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Committee Annual and Standing Charges
Standing Charges

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

Actions Taken:  The committee reviewed the reports from the prior three years, and followed up on the status of any recommendations still outstanding.

Research and Findings: 

There was no committee report produced in 2007-2008, and so there are no recommendations from that report outstanding. The report produced in 2008-2009 was not accepted by the senate, and likewise, there are no recommendations from that report outstanding. It should be noted, though, that the 2009-2010 report referenced some of the recommendations brought forth in the previous year’s report, and some of them informed or served as the basis for recommendations in that year’s report. 
The actions taken in response to the 2009-2010 committee report have been summarized below.
Recommendation 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.
ACTION: Passed unanimously as written.
Status Update: The AFPPP was charged and approved in late October, and didn’t initially meet as a committee until early December. Consequently, no brown bag lunch was conducted during the fall semester. After some discussion about the possible goals for the brown bag lunch in the spring, it was eventually scheduled to be held in late April 2011 and publicized by the senate.  Please see discussion of Charge 6 below.  
Recommendation 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.
ACTION: Passed unanimously as written.
Status Update: The AFPPP continued to be composed of both administrative and academic faculty as in the past. It seems to be a good arrangement, and the committee believes in the continued implementation of such a makeup for the committee.  One of the difficulties faced by the committee in the past year, however, was that membership fell as several members were unable to continue to remain on the committee, including some of the academic members of the committee.
With regard to part 2 of Recommendation 2, the meeting as outlined here did not occur, though the executive board did consult with the AFPPP committee chair about this year’s charges.  Furthermore, all senators have the ability to propose charges for the committee and the senate approves the charges, so there were still opportunities for senator input into the charges. In lieu of this meeting, the AFPPP invited all administrative faculty on the Senate to attend our brown-bag lunch in April with the hopes that they would provide us with both updates on administrative faculty issues before the senate and on possible topics to examine in future charges. 
Recommendations 3 and 4 were combined after an amendment by Senators Borman and Larsen. The revised recommendation read as follows:  Proposals affecting an AFPPP committee’s charges should be sent to the committee for review and recommendations before being presented to Faculty Senate. Upon request by the Executive Board, serve as a sounding board for the Executive Board for issues related to AFPPP Committee charges. 
ACTION: Passed unanimously
Status Update: This recommendation was passed unanimously by the Senate in 2010, but no specific proposals were sent to the AFPPP committee for review during 2010-2011.
Recommendation 5 from the report was amended by Senators Beekun and Larsen. The amended recommendation read as follows:  Continue the standing charge of appointing a liaison from the AFPPP Committee to the University Administrative Manual Committee and to allow for the appointment of a liaison to the Administrative Faculty Salary Placement Committee.
 ACTION: Passed unanimously
Status Update: The standing charge for the liaison to the University Administrative Manual Committee remains in place. The second part of this recommendation was forwarded to the university administration and was turned down on the grounds that the Administrative Faculty Salary Placement Committee dealt with sensitive personnel issues and therefore a Faculty Senate committee should not be able to appoint a member to report back to the senate.
Last Year’s Recommendation 6 was written in 3 parts, 6a, 6b, and 6c. 
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.
ACTION: Parts 1, 2, and 3 of recommendation 6a was passed unanimously as written.
Status Update: This issue was considered by the AFPPP committee this year as one of its special charges and is discussed in the report below under Additional Charge 1.
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.
This recommendation was tabled in response to a motion by Senators Kilkenny and Beekun, and reassigned to this year’s AFPPP Committee for review. ACTION: passed 4 abstentions. 
Status Update: This recommendation was considered by the AFPPP committee this year as one of its special charges and is discussed in the report below under Additional Charge 2.
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.
ACTION: Failed, 11 opposed, 10 abstentions. 
Chair Herzik said that the ability of administrative faculty to serve on the senate would remain status quo. 
Status Update:  Although recommendation 6c was referenced in the special charges given to the AFPPP this year, because the recommendation failed the senate, the AFPPP committee briefly discussed the charge, but chose not to explore the matter any further this year. The committee still believes in the valuable contributions made by administrative faculty to the Faculty Senate, but since their continued representation on the senate does not currently appear to be in jeopardy, there are no specific recommendations from the committee this year with respect to this matter.
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. 
ACTION: Passed unanimously as written.
Status Update: The AFPPP’s recommendations for administrative faculty bylaws were referred to the Bylaws and Code Committee for further review and action. The Bylaws and Code Committee is not scheduled to report back to the Senate until December 2011.
Recommendation for the Board of Regents: The three recommendations concerning possible code changes were combined into one recommendation:
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.
ACTION: Passed unanimously
Status Update:   These recommendations were unanimously approved by the Senate and forwarded to central administration by the Senate office.  At the time, central administration said it was not currently a good time to go forward with any proposed code changes and the matter was tabled for the time being.  The Faculty Senate Executive Board has considered bringing the recommendations forward to the administration again in the future, but no action has yet been taken.
Charge 2.
Make recommendations on the future status, organization, structure, and charges of the AFPPP Committee. Consider whether the committee is necessary and effective, and how it could be improved.
Research and Findings:

