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PRELIMINARY REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS:

IMPLEMENTING THE 3-3 WORKLOAD FOR FACULTY

I.  TRANSFORMED COURSE WEIGHTING SYSTEM

Developing a system for weighting courses in the transformed curriculum will be an on-going process, one that will eventually move out of the Committee on Faculty Affairs (CFA) and into the hands of deans and department chairs more familiar with the intricacies of their faculty’s work.  Having received input from nearly every school on campus, the Committee has tremendous respect for the wide range of instructional experiences offered by the faculty at TCNJ.  In addition to managing classrooms, grading papers, and writing exams, faculty run laboratories, monitor design projects, and sponsor independent research.  They supervise student teachers, offer tutorials in music, and arrange for internships with hospitals, schools, community organizations, and the media.  It would be impossible to develop a uniform portrait of how a TCNJ professor works.

The challenge facing CFA has been to develop a system that respects the diversity of faculty work while also ensuring an equivalent load for members across the different schools.  The approach has been to envision a system that is both flexible and equitable, a system that can provide similar workloads for engineers and historians while also allowing deans and chairs the freedom necessary to meet the needs of specific faculty groups.

The Committee’s recommendations have been guided by the following core principles:

1. In an equitable system, each school’s calculation of faculty work should be made public.  Deans will be responsible for explaining the means by which their schools calculate different faculty workloads.  Creating a transparent system will ensure that workloads are calculated fairly and sensibly.

2. In a flexible system, the calculation of faculty workload will change over time.  As the May 2002 CAP/ CFA Recommendation for Student and Faculty Work points out, monitoring these changes will be vital to the transformation’s success.  An academic council comprised of representative deans, chairpersons, and faculty should coordinate and oversee the differential weighting of courses and other work, and provide periodic recommendations to the Provost. 

3. In our present system, a number of faculty receive 6 faculty weighted hours (FWH) of release time annually.  In the transformed system, this load should be the criterion by which all work plans are measured.  Thus, beginning in the academic year 2004-05, the base faculty workload should be no more than that of a current professor with 6 FWH of release time.

Standards

Creating a more intensive learning environment will require substantial changes in the ways in which the administration recognizes and manages faculty work.  Like students, faculty will increasingly participate in a wide variety of educational experiences, and the new system must take those experiences into account.  

CFA recommends that the following standards govern the differential weighting of courses:

1. The College must recognize that tutorials and seminars will play an important role in the transformed curriculum.  While departments must marshal their resources carefully, the College should encourage the creation of seminars and tutorials by ensuring that teaching these courses receives the same workload credit as teaching a course that enrolls up to 28 students.

2. Faculty who sponsor independent studies provide invaluable opportunities for students across the curriculum.  The College must regard the sponsoring of independent studies as an important part of a faculty member’s regular work.  The new system for weighting faculty work should calculate the sponsoring of independent studies in load, as part of the 18-FWH annual faculty teaching load.  This new system should supercede the current common practice of recognizing independent studies with a nominal amount of overload pay. 

3. In appreciation of the range of experiences currently covered by the term “independent study,” CFA recommends that the College recognize two distinct categories of independent student work. During Independent Reading, students engage in a guided and intensive course of reading.  During Independent Research, students engage in original research that results in the production of new knowledge.  We anticipate that Independent Research will become an increasingly valued aspect of a TCNJ education.  Because such projects require a more serious time commitment from faculty, CFA recommends that sponsoring an Independent Research project should be weighted more than Independent Reading projects. Representative members of both CAP and CFA should clarify the distinctions between these two forms of independent study. 


4. There is a vast array of faculty activities, which do not fit the model of a standard course.  A cross-section of these activities includes (but is not limited to) supervising student teachers and nurses, leading recitation sections, sponsoring senior design projects, overseeing laboratory experiences in the natural, computing, and social sciences, as well as in modern languages.  The weightings for these -- and other -- activities must be determined by the appropriate administrators and faculty, but should be done in comparison to the benchmarks proposed below for a set of the more common instructional activities.

