Salaries & Benefits Committee (SBC)
 Final Report
(November 2010) 

Committee Members: David Crowther (Chair), Mike Bennett, Aaron DeWall, Kent Ervin, Susan Lentz, James Mardock, Michael Simons, Yvonne Stedham, Patti Swager, and Christopher Williams. 

In this portion of the report, we describe our on-going committee charges and action taken for each of the standing and additional charges over the last reporting period January 2010 – December 2010.

1. Review of charges from prior 3 years:

 Aaron Dewall took charge of this responsibility. Aaron reported that this had been completed as much as possible and was included in the final committee report (Dec 2009). This information resides on SharePoint through the Faculty Senate web site. For future actions, minutes and reports will be sent to Faculty Senate for archival purposes.(see recommended charges on page 4, items 1 through 4)
2. Recommendations for future status, organization, structure and charges of SBC:

Several of the current committee members have been serving on the Salary and Benefits committee for more than two years. Considering the charges the committee has addressed and the involvement of the committee in salary and benefits related issues at the university, the committee found that there were many redundancies between certain responsibilities of this committee and responsibilities of other units and individuals across the university. For example, in our effort to review on-going changes to the Benefits program, especially in this troubling year, representatives from the PEBP as well as UNR officials have reported directly to the Faculty Senate and Executive Board. This committee feels that this is appropriate given the complexity of benefits issues that require expertise beyond that of the committee. 

This committee, however, plays a very important role with respect to policy development and policy review. We suggest that future charges should be focused on issues related to the development of new policies and review and revision of existing policies. A recent example is the Parental Leave Policy that the committee developed. In addition, in order to better inform the Salaries and Benefits committee and “keep it” in the loop of relevant issues, it may be important to have standing positions on this committee filled by representatives of the office of Human Resources (e.g. Michelle Kelly) and of the PEBP board (e.g. Jacque Ewing-Taylor).

3. Upon request from Executive Board, review any proposals affecting SBC objectives:

To date, the SBC has only received one request from the Executive Board and the committee has completed this task (See Additional Charges #10). 
4. Upon request from the Executive Board, serve as a sounding board for the Executive Board:

To date, there has been no request from the Executive Board to the SBC for action on this charge.

5. Identify campus wide committees working on related issues and facilitate communication to inform duplicative efforts:   
As stated above in Charge #2, multiple efforts on campus, as well as NSHE wide, deal with salary and budget concerns during these financially difficult times. The duplication of effort does not concern the SBC, but keeping the committee informed of efforts reported to the UNR Faculty Senate should continue to be a priority. Additionally, the SBC would like to know the role of the committee, if any, on these outside committees or task forces (e.g. should an SBC member attend such meetings along with Jim Richardson?)  

6. Work with HR to update Web site and Web related communications. 
At the beginning of the semester (Fall 2010), each person on the SBC was asked to review the UNR Human Resources web site and bring any concerns to meetings. The committee noticed that the UNR web site is becoming more accessible for all users. Under the “Quick Links” and the “Faculty & Staff” heading, the “Benefits” link is clearly accessible, but labeled as “Benefits” not necessarily “Human Resources.” The Human Resources page seems to continue to be user friendly, with a minimal number of clicks to find desired information. The committee continues to monitor the web site and reports any problems or suggestions to Michelle Kelly in the Human Resources Department.     
With regard to the annual “Retirement Week,” see report in Additional Charge #9.  
The SBC is recommending changes to the HR web site based upon recommendations to documents in Additional Charge #10. These are clearly outlined in the Domestic Partners document found in Appendix B. 

Additional charges:
7. Continue to monitor salary equity issues.
During the summer of 2010 the University of Nevada, Reno conducted a Salary Equity Study.  Tim McFarling attended the SBC meeting on September 21, 2010 and reported on the study.  It was communicated to the committee that the study revealed no systematic bias according to the parameters of (age, gender, ethnicity/race, equitable rank and tenure promotion and fair compensation based on internal and external factors). There were eight individuals (three administrative and five academic faculty members) whose salary fell below the 90% predicted salary. Each of these cases was reviewed by the Provost and other college personnel to determine the salary inequity, and each remained unadjusted after further scrutiny. (See Appendix A for summary of the Salary Equity Study submitted by Tim McFarling). The Salary and Benefits committee noted that the study focuses on “salary” rather than “total compensation”, which would include benefits. To further improve the accuracy of the study, the committee suggests exploring the inclusion of employee benefits in the study.

