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	Information/Discussion



	1:50 
	3.
	Code Change Proposals: Follow up
	Enclosure/Action


	2:10
	4.
	Chair’s Report
	Information/Discussion



	2:30
	5.
	Consent Agenda
	Enclosure/Action


	2:40
	6.
	Role of the Senate in the Curricular Review Process

	Information/Discussion

	3:00
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	3:10
	7.
	Visit with President Glick 

	Information/Discussion

	3:40
	8.
	Rank 0 Cte Report: William Wallace, Chair 
& Minority Report 

	Enclosure/Action

	4:10
	9. 
	Visit with Executive Vice President & Provost Marc Johnson 

	Information/Discussion

	4:40
	10.
	New Business
	Information/Discussion

	4:45
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Code Change Proposals: Follow up

At the January Faculty Senate meeting a series of potential changes to NSHE Code were brought forth for review.  The items were divided into three separate “sets” of proposals.  The first set dealt largely with some very specific (and relatively minor) changes.  Sets two and three were far more sweeping and less developed in terms of exact language to be considered.    Set two proposed a new review policy to deal with financial crises.  Set three discussed items relating to Administrative Faculty.  The Senate voted to table the vote of all three sets of recommendations, although did discuss the relative merits of the items.

Following the January meeting, Senate Chair Parker developed a “straw poll” to gauge levels of support for each item in each of the three sets of issues.  The results of the straw poll (HANDOUT)  largely broke on lines anticipated by the initial separation of these issues.  There was general support (or in one case, item 1.1, general lack of support) for the majority of items in set one.  The issues in sets two and three are far more varied in support demonstrated in the straw poll.  (And this reflects the wide variation of opinion voiced at the January Senate meeting concerning these items.)

The straw poll should not be considered in any way binding but more of a loose sense of where Senators may stand on issues.  Many events, such as the Board of Regents Meeting, the Interim Finance Committee Meeting, the Town Hall meeting and presentation of the modified curricular review process may affect how individuals would have voted if this information was available prior to the vote.  Indeed, as the budget and curricular review process have continued to unfold, attitudes about the items in set two may be especially fluid.  The proposal for sets one, two and three can be found in the document at the following link: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/agenda/CodeProposalsJan2010.pdf
In response to the discussion at the January meeting, the straw poll results, and as a follow-up to the action of tabling these items, the Executive Board makes the following recommendation for full Senate approval.

ITEMS IN SET ONE:  Executive Board recommends bringing each of the items to full Senate vote at the March meeting.   Individual Senators can fully review and discuss these items in preparation for the March Meeting.  If passed, these items will be sent to President Glick.  President Glick can then choose to bring them forward (or not) to the Regents.  (Any Code change proposals from the Senate or President Glick obviously rely upon the approval of the Regents.)   LIST OF ALL SET ONE ITEMS can be found on pages 1-4 at the link above.


ITEMS IN SET TWO: we recommend delaying any serious action on these items until the current round of curricular review is complete.  In a sense, events have quickly overtaken the proposal to fashion some sort of separate Financial Review policy in Code.  The proposals would be given to Bylaws and Code for review – in conjunction with a complete review of the effects of the Curricular Review process. LIST OF ALL SET TWO ITEMS can be found on pages 5-7 at the link above.


ITEMS IN SET THREE:  These items were brought forth without full consideration by the Administrative Faculty Personnel, Policies and Procedures Committee.  We recommend that these items be given to AFPPP for further study and any recommended action. LIST OF ALL SET THREE ITEMS can be found on pages 8-9 at the link above.





Link to the Consent Agenda: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/agenda/2-18-10consent%20pkt.doc
Link to the UAM Revisions: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/agenda/2-18-10UAMPkt.doc

Faculty Senate

Ad Hoc Committee on Rank 0 Faculty
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Committee Membership: 
Bill Wallace (Chair), Leigh Anderson, Stacy Burton, Tom Cargill, Mae Gustin, Jeff Mortensen, Melissa O’Brien, Ron Phaneuf, and Julie Stoughton. Faculty Senate liaison: Valerie Weinstein 

The Ad Hoc Committee on Rank 0 Faculty was officially approved on September 25, 2009. An initial organization meeting was held on Tuesday, October 6th; at which time it was decided that the committee focus should be on developing recommendations for policy and procedure for future Rank 0 faculty positions. With the exception of one week, the committee met weekly from 2:30-4:00 p.m. through December 8th; with a final meeting on January 12, 2010.

Committee Charges


The specific Senate charges given to the Ad Hoc Committee on Rank 0 Faculty are enumerated below. The recommendations that follow in this report represent the “long version” of the committee responses to these charges; the “short version” in simpler form appears in bold type and parentheses following each specific charge.