5. In consultation with the Union, the College should develop a banking system by which faculty may carry their teaching credits over several years, allowing faculty to equalize their load over a more extended time period than two semesters.  In order to protect the integrity of the transformed curriculum, this banking system should not permit faculty to teach more than 12 FWH in a semester, nor to teach more than 36 FWH over any two adjacent years. 

6. Every effort should be made to ensure that workload in a given department is equally shared by all regular members of the department (except when a faculty member has reassigned time). CFA recognizes that the number of course preparations has a significant impact on a faculty member’s workload, and thus the number of course preparations assigned within a department should be as equitable as possible. 

Preliminary Template for Weighting Faculty Work

In making this preliminary recommendation, CFA has drafted a relatively simple template that demonstrates how faculty workload can be calculated for a set of the more common types of classroom teaching experiences.  The starting point for this template is a “standard course” with various common modifications. 

After careful consideration, CFA concluded that a template using an hour system to calculate faculty workload, rather than a course system provided the most flexibility. Contractually, faculty have a 24- FWH workload per year.  Through previous discussion and documents, it has been agreed that under the transformed system, the teaching component of that workload would be reduced by 25%, to the equivalent of 18 FWH per year. The scholarly and service activities now required for reappointment, tenure, and promotion would be formally recognized as part of a faculty member’s 24-FWH workload.  It has also been agreed that the standard teaching load would be six courses per year. Therefore, a “standard course” should be weighted at 3 FWH (6 courses X 3 FWH = 18 FWH/year).

It is recognized that there are many possible deviations from the common experiences represented here; thus the template serves as a benchmark for comparison. If a workload is calculated in a manner that is unique to one department, for example, then its equivalency to the benchmark template should be explained. 


As stated in our guiding principles, in the transformed system, the base faculty workload should be no more than that of a current professor with 6 FWH of release time.  A useful way to check a new workload calculation is to use the template to see whether a transformed load of 18 FWH is equivalent to that of the current faculty member with 6 FWH of release time.

A Preliminary Template for Comparing Faculty Workload

	
	Weekly contact hours*
	Maximum typical enrollment
	FWH

	1. Standard course section (including tutorials and seminars**)
	3
	10 – 28
	3

	· Add single natural science lab 
	3
	10 – 24
	3

	· Add single recitation/design

     /Mini-lab &/or Studio
	1


	10 – 28
	1

	2. Massed course section ***
	3
	48-54
	3

	-    Add natural science lab (2 or 3 sections)                              
	6 or 9
	18-24 each
	6 or 9

	-    Add 2 recitation sections
	2
	24 each
	2

	3. Independent Research (and other one-on-one intensive collaborations)


	~ 3 

(Variable)
	1 – 6
	0.5 per student 

	4.  Independent Readings  

         (and other one-on-one less intensive activities)


	1
	Variable
	0.3 per student

	5.  Internship Supervision


	Variable
	Variable
	0.2 per student

	6.  Student teaching supervision


	7 visits/

student/ semester
	Variable
	0.5 per student


* “Hours” refers to academic hours (less than 60 minutes).

** Courses with small class sizes have fewer students to grade, but these tend to be upper level courses and/or writing-intensive seminar courses that require more effort per student for grading and consultation, and will likely require more time for preparation. 

*** Massed course sections have many more students (perhaps double or triple) than standard sections; work credit for the extra effort of grading these students is wrapped into the FWH assigned to the break-out lab or recitation sections from a massed course. Large courses that do not break out into smaller groups, such as large music ensembles, should be weighted accordingly. 

Notable features of this template in comparison with current calculations of FWH

1. In the current system, a course section that meets for two 80-minute periods and has enrollment up to 24 or 28 is weighted as 3 FWH. This type of “standard” course is also weighted at 3 FWH in the new model.

2. In our discussion of standards, CFA recommends that the College recognize two distinct categories of independent study: Independent Research and Independent Reading.  Independent Study courses are currently weighted at 1/15 FWH per student credit hour, which equals 0.21 FWH for a 3-credit Independent Study. The template suggests different weighting systems for these newly differentiated activities: 

· 0.5 per student for Independent Research and other equivalently intensive one-on-one collaborations. In the proposed system, six Independent Research students would equal one “standard” course in FWH.

