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Committee Annual and Standing Charges

Standing Charges
Charge 1: Review AFP3 Committee charges over the prior three years, and any recommendations adopted by the Faculty Senate. Report on the implementation status of these recommendations.
Research and findings:

· The 2008-09 AFPPP charges & report focused on two charges: (1) Consider issues related to the creation of a new employment category for professional or technical staff, and review the policies and categories of peer institutions. (2) UNR Bylaws require that all faculty, academic and administrative, should have the protection of bylaws at the major unit (e.g., college) or below, but many administrative faculty work in divisions and units without bylaws. What bylaws are appropriate and necessary for administrative faculty, and what current examples exist? The report was not approved and, therefore, no action was taken on its recommendations.

· The 2007-08 AFPPP charges included the following: (1) Assign two committee members to sit on a Human Resources Administrative Faculty Personnel Committee. This global committee would act as a resource to administrative faculty on an individual basis as well as to department heads and Deans who have administrative faculty within their areas.  If a College or department wants to pursue the use of peer review for administrative faculty within its area(s), this committee could assist in defining true peers across the different colleges and departments within the University. (2) Assign one committee member to sit on the Human Resources Administrative Faculty Evaluation Task Force to address the administrative faculty evaluation form and process.  The AFPPP can then provide input into the form and process. (3) Request a status of activities of the Human Resources Administrative Faculty Salary and Benefits Committee. Assign a committee member to sit on this, if necessary. (4) Assign one committee member to sit on the Administrative Manual Committee (UAM). (5) Explore Professional Technical employment category. (6) Standing Charge: Conduct brown-bag meetings of the administrative faculty, at least one per semester, to provide them an opportunity to discuss the issues of the day or to provide them with information about benefits, policies and procedures, etc. This committee did not submit a report.

· The 2006-07 charges included the following: (1) Assign two committee members to sit on a Human Resources Administrative Faculty Personnel Committee. This global committee would act as a resource to administrative faculty on an individual basis as well as to department heads and Deans who have administrative faculty within their areas.  If a College or department wants to pursue the use of peer review for administrative faculty within its area(s), this committee could assist in defining true peers across the different colleges and departments within the University. (2) Assign one committee member to sit on the Human Resources Administrative Faculty Evaluation Task Force to address the administrative faculty evaluation form and process.  The AFPPP can then provide input into the form and process. (3) Work with Human Resources to assess the composition of the faculty at the University to determine whether more emphasis needs to be placed on administrative faculty issues. Investigate the ratio of academic faculty to administrative faculty for the past 5-10 years. (4) Standing Charge: Conduct brown-bag meetings of the administrative faculty, at least one per semester, to provide them an opportunity to discuss the issues of the day or to provide them with information about benefits, policies and procedures, etc.  The following actions or recommendations were made: (1) This charge was placed on hold due to the fact that a Task Force was already convened to look at the Administrative Faculty Evaluation process. (2) The Chair of the AFPPP was an active member of the Human Resources Administrative Faculty Performance Evaluation Task Force which met frequently throughout the summer, fall and early spring semesters. (3) Their findings were: Administrative faculty have nearly doubled in the past 6 years [2000-06]. Faculty was [2006-07] comprised of 41% Administrative and 59% Academic.  Salary rank distribution indicated a “core”/mid-level group of administrative faculty (rank 2 and 3 approximately 50%).  The distribution across departments indicated that administrative faculty were represented across campus.  Information Technology, the Med School and Athletics represented approximately 30%. The recommendation from this charge was: The AFPPP Committee’s existence and future charges will ensure that the needs of Administrative Faculty are being addressed. (4) The committee hosted a Fall 06 brown bag (What’s In It for Me? Administrative Faculty Development Opportunities) and a Spring 07 brown bag (Governing Documents and Recent Amendments 101). Their recommend was: Continue to host brown bag luncheons. This report was approved and recommendations implemented with the exception of the recommendation to continue hosting brown bag luncheons. The Fall 06 and Spring 07 brown bags were the last ones organized for administrative faculty.

Actions taken: The 2009-10 AFPPP committee reviewed the information gathered and the recommendations made in the three previous years and incorporated the relevant information into this committee’s report.

