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Executive Summary

The primary purpose of St. Cloud State University is to promote student learning. Intentional assessment is the only way to effectively demonstrate student learning. Through assessment activities, programs monitor student learning and make changes to enhance learning. To fulfill its mission and to become a learning focused institution, SCSU must provide faculty and staff with sufficient resources and incentives to do good assessment work. Without this, assessment will die or become a merely pro forma compliance activity. This paper examines the current reward system for faculty assessment work at St. Cloud State University and offers suggestions as to how it might be improved.

Assessment work takes two major forms. Standard assessment work consists of program assessment activities in which all program faculty members are expected to participate. For example, all program faculty members should participate in making decisions about the program’s learning outcomes and its assessment plan. They may should contribute assessments from their courses to the overall program assessment and to the Liberal Education program (if they it's courses). Expanded assessment work consists of program assessment activities that are the responsibility of only some faculty members. It includes assessment scholarship, professional development, and service. Typical activities include planning and convening meetings, collecting and synthesizing data, disseminating findings, writing reports, monitoring progress, and ensuring that the program has the data it needs to make program improvement decisions and that the decisions it makes are implemented.

Article 22 of the collective bargaining agreement between the Inter-Faculty Association and MnSCU identifies five criteria for evaluation of faculty members. The bargaining agreement does not clearly specify where assessment work fits within these five criteria. We take the position that standard assessment work contributes primarily to Criterion 1, while expanded assessment work may contribute to any of the five criteria. 

The 2006 SCSU accreditation self-study report for the Higher Learning Commission noted that assessment service is not adequately rewarded at SCSU. An SCSU survey the same year found that faculty perceive that promotion and tenure decisions are based primarily on Criteria 1 and 2. This highlights the need for departments to recognize the contributions that assessment work makes to Criterion 1. It also suggests that departments may want to reconsider the contributions of assessment work to the other criteria.

The paper concludes with eight (8) recommendations for rewarding faculty and staff for engaging in the standard and expanded assessment work. The first of those is that “Assessment work should be appropriately recognized and rewarded through the evaluation, promotion, and tenure process. “
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Problem Statement
	
The primary purpose of St. Cloud State University is to promote student learning. Through assessment activities, programs monitor student learning and make adjustments, as needed, to enhance learning. To fulfill its mission and to become a learning focused institution, the University must ensure that faculty and staff members have sufficient incentives to do good assessment work and to sustain the development of assessment across campus. 
 
This paper examines the current reward system for assessment work at St. Cloud State University and offers suggestions as to how it might be improved. Because it would add too much complexity to consider differences in evaluation procedures across collective bargaining agreements, this paper limits its focus to faculty members. However, the issues addressed have some relevance for staff members and units outside of the five academic colleges.

For purposes of examining the reward system, it is useful to distinguish two types of assessment work, which we call standard and expanded assessment work. Standard assessment work is part of the regular duties of faculty and staff members. Everyone is expected to do this work. Every faculty and staff position that has responsibilities related to student learning involves some standard assessment work, although the nature of that work varies by type of position.  Expanded assessment work is work that goes beyond standard assessment work. Expanded assessment work is not expected of everyone. Although it may be included in the position descriptions of some staff members or may be included in the Professional Development Plans of some faculty members, this type of assessment work is not expected of every faculty or staff member.  Table 1 below provide some specific -- though not exhaustive -- examples of the two types of assessment work. 


Assessment Work

For purposes of this paper, assessment work is defined as assessment activities that contribute to program-level assessment of student learning. Programs include majors, minors, graduate programs, certificate programs, the Liberal Education program, and university-wide programs such as first-year experience, study abroad, or upper-division writing, and co-curricular programs. Assessment work includes: 
1) defining or revising student learning outcomes for the program;
2) developing or revising the plan for assessing these outcomes;
3) gathering evidence (at the course or program level) about the degree to which students meet the outcomes and about factors that may promote or inhibit learning;
4) synthesizing and disseminating this information to program faculty or staff members;
5) discussing assessment findings and making decisions based upon these findings that are intended to improved student learning;
6) implementing changes based upon these decisions;
7) collecting follow-up information to see if the changes had the intended effect;
8) writing reports to document the activities listed above; and 
9) participating in college-, unit-, and institution-level committees and workshops that have as their goal improvement of program-level assessment of student learning.