· 0.3 per student for Independent Reading and other equivalent one-on-one activities. In the proposed system, ten Independent Reading students would equal one “standard” course in FWH. 

3. The various types of supplemental course components such as labs, design hours, recitations, and studios are currently weighted in a variety of ways across the college. Typically, however, they are assigned less than one FWH for every contact hour. In the new model, these components are weighted based on contact hours. The reasoning is that these components, although connected to the “lecture” component of a course, require the same kind of effort on the part of faculty as the lecture component, and sometimes more. They require preparation (often extensive), contact time, and grading of work produced.

Some hypothetical examples of faculty calculated workload are presented in Appendix A.

II. EXPECTATIONS AND PROCEDURES FOR FACULTY WORK: TEACHING, SCHOLARSHIP, ADVISING/MENTORING, AND SERVICE

Faculty have a core set of responsibilities that they must collectively meet: teaching, scholarship, advising/mentoring, and service.  Faculty interests, skills, and motivations may vary and change from year to year and over the course of a faculty member’s career. In the transformed system, teaching will account for the equivalent of 18 of the 24 FWH that faculty are bound to provide by the State (as stipulated by the AFT contract). The teaching load may be reduced by the allocation of reassigned time through SOSA, grant funding, and/or administrative responsibilities. The components of scholarship, advising, and service will constitute the equivalent of 6 of the 24 FWH mandated by the AFT’s contract with the State.

Assessment of faculty work under the transformed system will rely on the systems already in place at the College: reappointment, tenure, promotions, range adjustment, and five-year reviews. In the words of the agreement between the State of New Jersey and the AFT, the five-year review process is “intended to enhance the natural dedication of individual faculty members and librarians to pursue a vigorous program of continuing professional development.” Appendix II of the agreement specifies that faculty should, on a five-year cycle, “engage in a thorough and in-depth process of self-reflection.” The resulting document should at a minimum include:

· “an assessment of [the faculty member’s] contributions, including contributions to the direction/mission of the department, school and College/University over the last five years and his/her intentions for future contributions;

· an assessment of his/her teaching effectiveness;

· a statement of his/her own professional objectives and how they might best be achieved;

· an assessment of professional strengths and/or areas for improvement; and,
· what career development assistance is needed.”

This self-reflection report goes to an Assessment Committee at the departmental level (which may be the Department Personnel Committee). The Assessment Committee thereupon provides a comprehensive report, based on the self-reflection report, which is submitted to the President or the President’s designee. The President or the President’s designee may accept the report as submitted or may indicate “the relevant areas of disagreement and the specific grounds therefore.”

In keeping with the spirit of professional development, the distribution of various discretionary institutional resources - such as mini-grants, sabbatical leaves, support for travel, new scholarly initiatives, and innovative teaching and curricular development - could be utilized to support faculty members’ professional objectives.

TEACHING

TCNJ’s effort to transform its classrooms into learner-centered communities requires a rethinking of teaching pedagogy and institutional support for professional development. Teaching relies on a base of expertise that needs to be identified, made public, and evaluated by faculty themselves.

In the transformed system, “Best Practices” in teaching involve not only methods and techniques, but also the selection, design, organization and transformation of knowledge from one’s field so that students can be engaged and construct their own knowing at a deep level. The courses that faculty design constitute a substantial part of their intellectual endeavors. The teaching of those courses represents the ways in which they think about themselves, knowledge, and the pursuit of their fields of study.

Expectations

1. High quality and highly accomplished teaching emerges over time. Faculty shall set goals that lead to  becoming master teachers in all the domains of teaching (preparation, context design, instruction, and professional responsibility), including:
· staying current in one’s discipline/field.

· orienting one’s teaching towards the learner-centered classroom, in which students develop critical and creative thinking and leadership skills. 

