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Abstract

This study ywas made in order to determine the comporments of a
full faculty Workload at Central Florida Community College (CFCC), Ocala,
Florida, The purpgse for this study'was that when proffering an overload
policy to the CFCC administration, the CFCC Faculty Senate was unable
to determine What constituted a full faculty workload.

A review of jjterature was made to determine whaf workload policies
were used in Other gtates. Pertinent state, institutional, and accred-
itation agency policies were reviewed. Differences in such pdlicies
were cited. |

A questionnajre was distributed to all faculty members at CFCC.

Thé questionnaire ljsted components whicﬁ'éould be considered part of
a workload. Twengy-five of twenty-seven respondents cﬁecked contact
hours as a cOmWponent of workload.

Statistical tabulations were made of teaching leads at CFCC for
the Fall Semestaf 1976-1977. Average contact hours for 56.43 FTE teach-
ing position$ was 17.91. Average semester hours was 15.12, A survey
of 8 other Florida community colleges yielded én average semester hour
workload of abcut.is, Reviews of literatuvre surveying semester hour
workload in other gstates yielded similar results.

A recommendation.was made to the CFCC administration to quantify
faculty load POlicy as the sum of semester hours and contact.hours not
to exceed’33t Other; recommendations made callea for conﬁinuous monitor=~

ing of worklo@ds so as to eliminate workloads which do not give instructors

adequate preparation and planning time.
i
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‘ ' I. TWTRODUCTION

During the Fall Semester of the 1976-1977 academi¢ year, the Faculty
Senaﬁe of Central Florida CommunityvCoilége (CFCC), submitted a recoﬁmended
overload policy to the adhinistration (Appendix A). This document in essence,

- called for full-time faculty members to be given preference for extra
compensation assignments in teaching extra classes previously assigned
to part-time instructors. In developing the recommended policy, the Faculty
Senate did net indicate what constituted a full-time faculty member or
what was a full faculty workload. The reason for thi§ omission was because
the members of the Faculty Senate were unable to define a full workload.

The purpose of this paper was to help facilitate the development of
a faculty workload policy at CFCC. The faculty workload policy is very
loosely defined. Statements in the CFCC Policy Manual refer ;o a full
teéching load as one credit hour for each week of émp]?yment (15 to 18 hours’

" for an 18-week term and six semester hours for a 6-week session) or the
equivalent. Other items constituting a workload are enumerated in the'
policy statement. A state statute (Florida Statute 230,7601) referred to
in the Policy Manual states that community college instructors shall teach
a minimum of 15 classroom contact hours per week. The Florida State Board
of Education:Regulations for the Operation of Junidr Colleges (Chapter 6A-8)
fails to define faculty workloads anywhere. When the Academic Dean at CFCC
was asked to define a full faculty workload,-he réspondcd,wﬁth the answer,

15 credit hours®. Yet many faculty members have more than 15 credit hours

‘assigned to them and many have less.

[o=1




This study, under the auspices of the CFCC Fabdlty Senate, was under- 
taken to attempt to develop a workload poiicy which could be applied to
mgs£ faculty members at CFCC. In order to do this, workload data‘for the
Fall Term 1976-1977 was tabulated. Averages wete compiled on variocus
quantitative measurements of workload. Significant diffé;gnccs between
individuals énd departments were noted. & questiomnaire (Figure ]1) was
distributed to all CFCC faculty members. VIhe‘épestionnaire listed 10
possible components of faculty workload. Respondents were asked to check
- off compoments ;hich they felt were importént. Any other input to the
facﬁlty workload question was solicited. Seven other Florida community
colleges were contacted in order to find out how they had determined facﬁlty

workload policy. A fhorough review of the literature was made to look at

faculty workload policy as it is implemented in other states.



II. BACKGROUND AND STGNIFICANCE

Faculty workload poliéy has been continuously studied and reevaluated
by community and junior college educiators throughout the Unite&-States.
Many imsterest groups such as state legislatures, college boa;ds of trustees,
college administrators, faculty groups, accréditation organizatibhs, and
labor uﬁions have participated‘in formulating faculty workload policy.
While many methods of determining faculty worklu#d have been developed, not

one of these methods has ever been accepted by all interested parties.

Central Florida Community College (CFCC)  is located in-Ocala, Florida.

The CFCC Catalog (1976-1977) states that Central Florida Junior College was

established by the Florida State Legislature. in 1957 as a coﬁprehensive,
public, community junior college serving the state of Fiérida in general
and especially the area cbmprised by tﬁe three particiéating counties’ .-
Citrus, Levy, and Marion. The College name was changed to Centfal Filorida
Community College (CFCC) effective July.l, 1971.

Operation of CFCC is under the control of the CFCC District Board of
Trustees. The members.of the board are‘appointed by the governor from a
list of names submitted by the Board of Public of Instruction of the
particpating cbunéies. The.chief adminis;fative officer of the ;Lllege is
the president. The president and Executive Council form the executive body
of the college in all matters of instruction and discipline.

When CFCC was first established, the Florida State Statutes did not

confain any faculty workload policy. In 1972 a statute was added to Chapter

‘230, The District School System, which is in effect today. Statute 230;7601,

.
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Teaching faculty; minimum teaching hours per week, reads as follows:

Each full-time member of the teaching faculty at any insti-
tution under the supervision of the Division of Community Colleges
of the Department who is paid wholly from funds appropriated
from the minimum foundation fund shall teach a minimum of 15 class~
room contact hours per week at such institution, However, the
required classroom contact hours per week may be reduced upon
approval of the president of the institution in direct proportion
to specific duties and responsibilities assigned the faculty member
by his departmental chairman or other appropriate college admin-
istrator. Such specific duties may include specific. research
duties, specific duties associated with developing telev ision,

' video tape, nr other specifically assigned innovative teaching
techniques or devices, or assigned responsibility for off-campus
student internship or work study programs. A classroom contact
hour consists of a regularly scheduled l-hour period of class-
room activity in a course of instruction which has been approved
by the board of trustees of the community college. Any full-time
faculty member who is paid from minimum foundation funds or appro-
priations shall teach a minimum number of classroom contact hours
per week in such proportion +p 15 classroom contact hours as his
salary paid from minimuw foundation funds bears to his total salary.

This is the only state law whieh addresses the question of faculty
workload policy. This law makes no menﬁion of'credlt or semester hours;~e¥0f;m““
maximum teaching load is 1ald. out. The Florlda State Béé;é of Educatien 4
Reguleeions for the Operation of Juniér'Colleges’(Chapter 6A~-8) does not
everlmention worklheh. |

While the commuhity eolleges-of Florida are nbxefhhded direetly by the

,-..-ﬁ-. (]

- state leglslature, and the- mlnlhum foundation uordlng is no longer in effect,

this statute: 1s the only Florlda law wkich deals w1th communlty college work-

- Yload. The StatL'“ has been interpreted by the CFCC administration in its
official Policy Manual: : N

3. Responsibilities -~ Full time teaching personnel are responsible-
for teaching approximately one credit hour for each week of employ-
ment (15 to 18 hours for an 18-week term and six semester hours
credit for a 6-week session) or the equivalent. Instructors are
expected to work intensively with individual students in relation
to materials, problems and questions that relate to formal instruc-
tional responsibility; to make positive centributions to canipus

and community life; and to giver appropriate emphasis to study,
research and educational planning (Florida Statute 230.7601).