1. Are current university and college policies regarding the hiring, evaluation, promotion, and rights of Rank 0 faculty consistent with NSHE Code and UNR Bylaws? (Not in all cases – there appears to be considerable variation in current university and college practices)
2. Should there be a consistent university-wide policy regarding promotion of Rank 0 faculty, should this be left entirely to the colleges, or should this policy be a hybrid of university and college policies? (The committee recommends a hybrid of university and college policies)
3. Should policies regarding the hiring process of Rank 0 faculty (i.e., open, competitive search) be established, and should the university establish minimum qualifications for them regardless of the hiring process? (Yes)
4. Should the different categories of Rank 0 faculty, e.g., clinical faculty, grant-funded research faculty, state-funded lecturers, and contingent (RCUF – Renewable Contingent Upon Funding) lecturers, be defined, and should policies regarding hiring, evaluation, promotion, and rights be differentiated among these categories? (Yes, distinctions based on primary responsibilities and funding stability should be recognized)
5. Should a general university philosophy or strategy be adopted that addresses the scope and use of Rank 0 appointments? (Yes; however, proposals for a specific “philosophy statement” were not developed for recommendations contained herein)
In line with these charges the committee developed a set of 32 recommendations; with some duplication resulting primarily from distinguishing primary teaching, research, or clinical responsibilities. At the general level, it is clear that there is variation across campus regarding policies affecting Rank 0 faculty members. This set of 32 recommendations is consistent with a “hybrid” model of university and college policies. The committee concurred that open, competitive search procedures to fill Rank 0 faculty positions should be followed for all searches involving continuing Rank 0 (II) and higher positions, and should be preferred, but not required, for all searches at the Rank 0 (I) level. These recommendations are in line with the principle that categories of Rank 0 faculty should be formally recognized based on primary responsibilities (teaching, research, or clinical work) and funding stability (continuing or contingent). 

Background Research (Relevant Data Reviewed)

The primary data available for committee review consisted of the NSHE Code, the UNR Bylaws, the UNR Database provided by Human Resources, responses to a committee questionnaire from appropriate UNR administrators, an undated draft for the “Promotion Process Standards for Lecturers” (a document that I believe originated out of the Provost’s Office), and information from a small number of selected institutions: Arizona State University, Kansas State University, Michigan State University, University of Missouri, and University of Nebraska (sampling by “convenience”). In addition, the Committee Chair, along with Elliott Parker, had a preliminary meeting with Tim McFarling, Jennifer Grogan, and Kim Beers to solicit input and data from Human Resources. The ad hoc committee on Rank 0 faculty wishes to acknowledge the help, support, and cooperation we received from Elliott Parker, Tim McFarling, Jennifer Grogan, Kim Beers, and UNR administrators who took time from their busy schedules to complete the committee’s questionnaire. All input sources impacted committee discussions and decisions. Data from UNR revealed that current policies and procedures for Rank 0 faculty members vary widely across campus. While some of this variation may be justified, committee members agreed that developing more consistent policies and practices is in order. 

While some minor inaccuracies were identified in the UNR Database, it was clear that Rank 0 faculty members are distributed across all levels (I, II, III, and IV). Faculty members with a Ph.D. or equivalent are more likely to be above Rank 0 (I) (87% above level I; 13% at level I) than those with a highest degree of M.A. or equivalent (42% above level I; 58% at level I). Approximately 7% of faculty members whose highest degree is an M.A. (or equivalent) are at Rank 0 (IV), and 16% of faculty members whose highest degree is a Ph.D. (or equivalent) are at Rank 0 (IV). If the MFA and MLS are considered terminal degrees in their respective fields, then 92% of tenure-track faculty members have a terminal degree, compared to 70% of Rank 0 faculty members. The percentage of Rank 0 faculty members with a terminal degree drops to 49% if Rank 0 faculty members in the School of Medicine are excluded. Perhaps somewhat surprisingly, a small percentage of Rank 0 faculty members listed in the UNR Database have only a B.A. or B.S. as the highest degree earned (≈ 2%). There has been a long-standing tradition for institutions of higher learning not to hire their own graduates into faculty positions. An estimate of the percentage of tenure-track faculty members who earned their highest degree from UNR is 6%, compared to 28% for current Rank 0 faculty. 

A copy of the questionnaire distributed to unit administrators at UNR with Rank 0 faculty is appended to this report, along with a “box-score” summary. Eight responses were submitted (CABNR Biochemistry, Center for Applied Substance Abuse Technology, College of Liberal Arts, Cooperative Extension, College of Education, Orvis School of Nursing, School of Community Health Sciences, and the School of Medicine). There was general agreement among respondents to the question about job security provisions for Rank 0 faculty members – basically “none” are in place. For all other questions, a mix of “yes” and “no” responses was recorded. Some specific comments, in combination with information in the UNR Database, suggest that Rank 0 has been used in the past as a “catchall” category; and we questioned whether a faculty-rank designation and a traditional academic title are appropriate in some cases (e.g., “job coach,” laboratory technician).

The university currently utilizes broadly defined faculty designations for Rank 0 positions, as information from deans and Human Resources demonstrates. Current uses reflect differences across disciplines, variations in departmental missions, and institutional history. No single configuration of faculty positions will meet the research and instructional purposes of all departments. For example, special policies or exemptions may be necessary for Rank 0 faculty members stationed in remote locations in the State. It is essential therefore, that departments and colleges consider long-term consequences as well as short-term needs when making position requests and in strategic planning.

