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TO: C. Drale, Chancellor, UA Little Rock 
FROM: Planning and Finance Committee 
SUBJECT: Work-load Policy Recommendations 
DATE: 11/13/2020 

The Planning and Finance Committee has reviewed Chancellor Drale’s response (see Appendix 
A) to the Faculty Senate’s recommendations of the Planning and Finance Committee’s report  
(4/15/2016) regarding the Faculty Workload Policy (see Appendix B).  

On some issues, the chancellor has modified the recommendations from the Committee (see 
Appendix A). 

I. The	Commi+ee’s	response	on	areas	where	the	Chancellor	did	not	agree	with	the	commi+ee	are	as	
follows.			The	numbers	are	drawn	from	the	document	containing	the	Chancellor’s	response.		The	skips	
in	numbering	indicate	recommenda<ons	that	the	Chancellor	accepted.	

1. Pg.	5	General	Principles.		
The	chancellor	modified	the	Commi2ee’s	recommenda4on	(“in	rare	circumstances”)		to		“in	special	
circumstances”	so	that	excep4ons	do	not	render	the	rule	irrelevant.			

Faculty	members	may	request,	in	special	circumstances,	an	excep4on	to	the	distribu4on	
maximums	or	minimums.	These	requests	will	be	con4ngent	on	ins4tu4onal	needs	and	resources	
as	well	as	the	rela4ve	contribu4on	of	an4cipated	outcomes	to	the	mission	of	the	University.	

The	Commi2ee	recommends	adop4on	of	the	Chancellor’s	language	and	recommends	that	the	
request	for	excep4on	form	include	a	jus4fica4on	sec4on.	

2. Pg.	9,	Defini<on	of	team-taught	courses,		
The	Chancellor	rejected	giving	full	load	credit	to	all	members	teaching	team-taught	courses.		The	
language	in	the	policy	allows	flexibility	to	provide	less	than	full	load	credit	up	to	full	load	credit.	

Team	taught	(interdisciplinary)	courses	will	fall	into	one	of	the	course	type	categories	in	the	
Instruc<onal	Workload	Table	and	will	have	the	corresponding	instruc<onal	unit	value.	For	
purposes	of	assigning	workloads	to	individual	faculty	members	who	are	team	teaching	a	
course,	the	chair(s)	with	the	approval	of	the	dean(s)	may	assign	up	to	the	full	IU	value	to	
each	member	of	the	teaching	team.	The	assignment	of	instruc<onal	units	in	these	cases	
should	be	based	on	the	<me	and	effort	contributed	of	each	team	member.	

The	Commi2ee	agrees	that	this	language	may	be	sufficient,	but	the	Commi2ee	recognizes	that	the	
ins4tu4on	seems	to	be	offering	fewer	team-taught	courses	as	a	result	of	the	difficulty	for	instructors	
to	achieve	sufficient	load	credit.			

The	Commi2ee	recommends	that	the	language	be	accepted	without	change.	

The	Commi2ee	recommends	that	team-taught	courses	be	monitored	aMer	implementa4on	of	the	
policy,	that	evidence	about	the	effec4veness	of	load-assignment	and	team-teaching	be	gathered,	
and	that	this	issue	be	reviewed	at	the	next	revision	to	the	policy.		
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3. Pg.	9,	Unusually	large	classes.		
The	Chancellor	and	the	Commi2ee	are	in	agreement	that	defining	“unusually	large	classes”	needs	to	
be	clear	and	quan4ta4ve.		The	Commi2ee	will	consult	standards	on	class	size	by	discipline,	
accredita4on	bodies,	NACUBO,	and	other	sources	to	bring	a	recommenda4on	of	clearer	wording.		
The	Commi2ee	recommends	that	this	issue	be	monitored	aMer	implementa4on	and	language	added	
once	disciplinary	standards	can	be	adapted	to	the	campus	and	once	prac4ce	under	the	new	policy	
informs	the	campus’s	needs.	

4. Pg.	11,	Individualized	Instruc<on.		
The	Chancellor	changed	the	wording	to:	

These	requests	will	be	approved	con4ngent	on	ins4tu4onal	needs	and	resources	as	well	as	
the	rela4ve	contribu4on	of	an4cipated	outcomes	to	the	mission	of	the	University.			

The	Commi2ee	recommends	adop4on	of	this	wording.	

7. Pg.	11	Procedures	3,	Linking	annual	review	and	workload	distribu<on.	
The	Chancellor	accepted	the	Faculty	Senate's	recommenda4on,	but	indicated	a	need	for	improved	
clarity.		

The	Commi2ee	is	concerned	that	the	current	language	in	the	policy	could	result	in	on-the-fly	
changes	to	a	faculty	member’s	workload	distribu4on	that	are	not	documented	at	the	4me	when	
they	occur.		These	changes	need	to	be	made	in	wri4ng,	and	they	need	to	follow	the	faculty	
member’s	evalua4ons	for	annual	review,	promo4on,	and	tenure.	

The	Commi2ee	recommends	that	the	last	sentence,		

Any	distribution	changes	made	as	a	result	of	changes	in	department	needs	(e.g.	
sudden	shift	in	enrollment,	illness	of	colleague,	etc.)	and	following	consultation	
with	the	faculty	member	will	be	noted	and	taken	into	consideration	in	the	
evaluation	process.		

be	modified	to	read		

Any	distribution	changes	made	as	a	result	of	changes	in	department	needs	(e.g.	
sudden	shift	in	enrollment,	illness	of	colleague,	etc.)	and	following	consultation	
with	the	faculty	member	will	be	documented	in	a	revised	workload	distribution	and	
taken	into	consideration	in	the	evaluation	process.	

8. Pg.	11,	Procedures	4,	Workload	distribu<on	for	chair.		
The	Faculty	Handbook	states	that	“The	department	chair	is	fundamentally	a	member	of	the	
department	faculty”,	so	it	is	important	that	the	chair’s	workload	distribu4on	be	informed	by	needs	
and	expecta4ons	of	the	department	faculty	as	well	as	by	administra4ve	expecta4ons.	Although	the	
Commi2ee	recognizes	the	need	for	a	single	point-of-contact	for	the	department	chair’s	workload	
distribu4on,	the	department	faculty	need	to	be	aware	about	what	the	department	chair’s	workload	
distribu4on	is.	
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The	Commi2ee	recommends	adop4on	of	the	chancellor’s	language,	

Each	spring,	as	part	of	the	annual	review	process	with	the	dean,	a	department	chair’s	
workload	distribu4on	for	the	next	academic	year	will	be	established,	informed	by	the	needs	
of	the	department	and	college.”	

The	Commi2ee	recommends	adding	the	line,	“The	department	faculty	will	be	informed	of	the	
department	chair’s	workload	assignment.”	

9.	Pg.	12,	Policy	Review.		
The	chancellor	did	not	accept	the	role	that	the	Planning	and	Finance	commi2ee	should	play	in	
review	of	the	policy,	and	the	Chancellor	favored	an	ad	hoc	commi2ee.				

The	Commi2ee	recommends	that	a	defini4on	of	an	ad	hoc	commi2ee	(if	established)		be	clarified	to	
answer	the	ques4ons,	“Is	this	an	administra4ve	commi2ee	or	a	senate	commi2ee?”	and	“What	is	
the	membership	of	the	commi2ee?”	

The	Commi2ee	recommends	that	the	Planning	and	Finance	Commi2ee	would	be	a	be2er	body	to	
make	recommenda4ons	to	the	Faculty	Workload	Policy,	and	the	Commi2ee	recommends	that	the	
Chancellor	revisit	this	issue.	

The	Commi2ee	requests	that	reports	on	workload	assignment	be	provided	each	semester	so	that	it	
can	monitor	how	the	policy	is	being	implemented.	

II.	The	Commi+ee’s	response	on	Open	Issues	that	were	iden<fied	but	not	addressed	in	the	Planning	and	
Finance	Commi+ee’s	4/15/2016	report:	

1. Expanded	defini<on	of	service,	par<cularly	with	respect	to	administra<ve	du<es.	
The	Chancellor	and	the	Commi2ee	are	in	agreement	that	defini4ons	of	service	with	standard	
releases	similar	to	the	Instruc4onal	Units	be	developed.	The	Commi2ee	recommends	that	the	
Workload	Policy	be	adopted	while	the	Commi2ee	develops	a	list	of	standard	releases	to	recommend	
for	future	adop4on.	

The	Commi2ee	requests	that	the	Provost	provide	a	list	of	historical	releases	as	a	star4ng	point	for	
this	task.		For	instance,	the	President	of	the	Assembly	has	a	3	IU	release	and	the	Chair	of	the	IRB	has	
a	release.		What	are	other	standard	releases?		Curriculum	Council	Chairs?		Faculty	Senate	Execu4ve	
Commi2ee?		Program	Coordinators?		Graduate	Coordinators?	

