Action Project One: Development of a Human Resaurc
Assessment Plan to Proactively Meet Student Needs

|. Data that led to the selection of this project: The topic rose out of Conversation
Day as the top priority for faculty. The reasonttoe selection as stated in the Team
Charter was the “growth in student population aod-traditional student programs
over the past five years” (i.e. degree completioth graduate programs) along with
“increased technology, progressive change, andsystems and programs” that led
to “shifting of workloads.” When loads shift, oftémbalances occur. However, it
also seemed logical to analyze the method of catlicigd workload by credit hours, a
system known to reveal only part of a professoitskioad.

Il. Project Scope: The Team task, after negotiation with the Steefiagm, was to
complete six components within the charter: (1)ed@y processes and procedures to
measure current workload levels, (2) measure wartklevels, (3) gather data
regarding workload levels from institutions simitarEvangel, (4) identify and
recommend a plan to eliminate duplication of e§@md inequities in workloads
including proactive measures, (5) design an impteat®n plan, and (6) design an
assessment plan. As part of the project, the Teasmtavestablish timelines for each
phase, design measuring instruments, and idempprunities for improvement.

lll. Customer Requirements: The charter states that the University has the
responsibility “to assure [that] all community meend have and maintain
manageable, equitable workloads” in order to “nmema positive work environment
and to enable employees to perform their dutiemieffective and efficient manner
leading to increased pride and satisfaction in woBeyond this, it is important to
note that the name of Action Project One includhespurpose of meeting student
needs Thus, although assuring manageable and equitadrldoads for faculty
satisfaction is a goal of this project, an outcarhalmost equal importance in the
new plan recommended is meetstgdenteeds.

IV. Brief History of Major Accomplishments: The Team followed the steps
outlined in the project scope. Three types of datee collected:

A: Analysis of official work loads as filed in thecademic Dean'’s office (This
analysis will be discussed in detail in the firggport.)
B: Faculty anonymous opinion survey (answered®te@chers) asking for three
responses:
(1) “In one sentence, why do you believe the wallssue was a top issue at
Conversation Day?”
Two responses can summarize the prevalence ofamgimeceived (italics added

» “Faculty feel that workloads armevenly distributed across campgos
an extent that the inequity is unfair.”

* “People feel theiworkload is constantly being increasgay
university demandsthat in addition to teaching classes. There seem
to be annequity among individual an[d] department worklsad
Teaching hours are not the only things that shbaldonsidered.”

(See attached complete response list.)




(2) “Overall, | feel that my workload is (cle one)very light, light, reasonable,
heavy, very healy
Those feeling overworked (heavy, very heavy) = #68%.
Those feeling the load is manageable (reasonabighty = 21 or 31%.

(3) “How many hours per week do you spend oivérsity work?”

Below 20 =1
20-30 =2
30-40 =11
40 - 50 =29
50 - 60 =12
60-70 =7
70 -80 =3

C: Faculty work records: (This will be detailedtive complete report, but the
average number of hours worked weekly as reporntéide records was 47.9, a figure
showing that perception was not far from reality§ome teachers.)

The Team chose a method that selected difféaenlty randomly and equitably
within departments every two weeks until all hadrbealled to keep track of time in
15-minute segments. The project spanned a periedjbf weeks. We recognize that
in any other given eight-week period of reportiddgferent totals would emerge.
However, it seems logical that we received a fadgurate “slice of work-life” at
Evangel. The Team recognizes that self-reportimgnever be entirely accurate but
accepts the fact that no other method is feasiflso, given the religious culture of
Evangel University and the high value placed othtfthat word even appearing as a
central focus in the school seal), we believe thatwork records submitted are as
accurate as could be expected from faculty of @hpal.