Rank 0 instructional positions play a valuable, necessary role at research institutions. Historically in some units at UNR, a significant percentage of undergraduate instruction has been done by instructors and lecturers, some in positions that are funded in the base budget as continuing positions, some in appointments that are re-funded each year on a contingent basis, and some contracted on a course-by-course basis (“letters-of-appointment”). However, reliance on Rank 0 contingent appointments raises serious issues regarding department governance and decision-making. Given the widely varied nature of Rank 0 contingent positions and funding sources, we support the development of flexible bylaws at the university level to allow colleges and departments to establish suitable governance practices and policies.
The numbers of Rank 0 research faculty members have increased significantly in recent years as the university has amplified its role as a research institution. Approximately one fifth of the nearly 365 Rank 0 faculty members at UNR are now funded at .50 FTE or greater by research grants. With a few discipline-specific exceptions, these faculty positions are designated by one of the following titles: Research Scientist 0 (I), Research Assistant Professor 0 (II), Research Associate Professor 0 (III) and Research Professor 0 (IV). Research faculty members are appointed on annual contracts that are clearly stipulated to be contingent upon funding. The salaries of some research faculty members are funded by grants on which they are the principal investigator, and some are funded by block grants generated by other faculty members. Most research faculty are hired into Ranks 0 (II) – 0 (IV) following national searches, whereas individuals hired into Rank 0 (I) positions are often hired following regional searches (also, it appears that some UNR graduates are occasionally hired in “postdoctoral-like” Rank 0 research positions). Procedures for advancement in rank of research faculty are not uniform; however, procedures often appear to be similar to those for promotion of tenured and tenure-track faculty within the same unit.
Recommendations
I. General

Recommendation 1 (R1): Rank 0 shall be used as an academic faculty rank for non-tenure track positions with either budgeted or contingent (RCUF) funding. Distinctions in general university policy for Rank 0 faculty shall recognize funding considerations (State; grant or contract; fees) and funding stability (continuing; RCUF – “renewable contingent upon funding;” one-year or one-semester only). Funding status for Rank 0 faculty members must be clearly delineated in annual contracts.
R2: Rank 0 faculty members shall be distinguished based on whether primary responsibilities are teaching; research; or clinical. Appropriate variations in general university policy covering Rank 0 faculty members across these categories are necessary, and recognition of these three category distinctions based on primary area of responsibility for Rank 0 faculty members is recommended.
R3: Initial Hiring of Rank 0 Faculty – At initial hiring the official offer letter sent to a candidate for a Rank 0 faculty position must conform to the offer-letter template provided by the Office of Human Resources. The template identifies many details that should be specified in the initial offer letter. While the HR template may be modified in subsequent years, it is important that an offer letter to a Rank 0 applicant include the following information:
a. The termination date for a one-year or one-semester term contract must be stated.

b. Annual evaluation and renewal possibilities for positions that have either continuing or contingent funding support must be made clear in the offer letter.

c. If there are limits on the maximum number of years a position may be held, such limits must be specified in the offer letter.

d. Information regarding title and salary, including relevant contingencies in salary, rank, and title based on completion of a terminal degree prior to the time of initial employment, must be described in the offer letter.
R4: A consistent system of titles shall be used for different levels of Rank 0 faculty members. The committee was split on which of two options to recommend, hence both are described. The first set of proposed titles (Option I) provides comparable titles across the categories of Rank 0 faculty members similar to traditional titles used for tenure-track faculty (for Rank 0, “instructional” is used to modify Assistant Professor, Associate Professor, and Professor; however, it should be noted that “teaching” was an equally preferred modifier). The second set of proposed titles (Option II) represents an alternative for Rank 0 faculty members with primary teaching responsibilities. With Option II the gist of current distinctions for Rank 0 (II) and Rank 0 (III) [“Lecturer” for 0 (II) and “Senior Lecturer” for 0 (III)] is preserved. The title of “Instructional Professor” for Rank 0 (IV) is considered appropriate only if evidence of national recognition in the “research-scholarship-creative work” evaluation category is a cornerstone for promotion to this highest faculty rank (see R15, R20, and R21). Although not shown in the tables, it is recommended that a temporary (contingent) position designated for a visiting faculty member use “visiting” as a title modifier [e.g., “Visiting Professor – 0 (IV)] 

OPTION I: Ranks and Titles for Tenure-Track Faculty and Rank 0 Faculty: 

Rank\

Tenure Track               Rank 0 Instructional              Rank 0 Research           Rank 0 Clinical
I or 0 (I)

Instructor
         Instructor
         
           Scientist

      Clinician

II or 0 (II)
Asst. Prof.
       Instructional Asst. Prof.       Research Asst. Prof.
      Clinical Asst. Prof.

III or 0 (III)
Assoc. Prof.
        Instructional Assoc. Prof.     Research Assoc. Prof.   Clinical Assoc. Prof.

IV or 0 (IV)
Professor
        Instructional Professor          Research Professor        Clinical Professor


OPTION II: Ranks and Titles for Tenure-Track Faculty and Rank 0 Faculty: 
Rank\

Tenure Track               Rank 0 Instructional         Rank 0 Research               Rank 0 Clinical
I or 0 (I)

Instructor
        Instructor
         
       Scientist

      Clinician

II or 0 (II)
Asst. Prof.
       Lecturer

       Research Asst. Prof.
      Clinical Asst. Prof.

III or 0 (III)
Assoc. Prof.
        Senior Lecturer
       Research Assoc. Prof.       Clinical Assoc. Prof.