Standard assessment work consists of program assessment activities in which all program faculty members are expected to participate. For example, all program faculty members should participate in making decisions about the program’s learning outcomes, its assessment plan, and changes to the program based upon assessment findings (activities 1, 2, and 5 above). If the program’s assessment plan specifies that a course taught by a faculty member will supply information needed for program assessment (activities 3 and 7 above), the faculty member has a responsibility to provide this information. Likewise, if the faculty uses assessment findings to identify a needed change in the program that must be implemented in a course that a faculty member teaches, that faculty member has a responsibility to implement that change (activity 6 above). 

Expanded assessment work consists of program assessment activities that are the responsibility of only some faculty members. It includes assessment scholarship, professional development, and service. Someone has to coordinate the work done by individual faculty members—planning and convening meetings, collecting and synthesizing data from diverse sources, disseminating findings, writing reports, monitoring progress, and ensuring that the program has the data it needs to make program improvement decisions and that the decisions it makes are implemented. These responsibilities encompass activities 4, 8, and 9 above, as well as parts of activities 3, 6, and 7. Departments vary in how they carry out these tasks. Often they are performed by assessment coordinators, program coordinators, or department chairs.

Table 1: Examples of standard and expanded assessment work.	Comment by JMMelcher: Added table at request of person who thought providing examples in this form would be more clear.
	Standard assessment work
	Expanded assessment work

	Liberal education: Using an assessment technique to derive evidence of how well students in a liberal education course achieved one or more or the Student Learning Outcomes in the relevant Goal Area(s) for the course.
	Liberal education: Serving on a Liberal Education Assessment Panel. The work involves guiding the assessment of liberal education courses, collecting assessment information and compiling an annual Goal Area report.

	Program assessment: Using an assessment technique to derive evidence of how well students achieved one of the major program student learning outcomes; also includes UDWR assessment.
	Program assessment: Undertaking a non-standard study, such as assessing the state of program assessment, designing and testing a new assessment instrument, publishing research or commentary related to academic program assessment.

	Program assessment: Serving on a program or department assessment committee; helping to develop or to implement assessment of program learning outcomes.
	Program assessment: Serving as a Program or Department Assessment Coordinator and serving on a College or Unit Assessment Committee. This position normally involves collecting assessment information from colleagues and assembling the annual program assessment report.

	
	College-level assessment: Serving as a College or Unit Assessment Coordinator and on the University Assessment Steering Committee. (Note: Current practice has been to give reassigned time to college assessment coordinators, in which case assessment is considered part of the persons duties and responsibilities.)

	
	Professional development: Attending workshops or conferences specifically for the purpose of enhancing one's assessment knowledge or skills. May include assessment activities at a disciplinary conference.




The Reward System for Assessment Work

Article 22 of the collective bargaining agreement between the Inter-Faculty Association and MnSCU identifies five criteria for evaluation of faculty members:
1) Demonstrated ability to teach effectively and/or perform effectively in other current assignments
2) Scholarly or creative achievement or research 
3) Evidence of continuing preparation and study
4) Contribution to student growth and development
5) Service to the university and community
The bargaining agreement does not clearly specify where assessment work fits within these five criteria. This paper takes the position that standard assessment work contributes primarily to Criterion 1, while expanded assessment work may contribute to any of the five criteria. 

Standard Assessment Work

Standard assessment work contributes to effective teaching. Teaching is not effective unless students learn. The goal of assessment is to improve student learning. Students learn across courses, not just within them, so program-level assessment is essential to improving student learning. Effective teaching requires participation in program-level assessment activities, as well as evaluating student work within courses. 