4
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. This statement of faculty workload was implemented by CFCC, effective
July 1, 1973. While the CFCC Policy Manual references Florida Statute
230;7601, the Policy Manual's interpretation of the statute is not verbatim,

Credit hours have been substituted for contact hours. This leaves non-credit

AAAA SV Y

hours which also leaves laboratory hours without definition with respect
to workload. The policy statement aiso has added duties in its 1as§ sen~
tence which are not explicitly stated in the state sta.ute. A search of
Faculty Handﬁooks, the predecessors of the CFCC Policies éﬁéhProcedures
Manual, from 1964 through 1972 yields no statement similar to the above
policy, 1In fact, there is no mention of any quantitative measurement of
faculty workload. The CFCC Faculty Handbooks from the 1965-1966 academic
year to 1972-1973 do make the following statement of imstructional respon-
sibility:

Ultimate responsibility for implementation of the instruc-
tional program rests with the teaching faculty, Ex:;ellence in
teaching ~-- that will inspire and convey the excitement of
learning -- stands foremost among 'the challenges and responsibil-
ities of the college. Instructors should, thérefore: '

1. Conduct classroom instruction at the highest. possible

level of efficiency and interest for students.

2, Experiment freely with new deviczs and procedures in

T order that interest will be developed and maintained,

‘ 3. Schedule informal conferences and advisement periods
beyonds the regular schedule in order to supplement
and complement classroom instruction.

4. Plan and develop efficient procedures for evaluation
of student learning. :

5. Follow required procedures and policies with respect
to all aspects of class management, including careful
maintenance of attendance records, submission of reports,
and support of college policies in relation to student
behavior,

The current college Policy Manual also contains this statement of responsi-

bilities with the following amendments:

-
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(1) an additional item has been inserted between items 1 and 2, it

reads:
Have responsibilities which may include a night class, an
off-campus assignment, or a non-credit class in the event
a’‘credit class fails to materialize.

{2) item 3 above has been amended with the following sentence added

at the end: These should be approximately ten (10) hours'weekly.

This was the first time that any set number of faculty office hours

was implemented as policy.

(3) item 5 has been changea to item 7 and a new ité@ 6 has been in-

serted as follows.

6. Be a part of the academic procession at graduation commencement
exercises if "on duty'’ -- i.e., full time personnel holding a con- -
tract which includes the graduation date with option allowed for
regular part-time personnel. Faculty members are expected to
participate unless their absence is specifically authorized by the

President.
While no p;sitive statement of required teachiﬁg hours was indicated in early'
instituﬁiqnal policy éublications, the 15 credit hour workload was already in
effect. The CFCC Institutional Self Study (1960-1963) states that the

typical teaching load is 15-16 semester hours. Mention was made that the

heaviest academic load was 22 contact hours and 18 credit semester hours.

In the .1972-1973 Insﬁitutibnal Self Study the minimum teaching load is
stated as 15 contact hours. The Study continues that the change from credit
to contact hours has made it easier in most cases for divisions on campus
to assign workloads. However, there is no consistent policy for workload
assignments for all divisions on campus. The statemént is also ambiguous

as the college Policy Manual distihctly uses the term credit hour and not
éontact hbur. So while‘no officiél policy existéd unfil Julf, 1973 for the
minimum number of contact or credit hours whiéb make up a faculty workload,
an unofficial, unwritten policy was already in existence,

6
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Central Fiorida Ccmmunity College is accréditcd by the Southern
"Association of Collegas and Schools. As part of the accreditation pro-
cedures, member schools must evaluate themselves evc;y ten years. This is
done th;ough ‘the previously mcﬁtioned self-studies. Standard Five (Faculty)
of the Standards of the College Delegate Assembly of the Southern

Association of Colleges and Schools (1971) deals with faculty teaching loads..

This Standard reads as follows:

The components of the workload of faculty members, and the
relative weights assigned to each component, will vary from insti-
tution to institution, among divisions within a single institution,
and between individual faculty members within a division. Each
institution should have a concrete plan for the determination and
distribution of workloads. It should demonstrate the plan's
equity and reasonableness in relationship to what the individual
faculty member's expected to do, and to the maintenance of scho-
lastic quality in the teaching component of his total responcibility.
‘ In reporting its faculty workloads for purposes of this
Standard each institution must show that a realistic amount of time
is available in the sum-total of faculty workloads to care for the
duties associated with institutional operation that is, committee
assignments, participation in administration, executive respon- \
sibility for institutional and divisional functions, duties of public
and alumni relations, and assigned supervision of student activities.

In calculating the time value of the student instruction load
assigned to each faculty member certain facrors shou’d be considered
including the number of class contact hours, the number of pre-
parations, the weekly student load, available help (such as secretarial,
teaching assistants, and grading machines), and the amount of time
engaged in research. The institution's plan for the determination
and distribution of workloads should be subjected to periodic appraisal

and revision.

The Southern Association states that there are items other than semester
credit hours which must be considered as part of the workload. The CFCC
Self-Study (1960;1963) mentions restricting enrollment to 25 in basic
courses like mathématics and English. The 1972-1973 CFCC Self Study contains
muck more information on determination of teaching ioads. Normal workloads
for the vsrioﬁs teaching divisions are outlined. The studyfconcludes that
there seems to be no one teaching load formula that will work for all divisioms

on campus. Allowing divisions to develop ways to solve their own problems

is not the complete answer. Heavy teaching loads in some decpartments seem

l 7
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inequitable‘to the faculty teaching in these areas. Perhaps there should
vbe more considcra;ion given to other dutieg associated with teaching and to
reducing the load of instructors who have several preparations, many con-
tact hours, and many students. Rarely have reductions in workload been
given to faculty members because of non-instructional duties. The 1972-1973
CFCC Self Study also fails to mention anywhere, the limiting of clags
enrollments in any of‘thé disciplines.

Faculty workload has been an integral part of colléctive bargaining
in higher education.  The way in which workloads are to be determined ic
usually spelled out in the bargaining agreement. Some agreements will
specifically state the number of hours éer week an instructor must be on
campus'as well as stating the number of credit héurs éonstituting a work-
load.

Indian River Community College, Ft. Pierce, Florida, in iis agree-
ment with the local chapter of the AAUP, has spelled out that a noxmal
teaching load shall consist of 15 to 17 credit hours cr its equivalent.
Also included is a statement of faculty responsibility which states that
a full time faculty member will be responsible for forty hours per week,
to include his office hours, committe« work, student-adviseﬁent, classroom
teaching, travel to off-campus sites, class preparation, and work assign-
ments. 1In this agrecment, the workload expectations have been listed both
quantitatively and qualitatively. Specific numbers 6f work hours and credit
hours have been listed.

Other collective bargaining agreements contain vague and ambiguous
statements of workload. A classic example is stated in the City University
of New York (CUNY) contract with the New York State Legislagive Conference:

Employees on the teaching staff of the City University of New York
shall not be required to teach an excessive number of contact hours,

8
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assume an excessive student load, or be assigned to an unreason-

able schedule, it being recognized by the parties that the teach-

int staff has the obligation among others to be available to

students, to assume normal committee assignments, and to engage

in research and community service.

Carr (1973) states that traditionally in industrial barg#ining, labor
hopes to make.gains in the "hours'" as well as the “wages"™ category. “Shorter
hours anq more pay' sums up.a‘good part of wﬁat labor seeks‘in each new
round of bargaining. There are strong indiéations that in higher education
the "hours" issue may become one where management will expect to make the
gains in a trade-off for higher éalaries. With or without collective
bargaining, trustees and administrétors are already conténding that im-
provements in compensation will have to be balanced by increased produc-
tivity - by heavier teaching loads in terms of hours and courses, larger
classes, more out-of-class'counseling, and perhaps longer school years.