IV or 0 (IV)
Professor
        Instructional Professor      Research Professor           Clinical Professor


R5: An annual role statement developed and approved by the faculty member, immediate supervisor(s) (e.g., department chair; PI), and Dean shall be required for all State-continuing and State-contingent Rank 0 faculty members. The role statement shall serve as an important reference guide for the annual evaluation process, and approved evaluation policies and procedures must be delineated in college bylaws.
II. Recommendations for Instructional Faculty in State-Continuing and State-Contingent (Temporary) Rank 0 Positions
a. R6: Search/Recruitment: A national search shall be required whenever a department or unit receives authorization to fill State-continuing Rank 0 faculty positions. Authorized State-contingent Rank 0 faculty positions should be filled, whenever possible following a national search; however, regional or local searches may be permissible for contingent Rank 0 (I) positions.
b. R7: The minimum advanced degree requirement for employment as a member of the instructional faculty at the University of Nevada shall be a Master’s degree or equivalent. 
c. R8: To ensure quality and continuity of instructional programs academic units should limit the percentage of contingent Rank 0 faculty appointments and the percentage of classes taught by individuals hired on part time LOA contracts (Letter of Appointment) for individual classes. The AAUP recently called upon institutions to set a goal of a maximum of 25% of courses taught by “contingent” faculty. Appropriate limits will vary by discipline but should be taken into account both in individual position requests and long-term strategic planning; however, the committee recommendation is that the University of Nevada adopt and operate within the spirit of this AAUP guideline.
i. The AAUP 25% target should to part-time and full-time non-tenure track Rank 0 faculty positions.
ii.  The AAUP 25% target should apply to the courses taught by Rank 0 faculty on contingent and LOA contracts. 
d. R9: Contingent Rank 0 instructional faculty appointments should be created only to fill short-term or fluid instructional need, not in lieu of creating necessary continuing positions at either the tenure-track or Rank-0 level.
e. R10: Annual renewals for Rank 0 instructional faculty members in temporary (contingent) positions shall not extend beyond three years. That is, contingent upon availability of funds, Rank 0 instructors in temporary (contingent) positions shall be eligible for a maximum of two one-year contract renewals, five one-semester contract renewals, or any combination of annual and semester contracts not exceeding a total duration of three years. 
f. R11: At an initial hiring date, the title of “Instructor” shall be used for Rank 0 (I) faculty who do not have a terminal degree (e.g., a Ph.D. or equivalent); or who do not have an appropriate degree considered to be a terminal degree in the respective field.
g. R12: At an initial hiring date, the title of “Instructional (or Teaching) Assistant Professor” (faculty title plan Option I) or “Lecturer” (faculty title plan Option II) shall be used for non-tenure track Rank 0 (II) faculty whose highest academic degree is the Ph.D. (or equivalent); or an appropriate degree considered to be a terminal degree in the respective field.
h. R13: Upon completion of the appropriate terminal degree, the next contract issued for a given Rank 0 (I) faculty member shall be changed to Rank 0 (II). This transition shall not be designated as a promotion.
i. R14 - Merit: All faculty members in State-continuing positions (tenure-track or Rank 0) that are used in determining the “merit base” for the university shall be eligible for annual salary increases from the “merit pool” generated by this merit base in recognition of “meritorious” performance.
j. R15: State-continuing Rank 0 faculty members at a research university are expected to be active, contributing members of their profession (within their respective fields and/or in pedagogy). Although Rank 0 instructional faculty members have a primary responsibility in the teaching area; expectations at a research university also include contributions in service and scholarship/creative endeavors. Distribution of effort shall be recognized in annual Role Statements, signed off by the faculty member, the Chair, and the Dean (or unit Director). The expected (default) distribution of effort for State-continuing, Rank 0 faculty members shall be: 80% Teaching; 10% Research/Creative Activity; and 10% Service.
k. Promotion and job security:
i. R16: A third year review shall be required for State-continuing Rank 0 faculty members; with a favorable review required for re-appointment. While the focus of the third year review shall be on the peer evaluation of teaching and supporting documents (e.g., the teaching portfolio), progress in professional contributions (e.g., scholarly, creative works) and university service contributions shall be considered. 
ii. R17: A sixth year review shall be required for State-continuing Rank 0 faculty members. After a favorable 6th year review, and with the approval of the President, a Rank 0 faculty member should expect yearly renewals unless there is: (1) a budget crisis, (2) a programmatic change or (3) two successive unsatisfactory annual evaluations. 
iii. R18: Following an unfavorable sixth year review, a Rank 0 faculty member in a State-continuing position shall be issued a terminal contract for the 7th year.

iv. R19: A Rank 0 (I) instructor in a State-continuing position may be “transitioned” to Rank 0 (II) upon completing the terminal degree in the field (Ph.D. or equivalent); or under extraordinary circumstances and at the President’s discretion, the transition may follow a favorable sixth year review. A terminal degree (Ph.D. or equivalent) is required for advancement beyond Rank 0 (II).
v. R20: Promotion for Rank 0 instructional faculty members shall be based on demonstrated and recognized excellence in teaching as evaluated by internal and external reviewers; and by evidence of scholarly or creative contributions in an appropriate professional field and/or in pedagogy. Following a favorable sixth year review, a Rank 0 (II) faculty member in a State-continuing position, and with a Ph.D. or equivalent, may be promoted to Rank 0 (III) with the title of “Instructional (or Teaching) Associate Professor” (faculty title plan Option I) or “Senior Lecturer” (faculty title plan Option II). Evidence of excellence in teaching and evidence of recognized scholarly/creative work is a prerequisite for promotion to Rank 0 (III).

