comply with the applicable 
standards, and their agreement to notify the department chair and implement 
remote-only instruction immediately if they become unable to comply.  


 If the proposal includes a request for a larger room to comply with social 
distancing, the dean will forward the request to the Registrar who will attempt 
to assign a new room. A course that is assigned to a new room may have to 
relinquish the room if the course that was originally assigned to the room 







 
 


requests to use it. This may require that the course in question return to 
remote-only instruction.  


o Deans notify department chairs of the disposition of their proposals and provide 
feedback on those that were declined.  


 
Because living arrangements require advanced planning and can be difficult to change in the middle of 
the academic year or on short notice, extending the covid-19 teaching emergency to include fall, winter 
and spring would provide additional assurance to students that they will be able to access their courses 
and make progress to degree regardless of their physical location.  
 
Announcing the extension of covid-19 remote teaching prior to the SIR deadline on May 15 and the 
opening of registration for continuing students on May 18 also would help students plan for the next 
academic year. It may encourage some students to choose UCR because of the certainty of accessing 
their courses and it may cause some to enroll elsewhere if they perceive a greater chance of in-person 
classes.  
 
As soon as an announcement is made, the administration can begin engaging with departments about 
fall instructional planning including unmet resource needs. Best practices will continue to be developed 
and extended through XCITE to help instructors who are unfamiliar with remote instruction deliver a 
high quality experience for students. 
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COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM 
 
 
May 21, 2020 
 
To:  Dylan Rodriguez, Chair 


Riverside Division of the Academic Senate 
 
From:  Dmitri Maslov, Chair  


Committee on Academic Freedom (CAF) 
 


Re:   [Campus Review] Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR 


The Committee on Academic Freedom considered the document " Proposal to Extend COVID-19 
Remote Instruction at UCR" submitted for a campus review on May 12, 2020. 


The committee is concerned about the lack of a clear plan for re-opening the campus which  is evident 
from the statements such as “Throughout the 2020-21 academic year, we anticipate that these 
standards will fluctuate, at times allowing more courses to meet in physical classrooms and at other 
times requiring a return to remote-only instruction.” The committee is also concerned that the main 
burden of dealing with the unpredictable future will be carried out by the front-line faculty who should 
be ready to teach each course remotely AND in-person, either both in parallel or being able to switch 
in the middle of a quarter. We would argue that we are either teaching Remotely or Physically, not 
both as the above statement would direct the faculty. This document does impinge upon not only our 
academic freedom but also our workload requirements.  
 
It also needs to be clarified at what time during the quarter students can switch to remote instruction 
and whether or not they can switch back. Without clear guidelines an instructor would have to do a 
lot of extra work to accommodate such requests and keep track of the students. 
 
The document has to indicate clearly that the choice of the teaching format is the exclusive prerogative 
of the faculty instructor. The document suggests that but still leaves the door open for the department 
Chair to replace a stubborn instructor with a more agreeable one.  
 
The statement that "no instructor is required to teach in the physical classroom" has not been supported 
by a strong statement that a refusal to teach in person will not result in negative repercussions for 
merits, promotion etc. We are concerned that there might be such situations. 
 
 







 


 


 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PERSONNEL 
 


May 19, 2020 


 


To:  Dylan Rodriguez 
Riverside Division Academic Senate 


    
From:  Sherryl Vint, Chair  


Committee on Academic Personnel 
   
Re: Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction 
 
At its meeting on May 13, 2020 CAP discussed the proposal to extend remote instruction 
at UC Riverside throughout the 2020-2021 academic year. Given the uncertainty regarding 
the progression of the virus, a timeline for a vaccine, and the wide range of contingent 
factors affecting students and faculty in diverse ways, CAP applauds the emphasis on 
choice that informs this proposal. At the same time, CAP thinks it is imperative to also 
ensure that any consequences this policy may have on personnel review actions are taken 
into consideration, with appropriate adjustments made. Thus, CAP recommends the 
following in conjunction with the adoption of this policy: 


• Teaching evaluations will be included within personnel files on the basis of an opt-
in decision by the faculty member, as recommended in our earlier memo regarding 
adjustments to evaluation criteria in light of COVID-19. No negative assessments 
or consequences will be attached to the decision to opt-out of including evaluations 
from the period of campus closure or the period of remote-option and mixed remote 
and in-person teaching. There are already documented problems with the adequacy 
of teaching evaluations as a measure of teaching effectiveness, and CAP is 
concerned these could be exacerbated under these conditions, during which a 
student may evaluate a course negatively based on the chosen method of delivery 
rather than based on the course quality.  


• CAP recognizes that it remains important to assess effectiveness of teaching as part 
of the personnel review process despite these circumstances, however. Thus, CAP 
recommends that the campus begin to routinely include other evidence of teaching 
effectiveness beyond the standard classroom teaching evaluations, which may or 
may not be included in certain actions, depending on the duration of remote 
teaching and the candidate’s choice. CAP draws Executive Council’s attention to 
language from APM 210-1-d (1): 
Among significant types of evidence of teaching effectiveness are the 


following: (a) opinions of other faculty members knowledgeable in the 


candidate’s field, particularly if based on class visitations, on 


attendance at public lectures or lectures before professional societies 


given by the candidate, or on the performance of students in courses 


taught by the candidate that are prerequisite to those of the informant; 







(b) opinions of students; (c) opinions of graduates who have achieved 


notable professional success since leaving the University; (d) number and 


caliber of students guided in research by the candidate and of those 


attracted to the campus by the candidate’s repute as a teacher; and (e) 


development of new and effective techniques of instruction, including 


techniques that meet the needs of students from groups that are 


underrepresented in the field of instruction.  


 
• The current requirement is for more than one kind of evidence of effective teaching. 


CAP recommends that for the period of remote instruction, only one kind of 
evidence be required. Given that the campus interprets the written comments and 
the numerical scores on teaching evaluations to satisfy the requirement of two kinds 
of evidence (although both come from the same source), CAP does not believe that 
requiring only one kind of evidence will compromise the integrity of the process. 
Given numerous extra burdens placed on faculty to accommodate changes related 
to the COVID-19 context, CAP believes it is unnecessary to create additional work 
to ensure “more than one kind of evidence” is submitted during this period. CAP 
emphasizes that this recommendation applies only to the period of the COVID-19 
disruption of normal operations. 


• If the campus decides that it will continue to include all teaching evaluations from 
this period in personnel actions, contra CAP’s recommendation, in that context 
CAP recommend that the calculation of department and campus means be adjusted 
so that comparisons are made only between similar methods of instruction, i.e., an 
individual mean is calculated for each of online only, online-option, and in-person 
methods of delivery. CAP relies on the mean information to judge how well a 
candidate performs relative to normal expectations in a field and, given the high 
likelihood that students will evaluate courses very differently based on method of 
delivery, CAP feels adjusting the mean calculation is essential to ensure fairness in 
the evaluation process.  


• Finally, given the ongoing need to devote additional time to teaching to make 
adjustments for remote teaching, CAP encourages the continuation of adjusted 
expectations for research productivity during this time. Our recommendations 
regarding how to account for changes to research productivity are outlined in detail 
in our memo of March 30, 2020, updated on April 27, 2020. 


 
CAP also notes that Department Chairs are empowered by this policy to adjust teaching 
assignments as needed, to balance faculty choice regarding present on campus with 
decisions made at the Department level about course offerings. CAP wants to ensure that 
no faculty is penalized in the review process due to any changes in teaching load that might 
be a result of such adjustments.  
 
 







 
May 26, 2020 


 


To: Dylan Rodríguez, Chair  


 Riverside Division 


From: Stefano Vidussi, Chair  
 Committee on Educational Policy 
 


Re: Proposal to Extend Covid-19 Remote Instruction at UCR 


 


The Committee on Educational Policy reviewed the proposal to extend Covid-19 remote 


instruction at UCR at their May 22, 2020 meeting.   


 


The Committee appreciates that the proposal allows flexibility for the instruction of in 


person courses when necessary to allow the instruction of lab and studio courses.  The 


Committee recommends that the Administration consider further flexibility to allow for a 


small number of classes (e.g. Senior labs) that do not have an acceptable remote instruction 


version to be offered exclusively in person.  To add the necessary flexibility, one or more 


alternative courses that are remote only could be offered as an acceptable substitute in the 


degree requirements and could be approved on a departmental basis with substitutions 


approved by the lead faculty advisor. Additionally, the Committee appreciates that the 


proposal allows faculty to choose if they want to be on campus during this time. 