At this time there has been no collective bargaining at CFCC. The
Faculty Senate of CFCC has been actively working on both overload and
teaching load policies. The administration has been receptive and have
;already partially'impleménted the‘proposed overload policy. A quantitative
approach to determining wofkload was studied by the CFCC Faculty Seﬂate.

To undefstand hbw community college faculty members look at workload,
one must first look at the background of the average community college
instructor. Typically ghe instructor is a former high school teacher,
r&ght out of graduate school, or a “dropout" from the business world.

Very few university professors become community college instructors. With
the exception of vocational instructors, most community college instructors
envision themselves as college professors. Cohen (1972) claims that
community college instructors who fancy themselves as college professors

are naive. The community college instructor's primary responsibility is

teaching, whereas his university counterpart has research and publication

9
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responsibilities in addition to teaching.

Kelley (1970) in a study of community college faculty attitudes towards
workload recorded the following comments: "“The teaching load discourages
independent study, professional development and publication.™ "“Too many
clock hours with students.' "Too many committees." "Too many meetings
for two few problems.™ "Toommany club activities." "I have too many
students and too many classes to do the best job of which I'm capable.'

Workload differences between different divisions in community colleges
cause hard feelings. At CFCC during the 1976-1977 Fall Semester, the
average Technical Division instructor had about 21 contact hours per week.
The school averaée was about 18. The Technical instructors complain about
too many hours; social science instructors average 15 cdntact hours by
comparison. Class sizes also vary greatly from division to division.

This problem is not unique to 2-year colleges, Starr (1973), at Princeton
University, states that rare is the socrial scientist or teacher in the
humanities who does not believe that his <olleagues in the natural sciences
or professional schools are getting more money for less work.

The Florida State Legislature set community college faculty work-
loads at 15 contact hours per week. The CFCC Board of Trustees and admin-
istration implemented this policy by setting'worklédas at 15 credit hours
per week plus other assigned duties. Fifteen seems to be the magic number
as far as workloads. Lombardi (1974) refegs.to a Carnegie Commission
study of community colleges which found the average teaching load in 1951
to be in che range of 18.2 - 29.6 hours. The range in 1972 was 15-20 hours
per Qcck. Brown (1976) in a study of 27 community colleges throughou;“ﬁhc
nation found the “most frequent' teaching load to be 15 credits per week.

Shaw (1975) in a study of 57 California community éolleges found 51 of
10
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them to héQé‘an average workload of 14 to 15 contact hours per week,

The 15 credit hour teaching load is only ﬁart of the faculty workload.
Tea;hing load and workload afe not synonomous (Shay, 1974). The Swuthern
As;ociation, in its Standard on teaching load maintains that other factors
' sbould be considered. These factors include the number of class contact
hours, the number of preparations, the‘weekly student load, and available
help. Lombardi (19745 adds items such as making and correcfing exams,
advising students selecting texts, library books, audiovisual materials,
and revising courses. In the community college, these comprise 90 per cent
or more of an instructor's time. Other duties may include membership on
éollege and advisory committees, attendance at faculty and other insti-
tutional ceremonial meetings, or sponsorship of some campus group or club.

Another measurement of workload is the weekly student contact hour
(SCH). This measurement consists of the sum of the products derived.by
multiplying the enrollment of each class by.the number of hours ghe class
meets each weék. Lombardi (1974) found SCH to vary from‘200 to 1000 in an
extreme case. Some collective bargaining agreements iimit SCH to 400,
Brown (1976) in study of workloads at 27 community colleges found that only
seven of them reported an average‘SCH which averaged out to be 47. Central
Florida Community College during the Fall Semester 1976~1977 had an average
SCH of 454 for 56 full-time equivalent faculty members., This included a
low SCH of 154 and a high SCH of 765.

There are other qu#ntitative measuréménts of workload. Measurements
such as full-time equivalent students sérved (FTE), total students served,
number of preparations, number of»sections have been considered. Fitzgerald
(1975) suggests calculating a "percentage of load™ for each course. Monroe
(1972) makes a point for limiting enrollments in English class because

11
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of the great deal of time needed to grade themes and compositions. The
National Association of Departments of Engiish.has made a policy.statement
that in an individual workload, college English teachers should teach no more
than 25 studeits per section nor more than three sections per semester of
composition ~ with class size reduced to 20 in developmental (remedial)
courses and to 15 in advanced composition or creative writing. Other
academic groups surely have made similar policy statements.

There are also argumehts against quantitative measurements. Duryea
(1973) argues that quantitative controls over faculty members appeal to
persons who are ill-informed about how colleges and universities operate,
who are interested in economy and efficiency in planning and operating
academic programs, and whose psyche finds comfort and security in numbers.
Many faculty members contend that quality education and quantitative work-
load measurements are mutually exclusive. Faculty members view the use ofg;’
credit or contact hours to measure ‘workload and faculty workload formulas
in general "as devices in the hands of management," who presume "that stu-
dents arq\little more than inanimate objects within a time and motion study".
To them, cost effectiveuess is just another attempt '"to reduce operating
expenses at the cost of quality educ'ation‘t (Lombardi, 1974).

State legislators as guardians of their constituents tax dollars, feel
obligated to ensure that the state is providing the best and most economical
education for its money. Obviousiy, larger classes and greater faculty work-
loads insure a better refurn on their investment. Nowhere has it ever been
proven thst students learn better in small classes. College administrators,
eagé; to impress the legislators with their conscicntious fiscal management

will push for greater workloads. On the other Land, faculty groups and labor

unions argue against increased workloads. They feel that learning increases

S 12
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- inversely to the number of Kours spent in the classroom and the number of
students- in the class.
1f quantification of workload policy is possible, it will have to be done
on an individual, or at least departmental basis. Certainly laboratory
supervision cannot be equated with lecture time, Yuker (1974) states that
there is a good deal of evidence to show that different amounts of time are
required for adequate preparations and effective teaching of different
subjects. The 1972-1973 CFCC Institutional Self Study discussés in great
length the difference in workloads from department to department. A
statistical survey by teaching department at CFCC for thé Fall Texm 1976-77
reveals significant differences in teaching load between certain departments.
Many community colleges and universities have developed workload
formulas. Most operate on a point system which assigns 3’gertain number of
points to various components which are dethmined to comprise a workload.
A certain point value is set as a "normal wérkload". Tﬂe faculty membex's
workload is then evaluated to see how close to this *normal workload"
pbint value he or she may be. Adjustments can then be made to compensate
for significant differences. Some of. these formulas are rather elaborate

1

and are calculated by computers. g‘ analysis of formulas developed at

Valencia Community College, Orlande, Fl. and ﬁiami-Dade.Cémﬁunitfﬁégiié;éa
Miami, Fl., found after all sorts of calculatioﬁs that a full workload was
15 semester hours or its contact hour equivalent.

Central Florida Community College has never had any grievances con-
cerning faculty workload until the Fall Texm 1976-1977. One radiological
health instructor teaching 22 contact hours per week was alsb assigned the
duty cf ;fiting an extensive safety analysis for a reactor operator training

course. This analysis was required by the Atomic Energy Commission. After
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listening to the g:ievance’che administration hired a temporary full time .
instructor tO take his classes for the‘duration of the semééter. Unofficial
coﬁplaints have come from nursing instruétors - long hours, votech instructors -
long hours, and English instructors - too many students. The administration
has beeﬁ senSitive to some ¢f these problems and will tfy to solve the

problems. OvVerload pay for full time faéul#y members which will be

effective Spring Term 1976-1977 may compensate for some of thése problems.

The CFCC Faculty Senate has assigned a committee to investigate the possi-
bility of developing a workload formula for the school.

Faculty workioad policies will continue to be studied for as long as
higher education exists. New techniq#es in education, such as”audio/video
courses, prog8rammed instruction, and computef assisted instruction will
make these pOlicies even more complicated.

