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FINAL REPORT

OF THE CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 
Implementing Faculty Work in the Transformed System 

The process of developing a system for weighting courses in the transformed curriculum has been deliberate and sustained across multiple negotiated phases. The Conference Committee’s work represented one intermediary phase, where faculty and deans together sought not only to understand the broad range of learning experiences provided by the faculty of TCNJ’s many schools and disciplines, but also, to build a workload system across dissimilar work types and disciplinary patterns. The task required that the committee construct a deep understanding of the complexity of faculty work, a disposition of deep respect for campus work diversity, and a genuine commitment to work effectively to advance the transformation process. 
The Charge

The specific challenge for the Conference Committee was to review the CFA recommendation (May 6, 2003), the Deans’ response (September 15, 2003), current practice, the new contract, and appropriate external references, and propose a set of weights that would foster the kinds of learning experiences that truly matter for our students, focusing particularly on the “non-standard” teaching assignments and weights. This challenge was framed by two delimitations: (1) that the proposed system of weights be sustained within the existing resources of the College and its respective programs (Conference Committee Charge, October, 2003); and, (2) that, the proposed system of weights be focused primarily on the undergraduate curricula (Appendix A). 

The Approach

The Committee adopted a case study approach with specific attention given to the needs and constraints of each subunit or school. In addition, the committee adopted a process that was both directional and iterative. This approach shaped the steps and direction of our actions, as follows: 

(1) Review the weighting system proposed by the CFA committee to identify gaps in the information provided. 

(2) Collect data from schools not fully represented in the CFA report – the schools of Art, Media Music, Nursing, and Education.

(3) Review the types of learning experiences offered by each school/department in an attempt to identify similarities and differences;

(4) Assess alternate types of weighting systems; and, 

(5) Seek group consensus about how to honor faculty’s work.

The simplicity of this approach belied the complexity and difficulty of the tasks, and our divergent arguments. At every step/phase of the discussion however, we struggled to move beyond defensive reasoning in order to focus on faculty work data, current or projected, to analyze them carefully, to honestly explore alternative perspectives, to constantly test the inferences drawn from the data, and to draw conclusions. 

Conclusions

Our conclusions have been guided by the following core principles and actions:

1. This is a period of change during which faculty are exploring and discovering the richness of experiences different from the traditional approaches. The Conference Committee endorsed the approach that the system of weighting must be equitable, flexible, comprehensive and transparent, as recommended in the CFA final report (May 15, 2003).

2. While there are other approaches to weight faculty work, the Committee chose to adopt the FWH currency (CFA report, 5/15/2003). The Committee acknowledges that continuing conversation needs to be initiated around alternative approaches. 

3. The Committee worked to construct a weighting system such that a faculty member’s teaching workload under transformation will be generally equivalent to 18 FWH of teaching under the current system (CFA Report, 5/15/2003). 

Based on the above, the Conference Committee constructed an enhanced set of descriptions and weights for courses with emphases placed on the differential weighting for laboratories, lessons/studios (in the School of Art, Media and Music), clinical (School of Nursing) and field supervision (School of Education), and independent studies. These are presented in the templates attached. In addition, the Committee reviewed the types of learning experiences offered by each school/department.  Expanded descriptions are also included in the template.

.

However, even after these deliberations, the Conference Committee recognizes that:

(a) There is still a need for some schools to engage in focused dialogue about the systematic weighting of faculty work in a transformed system. Where this is not done, there remains room for arbitrary decision-making regarding weighting that may run counter to a system that aims to be transparent and comprehensive.
(b) Designing a weighting system that is equitable continues to pose a major challenge. It is important that as schools engage in discussion about their own work and the weighting of that work for it, they consider decisions and approaches of other faculty campus-wide and nation-wide, so that the approaches that we adopt together will be framed by a genuine commitment to flexibility and diversity in equity.