2. Expand	types	of	courses	with	differen<al	weigh<ng.	
The	Commi2ee	recommends	acceptance	of	the	chancellor’s	posi4on	to	provide	rigorous,	evidence-
based	review	of	differen4al	weigh4ngs,	and	that	these	weigh4ngs	be	included	in	future	revisions	of	
the	policy.	

3. Iden4fy	an	appeal	process	for	faculty	workload	assignments.	

It	was	not	the	Commi2ee’s	inten4on	to	add	a	new	appeal	process	specific	to	workload	assignments.		
The	Commi2ee	intended	that	the	roles	of	approval	in	the	process	be	clarified,	so	it	is	clear	to	whom	
an	appeal	should	be	directed.			
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In	the	preamble	to	the	Faculty	Workload	Policy,	the	task	force	acknowledged	that	“although	the	
policy	suggested	the	type	of	oversight	that	should	take	place	for	maintaining	equitable	assignments,	
this	oversight	was	not	consistently	applied	and	inequi4es	emerged.”	Appeals	and	repor4ng	
requirements	are	methods	by	which	inequi4es	can	be	ascertained	and	addressed.	

The	Chancellor	remarks	that	“Appeals	of	these	assignments	should	be	based	on	clear	standards	of	
discrimina4on	and/or	malfeasance,	or	viola4ons	of	university	policy.”	Since	the	Faculty	Workload	
Policy	does	not	clearly	define	the	authority	over	its	decisions,	the	determina4on	of	where	an	appeal	
would	be	directed	is	unclear.	

For	instance,	if	there	is	a	university	policy	(e.g.,	discrimina4on)	with	a	defined	appeal,	it	should	be	
cited	in	this	policy.		Likewise,	if	an	appeal	should	go	to	the	dean	or	faculty	appeals	council,	the	policy	
should	direct	to	those	bodies.		Otherwise,	the	person	making	the	appeal	has	to	interpret	what	to	do	
in	the	midst	of	a	conflict,	and	the	appellate	bodies	themselves	have	the	opportunity	to	avoid	the	
appeal	by	indica4ng	someone	else	should	have	standing.			

The	Commi2ee	is	concerned	with	the	damage	to	rela4onships	that	occur	when	the	appeal	is	
undertaken.		Some	methods	of	review	and	remedia4on	should	occur	before	the	situa4on	reaches	an	
appeal.		For	instance,	if	the	Dean	has	final	sign-off	on	workload,	should	the	decision	be	reviewed	
when	excep4ons	are	applied?	

The	Commi2ee	recommends	that	each	decision	have	a	defined	body	to	direct	appeals.		

The	procedures	indicate	that	the	department	faculty	should	be	involved	at	the	beginning	of	the	
process	to	develop	workload	assignments;	however,	assignments	can	be	modified	subsequently	and	
the	genera4ng	body	may	not	be	made	aware	of	final	workload	assignments.	

The	Commi2ee	recommends	that	the	final	workload	assignments	be	reported	to	the	unit	faculty.	

The	current	prac4ce	of	assigning	workload	on	a	semester-by-semester	basis,	rather	than	an	annual	
basis	described	in	the	policy,	results	in	assignments	being	finalized	aMer	the	semester	has	begun.		
This	leaves	no	opportunity	to	adjust	teaching	assignments	once	classes	have	begun,	effec4vely	
denying	any	appeal.	

The	Commi2ee	recommends	that	the	schedule	for	planned	workload	assignments	be	developed	
based	on	the	academic	year	and	planned	well	in	advance	(preferably	in	the	Spring	semester		for	the	
following	academic	year)		so	that	review	and	appeal	can	be	made	prior	to	the	implementa4on	of	
workload	in	a	semester.	

	III.	The	Commi2ee’s	Addi4ons	based	on	changes	in	the	environment	since	2016	and	regarding	
implementa4on:	

1. The	Commi2ee	recommends	that	the	Faculty	Workload	policy	be	implemented	effective	for	
Fall	2021.	

2. The	Committee	recommends	that	teaching	assignments	for	Fall	2021	should	be	delayed	un4l	
an	implementa4on	plan	for	the	Faculty	Workload	Policy	can	be	developed.	

3. The	Commi2ee	requests	that	a	status	report	of	the	initial	implementation	of	the	Faculty	
Workload	Policy	be	provided	to	the	Committee	no	later	than	November	1,	2022.		This	report	
should	include	a	costs	/	beneIits	analysis	of	implementation	in	each	unit,	and	it	should	
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include	a	detail	of		the	programs	where	full	implementation	was	not	deemed	possible	(by	
Alpha	code).	

4. When	an	overload	for	a	faculty	member	is	assigned,	the	Faculty	Workload	Policy	indicates	that	
overload	compensa4on	may	be	provided.		At	present,	there	is	no	policy	that	covers	overload		
compensa4on.	The	Commi2ee	recommends	that	a	policy	regarding	overload	compensa4on	be	
developed.		This	policy	should	be	separate	from	the	Workload	Policy	and	should	not	delay	
implementa4on	of	that	policy.		The	overload	policy	should	answer	the	ques4ons,	“How	does	a	
faculty	member	request	overload	compensa4on?”,	“What	budget	provides	the	compensa4on?”,		
and	“What	remedy	does	the	faculty	member	have	if	the	required	compensa4on	is	not	made?”	

5. The	Committee	recommends	that	the	acronym	UALR	be	changed	to	UA	Little	Rock	
throughout	the	policy.	
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Appendix	A:	Chancellor	Drale’s	response	to	the	Faculty	Senate’s	recommendations	on	
version	11	of	the	Faculty	Workload	Policy	

Chancellor’s	Response	to	Planning	and	Finance	Commi6ee	Recommenda7ons	for	

Faculty	Workload	Policy	

Recommended	Changes	

1. Pg.	5	General	Principles.	Delete	“in	rare	circumstances”	

Response:	Compromise.	Change	language	to	“in	special	circumstances”.	Jus4fica4on—without	a	
restric4ng	statement	here,	there	will	be	a	tendency	for	excep4ons	to	become	the	norm	and	render	
this	rule	irrelevant.	

2. Pg.	9,	Defini<on	of	team-taught	courses,	Modify	language	to	give	par4cipants	full	IU	credit.	

Response:	Not	Accepted.	Jus4fica4on:	There	are	a	wide	variety	of	possible	arrangements	for	team-
taught	courses	and	not	all	involve	full-4me	investment	on	the	part	of	all	par4cipa4ng	instructors.	We	
must	have	the	la4tude	to	evaluate	this	on	a	case-by-case	basis	and	assign	load	accordingly.	

3. Pg.	9,	Unusually	large	classes.	Re-word	how	such	classes	are	defined.	

Response:	Accepted.	

4. Pg.	11,	Individualized	Instruc<on.	Modify	wording.	

Response:	Compromise.	Change	wording	to:	“Approval	of	these	requests	is	con4ngent	on...”	
Jus4fica4on:	Same	meaning	as	recommended,	but	more	direct.	

5. Pg.	11	Procedures	1,	Interdisciplinary	college	commi+ee.	Assure	faculty	representa4on.	

Response:	Accepted.	

6. Pg.	11	Procedures	2,	Departmental	plans	for	workload	distribu<on.	Report	results	of	plan	to	faculty.	

Response:	Accepted.	

7. Pg.	11	Procedures	3,	Linking	annual	review	and	workload	distribu<on.	Assure	consistency.	

Response:	Accepted,	but	will	need	more	clarity	of	rule.	Recommended	wording	not	clear.	

8. Pg.	11,	Procedures	4,	Workload	distribu<on	for	chair.	Modify	wording	to	reflect	department	faculty	
expecta4ons	of	chair.	

Response:	Not	accepted.	Jus4fica4on:	The	current	wording	specifies	that	the	chair’s	workload	will	be	
informed	by	the	needs	of	the	department	and	college.	This	is	sufficient	to	ensure	that	the	
departmental	issues	are	considered.	If	there	are	discipline	or	department	specific	expecta4ons	of	
chairs	outside	of	the	job	descrip4on,	those	should	be	specified	in	the	departmental	governance	
documents.	The	department	faculty	does	not	have	the	authority	to	establish	the	chair’s	workload	
assignment.	That	authority	rests	with	the	dean.	