Recommendation (Charge 1): 

Add the following charge back into the AFPPP’s standing charges: Conduct brown-bag lunch meetings of the administrative faculty, at least one per semester, to provide them an opportunity to discuss the issues of the day or to provide them with information about benefits, policies and procedures, etc.

Charge 2: Make recommendations on the future status, organization, structure, and charges of the AFP3 Committee. Consider whether the committee is necessary and effective, and how it could be improved.
Research and findings: The 2009-10 AFPPP committee was made up of 14 members, 10 administrative faculty and 4 academic faculty. The administrative faculty members of the committee felt that the inclusion of academic faculty added a valuable perspective and assisted in facilitating understanding and communication between the two groups. 
The AFPPP committee also feels that the continuation of this committee is vital because of the large number of administrative faculty employed by the university and because it is a good place to consider and address issues specific to administrative faculty. The committee expressed a desire that the charges given to the committee be specific and actionable.
Actions taken: The committee considered how the work of future AFPPP committees could be improved and, in response to this part of the charge, made the second of the following recommendations.

Recommendations (Charge 2): 
1. Continue the AFPPP committee, with both administrative and academic faculty representation.
2. The Faculty Senate Chair (or another member of the FS Executive Board) and the AFPPP chair will meet with senators who are administrative faculty to determine the charges for the following year.

Charge 3: Upon request by the Executive Board, review any proposals affecting AFP3 Committee objectives, and report recommendations to the Executive Board within six weeks after receipt of any request for review.
Research and findings: NA
Actions taken: There were no proposals sent to the AFPPP committee, although proposals affecting the committee’s objectives were sent to the Bylaws and Code Committee for review in December 09. The AFPPP committee did not have the opportunity to review the proposals and give recommendations before the proposals came to the senate for discussion and voting in January.
Recommendation (charge 3): 
Proposals affecting an AFPPP committee’s objectives should be sent to the committee for review and recommendations before being presented to Faculty Senate.

Charge 4: Upon request by the Executive Board, serve as a sounding board for the Executive Board for issues related to AFPPP Committee charges and objectives.
Research and findings: NA
Actions taken: NA
Recommendation (charge 4): 
This charge is similar to charge #3; therefore, we recommend that the two charges be combined into one standing charge for the future.

Charge 5: In consultation with the Executive Board, appoint a liaison from the AFP3 Committee to the University Administrative Manual Committee. Identify any other campus committees with similar missions or concerns, and appoint liaisons as appropriate to facilitate communication between these committees and the Faculty Senate. 
Research and findings: NA
Actions taken: Jill Wallace and Stephani Foust served as liaisons to the University Administrative Manual Committee. One difficulty they encountered in actively participating in UAM meetings is that the meetings were normally held at the same time as the Faculty Senate meetings. In discussion of other charges, the committee also identified the Administrative Faculty Salary Placement Committee as being a committee where participation and communication could be informative.
Recommendations (charge 5): 
1. Continue the standing charge of appointing a liaison from the AFPPP Committee to the University Administrative Manual Committee.
2. Appoint a liaison to the Administrative Faculty Salary Placement Committee.