 


The Committee recommends that the proposal be revised to acknowledge the potential 


reality of the necessity for remote instruction for longer than the Fall 20 Quarter and to also 


provide a process if the situation is resolved quicker then expected.   


 


Lastly, the Committee did note concern that it is logistically difficult to offer a course both 


in person and online and recommends that the Administration further document the 


resources available for this option.  


 


 







 


 


 
COMMITTEE ON DIVERSITY, EQUITY, AND INCLUSION 
 


May 18, 2020 


 


To:  Dylan Rodriguez 
Riverside Division Academic Senate 


    
From:  Xuan Liu, Chair  


Committee on Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion 
   
Re: [Campus Review] Proposal: Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote 


Instruction at UCR 
 
The Committee on Diversity, Equity and Inclusion reviewed the proposal to Extend 
COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR and are in favor of the proposal. We support the 
decision that no one should be forced to teach in-person. 
  
The Committee is concerned about disadvantaged students not having access to computers, 
reliable internet, study space, etc. We encourage the administration to provide assistance 
to those students. We also suggest to perhaps open up some areas on campus as a social 
distancing-compliant study space. 
 
 
 







 


 


 
May 26, 2020 


 


To: Dylan Rodríguez, Chair  


 Riverside Division 


From: Randolph C. Head, Chair  


 Committee on Courses  


 


Re: Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR 


 


The Committee on Courses reviewed the proposal to extend COVID-19 remote instruction at 


UCR at their May 21, 2020 meeting.  The Committee recognizes the priority of public health 


and safety, and understands that key decisions about responses to the COVID-19 situation are 


exogenous to the University. In consequence, any policy proposed as the University moves 


forward faces difficult trade-offs and a great deal of uncertainty.  


 


In general, the Committee found that the current proposal, while addressing some important 


issues, was not sufficiently detailed and lacked clear criteria, timelines, and pathways that 


would allow the campus to respond in a flexible but still predictable way to the changing 


exogenous factors involved. Under these circumstances, the Committee recommends that a 


more detailed proposal be developed, one that addresses various concerns more directly, and 


that provides clear operational guidance for various possible scenarios in the 2020-2021 


academic year.  


 


In addition to this general concern, a number of specific issues were articulated during the 


Committee’s discussion. We understand the current proposal as suggesting that (at least for 


Fall 2020) a large majority of courses will take place in a remote-only mode, and that the 


administration anticipates approving primarily graduate courses and possibly some 


undergraduate courses with less than 30 students for the proposed mixed mode (“online 


option”) that offers in-person teaching for some students while allowing others to participate 


remotely. However, as conditions change in the Winter and Spring of 2021, the plan should be 


ready to accommodate further opening, but also re-closing, as the circumstances dictate. 


 


Specific concerns: 


 


1. Committee members expressed some concern about pre-emptively committing to 


offering all courses with an online option for the entire 2020-21 academic year. 


Committee members suggest that the administration consider a plan that offers different 


pathways, especially for Winter and Spring 2021 – in a phased way with clear criteria 


and timelines, quarter by quarter – for decisions about campus opening, housing 


accessibility, and teaching choices. Such a plan would position the campus better for 







 


 


the uncertainty ahead. Further, the Committee recommends that a statement of principle 


should be added to reflect that the campus will return to in-person teaching, following 


a predictable timeline, once public health judgments allow this step, to accommodate 


student housing choices and planning. 


 


2. Many Committee members have heard from students that the campus is important 


not only for classes, but as a space where students can carry out their academic role 


more effectively than at home. The libraries in particular offer not only access to 


resources, but workspace, connectivity, computers, and guidance. For graduate students 


who are TAs and for undergraduates with financial limitations, the campus also 


provides high-quality internet access and other resources. The Committee suggests that 


a comprehensive plan for moving forward should address not only how classes can be 


offered, but also how campus spaces such as the library, study facilities, and labs will 


become available when public health guidance supports their opening.  


 


3. The Committee recommends that the proposal be expanded to include a more 


detailed discussion of how UCR will support students who are dependent on campus 


housing for various reasons. We recognize that housing has stayed open for students 


who need it in Spring 2020, much to UCR’s credit. For the Fall, and beyond, criteria 


and timelines for making housing available for students with various needs should be 


part of a comprehensive staged plan that integrates classes, campus access, and housing, 


since these are all connected. 


 


 4. The Committee recommends that the proposal be expanded to discuss in greater 


detail the methods that may be employed, as the campus begins to open, to protect 


students, staff and faculty who have compromised immune systems or are more 


vulnerable to COVID-19. Such a proposal should include discussion of how social-


distancing, sanitation, and other relevant policies will be determined and changed 


(dependent on public health guidance), and who will be responsible for various 


elements that may be necessary (e.g., ensuring compliance with mask rules.) 


 


5. The Committee has strong concerns about how ‘online-option’ courses would work, 


and some members feel they are entirely unworkable. The Committee recommends 


careful study by both administration and Senate, which also holds responsibility for 


instruction and curriculum, before this pathway is chosen as the default for courses in 


2020-21 as the campus begins to reopen. If the ‘online option’ applies only to a small 


number of graduate courses or lab/field/studio courses, the challenges may be 


manageable. However, if exogenous conditions allow for an increase in in-person 


teaching, but the online option is still required for all courses, we anticipate serious 


challenges in terms of teaching quality, and in terms of student and TA equity.  


 


Teaching with remote methods and teaching in person require profoundly different 


course designs. Approaches such as the HyFlex model also require major investments 


in technology, course design, and additional labor for implementation. Any proposal to 


mandate an ‘online-option’ must therefore discuss the human and technical resources 







 


 


that will be available to support this option – particularly at a time of extreme financial 


stringency. 


 


We also fear that the most economically and socially vulnerable students would be most 


likely to have to use the ‘online-option’ for courses also offered in person, and that their 


experience would be significantly inferior. While we recognize that the online option 


may be effective in a small number of cases, we strongly recommend serious 


exploration of alternatives to the online option as the opening of campus proceeds. 


 


6. The Committee recommends that the administration expand the proposal to provide 


clearer policy about how students will manage their in-person and remote instruction. 


For instance, will students need to state at the time of registration which mode they will 


use in a given course? Will they be able to change modes, on a one-time basis or day-


by-day? The size of classrooms necessary to maintain social distance will depend on 


the maximum number of students who will potentially attend at least one class in 


person. Therefore, the Committee requests that the administration address the policies 


and adjustments that will need to be made to Banner to adjust to instruction and 


attendance decisions, and provide appropriate stages and mechanisms as part of a more 


detailed plan. 


 


7. Some Committee members pointed out that remote instruction, especially when not 


carefully designed and implemented, raises challenges regarding testing and grading 


integrity. Considerable anecdotal evidence and research suggest that student violations 


of integrity are more likely during remote teaching. At the same time, many of our best 


students resent the intrusive surveillance involved in certain proctoring systems. A 


complete proposal should therefore include a commitment both to provide expertise in 


assessment design and to support high-quality proctoring resources, all with the goal of 


ensuring assessment integrity while respecting our students. 


 


8. When faculty members and departments propose “in-person with online-option 


courses” as the proposal suggests, the Committee feels that the approval pathway for 


such proposals should include appropriate Senate review. Not only does the Senate 


have jurisdiction over teaching and curriculum, but the Committee on Courses has 


specific expertise in reviewing both the formal and substantive elements in course 


proposals. The current proposal names only deans as approvers; recent discussions have 


also suggested the EHS and campus counsel might review proposals. However, the 


proposal makes no mention of Senate oversight over such “in-person with online-


option” course proposals – proposals which would normally require Senate Courses 


Committee review under current Senate Regulations. 


 


The Committee appreciates the chance to provide this detailed feedback, and supports 


flexible and collaborative discussions to create a detailed and flexible proposal for teaching in 


2020 that will offer predictability about options with reasonable timetables in a very difficult 


environment. 







