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In June, the Faculty Senate voted to instruct the Executive Board to review the twelve recommendations of the Non-Traditional Faculty Task Force, and advise the Senate on how to best proceed.

The Executive Board supports senate approval of R1 (Bridge Funding), if it is amended, and also supports senate approval of R2 (Retirement Benefits on Overload Salary) and R10 (Recognition of LOAs).  The Executive Board does not support senate approval of the other recommendations, either because we think they are impractical or the issue is being addressed in other ways.  In the case of R3 (Professional Development Leaves), the Executive Board recommends an alternative. In the case of R7 (Advancement of Administrative Faculty), the Executive Board recommends that this issue be studied further by the AFP3 Committee.

R1: Bridge Funding
Recognizing that funding for soft-money faculty can run out for brief periods of times despite all efforts to win continuous funding, often due to slow proposal reviews or decisions on funding, or delays in allocation of already awarded funds, and that this group of faculty in many cases brings in substantial external funding and F&A, and considering that many other institutions have bridge funding and use models where the number of months of bridge funding available to soft-money faculty increases with increasing longevity at the institution; and that some institution consider bridge funding as part of the benefits to be funded through and increased fringe benefit rate (for example, DRI), it is recommended that a system of bridge funding for NTT faculty be developed to cover brief periods without funding, due to shortfall/end of funding or emergency situations such as illness, and that the length of time covered be dependent on years of service, productivity, track record and other criteria to be developed, and that this bridge funding be considered as part of the benefit and thus funded through increased fringe benefits. Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate urge administration to take action, and that the Faculty Senate tasks the Faculty Committee on Salary and Benefits to assist in developing appropriate models.

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board supports senate approval of this recommendation, with the amendment that bridge funding be allocated on the merit of prospective grant applications and funding availability, not as a guaranteed job right. In response to an earlier recommendation of this Task Force, both the Salary & Benefits Committee and the ad hoc Research & Grants Committee have been looking at this issue. If approved, the senate office will submit a Request for Action (RFA) to the president, and follow up with any additional analysis that is needed to implement this policy. For example, we may want to have a policy that anyone who receives a Notice of Nonrenewal (NNR) due to lack of funding could be informed of their right to request bridge funding.

 

R2: Retirement Benefits on Overload Salary
Recognizing that faculty on B-contracts do not accumulate retirement benefits for overload days, and that overload salary can exceed 30% of the annual salary, and considering that a large fraction of the respondents to the academic and administrative surveys were in favor of receiving retirement benefits on overload salaries, it is recommended that faculty on B contract be offered the option of having retirement benefits paid on overload salary. Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks administration to develop the necessary procedures and that the Faculty Senate tasks the Faculty Senate Committee on Salary and Benefits to follow up on the implementation of this recommendation.

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board supports senate approval of this recommendation. If the Senate votes to approve, the senate office will send an RFA to the president on this issue.

 

R3: Professional Development Leaves
Recognizing that non-traditional faculty currently has no or very little opportunities for professional leaves, and that therefore, non-traditional faculty is hampered in keeping up with changes and new developments in their fields; it is recommended that funding for professional development leave (including sabbatical) be established, and that professional leave be considered a part of the benefit and, where possible, be funded through increased fringe benefit rates. Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks administration to take necessary action, and that the Faculty Senate tasks the Faculty Committee on Salary and Benefits to assist in developing appropriate models.

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not support senate approval of this recommendation. Administrative faculty are already eligible for professional development leave, when funds are available, but it is not possible to provide paid development leave to faculty whose salaries are generated from grants or contracts, unless the funding agency is willing to provide such leave in addition to paying for services provided.  This benefit would also compete for funding with bridge funding, which we already support. Instead, the Executive Board recommends an alternative recommendation (R3A), that the university create shorter paid leaves for the professional development of administrative faculty, which could be used on a wider basis once funding becomes available again.

R4: Voting Rights
Recognizing that equality in voting rights is important to foster the spirit of democratic process essential to an institution of higher learning and impacts the level to which faculty feel “ownership” of their department and unit, and considering that many NTT faculty survey respondents indicated fewer voting rights than tenured faculty and emphasized the negative aspects of this inequality, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate advocate for broadest possible voting rights for all faculty, that Faculty Senate require that all by-laws clearly describe voting rights for all faculty, including non-traditional faculty, that by-laws be posted on the Faculty Senate website, and that in cases where there are some areas that non-traditional faculty may not vote on, a rationale be included that explains this particular situation. Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks the Faculty Committee on By-Laws to adhere to this recommendation.

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not support senate approval of this recommendation. Instead, the Executive Board supports the clarification of voting rights proposed by the Bylaws & Code Committee.

R5: Notice of Non-Renewal
Recognizing that many non-traditional faculty appointments are on a yearly basis and require annual renewals, and that most of these appointments have a 30-day period of notice, it is recommended that the minimum number of days of notice for a notice of non-renewal is increased to be at least 60 days, with number of days of notice increasing with increasing longevity. Furthermore, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate asks the Faculty Committee on Salary and Benefits to seek ways to implement this recommendation, which will require approval of the Board of Regents.

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not support senate approval of this recommendation. The 30-day notice requirement is determined by the NSHE Code, and we feel that there would be no support by the Regents to extend this. The president is giving more notice (60-90 days) where possible, but this requires many grant-funded faculty to have a longer cushion in the future grant funding they report. The Executive Board supports the president’s policy where practicable, and also supports the recommendation for bridge funding. The Executive Board also thinks that certain proposals from the ad hoc Research & Grants Committee may help address some of this problem as well.