8. Monitor retirement plan investment options in conjunction with RPAC.  
Recent developments for the NSHE Retirement Program include (1) negotiation of reduced investment fund expenses from the vendors, to be implemented soon; (2) a hiring search for a NSHE Retirement Plan Manager to provide professional internal management of the $1.3B program for the first time; and (3) approval of loans from faculty Retirement Plan Alternative (mandatory 401a) accounts. 

The NSHE Retirement Plan Advisory Committee conducted a survey of plan participants in April 2010. Participant satisfaction with client service and investment offerings is about equally high for Fidelity and TIAA-CREF, but significantly lower for VALIC. About 75% of TIAA-CREF clients would recommend TIAA-CREF to a colleague, 63% of Fidelity clients would recommend Fidelity, and 29% of VALIC clients would recommend VALIC. Survey respondents most want lower expenses and have a strong desire to keep their current providers and funds (not necessarily compatible desires). Generally, they would like to receive annual summaries of their investment performance and expenses and they prefer expanded web-based communications over paper distribution. The committee will be using these results to set priorities in plan management.

It should be noted that Kent Ervin, one of the SBC members, is on the NSHE Retirement Plan Advisory Committee through 2013. Kent regularly updates the SBC on NSHE level retirement information. Kent provides updates on the NSHE committee actions at http://wolfweb.unr.edu/~ervin/rpac/. 

9. Examine additional HR benefits – work with HR for information:

The SBC helped in planning the Retirement Awareness Week held on February 22-26, 2010 in conjunction with the UNR Office of Human Resources. The committee met with Michelle Kelly (HR) and provided ideas for this informative week. Several committee members attended in person or through Wimba to get information about Retirement options. Michelle Kelly reported back to the SBC that attendance was very low for the amount of effort that went into the event. Although participants in the event reported that the information was extremely useful, recommendations for the 2011 Retirement Week include fewer sessions and better publicity of the event to the faculty and staff of UNR through additional e-mail notifications (i.e. more than one!) and additional electronic media (i.e. UNR web page) and / or paper advertising.  

10. Develop a statement for the Faculty Senate to endorse and pass upward to the regents as a request to extend educational grant-in-aid benefits to domestic partners:  
This charge was met and passed through the Faculty Senate in 2009. However, due to this charge, an examination of the implementation of Domestic Partner benefits was conducted. The committee submits the review of the Domestic Partners Benefits Policy and asks for action based upon the findings and recommendations in the attached report (Appendix B).
The Salary & Benefits Committee recommends the following motion for action: The Faculty Senate requests that the Board of Regents consider providing additional health insurance subsidies for employees in Registered Domestic Partnerships to eliminate the unequal treatment of domestic partners and married spouses by the Public Employees Benefits Program.
Prior Charges Not Listed & Future Charges Recommended:

1. Overload Retirement Benefits:   
The SBC has been included in some of the on-going meetings and conversations regarding Overload Benefits. This item was brought up as an additional charge in 2009. As a review, the question arose about faculty receiving benefits on overload work if a granting institution allowed for the benefits to be written into the grant. This then became a larger conversation with Tim MacFarling and his office. A meeting was held with UNR President Glick and UNR Faculty Senate representation. Tim reported that his office would look into the matter. Tim since reported that code dictates the current UNR policy, but is open to interpretation; that is how UNLV is able to have a different policy on overload benefits. The SBC is waiting to hear from Tim MacFarling on updated news since his report on Sept. 21, 2010. The SBC requests that this become an Additional Charge for 2011.

2. Parental Leave Policy:  

A Parental Leave Policy was developed by the committee and presented to the Faculty Senate in 2008 and 2009. The Faculty Senate approved the policy. The Provost’s office did not sanction the policy in its current version. The committee and the Faculty Senate agreed to temporarily table the policy and to pursue its implementation once the more pressing Salary and Benefits issues that the university is currently experiencing have been addressed.  The SBC would like to add the “monitoring” of the Parental Leave Policy as an Additional Charge for 2011.  The Parental Leave Policy is attached to the report in its entirety as it was reported to the Faculty Senate in December 2009. (see external Attachment (PDF PLP draft 4)
3. New Salary Equity Study: 

Previous salary equity surveys conducted at UNR have included only base salaries as compensation and have not included marital or family status among categories of employees subject to possible discrimination. The SBC would like to propose a Salary Equity Study that investigates whether inequities exist on the basis of age, sex, marital status, or family status for total compensation (i.e., when employer subsidies of health and other benefits are included).  If any such inequities are found, the SBC would like to review the study and propose solutions based upon results of the new study.