Additional Charges
Charge 6: Building upon items identified in both the Senate charges for 2008-09 and the report from the AFPPP Committee, develop a methodology to systematically identify issues of concern for administrative faculty. Examples of issues previously identified include the criteria for evaluation; organization reporting lines; voting rights for administrative faculty; and the process of non-reappointment. Once these issues are identified, select the most important concerns, and identify both the nature of the concerns and potential alternative responses. Make recommendations to the Senate, as appropriate.
Actions taken: Due to the budgetary crisis and the fact that the Non-traditional Faculty Task Force (NTFTF) committee in 2007 did a thorough survey that included administrative faculty, it was decided that an informal survey would be conducted. The following actions were taken to identify issues of concern for administrative faculty: (1) The results of the administrative faculty survey conducted by the NTFTF were reviewed. (2) Feedback regarding “issues of concern” for administrative faculty was gathered informally during November 09 via email by AFPPP committee members asking groups of administrative faculty to share any concerns that had regarding their administrative faculty position or contract. (3) The results of the NTFTF 2007 administrative faculty survey and the feedback gathered in Nov. 09 were compared and prioritized.
Research and findings: 
The 2007 NTFTF administrative faculty survey identified the concerns regarding the following topics:
· Opportunities for advancement (in range levels) – i.e. lack of any opportunity for advancement or of a plan for advancement
· Job Responsibilities – i.e. lack of clear communication about what is expected, inconsistent expectations from supervisors
· Evaluation – i.e. lack of objectivity in the evaluation process, lack of objective or consistent criteria, evaluations done by immediate supervisor changed by upper management without explanation, evaluation done by supervisor or academic faculty who is not familiar with job duties of administrative faculty, supervisors not trained in how to evaluate faculty, evaluation criteria do not match or fit actual job responsibilities, disconnect between evaluation and merit
The feedback received in Nov. 09 in response to the request that administrative faculty share any concerns they had regarding their administrative faculty position or contract focused on the following topics:
· Job security and furloughs
· Contracts
· Respect and representation
· Benefits
· Promotion and professional development
· Evaluation
Based on this feedback and issues of concern identified in the NTFTF survey results, the committee selected three main topics for further research and recommendations: promotion/advancement, evaluation process, and faculty governance. 
6a. Promotion/advancement
Research and findings:
The standards for administrative faculty salary ranges are determined through the “Administrative Faculty Salary Model” at http://www.unr.edu/hr/documents/compensation/UNRADminFacMOdel.pdf . According to the Administrative Faculty Salary Model,
· There are seven salary ranges for administrative faculty. The salary range for each level is equal to the average salary for comparable positions at the 49 universities comprising an approved peer group, adjusted for a cost-of-living differential, and extended in either direction by an amount equal to 25% of that average salary.
· A committee, appointed by the President and representing the major divisions in which administrative faculty are employed, recommends to the President placements within the model. Eight weighted factors are utilized by the Administrative Faculty Salary Placement Committee in order to determine placement within seven salary ranges. These factors and their weighted percentages are:
· Complexity of problems to be solved (10%)
· Minimum skills and knowledge required (10%)
· Interpersonal relationships ordinarily involved in day-to-day activities (10%)
· Organizational levels at which interpersonal relationships ordinarily occur (10%)
· Nature of responsibility exercised within the context of the overall operations of the university (20%)
· Extent of functional responsibility exercised (10%)
· Constraint on independent action within which the position functions (10%)
· Impact of independent actions on the attainment of goals for educational programs and/or institutional development (20%)
· New or vacant positions must be reviewed prior to any search to determine the appropriate salary range for the position. If a permanent reassignment of administrative duties and responsibilities occurs, the position should be reviewed to determine the appropriate range. If the new duties and responsibilities are determined to be at a higher range, the salary is increased to the minimum salary for that range or 10%, whichever is greater.
· Temporary salary adjustments may be made where an administrative faculty member has been temporarily assigned additional duties and responsibilities. These additional duties and responsibilities in combination with those of the permanent position are reviewed to determine at what range they would normally be compensated. If such duties are compensated at the same range as the administrative faculty member’s current salary, no additional increment is granted. If the temporary duties and responsibilities are determined to be at a higher range, a temporary adjustment to the minimum of the higher range or up to a 10% increase in current salary is granted during the period that these additional responsibilities were assigned.
Additional information on a temporary salary adjustment is provided at http://www.unr.edu/vpaf/hr/compensation/salary_temp.html. 
The rules for administrative faculty advancement are spelled out in the “University Administrative Manual” [last revised: May 3, 2010] in section 2,515: Guidelines for Faculty Promotion on pages 169 – 170 at www.unr.edu/business_finance/forms/uam.pdf  or http://sites.unr.edu/administrative-manual/personnel/academic-and-administrative-personnel/2,515-guidelines-for-faculty-promotion.aspx . Basically, there are four ways through which administrative faculty promotion can occur:
1. Through reevaluation of an existing PDQ – This requires a rewrite of the existing PDQ.
2. Promotion from one position to another approved PDQ and title at the next higher range – This assumes that a higher level approved PDQ is already in place.
3. Through an approval Line of Progression PDQ – This assumes that a set of PDQs are written and approved so that an administrative faculty member can easily move up the line of progression as skills and experience are acquired.  
4. Through a competitive search – This requires a new PDQ.
After clarifying the existing situation concerning promotion of administrative faculty, we have determined that this information needs to be disseminated more widely to administrative faculty and their supervisors as these facts are generally not well known.