The AFPPP committee continues to serve as an important resource and sounding board for exploring issues related to Administrative faculty. One of the largest challenges faced by the committee in the current economic environment, however, seems to be separating administrative faculty concerns from those of faculty at large and university faculty and staff in general. Brown-bag lunches for administrative faculty, such as those referenced in Charge 6 below seem to offer one way for facilitating discussions with a broader pool of administrative faculty and for getting more of an idea what their concerns might be.
Recommendations:

(1) The AFPPP should continue to exist as a standing committee of the senate, and it should continue to be a mix of both administrative and academic faculty.

Charge 3.
Proposals affecting AFPPP Committee charges should be sent to the AFPPP by the Executive Board before they go to the full senate for a vote. The AFPPP committee should serve as a sounding board for the Executive Board for issues related to AFPPP committee charges and objectives.
Actions Taken:  
As reported above, no such proposals were forwarded to the AFPPP committee this year.
Charge 4.
In consultation with the Executive Board, appoint a liaison from the AFPPP Committee to the University Administrative Manual Committee and to allow for the appointment of a liaison to the Administrative Faculty Salary Placement 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. 
Actions Taken:
As reported above, the second part of this charge was turned down by the university administration. As far as the first part of the charge, a vacancy opened up on the Administrative Manual Committee when other responsibilities forced Jill Wallace to resign from both committees.  As of this writing, AFPPP is still looking for a volunteer to serve as a liaison with the Administrative Manual Committee.
Charge 5. 
The Executive Board will request input for AFPPP committee charges from the senators representing administrative units. The AFPPP chair and Faculty Senate Chair will discuss and agree upon the charges and committee membership.
​Actions Taken:  As reported above, the executive board did consult with the AFPPP committee chair about this year’s charges. 
Charge 6.
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. Coordinate with the senate office to announce these events.
Actions Taken:  No brown bag lunch was held during the fall semester; one was scheduled near the end of the spring semester.

Research and Findings:

One of the things that delayed the scheduling of the brown bag lunch in the spring was that the committee met in January shortly after the Governor’s budget was announced, and there was some concern on the part of several committee members that a general brown bag lunch could turn into a general session for airing concerns, worries, and anxieties about the state of things in the university at large in the face of another round of severe budget cuts.  The committee explored having a more focused event with a speaker or speakers who could get the discussion started by focusing on ways administrative faculty could bolster or maintain morale and productivity in such an environment.   Other committee members suggested reaching out to administrative faculty who serve on the senate as a way to keep the focus general but still provide some direction to the discussion at first.  As time went on and the event still needed to be scheduled, the chair decided it was more important to schedule the event as quickly as possible, and so the event was centered around the more general theme which would include as many administrative faculty senators as could attend.
The brown-bag lunch was held on April 20, 2011 in the Great Room of the JCSU.   Approximately 24 people attended, including: most members of the AFPPP committee, administrative faculty who serve on the Faculty Senate, the Senate Manager, the Senate Chair, the Assistant Vice President for Human Resources, and a mix of administrative faculty from around the university who were interested in the work of the committee.

The discussion began by soliciting feedback from current Senators about administrative faculty issues that have come before the Senate this year, but quickly transitioned to a discussion of the budget and the concerns across the university about the budget-cutting process and how decisions were made.  Some mentions about the curricular review process for academic departments prompted a discussion of the reconsideration process that exists for administrative faculty positions which are cut, a process that most people in the room said was unfamiliar to them.