WhetheT ér not faculty workload policy at CFCC is computed by a formula,
derived from 2 table, or determined on a divisional basis, this policy must
be spelled out clegrly so that all concerned interest groups interpret it
in the same W&Y. The review of literature points out that many factors can
be part of tbe workload. While nof all of these factors can be incorporated
into a workload policy, all must be considered and all interest groups must

agree on what factors that are used.

14
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II1I. PROCEDURES

Pefinition of Terms

For the purpose of this study the following terﬁs were defined:

1. Semester Hours (SH) represents ftne sum of the credits assigned to each
course taught by one instructor during one semester.

2. Student Semester Hours (SSH) are calculated by taking the sum of tiie
products found by multiplying the semester hours fo? each class taught
by an instructor by the number of students enrolled in-that class,

i.e. If a class is assigned 3 semester hours and 30 students are
enrolled in the class, 90 SSH would be assigred to the class. If an
instructor had 5 classes e#éctly like this he would have 450 SSH.

3. Contac; Hours (CH) represents the gum of hours that an instruétor is
scheduled to meet with studenFs each week. These hours are formally
scheduled meetings such as classroom lectures, laboratory classes, ahd
seminars. Informal meetings or individual counseling sessions would
not be included in this figure.

4. Student Contact Hours (SCH)‘are calculated in exactly the same way as
SSH except that contact hours (CH) are substituted for semester hours (sH).

5. Full Time Equivalent (FTE) students is a measurement used by the State
of Florida to fund its comnmunity collegeé.’ FTIE earﬁed by an instructor
is calculated by dividing the total student semester hours (SSH) assigned

:.to an instructor by 30. 1i.e. If an instructor has 450_éSH,then the FTE
‘earned by thaé,inétructor is 45030 = 15 FTE. Each year the State of |
Florida determines a funding rate based upon FTE. Each community college

15
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in the state is funded by multiplying its pr0pbscd FTE by that rate.

. FIE position is a measurement which determinés-if an employee is fully |

employed for that term. For the Fall Texrm 1976-1977, 15 Semester Hours
(SH) or its equivalent is considered to be one FTE position. Some FIE
positions will consist of less than 15 SH due to laboratory sections.
Instructors carrying a teaching load of more than 15 SH are still con-
gidered as one FIE position., This measurement has nothing to do with
wheéther or not the employee is a full or part time employee. Some
administrators who are full time employees but are teaching a reduced
load would be considered to be legs;than one FTE po;ition.

Number of Sections is the sum of individual lecture and laboratory
classes assigned to an individual instructor.

Number‘of Prepa;ations is the sum cf the different course numbérs
assigned to an instructor. Each different course number is considered

ds a different preparation.
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LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Eight eommunity colleges in the state of Florida were contacted in

order to obtain information on workloads at each respective school. The

number of schools surveyed was strictly determined by chance, the time

schedule being followed to produce this report, telephone cost elemehts,

and a‘basic similarity in workioad policy at the schools under study.

The "Survey on Faculty Workloads'* questionnaire (Figure 1) was dis-

tributed by inter-campus mail to 80 full time faculty members. Responses

were received from 27 faculty members. Of these, ¢ were members of the

CFCC Faculty Senate who responded to the preliminary questionnaire (Figure 2).

The tabulation of faculty workload data, Tables 2-9 do not include:

1.

Nursing faculty as their off-campus work schedules at hospitals
and team-teaching aSsignments were not recorded on the existing

data files.

Physical Education faculty because of workload questions .

. pertaining to coaching assignments.

Area Vocational Education School tAVES) faculty be;ause

these instructors teach non-credit courses not readily
ideﬁtifiable with college faculty workload.

Data Processing and Cooperative Education beacuse these pro-
grams are conducted on a part-time basis by full-time staff
members,

Instructors adminisﬁratively‘assigned tg the Basic Eduecat-ion
Department (Remedial) and functionally assigned to the English

17
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and Social Sciences Department. This was because their class

enrollments are limited to 26 which is less than the normal

class limit of 35.
Laboratory clases which were assigned @ credits and having a meeting time
which was TBA (to be announced) were not included in the study. This

limitation wés only found in language laboratory sessions and in a few music

courses. Individualized instruction courses bearing the 280 class code

were not included in the study.
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BASIC ASSUMPTIONS

For the purposes of this study the following assumptions were ma&e:

1,

The nine Florida cbmmunity colleges sampled were typical of the

28 community colleges in the state and ﬁfé&iﬂéd‘AJéroés-éééfi;ﬁ

of the 28 as to size, geographic location, and colleCtive-bar?
gaining agreements,

Term 1, 1976-1977 (Fall), was a typical semester at Central
Florida Community College in respect to faculty work assignmehts.
The ten items listed on the CFCC Faculty Workload Survey (Figure 1)
were the most Commonly used'quantitative‘geasurements of workload.
The 27 respondents ﬁo the CFCC Fgéﬁlty Wofkload questionnaire
constitute a cross section‘of faculty in so far as academic .

discipline, departmental assignment, and longevity are concerned.
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- PROCEDURES FOR COLLECTING DATA

The procedures involved in collecting data partially consisted of the

development of a questionnaire (Figure' 1), the distirbution of the question-

"'naire and the tabulation of the results of the questionnaire. Other procedures’

involved were the review of pertinent literature, telephone interviews with
othe% community colleges, and the tabulation of‘faculty workload data for
the Fall Term 1976-1977 at Central Florida Community College.

The quéstionnaire (Figure 1) was used to determine ubatvitéms.faculty
members at CFCC considercd as parts of their workload. The questionnaire
consiéted of a check sheet listing ten items that faculty members‘could
consider: a§ part of their workload. These ten items were developed from
components of staté énd federal reports, pertinent literatufe, and suggestions
bylmémbers of the CFCC Faculty 3enate.

The quegtionhaire,'entitled a *Survey On Faculty Work Loads"™ was attached
to the Septemﬁer 27; 1976 issue of the CFCC Faculty Senaté Forum. This mean; '
that all full-time faculty members at CFCC received the questionnaire on or |
aﬁout September 27, 1976. About 100 copies of the Faculty Senate Forum are
sent to intérested faculty, administrators, and staff members aﬁ CFCC. Before
general distribution of the questionnaire; a preliminary copy (Figure 2) was
distributed to the 9 members of the CFCC Faculty Sehate for any modification

- Responses to the qucstionnaire_weré tabulated (Table 11). Any add- |
itional comments by respondents were noted in Chapter Iv of.fhis paper.

The collection of workload data for CFCC was done by individuallihstrué-
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tor via a computer program using a Xcrox 530 Computer at CFCC. This program
was a modification of a program which produces a report called the "Enroll-
ment Analysis™. Figure 3 shows how data is printed for an instructor on the
normal “Enrollment Analysis" report. Figure 4 depicts the data printout as
printed by:the modified version of the program. The major modification

was substituting contact hours (CH) and student contact hours (SCH) for the
columns marked CC (cards cut) and % FULL (éerceﬁtage of class full) respec-
tively.

After the modified “Enrollment Analysis' report was generated, Tables 3
through 10 were tabulated based upon depurtmental breakdowns of course
cfferings at CFCC. Table 2 was a summation of Tables 3-10. Table 1 contains
averages of Tables 3-10.

The following Florida community colleges were contacted for information
concerning faculty workloads:

(a) Lake City Community College, l.ake City, Fl.

(b) Daytona Beach Cormunity College, Daytona Beach, F1.

(c) Santa Fe Community College, Gainesville, Fl.