4. Bridge Funding:
As part of an Additional Charge from 2009, the topic of “Bridge Funding” became an issue.  The SBC would like to continue monitoring Bridge Funding issues as an Additional Charge for 2011.  Possible monitoring functions could include:

A) Review progress in bridge funding recommendations from 2008-2009.


B) Review reports and recommendations of the Non-Traditional Task Force related to 
their definition of bridge funding and interim funding.


C) Contact Sponsored Projects and the VP for Research to determine what type of 
training is in place for Principal Investigators related to bridge funding, memo 
accounts, etc.


D) Review Faculty Senate outcomes related to the SBC recommendations from 2008-
2009


E) Contact Tom Judy and the Provost’s office to find out about leave policies related to 
grant funded projects when grant ends. 

Note that suggestions from the 2009 report included recommendations regarding Additional Charge #12 (from 2009 report) as follows:  

• The administration should be asked to put forth a better effort at educating the faculty about currently existing possibilities for bridge funding (in the narrow definition).

• The Faculty Senate should ask the administration to make the Institutional and Proposal Preparation Support program available for grant-seeking faculty who are not 100% grant funded. This current requirement seems arbitrary.

• The Faculty Senate should form an ad hoc committee consisting mainly or exclusively of faculty with substantial grant experience to work with the appropriate administrators toward the development of a bridge-funding policy.

• The Faculty Senate should lobby the administration that such a policy, once developed should include access to bridge funding by relevant non-traditional faculty.
** While researching this charge, it was brought to the attention of the committee that there may be a concern about how the university should handle leave that accumulates during grant projects. Tom Judy, the Associate Vice President for Business and Finance, and the Provost/Vice Provost would be the contacts for this. Therefore, it is recommended that this be investigated further.
The 2009 report on Bridge Funding may be found in Appendix C.
 

Appendix A
2010 Salary Equity Analysis

Since 2004, the University of Nevada, Reno has been conducting a biennial salary equity analysis.    The purpose of the analysis is to:

· Identify systematic bias associated with age, gender, ethnicity/race, equitable rank and tenure promotion; and fair compensation based on internal and external factors.

· Provide central administration a mechanism for identifying possible salary inequities.   

The 2010 Salary Equity Analysis was recently completed.  There were 652 academic faculty and 429 administrative faculty reviewed in separate analysis.  No systematic bias was detected in either group.    The model yielded the following results where the faculty member’s base salary is less than 90% of the model’s predicted salary. The analysis revealed three administrative faculty members and five academic faculty members with possible salary inequities. Each of these individual cases was reviewed by Human Resources in conjunction with the Provost.  It was determined in each case that salary inequity did not exist and the disparity identified by the model could be explained by varying circumstances of each case.

Below are the variables used for the academic and administrative groups. Additional information regarding the model is available at http://www.cis.unr.edu/IA_Web/research/UNRSalEq.pdf.  For the complete summary of the 2010 study, please contact Serge Herzog serge@unr.edu. 
 The Academic Faculty analysis controls for the following variables: 
[image: image1.emf]Variable Decription

Age Age as of 2010

Gender* Male or Female

Ethnicity/race* White, Asian, Native Am., Black, Hispanic, Foreign

Highest Degree* Doctorate, Master's, Bachelor's

Terminal Degree* yes, no

YrswTermDegr Number of years with terminal degree

Appointment type* Tenured, tenure-track, non tenure-track

Years with tenure Number of years with tenure

Hired rank* Professor, Associate, Assistant, Instructor

Current rank* Professor, Associate, Assistant, Instructor

Years in rank^ Number of years at a rank (Prof, Assoc, Asst, Instr)

Longevity Number of years at UNR

FTE Part/full-time (Med School only)

Current salary 2009-10 annual salary  ('A' adjust to 'B' contract; NatLog)

CUPACIP* Source of market salary Info

Merit rating Average merit rating for past 5 years

Market Factor Market factor (OSU Salary/Current Salary)

Discipline* Humanities, Engineering, Math/Science, Business, 

Natural Sci., Pre-Professional, Fine Arts, Social Sci., 

Health Sci., Education

* Dummy variable, ^ Continuous metric for each rank


The Administrative Faculty analysis controlled for the following variables:


[image: image2.wmf]Variable

Decription

Age

Age as of 2010

Gender*

Male or Female

Ethnicity/race*

White, Asian, Native Am., Black, Hispanic, Foreign

Longevity

Number of years at UNR

Range*

Administrative faculty range 

Current salary

2009-10 annual salary  ( Natural Log)