9. Pg.	12,	Policy	Review.	Modify	Wording	
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Response:	Not	accepted.	Jus4fica4on:	I	agree	that	the	Planning	and	Finance	Commi2ee	should	play	
a	role,	but	this	is	a	clumsy	resolu4on.	Let’s	avoid	having	two	commi2ees	doing	exactly	the	same	
thing	at	the	same	4me.	I	would	prefer	to	let	the	ad	hoc	commi2ee	work	on	the	review	and	then	
submit	their	report	to	the	Senate	and	the	Provost.	The	Senate	can	refer	it	to	Planning	and	Finance	
for	further	review	and	recommenda4ons.	

Issues	remaining	to	be	resolved	

● Expanded	defini4on	of	service,	par4cularly	with	respect	to	administra4ve	du4es.	

Response:	Agree.	

● Expand	types	of	courses	with	differen4al	weigh4ng.	

Response:	Disagree.	The	Faculty	Workload	Task	Force	spent	a	great	deal	of	4me	considering	the	
course	types	that	should	and	should	not	be	iden4fied	for	differen4al	weigh4ng.	The	challenge	was	to	
balance	consistency	with	flexibility.	Most	everyone	has	a	tendency	to	believe	that	whatever	type	of	
course	they	teach	is	more	4me	consuming	and	rigorous	than	what	others	are	doing	and	therefore	
should	be	worth	more	IUs.	If	we	give	in	to	this	sen4ment,	we	will	very	quickly	have	an	unworkable	
(and	unaffordable)	workload	plan.		Changes	to	this	list	should	not	be	made	without	a	cri4cal	review	
and	full	considera4on	of	the	consequences.	I	would	think	the	five-year	review	4meframe	would	be	
appropriate	for	this	considera4on.	

● Iden4fy	an	appeal	process	for	faculty	workload	assignments.	

Response:	Qualified	agreement.	The	implica4on	here	seems	to	be	that	a	new	appeal	process	should	
be	iden4fied	for	workload	disputes	between	chairs	and	faculty	members.	I	do	not	believe	that	a	new	
appeal	process	should	be	introduced.	If	a	faculty	member	feels	that	a	workload	assignment	is	
discriminatory	or	otherwise	unfair,	he/she	may	appeal	to	the	Dean	or	the	Faculty	Appeals	commi2ee	
(or	to	HR	in	cases	of	protected	class	discrimina4on).	Chairs	have	the	authority	to	assign	workload	to	
faculty	members	because	they	are	the	ones	held	accountable	for	managing	departmental	resources	
responsibly.	Appeals	of	these	assignments	should	be	based	on	clear	standards	of	discrimina4on	and/
or	malfeasance,	or	viola4ons	of	university	policy.	We	should	not	encourage	appeals	based	on	faculty	
preferences	or	even	pedagogical	disagreements.	
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Appendix	B:	Latest	Draft	of	the	Faculty	Workload	Policy,	including	Chancellor	Drale’s	
modiIications	based	on	the	Faculty	Senate’s	recommendations	

Faculty	Workload	Policy	Proposal	
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EXECUTIVE	SUMMARY	

This	faculty	workload	policy	at	the	University	of	Arkansas	at	Li2le	Rock	succeeds	the	previous	
policy	(UALR	Faculty	Instruc<onal	Load	Policy)	that	was	ins4tuted	in	1994.	The	1994	policy	was	based	on	
a	determina4on	of	instruc4onal	load	with	ac4vi4es	related	to	research/crea4ve	ac4vity	and	service	
accounted	for	by	reassignment	of	por4ons	of	the	instruc4onal	load	to	those	ac4vi4es.	The	policy	
described	in	this	document	relies	instead	on	a	distribu4on	of	effort	model	that	recognizes	teaching,	
research/crea4ve	ac4vity	and	service	as	the	three	primary	components	of	a	faculty	member’s	workload.	
Each	faculty	member	is	assigned	a	percentage	of	effort	for	each	component	on	an	annual	basis	according	
to	the	needs	of	the	ins4tu4on	and	the	professional	development	needs	of	the	faculty	member.	

The	teaching	workload	is	quan4fied	using	instruc4onal	units.	The	policy	a2empts	to	capture	the	
diversity	in	disciplines	as	well	as	class	types	in	ensuring	recogni4on	of	the	faculty	member’s	workload.	
Recognizing	that	contact	hours	in	teaching	are	not	always	iden4cal	to	credit	hours,	the	policy	proposes	a	
model	that	makes	the	connec4on	between	contact	hours	and	instruc4onal	units	(IU)	using	IU	mul4pliers.	
The	policy	allows	flexibility	in	mul4pliers	of	certain	course	types,	and	provides	for	a	college	level	
commi2ee	to	make	recommenda4ons	to	the	dean	of	the	college	and	the	Provost	on	the	mul4pliers	of	
those	courses.	Instruc4onal	units	are	converted	to	percentage	of	effort	for	the	instruc4onal	component	
of	the	total	workload	assignment.	One	three-credit	hour	lecture/discussion	course	(or	3	instruc4onal	
units)	is	typically	equivalent	to	20%	of	effort	in	a	semester,	or	10%	within	a	year.			Percentages	for	the	
research/crea4ve	ac4vity	and	service	components	are	determined	by	es4ma4ng	the	percentage	of	total	
effort	that	will	be	spent	in	these	areas	in	a	given	year	based	on	the	faculty	member’s	planned	ac4vi4es.	

The	policy	also	ar4culates	a	process	where	a	department	chair	will	collaborate	with	the	
department	faculty	during	fall	and	spring	of	an	academic	year	to	develop	the	workload	assignment	of	
each	faculty	member	for	the	next	academic	year,	which	will	then	be	submi2ed	to	the	Dean	for	approval.	
A	process	is	also	described	by	which	the	policy	itself	is	reviewed	every	five	years.	The	remainder	of	the	
document	ar4culates	the	details	of	the	policy	and	includes	an	appendix	where	a	limited	number	of	
examples	of	faculty	workload	assignments	have	been	provided.	The	examples	are	not	meant	to	be	
representa4ve	of	all	possible	varia4ons	of	a	faculty’s	workload	that	could	exist	across	different	academic	
units	in	the	university.	
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PREAMBLE	

In	order	to	serve	the	educa4onal	mission	of	the	university	and	to	achieve	the	dual	objec4ves	of	
excellence	and	accessibility,	the	UALR	Faculty	Workload	Policy	provides	an	effec4ve	framework	for	
distribu4ng	faculty	4me	and	effort	across	the	three	areas	of	faculty	responsibility:	teaching,	research	and	
service.	The	policy	balances	consistency	to	ensure	equitable	recogni4on	of	faculty	ac4vity,	with	flexibility	
to	allow	the	university	and	its	individual	units	to	an4cipate	and	respond	to	changing	needs.	The	policy	
supports	the	founda4onal	role	of	teaching	at	UALR	and	is	designed	to	ensure	that	assignments	are	
consistent	with	resources	and	are	sustainable	over	4me.	

FACULTY	WORKLOAD	POLICY	

Overview	and	Background	

In	1994	the	University	of	Arkansas	at	Li2le	Rock	(UALR)	ins4tuted	its	first	faculty	instruc4onal	load	policy	
for	the	purpose	of	formalizing	an	equitable	and	efficient	approach	to	distribu4ng	faculty	responsibili4es.	
This	policy	introduced	the	concept	of	instruc4onal	units	and	established	equivalencies	for	common	
course	types.	It	established	procedures	for	assigning	and	repor4ng	workload	and	set	up	a	“banking”	
system	for	uncompensated	overloads.	There	is	much	to	admire	in	the	1994	workload	policy.	The	
structure	is	built	on	a	founda4on	of	enduring	principles	that	remain	relevant	and	useful.	It	affirms	the	
need	for	balance	between	standardiza4on	and	flexibility	and	makes	much	progress	towards	that	end.	It	
recognizes	the	importance	of	matching	needs	with	resources	and	establishes	procedures	to	facilitate	
that	goal.	Finally,	it	makes	explicit	the	need	to	connect	the	workload	assignment	to	both	annual	review	
and	the	promo4on	and	tenure	review	processes.	The	policy	even	proposed	a	periodic	review	process	for	
the	policy	itself.	

The	1994	Faculty	Instruc4onal	Load	Policy	served	the	university	well	for	many	years.	However,	as	faculty	
ac4vi4es	and	instruc4onal	modali4es	became	more	complex,	it	became	apparent	that	the	policy	would	
need	to	be	updated	to	address	the	needs	of	the	ins4tu4on.	Also,	many	of	the	policy	provisions	and	
commi2ee	recommenda4ons	from	the	ini4al	report	were	not	developed	such	as	connec4ng	workload	
assignments	to	annual	review,	developing	a	common	approach	to	individualized	instruc4on,	team-
teaching,	lab	courses,	and	establishing	a	policy	for	teaching	outside	of	one’s	department.	The	Faculty	
Teaching	Load	Commi2ee	(the	commi2ee	that	proposed	the	1994	policy)	recommended	that	each	
college	develop	its	own	guidelines	for	equivalencies	and	procedures.	Some	colleges	had	this	in	place	and	
some	did	not.	Furthermore,	although	the	policy	suggested	the	type	of	oversight	that	should	take	place	
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for	maintaining	equitable	assignments,	this	oversight	was	not	consistently	applied	and	inequi4es	
emerged.	The	periodic	review	that	was	specified	in	the	policy	was	not	implemented	aMer	the	policy	was	
formally	adopted.	