Recommendations (charge 6a): 
1. (For Human Resources) Hold trainings for supervisors of administrative faculty positions that explain how PDQs may be written to allow for administrative faculty advancement.
2. (For supervisors) Include criteria for advancement/promotion in the position description or PDQ.
3. (For Human Resources) Clearly define the process for a salary range review, i.e. under what circumstances a review should occur and how the process is initiated.

6b. Evaluation Process
Research and findings: 
The results of the NTFTF survey highlighted the dissatisfaction of administrative faculty with the evaluation process. Some general themes from comments were: lack of objectivity in the evaluation process; lack of clear (or any) communication about what is expected; evaluations done by the immediate supervisor changed by upper management without explanation; evaluation done by supervisor or academic faculty who is not familiar with job duties of administrative faculty; supervisors not trained in how to evaluate faculty; criteria do not match or fit actual job responsibilities; lack of objective or consistent criteria; inconsistent expectations from supervisors; and disconnect between evaluation and merit. (Non-Traditional Faculty Task Force, Draft Final Report, May 18, 2009, pages 6-7)
Since the time of this report, the administrative faculty evaluation form was revised and has been in existence for two years. The most significant change in the form was the replacement of evaluation criteria by “competencies for success”, which are defined for individual contributors and managers. (Appendix A) 
Although evaluation procedures and guidelines and a recorded evaluation workshop presentation are provided by Human Resources (http://www.unr.edu/hr/employeeperformance/administrativefaculty.html), the AFPPP committee found that not all administrative faculty units use the Evaluation/Performance Review for Administrative Faculty and that there are still many issues of concern with regards to the evaluation process. 
The committee does not see a problem in administrative faculty units using an evaluation form created specifically to address the common or relevant competencies in the unit, but they do feel that the evaluation process, which includes the form used for evaluation, should be well defined, perhaps in the unit’s by-laws, and that all supervisors within the unit follow this process and adhere to the governing policies and procedures as outlined in the Board of Regents Handbook and University Administrative Manual (http://www.unr.edu/hr/documents/employeeperformance/AdminFacGoverningPolicies_Procedures.pdf). 

Recommendation (charge 6b): 
A committee in each administrative and academic faculty unit should review and make recommendations for the evaluation process of administrative faculty within that unit, if the evaluation process for administrative faculty is not already defined in the unit’s by-laws.

6c. Faculty governance
Research and findings:
In gathering background information regarding administrative faculty representation, this committee looked at two sources, the AFPPP 2008-2009 report and UNLV’s faculty senate by-laws. 
The AFP3 2008-2009 report contained a comparison of nine peer institutions’ policies and practices regarding positions comparable to University of Nevada, Reno Administrative Faculty. The institutions studied were: Oregon State University, University of Oregon, Colorado State, Arizona State, University of Arizona, Washington State, University of Washington, Utah State, and New Mexico. The University of Oregon and Oregon State have significant representation of administrative professionals on the faculty senate. The other 7 universities have little or no faculty senate representation with all but one of these 7 having some separate organization specifically designed for administrative professionals. The exception is Arizona State, where there is virtually no faculty senate representation and no private or university organization for administrative professionals.
At UNLV each of the following units have one representative for each thirty faculty or fraction thereof, who are elected by the members of the unit from among its eligible members (academic faculty and professional staff who hold at least a fifty percent professional contract with the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, as defined in Title 4, Chapter 3 of the Board of Regents Handbook): College of Business, Education, Engineering, Fine Arts, Hotel Administration, Liberal Arts, Sciences, and Urban Affairs, the Division of Health Sciences, the School of Law and University Libraries.  The Professional Staff unit at UNLV has one Faculty Senate representative from each of the following areas: (1) President, University and Community Relations and Development; (2) Athletics and the Thomas and Mack Center; (3) Research and Graduate College; (4) Finance; (5) Student Life; (6) Administration; and (7) two representatives from the Provost area for a at total of eight representatives who are elected by the members of each unit from among its eligible members. Members of the Faculty Senate Executive Committee are the Chair of the Faculty Senate, Vice Chair of the Faculty Senate, Secretary of the Faculty Senate, two members of the Faculty Senate elected At‑Large from the Faculty Senate membership, and one member from the Professional Staff.  Only academic faculty are eligible for the offices of Chair, Vice Chair, and Secretary of the Faculty Senate. (University of Nevada, Las Vegas Faculty Senate Constitution, Revised January 2009, last retrieved on 8/22/2010 from: http://facultysenate.unlv.edu/FS_Bylaws-2010.05.doc)
On the University of Nevada, Reno Faculty Senate, there are 7 faculty senators representing the following administrative faculty units: Administration and Finance, Development & Alumni Relations, Information Technology, President’s Division, Provost Division, Research and Student Services. In addition to these 7 faculty senators, there may be other faculty senators who are elected senators from academic units. 
Despite the fact that administrative faculty or their equivalent at some of the other peer institutions identified have less or no faculty senate representation, this committee and other administrative faculty that we have spoken to feel that the combination of academic and administrative faculty on the University of Nevada, Reno’s Faculty Senate greatly contributes to the knowledge, strength and influence of this faculty senate. 
Recommendation (charge 6c): 
The administrative units, Administration and Finance, Development & Alumni Relations, Information Technology, President’s Division, Provost Division, Research and Student Services, will continue to have representation on the University of Nevada, Reno Faculty Senate.