Merit rating

Average merit rating for at least 3 years

Market Salary

Market factor based on CUPA data

* Dummy variable


Appendix B 
Salaries and Benefits Committee 
Charge: Report on Implementation of Benefits for Registered Domestic Partners
9/24/2010
Nevada Domestic Partnership Act

The Nevada Domestic Partnership Act (NDPA) [1] took effect in October 2009. It allows couples to register with the Secretary of State as domestic partners. The law gives registered domestic partners many of the rights and responsibilities of married spouses. The act mandates that public agencies treat the registered domestic partners of employees the same as married spouses of employees. The only exception is that employers are not required to provide health care benefits for domestic partners, but the law also states that public or private employers may do so voluntarily [2].

The NDPA further requires that state laws or regulations that rely on federal law or regulations be interpreted as if the federal rules treated registered domestic partners the same as married spouses. However, federal tax and other regulations do not recognize domestic partners and that may result in disparate impacts, in the tax treatment of employee benefits for example.

Recommended Principles for Implementation of NDPA by UNR & NSHE

· Policies that affect spouses of employees must be applied equally for registered domestic partners of employees.

· Children of the registered domestic partner of an employee must be the treated the same as children of a married spouse of an employee.

· Documentation of the registration of a domestic partnership should be required only when documentation of a marriage license/certificate would be required for a married employee. 
· The NDPA as current state law overrides the NSHE Board of Regents Handbook [3] and the University Administrative Manual (UAM) [4], but these documents and associated forms and information should be updated to be inclusive of domestic partners and their children.

· In cases where federal tax treatment is different for domestic partners and married spouses, the implementation of NSHE benefits should minimize the disparate impact as far as possible.

Domestic partner health care benefits

Actionable item:  The SBC examined the cost differences between employee / spouse as compared to employee/domestic partner costs for medical insurance coverage and found a great cost inequity between traditional benefits and domestic partner benefits. If the 2011 legislature does not correct this inequity between employees with married spouses and those with registered domestic partners by funding subsidies for both, the committee recommends the following motion for action: The Faculty Senate requests that the Board of Regents consider providing additional health insurance subsidies for employees in Registered Domestic Partnerships to eliminate the unequal treatment of domestic partners and married spouses by the Public Employees Benefits Program.

The 2009 legislature did not fund subsidies for the health insurance of domestic partners of state employees. Effective July 1, 2010, the Public Employees’ Benefit Program (PEBP) allows employees to purchase health insurance for registered domestic partners and their children, but PEBP does not subsidize the premiums, whereas the premiums of married spouses are heavily subsidized. A comparison of employee contributions (PY2011) for spouses and domestic partners and their children is given in the table below [5]. 
	PY 2011 PEBP health plan contributions, active employees

	
	Self-funded PPO Plan
	Northern Nevada HMO
	Southern Nevada HMO

	Employee only 
	$   44
	$   65
	$  55

	
	
	
	

	Employee + Spouse 
	$ 279
	$ 394
	$ 173

	Employee + Child(ren) 
	$   82
	$ 139
	$ 138

	Employee + Family 
	$ 195
	$ 302
	$ 255

	
	
	
	

	Employee + DP
	$ 921
	$ 995
	$ 412

	Employee + DP’s Child(ren)
	$ 185
	$ 201
	$ 308

	Employee + DP + DP’s Child(ren)
	$ 609
	$ 696
	$ 662


The table shows the significantly higher employee’s cost for domestic partner benefits compared with traditional benefits. For example, on the self-funded plan the additional contribution for an active state employee to add a domestic partner alone is $878/month and to add a domestic partner and the partner’s children together would be $565/month, versus $235 and $114, respectively, for a married employee. The premiums come from post-tax income for the domestic partner, but are pre-tax deductions for the married employee.
For all state agencies, only 27 employees chose to cover domestic partners in the PY2011 open enrollment, of those eight were same-gender couples and 19 were opposite-gender couples.[6] PEBP’s actuary has estimated that five times as many would participate if the premiums were subsidized at the same level as married spouses.[7] Assuming that fives times as many domestic partners would enroll if the premiums were fully subsidized, then the total cost to PEBP for all state agencies (no break-down for NSHE alone is available) would be approximately $1.04 million at PY 2011 rates, compared to over $244 million in total self-funded claims last year [8], i.e., an incremental cost of less than 0.5%.  Despite this nominal cost differential, the PEBP Board chose to deny subsidies to domestic partners. 

