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To:
Division/Department Managers 


Division/Department LCCEA Representatives

From:
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Re:
Faculty Workload – Annual Survey
Division/Department:  _Social Science_______________________________

Survey Respondents: _ Joe Escobar________________________________




__Ken Murdoff________________________________

The MOA between the College and LCCEA that establishes the Faculty Workload Advisory Committee (FWAC) requires an annual review of faculty workload issues. This survey is designed to collect faculty workload information for the Office of Instruction and for review by the FWAC. It is very important that you respond to this survey by Friday April 30, 2004. Responses should be sent by email to Don McNair.

1a. How does your division/department calculate contracted workload?


Option 1 – 3 preparations with 5 class sections: Yes, see below.

Option 2 – 4 preparations with 4 class sections: Yes, see below.
Option 3 – If your division/department uses Teaching Load Credits (TLCs), rather than class credits, describe how the TLCs are used to establish contract faculty workload. Please refer to attached COPPS Policy


Not Applicable.

2. If your workload description does not fit into options 1 – 3 above, or if you simply want to be more specific, please provide details concerning workload in your division/department by instructional discipline, and if possible by individual contract faculty member, for contract faculty instructional workload. Please attach a spreadsheet if possible.

Existing contract language provides an opportunity for Social Science faculty to base workload on “450 weekly [student] contact hours” (stch) related to the number of credits (cr) for each class.  This can be used in the following ways:

Workload based on Option 1 (3 preps/5 classes)

Pattern 1

3cr x 5 classes of 30 students = 450 stch x 3 terms = 1350 stch.

Pattern 2

3cr x 4 classes of 37/38 students = 450 stch x 3 terms = 1350 stch.

Pattern 3

4cr x 4 classes of 30 students = 480 stch x 2 terms = 960 stch (+ 4cr x 4 classes of 30 students = 360 stch) = 1320 stch. 

Pattern 4

4cr x 3 classes of 30 students = 360 stch x 3 terms = 1080 stch (+ 3cr x 1 class of 30 students = 90 stch x 3 terms  = 270 stch) = 1350 stch.

Workload based on Option 2 (4 preps/4 classes)

Pattern 5

3cr x 4 classes of 30 students = 360 stch x 3 terms = 1080 stch.

Pattern 6

4cr x 3 classes of 25 students = 300 stch (+ 3cr x 1 class of 30 students = 90 stch) = 390 stch x 3 terms = 1170 stch.  

Currently the workload of all contracted faculty can be described by one of the patterns above, although the patterns may be modified due to the variations indicated in response to question 7 below.

3. Please indicate the primary pedagogy used by instructors or by separate disciplines if there are wide variations in workload?

· lecture

· lecturing with interactive discussion.

· lectures accompanied by Powerpoint notes, maps, and illustrations

· small group exercises

· group discussion

· written assignments

· student led projects

· debate

· watching videos

· using multi-media

· weekly review assignments

· study groups

· essay exams

· objective exams

4. If there are discrepancies in the contract faculty workload calculations by discipline within your division/department, please provide an explanation for the discrepancies. Examples of explanations include history or past/practice, pedagogy, instructional issues.  

The patterns described above are used for all faculty in the division.

5. How does you division/department calculate non-contracted faculty workload?

Non-contracted faculty workload is calculated using Pattern 1 above.

6. Is the way in which your division/department calculates faculty workload consistent with the Article 35 of the LCCEA contract and the COPPS policy on Faculty Workload? If not, please describe any inconsistencies.

Yes. 

7. What workload issues in your division/department are based upon historical agreements or division/department agreements or charters? Please describe:

Variations in workload from the descriptions above occur due to release time granted for:


LCCEA or SLI work.


Coordination of a program.


Other college projects.

Faculty who have part of their assignment in Co-op Education also affects variations in the proportion of workload held in the division.

8 What is the average number of non-teaching hours needed from each contract faculty member per week in your area to maintain the effectiveness of your division/department and the college?

Many faculty members in our department spend a great deal of time on committees (department, college, etc), constant curriculum redevelopment, community service, and engaged in other forms of non-teaching work identified in Article 35.4.2.  It is estimated that the average contracted faculty member spends well above the six hours.   Indeed, of the eleven faculty members completing this survey, the estimated average in hours of committee work outside the classroom ranges between 9 and 11.5 hours a week.

9 In consideration of the disciplines within your division/department, what other faculty workload data or issues do you feel the college and the FWAC should consider in this annual faculty workload review? Examples may include distance-learning models, learning communities, large class size, etc.

Many areas of the collge has found successful ways to argue that they derserve lighter work loads.  The Social Science Department is used in the contract as a "norm"; however, there are few, if any, parts of the college that adhere to this.  Accordingly, a one-class release (for reasons of committee work, curriculum development, special project, etc.) is NOT the same for each faculty member at LCC.  A one-class release for an instructor who teaches only 3 classes a term is much more costly and unfair to an instructor in Social Science who teaches 5 classes a term and gets a one class release.

On the subject of equity, some individuals get release time to prepare their courses while others do not.  Some instructors want to develop new courses and are given release time for that development.  Certainly actual class size should be collected to determine workload issues.  There are a number of classes each term that seem to be perpetually under-enrolled.  This means that, in effect, the instructors who teach the intro courses (and are not getting release time to develop them) are doing the lion’s share of the work in the college.

Studies of faculty workload have revealed inequities and  deep resentments when comparing workloads throughout the college.  In the academic transfer part of the college, the Social Science Department (and Speech instructors in EFLS) have the highest workloads in terms of credit hours and contact hours taught.  The Workload Advisory Committee is urged to make efforts to solve this problem.  It has been discussed for YEARS without any move towards resolution.  Instructors, therefore, have been pursuing their own individual solutions (furthering inequities and sense of resentment) by many of the following methods:  switching to 4 credit classes,  "banking" classes,  pursuing release time through FASPs or college groups that offer release time for participation (while others do not),  exploring distance education components to their classes to gain numbers of students and reduce ACTUAL contact hours.

Within departments and disciplines the mode of delivery of a class should be considered.  Methods should be developed that evaluate the workload differences between a traditional classes delivered in the classroom, telecourses, and on-line courses.  The method of delivery can seriously impact the time needed.      Writing intensive courses also dramatically impact the amount of work performed by instructors.      Class size is another variable.  Lane should have a commitment to small maximum numbers in the classroom to insure the quality of the learning.  As a learning centered College students should be given individualized attention.  This is not possible without small class maximums or fewer class sections.    Learning communities also add to the workload of the participants.  They require coordination between the instuctors of course objectives, shared themes, time to sit in on the other classes of the learning community, and evalation of the things that are working.  This coordination is over and above what it takes to prepare courses individually. 

Faculty would also like the FWAC to consider is the increasing amount of bureaucratic and administrative "paperwork," administrative directives and initiatives, computer/technological changes, upgrades and problems, mandatory meetings (especially working in more than one department) increasing demands by students, departments & administration.  Instructors are finding that they now spend many hours at the computer they didn't used to.  Email volume is another concern.  This extra work, and/or all the  budget cuts have shifted much of that load onto faculty.   

Banner concerns including:

class size overrides

administrative drops

add slips

student waiting lists

manually entering grades

clunky Banner web interface

time leave entry

Return This Workload Survey to Don McNair (mcnaird@lanecc.edu) 

By Friday April 23, 2004