V. Desired and expected workload at Evangel:

After realizing that the average number of hours mmrked each week is
47.9, the team had a lively debate to consider hdrahis average—almost one day
more than the expected American forty-hour week—dkhbe considered acceptable.
Some felt it a little heavy and, thus, not accelgtals the norm just because is it
status quo Others felt that professors are professionaisparable with those in the
world of business in which it is not uncommon torkv60-60 hours a week. The fact
that professors also have the advantage of vasasiod summer time off was
mentioned, though many faculty do use summersdad@mic growth, and some
pursue writing or research.

The Team decided that although 40 hours wouldpsidered the ideal, up to
50 hours a week should be considered normal; haweae than 50 hours on a
regular basis is unacceptable because the Uniyédesaitlership values employees as
whole persons with responsibilities to familiesyahes, and community. On the
other side, it is reasonable to expect those wgrfewer than 40 hours per week on a
regular basis to pick up more of the departmentlamgersity load.

Before the Workload Team could determine improveisiaeeded in the
current workload situation of Evangel faculty, @etled to determine the expectations
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of the University, look at the current average vioaki experience of the faculty, and
determine whether or not a gap exists betweenntbda discrepancy).

The information below is a compilation aferageUniversity expectations under the
present systereach determined by one of the following methods:
» The_Faculty Handbook
* An interview with Dr. Glenn Bernet
* General knowledge among faculty and administrators
(Note: The following does not apply to departntesdads, as they work under
special arrangements for credit hours and compeasgt

Required by the University (general averages)
1. Credit hours per semester: 12 *(Under the plan, the term “credit hours” will
be replaced with “workload points.”)

2. Committees and clubs: Expectedanher
Intensive activity team member or chair of any comntitee 1
(requiring significant work between meetings)
OR
Light activity 2

* Committee member
(requires little or no work between monthly megs)
* Student club sponsor
3. Advisees: 20
4. Departmental duties:
» shouldering an equal time commitment with otheradtpent members
5. Faculty meetings:
» attendance each month
6. Spiritual-life participation:
* University activities— attendance twice a week varage
* local church— membership and regular attendance
7. The scholarship of teaching:
» Kkeeping current in one’s field (as a generalishvidsicus on courses
taught)
* keeping fresh in classroom methods and technolggttending
professional development seminars offered each steme
8. Number of students in class per semester:liotaed only by course caps
This number comes from the student population édvlay the number of
teaching faculty. It does not take into considierathe music faculty
load or education faculty’s supervision of studentthe field. Those
must be figured separately.
Expected by the University(under certain circumstances such as for thosarggek
tenure and/or promotion)
* publications (journal articles or books)
e community service
* serving as major committee and/or department chairs

Total number of hours per week required
» Office hours (including some time for preparation) 10



* Hours in classroom 12-14

* Average for meetings, chapel, advising 5
Total “locked in” hours on campus 27-29

Remaining hours (UNDER 45) for the following: 1618

(Some of these can be off campus)
» Committees/clubs
» Departmental work
» Paper grading, planning
» Student organizations
» Personal scholarship/research/writing
» Community service projects

VI. Gaps between the desired/expected and actual workld
(Hours per week = HPW)

A. number of faculty perceivingn intense workload
or lack of balance among colleagues (67 reportindd or 67%

B. number of faculty completing 2 weeks of records: 43

C. number of individuals reportingnore than 50 HPW 17 or 39%
D. number of faculty reporting0 — 50: HPW 14 or 32%
E. number of faculty reportinfewer than 40 HPW: 12 or 27%
D. highest HPW reported: 77

E. lowest HPW reported: 29

VII. Conclusions from the data: The Team deduced from faculty attitudes and
opinions, from perceived workload, from recordsha dean’s office, from the

“ideal” and expected load, and from actual workrsaeported that unequal
workload at Evangel does exist. Probably most peophsider hours beyond the
norm of 40 as intense; thus, the percent feeboverworked (67%) is almost equal to
the number actually working beyond the “norm” (71%most 40% are working

over 50, and more than a quarter are not reactiirigpdrs. Thus, it seems that a plan
to evaluate and equalize the weight of work amawglty at Evangel University is
needed.