The best way for faculty members to document that their assessment work contributes to effective teaching is to show that they are actively involved in program-level assessment. For example, a faculty member may (1) provide analyses of student work at the course level that are used to assess program learning outcomes, or (2) implement course-level changes that the faculty have identified as needed for program improvement. Program-level assessment data should not be used to document teaching effectiveness. Learning gains at the program level result from the collective efforts of the faculty and usually cannot be attributed to any single faculty member. More importantly, use of program-level data for faculty evaluation may undermine the use of these data for program improvement. If program-level findings are used to document positive teaching outcomes, might they also be used to document negative ones? To the extent that faculty members fear that assessment findings may be used against them in this way, they may be reluctant to participate in assessment, thus depriving the program of data it needs to improve student learning.


Table 2. Standard and Expanded Assessment Work in Relation to Evaluation Criteria for Faculty.
	IFO Evaluation Criterion
	Standard Assessment Work                                                                 (expected of all faculty members)
	Expanded Assessment Work                                                                           (not expected of all faculty members)

	Criterion 1
	 participation in program-level assessment activities (such as defining or improving assessment plans and  making or implementing decisions based upon assessment findings) 
	assessment work that is included in the assigned duties of a particular faculty member (such as assessment coordination for which the faculty member receives reassigned time)

	Criterion 2
	 
	projects supported by assessment grants or other assessment work that meets the scholarship standards set by a department

	Criterion 3
	 
	professional development activities that focus on program-level assessment

	Criterion 4
	 
	students benefit from an action taken by a faculty member to improve the program in a way suggested by assessment findings 

	Criterion 5
	 
	coordination of assessment activities for the program (such as organizing and conducting meetings, collecting and analyzing data, synthesizing information, disseminating findings, writing reports, and monitoring progress); service on college or university assessment committees



Appendix G in the collective bargaining agreement for faculty provides guidelines for interpreting the five evaluation criteria. As the following excerpt from Appendix G shows, program-level assessment is not explicitly mentioned, but some closely related activities are. 
Because teaching embraces activities and responsibilities beyond classroom instruction, evaluation may address effectiveness in course development, curriculum design, instructional innovation, ability to organize, analyze and present knowledge, instructional advisement and other such related activities.
The faculty member’s Progress Report should include evidence in support of the foregoing. Faculty are encouraged to include student assessments as evidence of ability to teach effectively.  Evidence may also include, but is not limited to: peer reviews, quality of syllabi, nature and quality of assignments, practices and quality for assessing student progress, time lines of evaluation of student performance, pedagogical approaches, attention to student advisement, nature and frequency of course development and timeliness of revision, timeliness of work assignments, and addressing multicultural perspectives in teaching methods.
The term assessment probably refers to course-level assessment. However, some program-level activities, such as curriculum development, are explicitly mentioned. This suggests that it would be appropriate to consider standard assessment work under Criterion 1.

Expanded Assessment Work

Although it is reasonable to expect faculty members to participate in assessment activities of the programs in which they teach, it is not reasonable to expect that all faculty members will engage in assessment scholarship, obtain professional development in program assessment, or serve students or the university through assessment work. Generally, the faculty members whose contributions to program assessment fall into faculty evaluation Criteria 2 through 5 consist of expanded assessment work. 

Expanded assessment work also may fall in Criterion 1: demonstrated ability to teach effectively or perform effectively in other current assignments. For faculty members who receive reassigned time to perform assessment work, this work is part of their current assignment and, therefore, should be counted in Criterion 1. This would not preclude it from also being counted for other criteria. 

Criterion 2 – Assessment of student learning is a type of applied scholarship. It collects data for use by decision makers (program faculty members in this case). This paper encourages departments to count as scholarship for purposes of faculty evaluation assessment work that results in professional presentations or publications. 