R6: Access to State Funds
Recognizing that state funds frequently become available through vacated or new positions, it is recommended that non-traditional faculty have equal access to apply for these funds; that in the case of non-traditional faculty who have already received notice of non-renewal, the university should take proactive steps to contact these employees to let them know of relevant new job opportunities; and that proactive steps be taken to contact LOA faculty who have been teaching in a department and to offer them to teach more hours for tenured faculty on sabbatical. 

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not support senate approval of this recommendation, though certainly proactive steps to ease the loss of employment are laudable. The university has changed its budget practices so that current salary savings no longer exist, and deans have authority over the use of future salary savings, including creating more permanent faculty positions. In many cases, non-traditional faculty are being paid with those same funds, and so applying for them when the funds become no longer available is problematic at best.

 

R7: Advancement of Administrative Faculty
Recognizing that there is currently no clear process for the promotion and advancement of administrative faculty and it is recommended that written protocols be developed that articulate methods (handbook, training sessions, web-based information, supervisor training, etc.) for developing personal and professional skill sets that will position administrative faculty for advancement opportunities. Human Resources should continue to develop methods of career advancement through mechanisms such as “lines of progression.” 

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not support senate approval of this recommendation at this time, but instead recommends that consideration of its viability and logistics be given as a charge to the Administrative Faculty Personnel Policies & Procedures Committee. The Executive Board also recommends creation of an ad hoc committee to consider whether the university should have a consistent policy on the promotion or advancement of lecturers and other zero-rank academic faculty.

R8: LOA Compensation for Extra Services
Recognizing that many LOA faculty provide service to the university (such as serving on search committees, department internal reviews, etc.) outside of their contracted teaching duties without receiving proper or any compensation it is recommended that a mechanism be established to compensate LOA faculty for service to the university provided outside of their contracted teaching duties. 

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not support senate approval of this recommendation as worded. LOAs are hired for specific tasks and short-term funding at usually much lower salaries than faculty in the same department, and service is not usually listed as a duty in the letter of appointment. The Executive Board recommends that departments refrain from requiring or encouraging LOAs to provide extra services outside their contracted teaching or research duties.  Extra services should only be expected if they are specified in the letter of appointment.

R9: LOA Representation on Faculty Senate
Recognizing that LOA faculty is currently not represented on the Faculty Senate and considering that the Faculty Senate is the only institutionalized component for faculty at large to participate in shared governance, it is recommended that LOA faculty with a minimum tenure at UNR (e.g., four years) be given the right to vote for faculty senate representative from their college or unit, and that a mechanism be established that provides for at least one LOA seat on the Faculty Senate and that encourages LOA faculty to run for Faculty Senate. 

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not support senate approval of this recommendation. Faculty on letters of appointment are not covered under university bylaws. There is no mechanism for LOA representation on the Senate, nor any practical way for LOAs to elect one of their own to the Senate. Most of them do not know each other, especially across the different units. LOA tenure is extremely variable and, even if extending over multiple years, may consist of single courses. LOA contracts are also generally limited to specific tasks that do not readily equate to the broader range of faculty responsibilities, and service on the Senate is not one of their assigned duties. The Executive Board already has the authority to appoint LOA faculty as nonvoting members of senate committees, presuming these duties are specified in the letter of appointment.

R10: Recognition of LOA Faculty
Recognizing that annual awards are an important means to give recognition to individual faculty for outstanding service and achievements, and that there is currently no award dedicated to LOA or, more generally, to non-traditional faculty, it is recommended that an annual “Outstanding LOA Teacher of the Year Award” be established, and that other ways to recognize the contributions of non-traditional faculty be explored. 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board supports a “Sense of the Senate” that would encourage deans to find ways to recognize the important contributions that LOAs make in their departments and colleges, including perhaps college awards for best part-time instructor.

 

R11: Welcome Package for New Faculty
Considering that many respondents to the surveys stated that they were not informed about major conditions attached to their positions (including annual renewal, role statement, evaluation procedures, etc.) and that many respondents commented negatively on the fact that it took considerable time for new faculty to understand the job conditions and their implications for their work, it is recommended that a new hire “on-boarding” program be developed by the Faculty Senate and Human Resources for all faculty that addresses pertinent information for each employee type including the nature of these contracts and positions, rights, benefits, etc. and that all department, colleges and university by-laws be made available on a web page for easy access. 

 

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not think any further action is necessary for most non-traditional faculty. The university already provides a welcome packet which explains terms of the contract, much of the necessary information is dispersed throughout the HR web, though it could perhaps be improved and the Executive Board will check to make sure this information is made available for LOAs too. The senate office is also currently completing a single official online repository for all governing documents, at http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/govdocs/. 

6.3 Future of the Task Force
The survey results and the prospect of a continuously growing number and fraction of non-traditional faculty warrant a constant spot-light on issues relevant to this part of faculty. The Task Force has discussed two alternatives which both have advantages and disadvantages. One alternative would be to maintain the Non-Traditional Faculty Task Force as a standing Committee. This would emphasize the importance of maintaining a focus on the evolving conditions for this increasing group of faculty and would institute a dedicated means to follow up recommendations aiming at improved conditions for this group. However, this would increase the number of committees and thus be contrary to the declared goal of the Faculty Senate to reduce the number of committees. The other alternative would be to include the focus on non-traditional faculty as a permanent part in the charge of an appropriate committee. This would not increase the number of committees. However, the situation of non-traditional faculty is complex and deserves attention in social, economic, and legal aspects, which in this breadth are hardly covered by any of the other committees. Thus, it would be necessary to split non-traditional faculty issues over several standing committees (e.g., Salary and Benefits, By-laws, etc.) which carries the danger of dimming or losing the necessary spotlight on the broad conditions affecting this group of faculty.

The Executive Board Advises: The Executive Board does not recommend making this task force a standing committee. The issues addressed by the task force should be (and in many cases now are being) addressed by other standing committees.