(d) Indian River Community College, Ft. Pierce, F1l.

“(e) Hillsborough Communiiy College. Tampa, F1l.

(f) Miami-Dade Community College, ‘Miami, F1.

(g) Seminole Community College, Sznford, F1.

(h) Valencia Community College, Orlando, Fl.
Each of these schools was asked to define a'faculty workload. Workload
formulas were noted whenever one was used. Table 12 contains a summari-
zation of the workload policies implemented at these schools. The summa=-
rized policy includes the number of credit and/or contact hours used in deter- .

mining a workload. Office hours or total weekly hours are included. Workload

formulas are exhibited were they are used in determining workload policy.
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PROCEDURE FOR TREATMENT OF DATA

The responses to the questionnaire were tabulated with a weight of
one assigned to each item checked off by the respondents (Table 11). After

tabulation, the responses were ranked according to the maximum number of

checks per item.

Totals of all measurements of categories (columns) for each department
(Tables 3-10) tabulated were taken. Table 2 reflects a summarization of
these totals. An arithmetic mean or average was taken for each category of

measurement using the standard formula for the arithmetic mean of ungrouped

data: — 2 >(
X = —
N

Table 1 consists of the averages for each category by department. The CFCC
average reflects the actual average for each individual instructor sampled
rather than an average of the averages on Table 1. The CFCC zverage on

Table 1 is consistent with the CECC average on Table 2.

Standard deviaticns were taken of the averages for each category on

Table 1, ﬁ-lo. The fornula ) X
| 6 = ’Vz y(y-%7J
N

was used to calculate standard deviationms. These calculations were performed
by a computer program using the Xerox 530 at the CFCC Compuéer Center. No
hypstheses were tested,‘therefore no measures of significance were made
between any of the groups.
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R ' ‘ SURVEY ON FACULTY WORK LOADS

PLEASE RESPOND!!
An ad hoc commitéee formed by the Fa;ulty Senate of CFCC is currently
studying faculty work loads on campus.
The committee would appreciate any ideas you may have as to whaf con-
stitutes a work load or a possible method for formulating a workload.
Page 17 in your CFCC Policy Manual defines ;he‘responsibilities of Full-
time Teaching personnel. Pages 42 and 43 contain information about
faculty responsibilities.
The following list contains some items tOVCOnsidér in determining a
‘full faculty work load. Check off the items which you think help con-
stitute 'a work load. Add any additional items you wish us to consider.
Any comments you may have that will be useful to the committee will be
zreatly appreciated. Please return this sheet to Larry Sutton in the

Carzer Center.

1. ‘Credit hours

2. Contact hours

3. Laboratory classes

4, Number of students

5. . Number of preparations

6. Number of years course'taught

7. Committee assignments

8. Special activities,i.e. club

. moderator, coach, etc.

9. Time spans between classes

10, Off;campus assignments

11. Other

29
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Figure 2 - Preliminary Questionhaire as Reviewed
by CFCC Faculty Senate

FACULTY WORK LOADS

An ad hoc committee formed by the Faculty Senate of CFCC is currently
studying faculty work loads on campus.

The committee would appreciate any ideas you may have as to what
constitutes a work load or a possible method for formulating a workload.
Page 17 in your CFCC Policy Manual defines the responsibilities of Full-
time Teaching personnel. Pages 42 and 43 contain information about faculty
responsibilities.

The following list contains some items to consider in determining
a full faculty work load. Check off the items which you think help con-
stitute a work load. Add any additional items ybu wish us to consider.
Any comments you may have that will be useful to the committee will be
greatly appreciated. Please return this sheet to Larry Sutton in “he
Carcer Canter..
1. Credit hours
2. Contact hours
3. Laboratory classes
4, Number of students
5. Number oi preparations
8 6. Number of years couxrse taught
7. Committee assignments . -
8. Special activities i.e. club wmoderator, coach, .ete¢.

"9, Time spams between classes
10, Off-campus assignments
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Instructor

John Doe

Instructor

John Doe

Figure 3
SAMPLE NORMAL ENROLLMENT ANALYSIS PRINTOUT

Class SH ‘ENRLL SSHR cc

EnglOlB Basic Eng 3 30 90 30
Engl01C 3 30 90 30
EnglO1E 3 31 93 30
EnglOlG 3 32 96 30..
Lit210A Svy Brit Lit3 25 75 40
15 148 444 160

Figure 4

SAMPLE MODIFIED ENROLIMENT ANALYSIS PRINTOUT

Class 'SH ENRLL SSHR CH
EnglOlB Basic Engl 5 30 90 3
Engl01C 3 30 90 3
EnglOlE : 3 31 93 3
Engl01G 3 32 96 3
Lit210A Svy Brit Lit3 S 25 75 3

15 147 st 15

31

25

YULL FTE
100  3.00
100 3.00
103 3.10
106 3.20

62 2.50
93 14.80
SCH FTE
90  3.00
90 3.00
93 3.10
96  3.20
75 2.50
44t 14.80



‘ IV, RESULTS

There were 27 respondents to thé questionnaire entitled ™Survey on
Faculty Workloads'™ (Table 11). The highest number of positive responses
was 25 for contact hours. Credit hours and laboratory classes r#nked
second with’ZZ positive responses ééch. Many respondents had suggestions
as‘to other items that should be cénsidered. Some respondents also
ﬁentioned Qorkload problems germane to their particular area. Some of

these were:

"Nature of course content - no one policy will meet nceds of
each faculty member. Nursing, by virture of the seriousness of
its demands upon both teacher and students should have some
censideration concerning contact hours comprising a full load'".

YAdministrative activities'™.

"Maximum of 5 {15 hours) to 6 (18 hours) sections of lecture
or laboratory. A& 3 hour lab is just as time consuming and lasts
just as long as three l-hour lecture sections'.

"Writing -~ when we determine a workload, we should consider
the amount of student writing needed to complate a course. A
writing course should receive more weight than a non-writing .

course because the instructor of a writing couzse spends many,
many hours in reading, evaluating, and marking student com-

positions't,

“"A new course offering never taught by this instructor'™,

One instruetor submitted a copy of a resolution submitted to Chair-.:
persons of department of English by the Florida Association of Departments
of English (Appendix B). This resolution called for limiting enrollments
of English composition classes to 25 students. Another inséructor submitted

deterministic model to determine workloads (Appendix C); This model was

‘based upon a funding formula proposed by the Florida Division of Community

26
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Colleges.
The average number of semester hours (SH) assigned to an instructor at
CFCC during the Fall Semester 1976-1977 was 15.12 (Table 1). The standard

deviation for this average was calculated to be 1.45. This means that 67%

of the faculty sampled at CFCC were assigned between 16.57 and 13.67

semester hours per week. The Radiological Health and Fine Arts Departments -
exceeded this range on the high side. The Science Department was below |
this range. The highest individual semester hours assigned to a full-time
faculty member was 22. The lowest number of semester hours assigned to a
full-time faculty member was 8. )

The average number of student semester hours (SSH) being taught by

an instructor at CFCC during the Fall Semester 1976-1977 was 403.54. The

"standard deviation for this average was calculated to be 102.22. This means

that 67% of the faculty sampled at CFCC were teaching between 505.76 and

301.32 student semester hours per week. The only department exceeding
the high range was the Science Department. The Teéhnical and Radiological
Health Departments were below one standard deviation from the mean average.
The highest individual studeﬁ; semester hours thét were taught.by an instruc-
tor was 577. The lowest number of a full-time instructor was 104.