VIIl. Perceived root causes of the inequities in wload: Any new plan must

take into consideration the root causes of thelpmluncovered. Although the
following reasons for unequal workload seem pldesiho specific instances or
faculty were discussed among the Team. Furthermoteall of these are pertinent to
every department at Evangel University.

1. Lack of uniform work ethic. In any given community the size of Evangel’s
faculty, the intrinsic work ethic will vary from pgon to person. Some of the hours
given to University tasks result from an inner drte go far beyond what is expected
by department heads, administrators, or studél®rkaholics” exist everywhere as
do those who do the least possible to get by.

2. Lack of accurate measuring instrument. The “workload card” currently used
provides an inaccurate picture of load: it doestake into consideration size of
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classes, number of preparations, teaching metimoaishbers of committees and
advisees, or special departmental projects. Beadegatment heads have no tool for
comparing their faculty by number of hours spdmtytmay inadvertently assign
unequal loads. One team member, in fact, repdndnterviews with department
heads indicated their sense of fair load distrdutiThe faculty, however, reported
the opposite perception. Also, because the acadéeain and other administrators
lack solid information of individuals’ time commitnts, they may inadvertently
overload particular people with university comnete

3. Lack of uniformity in expectations campus wide. Although most departments
have a 12-credit-hour “ceiling” on load, not all. dalso, no overload pay is given for
carrying 15 hours. As another example, thoughtt#ralbook calls for 10 office
hours, some department chairs interpret all hauletposted with faculty in the
office while others allow faculty to post only 5, withetbther 5 to be “floating.”
Additionally, some sense of privilege for senionityay exist within certain
departments.

4. Lack of workload information among faculty. Faculty members probably do
not have an accurate sense of the time colleagegsuéting into their assignments.
Inequities might be somewhat self-correcting ifsaevith lighter loads actually knew
the weight their colleagues are carrying.

5. Lack of progressive leaders.Some leaders may not seek to uncover inequities
already understood by many or to correct those lamgas which are apparent.

6. Lack of cooperative followers.Some people have carved out their academic
niches and will not easily move outside their are@thers may be unwilling to
accept extra department assignments; thus, thiagoes feel forced to pick up the
duties.

7. Lack of knowledge concerning expectations or bestractices for optimum
student learning. Because most Christians understand the conceptotiatability
to God for their best efforts, it can be assumad some on the lower end of the
hours reported may not understand where they diegfahort or even that they are,
as many department heads are not regularly comduigculty evaluations. Also,
teachers may not know the value to students oaicetime-consuming pedagogical
techniques; thus, they avoid them.

8. Lack of adequate faculty in a department. Some faculty members believe their
departments lack enough full-time professors. ome cases, the problem is
temporary, caused by resignations and reassignmeiasever, at times the shortage
may remain ongoing through the years.

9. Misperceptions of efficiency. Some people can get more done in a given time
period than others and can achieve the same quedityts. Thus, it may seem as
though such professors are carrying a lighter ladwn in reality they are not.



IX. Requirements of a flexible formula for balancing waokload to replace the
current credit-hour measurement: Such a plan—while focusing on as many root
causes as possible—should meet several othena&riter

1. It must not reach the goal mainly by increadamylty; however, it may reveal
situations in which hiring of extra faculty is momended.

2. It must allow departments to be autonomous—witertain normative
boundaries—in constructing their own specific pditails.

3. It must allow faculty some latitude within thkan in order to maximize individual
strengths and preferences.

4. It should maintain through cooperation any taxgscollegiality and increase the
same in some cases where perceived inequity magygraven divisive.

5. It must take into consideration grading timguieed, work-study help, student
load, advisee numbers, committees, clubs, andcgetiy the community.

6. It should increase student learning for allrsea taught by more than one teacher
through establishing a common syllabus incorpogatinly those practices
considered best by the teaching team.

7. It must provide a way to help equalize loads.

Briefly stated, a workable flexible formula for baking load would...