Charge 7: UNR Bylaws specify that all faculty, academic and administrative, shall have the protection of bylaws at the major unit (e.g., college) or below, but many administrative faculty work in divisions and units without bylaws. Furthermore, the UNR Bylaws themselves tend to be focused primarily on personnel policies for academic faculty. What bylaws are appropriate and necessary for administrative faculty, and what current examples exist which could be used to create these bylaws? Make recommendations to the Senate, as appropriate.
Research and findings:
There are a number of major units which are comprised of a large number of administrative faculty who do not have unit bylaws. Of those units who do have current unit by-laws, very few make reference specifically to administrative faculty within their units. There are three units, comprised mainly of administrative faculty whose bylaws are either on file or in the process of being updated: Student Services, Administration and Finance, and Development and Alumni Relations. The School of Medicine is another unit with many administrative faculty which also has current bylaws on file, but unlike the administrative divisions mentioned above, the School of Medicine combines both academic and administrative faculty.
Actions taken:
Two members of the AFPPP committee reviewed the existing bylaws of the administrative units listed above and noted points of similarity and difference. We quickly discovered that there were significant similarities in language and structure between the bylaws for Administration and Finance and Development and Alumni Relations.
The bylaws for Student Services, on the other hand, contained most of the same elements but a very different structure and a much greater level of detail about faculty rights, governance and procedures in the division, some of which might not be as applicable to other units.
The bylaws for the School of Medicine were also reviewed, though, as noted above, the School of Medicine’s bylaws are more like those of most academic units because the unit contains a mix of so many types of faculty.
Recommendations (charge 7):
1. All units who employ administrative faculty should review their own unit bylaws to ensure more inclusion of the rights of administrative faculty. 
2. Although the template has been included in Appendix B as a suggestion for what administrative bylaws should include, the template should be reviewed by the Faculty Senate Bylaws and Code Committee, and after that point, it should be posted on the Faculty Senate Bylaws Repository as a tool that administrative units can use in crafting their own bylaws.
3. Those units who employ a large number of administrative faculty who do not have current bylaws should use the template in Appendix B to assist in creating their own unit bylaws within the next fiscal year. 