 


 


 
COMMITTEE ON FACULTY WELFARE 
 


May 28, 2020 


 


To:  Dylan Rodriguez 
Riverside Division Academic Senate 


    
From:  Abhijit Ghosh, Chair  


Committee on Faculty Welfare 
   
Re: [Campus Review] Proposal: Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote 


Instruction at UCR 
  
The Committee of Faculty Welfare (CFW) met remotely on May 22, 2020 and discussed the 
proposal to extend COVID-19 remote instructions. It recognizes that it is a challenging task, 
and there is likely no perfect solution. CFW, however, unanimously agree that health of the 
campus and community should be the first priority while making decisions on campus 
reopening and instructional continuity. In the same vein, CFW also agrees that these 
decisions should be guided by relevant current state-of-the-art science, guidelines by the 
relevant government agencies at different levels, adequate test data, and pedagogy. Below 
are the remarks of the CFW on the four major aspects of the proposal in question: 
 
1. Teaching one class simultaneously in two formats (in-person and remote) 
Teaching a class in both formats (in-person and remote) simultaneously is impractical and 
problematic. For some classes, especially involving labs, specimens, studio and fieldwork, 
two formats are inconsistent and provide very different learning experiences resulting in 
different learning outcomes and requiring different assessment strategies. In other words, 
two different formats are equivalent to two different classes, and unsustainable as proposed. 
In addition, teaching a class in two formats simultaneously involves significant increase in 
workload and time commitment for faculty and teaching assistants. This adds to more stress 
to already stressful conditions faculty and students face as they currently try to maintain their 
excellence in research, teaching and service. This proposal puts the majority of the burden 
of instructional continuity to the faculty. We foresee that it will force faculty to teach their 
classes remote-only even though it may be pedagogically compromising for many courses. 
 
2. Choice of remote class 
The CFW appreciates the fact that faculty and students can choose NOT to be physically 
present in the classroom during a course in the present proposal. This is especially important 
for faculty and students with underlying health concerns. 
 
3. Choice of in-person class 
This is a critical choice for individuals and community health. A decision on this can only 
be taken after careful consideration of current scientific findings at that point in time, health 
guidelines from relevant government agencies at different levels, extent of testing, 







availability of treatment/ vaccine, risk assessments, comfort level of instructor etc. An 
individual faculty, administrator or student may not be well-equipped to make an informed 
decision on this. For example, what if an instructor and students agree to be physically 
present in a class inadvertently causing a COVID-19 outbreak. Whose responsibility would 
that be? Moreover, faculty, especially assistant professors, may feel pressured to teach an in-
person classes as Department chairs are soliciting and coordinating plans for instructions. 
We emphasize that this is NOT a support for remote teaching for as long as possible. In fact, 
the CFW supports resumptions of in-person classes as soon as it is safe. We suggest an 
objective, transparent, and consultative decision-making process based on science, evidence, 
and evolving health guidelines. 
 
4. Timing 
The situation related to COVID-19 is dynamic and rapidly evolving. We do not have enough 
information to make decisions for the entire next academic year. The CFW understands that 
some lead time is important to start a quarter, and it is necessary to make a decision for the 
Fall 2020 soon. But the Winter and Spring 2021 are far enough away that we can wait and 
watch to make an informed decision as the quarters approach, and still provide campus and 
students enough time to prepare. This would maximize our chance of giving students the 
pedagogically highest level of instructions as safely as possible. The CFW recommends a 
step-by-step approach – making decisions before each quarter as opposed to the entire 
academic year. This will allow the campus to keep its options open as long as reasonably 
possible, and gradually move towards normal safely and at our own pace guided by the 
science. This may also avoid forcing faculty to offer remote versions of all classes for the 
entire next academic year even when it may not be an ideal option. 
 
Finally, the CFW understands the importance of strong enrollment for the upcoming 
academic year and classes. But we must find a balance between enrollment numbers, quality 
of incoming students, quality of instructions, and workload of faculty and teaching assistants. 
We are proud that our undergraduate student quality has increased over the past years, there 
is a fear that we will greatly lower the general quality if we reach too deeply into the waitlist 
pool. In terms of class size, instructors should have the last word with respect to considering 
any increase in enrollment of remote-only classes. 
 







 
GRADUATE COUNCIL 
 
May 27, 2020 
 
 
To: Dylan Rodriguez, Chair 
 Riverside Division 


From: Jason Stajich, Chair  
 Graduate Council 
 
 
Re: Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR 
 
 


The Graduate Council reviewed the Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at 
UCR at the committee’s May 21, 2020 meeting. 


The Council does not feel the language of the proposal for on campus learning addresses 
the mechanics of in person classes if they take place. In particular labs or performance 
courses where there is high likelihood of close proximity needed for instruction (e.g. 
equipment adjustments in an experimental laboratory, performances) are the courses 
which will be a priority to bring back in person first, but are also the riskiest for infection 
spreading. 


These interactions are also more likely to be the responsibility of graduate student TAs 
and undergraduates who may bear more risk than faculty instructors.  There could be a 
better explanation or assessment of the risks to be weighed and the defined benefits of 
offering these classes in a quarter when the incidence of COVID-19 is still high. 


It was unclear from the document how consultation with Chairs will be facilitated and 
recorded. Is there a consistent checklist of guidelines that reflect campus legal and health 
safety principles? 


The committee also notes that students already have a hard time getting classes they need 
– limiting class sizes will make it more difficult. The guiding goals and purpose for 
returning to on-campus instruction is not well laid out and needs to be better defined in 
the proposal. 


Graduate Council members are concerned that the proposal presents a huge liability for 
faculty as the burden is shifted from the campus to departments and faculty. Is the 
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instructor solely responsible for enforcing health guidelines? If a student, TA, or 
instructor gets sick, are there legal ramifications? 


Invisible labor is not mentioned in the proposal. It doubles the work of the faculty if 
asked to have in-person and online versions of a course, in addition to difficult health and 
safety decisions faculty will need to be making while in the classroom. 


The proposal lacks discussion of resources and partnership regarding sanitation support. 
Disinfecting and sanitation requirements are not specific enough – who will be 
disinfecting and how often? Will additional staff be hired to do this? As written, the 
proposal does not assure faculty or teaching instructors enough to feel comfortable to 
return. As written, it almost feels like returning to campus is being discouraged. 


 
 







 
 
May 20, 2020 
 
 
To: Dylan Rodriguez, Chair 
 Riverside Division 
 


From: Leonid Pryadko    
 Committee on Library and Information Technology   
 
 
Re: 19-20. CR. Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR 
  
The Committee on Library and Information Technology reviewed the proposal to Extend 
COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR and note the following: 
 
1. In our opinion, the Proposal is too ambitious in giving freedom of choice between the remote 
and in-person modes to both instructors/faculty and to students who take the classes: 
 
(a) Some classes cannot be offered online. These include some group performance classes in 
CHASS, and some skills-based lab classes in CNAS. 
    
(b) Some classes are difficult or impossible to offer in combined remote/in-person mode.  One 
particular example are undergraduate lab classes which can be offered remotely via some virtual 
lab, be conducted as demo sessions by the TA, etc, but this would be difficult to combine with 
in-person labs. (This could potentially be overcome by having in-person or remote-only lab 
sections). 
 
(c) Further, even regular (e.g., lecture) classes may be difficult to offer in a combined mode. The 
issues include additional burden on the instructor who has to provide both in-person and remote 
instruction, potential additional costs, e.g., to operate in-class cameras and other equipment, and 
equity issues between the students taking the class in-person and remotely. 
 
2. In our opinion, a more honest option would be to acknowledge these issues and promise to go 
on a quarter-by-quarter basis, where each offered class would be designated for an in-person, 
remote-only, or combined option.  The instructor for each class should be aware of the operation 
mode ahead of time, if only to facilitate the planning of their curriculum, exam structure, types of 
group work, etc. Also, this information should be available to the students in time for 
registration. 
    







3. Some of the classes in item 1(a) above may be required for graduation. The departments 
should be encouraged to consider a possibility of temporary reducing or waiving such 
requirements. However, any changes in degree requirements should go through the normal 
approval process (department, school executive committee, etc).  
 
4. Switching to remote-only instruction should always remain an emergency option (in case of a 
worsening of the pandemic).  While it is not clear how useful a partial shut-down of in-person 
instruction would be, such a possibility may also be considered.  However, any of these 
possibilities should be limited to the case of an emergency, as 
it may be extremely challenging to switch mid-quarter from in-person to fully-online courses. 
 