Recommendations

In order to address the two dilemmas above, the Conference Committee recommends that the Provost establish and maintain a series of formal and informal conversations with each school, around these principles, processes and practices, in order to hammer out the specific details related to each discipline/sub-discipline and/or specialty. The goal of such actions is to build and sustain non-defensive conversation around the continuing creative design and valuing of teaching/learning experiences for student learning. Examples of the type of discussions that must continue are:

(a) The weighting of large and massed lectures and labs.

The current system of weighting has lecture/lab courses as single sections (typically 18-24 in the lecture and in a separate lab), double massed sections (36-48 in the lecture, with two separate lab sections of 18-24 each), and occasionally triple massed sections (54-72 in lecture, with three separate lab sections). FWHs are assigned by using a weighting factor of 1.5 for double massed lectures and a factor of 2 for triple massed lectures (on the condition that the enrollments meet a minimum percentage of available seats), and 0.67 for each lab contact hour. Thus the current FWH system is:

	 Type
	Lecture
	1st  lab
	2nd lab
	3rd lab
	Total FWH

	single w/ 3 hr lab
	3.0
	2.00
	--
	--
	5.00

	single w/ 2 hr lab
	3.0
	1.34
	--
	--
	4.34

	double w/ 3 hr lab
	4.5
	2.00
	2.00
	--
	8.50

	double w/ 2 hr lab
	4.5
	1.34
	1.34
	--
	7.18

	triple w/ 3 hr lab
	6.0
	2.00
	2.00
	2.00
	12.00


The extra weighting for the double and triple lectures has accomplished two things.  The weighting compensates faculty for the extra work involved in grading and interacting with large numbers of students and also provides credit for the work involved in preparation for multiple laboratory sections. The mass weighting approach has the benefit of extending a familiar workable system, but poses an equitability problem because there are some other large classes at the College that are only weighted at 3FWH. 

An alternative approach is to weight all lectures at 3 FWH and labs at 0.67 per contact hour with an extra hour assigned as a “prep hour” for double and triple labs. Thus the FWH system would be:

	Type
	Lecture
	1st  lab
	2nd lab
	3rd lab
	Prep 

Hour
	Total FWH

	single w/ 3 hr lab
	3.0
	2.00
	--
	--
	--
	5.00

	single w/ 2 hr lab
	3.0
	1.34
	--
	--
	--
	4.34

	double w/ 3 hr lab
	3.0
	2.00
	2.00
	--
	1
	8.00

	double w/ 2 hr lab
	3.0
	1.34
	1.34
	--
	1
	6.68

	triple w/ 3 hr lab
	3.0
	2.00
	2.00
	2.00
	1
	10.00


This idea has the benefit of equitability for all large classes. It also acknowledges that some of what was accomplished through the massed weighting may now be accounted for through the reassigned time for design and advising/mentoring in the transformed system. In some cases, however, there may still be additional work required for significant preparations for multiple laboratory sections hence the additional “prep-hour”. 

(b) Differential weighting for field experiences in the School of Education.

Descriptions of these learning experiences across departments appear similar. However, there is a marked difference in the weighting of the Junior Professional Experiences between the EECE and SEL departments, and EASE and HES departments: 4.5 vs. 9 FWH.  The principle of equity seems not to hold here; this is an area that continues to need focused attention. Its resolution rests with the Provost and the Dean and faculty of the school of Education.  

(c)  Faculty work in the Schools of Nursing, and Art, Media and Music. 

In the School of Nursing, the discussion needs to be centered on clinical courses. The standard clinical courses are taught as dyads – a didactic course and a 9-hour clinical per week. A faculty member who teaches the didactic course receives 3 FWH for the course and 1 FWH administrative load to coordinate adjunct faculty (find, orient to course and site, and oversee performance evaluation and grade submission for example), and clinical sites (secure, attend orientation or assure that adjunct faculty attends, confirm that student health and immunization requirements are met, etc.). 