1. accurately convert into numbers student loadr$in class, and time spent on
teaching, advising, committees, and commusetyice.

2. fairly determine a load category levelight, average, heaviand maybentense
for the previous semester.

3. consider and balance one’s load over a pefibdaor three years instead of the
current yearly credit-hour plan.

4. be determined mainly by the department heacappdoved by the dean.

5. seek to lessen heavy loads and increase tigtsirather than to compensate
financially for overloads or to reduce pay

X. The proposed Flexible Formula:

This task was undertaken slowly and with much dismn, the team members
constantly evaluating the pros and cons of innublersuggestions coming from
members themselves, from the guest consultant, finenflewother models obtained,
and from our understanding of the ethos and firdrstiuation of Evangel.

Philosophical Background

Whereas Conversation Day revealed the topic “wadldo be the number one
concern of Evangel faculty and because a latergidéiculty indicated that many
perceive unremunerated inequities in workload aseatly figured, the faculty AQIP
Team has constructed for consideration a planrépdéces the current “credit hour
load” with “workload points.” The purpose of thewmelan is toincrease student
learning and faculty satisfactionthrough (1) assuring manageable loads for all
faculty (including adjunct) leading to increasedéifor academic preparation and
student contact; (2) giving more opportunity foofessional growth; (3) enhancing
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student learning and equalizing faculty effort tigh peer-reviewed courses in which
assessment devices and learning projects are “mrimassure quality control.

Overarching principle of the Flexible Formula:

Inspired by Dr. Howard Altman’s explanation oéttlexible workload”
concept, this plan will consider workload an unktantity that may alternate in
weight over a three-year period with no changealary. Using a well-designed
and tested formula, professors will evaluate thggvioussemester’s workload.
Then after consultation with the department helaat, semester will be labeled
“light,” “average,” “heavy” or, in rare cases, “ensive.” Faculty will be
expected/allowed to equalize semesters over theseaid each three-year period
so that each heavy semester is balanced with aexmsafory light one, andce
versa Because the department load must be carriedseashster, obviously not
everyone can be approved for a light load at theesiime. It is to be expected
that most faculty will carry average loads mosthaf time; however, the flexible
plan allows for variations and also serves to eatalwn record the total
departmental load so that a case may be made didraal faculty when funds
become available. (It is also possible that facoigmbers who, for whatever
reason including approaching retirement, do nohwascarry workload points
equaling an “average” load could be allowed to wihriee-quarter time for
reduced salary.)

Specific details of the plan

1. Student load
The expected “average” student load will be com®d 80 students (20 for each
3-hour class-- formulated by dividing the numbefudftime teaching faculty
into the full-time equivalency [FTE] enrollment)his, a load of 75 — 85 students
would be considered “normal.” Student load willdaéculated on the basis of the
mid-term grade sheet. Not every semester will gi®a “normal” student load,
but other components of the formula will bring rade.

2. Semester load (no longer to be discussednmstef “credit hours”)

* The expected load of all full-time faculty will letween 720 and 900
workload points, with overload compensation bedgigrat some yet-to-be
determined point value, provided the total studead is at least 90 students
(or whatever the administration agrees up@nprofessor receiving extra
compensation for non-traditional programs (i.e.rdegcompletion or
graduate studies) may not count the extra, compethsaurse in the formula
for a heavy or intensive semester. However, thafegsor may choose to
teach the extra course without remuneration inrai@éog a heavier than
average semester.

* The expected class sipéadjunct faculty is 35[AGTS has 10for a lecture
course and 25 for a writing/project-intensive ceur€lass size will be
figured by the number on the mid-term roster, awllty with overloaded
classes will be compensated garden{$35 per student at AGT $jefore the
end of the semesteN¢te: Adjunct faculty must be considered becausie t
load affects student learning. Overloaded facaltgady carrying full-time
jobs elsewhere do not make effective teachers.)