The NDPA authorizes public employers such as NSHE to voluntarily provide health care benefits for the domestic partner of an employee (NRS 122A.210(2) [2]). Because data on the number of active NSHE employees in registered domestic partnerships are not available, the cost of supplemental subsidies for domestic partners of NSHE employees is uncertain. Based upon the analysis above and the proportion of NSHE employees to other state employees overall, a reasonable estimate is about $250K for all domestic partners. The cost would be substantially less if only same-gender domestic partners, who do not have the option to marry, were subsidized. (Opposite-gender couples have the option to marry, so those employees have voluntarily chosen a domestic partnership with higher benefits premiums.)

Dependent child health care benefits

The NDPA excludes “health care benefits to or for the domestic partner” from its non-discrimination provisions [2], but the exclusion does not mention the dependent children of an employee who is their stepparent because of a registered domestic partnership. Under Nevada statutes, a stepparent with whom the child lives is responsible for the child’s medical care. [9] Children of the domestic partner of the employee are therefore arguably eligible for the full subsidies for Employee+Child(ren) coverage under the same conditions as children of a married spouse. PEBP’s interpretation differs from this and it charges the full premium for a domestic partner’s children to the employee. At PY2011 rates in the table, [5] the employee’s additional contribution to add the partner’s children (but not the partner) is $140/month, versus $38/month for a married employee to add the spouse’s children (self-funded plan). 
Leave benefits
Family sick leave and Family Medical Leave Act (FMLA).  Needs to be updated to explicitly include registered domestic partners and their children among family members. NSHE Title 4, Ch. 3, Section 17 and Appendix. UAM 2673.

Section 125 benefit

Section 125 Flexible Benefit Plan. Federal tax rules control reimbursement eligibility. Some registered domestic partners and their children may be dependents as qualifying relatives under IRS rules. The rules need to be clarified in UAM 2126 and by ASI. 
Supplemental insurance benefits

As part of the University and Community College Systems group insurance package, eligible employees are entitled to $20,000 term life insurance for themselves and $2,000 for ‘each eligible dependent.’ The Accident Insurance and Long-Term Disability are available only to employees. The definition of dependents needs to be updated to include domestic partners and their children.
Optional NSHE Supplemental Insurance Providers include the following:

1. Supplemental Life Insurance through Western Insurance Specialties, underwritten by Sun Life Financial.  It does expressly include coverage for spouses/domestic partners. 

2. If enrolled in the above Supplemental Life Insurance through Western Insurance Specialties, employees are eligible for Accidental Death and Dismemberment (AD&D). There is no reference to spouses/domestic partners being eligible also, but the application form provides for “employee and family” coverage. This should be clarified to include domestic partners and their children. 

3. Personal Accident Insurance is provided through CNA Insurance Company, underwritten by The Hartford Insurance Company. It refers to family plans being available but when you link to the site for information, you are sent to Employer View indicating it is for only Hartford employers and staff (you need member ID and a password). The eligibility should be clarified to include domestic partners and their children as family members.
4. Short Term Disability Insurance is provided through American Fidelity. Only the employee is eligible.

5. Cancer Care Insurance is provided through American Fidelity. It provides employee only and family plans. There were no details on their website regarding family coverage but a benefit form indicated only dependent children. The coverage eligibility should be clarified to include children of domestic partners.
6. A Personal Recovery Plus plan and a Voluntary Indemnity Plan are available through AFLAC. These appear to provide financial assistance for certain specified health events. Information about these plans, including whether dependents can be covered, is not readily available on the AFLAC website.
7. Short Term Disability insurance is offered by Colonial Life and Accident Company. From the description on the Colonial website, it only provides employee coverage.

8. While PEBP provides Supplemental Life Insurance through the Standard Insurance Company, there is no policy on the company’s website with this title. References to voluntary life insurance, however, only refer to spouses and need to be amended to include domestic partners.
 Educational benefits

Grants-in-aid for spouses of professional employees: In December 2009, the Board of Regents added registered domestic partners along with married spouses of professional employees to the grants-in-aid program for coursework. NSHE Title 4, Ch. 3, Sect. 10 (preamble) and Sect. 11(3).)]. As of 9/2010, the UNR HR website on grants-in-aid has not been updated. http://www.unr.edu/vpaf/hr/benefits/grant.html
Grants-in-aid for financially dependent children. “Financially dependent” children and stepchildren are defined as those claimed for an exemption with the IRS. To comply with NDPA, the child of an employee’s domestic partner should be provided a grant-in-aid if that child would be eligible for an exemption as the child of a married spouse, whether or not an exemption can actually be claimed. NSHE Title 4, Ch 3, Sect. 11(4).