A faculty member may also have a clinical group of 8 students in a health care setting (usually a hospital) for which that faculty receives .67 FWH for contact hours as stipulated by the union contract or 6 FWH. In this model, the work associated with prep for the laboratory (i.e. clinical) is covered through administrative time. Courses that involve laboratory time in the School of Nursing clinical simulation laboratory are also based on the rate of .67.

Massed weighting has been used in the School of Nursing in the recent past and faculty have stated their desire to receive the additional weighting for large classes again since the numbers of nursing students have increased and in the event that the multiplier for massed weighting continues as an option. This relates not to the work of the clinical elements but to the additional work of large classes as delineated in the May 2003 CFA report. School of Nursing faculty would view a differential weighting for science laboratories e.g. a multiplier of 1 rather than .67 as inequitable.

In the School of Art, Media, and Music, discussion has focused in Music on weighting of faculty work in the areas of major ensembles and private lessons, and on weighting of the lecture/studio in Art.  Where major ensembles are concerned, the discussion has centered on the type of work done in class (rehearsing/teaching) in comparison with “standard lecture” Music courses in theory and history.  While the standard lecture courses involve paper grading, preparation, etc., major ensembles require an expected amount of organizational time, auditions, juries, service duties, and related tasks. 

Based on a comparison of Music lecture courses to major ensembles, it appears equitable and fair that the weighting of major ensembles should be equivalent to that of a standard lecture course in Music (3 FWH), necessitating a weighting of 0.75 per contact (for major ensembles).  Where private lessons are concerned, a differential weighting formula is used for 200-level lessons (0.37 per half-hour) versus 300 and 400-level lessons (0.67 per contact hour), based on contact time and on the elevated intensity of the upper-level requirements.  For Art Department Lecture/Studio courses, it is desired to maintain the practice of crediting 3 FWH per course, which adequately accounts for the type of teaching activities in which faculty are engaged.  To do so, a weighting currency of 0.75 per contact hour is required.          
.
Appendix A

Report of the Conference Committee for Implementing Faculty Work in the Transformed System

The Charge

Context

The transformed system of student work is meant to foster powerful learning experiences. The transformed system of faculty work must value and support efforts to provide such experiences in a manner that is fair, balanced, and judicious. To this end the Committee on Faculty Affairs (CFA) presented a set of descriptions and weights for courses and experiences in their final recommendation on “Implementing the 3-3 Workload for Faculty” dated May 6, 2003. Key areas identified for differential weighting include laboratories, lessons/studios, clinical and field supervision, and independent studies.

The Deans response to the CFA report dated September 15, 2003 suggests that there are other ways to approach course weighting “that will meet CFA’s goals of flexibility, equity, and transparency without becoming mired in the inequities and inflexibilities of past practice”.

Charge

In order to help resolve this implementation issue, the Conference Committee should review the CFA recommendation, the Deans response, current practice, the new contract, and appropriate external references, and propose a set of weights that will foster the kinds of learning experiences that truly matter for our students, focusing particularly on the “non-standard” teaching assignments and weights.  In the end, the system of weights will need to be sustained within the existing resources of the College and its respective programs.

A report by the Conference Committee should be submitted to the Office of the Provost on or before December 15, 2003. The first meeting will be convened by Emmanuel I. Osagie.

Membership*

The members of the Conference Committee are:

1. Maureen Gorman

2. Hank Fradella
3. Janet Morrison
4. Ruth Palmer

5. Susan Bakewell-Sachs
6. James Lentini
7. Dave Prensky
8. Gail Simmons

* The four faculty representatives are current members of CFA. Since the Schools of Nursing and Art, Music & Media are not represented on CFA,  they are invited to send a faculty representative to serve as ex-officio members to inform the conversation on matters specific to both schools, (i.e. clinical supervision and lessons/studios). 

CFA: Final Document 5/6/03

PAGE  
Conference Committee -2/16/2004