· having a rapport with students; being responsive to students’ ideas and discussions; showing an awareness of individual differences and sensitivity to varying cultures and heritages within the classroom.

· developing a rich repertoire of courses and ways to transform the concepts of one’s own field into terms that can be understood by students.

· engaging in a process of inquiry and reflection. 

· designing and promoting assessment of student learning and course effectiveness that is fair and equitable.

2. In the transformed system, teaching will account for the equivalent of 18 of the 24 FWH that faculty are bound to provide by the State (as stipulated by the AFT contract). However, the distribution of faculty effort devoted to teaching may change over time as career goals and institutional needs evolve. All full-time faculty must teach a minimum of one course per year. The course load may be reduced by the allocation of reassigned time for scholarly activity or administrative/leadership duties (through internal or external funding).

Procedures
In order to implement the expectations for teaching, the Committee on Faculty Affairs recommends the following steps:

1. The College must recognize and provide opportunities for professional growth in teaching. Developing A Center for Teaching Excellence, the goals of which should include engaging faculty in continuing dialogue on teaching and learning, would help to accomplish this goal.

2. The College must continue to support other dimensions of teaching, particularly the integration of technology into curriculum, instruction, and assessment. 

· Faculty class preparation, while a time-consuming venture, is even more challenging when faculty seek to support their curricula, instruction, and assessments using new technology. Training for such undertakings should be supported.

· The development of new courses and curricula involves substantial work on the part of faculty and should be recognized and rewarded as part of faculty teaching responsibilities.

· The number of preparations required of a faculty member has a significant impact on his or her workload, i.e., teaching one section of each of three different courses requires substantially more preparation than teaching three sections of one course. The number of course preparations assigned to faculty members, particularly within a department, must be as equitable as possible.

3. Assessment of teaching under the transformed system will rely on the systems already in place at the College: reappointment, tenure, promotions, range adjustment, and five-year reviews. Particular consideration should be given to the dimensions and domains of teaching, and to those teaching standards related to the developmental pathways leading to becoming a master teacher. 

SCHOLARSHIP
TCNJ embraces the model of a professor as teacher-scholar. A serious and continuing commitment to scholarship complements and enriches teaching of the first order. The College recognizes a range of scholarly projects, including disciplinary research, applied research, pedagogical research and artistic expression. Although these projects take many forms, the expectation is that finished works will be submitted to an appropriate jury for rigorous evaluation. Professional activities as a consultant or practitioner are considered scholarly when they involve the creation rather than application of knowledge and impact significantly on one’s discipline.

Expectations

1. Scholarly/creative/professional activity is valued. An important part of the mission of the College is to integrate scholarly activity with the instruction of students.

2. Descriptions of, and standards for, the evaluation of scholarly/creative/professional activity should be consistent with those articulated in the reappointment, tenure, promotions, and five-year review documents. 

3. The time and effort required to complete scholarly or artistic projects may differ markedly among disciplines and sub-disciplines. An individual faculty member’s commitment of time and effort to scholarship should be developmental and flexible over time.  It is the responsibility of the Departmental Personnel Committee (DPC) to make clear to each candidate for a personnel action what the Department, School, and College define as reasonable expectations. At the same time, the candidate’s own assessment of what constitutes reasonable expectations should be considered by the DPC.

4. The College must provide resources to support faculty scholarship through travel funds, technological support, additional reassigned time through SOSA, sabbatical leave, mini-grants, grant-writing support, and other forms of institutional assistance. 

5. Reassigned time will be made available on a competitive basis (SOSA). In his “Responses to the Questions from the Faculty Senate,” dated December 17, 2001 (http://academic.intrasun.tcnj.edu/work/Fall2001/senate.html), the Provost specified that 12 FTE lines, the equivalent of 96 awards of 1 course unit/3 FWH each, will be available for this purpose.

Procedures
In order to implement the expectations for scholarly activity, the Committee on Faculty Affairs recommends the following steps:

1. Assessment of scholarly activity under the transformed system will rely on the systems already in place at the College: reappointment, tenure, promotions, range adjustment, and five-year reviews. 
2. Full-time faculty members who are engaged in significant scholarly projects may apply to SOSA for additional units of reassigned time or sabbatical leave for the purposes of engaging in scholarship or advanced study. See “System for Allocating Reassigned Time” for procedures. 

