To: Dean Emily McDermott

From: Pratima Prasad (Chair; Modern Languages), Julie Nelson (Economics), Cheryl Nixon (English), Paul Watanabe (Political Science)
Date: August 29, 2012
Re: Recommendations on Administrative CLRs Within the 2-2 Teaching Load

This CLA committee, the ad-hoc “Taskforce on Administrative CLRS,” was convened to examine the status of administrative course load reductions (“CLRS”) within the proposed 2-2 teaching load.  In its charge, the committee was asked to “recommend policies concerning post-2-2 assignment of course load reductions in return for administrative work” (“CLA Taskforces” memo, May 16, 2012).  The committee examined current CLR allocations under the existing 3-3 teaching load, predicted future CLR issues raised by the conversion to a 2-2 teaching load, and explored the principles underlying both current and future CLR structures.  As a result of this examination, the committee recommends that a set of administrative CLRs be maintained and managed through a system of CLR “pools.”  This structure, described in detail below, allows administrative work to be recognized and rewarded, while also allowing the decision-making concerning those CLRs to be shared by the CLA Dean and departments. 

The committee understands that the current way of allocating CLRs within CLA for administrative duties has grown up in something of a hodgepodge way. The conversion to a 2-2 teaching load provides an opportunity to make this system more rational and fair. What this means in practice, however, needs more articulation. 


As a general principle, the committee maintains that administrative work must be rewarded within the future 2-2 teaching load.  The committee believes a faculty member will not agree to take on a time-consuming and stressful administrative position if she or he receives no release from teaching duties—relative to her or his peers—to compensate for the time spent in that position.  If too many administrative CLRs disappear within the 2-2, then any incentive to take on administrative work will evaporate.  As the Dean recognizes, in the charge to this taskforce, “Chairs and Graduate Program Directors are scholars too,” and should benefit from the research-oriented rationale for moving to 2-2 (“Potential CLA 2-2 Initiative,” May 1, 2012).  However, as the Dean also suggests in this charge, many administrative duties now done with CLRs could, in the 2-2, be done without them, since “a proliferation of administrative CLRs” resulted from a feeling that the “3-3 load was in and of itself overly onerous.”  Faculty are expected to take on service as part of our overall obligation and should not expect for all forms of service to be rewarded with CLRs. A balance, therefore, must be struck. 


When examining how to maintain a fair administrative CLR allocation within the 2-2, our committee cannot give recommendations about what specific CLR allocations to give to individual positions, people, or departments, since we do not know the level of time and effort involved in all the various tasks people have taken on. But, we can recommend the types of administrative roles for which CLRs must be given and the structure that can be used to allocate those CLRS.  In addition, we can recommend the principles according to which the number of administrative CLRs may be calculated within the 2-2.  
I. “Pool” Structure for Administrative CLRs

First, we recommend dividing the administrative CLRs to be given out into three pools, corresponding to three types of time-consuming administrative duties that faculty perform.  A fourth pool of CLRs is determined by the university and is not fully within the purview of CLA; that fourth pool is briefly mentioned here.  
1. Chairs and GPD Directors

The Dean should assign CLRs directly to department chairs and, if applicable, graduate program directors. These CLRs are to be used by the chairs and GPDs themselves. In other words, they are not to be assigned to other department members who may be carrying out various administrative tasks.  In order to determine the exact number of CLRs assigned to each chair and GPD under the new 2-2 teaching load, we recommend that the “Guiding Principles” outlined in Part II of this document be followed, and in particular that the “Equivalent Reduction in Teaching” Principle be followed to the maximum degree possible. The numerical translation of these principles is shown in the “Conversion Table” in Part III of this document.
2. Departmental Administration

The Dean should assign a second pool of CLRs to each department that the department will then allocate to department members who carry out onerous administrative tasks. The number of CLRs allocated to each department for these purposes will, in general, follow past CLR practices, which have been determined by the college according to many variables such as the number of majors, faculty, staff, courses, programs administered by department personnel, etc. Departments typically might assign these CLRs to faculty serving in positions such as Personnel Committee Chair, Associate Chair, etc. A department often has a complex history concerning how CLRs have been allocated by the Dean to the department and then allocated within the department. Individual discussions with the Dean will determine the correct number of administrative CLRs for each department, taking these complex histories into account.
3. Temporary Administrative Duties

The Dean should create a small pool of CLRs from which departments could request additional CLRs on a temporary basis to augment those assigned to it under the “Departmental Administration” (2) pool above. Departments facing particularly demanding service responsibilities in a particular year, such as multiple major personnel actions, multiple faculty searches, AQUAD review, graduate program proposal development, etc., would be those eligible to request additional, temporary CLRs.