vi. R21: After a minimum of six years as an “Instructional (or Teaching) Associate Professor” (faculty title plan Option I) or “Senior Lecturer” (faculty title plan Option II) a Rank 0 (III) faculty member may be considered for promotion to Rank 0 (IV) [Instructional (or Teaching) Professor]. Peer evaluations, including evaluations from qualified faculty at the “Professor” rank outside the University of Nevada shall be included in the promotion packet. Evidence of excellence in teaching, as well as a continued record of recognized achievements in scholarship/creative work and university service must be present for advancement to this highest faculty rank.
vii. R22: Rank 0 faculty members in State-funded continuing positions shall be eligible for sabbatical and faculty development leaves in accordance with rules and regulations in place for tenured faculty.
viii. R23: State-contingent positions are new positions each academic year. Although instructional faculty members in State-contingent positions may be re-hired on successive years for a maximum of three years, issues of promotion are not applicable. Standard procedures for setting salary, rank, and title in place for filling new positions shall apply for re-hiring an individual in a State-contingent Rank 0 position.  

ix. R24: Movement from Rank 0 to tenure-track faculty ranks: Faculty in Ran 0 teaching appointments may not be advanced to tenure-track positions through promotion or other kinds of internal review. That is, a Rank-0 faculty appointment may not be “converted” from one rank to another. Only vacant positions may be “converted,” if approved by the Dean and Provost as part of the request to search to fill the position. A Rank 0 faculty member may be hired into a tenure-track position only should he or she be selected through standard university search procedures for tenure-track positions (i.e., a competitive national search). 

III.    Recommendations for Research and Clinical Faculty in Rank 0 Positions
a. R25: Hiring of research and clinical Rank 0 faculty members should, in general, follow policies and procedures in place for hiring contingent instructional Rank 0 faculty members. For example, national searches should be conducted whenever possible, and successful candidates should have a Ph.D. or equivalent terminal degree in their respective fields.
b.  R26: A regional search may be conducted to fill Rank 0 (I) research and clinical faculty positions for which candidates hold a Masters’ degree. Annual renewals for Rank 0 (I) research and clinical faculty positions may not extend beyond three years.

c. R27: Contracts for Rank 0 research and clinical faculty that are contingent upon funding shall contain specific language about conditions for reappointment and termination. Termination of active contracts of research faculty shall require at least 30 days advance notice, and up to 90 days if funding permits.
d. R28: Movement of research and clinical faculty members from Rank 0 (I) to Rank 0 (II) requires a Ph.D. or equivalent terminal degree and should be based on merit as documented through the university evaluation process. To qualify for advancement, the faculty member must have been hired initially on the basis of a national search.
e. R29: Annual merit evaluation procedures for research and clinical faculty members shall be done in relation to respective annual role statements, and should maintain standards recognized for tenured and tenure-track faculty in the respective academic unit. Evaluations at three- and six-year benchmarks shall be conducted to assess and provide feedback regarding potential for advancement in rank. All appropriate supervisors shall be involved in these evaluation processes (e.g., the appropriate department chair; the Principle Investigator if the PI’s grant provides the funds supporting the position, and the appropriate Dean or unit Director).

f. R30: Given the variation in responsibilities across research and clinical faculty ranks, the annual role statement for Rank 0 research and clinical faculty members is especially important. There is no standard default distribution of time and effort appropriate within these faculty categories; thus, each individual role statement represents the appropriate reference document directing evaluations. Role statements must be carefully developed and agreed upon by the faculty member, department chair and/or the PI of the grant, and Dean or unit Director.
g. R31: Advancement in rank of research and clinical faculty in Rank 0 (II) and Rank 0 (III) should follow the same procedures and adhere to standards comparable to those in place for tenure-track and tenured faculty within the unit. Accomplishments in research and other professional activities should be weighted in accordance with faculty role statements. 
h. R32: Rank 0 research and clinical faculty are eligible to be considered as applicants for tenure-track faculty positions. However, they may not simply be advanced to tenure-track positions through promotion or other kinds of internal review. That is, a Rank-0 faculty appointment may not be “converted” from one rank to another. Only vacant positions may be “converted,” if approved by the dean and provost as part of the request to search to fill the position. A Rank 0 research or clinical faculty member may be hired into an open tenure-track position only should he or she be selected through standard university search procedures for tenure-track positions (e.g., a national search).
Appendix 

Questionnaire distributed to UNR Administrators, with “box-score” summaries:

1. Would you please indicate the primary responsibilities/duties for Rank 0 faculty members in your unit; and provide documents or relevant portions of documents that describe evaluation procedures?

Primary responsibilities mainly involve teaching, research, or clinical services; with some “special” cases; e.g., a “job coach” in Tonopah, a debate coach, and full or part-time duties as program (undergraduate) director,  department chair, librarian, and research technician . One unit noted that for Rank 0 members in teaching positions there are no requirements for “research.”
2. Are policies and procedures for advancement of Rank 0 faculty (promotion; salary increase) stated in your unit bylaws?

a.  Yes [please attach a copy of  relevant document(s) or portions of relevant document(s)]

Three “Yes” responses
b.  No [if your unit has “other” written operating procedures governing advancement for Rank 0 faculty, please attach a copy]

Five “No” responses
3. Do you use a standard or form letter when offering a new Rank 0 faculty position to a candidate? 

a.  Yes [please attach a copy or sample letter]

Four “Yes” responses
b.  No 

Four “No” responses
4. Do you have the equivalent to an “up-or-out” policy for Rank 0 faculty members who have had renewable contracts at UNR for 6 years? 

a.  Yes 

One “Yes” response
b.  No 

Seven “No” responses
c.  Not Applicable

5. What job security provisions are there, if any, for Rank 0 faculty who have held their respective positions for 6 or more years?