Charge 8: Consider the viability and logistics of developing “lines of progression” for administrative faculty, as recommended in the 2009 report of the Nontraditional Faculty Taskforce. Make recommendations to the Senate, as appropriate.
Actions taken:
The AFPPP committee established a subcommittee to look into the possibilities for developing “lines of progression” for administrative faculty.  Members of the subcommittee spoke with people in Human Resources as well as in the division of Development and Alumni Relations, where several lines of progression for administrative faculty currently exist.
Research and findings:
The findings from the discussion with Human Resources are summarized in section 6a above.  The discussion with Development and Alumni Relations was useful in providing some background and history about how lines of progression have been built around existing positions.
A few years ago, the division of Development and Alumni Relations was experiencing significant growth and recruiting for many different positions at the same time.  As the division was having difficulty finding applicants with the right experience for some of the range 4 positions it was seeking to fill, it created some lower-level positions with similar duties and responsibilities to help fill some of the vacancies.  
Eventually, upon the advice of Human Resources, the division combined those entry-level positions with some of the higher-level positions to create lines-of-progression PDQs for those positions.  This enabled the division to select among applicants with a variety of experience levels, and, when someone was hired at a lower-level, it provided a means for promoting those individuals to higher-ranking positions with more responsibility, without the need for revising each individual’s PDQ each time a change in rank or responsibilities was sought, or without the need for another search.  Since that time, the division has created lines of progression for positions in several departments, and several people who were originally hired into lower-level positions have been promoted as they have gained more experience and as their skills have grown. 
While this model will not work for all administrative divisions or departments, it is instructive as an example of how, with the aid of Human Resources, existing options were applied creatively to help meet a need, and since then, they have been applied in a way to allow for advancement and promotion of administrative faculty in the division.
Recommendation – see 6a

Additional Proosals
In February, 2010, the AFPPP committee was asked to review the Set 3 proposals to amend the NSHE Code (http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/agenda/CodeProposalsJan2010.pdf, first proposed by an advisory group consisting of four former chairs of the UNR Faculty Senate and to make recommendations regarding them. The following recommendations (revised from the original code proposals by Elliott Parker, 2009-10 Faculty Senate chair) were pulled from the Set 3 proposals for review and recommendations. To differentiate our recommendations from the recommendations proposed by the advisory group and Elliott Parker, we will refer to these as proposals 1 and 2.

Proposal 1 (referred to as Recommendation #3.1 in the NSHE Code Changes Proposals): In Section 1.1 of the Code, revise subsection (b) to define administrative faculty (not administrators) as “those professional staff in executive, supervisory or support positions, as defined by the Board of Regents.” Then add a statement that institutions may define these professional staff categories further in their bylaws.

Research and findings:
In Section 1.1 (Definitions) of the NSHE Code, definition b states: “’Administrators’ means administrative faculty employed in executive supervisory or support positions, as defined by the Board of Regents.” It is important to note that “administrative faculty” is not defined but that the title “administrative faculty” is mentioned a total of 30 times in the Board of Regents Handbook. The title is frequently mentioned along with “academic faculty” and “non-academic faculty”, i.e. “The NSHE Code, Chapter 5, Section 5.12.1 and 5.12.2, establishes that written performance evaluations of academic faculty and administrative faculty shall be conducted at least once annually by department chairs, supervisors or heads of administrative units.”

On June 10, 2010, the Faculty Senate approved a proposal to amend Section 2.3.3.b of the UNR Bylaws to read “’Administrative faculty’ means those professional staff employed in executive, supervisory or support positions, as defined by the Board of Regents.”

This AFPPP committee supports a recommendation to the Board of Regents that the titles of administrative faculty and administers be defined in Section 1.1 of the NSHE Code.  

The committee feels that the last sentence in proposal 1, “then add a statement that institutions may define these professional staff categories further in their bylaws”, is problematic because its intentions and possible outcomes are not well-defined.

Does this part of the proposal suggest that sub-categories of administrative faculty would be defined? Who would define these sub-categories and for what purpose? If that is the case, what would be the impact on those professional staff currently assigned to administrative faculty positions? What would be the impact on the Administrative Faculty Salary Model? Would the employment rights and place in current governance structures of people in these sub-category positions be affected in any way?

Or does this part of the proposal suggest that the category “administrative faculty” itself would be given a different name. If that is the case, would the references to administrative faculty in the NSHE Code apply to this group? Are there significant reasons to change the name? How would a name change benefit the university?

Or does this part of the proposal suggest that a fourth category of employment be added to the existing three main categories of employment, academic faculty, administrative faculty and classified employees?

What is clear to the AFPPP committee is that this second part of the proposal leads to many questions and, as a result, to conjectures and fear among administrative faculty. Therefore, our recommendations will not address this second part of the proposal.