The average number of contact hours (CH) assigned to an instructor at
CFCC during the Fall Sémester l976-1977 was 17.91.‘ The standard dcviation
for this average was calculated to be 2.15. Therefore, 67% of the faculty
sampled at CFCC were assigned between 20.06 and 15.76 contact hours per week.
The‘only department above ore standard deviation from the average was Radio~
logical Health. The English and Social Science Departments.were below one
standard deviation from the average. The highest number oé contact hours

assigned to an individual instructor was 31. The lowest number of contact
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hours assigned to an individual instructor was 12.

Student contact hours (SCH) for all instruétors sampled at CFCC during
thé Fall Semester 1976-1977 averaged out to be 454.31. The standard deviation
for this average was 105.31. This means that 67% of the faculty sampled
were engaged in between 559.62 to 349.00 student contact hours per week. The
only department above one standafd deviation froﬁ tﬁe average was the
Science Depart?ggt. The Iechnical and Radiological Health Departments feil
below one standard deviation from the éverage. The highest individual
student confact hours attributed to an individual instrhctqr was 910. The
lowest was 154.

The average FIE earned by the instructors sampled at CFCC during the
Fall Semester 1976-1977 was 13.45. The standard deviation f;r this average
was 3.41. The range in which 67% of the faculty saﬁpied fell between was
from 10.01 to 16.86. The Science Department was the only department having
an average FIE earned above one standard deviation from the average. The
Technical and Radiological Health Departments were .below .one .standard deviation.
from the a;;;age FTE. The highest FTE éarned by a full-time instructor was
23.23, The lowest was 3.47.

The average total enrollment or number of students taught by all
instructors sampled during the Fall Semester 1976-1977 was 144.32. The
étandard deviation was 38.23. The range containing 67% of the instructors
Samplcd was from 182,55 to 106.09. The only department above one standard
déviation from the mean was the Science Depariment. The Technical Department
was the oﬁly department below one standard deviation from the mean. The
highest enrollment for an instructor was 232, ;The lowest was 45.

The average number of class and lab sections assigned to an instructor

was 5.67. The standard deviation was .63. The range was between 6.30 and
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5.04, The Fine Art and Technical Departments were above one standard devia-
tion from the mean. Math, Business; and English were below one standard
deviation from the mean. The highest number of sections assigned.to an
instructor was 13. The lowest was 4.

The average number of preparations required of an instructor was
3.95. The standard deviation was .78. -The range was between 4,73 and 3.17.
The Technical and Radiological Health Departments exceeded oﬁe mean deviation
from the mean. The English and Social.Science Departments were below one
standard deviation from the mean. The highest number of preparations assigned
an individual instructor was 8. The lowest was 1.

While the highest number of contact hours reported from the computerized
tabulation was 31, some instructors actually had more. An open ciassroom
situation in the Business Department has required two full-time instructors
to be on hand 45 hours each per ‘week. One technical instructor was assigned
eleven straight contact hours on one day. Ome technical instructor with
31 contact hours waslalso.assigned the job of maintaining a computer pro-
gram which is used to make attendance;reports for the Area Vocational School.

Table 12 summarizes the workload policy at the 9 community colleges

" which were contacted. With the exception, of Hillsborough Community College,
the normal workload was 15 semeéter hours. Valencia was the only school
which considered enrollment and the number of preparations as part of the
workload. The Miami-Dade point system is essentially one in which 15

semester hours would equal 60 points which is a full workload.
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o o TABLE 1 - AVERAGE WORKLOADS Y DEPARTUENT
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TABLE 2 - TOTAL WORKLOADS BY DEPARTMENT -
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TABLE 4 - WORKLOADS = BUSINESS DEPARTMENT -
 CENTRAL FLORTDA COMMUNITY COLLEGE - FALL 1976-1977
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CENTRAL FLORIDA COMAINLIY COLLEGE - rm 19761977

| J st | s s | FE o (ERaL N, skcr/ho, e
P v | s 6 | 23 B | 1| 1
. 9 |w | w L walw |3 | 2
; 5ol | o fus |w |5 | o
P 5| W | ws fus | s | 2
; 5 | 55 5| ws |6 | 3 1
P o | w ol erfa |2 |1
P 5| mofse f1 | s | 3

; 6 | 130 50 | 50 |50 | 2 |1
TOTALS 18| s w12 [m | ® | B
AVERAGES 15 | 43.8 s | s | we | s | as
’sirus.&ns‘v 00| 2k w || oens| | s
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TABLE B WORKLOADS = SO0CTAL SCIENCE DEPT

CENTRAL FLORIDA COMMUNITY COLLEGE FALL 1976-1977
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TABLE 11 - RESPONSES TO FACULTY WORKLOAD
QUESTIONNAIRE

27 RESPONSES

Item Number - Number of Positive Responses Rank
1. Credit hours . 22 . 2
2. Contact hours 25 . 1
3. Laboratory classes ' 22 2
4, Number of students 18 - . 5
5. Number of preparations : 19 4
6. Number of years course taught 1 10
7. Committee assignments 17 6
8. Special activities 14 7
9. Time span between classes | 2 9
10, Off-campus assignments 11 8
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TABLE 12 - A SUMMARIZATION OF 9 FLORIDA COMMUNITY
COLLEGES FACULTY WORKLOAD POLICIES

School ’ ‘Policz
Central Florida 15 semester hours, 10 office hours
Daytona Beach 15 load hours, 40 hour work week .
load hours = average of credit and clock hours

gilisboFough* 12 credit hours = 15 contact hours, 10 office hours
inaian River ‘15 to 17 credit hours, 40 hour work week
Lake City 15 credit or contact hoﬁrs, 2 }ab hours = 1 credit hour
Miami-Dade 60 points - 1 lecture hour = 4 points

1 laboratory hour = 3 points
Santa Fa ‘ 15 semester houré, 25 hoﬁr work week .
Seminole  the sum of credit hours and contact hours

30-32 is a normal load

Valencia | credit hours + contact hours + 10% enrollment +
preparation factor
45 is normal load with range of 40-50

*13 week quarter instead of 18 week term
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V. DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

if is obvious that any workload fb:mula or policy must be based upon
the 15 semester hour teaching load. 1In this time of cost effectiveneés
and instructional accountaﬁility, the minimum 15 classroom contact hour
load mandated by the State of Florida must be implemented by the CFCC
administration. The studies conducted by Lombardi (1974), Brown (1976)
and Shaw (1975) confirm the 15 semester hour teaching load as an unofficial

national poli;y; This figure was fur;her confirmed by the sample of 9
Florida community coileges (Table 12).

The average sum total‘of contact ﬁours and semester hours assigned to
a full-time instructor at CFCC‘during the Fall Semester 1976-1977 was 33.03.
This figure, rounded éff to 33 is an effective‘determinant:of workload. The
étandard deviétion was 2.88 which allows for an effective range of approx-
imately 33 to 36.

'The official 6FCC Policy Manual requires a faculty member be avail-
able for consultation by stuﬂents at least ten hours per week. To be
effective, faculty members need at least one hour of preparation for each
one in the classroom. A CH plus SH sum of 36 would only allow for a maximum
of 12 hours prcpafation time based on a 40 hour week. Ideally a CH plus SH
sum of 30 would yield 15 houfs for prcpération. Because some courses will
have labofatories causing an inequality between the CH and SH assigned to

an instructor 33 is the recommended figurc on which to base,é full faculty

,worﬁ load.
- . 42
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Any assignment resulting in a CH plus SH sum greater than 33 should
result in.overload pay for that individuall Every effort must be made to
1imit the CH plus SH sum to 33. This figure was the recommendation made. to
the CFCC Faculty Senate by the ad ﬁoc committee study in workloads.