Grants-in-aid for dependents of faculty emeriti: Needs to be updated to include registered domestic partners and their children. NSHE Title 4, Ch. 3, Sect. 40.
In-state tuition and tuition waivers: In December 2009, the Board of Regents added registered domestic partners along with married spouses for eligibility for in-state tuition. NSHE Title 4, Ch. 15, Sect. 2(18) [redefinition of “spouse” applies to the entire Chapter]. As of 9/2010, the UNR HR website on in-state tuition had not been updated. http://www.unr.edu/vpaf/hr/benefits/tuition.html
In-state tuition for spouses and dependent children of medical residents and postdoctoral fellows: Needs to be updated to be inclusive and consistent with Title 4, Ch. 15. NSHE Title 4, Ch. 7, Sects. 4 and 7. UAM 2112, UAM 2113.

Other regulations that need to be updated to include registered domestic partners and their children along with married spouses and stepchildren:
Nepotism. NSHE Title 4, Ch. 3,  Sect. 7. UAM 2503.

Moving expenses - Because same-sex marriages and civil unions from other jurisdictions are not recognized in Nevada, for new hires from out-of-state registration as domestic partners with the Secretary of State might be required to receive these benefits. UAM 2540.

Conflicts of interest - These rules may already apply to unmarried or unregistered partners, or persons in same-sex marriages or civil unions from other jurisdictions, but only if they are members of the employee’s household. NSHE Title 4, Ch. 3, Sect. 8 and Ch. 11, Sect. 12 (DRI).

Military mobilization - NSHE Title 4, Ch. 16, Sect. 6.

Tuition waiver for spouses of armed services personnel killed in action, MIA, or POW: NSHE Title 4, Ch. 17, Sect.13.

Withdrawal and tuition refund on death of student’s spouse or child. NSHE Title 4, Ch. 17, Sect. 16(8).

Grants-in-aid for dependents of active duty armed services personnel killed in the line of duty. (NSHE Title 4, Ch 18, Sect. 2)

Retirement plan documents: RPA 401a/414h/415m, TSA 403b, Medical Residents/Postdoctoral Fellows 403b, and Nevada Deferred Compensation 457 plan documents need to be updated to include domestic partners as well as spouses, where allowed by federal regulations.
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Appendix C 
Bridge Funding from 2009 Report
Non-Traditional Faculty Sub-committee

Prepared by Patti Swager (08/25/09)

CHARGE:  Review the reports of the Non-traditional Faculty Task Force, and make recommendations for a policy to provide bridge funding for grant-funded faculty.

FINDINGS

1. An Institutional Proposal Preparation Support Program has been developed and is available at: http://www.unr.edu/ospa/. An application and policy document can be found in the middle of the page. 

2. Based on the Institutional Proposal Preparation Support Program, it is limited to research faculty who are 100% grant/contract funded.  However, there appears to be no policy or provision for faculty who are partially funded through grants/contracts or for those whose FTE is less than 100%.

RECOMMENDATIONS and FUTURE INVESTIGATION

1. The university does have systems in place to address “bridge funding” for faculty who are 100% grant/contract funded.  It is the concern of the committee that faculty are not informed of the options that are available. This information and other funding options may also be of interest to faculty who are partially funded through grants and contracts.  Therefore, it is recommended that information and training be provided to all Principal Investigators.

2. The interim report from the Non-Traditional Faculty Task Force indicates that non-tenure track faculty would like a system developed for interim funding that would provide for shortfalls/end of funding and for emergency situations such as illness. The suggestion was to base this type of funding on years of service, productivity, track record and other criteria. This type of funding is not included in the current definition of bridge funding.  Therefore, it is recommended that this type of interim funding be investigated for future implementation for Non-Traditional and Traditional Faculty.

3. While researching this charge, it was brought to the attention of the committee that there may be a concern about how the university should handle leave that accumulates during grant projects. Tom Judy, the Associate Vice President for Business and Finance, and the Provost/Vice Provost would be the contacts for this. Therefore, it is recommended that this be investigated further.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION & DEFINITIONS

To address the charge, it was important to also review the terminology and issues. Therefore, this report looks at defining terms as well as summarizing issues and options. 