Actions taken: Members of the AFPPP committee spent a good deal of time researching bylaws and code (i.e. NSHE Code, UNR Bylaws, UNLV Bylaws, and Faculty Senate Bylaws) and interviewing people (i.e. Tim McFarling, Ida Roberts, and others) to be able to respond to this proposal, but in the end, we had more questions than answers to the second part of the proposal because its meaning, scope, and impact were so unclear.

Proposal 2 (referred to as Recommendation #3.2 in the NSHE Code Changes Proposals): In Section 1.1 of the Code, add a new section after (b) to define “administrators” as only that subset of administrative faculty in executive and supervisory roles, not support roles. Correct every reference to administrators elsewhere in the Code to ensure that it means only these administrators, and not others. Where necessary, correct references to “faculty,” which might be better defined as “faculty and other professional staff exclusive of those in administrative positions.”

Research and findings:
If the definition “those professional staff in executive, supervisory or support positions” becomes the definition of administrative faculty in Section 1.1 of the NSHE Code, then the title “administrator” should also be defined since it is frequently used in the code. 
Defining administrators as “that subset of administrative faculty in executive and supervisory roles, not support roles” is problematic because of the context in which administrators are used in NSHE Code. For example, an administrative faculty’s responsibilities could include both supervision and support, but that person’s position would not be bound by some of the NSHE code that applies to administrators.
This definition could be modeled after the definition of “chief administrators” provided in section 4.2 of the UNR Faculty Senate Bylaws: Chief administrators of the university include the president, the executive vice-president & provost, and other vice-presidents, as well as associate and assistant vice-presidents and vice-provosts. Chief administrators of the major units are defined as deans or their administrative equivalents, as well as associate and assistant deans. 
Actions taken: Research of codes and bylaws. 

Recommendations (for Board of Regents) - Proposal 1 and 2:

1. In Section 1.1 of the NSHE Code, amend subsection (b) to define administrative faculty (and not administrators) as “those professional staff in executive, supervisory or support positions, as defined by the Board of Regents.”
2. In Section 1.1 of the NSHE Code, add a definition of administrators that differentiates administrators from administrative faculty who are not considered to be administrators.
3. Once administrative faculty and administrators are defined, use the specific titles of academic faculty, administrative faculty and administrators in the NSHE Code when referring exclusively to that respective subgroup.



Summary of Charges and Recommendations
Charge 1: Review AFP3 Committee charges over the prior three years, and any recommendations adopted by the Faculty Senate. Report on the implementation status of these recommendations.
Recommendation (Charge 1): Add the following charge back into the AFPPP’s standing charges: Conduct brown-bag lunch meetings of the administrative faculty, at least one per semester, to provide them an opportunity to discuss the issues of the day or to provide them with information about benefits, policies and procedures, etc.

Charge 2: Make recommendations on the future status, organization, structure, and charges of the AFP3 Committee. Consider whether the committee is necessary and effective, and how it could be improved.
Recommendations (Charge 2): 1. Continue the AFPPP committee, with both administrative and academic faculty representation. 2. The Faculty Senate Chair (or another member of the FS Executive Board) and the AFPPP chair will meet with senators who are administrative faculty to determine the charges for the following year.
Charge 3: Upon request by the Executive Board, review any proposals affecting AFP3 Committee objectives, and report recommendations to the Executive Board within six weeks after receipt of any request for review.
Recommendation (charge 3): Proposals affecting an AFPPP committee’s objectives should be sent to the committee for review and recommendations before being presented to Faculty Senate.
Charge 4: Upon request by the Executive Board, serve as a sounding board for the Executive Board for issues related to AFPPP Committee charges and objectives.
Recommendation (charge 4): This charge is similar to charge #3; therefore, we recommend that the two charges be combined into one standing charge for the future.
Charge 5: In consultation with the Executive Board, appoint a liaison from the AFP3 Committee to the University Administrative Manual Committee. Identify any other campus committees with similar missions or concerns, and appoint liaisons as appropriate to facilitate communication between these committees and the Faculty Senate. 
Recommendations (charge 5): 1. Continue the standing charge of appointing a liaison from the AFPPP Committee to the University Administrative Manual Committee. 2. Appoint a liaison to the Administrative Faculty Salary Placement Committee.