5. It may be advisable to move the Fall quarter registration deadline, e.g., to end of August, or 
announce the continuation of remote-only instruction for undergraduate students in the Fall. 
6. Also, there is no mention of testing for COVID-19 and contact-tracing anywhere in the 
proposal. If the faculty teach at least part of their classes in-person in the fall, does that mean that 
the university will have the resources to test students/faculty/staff and contact-trace following the 
UCSD model? https://coronavirus.ucsd.edu/return-to-learn/  



https://coronavirus.ucsd.edu/return-to-learn/





 
PLANNING & BUDGET 
 


 


May 28, 2020 
 
 
 
To:            Dylan Rodriguez, Chair 


Riverside Division 


From:  Harry Tom, Chair  
Committee on Planning and Budget 


 


 
 


Re: Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR 
 


 


Planning & Budget (P&B) reviewed the Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction 
at UCR at their May 19, 2020 meeting and has the following comments: 


A) Not all classes especially upper division on-site labs (scientific and performance) can 
be given in meaningful online format so there must be an exception policy to the 
requirement to offer all on-site courses as remote-optional. If the lack of a remote-
optional courses would impede graduation, departments could be encouraged to allow 
temporary substitution of on-site only courses with remote-optional offerings.  


B) Unprecedented flexibility of the Registrar’s office in room allocations would be 
required, since social distancing would dictate medium-enrollment classes moved to 
large-enrollment classrooms and small-enrollment classes moved to medium-sized 
classrooms, etc., and with very short notice as demand would be uncertain until the 
last minute. Classroom swaps may be required during the first weeks of the course as 
on-site enrollment became certain. 


C) Because of budget cut scenarios, the offerings for both on-site and remote-optional 
that might require additional TA resources should be carefully weighed by 
departments since overall TA budgets would likely be flat or reduced compared to 
2019-2020 levels.  


D) Generally, due to the cost of support (TA’s, etc.), the only courses that make much 
sense to bring on-site are those where the pedagogy requires on-site equipment/lab 
safety/TA supervision, or on-site interaction space and that could ALSO be delivered 
with the required social distancing. Many courses with exceptional in-class 
interactions between students may still not be able to be given with proper social 
distancing, for example, even if you could split students between rooms, they might 
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need to communicate between rooms using remote technologies, so in the end, these 
courses might as well be fully remote. 


E) Large enrollment labs: it may be possible to offer such labs on site due to the possible 
limited number of students who would be willing to move to Riverside to take labs 
on-site even if a remote option were offered. In some sense this is using the 
“requirement” of a remote option to advantage. A possible advantage of many other 
classes being offered only remotely would be the flexibility in student scheduling, 
i.e., a student could take on on-site lab at a time slot when on-site lab space was 
available and possibly participate in a remote course at the same time-slot 
asynchronously. This would require flexibility in the Registrar’s office for 
enrollment. 


F) To facilitate flexibility in on-site course enrollments to optimize social distancing, an 
additional policy might include encouragement for flexibility on timeslots, i.e., 
instructors could approve simultaneous timeslots if one were willing to be 
asynchronous. 
 


P&B recommends that the Registrar’s office consider ways and engage IT now to modify 
enrollment systems so students can specify onsite versus remotely taking a course. While it 
is not clear which courses would go onsite with remote versus remote only, the IT part should 
not be a bottleneck to this decision. The onsite offerings might have limited enrollments due 
to space, while the remote offerings might have limited enrollment based on something else 
like TA resources. 


 







 
 
 


 
 
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND JURISDICTION 


 
 
May 14, 2020 
 
To:               Dylan Rodríguez, Chair 
  Riverside Division 
 


From:   Nael Abu-Ghazaleh    
  Chair, Committee on Rules and Jurisdiction 
 
Re: Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR 
 
The Committee on Rules and Jurisdiction reviewed the Proposal to Extend COVID-19 
Remote Instruction at UCR and finds the wording consistent with the code of the 
Academic Senate.  
 
The committee would like to add that the dual-delivery option may inadvertently pressure 
faculty to deliver the courses both remotely and in-person, if there is no effective way to 
live stream the physical class to the remote audience.  Currently in the proposal, it is 
unclear who will bear many of the logistical responsibilities associated with such classes, 
though presumably these responsibilities will fall on faculty.   







 
May 26, 2020 
 
To: Dylan Rodríguez, Chair 
 Riverside Division 


From: Sheldon Tan, Chair  
 Committee on Undergraduate Admissions 
 
Re: Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Learning at UCR 
 
The Committee on Undergraduate Admissions reviewed the proposal to extend COVID-19 remote 
learning at UCR at their May 15, 2020 meeting.  The Committee had strong concerns with the uncertainties 
related to remote instruction and the impacts on admissions for the Fall 2020 Quarter in terms of 
acceptance yield and SIR melt rates.  The Committee feels that uncertainties regarding  the instruction 
policy for the Fall 2020 Quarter may lead to a situation in which many admitted students are not able to 
make a decision on their attendance until a clear instruction  policy is established.  The Committee 
recommends that UCR should provide clear guidance on the mode of  instruction for Fall 2020 in 
coordination with the other UC campuses as early as possible so that it is easier for prospective students 
to make their decision and UCR can make a better plan for  enrollment in the coming Fall quarter.  
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Marlan and Rosemary Bourns College of Engineering 
446 Winston Chung Hall 


900 University Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92521 


 
May 19, 2020 


 


TO:  Dylan Rodriguez, Chair 


  Academic Senate 


 


FROM:  Philip Brisk, Chair 


  BCOE Executive Committee 


 


RE: Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR 


 


Dear Dylan, 


 


On May 14th, the BCOE Executive Committee met to discuss the Administration's Proposal to Extend 


COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR. The discussion was lively and respectful, and all members present 


expressed gratitude toward the administration for their honest and heartfelt efforts to look out for the 


wellbeing of all campus constituents. The one clear outcome of the discussion was that the proposal that we 


reviewed was underdeveloped in many respects; just as examples, the roles of teaching assistants and staff 


vis-a-vis in-person or remote-option teaching were not clearly articulated.  


  


International graduate students are of particular concern to BCOE. One particular concern for International 


MS students is to establish at least 12 months of residency during their studies, in order to qualify for OPT 


status, which will allow them to remain in the US following the completion of their degrees to pursue 


employment. The opportunity to establish residency and work in the U.S. is one recent why M.S. study is 


attractive. Thus, any proposal to offer remote-only or remote-option online instruction courses based on the 


assumption that International M.S. students will remain in their home countries will disincentivize them 


from enrolling in BCOE M.S. programs. For example, completing 6-months of a 15-month M.S. degree 


prior to entry to the U.S. will only provide International M.S. students with 9 months of residency, which is 


insufficient. While this does not speak directly to the debate over instruction teaching mode, there is a 


strong argument to be made in favor of prioritizing on-site instruction for graduate courses.  


 


Several Committee members felt that campus should prioritize bringing graduate students back to campus 


for a number of reasons, possibly prioritizing this over opening up campus for instructions. Potential 


benefits could include support for research, support for undergraduate instruction (beyond the scope of 


working as Teaching Assistants for remote-option or in-person courses), etc. Additionally, it was noted that 


Teaching Assistant support for online courses and student learning is challenging, and that the current ratio 


of enrolled students to employed Teaching Assistants is too high; it was suggested that budgets for 


Teaching Assistants should be adjusted up to support remote instruction, which is considerably more 


difficult than on-site instruction at UCR.  


 


As noted earlier, the Administration's proposal does not address the issue of Teaching Assistants and their 


well-being. While instructors are given the option to choose whether or not they want to teach in a physical 


classroom, it is unclear if Teaching Assistants will be provided with the same option. Just as an example, 


the course that I most regularly teach, CS/EE 120B, has 3 hours of lecture per week, taught by an 


instructor, and a 3 hours of laboratory section per week, taught by a Teaching Assistant. My assessment, 


which is certainly imperfect and is likely to be biased, is that the transition to online instruction degraded 


the quality of the laboratory section far more than it degraded the lecture. Given the power differential 


between myself as Faculty and a Teaching Assistant (who may or may not be an M.S. or Ph.D. student 


under my supervision vis-a-vis degree completion), I would not be comfortable even suggesting to teach a 


laboratory section in-person, despite the fact that doing so would arguably be in the best interest of the 


students enrolled in the class. Clarification on this issue is needed. 