All eight respondents reported “None.” One respondent added that rank 0 faculty members on soft money must be given 30 days notice if their positions are not going to be continued.
a. Does your unit have bylaws or written procedures providing detail regarding evaluations of progress toward promotion beginning with the completion of the 3rd full academic year in rank 0(II) and no later than the 6th full year in rank 0(III)? 

b.  Yes [please attach a copy of  the appropriate sections of such written procedures]

One “Yes” response
c.  No [if your unit follows “unwritten” guidelines, the committee would appreciate receiving a description, either in writing or orally]

Six “No” responses
d.  Not Applicable

One “Not Applicable” response
6. Does your unit solicit confidential reviews by qualified professionals in the applicant’s discipline from outside the university when considering promotion to Rank 0(III) and Rank 0(IV)? 

a.  Yes [please attach a copy of  a “typical” letter requesting an outside evaluation]

Three “Yes” responses
b.  No [if your unit follows “unwritten” guidelines, the committee would appreciate receiving a description, either in writing or orally]

Four “No” responses
c.  Not Applicable

One “Not Applicable” response
7. Does your unit have any Rank 0 faculty who are not eligible for promotion and/or merit? 

a.  Yes [if some are eligible and some are not, please explain the distinction]

One “Yes” response, with the notation that all lecturers are eligible for merit; however, only continuing lecturers are eligible for promotion
b.  No 

Seven “No” response
8. Please indentify special situations or circumstances that require “flexibility” for your unit to operate effectively regarding hiring and advancement of Rank 0 faculties.
One respondent noted that there was a need for “a Rank 0 faculty to work in rural Nevada where there are few qualified individuals with degrees.” Another respondent noted that there was a need for multiple (flexible) standards for promotion for different types of rank 0 faculty (teaching, research, or service as the primary responsibility). One other respondent noted that it was essential to have a teacher with clinical skills “that only Rank 0 faculty can provide.” A common theme for teaching faculty is that the normal teaching and supervision requirements within a unit cannot be handled by tenure-track faculty with additional research requirements. Finally, one respondent noted that “University-wide policies on evaluation and promotion of Rank 0 faculty would be welcome.”
February 8, 2010

To:

Faculty Senate

From:

Tom Cargill, Member of Ad Hoc Committee on Rank 0 Faculty

Re:
Commitments on January 18, 2010 report submitted by Bill Wallace, Chair, Ad Hoc Committee on Rank 0 Faculty

Summary of Position
I support the recommendations of the Committee with respect to the research and clinical Rank 0 faculty.  I support some of the recommendations and observations of the Committee with respect to teaching Rank 0 faculty; however, the majority of recommendations for teaching Rank 0 faculty are not in the best long run interests of UNR.  In the following discussion reference to teaching Rank 0 faculty are for those on continuing funding unless otherwise indicated. 

The recommendations with respect to teaching Rank 0 faculty would essentially establish a new class of faculty primarily with teaching responsibilities; permit this new class to compete directly with tenured faculty for sabbatical/development and promotion funds (R22 and R21); and, confer “soft-tenure” on this class after six years of service (R17).  This is fundamentally inconsistent with the mission of UNR and unfair to tenured faculty who are required to meet higher standards of performance.  A unit of research and a unit of teaching are not substitutes and despite the reference to “excellence in teaching” (R21), there is simply no effective means to judge teaching and research on the same basis.  As a result, tenured faculty are subject to a higher standard and yet will be require to compete with teaching Rank 0 faculty for sabbatical/development and promotion funds.

The Report states the recommendations are for future Rank 0 faculty; however, this caveat is not reassuring for two reasons.  First, it is difficult to believe UNR has the will power or ability to limit the recommended benefits only to future hires.  Legal considerations and concerns about “fairness” will likely render the Report’s caveat meaningless over time.  Second, the Report does not explicitly state the recommendations will not apply to current teaching Rank 0 faculty; rather, this is only implied.  In my opinion, the omission of such a statement leaves a loop hole that will be exploited.

The Report also permits a lower-standard search (regional versus national) for contingent teaching Rank 0 faculty (R6); however, the Report does not address what happens if the position becomes a continuing funded position and is occupied.  Does this mean an individual hired under a lower search standard now becomes part of a faculty component hired under a higher standard? 

It is difficult to rationalize the Report’s recommendation an individual be limited to the number of years in a contingent position (R9 and R10).  Contingent positions are needed for flexibility and if an individual is performing adequately there should be no constraint on the number of years of service.  In my opinion, this recommendation is an effort to reduce reliance on contingent positions and inconsistent with funding realities.   

The remainder of the report consists of comments divided into six areas:  (1) Focus of the Report; (2) Research/Clinical Rank 0 Faculty; (4) UNR Degreed Faculty;  (4) Teaching Rank 0 Faculty; (5) Fiscal Implications Regarding Teaching Rank 0 Faculty; and (6), Recommendations.

Focus of the Report

The Committee was asked to review all Rank 0 faculty; however, the reality is that the Report is focused primarily on the teaching component of Rank 0 faculty.