The	expansion	of	online	curriculum	raised	the	ques4on	of	whether	online	courses	would	be	weighted	
differently	than	their	face-to-face	counterparts.	The	promo4on	of	interdisciplinary	learning	opportuni4es	
and	other	high	impact	learning	ac4vi4es	also	challenged	faculty	and	administrators	to	think	about	how	
these	would	be	addressed	with	exis4ng	policy.	Likewise,	the	increasing	emphasis	on	community	
engagement	and	service	introduced	another	challenge	as	the	1994	policy	treated	service	as	an	
alterna4ve	to	research	for	reassigned	4me.	

Given	these	and	other	concerns,	the	Provost	appointed	a	task	force	in	2014	to	review	the	workload	
issues	and	make	a	recommenda4on	for	revision	of	UALR’s	faculty	workload	policy.	The	fourteen-member	
task	force	met	regularly	for	over	a	year	and	considered,	studied,	and	debated	a	number	of	different	
models.	Ul4mately,	the	task	force	se2led	upon	a	hybrid	approach	that	retains	the	best	elements	of	the	
original	policy	while	adding	new	or	modified	elements	that	are	designed	to	address	most	of	the	issues	
we	struggle	with	in	the	current	environment.	During	the	2015-2016	academic	year,	the	task	force	
conducted	faculty	focus	groups,	college	mee4ngs,	and	invited	general	feedback	from	faculty	and	
administrators.	An	advanced	draM	was	presented	for	discussion	to	the	Faculty	Senate	on	March	18,	2016	
and	subsequently	referred	to	the	Senate	Planning	and	Finance	Commi2ee	for	review.	At	the	April	15,	
2016	Faculty	Senate	mee4ng	the	Planning	and	Finance	Commi2ee	submi2ed	a	report	to	the	Senate	
recommending	the	new	policy	with	a	list	of	minor	recommended	changes.	The	report	was	accepted	by	
the	Senate.	The	task	force	reconvened	and	developed	a	final	draM	accep4ng	most	of	the	recommended	
changes	from	the	Senate.	This	draM	was	submi2ed	to	the	Provost	and	Chancellor	on	May	12,	2016.	

General	Principles	

Consistent	with	state	laws	and	the	university	mission,	this	policy	seeks	to	set	the	parameters	of	faculty	
workload	distribu4on	among	the	appropriate	faculty	roles	as	described	in	UALR	policies	403.20	and	
403.23	also	known	as	Faculty	Roles	and	Rewards	I	and	II.	

This	policy	retains	the	purpose	of	the	original	Instruc4onal	Load	Policy	adopted	in	1994.	Specifically	that	
the	goal	is	to:	

Distribute	responsibili4es	among	faculty	in	a	way	that	most	equitably	and	efficiently	advances	
this	tripar4te	mission	of	teaching,	research	or	crea4ve	ac4vity,	and	service.	Consistent	with	the	
University’s	complexity	and	with	its	role	as	a	metropolitan	university	commi2ed	to	diversity,	the	
policy	is	designed	to	protect	and	promote	the	mul4plicity	of	faculty	roles.	The	policy	is	designed	
to	promote	quality	teaching,	research	or	crea4ve	ac4vity,	and	service.	It	is	also	designed	to	
enable	colleges	and	schools,	departments,	and	individual	faculty	(sic)	to	pursue,	plan	for,	and	
recognize	the	fact	that	different	individuals	and	units	will	have	different	objec4ves	and	will	make	
different	commitments	among	the	three	faculty	roles	(UALR	Faculty	Instruc4onal	Load	Policy,	
1994).	
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This	policy	also	retains	and	elaborates	the	goal	of	promo4ng	the	balance	of	four	workload	variables	
iden4fied	in	the	original	workload	policy:	equity,	diversity,	instruc4onal	needs,	and	resources.	

Equity:	Fundamentally,	workload	distribu4ons	within	departments,	colleges	and	across	the	
university	must	be	fair	and	just.	This	does	not	mean	that	everyone	must	have	iden4cal	
assignments,	but	that	everyone	has	an	equal	amount	of	work	and	responsibility	over	4me,	and	
that	equivalent	ac4vi4es	are	given	equal	recogni4on	for	all	faculty	members.	

Diversity:	Diversity	of	talent	and	background	is	generally	recognized	as	a	hallmark	of	a	strong	
faculty.	A	workload	policy	must	be	flexible	enough	to	promote	and	u4lize	faculty	strengths	and	
take	advantage	of	opportuni4es	to	advance	excellence	in	all	areas	of	performance.	It	should	also	
allow	for	diversity	of	assignment	over	4me,	recognizing	that	individuals	and	departments	may	
have	changing	goals	and	objec4ves.	

Instruc<onal	needs:	As	stated	in	the	original	workload	policy,	decisions	about	workload	
distribu4on	“must	reflect	the	University’s	responsibility	to	meet	instruc4onal	needs,	offering	
quality	educa4on	to	students	in	all	general	educa4on	and	degree	programs”	(UALR	Faculty	
Instruc4onal	Load	Policy,	1994).	Instruc4onal	needs	may	also	include	a	variety	of	delivery	modes	
and	schedules	that	serve	the	needs	of	the	students,	providing	access	as	well	as	excellence	in	
educa4onal	experiences.	

Resources:	Workload	distribu4ons	must	be	based	on	realis4c	and	sustainable	levels	of	
ins4tu4onal	resources.		

This	policy	reinforces	the	following	principles	adapted	from	Faculty	Roles	and	Rewards	I:	

Teaching:		The	UALR	mission	statement	establishes	teaching	as	a	central	value	and	the	University	
expects	all	UALR	faculty	members	to	contribute	to	the	teaching	mission	of	the	ins4tu4on.	
Therefore,	while	some	faculty	members	may	have	workload	distribu4ons	that	are	heavier	in	
research	and/or	service	than	others,	this	policy	establishes	a	minimum	expecta4on	for	teaching	
workload.	(e.g.	Pre-tenure	faculty	members	may	have	a	heavier	research	assignment	in	the	first	
few	years.)	

Research/Crea<ve	Ac<vity:	All	tenure	track	faculty	members	are	expected	to	be	ac4ve	scholars	
in	the	most	inclusive	sense	(e.g.	Boyer	model).		

Service:	As	a	metropolitan	and	community-engaged	university,	UALR	has	a	greater	expecta4on	of	
its	faculty	in	the	area	of	service	than	other	universi4es.	This	policy	seeks	to	more	formally	
recognize	and	account	for	ac4vi4es	in	the	area	of	service,	including	service	that	helps	integrate	
university	and	community	resources.	

Research	and	service	should	not	be	considered	something	faculty	members	do	instead	of	teaching,	
since	all	three	areas	of	ac7vity	are	important	and	expected.	Therefore	this	workload	model	uses	a	
distribu4on	of	effort	framework	instead	of	“reassigned	4me”	or	“release	4me”.	It	retains	the	concept	of	
instruc4onal	units	(IUs)	for	the	instruc4onal	por4on	of	workload	only.	
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While	this	policy	retains	an	ins4tu4onal	teaching	baseline	of	twelve	instruc4onal	units	per	semester,	the	
model	framework	assumes	a	more	typical	distribu4on	of	nine	instruc4onal	units	per	semester	for	
tenure-track	faculty	members	ac4vely	engaged	in	research	and	service.	

Faculty	members	may	request	an	excep4on	to	the	distribu4on	maximums	or	minimums.	These	requests	
will	be	con4ngent	on	ins4tu4onal	needs	and	resources	as	well	as	the	rela4ve	contribu4on	of	an4cipated	
outcomes	to	the	mission	of	the	University.	

This	policy	reinforces	the	principle	that	workload	assignments	should	inform	a	faculty	member’s	
performance	evalua4ons.		As	stated	in	the	1994	Instruc4onal	Load	Policy,	approved	assignments	“will	be	
included	as	part	of	the	annual	review	process	as	well	as	of	the	promo4on	and	tenure	process.”	While	the	
above	principles	make	it	clear	that	all	faculty	members	are	expected	to	engage	in	teaching	and	service;	
and	all	tenure-track	faculty	members	are	expected	to	be	ac4ve	scholars	as	well,	evaluators	should	not	
disregard	an	emphasis	in	one	or	another	category	that	is	approved	for	any	given	period.	