 


 


The undergraduate experience at UCR is incredibly important, and the BCOE Executive Committee cares 


greatly about the wellbeing of all UCR undergrdautes. The BCOE Executive Committee discussed in some 


detail a survey conducted by Roderick Smith, Manager of BCOE Student Affairs; approximately 16% of 


BCOE undergraduates responded to the survey. From reading the comments, it was clear that many 


students value UCR facilities as a study space, possibly quite more than the faculty and administration 


realize. Many respondents noted that they do not have workspaces in their homes that are conducive to 


learning, and that they are often interrupted by family members and family responsibilities. For these 


students, the greatest benefitt could be achieved by opening libraries for study. Another possibility might be 


opening up classrooms as study halls, rather than for in-person or remote-option instruction. One potential 


benefit of this strategy is that students' access to campus facilities would not depend on the preferences of 


individual faculty members for remote-only vs. remote-option instruction.  


 


There was also some desire to know what other UCs are doing, and to make sure that, for both practical and 


marketing reasons, UCR's decision-making should not appear to be substantially more degraded. One 


Committee Member mentioned a rumor that UC San Diego may try to offer 50% of freshman courses on 


campus; this might be more attractive than the current proposal, in which nothing is guaranteed to any 


Freshman, and access to on campus instruction depends solely on the whims of faculty.  


 


Another open question was whether or not daycare facilities would be open on campus. Remote-option 


teaching would not be a viable option for instructors with young children if no daycare is provided. This 


issue may generalize to instructors with children of any age, as it is presently unclear which local school 


districts will and will not be open next year. 


 


As Chair of the BCOE Faculty, I encouraged Maggy Harake, the Student Representative on the Executive 


Committee, to speak to any and all issues that we may have missed. Maggy noted that many students are 


frustrated by the quality of online instruction; for Spring 2020, this is understandable, because faculty had 


little to no time to prepare for the transition. If instruction for Fall 2020 is to be online, the decision should 


be made soon so that faculty have adequate time to prepare for online instruction over the summer; 


Roderick Smith, who is support staff for the BCOE Executive Committee, echoed these concerns. Maggy 


noted that many students are frustrated that tuition has not been adjusted, despite the fact that instruction 


quality has been degraded.  


 


Maggy suggested that precisely what is on the table for Fall quater is completely unclear to students, and 


these uncertainties are impeding their ability to adequately plan for the 2020-2021 academic year; the 


BCOE Executive Committee agrees that this is a major challenge. One suggestion to improve online 


learning was to create a repository where instructors can post their online syllabi, which could help students 


plan for their courses. The Committee noted that while many instructors are diligent about posting their 


syllabi on iLearn as soon as the relevant course pages become available, only students who are proactively 


enrolled in the course will be able to access the syllabus.  


 


Lastly, Maggy noted concern the the proposed policy did not provide any details about operational aspects 


of remote-option instruction. As an example, she noted that it was unclear if there would be enforcement of 


social distancing protocols. As an example, what happens if a student fails to properly cover himself or 


herself during an on-campus lecture. Will a staff member be present at all lectures to enforce protocol? It is 


unclear who is responsible and what will happen to other students who might be exposed in this situation. It 


is unclear what UCR can and cannot ensure about student health, safety, and wellbeing under COVID-19, 


from either an operational or a legal perspective. Even as a first step, it is unclear if campus intends to 


provide PPE, or if campus will able to do so.  


 


The BCOE Executive Committee did not attempt to reach a formal conclusion through this discussion 


process, and did not vote on whether to endorse or reject the Administration's proposal. The Committee 


hopes that this feedback helps bring to light many of the challenges that the UCR campus community faces 


in light of COVID-19, and appreciates the opportunity to speak on behalf of BCOE Faculty, Students, and 


Staff.  
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Marlan and Rosemary Bourns College of Engineering 
446 Winston Chung Hall 


900 University Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92521 


 
 


May 19, 2020 


 


TO:  Dylan Rodriguez, Chair 


  Academic Senate 


 


FROM:  Philip Brisk, Chair 


  BCOE Executive Committee 


 


RE: Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR 


 


Dear Dylan, 


 


Several staff members in BCOE Student Affairs provided feedback to the BCOE Executive Committee 
regarding the Administration's Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR. This feedback 
was obtained after the May 14th meeting of the Executive Committee. I shared the feedback and the 
contents of this memo with the BCOE Executive Committee, who approved my decision to transmit this 
memo to you.  


 


BCOE Student Affairs supports the Administration's proposal for hybrid instruction. Scheduling more 
classes in the evening hours will benefit international students who will be more likely to take the classes 
during the day in their own timezones. Hybrid course delivery will release impacted classrooms into the 
availability pool for scheduling. Students who experience 'Zoom fatigue' could benefit from having their 
courses spread over longer paeriods of the day; and students who have to share space and/or Internet 
connections at home will experience lower pressure with more evening classes.  


 


BCOE Student Affairs is generally supportive of the Administration's proposed efforts to accommodate as 
many on-campus and commuter students as possible with limited on-site instruction. At the same time, the 
safety of the staff members that will support these students cannot be ignored, and it is important to 
recognize that many of these staff members are older adults. Any member of the campus community with 
documented preexisting health conditions, belonging to an at-risk category, or living with an at-risk person 
must be able to continue working and/or learning remotely. At the same time, how can this be enforced? 
Will testing be a pre-requisite for anyone who wishes to return to campus? The administration should set up 
testing on-campus or in partnership with local healthcare providers to assess infection, quarantine or send 
home, and contact tracing. Protective glass should be installed to protect any employee who has regular 
contact with students or other visitors.  


 


Scheduling for on-site courses should be comprehensive. Course offering times  should be distributed 
throughout the day to control for demand at housing and dining facilities. It might be best to limit the 
student population targeted, such as offering lower-division courses primarily for freshmen and 
sophomores. It would be good, although perhaps challenging to implement, to give  any student enrolled in 
a hybrid course the opportunity to attend some in-person course meetings, while ensuring adequate social 
distancing.  


 


 


 


 







 


 


BCOE Student Affairs would like to comment on the proposal offer on-site instruction for graduate courses 
while continuing to teach undergraduate remotely. Graduate students are incredibly important to campus in 
terms of their support for research and undergraduate instruction; it seems likely that additional faculty and 
staff to support the graduate students would need to return as well, many of whom are more susceptible to 
COVID-19 due to age. Some type of testing regime would need to be put in place, as an outbreak in a 
laboratory or a department could have negative implications for both research and undergraduate 
instruction; that risk must be assessed. It is also worth noting that the majority of BCOE graduate students 
are international and lack the same local support networks that are available to our primarily domestic 
undergraduate student population.  


 


The Administration's proposal did not address plans for staff to return to campus, and  under what capacity 
they would return. Under the assumption that staff would return, BCOE student affairs expressed concern 
about their safety if they are expected to meet one-on-one with students in person. BCOE Student Affairs is 
housed in Skye Hall, across from the UCR International Affairs Office, which historically has a lot of 
traffic. A nearby conference room (Skye 346) is located nearby and is routinely used for document signing 
sessions for newly-arrived students from across the world. The elevator, restaurants, and common areas of 
Skye Hall are impacted, and many international students periodically enter the BCOE Student Affairs  area 
when looking for the correct place to go. When the time comes to reopen BCOE Student Affairs, we 
encourage the administration to take these factors into account and to develop an appropriate social 
distancing protocol for Skye Hall.  


 


The BCOE Executive Committee would like to thank the BCOE Student Affairs staff members who took 
the time and effort to put forward these thoughtful suggestions. 







 


 
 


May 26, 2020 


 


 


 


 


To:  Senate 


 


From:  School of Business Executive Committee 


 


Re:  [Campus Review] Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR 
 


 


 


The School of Business Executive Committee has reviewed the above document. While the 


Executive Committee is generally supportive of the document, there are some concerns which 


are detailed below: 


 


1. There is concern about how the “remote option” will be implemented and whether it will 


unduly burden instructors with having to teach two different classes although they will be 


getting credit for teaching one course. Some possibilities to make this more workable would 


be: (a) to have two separate sections of each course that uses a physical classroom (one in-


person, one remote); and (b) to equip every classroom with AV tools to record lectures, 


classroom discussion and use of the white board (such as lecture capture that some of the 


Business school classrooms have), and to show students who are  so that students can be both 


in the classroom and be participating remotely. In other words, if we offer a “remote option”, 


we have to set up the IT infrastructure needed in a hurry or be prepared to offer two sections 


of a course.  


2. Will there be a large-scale remote proctoring system to reduce academic integrity issues (one 


faculty has seen a sharp increase in such issues this quarter) and to ensure that grades are 


meaningful for the entire next school year? 