The unbalanced focus is due to five factors; first, research and clinical faculty in many respects are self-supporting (fully or partially) either through grants or services provided; second, research and clinical faculty are directly related to the mission of the university in terms of research and medical services to the community; third, research and clinical faculty frequently possess terminal degrees; four, the promotion system appears to be based on standards that can be judged outside of UNR, at least in the case of research faculty; and five, a belief among the majority of Committee members Rank 0 faculty are not afforded the same “rights” as tenured faculty given their role in fulfilling the teaching function of the university.

It should be noted the report does not address the administrative component of Rank 0 faculty.  It appears some Rank 0 faculty are administrative or have significant administrative responsibilities.  

Research/Clinical Rank 0 Faculty

The existing institutional arrangements for research and clinical Rank 0 faculty are generally satisfactory.  First, they fulfill a specific mission not provided by tenured faculty; second, they are a source of funding for the university; and third, at least in the case of research faculty there are clear nationally accepted norms for judging performance.

The Report’s recommendations for standardizing appointment letters, emphasizing the need for search procedures, and rules against “transition” from Rank 0 status to tenured status are positive recommendations.

However, the recommended different designations of rank for research and clinical faculty (R4) are confusing and unnecessary.  The different titles blur the distinction between tenured faculty and research/clinical faculty.    

UNR Degreed Faculty 
There is serious issue that needs to be addressed in a far more transparent manner than presented in the Report. The Report (page 3, line 11 from the top) mentions that as a group, Rank 0 faculty possess UNR degrees (28 percent) to a greater degree than tenured faculty with UNR degrees (6 percent).

I am not sure of the source of the 6 percent number; however, the 28 percent number is obtained from a spread sheet prepared by Elliott Parker and provided to this writer November 18, 2009.  The information on source of degree was originally prepared at my request.  Table 1 presents the original spread sheet with some calculations at the end of the table.

A total of 367 faculty at Rank 0 are listed in Table 1; however, there is no information about degree and source of degree for 2 faculty; hence, the effective total for analysis is 365 faculty.  Using this as the denominator there in fact are 28 percent of the faculty with either a terminal or non-terminal degree from UNR.

This is a disturbing statistic and deserves far more attention than provided in the Report.  In fact, the 28 percent value understates the extend of the problem for teaching Rank 0 faculty.  

Table 2 presents statistics on Rank 0 faculty with a title of instructor or lecturer and omits much of the detailed information for each faculty member presented in Table 1.  Out of a total of 104 faculty, 41 or 39 percent have degrees from UNR.  Of the 41 faculty with UNR degrees, only 8 have a terminal degree.

Table 2 includes several faculty which appear to have administrative designations as well as instructor/lecturer designations.  Table 3 presents the same statistics with these removed from the list.  Out of a total of 95 faculty, 38 or 37 percent have degrees from UNR.  Of the 38 faculty with UNR degrees, only 7 have a terminal degree.     

These statistics are inconsistent with UNR’s aspirations and claims of high professional standards.  It suggests a lower hiring standard than for tenured faculty.  One Committee member referred to this as the outcome of a “complicated history”.  That is an understatement.

The Report is willing to permit lower hiring standards for teaching Rank 0 faculty in that contingent Rank 0(I) faculty can be hired with only a regional search (R6).  This will bias the hiring toward UNR degreed applicants.

The Report recommends a terminal degree is required for advancement beyond Rank 0 (II); that is, promotion to Instructional Associate or Instructional Professor (R4 and R19).  This will provide an incentive for non-terminal degree teaching Rank 0 faculty to secure a terminal degree from UNR.  This would be the only practical way to obtain a terminal degree while employed as a teaching Rank 0 faculty member.  

Teaching Rank 0 Faculty

All permanent faculty at UNR should have a strong commitment to research and teaching.  It is only through research and professional interaction that one is a good teacher.  Institutionalizing teaching Rank 0 faculty and permitting them to compete with tenured faculty but at lower standards will damage UNR in the long run.  The foundation of the university is on those who are actively generating knowledge (research).  A teaching only type education is already offered at the community college system.

The Report recommends teaching Rank 0 faculty be responsible for research at 10 percent of their effort (R15).  However, this is superficial at best and at worse, will institutionalize a lower standard research requirement compared to tenured faculty.

First, many teaching Rank 0 faculty do not possess sufficient training to do research that has become the standard for tenured faculty because only 39 of the 104 faculty or 38 percent possess terminal degrees.

Second, it is simply not true teaching can be evaluated by the same standards as research.  This is especially true for actual teaching performance and even generally true for teaching oriented research.  There are some teaching research outlets (Journal of Economic Education or the History Teacher); however, these frequently fall below what most areas would regard as national/international recognized research outlets.  The focus on teaching will be biased toward regionalism and highly subjective opinions about excellence in teaching.

Third, any research requirement will end up being a formality because claims will be make that nationally/internationally recognized research cannot be expected given the heavier teaching load of teacher Rank 0 faculty.

In fact, the claim teaching Rank 0 faculty have a significantly heavier load than tenured faculty is not that obvious.  It is true, teaching Rank 0 faculty teach a larger number of courses; however, Rank 0 faculty do not (or should not in most cases with non-terminal degrees) teach upper division or graduate courses.  These types of courses require much more preparation and time and tend to change content over time more than lower division classes.  In addition, tenured faculty tend to teach a larger variety of courses and conduct student projects to a far greater degree than Rank 0 teaching faculty. 

The recommendations of the Report amount to a “soft tenure” for teaching faculty by permitting faculty after six years to anticipate reappointment (R17).  Despite caveats to the recommendation, it reduces the flexibility of the university to deal with program changes, etc in the coming decade which at best, will be challenging in terms of funding.