4.  University Administration

We recognize that a number of university-wide administrative CLRs exist and are given 
to persons such as the Senate Moderator, Trustees’ Representative, Director of 
Intermediate Seminars, Director of First-Year Seminars, and Interdisciplinary Program 
Directors, etc.  We assume that CLRs will continue to be allocated for these roles and 
to be accepted by the CLA Dean, as CLA faculty must be given an incentive to take on 
university-level administration.  The Dean should use past practice as a guideline when 
determining university-level assignments and CLR allocations. 
II. Guiding Principles for Calculating Administrative CLRs 

Regarding the relation of the number of administrative CLRs to be given out under the new 2-2 teaching load, to the number given out under the old 3-3 teaching load, we propose that these decisions be guided by two principles: the “Equivalent Reduction in Teaching” Principle and the “No Worse Off” Principle.  In addition, we examine the principle of maintaining a minimum teaching load as a third point.
1.  “Equivalent Reduction in Teaching” Principle

The first and central principle we call "equivalent reduction in teaching." That is, since their non-administrative peers are seeing their teaching cut by one-third (by going from 3-3 to 2-2), the default new CLR allocations for faculty in administrative roles should result in their teaching also being cut by (at least approximately) one-third.  To take the easiest example, a chair currently receiving 3 "old" administrative CLRs and teaching a 2-1 load, should, by this principle, also teach 2/3 of their old load after the change. That is, he or she should receive 2 "new" CLRs and teach a 1-1 load. (The issue of fractional CLRs will be dealt with below.) This default principle is necessary to maintain any incentive (or at least not increase the punishment!) of taking on administrative tasks, and maintains equity between faculty who take on heavy administrative tasks and their non-administration-task-bearing faculty peers. We believe that chairs, GPDs, and leaders of major programs should have their course loads adjusted on this basis, or close to it. 
2. “No Worse Off” Principle

However, on a case-by-case basis the Dean may find that some CLRs no longer seem to be justified, since the time and effort involved in a task may seem to be within a reasonable range for regularly expected service when accompanied by the new, more reasonable teaching load. In this case, the second, auxiliary principle of "no worse off" sets out a boundary that should not be crossed—or even run up against. That is, while the person assigned to an administrative role might not end up quite as advantaged as his or her peers by the move to 2-2, every person should still be made better off  (in terms of research time) than he or she personally was before the change. Pointing out that a new allocation is more generous than the "no worse off" one, even if it doesn't reach the standards set out by the "equivalent reduction in teaching" principle, should help maintain support for the change to 2-2. This will be illustrated below.

3. Minimum Teaching Load

The charge to this committee also included a question about a possible minimum teaching load. The committee recommends that no one teach less than 1 course per year based on entirely administrative CLRs (from all college or university-level sources). To do otherwise, it seems to us, neglects the "teaching soul" of our campus.
III. Conversion Table for Calculating Administrative CLRS

In order to help make the “Equivalent Teaching Load” and “No Worse Off” principles concrete, we have created a Conversion Table.  In the following Conversion Table, the current or “old” 3-3 teaching load and CLR structure is converted to the recommended future or “new” 2-2 teaching load and CLR structure.  Conversion on the "equivalent reduction in teaching" principle would make a "new" CLR equal to exactly 2/3 (which we will round off to .67) of an "old" CLR. Granting fractional CLRs, unfortunately, requires that "banking" be allowed to occur, and that administrative records therefore be kept to keep track of banked CLRs. While we wish that this could be avoided, it is hard to come up with a plan that seems fair without allowing fractions and banking. Also, a system for recording "banking" may be required anyway, for other reasons (such as large sections, heavy graduate advising, or 4-credit courses). While dealing with thirds may seem to be more complicated than dealing with, say, halves, the fact that most department chair and GPD terms run for three years actually makes the exact conversion advantageous in a large proportion of cases. 


Column (1) lists commonly-given administrative allotments of from 1 up to 4 "old" CLRs per year, along with old CLR levels of 0 (for reference) and 5 (rare). Column (2) lists the old teaching load (with the higher-teaching-load semester arbitrarily listed first) corresponding to the number of "old" CLRs in that row. Column (3) gives the number of "new" CLRs that should be granted, per year, to satisfy the "equivalent reduction in teaching" principle. This may look complicated, but when expressed in terms of number of CLRs to be granted for a 3-year term, the numbers are much simpler again, as shown in Column (4). Examples of possible three-year teaching load sequences are given in Column (5).  (Note: Since the reductions are designed to allow for research to continue along with administrative work, very uneven teaching sequences that include 3-course terms should probably be discouraged, or at least reviewed by the Dean. Likewise, since people may leave the university before a term ends, plans that excessively frontload the CLRs and push off the teaching should also be discouraged. Relatively steady sequences in which people "earn" CLRs before using them, similar to those shown, would be preferable.) 