Model	Framework	

The	faculty	workload	distribu4on	of	effort	model	uses	a	combina4on	of	percentage	distribu4ons	and	
instruc4onal	units	to	describe	full-4me	work	by	faculty	members.	Workload	is	distributed	across	the	
three	performance	categories	as	a	percentage	of	all	professional	work	within	a	year.	Within	the	area	of	
teaching,	instruc4onal	units	are	used	to	measure	the	different	types	of	instruc4on	assigned	to	individual	
faculty	members.	(See	instruc4onal	workload	weights	sec4on	below.)	

The	faculty	workload	framework	is	based	on	five	assump4ons:		

1. Teaching,	research/crea4ve	ac4vity,	and	service	are	integral	components	of	a	faculty	member’s	
annual	assignment	and	as	such	should	be	fully	recognized	in	the	workload	framework.		

2. Full-4me	work	by	faculty	members	will	include	a	certain	percentage	of	4me	and	effort	in	each	
category	(for	tenure-track	faculty)	or	in	at	least	two	categories	(for	non-tenure-track	faculty).		
The	sum	of	effort	in	all	categories	equals	100%.		

3. A	faculty	member’s	full-4me	work	may	be	distributed	across	an	academic	or	fiscal	year,	but	will	
not	be	banked	for	future	years.	In	certain	circumstances	it	may	be	necessary	to	extend	the	
distribu4on	period	to	two	years	to	accommodate	special	projects	or	balance	extra	teaching	
loads.	Faculty	members	will	work	with	chairs	to	determine	the	most	appropriate	and	equitable	
distribu4on	plan. 	Chairs	may	distribute	a	faculty	member’s	workload	across	an	academic	or	1

fiscal	year,	or	if	necessary	as	much	as	two	years,	but	otherwise,	the	overload	has	to	match	the	
resources.	If	a	chair	needs	a	faculty	member	to	teach	an	overload	outside	of	these	parameters,	

	It	is	widely	recognized	that	the	banked	hours	system,	while	workable	in	theory,	has	not	worked	well	in	prac4ce.	What	1

banking	has	a	tendency	to	do	is	allow	departments	to	borrow	resources	against	a	future	that	is	not	materially	be2er	off	
than	the	present.	If	there	are	not	addi4onal	resources	in	future	semesters,	then	the	bank	will	fail.	In	other	words,	many	
faculty	members	never	get	an	opportunity	to	cash	in	their	banked	IUs.	Therefore,	this	policy	proposes	a	more	limited	
approach	to	banking	resources.		
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extra	compensa4on	must	be	paid	to	the	faculty	member.	This	encourages	departments	to	
maximize	their	resources	through	careful	scheduling	and	enrollment	analysis,	and	it	protects	
faculty	members	from	inadvertent	exploita4on.	

4. For	the	different	employment	categories,	there	will	be	a	typical	workload	distribu4on	across	the	
performance	categories.	This	norma4ve	distribu4on	covers	most	of	the	ins4tu4onal	needs	most	
of	the	4me,	but	may	be	adjusted	to	meet	specific	needs	or	to	op4mize	resources	in	any	given	
year.		

5. One	three-credit	hour	lecture/discussion	course	(or	3	instruc4onal	units)	is	typically	equivalent	
to	20%	of	effort	in	a	semester,	or	10%	within	a	year.	

The	distribu4on	framework	below	presents	the	typical	workload	distribu4ons	for	five	faculty	categories:	
1)	Tenure-track—9	month,	2)	Tenure-track—12	month,	3)	Tenure-track-12	month-Librarian,	4)	Non-
tenure-track—9	months,	and	5)	Department	chair—12	month.	Faculty	members	with	10-month	or	10.5-
month	appointments	are	usually	taking	on	addi4onal	administra4ve	(service)	responsibili4es	and	this	
should	be	figured	into	their	annual	workload	distribu4on.	Chairs	should	set	these	distribu4ons	according	
to	the	specifics	of	the	faculty	member’s	assignment	and	applicable	university	policy.	Chairs	or	unit	heads	
are	responsible	for	verifying	the	level	of	ac4vity	in	each	category.		

Although	there	is	substan4al	variety	in	the	service	responsibili4es	of	department	chairs,	this	framework	
sets	a	typical	teaching	assignment	of	6	instruc4onal	units	per	year	in	recogni4on	of	the	expanded	
ins4tu4onal	responsibili4es	and	expecta4ons	of	chairs	since	the	original	workload	level	was	set	several	
decades	ago	when	chairmanship	of	a	department	was	considered	a	half-4me	job.	The	actual	teaching	
assignment	for	chairs	will	vary	based	on	a	number	of	variables	such	as	size	and	complexity	of	
department,	the	use	of	administra4ve	coordinators,	research	agenda,	and	addi4onal	administra4ve	
responsibili4es.	Deans	are	responsible	for	verifying	the	level	of	ac4vity	in	each	category	for	chairs.	The	
category	of	department	chair	includes	school	directors.	

Faculty	Workload	Typical	Distribu7on	

TENURE-TRACK	FACULTY	(9-MONTH)

Typical	Workload	Distribu7on

Teaching
60%			(usually	equivalent	to	9	IUs/semester	or	18	IUs/year;	typically	6	
IU	minimum,	12	IU	maximum	in-load	per	semester,	or	12	IU	
minimum,	24	IU	maximum	per	year)

Research
10-30%			(typically	25%	minimum	for	pre-tenure	faculty	and	50%	
maximum	for	sponsored	research	salary	buyout)

Service 10-30%			(typically	15%	maximum	for	pre-tenure	faculty)
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Instruc7onal	Workload	Weights	

The	table	below	iden4fies	various	credit-bearing	course	types	offered	as	part	of	the	UALR	curriculum.	
The	third	column	further	defines	the	course	in	terms	of	how	many	contact	hours	the	course	has	per	
credit	hour	(in	a	face-to-face	sec4on).	The	fourth	column	indicates	how	that	course	is	weighted	in	terms	

TENURE-TRACK	FACULTY	(12-MONTH)

Typical	Workload	Distribu7on

Teaching 60%			(usually	equivalent	to	9	IUs/semester,	6	IUs/summer)

Research
10-30%			(typically	25%	minimum	for	pre-tenure	faculty	and	50%	
maximum	for	sponsored	research	salary	buyout)

Service 10-30%			(typically	15%	maximum	for	pre-tenure	faculty)

TENURE-TRACK	FACULTY-LIBRARIAN	(12-MONTH)

Typical	Workload	Distribu7on	(see	Appendix	B)

Professional	Prac4ce 80%		(librarianship	responsibili4es)

Research 10%

Service 10%

NON-TENURE-TRACK	FACULTY	(9-MONTH)

Typical	Workload	Distribu7on

Teaching 80%			(usually	equivalent	to	12	IUs/semester)

Research 0%

Service 20%

DEPARTMENT	CHAIR	(12-MONTH)

Typical	Workload	Distribu7on

Teaching 20%		(usually	equivalent	to	6	IUs/year)

Research 10%		(chairs	may	nego4ate	for	different	percentage	for	research)

Service 70%		(includes	administra4ve	and	other	service)
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of	a	mul4plier	used	with	the	credit	hours	for	the	course.	The	fiMh	column	shows	how	many	instruc4onal	
units	the	course	would	be	assigned	if	it	is	a	3	credit	hour	course.	For	instance,	in	the	case	of	a	3	credit-
hour	lecture	and	lab	combined	course	where	the	course	has	a	single	course	number	and	meets	for	two	
hours	of	lecture	and	two	hours	of	lab,	the	weekly	contact	per	credit	hour	is	1.33.	If	the	mul4plier	of	1	is	
used	with	the	credit	hours	(3)	to	determine	the	instruc4onal	units,	the	IUs	will	equal	3.	If	the	mul4plier	
1.33	is	used	for	the	same	number	of	credit	hours	(3)	the	result	is	4	instruc4onal	units	assigned	to	that	
course.	

For	course	types	that	warrant	flexibility	in	assigning	weights,	this	model	eliminates	the	mul4plier	ranges	
used	in	the	previous	policy	and	replaces	them	with	two	discrete	mul4plier	values.	This	maintains	
flexibility	while	minimizing	frac4onal	workload	assignments.	The	default	value	will	be	the	lower	value,	
but	each	college	has	the	op4on	of	seqng	the	higher	value	through	a	process	of	college-level	review	
outlined	in	Item	1	under	“Procedure”	(Page	11).	Every	effort	should	be	made	to	ensure	equitable	weights	
for	course	types.	Instruc4onal	unit	informa4on	must	be	included	in	new	course	proposals.	