Fiscal Implications Regarding Teaching Rank 0 Faculty
The recommendation teaching Rank 0 faculty be eligible for promotion (R4) and sabbatical/development grants (R22) reduces  funding available to the tenured faculty at UNR on which its future is dependent.  It is unrealistic to believe that state funding will increase to support this new entitlement.  Tenured faculty (research/teaching) will now be required to compete against teaching faculty for promotion and sabbatical/development funds.  They already compete against teaching Rank 0 faculty for merit, which has made the evaluation process more difficult in many departments.

Recommendations  

1. The administration should consider the causes and implications of such a large percentage of UNR degreed faculty in the Rank 0 category.  The problem appears to be the most serious in the case of teaching Rank 0 faculty but is also nontrivial in the research and clinical Rank 0 faculty.

2. There should be procedures in place to limit the number of UNR degreed faculty in any future hires.

3. The Rank 0 classification should only apply to research, clinical and teaching faculty with any administrative positions (50 percent or greater) placed under a separate category.  Mixing administrators with faculty is confusing and should be ended at UNR.

4. Teaching Rank 0 faculty should not be eligible for promotion beyond annual merit increases.

5. Teaching Rank 0 faculty should not be eligible for sabbatical/development grants.

6. Any position filled with a less than national search should be with the condition that in the event the position becomes subject to continuing funding, a national search for the position will be conducted.  

7. No commitment of continued employment of any type should be provided to teaching Rank 0 faculty.  Continued employment should be contingent on satisfactory performance judged by annual evaluation and only in special cases, should a three-year commitment be offered.

8. Teaching Rank 0 faculty should not be combined with tenured faculty in the annual merit evaluation process.  Since they provide a homogenous function (teaching), they should be evaluated across departments at the college level.

9. Teaching Rank 0 faculty positions should be frozen and not permitted to increase above current levels.

10. Teaching Rank 0 faculty positions should be transitioned into tenure track positions over time in most cases.  There should be a Rank 0 lecturer and visiting professor/scholar classification for those special circumstances that can justify such a designation.  Individuals in these positions should be not eligible for promotion and/or sabbatical/development grants.

11. In the case of contingent teaching Rank 0 faculty, there should be no constraint on the number of contracts given a specific individual. 

Link to Table 1: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/agenda/Table1%20Report.xls

Link to Table 2: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/agenda/Table%202%20Report.xls

Link to Table 3: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/agenda/Table%203%20Report.xls



Faculty Senate Bylaws and Code Committee

2010

	First
	Last
	Dept
	Unit
	Phone
	Email

	Joseph
	Bozsik
	Inst Study Gaming
	COBA
	44711
	jbozsik@unr.edu

	Cynthia 
	Brock
	Ed Specialties
	COE
	27872
	cbrock@unr.edu

	Donnelyn
	Curtis
	Libraries
	LIB
	25668
	dcurtis@unr.edu

	M. Sami
	Fadali
	Elec & Biomed EN
	EN
	46851
	Fadali@unr.edu

	Martha
	Hildreth
	History
	CLA
	41964
	hildreth@unr.edu

	Ann 
	Hubbert
	Nursing
	DHS
	27157
	ahubbert@unr.edu

	Angela 
	O’Callaghan
	So Ext
	COOP
	702-222-3100
	ocallaghana@unce.unr.edu

	David
	Ryfe (Chair)
	JO
	JO
	26532
	dryfe@unr.edu

	Christopher
	Simon
	Pol Sci
	CLA
	27769
	casimon@unr.nevada.edu

	Lorena
	Stookey
	Eng
	CLA
	26371
	lstookey@unr.edu

	Stephanie
	Woolf
	EH & S
	VPR
	327-5400
	swoolf@unr.edu


Faculty Senate Salary & Benefits Committee

2010

	First
	Last
	Unit
	Phone
	Email

	Mike 
	Bennett (liaison)
	A & F
	41951
	hbennett@unr.edu

	David
	Crowther (Chair)
	COE
	27532
	crowther@unr.edu

	Aaron
	DeWall
	Pres
	26983
	adewall@unr.edu

	Kent 
	Ervin
	COS
	46676
	Ervin@unr.edu

	Susan
	Lentz
	CLA
	44701
	lentz@unr.edu

	James
	Mardock
	CLA
	26372
	jmardock@unr.edu

	Michael
	Simons
	Lib
	25651
	simons@unr.edu

	Yvonne
	Stedham
	COBA
	29178
	ystedham@unr.edu

	Patti
	Swager
	SOM
	327-2285
	pswager@medicine.nevada.edu

	Christopher
	Williams
	CLA
	44287
	Ctw@unr.edu


University Athletics Committee

2010

	First
	Last
	Dept 
	Unit
	Phone
	Email

	David
	Croasdell
	AIS
	COBA
	46902
	davec@unr.edu

	Tom 
	Harris (Chair)
	NRES
	CABNR
	41681
	harris@cabnr.unr.edu

	Tom 
	Harrison
	ED Psy, Couns
	COE
	27318
	tch@unr.edu

	Guy 
	Hoelzer
	Bio
	COS
	44860
	Hoelzer@unr.edu

	JoAnne 
	Skelly
	W. Ext
	COOP
	887-2252
	skellyj@unce.unr.edu
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