Criterion 3 – Faculty members who participate in expanded assessment work often engage in professional development activities in connection with this work. This is especially true to the extent that the assessment work is unrelated to their other assigned duties. For example, they may  participate in workshops or conferences focused on assessment or spend time updating their knowledge of the assessment literature.

Criterion 4 – The goal of assessment work is to improve student learning. Assessment findings may lead to adoption of innovations that benefit students in ways that go far beyond the classroom. For example, a program may make curricular changes based upon assessment findings that improve the marketability of the program’s graduates. Likewise, instructors may use student learning weaknesses identified through assessment to improve assignments, develop new assignments, and/or make other pedagogical changes to address the weaknesses.

Criterion 5 – Assessment work provides obvious benefits to programs, departments, and the University. Good assessment work enables the institution and its units to better carry out their missions. Especially to the extent that such work is not rewarded with reassigned time or some other form of compensation, it should be recognized in Criterion 5. 

Assessment work generally is recognized as contributing to Criterion 5 but not always the other categories. The 2006 SCSU self-study report for accreditation by the Higher Learning Commission noted that assessment service is not adequately rewarded at SCSU. An SCSU survey the same year found that SCSU faculty perceive that promotion and tenure decisions are based primarily on Criteria 1 and 2. This highlights the need for departments to recognize the contributions that assessment work makes to Criterion 1. It also suggests that departments may want to reconsider the contributions of assessment work to the other criteria.


Recommendations

1) Assessment work should be appropriately recognized and rewarded through the evaluation, promotion, and tenure process. Although most assessment work can be viewed as service (Criterion 5), it is important that it not be viewed merely as service. Doing so will ensure that assessment work is poorly compensated, because service is less highly rewarded than are teaching effectiveness and scholarship.
2) Standard assessment work should be counted as evidence for meeting Criterion 1. Program faculty members are collectively responsible for seeing that students learn what they are supposed to learn by the time they complete the program. Participation in program-level assessment activities is as much a part of teaching as are course preparation and grading.  
3) Because standard assessment work is expected of all faculty members, it should be included in position descriptions.
4) Expanded assessment work that is compensated with reassigned time should be counted as evidence for meeting Criterion 1, because it is part of one’s “current assignments.”
5) Expanded assessment work that meets departmental standards for scholarship should be counted as evidence for meeting Criterion 2.
6) To the extent that assessment work is not compensated with reassigned time, it should count under Criterion 5. This would not preclude the work from also being considered in other categories.
7) Reassigned time should be provided to faculty members who have substantial obligations for expanded assessment work, including the University Assessment Director and the college assessment directors. The amount of reassignment should be based upon the credit hour equivalence of the number of hours required for the assessment work. 
8) Duty-day compensation should be available for faculty members who do expanded assessment work that requires a substantial time commitment, but not enough to merit reassignment. The criteria for funding should be clearly specified and should reflect institutional assessment priorities. To receive such compensation, faculty members should be expected to provide a description and budget for the proposed work, as well as a report that documents that the work was completed and that describes its impact.
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APPENDIX A: Excerpt from the IFO Contract- Appendix G

IFO MnSCU
Master Agreement 2007-2009

APPENDIX G
Guidelines for Evaluation


Evaluation focuses on the five criteria set forth in Article 22 of the Agreement.  This Appendix provides elaboration of the types of evidence which is considered appropriate for addressing each category, both for the department/unit in developing its goals and objectives and for the individual faculty member in preparing his/her PDP and Progress Report.  It is recommended that each campus, through the meet and confer process, review this Appendix to assess how it meets institutional needs and where there are other forms of information and data which could be taken into consideration.

Criterion 1.  Demonstrated ability to teach effectively or perform effectively in other current assignments.  The universities of the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities (MnSCU) are teaching institutions where scholarly and creative activity informs and connects disciplines and the learning process.

Effective teaching begins with well informed and intellectually engaged faculty who are current in their disciplines and their pedagogies and who understand relationships among disciplines.  For teaching faculty, effective teaching shall be the principal proportion of the five criteria considered in evaluation.