SERVICE

One of the core responsibilities of all faculty is service to their academic department, their school, the College, and their profession. The level of faculty involvement in all forms of service is expected to grow over time. Prior to being awarded tenure, faculty are encouraged to limit their involvement in service activity in order to place more emphasis on teaching and scholarship. Over time, it is expected that activities in the area of service will increase to a level that allows for effective performance in all areas of responsibility, supports the individual's professional development and growth, and helps fulfill the mission of the academic department, school, and college. The level and focus of individual service activity may be dynamic and change over time as career goals and institutional needs evolve. 

Expectations

1. Service is an expected part of every faculty member's responsibilities. Service to the Department, School and College is essential and is expected to contribute to the effective operation and growth of each. Service to the profession outside the College is a valued activity that in its highest form would contribute to the advancement of the profession. Service that contributes to the general good of campus, local, state, regional, national and international communities should also be recognized.

2. Descriptions of, and standards for, the evaluation of service activity should be consistent with those in the reappointment, tenure, promotions, and five-year review documents. 

3. It is the responsibility of the Departmental Personnel Committee to make clear to each candidate for a personnel action what the Department, School, and College define as reasonable expectations. At the same time, the candidate’s own assessment of what constitutes reasonable expectations should be considered by the DPC.
Procedures
In order to implement the expectations for Service, the Committee on Faculty Affairs recommends the following steps:

1. Assessment of service activity under the transformed system will rely on the systems that are already in place at the College: reappointment, tenure, promotion, range adjustment, and five-year reviews. 

2. Full-time faculty who are engaged in significant leadership/service activities may receive additional reassigned time. See “System for Allocating Reassigned Time” for procedures.

System for Allocating Reassigned Time

Two types of faculty activity qualify for reassigned time to reduce a faculty member’s teaching responsibilities below 18 FWH/year: 

· Significant administrative/leadership/service duties

· Significant scholarly activities

A.  Administrative/Leadership Reassigned Time
Expectations

Examples of significant administrative/leadership duties include: 

· Chairs and Program Directors

· Presidents of the Faculty Senate and Union

· Accreditation/program review

· Coordinating multiple sections of courses

· Supervising and mentoring adjuncts

· Other leadership assignments

Procedures
In order to implement the expectations for allocating reassigned time for administrative/leadership/service activities, the Committee on Faculty Affairs recommends the following steps:

1. The allotment of reassigned time to Chairs and Program Directors for administrative duties associated with their appointments should be based on factors such as the number of faculty supervised, the complexity of the program, co-curricular demands, and the number of students served.

2. The allotment of reassigned time for Chairs and Program Directors should be determined by the Dean of each school, in conjunction with the Provost. Reassigned time for Chairs and Program Directors should be equitable across schools and between departments and programs, and should be made public. 

3. The allotment of reassigned time for other significant administrative/leadership/service activities should be based on the nature of the task and the required investment in preparation and time. 

4. The allotment of reassigned time for other significant administrative/leadership/service activities should be determined by the appropriate academic officer and should be equitable across schools and between departments and programs, and should be made public.

B.  Reassigned Time for Scholarly Activities
Expectations

1. Full-time faculty members may apply for additional units of reassigned time for significant scholarly activity or sabbatical leave for the purpose of engaging in scholarship or advanced study. Sources of funds for reassigned time for scholarship may come from internal (TCNJ) or external sources (grants). 

2. Reassigned time will be made available on a competitive basis (SOSA). In his “Responses to the Questions from the Faculty Senate,” dated December 17, 2001 (http://academic.intrasun.tcnj.edu/work/Fall2001/senate.html), the Provost specified that 12 FTE lines, the equivalent of 96 awards of 1 course unit/3 FWH each, will be available for this purpose.