Another recommendation was limiting the enrollment in courses requixing
large amounts of subjective grading (compositions, themes, term papers, etc.)
to 25. Poésibly, enrollment limits can also be implemented on courses of
study"where other organizations or interest groups have so recommended.

This recommendation can be studied further by the'aa hoc committee. Class
sizes in courses in which objective methods éf stu&ent evaluation aré used
can be increased to compensate for enréllment limitations imposed on cerfain
courses.

Every cffort must be made by the administration to schedule released
time for instructors who are officially assigned non-instructional tasks
which are above and beyondxthe recommended‘teaching load. ‘Instructors who
are involved in open classroom or laboratcry instruction must have relief from
classroom supervisory duties so that they may engage‘in pianning, test
grading, etc.

It‘is important that the CFCC continuously mcnitor inequities ia
faculty workloads. It's recommended that the modified "Enrollment Analysis"
report should be made é working document with which to monitqr workloads.
Additionaily, statistical surveys similar to tha one in this paper should
be made periodically to évaluate the distribution of worklouads between

departments and individuals within departments. Studies of this type will

allow dministrators tc effectiveiy evaluate programs and courses as tu.

enrollments and earned FIZ,
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Whenever a course section not covered by the duties of the regular full
‘time teaching faculty is scheduled, the Division Director will offer the addi-
tional section to all eligible, qualified, full time instructors before employing
a part time lecturer, : . . ‘

Definition of qualified:

Any instructor who is presently teaching the course or who is certified
by the state or natjonally recognized certifying agency and has taught the
course within the last three (3) years at an accredited college shall be consid-
ered qualified. “At the beginning of each academic year each Division Director
shall submit, to the DCean of Academic Affairs, a list of all full time faculty
members indicating all courses for which they are qualified. Each instructor
wiil sign this list indicating his/her agreement wit his/her qualification. At
his/her discretion and with the approval of the Dean of Academic Aftairs, the
Division Director may qualify an instructor for a course that the instructor has
not taught for three (3) years, provided that the instructor is certified to
teach community junior college and a letter of justification is submitted with
the qualitication 1ist. » ‘ :

Administrators and directors shall not be qualified to receive overload
compensation. ' : .

Definition of eligible: ' : .
Each Divisicn Director will establish a list of all qualified instructors
for each course. Initial placement on the 1ist shall be based on the following
criteria: ‘ : . :
(1) VYears of teaching experience at C.F.C.C.* in the subject area
being offered. :

(2) Years of teaching experience at C.F.C.C.

(3) Acacdemic degree. S

(4) Years of teaching exierience at college level.

(5) VYears of teaching experience or job and/or trade related
experience. ' . ‘ .

Procedure for utilizing criteria in determining eligibility:
(1) A1l instructors shall be ranked on the basis of the first criterion.
f2) When two or more instructors are equally Gualified, the naxt criterion
' sh211 re appliec. - P ' "
(3) ' Tn the event that all criteria are utilized and there is still a tie,
the insgructers shall be randemly assigned using objective sampling
procedures such as drawing numbers, etc. .
(4) Coordinatirg instructors and department chairmen will be placed at
the bottam of the list intitiaily. ' .

After tha list is established the Division Director will offer the fTirst
additiomal sectior to the top name on the list. If that instructor accepts the
overload seciicn he/she will be ineligibie for arother overload section until
all instructors on the list nave bezn given the option of an overload secticn.
If the instrucior rejects the offer of an overload section, ha/she remains at
the top of the 1ist. The next accepting instructor goes to the bottom of the
Tist. v )

Ve
*CFCC will be understood to include Centra].Florida Junior Co]]eée and Hampton
“Junior College. o
60 ~
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FLORIDA ASSOCIATION OF DEPARTMENTS OF ENGLISH

Chairpersons of Departments of English in Floride Colleges and Universities

]

Whereas the official document, "Education Policy for the State
of Florida," specifies that the first goal of education is
“Basic Skills" with emphasis on the fact that "all Floridians
must have the opportunzty to .master the basic skills for  com= .
munication and computatlon (listening, speaking, .reading,
writing and arithmetic)";

Whereas Freshman English as offered in the two-year and four-
year colleges and unlver51t1es of Florida "calls for develop-
ment of critical skills in thinking, reading, and writing,
including the effective uses of reference and resource mate-
rials"; ‘

Whereas a student in Freshman Engllsh should demonstrate college
level proficiency:

(1) in recognizing and using basic processes of clear
thought and clear communication,

(2) in recognizing and using appropriate languages

(3} in reading expository and imaginative writing with
understanding;

Whereas the number of students in Freshman English has increased

dispropcrtionately to the amount of funds and the number of
faculty;

*Moreas the situation in many Florida institutions is such that
the number of courses taught by each faculty member and the
number of students per course have increased beyond acceptable
standards;,

Wherea® the National Association.of Departments of English has
voiced reasonable standards for teaching Freshman English in

its policy statement on "Class Size and Workload for the College a.nd
University Teacher of English," viz.

;In an individual workload, college English-teachers should
teach »o more than 25 students per section nor more than
three sections per semester of composition—with class size
peduced *o 20 in developmental (remedial) courses and to

15 in aavanced exposition or creative writing

45
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Therefore, be it resolved that the Florida Association of
Departments of English calls upon the State Legislature,

the State Board of Education, the Commissioner of Education,
the Division of Community Colleges, the Board of Regents, and
the Admlnlstratlon of individual colleges and unlver31t1es.

(l) to provide and administer adequate budgets for limit-
ing both class size and faculty workloads' at
levels that will permlt maximum learnlng oppor-
tunities for students in Freshman Engl shj;

(2) to recognize that without 11m1tatlons on the number
. of courses and students assigned to teachers,
quality instruction is impaired;

(3) to understand fully that in the absence of such pro-
visions and llnltatlons,the first goal for educa-

tion as enunciated in the statement on "Education
Policy for the State of Florida" is denied.
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ﬁi. : SUBJECT: A deterministic model for the mean instructional leoad at CFCC in college

transfer programs. Full time instructors, department heads, division.
directors.

Rationale; Definitioas/

1.

Any model developed for the purpose of measuring the mean instruction load
must take into consideration the state funding formula. Since the state
funding varies from discipline to discipline, it is only equitable that this
variance be included in the model. The basic unit for state funding is FIE
(Full Time Equivalent) which represents a composite of students registered
for 30 credit hours. For courses carrying a certificate goal (contact hours
only), the contact hours are transformed to FIE credit hoursy illustration: |,
a composite of students carrying 30 credit hours in mathematics earns (.9)
FTE units 2nd, ar a large community college, such as CFCC, one such unit in .
mathematics earns $942.10. At a small commumity college, one such FIE unit
earns $1,290.69. For a composite of students carrying 30 credit hours in
“Health Professiens", the college earns 1.6 FIE which totals {1.6}($942.10).
Since CFCC has a fixed salary schedule for all instructors in all discipline
this funding formula will cause class size to vary from program to program
and discipline to discipline. ' :

What variable:; to be included? Such a list could be very inclusive or limited
to a few. The most basic variables in the assigned weights are being given
consideration in this model. The word "basic" will vary from individuval to
individual but a strong consensus can be found. This model comsiders 3 such

variables.

Variables and weights. ‘
This model.uses an interval for computing the mean instructional load. Being

1imited to one number is not a practical system and therefore, each variable
will be assigned an interval - lower to higher - in determining the mean load.