Because teaching embraces activities and responsibilities beyond classroom instruction, evaluation may address effectiveness in course development, curriculum design, instructional innovation, ability to organize, analyze and present knowledge, instructional advisement and other such related activities.

The faculty member’s Progress Report should include evidence in support of the foregoing. Faculty are encouraged to include student assessments as evidence of ability to teach effectively.  Evidence may also include, but is not limited to: peer reviews, quality of syllabi, nature and quality of assignments, practices and quality for assessing student progress, time lines of evaluation of student performance, pedagogical approaches, attention to student advisement, nature and frequency of course development and timeliness of revision, timeliness of work assignments, and addressing multicultural perspectives in teaching methods.

Criterion 2.  Scholarly or creative achievement or research.  This category supports one’s teaching and contributes to one’s special field of knowledge.  The advancement of knowledge and education calls for many kinds of scholarship/creative activity/research.  Each may require a different approach.  Evidence of scholarly/creative activity/research may include but is not limited to, consideration of the faculty member’s publication record, works in progress, unpublished reports, professional assistance to other scholars, papers delivered at meetings of professional societies, computer software and other technologically delivered academic products, awards, invited lectures and participation in panels and symposia, participation in policy analysis, grants received, editorial or advisory roles with professional journals, participation on evaluation panels for research funding, participation in juried shows, musical or theatrical performances, consultantships, research projects, and contribution to the scholarly growth of peers.

Criterion 3.  Evidence of continuing preparation and study. Faculty are expected to be aware of the changing nature of their disciplines and techniques of instruction.  Evidence of continuing preparation and growth can be demonstrated by such activities as participation in seminars, workshops and refresher courses, formal education/study, attendance at professional conferences, structured study leading to development of experimental programs, curricular proposals or revisions, and ongoing revisions to course syllabi reflecting changes in the discipline or its pedagogy, etc.

Criterion 4.  Contributions to student growth and development.  Faculty are expected to support student learning and growth.  Evidence of such support might include, but is not limited to, effective academic or career advising, service as an advisor or other support of student committees or organizations, involvement in internship development and new student programs, supervising of student projects, assistance to students in gaining entrance to professions or graduate study and involvement in efforts to secure scholarship and fellowships.

Criterion 5.  Service to the university and community.  Faculty responsibilities extend beyond the classroom to areas such as the department, college/division, university and greater community.  Evidence of faculty service might include, but is not limited to participation in and contribution to:  committee assignments, related leadership roles, university-related regional and national bodies including accreditation and program review, governance of the university, community organizations, fostering alumni relationship, community presentations, consulting with community agencies and organizations, special university lectures, seminars, workshops or development activities.

Clearly, an array of relevant information and data may be used as evidence in all five criteria. 

The complete document is available here.  




APPENDIX B: Excerpt from the 2007 SCSU Self Study

From the 2007 HLC Self Study, pages 139-140: 
Conclusions
St. Cloud State University has engaged in a serious self-study process over the past two years. Hundreds of individuals were involved in various committees to examine our current practice related to the Higher Learning Commission’s criteria for “best practice”. We are grateful for the opportunity to come together to celebrate our strengths, identify areas where we need to improve, and begin the process of implementing serious changes when needed. St. Cloud State University is committed to taking the results of the self-study and turning our challenges into action. We have developed a “Blueprint for Change”, consisting of 28 challenges organized into three broad categories to guide us in our efforts over the next several years as we begin our work. 
	Challenge
	Core
Component

	Scholarship, Teaching and Student Learning 

	Develop a better understanding of the unique learning and support needs of our underrepresented and diverse student populations.
	1B, 4C, 5C

	Changing demographics will require increased focus on recruitment, establishing enrollment targets, and improvements in retention and graduation rates.
	2A, 2B, 4C

	An increasing number of faculty retirements along with a national shortage of faculty in several disciplines will make hiring new faculty difficult, thus challenging the university to be more deliberate in developing recruitment strategies.
	2A