All	of	the	weights	in	this	table	assume	there	are	no	teaching	assistants	used	for	any	par4cular	sec4on	of	
the	course.	If	a	teaching	assistant	is	used	in	the	course,	the	mul4plier	will	be	no	more	than	1	in	most	
circumstances.	Since	there	is	a	wide	variability	in	the	way	teaching	assistants	may	be	used,	from	
classroom	set-up	to	grading	to	semi-autonomous	instruc4on,	this	policy	does	not	set	a	teaching	assistant	
workload	value.	The	department	chair	must	account	for	the	role	of	the	teaching	assistant	in	adjus4ng	
workload	values	for	sec4ons	that	have	them.	

Individualized	instruc4on	is	weighted	on	a	per	student	basis	rather	than	a	per	credit	hour	basis	assuming	
that	the	student	is	registered	for	a	3	credit-hour	individual	instruc4on	course	such	as	an	internship	or	
thesis	credit.	For	instance,	all	undergraduate	individualized	instruc4on	is	weighted	at	.33	per	student.	If	
an	instructor	has	nine	students	taking	an	internship	course,	he	or	she	would	be	assigned	3	instruc4onal	
units	(.33	X	9	≈	3).	For	sec4ons	of	individualized	instruc4on	that	have	more,	or	fewer	than	3	credit-hours,	
the	instruc4onal	weight	per	student	should	be	adjusted	accordingly.		

Online	and	hybrid	courses	will	fall	into	one	of	the	course	type	categories	in	the	Instruc4onal	Workload	
Table	and	will	have	the	corresponding	instruc4onal	unit	value.	Compensa4on	may	be	provided	for	the	
quality	cer4fica4on	of	online	courses	in	a	process	separate	from	regular	workload	assignment.	

Team	taught	(interdisciplinary)	courses	will	fall	into	one	of	the	course	type	categories	in	the	Instruc4onal	
Workload	Table	and	will	have	the	corresponding	instruc4onal	unit	value.	For	purposes	of	assigning	
workloads	to	individual	faculty	members	who	are	team	teaching	a	course,	the	chair(s)	with	the	approval	
of	the	dean(s)	may	assign	up	to	the	full	IU	value	to	each	member	of	the	teaching	team.	The	assignment	
of	instruc4onal	units	in	these	cases	should	be	based	on	the	4me	and	effort	contributed	of	each	team	
member.		

Lab	sec4ons,	whether	independent	or	part	of	a	lecture-lab	combina4on	are	shown	in	the	weights	table	
with	common	credit	hour-contact	hour	ra4os.	Some	labs,	however,	will	have	different	ra4os	not	shown	
in	the	table.	In	these	cases,	departments	should	convert	the	different	ra4o	to	the	appropriate	mul4plier	
and	submit	for	review	according	to	the	procedures	outlined	in	the	procedures	sec4on	of	this	policy.	See	
appendix	C	for	examples	of	conversion	formulas.	



DRAFT

The	instruc4onal	workload	weights	table	includes	a	course	type	labeled	“unusually	large	classes”.	Each	
department,	with	approval	of	the	dean,	and	based	on	norma4ve	data,	will	establish	discipline-specific	
norms	for	class	sizes	that	are	based	on	the	instruc4onal	prac4ces	of	the	discipline	and	the	needs	of	the	
students.	Norma4ve	class	size	should	not	be	based	on	the	maximum	occupancy	of	the	classroom	used.	
“Unusually	large	classes”	are	generally	those	that	are	substan4ally	larger	than	the	disciplinary	norm	by	
course	type	and	that	maintain	the	level	of	individual	a2en4on	to	students	provided	in	classes	of	
standard	size.	

This	instruc4onal	workload	weights	table	eliminates	the	dis4nc4on	between	graduate	and	
undergraduate	courses	as	separate	course	types.	All	lecture/discussion/seminar	courses,	for	instance,	
have	the	same	weight	assignment	regardless	of	whether	they	are	graduate	or	undergraduate	courses.	
Graduate	courses	have	fewer	students	than	undergraduate	courses	by	design.	The	extra	work	that	may	
be	required	in	terms	of	advanced	material	prepara4on	and	feedback	is	balanced	by	having	smaller	class	
sizes.	In	cases	where	graduate	courses	are	as	large	as	or	larger	than	undergraduate	courses	of	the	same	
type	in	the	same	discipline,	it	may	be	categorized	as	an	unusually	large	class	and	given	a	higher	weight	as	
appropriate.	
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Teaching Workload Weights Table for Credit Bearing Courses 

Course Type Examples/Explanation Weekly 
Contact 

Hours per 
Unit of 
Credit

IUs per 
Credit 
Hour

IUs per 
3 Credit 
Hours

Lecture/Discussion/
Seminar Standard class size for discipline 1 1 3

Science Laboratories-
independent section

Biology, Chemistry, Physics, Earth Science, 
Engineering 2 1.33 or 2 4 or 6

Science Laboratories-
independent section

Biology, Chemistry, Physics, Earth Science, 
Engineering 3 2 or 3 6 or 9

Lecture and Lab Lecture and lab combined—(e.g. 2 hours 
lecture, 2 hours lab) 1.33 1 or 1.33 3 or 4

Lecture and Lab Lecture and lab combined—6 contact hours 
total 2 1.33 or 2 4 or 6

Studio Courses art, music, theatre studios 2 1.33 4

Dance Studio Physical technique-all levels Variable 1 or 1.33 3 or 4

Physical Activity Course Leisure Studies 2 1 or 1.33 3 or 4

General Activity Course Field experiences 2 1.33 4

Individual Music Lessons Total IUs dependent on number of students; 
3 contact hours (6 half-hour lessons) = 2 IUs .5 .33 NA

Applied Music-Ensemble Includes performance requirement; based on 
category Variable 1, 2 or 3 NA

Clinical Practicum—
Nursing Nursing clinical rotations 3 3 9

Clinical Practicum—AUSP Audiology and Speech Pathology 3 Set by 
UAMS

Set by 
UAMS

Bowen Law School courses All courses in the Bowen Law School 
curriculum 1 1.5 4.5

Unusually Large Classes
Chair recommends/dean approves standard 
class size for discipline and course type, no 
teaching assistants

1 1.33 4

Practice Teaching Faculty-student contact averages 2 hours per 
week per student Variable

.375 or 

.67 per 
student*

NA

Individualized Instruction
Independent study, internships, practicums, 
UG honors, Donaghey Scholars thesis, UG 
research; limit 3 IUs/sem.

Variable .33 per 
student NA

Master level thesis or final 
project

Major advisor or methodologist; see 
parameters and limits in Individualized 
Instruction section below

Variable .5 or 1 per 
student NA
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*	Per	student	mul4pliers	generally	assume	that	the	student	is	registered	for	three	credit	hours,	but	they	are	not	strictly	4ed	to	
credit	hours	since	the	workload	for	these	individualized	teaching	categories	does	not	always	match	the	credit	hours	for	which	
the	student	registers.	

Doctoral  Dissertation
Major advisor or methodologist; see 
parameters and limits in Individualized 
Instruction section below

Variable .5 or 1 per 
student NA

Doctoral Research/
Dissertation

Major advisor of research and dissertation in 
Applied Science, Bioinformatics, 
Engineering Science & Systems, and 
Integrated Computing, see parameters and 
limits below

Variable .5 or 1 per 
student NA
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Individualized	Instruc7on	Parameters	and	Limits	

Individualized	instruc4on	IUs	are	normally	limited	to	3	IUs	per	instructor	per	semester,	but	may	be	
increased	to	a	maximum	of	6	IUs	in	certain	circumstances	with	approval	from	the	dean.	This	
includes	undergraduate	individualized	instruc4on,	master	level	thesis/final	project	advising,	and	
doctoral	level	research	and	disserta4on	advising.	When	a	methodologist	serves	as	a	co-advisor	on	
a	master	or	doctoral	level	project,	each	co-advisor	will	receive	.5	IU	for	that	project	instead	of	1	IU.	
Students	must	be	enrolled	in	thesis,	disserta4on,	or	research/disserta4on	hours	for	instructor	to	
receive	IU	credit	for	advising.	There	is	a	limit	of	three	semesters	per	student	for	receiving	IU	credit	
for	masters	level	thesis	advising,	a	limit	of	six	semesters	per	student	for	receiving	IU	credit	for	
doctoral	level	disserta4on	advising,	and	a	limit	of	eight	semesters	per	student	for	receiving	IU	
credit	for	doctoral	research/disserta4on	advising	in	those	units	that	combine	these	requirements	
into	one	course	type.	These	courses	are	iden4fied	by	the	course	4tle:	Doctoral	Research/
Disserta4on.	Faculty	members	may	request,	in	rare	circumstances,	an	excep4on	to	the	
individualized	instruc4on	limits.	These	requests	will	be	approved	con4ngent	on	ins4tu4onal	needs	
and	resources	as	well	as	the	rela4ve	contribu4on	of	an4cipated	outcomes	to	the	mission	of	the	
University.	