'Also, each variable will be given a weight since one variable will cause more

"output" in effort than another.
le

(a) Variable (total class size). The interval for the variable is [70, 326].
Any arguments? This interval is for credit courses requiring no labs and
not an excessive amount of grading work such as you find in certain English
and Social Science courses where term papers are involved. This varizble
will be given a weight according to the state level of funding which is
attached. TFor courses involving many hours of grading, am interval
[60 -100] is considered. For lab course in chemistry, biology, anatomy,
class size intervals {15 - 25}; if stations are available; should be given

a a weight of 2/3 since the state funds only 1 credit hour for the 3 contact

“hours. Any arguments?.

(b) Variable: '"Credit hours"
The interval for "Credit hours" [14,16] with a weight of 1. The difference
in state funding has been accounted for in the variable "Class size'.

(c) Variable: Number of preparations. .
Interval [2,3]. What weight shall be assigned this variable? Some will

say that after 10 years no preparations are necessary. This is not a

valid subjective judgement since preparation also includes ""preparation

for the type of class you have", as well as the subject matter preparation.
There is a strong correlation between preparation and quality instruction so
a weight of 2 is assigned. Any arguments? : :

P 1
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Examples: Instructor in Mathematics ‘ : , .
Actual Load for Imstructor

Norm load .

FIE Factor (ﬁdfﬁﬁ
(a) Class Size [70 - 110] x (.9) = [63 - 99] 120 (.9) = 108
(b) Credit Hours [14 - 16] x 1(wt) = [14 - 16] 16 (1) = 16
(c)‘CIaés Preparation [2,3] x 2(wt) = [4, 6] 3(2) = Q
Total for mean load = [81, 121] Total = 130

The actual load number falls outside of the mean load interval and, therefore, this
instructor is performing above mean load. What to do about it is another fiscal

problem.

Example 2 - Division Director

Actual Load

Nor@ Load Qr?” .
| | 53 FIE Weight
~ Class size [42, 61] (1) = [42, 61] 50¢1) = 50
9/15 instructor
wt ‘
Credit hours [8.4, 9t](1) - = [8.4, 9%] 9(l) = 9
9/15 instructor ‘
Class Preparation [2, 3]?5) = [4, 6] . 2(2) = &4
Totals ~ mean load ~ [54.4 - 76} Totals 63

This total score falls in the interval for mean load. The director is performing at
mean level in his instructional duties.

For certificated personnel in the technical program a siﬁilar'model_can be constructed.

For certificated personnel in the certificate program (no credit hour courses) a similar
model can be constructed. :

Before going any further a thofough study of the submitted model should be made.
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1073=14 COST ANALYSIS  amacanm 1575e76 FORMULA GENERATION meccemee

. COLLEGE COLLESE  FUNDING STATE ESTIMATED  GENERATED
DISCIPLINE FTE COST/FTE LEVEL  FUNDS/FTE FTE DCLLARS
1001 AGRICUL, & NAT, REs, ‘ 1.0
,1002 ARCHITECT. & ENVIROM, 29,7 $1,285,67 1.1 $1,026,37 - 28.9 $29,662
1002 AREA STUDIES 5.4 $729,60 0,7 $659,29 1.4 8923
1004 BlOLUGICAL SCIENCES . 64102,7 $1,180,93 1,0 8950,42  6,B77.1 $6,536,128
1005 BUSINESS ¢ MANAGEMENT 2,558,7 $1,059.66 0.9 £855,99 2,915.8 - $2,495,887
,150¢ COMMUNICATIONS 331,0 $1,573,70 1.3 - $1,200,57 38644 5463,900
1¢n7 CoupuTeER ¢ INFO. Sct, 134, 7 $1,151,98 1.0 £935,38 139.,7 $130,672 e
1008 EDUCATION 4,580,0° £1,515,64 1,3 $1,224,74 4,970,0 $6,086,935
1009 EWGINEERING 55,5 $1,694.461° 1.4 $1,301,61 103,3 $134,456
1010 FINE [ APPLIED ARTS 0,732.4 $1,293,32. 1.1 $1,020,13 9,716.7 $9,912,295
1011 FOREIGN LANGUAGES 1,629,4. ° 31,325,64 141 51,023.44 1,771.2 $1,812,713
1012 HEALTH PROFESSIONS 193,59 $1,899,00 1.6 $1,507,49 37,0 $55,777
1213 HoME ECONOMICS g 108, 3 $1,468,52 1.2 $1,096,42 110,7 $121,374
10146 Law : 34,3 £1,300,67 1.4 $1,034,31 34,8 $35,994
1615 LETTERS S ) 13,774,0 $1,179,3) 1.0 $937,47 15,612,5  814,448,690
10156 L1BRARY SCIENCE 23,2 £907.,94 0.7 $646.11 34,7 £22,6420
1017 MATHEMATICS 84360,9 $1,117.63 0.9 $841,27 $,525,7 $8,013,702
1010 MILITARY SefENCE 17.95 L71B. b4 0.7 £660,71 29,7 £19,623 °
1019 PHYSICAL SCIENCES " 6,541.0 $1,206.66 1,0 $938,49 7,250,8 $6,004,807
1026 PSYCHOLBGY 5,923.9 $1,025,79 0,8 $763,06 6,711.9 $5,121,614
1524 PUBLIC AFPAIRS 48.8 $1,044.1%4 0.9 $839,22 88,1 . $73,935
1022 SOCIAL SCIENCES 14,727.3 $1,036,08 0.9 $850,43 . 16,467,9 834,004,716 -
1049 INTERDISCIP., STUDIES 1,034,5 $1,116,95 049 $853,11 1,834,0 $1,5664,604 ’
TOTAL ACVANCED ¢ PROFES, 75,563, t1,170,52 922,35 - 04,448,3 $77,890,835
2100 AGRICULTURE 610,2 . $1,490,80 1.2, °81,141,81 806,8 - 921,214
2200 DISTRIBUTIVE 4,969.5 $1,106,69 0.9 . 3044,16 6,160,3 $5,200,294
2300 HEALTH 6,46%,3 $1,721,67 1.4 81,372,208 8,368,0 811,348,558
2400 HOME ECONOMICS . 1,997,2 $1,173.48 - 1,0 - £932,89 2,532.4 $2,362,460
2000 OFFICE $,729.1 $1,212,31 1,0 7 937,48  12,233,7 811,468,902
2600 TRADE AND INDUSTRIAL 8,27%,2 £1,361,86 1.1 | '31,034,48  11,455,6 $11,650,567
2700 TECHNICAL 7.161.,7 $1,468,87 1.2 . 81,132.26 ' 0,702, £9,853,000
TOTAL OCCUPATIDNAL 39,211,2 ©81,381,0% . © $1,050.66 50,258,% $52,804,995§
3100 COMPENSATORY 3,630,8 $1,279,22 1.1 $1,011,01  3,747.6 $3,809,083
3200 ADULT ELEM. AND,SEC, 6,899.5 £983,03 0.8 L $746,76 7,815,2 5,836,098
ToTAL DEVELOPMENTAL 10,330,3 $1,061.36 ) $83z.72 11,582.8 $9,645,181
4100 CITIZENSHIP 3,125.5 £$77.58 0.8 $751.36 3,180,7  $2,389,850 6;}
4200 AVOCATIONAL 1,321.0°  $1.211,35  © 1,0 '
ToTAL COMM, INSTR, SRVS, 4,646,5 . 51,047,03 $751,36 3,180,7 $2,389,850
COLLEGE TOTAL 129,551.1 .81,212,21 ' $954.91 $49,470,7 $142,730,861

NoTES: SMALL COLLEGES ARE:  CHIP FKEY LSUM NFLA' PASC ST.J SFLA
UNITARY: LARGE COLLEGES = $942,10y SMALL COLLEGES = $1,290,69
CosT AMALYSIS YEAR 1S 1973=74 L
FTE FILT .5 260761 TowaL FTE =.157.061,3
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