Procedures
In order to implement the expectations for allocating reassigned time for scholarly activity, the Committee on Faculty Affairs recommends the following steps:

1. SOSA, a standing committee of 12 members equitably drawn from across the schools, will be responsible for evaluating requests for reassigned time, requests for advanced study, and sabbatical leave on the basis of established criteria and standards. The SOSA Committee should issue an assessment of each request, which is then forwarded to the President via the Provost.

2. According to the Union contract, full-time faculty members may apply for sabbatical leave every seventh year. Faculty members receive 3/4 pay for one-semester leave and 1/2 pay for one-year leave. It is recommended that faculty pay be increased so that faculty receive full pay for one-semester leave and 3/4 pay for one-year leave. 
FACULTY ADVISEMENT

Faculty advisement is an integral part of faculty work and development, the value of which is recognized and rewarded through the tenure and promotions process. Advisement is a shared responsibility that reflects collaboration between Academic and Student Affairs. The advisement process should, as outlined by the National Academic Advising Association, be: “intentional, coherent, based on theories and knowledge of teaching, learning, and human development; reflective of developmental and demographic profiles of the student populations; and responsive to the special needs of individuals.”

Advisement should promote learning and development in students by encouraging experiences that lead to intellectual growth, meaningful interpersonal relations, social responsibility, and the achievement of personal goals. Approaches to advisement must be systematic and collaborative. Advisement is a shared responsibility between faculty, staff, and students. 

Expectations:

1. CFA endorses the goals of academic advising as outlined by the National Academic Advising Association (NACADA) task force:

· Development of suitable educational plans;

· Clarification of career and life goals;

· Election of appropriate courses and other educational experiences;

· Interpretation of institutional requirements;

· Enhancement of student awareness about educational resources available (e.g., internships, study abroad, honors, and learning assistance programs);

· Evaluation of student progress toward established goals;

· Development of decision-making skills;

· Reinforcement of student self direction;

· Referral to, and use of, institutional and community support services;

· Collection and distribution of data regarding student needs, preferences, and performance for use in making institutional decisions and policy.

2. In addition to academic advisement of individual students, recognized forms of advisement include writing letters of recommendation, supervising student organizations and ad hoc student groups, and providing guidance and direction in the discipline.

3. Faculty advisement is developmental. Continuing attention must be paid to the advisement needs of students as they progress through their freshmen, sophomore, junior and senior years. Whenever possible, students should maintain the same faculty advisor from sophomore through senior year.

4. The unique needs and goals of graduate advisement must be considered and articulated.

5. Departments should provide advisement mentoring for new faculty as part of their faculty mentoring programs. Unless there is unusual demand for advisors in a department, first-year, untenured faculty should be exempt from advising students. 

6. The fewer the number of advisees per faculty the greater the possibility for more frequent interaction between faculty and students and the development of meaningful relationships. However, faculty advisors should have a genuine interest in working with students, knowledge of the institutional programs, academic requirements, and support services at the college. Therefore, faculty with a special interest and ability in working with students individually should have the option for increased advising responsibilities in lieu of other responsibilities. For Departments with large numbers of majors, those faculty who carry heavier advising loads may receive additional reassigned time. 

Procedures

A College-wide Task Force on Developmental Advisement is currently addressing questions related to advising. The Committee on Faculty Affairs will rely on the Task Force’s work for developing procedures for implementing a new system for student advisement.
III.  ADDITIONAL ISSUES

1. Proportion of courses taught by full-time faculty in a given department

The full-time faculty of a department develop its courses after extensive research on the different topics. Several methods of teaching are explored and appropriate reading materials are studied. In some courses, the type of technology to be used needs to be chosen. All this preparation is done before, and while, the specific syllabus and course outline are written. It is important that a department’s courses, which are undergoing continuous enrichment, be taught primarily by the full-time faculty who have developed them. The Committee recommends that each department maximize the percentage of courses taught by its full-time faculty. At the same time, the College should set a minimum percentage of courses taught by full-time faculty that every department must try to achieve.