3. Methods of lightening a semester’s load for comp#ry balance:
* reducing the number of courses taught
* reducing the student load
* reducing department responsibilities
* reducing University committee assignments with apal of the academic
dean

4. Reasons for requesting a “light” semester

» ascholarly project that did not receive (or wondd qualify for) sabbatical
approval but one important to the department oostch

» aself-improvement semester (related to course@s)uimg travel and study

* an approved departmepitoject (A_Universityproject should be supported by
adjunct faculty so that the department weight isspoead to others.)

* apersonal family situation that necessitates eteesttention for a semester

» apersonal illness that makes an “average” loditdif or impossible

* aheavy or intensive semester within the previossresters

» apreviously agreed-upon “trade” with another psete, approved by the
department head (The trade could be an entireseaura specific number of
students.)

* a“banked” number of independent study courseshtangprevious semesters

5. Methods of establishing the levels of loadmstgy throughout the University

» A basicformula has been established by the faculty Weatklbeam and will
be approved by the Vice President for Academic ifdfa

» After the plan has been explained to each depatthead and the questions
or suggestions taken to the Team for “tweakingthef plan, each department
will set aside a “Conversation Day” during sprifg2007 to allow discussion
of workload issues, thus bringing into the opencesns about load within the
department. One goal is that through discussierdépartments can correct
workload issues extraneous to the Flexible Fornmidégartments will mold
the basic formula to their specific needs not asld in the plar{lt might be
possible to allow departments to remain with therent credit-hour plan by
2/3 or ¥ vote of the members after trying the fgtarone year if the
administration agrees. However, the majority a fream is not in favor of
side-by-side plans.)

* Departments will present their individualized plansn evaluative team
(probably some members of the current Team) thiatwaike sure all flexible
formulae for workload intensity mesh appropriatelyveight throughout the
University.

6. Reassigned-time contracts
All current reassigned-time load agreements/cotgnadl be reevaluated by a
committee to determine workload point equivalemdar the new formula.
This might be accomplished by asking anyone wistsseggned time to keep
accurate records for one semester.



7. Available records
In order to foster a culture of openness, the \waitk records of each teacher
should be available to everyone in the departreeffiiculty are assured that
all are “playing by the same rules.”

8. Common syllabi for multiple sections with mdin@n one teacher
So that the same credit is given for each coutkeparses taught by more
than one faculty member will have a common syltattesigned by the
faculty involved in conjunction with the departniéead (or entire
department if that seems best). Thus, peer redeamd designed general
education courses (and many courses for majorspevihe norm. The
models for these courses are English 102 and 4 Wik as Bible 111.
Faculty may be able to select their own texts ho@s$, and projects as
long as the numbers and types of projects and tegtiire equivalent scope
and faculty effortThis component of the plan will become the main
method of improving student learning. No longer will students be
able to choose “easy” sections of the same cauregperience almost
completely different content from that of learngrs different section. No
longer will some sections require papers and ptej@hile others include
only two tests. Courses designed by a team ofrexpal naturally
retain the best practices and omit ineffective gonents.

9. Methods of focusing on individual preferenaes skills
Teachers may negotiate with department heads dledgoes to lighten or
eliminate certain activities and substitute otlramse to their liking or in their
strength areas. For example some faculty couldtgute a major club
activity for committee work or advising. (See ponalues under “Service
Work™”) Others might prefer to teach an extra ceursorder to give all
advisees to someone who enjoys that service agubi$ at it. (Or a person
known to be an ineffective advisor might be assigoiner comparable
department duties.)

10. Department chair remuneration
Because department heads will bear a grbatden than what is now
required in reviewing individual faculty situatioaad will be the keys in
balancing their faculties’ loads, it seems appiaprihat an additional stipend
be in their contracts. A private conference walcleteacher would be
required each semester with individuals to estalthe intensity of the
previous semester. Although it seems reasonabieitina should be spent in
face-to-face evaluations once a year even withwptan, the new system
will require chair support and extra effort if $ttio work.