 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
 
 







UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, RIVERSIDE 


 
 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE: 
COLLEGE OF HUMANITIES, ARTS, AND SOCIAL SCIENCES                                                            RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 92521-0132 


 


May 26, 2020 


 
TO:   Dylan Rodriguez, Chair  


Academic Senate 
 
 
FROM:  Lucille Chia, Chair   


CHASS Executive Committee 
 
 


RE:  Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR 


______________________________________________________________________________  
 
The CHASS Executive Committee discussed this proposal and submits the following comments. 
 
1.  While we recognize that there have been developments since this proposal was issued, some 
EC members feel that a final plan should be clearer and more precise on the dates for an 
extension of remote teaching, as much as this is possible. For instance, is the proposal requesting 
authorization for closure through the entire AY 2020-2021? 
 
2. We are concerned about the proposal’s rather vague reference to federal, state, and local 
standards. These standards are not always sound and constantly contested. The points that 
Chancellor Wilcox has made in his talks to various UCR groups, include the facts that UCR was 
the only UC campus ordered to close in late March, and that Inland Empire area have fewer 
medical resources for meeting the pandemic challenges than at least some other areas with UC 
campuses. If so, should we abide by the local standards issued by Riverside County, or by state 
standards? UCR needs to make a clear decision on these issues. 
 
3.  We question the proposal’s apparent suggestion that staying home is going to be an advantage 
for enrollments. This is not the impression that EC members have, based on their own teaching 
experiences and talks with students in general. 
 Several EC members have surveyed their students, especially the undergraduates. It 
seems that the vast majority of the student canvassed intend to return to UCR for the Fall 
Quarter, even if many classes will be taught remotely. No student was happy with this, but those 
who have taken lecture courses that do not require hands-on experience (performance like dance, 
art; labs; or field work) are reluctantly accepting of remote teaching. We may add that over the 
course of the Spring Quarter, students became more adept at dealing with the challenges of 
Zoom and other ways of taking courses remotely, but this is a far cry from nearly all students and 
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most instructors feeling unhappy and pessimistic about continuing with this way of learning and 
teaching. Furthermore, several EC members noted that weaker students are the ones who are at 
an even greater disadvantage because of the lack of in-person contact with their instructors in 
class and during office hours. Not surprising, those students most vociferous in their discontent 
are the ones who are not on scholarship and who see no reason to pay the same fees for remote 
instruction as they did for in-person classes and have no access to resources on campus while it 
is closed.    
 Another group of students who may not return for remote instruction are international 
students, the number of whom UCR has been making strenuous efforts to grow. Many of those 
taking undergraduate courses are enrolled through the University Extension. The EC has noticed 
that while UNEX students enrolled in course for the Spring 2020 quarter have not dropped out, 
some of them are no longer in the local Riverside area but have returned to their home countries. 
Of the several international students in my course, all said that they would not return if the Fall 
Quarter instruction is offered remotely. Reasons for this decision include the educational expense 
and the arduousness of travel (assuming they are allowed to do so) and a fourteen-day quarantine 
upon entering the U.S. If many international students from UNEX and all the UCR schools do 
not return in the fall, this would have a serious impact on the school’s finances.  
 An added issue with students taking remotely taught courses is cyber security. Even 
though UNEX students very recently have been given ucr.edu email accounts, they may still 
have difficulty logging on if they are back in their home countries that block these email 
accounts. In addition, instructors may be wary of putting instructional materials online that may 
be inadvertently distributed to non-UCR individuals, etc. 
 
4.  The EC is concerned about how the school will proceed with the evaluation of instructors by 
students. We are continuing to use iEval for the Spring Quarter, but is there any discussion about 
modifying the teaching evaluation process for next year and beyond? 
 We suggest that it may be very useful if, during the summer, faculty committees together 
with relevant administrative offices get together to examine by comparing, where possible, the 
iEval results for a given course taught in-person and remotely. The evaluations, especially the 
comments about a course taught remotely will suggest ways for instructors to improve their 
remote teaching, as well as ways to modify iEval or design a more effective ways for student 
evaluation of teaching.    
 
5.  While much of the current dialog on campus has been concerned about safe ways to resume 
research in STEM fields, we note that research for faculty and graduate students in the 
humanities and social sciences have been very seriously throttled because of the lack of access to 
library resources not available electronically. While a small part of this problem has been 
mitigated, such as the temporary access to some print materials on HathiTrust, these measures 
suffer from great limitations (one-day online loans, prohibition from printing more than one 
page, etc.). We urge the administration to allow as soon as possible ways for the UCR library to 
provide access to non-digital materials, such as curbside pickup (something that the University 
Librarian and his staff are already planning on) and possibly even limited in-person access to the 
libraries. We also would like to encourage the resumption of Interlibrary Loan for materials not 
available electronically.  
  







	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  


May 25, 2020 
	  
	  


To:  Dylan Rodriguez, Chair 
 Riverside Division 


	  
From:  Louis Santiago, Chair, Executive Committee  


 College of Natural and Agricultural Science  
	  


Re:  Comment on proposed new General Rules and Policies Governing Courses of 
Instruction 


 
 
 
On May 19, 2020, the CNAS Executive Committee discussed the Committee on Courses 
proposal for new general rules and policies governing courses of instruction. These are 
summarized below: 
1. The members of the committee agreed that it was time to re-organize the process for 


proposing new courses, but there was concern that because we could not compare the 
proposed changes to the original documents, that it was difficult to ascertain what had 
been changed. That said, there was general agreement that whatever changes were made 
were probably for the better, since the process is currently flawed.  


2. One Assistant Professor proposed that once the new guidelines were established, that they 
should be tested with two “normal” faculty members to see if they could figure it out, 
including one new Assistant Professor, and one senior full Professor for a real 
examination of its understandability.  


3. There was also a comment that this process should include Course Preparers, because 
they are an essential liaison between faculty and the evaluation process.  


4. There was a more broad question as to whether the CNAS Executive Committee is the 
proper place to be reviewing the details of course hours and reading lists on syllabi, and 
that our committee might not be specialized enough to know all of the requirements of 
the details of course proposals, and that the CNAS Executive Committee should focus on 
bigger picture issues, like the effects of new courses on major requirements and the 
virtues of cross-listing.  


 







From: Joseph Kahne
To: Cherysa P Cortez
Subject: Re: FW: [Campus Review] Proposal: Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR
Date: Monday, May 25, 2020 12:03:03 PM


Hi Cherysa,


We had a lively and thoughtful discussion about this.
We did not reach consensus, but I'll share the feedback.


Some thought this proposal struck the right balance and supported it.


Some worried that this process would inevitably lead to students, TA's and maybe junior
faculty being pressured to do things that didn't feel safe for them in an effort to provide on site
instruction.  Of those with this concern, 


Some wanted us to just do online instruction until it's safe to teach in person
Others were open to this proposal, if the administration provided a fleshed out game
plan for protecting people from this pressure.  For example, there would need to be
alternative TA options (or funding) if someone did not want to do face to face. 


I hope this helps.
Thanks!
joe


On Thu, May 14, 2020 at 5:24 PM Cherysa P Cortez <cherysa.cortez@ucr.edu> wrote:


Dear Prof. Kahne – Please see the attached that I send for the attention of the GSOE FEC.


Regards,


__________________________


Cherysa Cortez | 951.827.6154 | cherysac@ucr.edu 


CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail communication and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged
information for the use of the designated recipients named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that you have received this communication in error and that any review, disclosure, dissemination, distribution or
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the
Academic Senate Office immediately by telephone at (951) 827-6154 or email at cherysa.cortez<at>ucr.edu and
permanently delete all copies of this communication and any attachments.


 


From: Senate <senate@ucr.edu> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2020 1:01 PM
To: Genie Mulari <genie.mulari@ucr.edu>; Veronica Quesada
<veronica.quesada@ucr.edu>; Beth Beatty <beth.beatty@ucr.edu>; Sarah Miller
<sarah.miller@ucr.edu>; Leondra Michelle Jacobs <leondra.jacobs@ucr.edu>; Rosana
Franco <rosana.franco@ucr.edu>; Kadeja Hodge <kadeja.hodge@ucr.edu>; Ana Kafie
<ana.kafie@ucr.edu>; Roderick Smith <rsmith@engr.ucr.edu>; Michelle Butler
<michelle.butler@ucr.edu>; Gabrielle Brewer <gabrielle.brewer@ucr.edu>; Teresa
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Buchanan <Teresa.Buchanan@medsch.ucr.edu>; Andrea Morales
<Andrea.Morales@medsch.ucr.edu>; Jennifer Kelsheimer <jennifer.kelsheimer@ucr.edu>
Subject: [Campus Review] Proposal: Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at
UCR


 


[Campus Review] Proposal: Proposal to Extend COVID-
19 Remote Instruction at UCR


Distributed for Review: 05/12/20
Committee Due Date: 05/27/20


Please see the below and attached that I forward on behalf of Senate Division Chair Dylan
Rodriguez.