Neither UNR Bylaws, UNR Administrative Manual, nor the NSHE Code provide definitions for non-traditional faculty, bridge funding or polices related to grant/contract funding. However, section 2.3 (Faculty) of the UNR Bylaws does include definitions for academic, administrative, unranked, adjunct and clinical faculty. The Non-traditional Faculty Task Force defines “traditional” faculty as those who are tenured or are tenure track, all others would be considered “non-traditional faculty”. (NOTE:  The VP for Research is pursuing a new category for “research faculty”, those faculty whose role statement is research and not administration. This would allow a better way to identify faculty for effort reporting purposes.)  

Non-traditional Faculty Task Force Report

The reports from the Non-Traditional Faculty Task Force have been reviewed.  They define “non-traditional faculty” as those who are non tenure-track. This includes most administrative and Letter of Appointment faculty and less than one-half of the academic faculty. Non-traditional faculty are the majority of UNR faculty. In addition, the Non-traditional Faculty Task Force has a broader definition of “bridge” funding that includes times without funding. This includes the concept of a safety net to provide funds when gaps of funding exist. Their final report was submitted to Faculty Senate in May 2009 and included two items of note:

Principle 3: The University endeavors to improve job security for all faculty. 
This principle seeks to improve the situation of non-tenured faculty by providing for innovative contracting and funding mechanisms.  Such changes are likely to result in higher rates of faculty retention, and thus, will serve the best interests of both the University and the non-tenured faculty. The administration is encouraged to develop systems for bridge funding (using successful models from other institutions) and investigate contractual arrangements that reward excellent performance for non-tenured faculty. 

Recommendation 1: 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 (e.g. DRI) consider bridge funding as part of the benefits to be funded through and increased fringe benefit rate. 

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.

Bridge Funding

According to the VP for Research, Bridge funding is for faculty who are 100% FTE grant/contract funded and need support when they are currently on a funded project and have approved funding for a new project, but the funds have not yet been released – i.e. “bridging” between approved funding. 

According to the VP for Research, the university is not in a position to fund these faculty while they wait to see if their next grant is successful or not. The financial consequences could not and should not be borne by the university. Bridge funding is only meant to fill in between approved funding cycles. The bridge monies would be repaid once the funding arrives on campus.

The funding for proposal preparation and university activities are covered currently under the effort reporting system and the Institutional Activity and Proposal Preparation Support Program.

Office of Sponsored Projects Administration (OSPA) Effort Reporting Information

According to the Federal Guidelines, a faculty member whose salary is 100% grant/contract funded may use up to 5% of their time for non-grant/contract related activities. This may include university committee work, student related activities or grant/contract writing. This guideline is applied to all grants/contracts unless otherwise specified.

Funding Options Above 5%

Three funding options are available for 100% grant/contract funded faculty whose effort goes beyond the Federal guidelines of 5% time for non-grant/contract activities:  (1) the Provost may support university committee work and student related activities with funding available through Bruce Shively in Planning, Budget and Analysis; (2) the Vice-President for Research, Marsha Read, may provide support for faculty who are developing/writing research grants; (3) the faculty member’s department may provide support. These funds fall under the Institutional Proposal Preparation Support Program and allocation of such funds is dependent upon pre-approval from the researcher’s supervisor/chair, his/her college dean and either the Provost or the VPR.  Note:  These funds are limited and all proposals/requests may not be approved. 
Further Explanation of Department Funding Options

The department may choose to use Facilities and Administration (F&A) funds, create a Memo Account, or request a No Cost Extension. 

1. The university receives F&A funds as part of grants and contracts.  A percentage of that F & A rate is given to the Principal Investigator (PI) and to the PI’s department. The department may use these funds as needed.  The faculty member would contact his or her Dean or Chair regarding access to these funds.

2. Memo Accounts are often used when a grant or contract award is pending, but not yet received by the university.  A department may set up a Memo Account at its own risk. Memo Accounts are generated to handle pre-award or post-award costs directly associated with, and for the direct benefit of, the specific project. Faculty must obtain a separate Memo Account for each project. The Memo Account provides an account number that can be used immediately. This account number may be used for project expenses such as Position Action Form (PAF) for a faculty member. So, if a faculty member is reasonably certain s/he will receive funding, s/he could request a Memo Account. However, in the event the project is not funded or pre-award spending is not authorized, the faculty member’s department would be responsible for any costs incurred. This is the reason that Memo Accounts are referred to as ‘risk accounts’. 