	Conversion Table 
(converting from “Old” CLRS under a 3-3 to “New” CLRS under a 2-2)

	(1)

Number of Old Admin CLRs 

(per year)
	(2)

Old Teaching Load

(number of courses, fall/spring)
	(3)

“Equivalent Reduction in Teaching”

Number of New Admin CLRs

(per year)
	(4)

“Equivalent Reduction in Teaching”

New Admin CLRs (per 3 year term)
	(5)

“Equivalent Reduction in Teaching”

Possible Teaching Sequences over Three Years 
	(6)

“No Worse Off” Number of New Admin CLRs

(per year)
	(7)

“No Worse Off” Teaching Load



	0
	3-3
	0
	0
	steady    2-2
	0
	2-2

	1
	3-2
	2/3 = .67
	2
	2-2; 2-1, 2-1
	0
	2-2

	2
	2-2
	4/3 = 1.33
	4
	2-1; 2-1; 1-1
	0
	2-2

	3
	2-1
	6/3 = 2
	6
	steady 1-1
	1
	2-1

	4
	1-1
	8/3 = 2.67
	8
	1-1;1-0; 1-0
	2
	1-1

	5
	1-0
	3*
	9
	steady  1-0
	3
	1-0


*Rounded down from (10/3 =) 3.33, due to a recommended minimum 1-course-per-year minimum teaching level, if all CLRs are administrative. 


Column (6) provides the "no worse off" lower bound, for each number of "old" annual CLRs. The first three rows indicate that people currently receiving one or two administrative CLRs per year would be "no worse off" under the current system, even if they receive zero "new" CLRs. This is not, of course, an argument that they should receive zero CLRs, but it illustrates that some amount of elimination of CLRs deemed unnecessary can still be consistent with making the move to 2-2 benefit everyone. For example, a conversion of 2 "old" annual CLRs to only 1 (or even some fraction, as long as it is greater than zero) "new" annual CLR yields a result better than "no worse off." Similarly, the row for 3 "old" CLRs suggests that any number of "new" CLRs in excess of 1 will give a benefit, and so on down the table. Note that one can calculate "no worse off" lower bounds for 3-year terms from Column (6), simply by multiplying by three. Column (7) simply reminds us of what ("new") teaching loads would look like with the numbers of CLRs specified in Column (6), for comparison with ("old") Column (2). 


For an example of how to use the table, consider a department chair currently receiving 4 old CLRs and teaching a 1-1 load, as described in the second row from the bottom. By the central principle, he or she should receive 2.67 new CLRs per year, for a total of 8 over a three-year chair term. These might be used in the pattern shown in Column (5). However, if the Dean's review of overall burdens leads to a conclusion that simply converting the 4 "old" CLRs would be excessively generous, then the Dean could consider granting fewer new CLRs. This number should be above 2 per year (that is, 6 for the three-year term—not shown in the table), however, since granting only 2 per year would mean that the individual would not experience any gain from the move to 2-2. A CLR allocation of, say, 2.33 CLRs per year (or 7 over three years), could, however, be considered. Interpretation of each other row of the table leads to similar conclusions about a possible range. Of course, if it was decided that the "old" CLR allocation was too stingy, allocations in excess of those given in the table would be justified. 


We imagine that both variations in "old" CLR generosity across departments and budgetary considerations might come into making these decisions. It should be remembered, however, that the more that CLR allocations fall below those given by the crucial "equivalent reduction in teaching” principle, the lower the incentive is for faculty to take on these jobs within the new 2-2 environment. Hence, for substantive administrative roles, we recommend that the “equivalent reduction in teaching” principle be strongly prioritized over the “no worse off” principle.

While the conversion rubric set out in the Conversion Table is especially easy to apply to people serving three-year terms, it could also be applied to CLRs granted on a semester-by-semester basis, either directly by the Dean or through departmental reallocations. CLRs could be granted at the rate of  .67 "new" CLR for each "old" CLR (or at least at a level better than "no worse off"), with the results "banked" until a full CLR is earned and can be "spent" by actually teaching one fewer course. Whatever CLRs end up being granted for large sections, 4-credit courses, graduate advising, etc. could be banked alongside these fractional administrative CLRs. While this does involve some administrative bookkeeping, an uncomplicated Excel spreadsheet, maintained within the Dean's office, would suffice.
IV. Conclusion

The committee recognizes the unique opportunities provided by the transition to the proposed 2-2 teaching load; one of those opportunities is to create a more fair and equitable allocation of administrative CLRs across CLA, which has been the focus of this report.  We also believe that an opportunity exists for CLA to create a structure in which both centralized and decentralized decision-making about CLRs is allowed; we believe that some CLRs, such as those for chairs and GPDs, can be formalized by the Dean, while some CLRs, such those for departmental administrative tasks, can best be determined by departments.  We also believe that a structure can be created that allows for some flexibility in yearly CLR allocation, allowing for the Dean and departments to manage administrative fluctuations more effectively.  As a result, as its central recommendation, the committee proposes a “four pool” administrative CLR structure, creating pools for 1) Chairs and Graduate Program Directors, 2) Departmental Administration, 3) Temporary Administrative Duties, and 4) University Administration.  In addition, the committee advises that an “Equivalent Reduction in Teaching” Principle be followed when converting CLRs within the existing 3-3 teaching load into CLRS within the new 2-2 teaching load, to the maximum extent possible.  Ultimately, we hope that these proposed structures and principles will allow for a future CLR allocation that recognizes the valuable administrative service performed by CLA faculty.  
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