Dear Colleagues - Following up on a conversation with Interim Provost and Executive Vice
Chancellor Tom Smith and Associate Provost Ken Baerenklau at the Executive Council
meeting yesterday (May 11, 2020), we have a time sensitive opportunity to provide feedback
on the attached Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR. For reasons beyond
our control, we must provide quick feedback on this proposal from campus Administration. I
ask that your committee offer consultative feedback on the Proposal byÃ‚Â 5 PM,
WEDNESDAY, MAY 27.


This proposal will potentially affect instruction for the entire 2020-2021 academic year.


I realize this is a short window for review, but we are dealing with extraordinary
circumstances.


As always, i appreciate your thoughtfulness and energy.


Peace,


dylan


Tasked Committees:


Academic Freedom
Academic Personnel
Courses
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion
Educational Policy
Faculty Welfare
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Graduate Council
Library and Information Technology
Rules and Jurisdiction
Executive Committee - College of Engineering
Executive Committee - College of Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences
Executive Committee - College of Natural and Agricultural Sciences
Executive Committee - Graduate School of Education
Executive Committee - School of Business
Executive Committee - School of Medicine
Executive Committee - School of Public Policy


-- 
Joseph Kahne
Dutton Presidential Chair for Education Policy and Politics
Co-Director, Civic Engagement Research Group
University of California, Riverside
www.civicsurvey.org
@jkahne
Pronouns: he, him, his



http://www.civicsurvey.org/





 


 
 


May 27, 2020 


School of Medicine 
Division of Biomedical Sciences 
Riverside, CA, 92521 


 
To: 


From: 


Subject: 


Dylan Rodriquez, Ph.D., Chair, Academic Senate, UCR Division 


Declan McCole, Ph.D., Chair, Faculty Executive Committee, UCR School of Medicine 


SOM FEC Response to Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR


Dear Dylan, 
 
The SOM Executive Committee reviewed the Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR and 
has the following comments: 
 


• Overall, the committee welcomes the plans outlined and the overall tone of the document which 
displays a compassionate outlook for students, faculty and staff who may be unable to, or 
uncomfortable with attending in-person classes for a variety of reasons. As discussed, there is an 
imperative in providing clarity to students who will have to make living arrangements for multiple 
quarters at a time.  


• The committee encourages the approach towards flexibility in allowing small in-person classes. 
Such classes are needed for specific SOM on-campus instruction in Doctoring, Clinical Skills, 
Anatomical/Diagnostic Simulation, etc. 


• Given that UCR was the only UC that was in effect ‘shut-down’ on the instruction of the local 
County Board of Public Health, will UCR seek assurances from the county that small in-person 
classes will be permitted – while following Federal physical distancing guidelines - should a second 
wave of COVID-19 arrive during the Fall/Winter Quarters?  


• Does campus have any idea what the preference of students is with respect to the proposed 
incorporation of hybrid in-person/remote learning for select courses (<50 person classes) and full 
remote instruction for large undergraduate classes? 


• Is there any guidance from UCOP regarding what appears to be the emergence of a two-tier 
approach to the new academic year where campuses with a large medical footprint are promising 
frequent COVID-19 testing (UCSD – ‘Return to Learning’ initiative) and more in-person classes vs. 
campuses such as UCR that do not have their own hospital/clinical operation on campus? Given 
the practical difficulties and huge financial burden of testing, if this is just a marketing exercise on 
behalf of certain campuses to increase enrollment at the expense of other UCs, how will UCOP 
guarantee that the integrity of the UC enrollment process is preserved across the UC and is UCR 
pressing this issue at UCOP level? 


 
Yours sincerely, 


 


Declan F. McCole, Ph.D. 
Chair, Faculty Executive Committee 
School of Medicine 
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UCR Senate Executive Council

Consultative Feedback on “Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR”



Comments Due May 15, 2020



Folks, 



Sorry about the delay.  While I like the flexiblity of the proposal -- eevryone can do their thingI worry that the end result might be haphazard and uneven.  Suppose you came back for the year and yet nothing is here for you to take.  In short, I think we should talk this thru more.



 



The proposal doesn’t say anything about TAs.  Presumably at minimum -- just like students and faculty -- TAs should be able to opt for remote-only discussion sections even if the instructor is holding the class in-person unless there are circumstances that make remote TAing impossible (e.g., a lab component).  This is not in the ASE contract so labor relations would need to get involved presumably.  -- Kevin Esterling



Philip: To follow up on Kevin’s point above, many classes (at least in BCOE) have a lecture section taught by a faculty, lecturer, or associate-in, with a laboratory section taught by a TA. It would be far more important to teach the lab section in-person than the lecture section… but I would feel incredibly uncomfortable even proposing such an arrangement to a TA.  



I agree with the point made today during discussion (my apologies, I forget who said this) around prioritizing choice and flexibility for both faculty and students. I realize this creates additional burdens regarding teaching labour, and that the limitations of the situation may have impacts on both how students evaluate courses and on research productivity. Thus it is all the more imperative that the CALL and personnel review procedures take these circumstances into account, as suggested by the memo already put forward on this point. I also agree with the point regarding choice for TAs, and ideally i’d also advocate for increased numbers of TAs to help manage the difficulties of increased workload and new learning environments, although I realize that the budget situation makes that unlikely. But the health of our students, our families, and ourselves has to be prioritized until there is a truly safe way to return to large in-person teaching, and so I’m in favour of this policy as the wisest course of action given what we know right now.



Sally Ness:  Having now seen the proposal in writing, my comments from the meeting remain largely unchanged, except to add that the proposal’s claim that making this announcement early might have a somewhat positive impact on enrollment seems correct, not only because it would assure students that they will be able to get through the whole year one way or another, but, more basically, because it demonstrates that UCR has a plan at all, has one relatively early on, and has one that both ensures safety and offers choice, circumstances permitting.  Being out in front in this regard should work to increase confidence in the campus.  Reiterating my earlier comments: 

1. Extending the remote instruction throughout the entire 20-21 academic year rightly places the highest priority on both safety/readiness and inclusion, ensuring that UCR will keep everyone teaching/learning throughout the year regardless of health issues and justifiably diverse assessments of personal risk.  

2. The proposal also enables to the greatest extent possible (given the priorities above) the opportunity for students and faculty alike to choose their own best practices with regard to returning to the classroom, stressing flexibility whenever feasible.  

3. The “bottom-up” design of the proposal, entrusting the initial decision-making responsibility to instructors and chairs, should work effectively as a self-selecting mechanism for faculty who are most motivated, experienced, and capable of developing the dual mode of instruction. 



Xuan Liu: I’m in favour of this proposal. Given limited TA resources, I would think most instructors would select the online option. Just curious, any idea how other campuses will handle their instruction for 2020-21?  



Philip Brisk: From the faculty standpoint, I like the proposal. My preference is to continue teaching remotely to maximally protect my health and my family’s. Remote option would be the worst of both worlds for me -- I would be forced to place myself at risk by returning to the “petri-dish,” but with all of the challenges involved with teaching a course that is ~75% online.



Philip Brisk: From the student perspective, I’m really concerned. Students are going to start signing housing contracts approximately right now but without  any guarantee that they will have access to in-person instruction. How many students will sign housing contracts, only to discover some time in September that the instructors for the majority of their classes have chosen online instruction? I could easily imagine that a student might feel defrauded if the majority of their courses are taught remote-only (which, I suspect, will be more popular among the faculty than the administration suspects). 



Philip Brisk: WIth respect to Sally’s Point 2), students will not have the opportunity to choose their best practices. The course I teach has one lecture section per quarter, and is a required course for several BCOE majors. If I choose to teach it remote-only, the student will have no say in the matter. 