Subsequently the discussion turned to proposed bylaws changes that could impact administrative faculty, the definition of administrative faculty, the status of administrative faculty representation on the Faculty Senate (which was considered not to be a current area of concern), and the NSHE code changes endorsed by last year’s AFPPP committee (discussed under charge 1 above).  Some attendees asked about the work of the salary placement committee and the issue of salary equity for similar kinds of positions across the university or even within the same unit.  It was reported that human resources still engages in salary equity studies and that the Senate’s Salary and Benefits Committee reviews those studies as one of its standing charges.  The brown-bag lunch also touched on some of the topics explored by this year’s committee, including the evaluation process.  One attendee suggested that a future brown-bag lunch might focus on how, in light of all the cuts, we might learn to do business differently at the university, not just within departments or units, but across divisions.
Recommendations:

(2) To boost attendance and interest in the brown-bag lunches, the committee recommends that at least one of the two brown-bag lunches held during the coming year should be at least loosely focused on a subject of possible interest to administrative faculty.
(3) The committee could explore holding a brown-bag lunch in concert with, or as a way of promoting, the workshops/discussions referenced in recommendations (4) or (7) below.
Additional Charges:
Additional Charge 1.

Begin discussions with Human Resources, regarding Recommendations 6a. through 6c. from the 2009-10 AFPPP report, determining their willingness/resources available to implement the recommendations. Report regarding the barriers and/or obstacles that are problematic.
Actions Taken:  The committee discussed the charge and met with Kim Beers and Tim McFarling of Human Resources to learn more about the available options for effectively disseminating information about promotion and evaluation of administrative faculty.

Research and Findings: 

As noted above, this year the committee only examined the implementation of recommendations 6a). and 6b). since recommendation 6c). was voted down by the Senate.
Last year's report offered some important context for discussing these recommendations, and the relevant portion has been quoted below:
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.
Recommendation 6a). called for three things to happen:
​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.
This year's charge called upon the committee to "determine their [the human resource department's] willingness/resources available to implement the recommendations. Report regarding the barriers and/or obstacles that are problematic.”
​To ascertain the ability and willingness of Human Resources to do the kinds of training called for in last year's report, the committee met with Kim Beers and Tim McFarling in January, and they graciously answered our questions about the policies and procedures surrounding the promotion of administrative faculty.
The initial response was that trainings such as those referenced in recommendation (6a)1 were something that Human Resources could do and had done in the past.  The biggest challenge the human resources department has in conducting training sessions of that sort is in filling the chairs.  They said the big question for any such event was when to hold it and how to communicate about it.  They said that the same thing was also true with respect to recommendation number (6a)3 above.  Some of the realities of the salary range review and promotion process have changed in the past three or four years, and this is something that people might not recognize.
For instance, although in the past a 10% raise accompanied a promotion, the procedure has since changed for administrative faculty to allow for a raise of anywhere from 0% to 10%. Part of the rationale for this change was that while academic faculty are generally only able for two major promotions, administrative faculty could potentially be eligible for more promotions over the course of their careers at the university.
Likewise, the PDQ process has changed in recent years. It used to be that the supervisor or unit seeking the promotion would draft the PDQ and then send it to HR for review and editing, that process could be time-consuming for both HR and the supervisor. To streamline the process, HR now drafts the PDQ at the prompting of the supervisor, and then sends it back for a review. They have found that there are fewer edits that way, and the process moves more smoothly than it did.  
Committee members asked how the PDQ gets to salary placement. It was explained that once the PDQ is drafted and approved, it just moves forward to salary placement automatically and that salary placement meets once a month.
With respect to both (6a)1 and (6a)2 above, one of the main ways to write a PDQ to allow for administrative faculty advancement was to write it as a line-of-progression PDQ, a subject which was discussed in last year’s AFPPP report. Lines of progression currently exist in Athletics, Development and USAC. The important thing to remember about them is that the level of duties must change between each level if there is to be a line of progression. Furthermore, a line of progression PDQ cannot go above range 4. The way they work, though, as an individuals' duties change, that person can be promoted.  Another way of having promotions is to have two different PDQs within one unit and someone could be promoted from one to another within the unit.
The committee's discussion of the process with Ms. Beers and Mr. McFarling persuaded us that the process for promotion that currently exists is certainly less mysterious and byzantine than it seems to many administrative faculty, and the process has been streamlined in recent years to reduce some of the delays and hassles for all involved. ​
While the committee would like to reiterate the desirability of training sessions or workshops for supervisors of administrative faculty about the promotion process, the challenge of "filling the seats" remains a real one.   
With this in mind, the committee looked at the H.R. website for more ​information about the promotion of administrative faculty.  Although there is clearly a section labeled for chairs/directors and supervisors, and although it is designed to apply to those who supervise all major classes of employees--faculty, classified staff, or student employees--clicking on the links about "promotion and tenure" takes one to the provost's website, where one can only find the description of the promotion and tenure process for academic faculty.  There is a separate page that outlines the general procedures for all kinds of promotion at this link (http://www.unr.edu/hr/compensation/salary_promo.html), but it was not easy to find, and it does not appear to be completely current with the process as it was outlined to the committee.
Recommendations
Although the committee still believes that a workshop or training session for supervisors of administrative faculty about the possibilities that exist for the promotion of administrative faculty would be a good idea, it would be best to still consider some kind of workshop in conjunction with a multi-pronged approach which makes better use of the web to make sure that the information is available to supervisors.  With this in mind, last year’s recommendations have been refined and revised as follows:
(4) In conjunction with the Faculty Senate and/or the AFPPP, Human Resources should offer a workshop/information session sometime in the spring of 2012 for supervisors and administrative faculty about the possible avenues that exist for promotion; if successful, this workshop could be added into the standing rotation of training workshops currently offered by Human Resources.