Charge 6: Building upon items identified in both the Senate charges for 2008-09 and the report from the AFPPP Committee, develop a methodology to systematically identify issues of concern for administrative faculty. Examples of issues previously identified include the criteria for evaluation; organization reporting lines; voting rights for administrative faculty; and the process of non-reappointment. Once these issues are identified, select the most important concerns, and identify both the nature of the concerns and potential alternative responses. Make recommendations to the Senate, as appropriate.
Recommendations (charge 6a): 1. (For Human Resources) Hold trainings for supervisors of administrative faculty positions that explain how PDQs may be written to allow for administrative faculty advancement. 2. (For supervisors) Include criteria for advancement/promotion in the position description or PDQ. 3. (For Human Resources) Clearly define the process for a salary range review, i.e. under what circumstances a review should occur and how the process is initiated.
Recommendation (charge 6b):  A committee in each administrative and academic faculty unit should review and make recommendations for the evaluation process of administrative faculty within that unit, if the evaluation process for administrative faculty is not already defined in the unit’s by-laws.
Recommendation (charge 6c): The administrative units, Administration and Finance, Development & Alumni Relations, Information Technology, President’s Division, Provost Division, Research and Student Services, will continue to have representation on the University of Nevada, Reno Faculty Senate.
Charge 7: UNR Bylaws specify that all faculty, academic and administrative, shall have the protection of bylaws at the major unit (e.g., college) or below, but many administrative faculty work in divisions and units without bylaws. Furthermore, the UNR Bylaws themselves tend to be focused primarily on personnel policies for academic faculty. What bylaws are appropriate and necessary for administrative faculty, and what current examples exist which could be used to create these bylaws? Make recommendations to the Senate, as appropriate.
Recommendations (charge 7): 1. All units who employ administrative faculty should review their own unit bylaws to ensure more inclusion of the rights of administrative faculty. 2. Although the template has been included in Appendix B as a suggestion for what administrative bylaws should include, the template should be reviewed by the Faculty Senate Bylaws and Code Committee, and after that point, it should be posted on the Faculty Senate Bylaws Repository as a tool that administrative units can use in crafting their own bylaws. 3. Those units who employ a large number of administrative faculty who do not have current bylaws should use the template in Appendix B to assist in creating their own unit bylaws within the next fiscal year. 
Charge 8: Consider the viability and logistics of developing “lines of progression” for administrative faculty, as recommended in the 2009 report of the Nontraditional Faculty Taskforce. Make recommendations to the Senate, as appropriate.
No recommendation – see recommendation 6a
Proposal 1 (referred to as Recommendation #3.1 in the NSHE Code Changes Proposals): In Section 1.1 of the Code, revise subsection (b) to define administrative faculty (not administrators) as “those professional staff in executive, supervisory or support positions, as defined by the Board of Regents.” Then add a statement that institutions may define these professional staff categories further in their bylaws.

Proposal 2 (referred to as Recommendation #3.2 in the NSHE Code Changes Proposals): In Section 1.1 of the Code, add a new section after (b) to define “administrators” as only that subset of administrative faculty in executive and supervisory roles, not support roles. Correct every reference to administrators elsewhere in the Code to ensure that it means only these administrators, and not others. Where necessary, correct references to “faculty,” which might be better defined as “faculty and other professional staff exclusive of those in administrative positions.”

Recommendations (for Board of Regents) - Proposal 1 and 2: 1. In Section 1.1 of the NSHE Code, amend subsection (b) to define administrative faculty (and not administrators) as “those professional staff in executive, supervisory or support positions, as defined by the Board of Regents.” 2. In Section 1.1 of the NSHE Code, add a definition of administrators that differentiates administrators from administrative faculty who are not considered to be administrators. 3. Once administrative faculty and administrators are defined, use the specific titles of academic faculty, administrative faculty and administrators in the NSHE Code when referring exclusively to that respective subgroup.













Appendix A – Administrative Faculty Evaluation Form and Competencies for Success (attached)
Appendix B – Administrative Faculty Unit By-laws Template (attached)