2. Supervising and mentoring adjuncts

Full-time, senior faculty (associate and full professors) who are strong teachers should be meaningfully involved in the mentoring of new adjunct professors and should be compensated for such work as significant administrative/leadership activity.  Full-time faculty should assist adjuncts with outcome-based course design, the development of different methods of assessment, and quality control on the consistency of course content and grading.  Faculty should also observe adjunct faculty teaching their courses at least once or twice per semester so they can offer guidance in improving adjunct's teaching skills when appropriate. 

3. Librarians’ workload

Changes in the expectations for reappointment, tenure and promotion of teaching faculty have led to the current redesign of faculty teaching load. Librarians at TCNJ have also been affected by parallel changes in expectations for reappointment, tenure, and promotion. In addition to this, the more intensive work outside the classroom expected of students in the redesigned curriculum is leading both students and teaching faculty to more extensive consultation with library faculty. In light of these facts, the Committee on Faculty Affairs recommends that an examination and appropriate adjustment of librarian workload be undertaken.

Appendix A










Hypothetical Examples of Faculty Workload across One Academic Year

These examples are presented for discussion. Under the current system, faculty teach approximately 130 students per year. Under the proposed system with fewer courses required for both students and faculty, faculty will teach fewer students per year.

Faculty A

Semester 1:

1 section of Course A with 24 students

= 3

2nd section of Course A with 24 students

= 3

1 section of Course B with 15 students each 
= 3

3 Independent Study – Research students
= 1.5

Semester 2:

1 section of Course C with 28 students

= 3

1 section of Course D with 12 students

= 3

3 Independent Study – Research students
= 1.5

__________________________________________
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Faculty B

Semester 1:

1 section of Course A with 40 students

= 3


Plus 2 recitation sections

= 2

1 section of Course B with 18 students

= 3

2nd section of Course B with 22 students

= 3

Semester 2:

1 section of Course C with 12 students

= 3

1 section of Course D with 28 students

= 3

2 Independent Study – Research students
= 1

_________________________________________
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Faculty C

Semester 1:

Massed section of Course A with 48 students
= 3


Plus 2 labs



= 6

3 Independent Study – Research students
= 1.5


Semester 2:

1 section of Course C with 24 students

= 3


Plus lab




= 3

3 Independent Study – Research students
= 1.5


________________________________________________
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Faculty D

Semester 1:

1 section of Course A with 24 students

= 3


Plus design hour


= 1 

1 section of Course B with 24 students

= 3


Plus design hour


= 1

4 Independent Study – Senior Project students
= 2

Semester 2:

1 section of Course C with 22 students

= 3


Plus lab




= 3

4 Independent Study – Senior Project students
= 2 ____________________________________________
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Steering Committee Charge 

to the 

Committee on Faculty Affairs

 on Implementation of the “Faculty and Student Work at TCNJ” Report

September 23, 2002

In May 2002, the Committee on Academic Programs and the Committee on Faculty Affairs issues a joint report on “Faculty and Student Work at TCNJ.” The report with its recommendation of a 4/4 course load for students and a 3/3 teaching load, necessarily raises questions about specific ways in which its recommendations can be realized.

In order to move from recommendation to implementation, the Committee on Faculty Affairs is charged by the Steering Committee with the task of delineating specific means for implementing the 3-3 workload for faculty and addressing any other issues in the report related to faculty work.  Among the practical issues that need to be addressed are: an appropriate weighting system for courses that assures equity in load across schools and instructional formats; a system for allocating reassigned time; and a set of expectations and procedures regarding faculty teaching, scholarship advising and service.  The Committee work should include, but need not be limited to, identification of additional issues stemming from the recommendations of the joint CAP/CFA report; collection and analysis of necessary information; and provision of strategies for dealing with the issues and concerns that have been identified.  The Committee should work collaboratively with the Schools, which are in the process of analyzing workload issues from their particular perspectives.

A preliminary report by the Committee on Faculty Affairs should be submitted by the end of fall semester, 2002. CFA will then lead discussion of this report and issue final recommendations by March 1, 2003.
CFA Preliminary Report

December, 2002