(5) To ensure maximum participation and maximum effectiveness, the training session could be conducted simultaneously in an online classroom (such as WIMBA), and the session could be recorded and posted to the web for future playback and reference.
(6) The H.R. web page for supervisors should be revised so that under the "faculty" subheader, there is a link to a page that explains the promotion process for administrative faculty, in addition to the existing link to the promotion and tenure process for academic faculty.  The linked page could also contain a link to the training session referenced above once that session has occurred. ​
Additional Charge 2.
The 2009-2010 committee recommended that each unit create a committee to investigate how administrative faculty are evaluated in that unit. This recommendation was tabled by the senate with the intent to bring it back to the committee to refine, however, is not within the power of the Faculty Senate, or the President for that matter, to accomplish. Therefore, we ask ​the 2010-2011 committee to revisit this recommendation to determine the following: What is the intent of the recommendation? Is this intention worthy of pursuit? If so, how might it be accomplished?” 
Actions Taken:  The committee discussed the charge and met with Kim Beers and Tim McFarling of Human Resources to learn more about the evaluation process.  The committee also considered conducting a survey of administrative faculty or their supervisors, as had been done several years ago, but in light of the discussion with Human Resources, the committee consensus was that such a survey was not necessary at this time.

Research and Findings:

The intent of the recommendation last year was partly to explore the depth of the problem behind anecdotal reports we had received from administrative faculty who didn’t receive annual evaluations from their supervisors regularly, or who received their evaluations so late in the year as to be of little value. 
Both Kim Beers and Tim McFarling questioned how frequently this actually occurred. They said that H.R. sometimes hears of cases where nothing is done, but they always follow up with the unit. In fact, they said that H.R. is so good at prodding units for evaluations that there were very few that they didn’t get last year. They said that one reason that they prod so much is that they need to get the information from the evaluation before issuing renewal forms. Furthermore, the evaluation forms have been modified this year so that the top part of the evaluation form summarizes the key points which H.R. uses to fill out the worksheet that accompanies the renewal documents. Even if someone hasn’t seen their evaluation, therefore, he or she should be able to look at the worksheet that goes with the annual renewal documents to find his or her merit score.
With regard to the format of the evaluation itself, Tim McFarling explained that while the university-wide form for administrative faculty evaluations had changed a few years ago, H.R. was flexible in terms of what individual units want to put together for their evaluation. The important thing was that if a unit had a separate or a different process, it should be outlined in the unit’s bylaws. He said that H.R. is open to experimentation, as long as all are evaluated.
The committee also discussed the suggestion raised in our previous meeting about the possibility of conducting a survey of supervisors about the evaluation process as the AFPPP committee had done a few years ago. We reviewed the kinds of questions asked in the survey, but after discussing the evaluation process in some depth with Kim Beers and Tim McFarling, the general consensus among the committee members at the meeting was that such a survey would not be particularly worthwhile at this time.
​During the discussion with Human Resources, it was recommended that perhaps there could be a panel discussion about evaluations where different units could explain the different approaches that they take to the evaluation process.
Recommendations: 
(7) As the calendar year draws to a close (and evaluation seasons draws near), Human Resources and the Faculty Senate should co-sponsor a panel discussion about the different possibilities for the evaluation of administrative faculty. The idea for the panel discussion would be to encourage departments and divisions which employ administrative faculty to consider different options for the annual evaluation of administrative faculty in a manner which might make the process more positive and productive for all involved. Although the current form and process evolved partly as a way of recognizing and allocating merit, in an era when merit raises are no longer a reality, it is possible for both administrative faculty and their supervisors to discount the potential value inherent in the annual review process. ​
(8) Although the discussion with human resources satisfied most members of the committee as to the checks currently in place to make sure annual reviews are completed for all administrative faculty in a timely manner, the AFPPP Committee should continue to monitor reports about evaluations that have not been completed.
​