Procedures	

1. Each	college	and	the	Law	School	will	establish	college-wide	credit	hour	mul4pliers	for	
discre4onary	course	modali4es	consistent	with	the	university-wide	policy.	The	default	
mul4plier	will	be	the	lower	value.	An	Interdisciplinary	college	commi2ee,	the	majority	of	
whom	shall	be	full-4me	tenure-track	faculty,	will	review	proposals	for	the	higher	value.	
Chairs	submit	proposals	for	the	higher	value	mul4plier	to	the	interdisciplinary	college-
level	commi2ee.	Commi2ee	recommenda4ons	must	be	approved	by	the	dean	and	
Provost	in	order	to	be	implemented.		These	mul4pliers	will	be	reviewed	within	the	college	
every	five	years.	College/School	policies	must	be	on	file	in	the	Provost’s	Office.	

2. Annually,	department	chairs,	in	consulta4on	with	departmental	faculty	members	and	
appropriate	department	commi2ees,	will	draw	up	plans	for	the	distribu4on	of	teaching,	
research,	and	service	for	the	next	academic	year.	Chairs	are	responsible	for	ensuring	that	
these	plans	are	consistent	with	resources,	produc4vity	expecta4ons,	student	needs,	
ins4tu4onal	goals,	and	faculty	members’	individual	professional	goals.		Chairs	will	submit	
department	plans	to	the	deans	for	review	and	approval	and	report	results	of	the	review	
and	approval	to	the	department	faculty.	

3. Each	spring,	department	chairs	will	meet	with	departmental	faculty	members	for	the	
faculty	member’s	annual	review.	At	this	mee4ng,	the	faculty	member’s	workload	
distribu4on	of	teaching,	research	and	service	for	the	next	academic	year	will	be	
established.	These	distribu4ons	will	be	included	as	part	of	the	annual	review	process	as	
well	as	of	the	promo4on	and	tenure	process.	Any	distribu4on	changes	made	as	a	result	of	
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changes	in	department	needs	(e.g.	sudden	shiM	in	enrollment,	illness	of	colleague,	etc.)	
and	following	consulta4on	with	the	faculty	member	will	be	noted	and	taken	into	
considera4on	in	the	evalua4on	process.	

4. Each	spring,	as	part	of	the	annual	review	process	with	the	dean,	a	department	chair’s	
workload	distribu4on	for	the	next	academic	year	will	be	established,	informed	by	the	
needs	of	the	department	and	college.		

5. Each	fall	and	spring,	chairs	will	submit	faculty	workload	reports	to	the	college	dean	for	
review.	The	dean	will	submit	workload	reports	to	the	Provost’s	Office	for	review.		

Policy	Review	

The	UALR	Faculty	Workload	Policy	will	be	reviewed	by	an	ad	hoc	commi2ee	every	five	years.	The	
Provost	and	Faculty	Senate	President	will	collaborate	to	appoint	the	members	of	this	commi2ee.	
The	commi2ee	should	have	representa4on	from	each	of	the	academic	units,	it	should	have	
representa4on	from	different	ranks	and	administra4ve	levels	including	chairs	and	associate	deans,	
and	it	should	have	members	who	can	speak	to	different	types	of	assignments	such	as	
individualized	instruc4on,	clinical	supervision,	lab	prepara4on,	etc.	The	commi2ee	will	produce	a	
wri2en	recommenda4on	that	will	be	submi2ed	to	the	Provost	for	review.	Final	approval	of	
recommenda4ons	is	made	by	the	Chancellor.	

Notes	

1.		The	term	“tenure-track	faculty”	is	defined	as	all	faculty	members	who	are	tenure-eligible.	This	includes	both	pre-
tenure	faculty	members	and	those	faculty	members	who	have	been	granted	tenure.	

2.		The	term	“chair”	or	“department	chair”	is	understood	to	include	directors	of	academic	schools.	Likewise,	the	term	
“department”	is	understood	to	refer	to	academic	departments	and	schools	except	for	the	Law	School	which	is	included	
in	the	category	of	“colleges”.	

3.		For	the	purposes	of	teaching	workload	weights,	a	course	taught	may	include	mul4ple	sec4ons,	but	s4ll	be	considered	
one	course	assignment	as	when	a	course	is	cross-listed	or	has	mul4ple	levels	“stacked”	into	one	course.	On	the	other	
hand,	using	a	single	online	course	management	shell	for	two	sec4ons	will	be	considered	two	course	assignments	unless	
the	sec4ons	are	intended	to	be	combined	into	one	course	assignment,	such	as	adding	an	honors	component	or	adding	
an	online	campus	component.	
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APPENDIX	A	

Examples	of	Faculty	Load	Assignments	

1. Example	of	first-year	tenure-track	faculty	member	

	
In	this	example,	a	first-year	assistant	professor	is	teaching	five	courses	over	fall	and	spring,	each	
course	having	a	value	equivalent	to	3	instruc4onal	units.	In	an	academic	year	4me-frame,	3	IUs	
equals	10%	of	overall	workload.	Five	courses	mul4plied	by	10%	results	in	a	50%	workload	
assignment	for	teaching.	This	faculty	member	is	devo4ng	more	4me	to	research	in	the	first	year	
than	the	typical	20-30%	of	a	research	ac4ve	faculty	member.	She	is	devo4ng	the	remainder	of	her	
4me	to	service,	not	exceeding	the	15%	maximum	for	first-year	faculty.	

2. Example	of	a	tenured	faculty	member	with	reduced	scholarly	ac4vity	

	
In	this	example,	a	tenured	faculty	member	will	be	doing	some	ini4al	research	prepara4on	in	the	
spring	and	a	typical	service	workload	throughout.	Therefore,	he	will	teach	12	IUs	in	the	fall	and	9	
IUs	in	the	spring	for	a	total	of	70%	in	teaching.	

3. Example	of	faculty	member	over	three	years	with	changing	emphasis	

First-Year	Tenure-Track	Faculty	Member	(9-month)

Teaching 50%			(15	IUs	for	first	year)

Research 35%

Service 15%

Tenured	Faculty	Member	(9-month)

Teaching 70%			(21	IUs	for	the	year)

Research 10%

Service 20%

Tenured	Faculty	Member	(9-month)	over	3	Year	Period

Teaching 40%	(12	IUs/year) 60%	(18	IUs/year) 60%	(18	IUs/year)

Research 50% 25% 15%

Service 10% 15% 25%
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In	this	example,	a	faculty	member	has	sponsored	research	in	the	first	year	with	grant	salary	
release,	so	she	teaches	12	IUs	for	the	year	and	scales	back	service	to	the	minimum.	In	the	second	
year,	her	grant	is	done,	but	she	is	s4ll	publishing	from	the	work	done	on	the	grant.	She	moves	to	a	
more	typical	distribu4on.	In	the	third	year,	she	has	an	opportunity	to	work	on	a	major	service	
project	4ed	to	her	research,	so	she	con4nues	to	teach	three	courses	per	semester,	but	flips	the	
percentages	between	research	and	service.	
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APPENDIX	B	

Explana7on	of	Workload	for	Library	Faculty	in	the	Division	of	Collec7ons	and	Archives	

Teaching	faculty	can	define,	with	a	fair	amount	of	accuracy,	their	work	each	semester	based	upon	
a	set	number	of	credit	hours	taught;	4me	for	class	prepara4on;	amount	of	office	hours	required;	
university	commi2ee	work;	research;	and	in	the	case	of	UALR	the	number	of	SSCH	produced.		
Consequently,	teaching	faculty	workload	is	more	predictable	and	consistent.	

Library	faculty	work	is	not	as	easily	defined.		For	example,	only	predictable	pieces	of	the	librarian’s	
workload	are	reference;	ac4vi4es	related	to	collec4ons	and	resources;	informa4on	technology;	as	
well	as	teaching.		Librarians	cannot	rely	on	teaching	a	specified	number	of	hours	a	week,	or	
project	how	many	student	consulta4ons	will	occur	each	semester.		Consequently,	library	faculty	
workload	is	unpredictable	and	inconsistent.	

Members	of	the	library	faculty	should	have	appropriate,	balanced	and	equitable	workloads	based	
on	4me	scheduled	for	all	aspects	of	their	professional	responsibili4es.			