Philip Brisk: Orthogonal to the two points above, I shared the proposal with my colleague, Frank Vahid, and he put forward several incredibly insightful suggestions, which I will reproduce here verbatim (with a few minor edits to correct spelling/grammar). That said, some of his suggestions, if implemented, could infringe on instructor academic freedom, but I think that the overall sentiment is valid and valuable.



Something I would love to see before announcing this option before the SIR deadline, is we also commit to POSITIVE changes so that students don't view remote as sub-standard but tolerable (in which case they may choose not to enroll). So not just "We'll allow remote access" but also specific positive changes we plan to make so that students enjoy and thrive in such remote education. Many students say CS10 online is *better* than in-person. Remote and in-person each have pros/cons. We ideally would as an institution commit to making sure remote's pros are realized in as many classes as possible. For example, as a simple measure, all teachers would be required to go through a training process on how to conduct remote classes. We might commit to a much more lenient grading scale. We might commit to things that do NOT require super internet access, video cameras. We might commit to doing only low-stakes assessments. To grouping students so they can still work with classmates. To a special online "help" system where students can drop in and get help from tutors or TAs. And so on. I think this "pro" perspective ideally would be announced at the same time as the remote-will-be-supported announcement, or not long thereafter.



Harry Tom:  This proposal can not work or be mandated for every class on offer at UCR. In particular upper division laboratory courses that require that students have spent many hours with hands-on experiences with laboratory equipment found only on site (not kitchen science or simulation games on computer), and can not be offered remotely. The proposed policy could be offered in an “as much as possible” basis, but should not be a mandate. Or there should be an “exceptions” policy, fine print clause.  If such courses would prevent a senior from graduating, then departments can waive the individual course requirement and substitute something else on an emergency basis, that can be given remotely. However, we should not be required by the EVC to give a passing letter grade for a hands-on course that has no hands-on experience.



Harry Tom: Individual faculty should do what they like with remote learning in the future. However, I don’t see any reason as a campus to force faculty to do it. UC offers a unique experience and it is an in-person experience. The top 12.5% of HS students in CA have the opportunity to interact face to face with peers of different degrees of empowerment with graduate students who are peer-aged but more empowered, and with faculty who are not just knowledgeable but creating new knowledge. This empowerment pyramid provides the opportunity for UC undergraduates to become more empowered, self-learners, more able to chart courses for their own careers, and become lifelong learners. We are not here to provide pieces of paper in 4-5 years time while accommodating their personal hardships and requirements for asynchronous learning, etc. Not every class requires face to face interaction, but many benefit from it. And for many CSU is a better match, we should be proud of what we can offer, and not be ashamed of what we can not offer.



Harry Tom (summarizing from polling Planning and Budget members): 

A. It’s reasonable that some on-campus courses could be offered with social distancing, since very large classroom courses can’t run at full capacity and those classrooms could be then assigned to smaller enrollment classes: courses of 100 could go into rooms of 300, etc., so room availability would be fine.

B. The proposal is too vague and by trying to accommodate everyone, the proposal will please no one, especially students. It would be better to have a clearer set of guidelines for the fall and perhaps whole year with perhaps exceptions on appeal. For example: 1) All large (to be defined) undergrad courses to be remote-only. 2) All lab courses to be in person (if multiple sections can be run to ensure social distancing. 3) All graduate courses to be in person (may require multiple sections fo social distancing). 4) Other decisions to be made on the basis of space constraints and consistency with social distancing, and all subject to prevailing state/county ordinances.  From a student point of view the proposal as stated doesn’t really allow the student to know whether they should take housing in Riverside for the Fall Term. If given some definite information the students will have a better idea of what courses they might be taking in person and where they should choose to live. They could arrange all their large enrollment courses for one quarter and their potentially in-person classes for later quarters. 

C. A comment on the issue of year-long housing decisions of students. One motivation for the proposed policy is that students may want to make year long decisions about housing. As far as on-campus housing is concerned however, it is likely that UC policy will be to refund students if they wish to break their leases for any reason during C-19. So being vague doesn’t help fill the dorms. 

D. By announcing a policy that all the large enrollment classes (we can make a list quickly), will be in-person for the year, all the mid-size classes can have adequate space for possible in person. Also, while not intentional, the large enrollment classes that were once limited by availability of room size could be enlarged to accommodate more students.  More generally, for online courses, should there be a policy on how to set class sizes, i.e., no limit? This could be an advantage for lower division courses that have been previously limited by class room size.

E. Will there be a policy about what happens if instructor or TA’s get ill during a class?



Philip Brisk (from Amit Roychoudhary, ECE Dept. Chair): we should look at what other UC campuses are doing; we will have even worse recruitment challenges if they are offering what seems to be a more student-friendly approach to instruction. Additionally, please note that the actual CSU proposal to go fully online in Fall does not match the headlines: certain classes and programs that are lab-intensive will be taught on-site. 



https://edsource.org/2020/california-state-university-classes-to-continue-mostly-online-in-fall/631381



There will be exceptions for classes that “cannot be delivered virtually, are indispensable to the university’s core mission and can be conducted within the rigorous standards of safety and welfare,” White added. Those courses include science lab classes that enable degree completion; clinical classes for nursing students that keep them on track to earn licenses to enter the healthcare workforce; and hands-on learning for engineering, agriculture and architecture students.



Another concern is that it presently seems like UCOP is taking a decentralized approach to the online instruction issue; however, UCOP has also said that official plans will be announced in June or July. If UCOP has the final say -- even if the timing is far from ideal either for faculty or for students -- is this entire exercise right now a waste of time? 

https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2020-05-12/coronavirus-reopening-csu-fall-online-classes

University of California officials are examining the parameters of what it would take to open their campuses and are expected to announce plans in June or July. UC spokeswoman Claire Doan reiterated Tuesday that campuses were exploring a “mixed approach with some instruction delivered in classroom and lab settings, while other classes will be primarily online.”
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UCR Senate COVID-19 Instructional Workgroup

Feedback on “Proposal to Extend COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR”



Comments Due 3 pm Wednesday, May 27, 2020



I would like to know if there is a possibility for offering a hybrid or split class. For example:

What if I divided a class into groups A and B.  Group A would attend one week, and that week Group B would attend via technology (either synchronously or asynchronously). The groups would switch roles the following week.



I am interested to better understand the “Remote Option”.  For example:

1. Can students move between options throughout a term without restriction?  For example, could a student decide to start the term online but then determine at a point in the term that they want to now come in person or vice versa and they no longer are comfortable for whatever reason and want to move online after being in-person.

a. Would this change have to be approved by anyone or just a personal student choice.

a. If students are given flexibility, we will need to assign rooms based on the maximum enrollment because at any one time all students could decide to attend and we would need to be able to accommodate that.  This is more a statement then a question.

1. If a single section will have both options, are we going to require that a student select an instructional method?  If so, we will need to think through the operational side of this in the student information system.  Right now, differences in instructional method are between different sections, not within a single section.  Not a quick and easy change



This came up in CEP committee discussions, but I’ll reiterate: let’s say the situation turns dramatically for the better (an effective vaccine, for example … we can hope). Can/will this directive be rescinded for the terms that follow? I don’t think we should agree to something that automatically and irrevocably commits us to the full year. Can such language be added?  






 
Hi Dylan,
Here are the committee responses regarding campus administration’s Proposal to Extend
COVID-19 Remote Instruction at UCR (pdf).  We heard from everyone except the SPP FEC. 
Also attached are the comments from Executive Council and Senate COVID-19 Work Group
Google docs (Word docs).
 
Tasked committees:

Academic Freedom
Academic Personnel
Courses
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion
Educational Policy
Faculty Welfare
Graduate Council
Library and Information Technology
Rules and Jurisdiction
Executive Committee - College of Engineering
Executive Committee - College of Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences
Executive Committee - College of Natural and Agricultural Sciences
Executive Committee - Graduate School of Education
Executive Committee - School of Business
Executive Committee - School of Medicine
Executive Committee - School of Public Policy

__________________________
Cherysa Cortez
Executive Director, Academic Senate
University Office Building 221
951.827.6154|   cherysac@ucr.edu 
U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  C A L I F O R N I A  R I V E R S I D E
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail communication and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged
information for the use of the designated recipients named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that you have received this communication in error and that any review, disclosure, dissemination, distribution or
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the
Academic Senate Office immediately by telephone at (951) 827-6154 or email at cherysa.cortez<at>ucr.edu and
permanently delete all copies of this communication and any attachments.
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