If a faculty member is working on grant/contract activities prior to receiving the award, s/he may contact the Office of Sponsored Projects Administration (OSPA). The OSPA Analyst can determine whether the grant/contract has automatic authority for pre-award spending.  Pre-award spending allows for expenses to be charged for activities that occur up to 90 days before the award. Pre-award spending is available for most federal agencies, but not all. If pre-award spending is not automatically approved, the faculty member may be able to obtain express approval from the funding entity.

3. No-cost Extensions require planning since the Principal Investigator (PI) must submit a request to and receive approval from the granting agency. The PI would request a no cost extension to extend the end date of the grant/contract without requesting additional funds. One might consider reducing FTE and extending the end date of the current grant in order to remain employed until the next award. Contact OSPA to discuss further.

APPENDIX:  Report from Non-Traditional Faculty Task Force
Barb Scott, Chair of Faculty Senate Non-traditional Faculty Task Force, (via e-mail 10/7/08)

Non-traditional faculty (formal definition: non tenure-track: includes less than half of academic faculty and pretty much all administrative and LOA faculty, i.e. the majority of UNR faculty).

Some recommendations were made last spring based on the academic faculty survey related to benefits:

1. Faculty Senate to ask administration to develop system of bridge funding for NTT faculty (for shortfalls/end of funding and for emergency situations such as illness) based on years of service, productivity, track record and other criteria to be developed.

2. Faculty Senate to ask administration to phase in a system to offer B contract faculty the option of having retirement benefits paid on overload salary.

Committee is working on recommendations from the survey from administrative faculty.

Recommendations Presented to: Faculty Senate Executive Board Retreat in August 2007

Non Tenure-Track Faculty: Proposed Guiding Principles

Preamble

The number of non-traditional, non-tenured faculty has increased considerably over the last decade and this trend is likely to continue. While there will always be differences between tenured and non-tenured faculty, particularly with respect to the job security that is afforded tenured faculty, minimizing the differences among faculty members will strengthen the university. The following general principles promote the goal of faculty equity:

Principle 1: The University strives to maintain equality between all faculty.  

This principle encourages the administration and faculty to adopt shared governance principles that promote equality in job security, voting rights, and opportunity for service, regardless of tenure status or funding source. 

Principle 2: The University strives for comparable work conditions, faculty treatment and faculty rights for all faculty, regardless of faculty type.
This principle challenges faculty to adopt consistent by-laws in departments and colleges that align voting rights, treatment of different faculty types, committee membership, etc. The administration is encouraged to develop policies and systems that support this equality of faculty.


Principle 3: The University endeavors to improve job security for all faculty. 
This principle seeks to improve the situation of non-tenured faculty by providing for innovative contracting and funding mechanisms.  Such changes are likely to  result in higher rates of faculty retention, and thus, will serve the best interests of both the University and the non-tenured faculty.  The administration is encouraged to develop systems for bridge funding (using successful models from other institutions) and investigate contractual arrangements that reward excellent performance for non-tenured faculty. 
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Sheet1

		Variable						Decription

		Age						Age as of 2010

		Gender*						Male or Female

		Ethnicity/race*						White, Asian, Native Am., Black, Hispanic, Foreign

		Highest Degree*						Doctorate, Master's, Bachelor's

		Terminal Degree*						yes, no

		YrswTermDegr						Number of years with terminal degree

		Appointment type*						Tenured, tenure-track, non tenure-track

		Years with tenure						Number of years with tenure

		Hired rank*						Professor, Associate, Assistant, Instructor

		Current rank*						Professor, Associate, Assistant, Instructor

		Years in rank^						Number of years at a rank (Prof, Assoc, Asst, Instr)

		Longevity						Number of years at UNR

		FTE						Part/full-time (Med School only)

		Current salary						2009-10 annual salary  ('A' adjust to 'B' contract; NatLog)

		CUPACIP*						Source of market salary Info

		Merit rating						Average merit rating for past 5 years

		Market Factor						Market factor (OSU Salary/Current Salary)

		Discipline*						Humanities, Engineering, Math/Science, Business,

								Natural Sci., Pre-Professional, Fine Arts, Social Sci.,

								Health Sci., Education

		* Dummy variable, ^ Continuous metric for each rank





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1348564793.xls
Sheet1

		Variable						Decription

		Age						Age as of 2010

		Gender*						Male or Female

		Ethnicity/race*						White, Asian, Native Am., Black, Hispanic, Foreign

		Longevity						Number of years at UNR

		Range*						Administrative faculty range

		Current salary						2009-10 annual salary  ( Natural Log)

		Merit rating						Average merit rating for at least 3 years

		Market Salary						Market factor based on CUPA data

		* Dummy variable
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