Establishing	Workload	

A. The	library	faculty	recommends	that	each	faculty	member’s	workload	include	a	
combina4on	of	1)	professional	du4es	such	as	resource	collec4on	development,	reference	
and	research	services,	resource	organiza4on	and	control,	informa4on	literacy	ini4a4ves	
and	library	instruc4on,	development	and	evalua4on	of	informa4on	delivery	systems,	
monitoring	and	adop4ng	new	informa4on	technologies,	supervision	of	staff,	and	
management	of	library	units;	2)	professional	development	as	necessary	to	fulfill	ongoing	
library	needs	of	both	a	maintenance	and	developmental	nature	at	the	university,	state,	
na4onal	and		local	levels;	and	3)	scholarly	ac4vi4es,	including	research,	wri4ng,	
publica4on	and	crea4ve	ar4s4c	ac4vi4es	appropriate	to	the	library	faculty	member’s	
discipline	or	interdisciplinary	work.	

B. A	library	faculty	member	on	a	twelve	month	appointment	should	have	a	defined	workload	
requirement	of	40	hours	per	scheduled	work	week	with	maximum	la4tude	in	weekly	use	
of	scheduled	hours	to	allow	the	fulfillment	of	mul4ple	responsibili4es,	many	of	which	are	
not	scheduled	weekly,	for	example,	commi2ee	work,	evening	and	weekend	du4es,	
research	and	publica4on,	professional	development.	

Library	faculty	workload	policies	should	follow	all	relevant	university	policies.		Librarians	will	spend	
approximately	10-20%	of	their	4me	on	a	combina4on	of	service	and	research	and	scholarly	
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communica4ons,	which	will	be	largely	self-directed.		The	remaining	80-90%	will	consist	of	
professional	prac4ce	(librarianship).	

APPENDIX	C	

Determining	Mul7pliers	for	Lab	Courses	Not	in	Weights	Table	

For	lab	course	configura4ons	not	shown	in	the	Teaching	Workload	Weights	Table,	the	following	
examples	demonstrate	how	to	determine	appropriate	mul4pliers	for	these	courses.	

Example	1	

The	weight	table	shows	that	for	an	independent	lab	sec4on	that	has	two	contact	hours	for	every	
one	credit	hour	(1:2	ra4o),	the	mul4plier	default	is	1.33	so	that	a	3	credit	hour	lab	sec4on	would	
be	4	instruc4onal	units.		

3	credit	hours	X	1.33	=	4	IUs	

If	you	have	an	independent	lab	course	that	has	a	1:3	ra4o;	that	is,	for	every	one	credit	hour	there	
are	three	contact	hours,	you	would	convert	with	the	following	equa4on:	

	

						➔				 			➔				 				➔				 	

You	would	probably	round	up	1.995	to	2	to	get	a	mul4plier	of	2	for	this	course	so	that	a	three	hour	
course	would	be	six	instruc4onal	units.	

3	credit	hours	X	2	=	6	IUs	

If	your	college	is	using	the	higher	value	for	the	course	that	has	a	1:2	ra4o,	then	you	would	
subs4tute	2	for	1.33	in	the	equa4on.	This	would	give	you	a	mul4plier	of	3	for	the	course	with	a	1:3	
ra4o.	

Example	2	

The	weight	table	shows	that	for	a	combined	lecture	and	lab	course	that	has	1.33	contact	hours	for	
every	one	credit	hour,	the	mul4plier	default	is	1	so	that	a	3	credit	hour	lecture	and	lab	sec4on	
would	be	3	instruc4onal	units.		If	you	have	a	similar	class	that	meets	for	5	contact	hours,	your	ra4o	
changes	from	1:1.33	to	1:1.67.	Disregarding	for	the	moment	the	different	possible	configura4ons	
between	lecture	and	lab	hours	in	the	combined	sec4ons,	you	can	convert	the	default	value	for	the	
first	course	by	using	the	same	formula	as	above:	

Course 1 Conta ct Hours
Course 1 Mult iplier

  =  
Course 2 Conta ct Hours

X

2
1.33

  =  
3
X

2X  = 3 × 1.33 X =
3.99

2
X = 1.995
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				➔				 			➔				 				➔				 	

So,	for	this	3	credit	hour	course,	the	mul4plier	would	be	1.25	and	it	would	have	3.75	IUs.	If	your	
college	uses	the	higher	mul4plier	of	1.33	for	the	course	with	4	contact	hours,	you	would	
subs4tute	1.33	for	1	in	the	equa4on.	This	would	give	you	a	mul4plier	of	1.67	for	the	course	
resul4ng	in	5	IUs.	The	ra4o	of	lecture	to	lab	hours	may	be	a	contribu4ng	factor	in	deciding	
whether	to	use	the	default	or	higher	mul4plier	value.

1.33
1

  =  
1.67

X
1.33X  = 1  × 1.67 X  =  

1.67
1.33

X  = 1.25


	Teaching, research/creative activity, and service are integral components of a faculty member’s annual assignment and as such should be fully recognized in the workload framework.
	Full-time work by faculty members will include a certain percentage of time and effort in each category (for tenure-track faculty) or in at least two categories (for non-tenure-track faculty).  The sum of effort in all categories equals 100%.
	A faculty member’s full-time work may be distributed across an academic or fiscal year, but will not be banked for future years. In certain circumstances it may be necessary to extend the distribution period to two years to accommodate special projects or balance extra teaching loads. Faculty members will work with chairs to determine the most appropriate and equitable distribution plan. Chairs may distribute a faculty member’s workload across an academic or fiscal year, or if necessary as much as two years, but otherwise, the overload has to match the resources. If a chair needs a faculty member to teach an overload outside of these parameters, extra compensation must be paid to the faculty member. This encourages departments to maximize their resources through careful scheduling and enrollment analysis, and it protects faculty members from inadvertent exploitation.
	For the different employment categories, there will be a typical workload distribution across the performance categories. This normative distribution covers most of the institutional needs most of the time, but may be adjusted to meet specific needs or to optimize resources in any given year.
	One three-credit hour lecture/discussion course (or 3 instructional units) is typically equivalent to 20% of effort in a semester, or 10% within a year.
	Each college and the Law School will establish college-wide credit hour multipliers for discretionary course modalities consistent with the university-wide policy. The default multiplier will be the lower value. An Interdisciplinary college committee, the majority of whom shall be full-time tenure-track faculty, will review proposals for the higher value. Chairs submit proposals for the higher value multiplier to the interdisciplinary college-level committee. Committee recommendations must be approved by the dean and Provost in order to be implemented.  These multipliers will be reviewed within the college every five years. College/School policies must be on file in the Provost’s Office.
	Annually, department chairs, in consultation with departmental faculty members and appropriate department committees, will draw up plans for the distribution of teaching, research, and service for the next academic year. Chairs are responsible for ensuring that these plans are consistent with resources, productivity expectations, student needs, institutional goals, and faculty members’ individual professional goals.  Chairs will submit department plans to the deans for review and approval and report results of the review and approval to the department faculty.
	Each spring, department chairs will meet with departmental faculty members for the faculty member’s annual review. At this meeting, the faculty member’s workload distribution of teaching, research and service for the next academic year will be established. These distributions will be included as part of the annual review process as well as of the promotion and tenure process. Any distribution changes made as a result of changes in department needs (e.g. sudden shift in enrollment, illness of colleague, etc.) and following consultation with the faculty member will be noted and taken into consideration in the evaluation process.
	Each spring, as part of the annual review process with the dean, a department chair’s workload distribution for the next academic year will be established, informed by the needs of the department and college.
	Each fall and spring, chairs will submit faculty workload reports to the college dean for review. The dean will submit workload reports to the Provost’s Office for review.
	Example of first-year tenure-track faculty member
	Example of a tenured faculty member with reduced scholarly activity
	Example of faculty member over three years with changing emphasis
	The library faculty recommends that each faculty member’s workload include a combination of 1) professional duties such as resource collection development, reference and research services, resource organization and control, information literacy initiatives and library instruction, development and evaluation of information delivery systems, monitoring and adopting new information technologies, supervision of staff, and management of library units; 2) professional development as necessary to fulfill ongoing library needs of both a maintenance and developmental nature at the university, state, national and  local levels; and 3) scholarly activities, including research, writing, publication and creative artistic activities appropriate to the library faculty member’s discipline or interdisciplinary work.
	A library faculty member on a twelve month appointment should have a defined workload requirement of 40 hours per scheduled work week with maximum latitude in weekly use of scheduled hours to allow the fulfillment of multiple responsibilities, many of which are not scheduled weekly, for example, committee work, evening and weekend duties, research and publication, professional development.