	Increase graduate education opportunities (to meet student demand and address demographic changes).
	2B, 4A

	Increase online learning opportunities (to meet student demand and address demographic changes) and evaluate the effectiveness of alternative learning options.
	2B, 3D

	Expand outreach efforts to include more programs (to meet student demand and address demographic changes).
	2B

	Develop strategies to enhance the recognition of faculty service related to assessment work.
	3A, 3B

	Develop and support innovative teaching practices to reach diverse groups of students and solicit their input regarding their academic needs.
	3B

	Provide for campus discussions over the priority and support of teaching, scholarship, and research in the tenure and promotion process as well as increased public recognition of faculty and staff achievements.
	3B, 4A

	Improve student advising at the undergraduate and graduate levels.
	3C

	As enrollments in Continuing Studies expand, establish a formal process to ensure that decisions about outreach and faculty teaching loads are systematic and data-driven.
	3C, 3D

	As instructional delivery options expand, examine the capacity in terms of number of faculty and staff to determine our ability to adequately serve students.
	3D

	Revise the General Education curriculum.
	4B

	Provide for further campus-wide data collection and analysis of engagement and service activities to allow us to systematically increase our efforts to better serve our constituents.
	5A, 5B, 5D

	Increase the support for service learning activities (i.e., scholarships, grants).
	5C

	Develop strategies (i.e., website development) to be more effective in communicating our service and engagement activities.
	5A, 5B, 5D

	Improve the animal care vivarium and animal welfare assurance process.
	4D

	Assessment and Data Management 

	Improve and refine access and quality of data used in making decisions.
	1C, 2A

	Allocate additional resources to the development of data systems on campus.
	3A, 4C

	Develop and implement the University Assessment System inclusive of General Education, colleges, and programs at the undergraduate and graduate levels.
	2C, 3A, 3D, 4B, 4D

	Develop a data management system to allow better access and information on student participation in programs, organizations, and centers.
	3C, 4C, 5A

	University Processes 

	Develop a process to ensure that all university initiatives align with the mission.
	1A

	Clearly link the university’s resource allocation to the strategic priorities.
	1C, 3D

	Develop ways to maintain the integrity of our consultative process while increasing the speed at which we makes critical decisions.
	1D

	Declining state support for higher education will challenge the university to find alternative sources of revenue.
	2A

	Strengthen the presence and role of the Office of Affirmative Action by establishing appropriate procedures and communicating effectively to the campus community.
	1E

	Develop and implement a revised budgeting process.
	2D

	Examine budget policies and practices to improve faculty use of professional development funds to ensure best practice.
	4A



3A Future Challenges: St. Cloud State University needs to continue to focus on strengthening the assessment infrastructure in terms of ongoing work at both the undergraduate and graduate levels. Efforts should focus on the refinement of the assessment systems at the program level, specifically in the development of assessment measures of student learning and the systematic use of data to improve teaching effectiveness and student learning.
Critical to the development of a culture where assessment is integrated into the decision-making process, there is a need to provide additional resources (i.e., software, training, and support) for faculty and staff related to the development and maintenance of data systems. These data management systems should provide easily accessible data, and sufficient data, to be used in program evaluation and improvement. 
Finally, there has been a call to increase the recognition of faculty service to the university as evidenced by the extensive assessment committee work assumed by faculty.
3B Future Challenges: There is a need to continue to develop and support innovative teaching practices to reach diverse groups of students and solicit their input regarding their academic needs. There is continued campus discussion over the priority of teaching, scholarship and research in the tenure and promotion process, as well as a call to increase overall recognition of faculty service to the university as evidenced by the extensive assessment work assumed by faculty. Dialogues have been ongoing and will continue to evolve regarding the topic of scholarship of teaching and its role in effective teaching.







APPENDIX C: Results from the 2006 SCSU Faculty/Staff Telephone Survey

A complete copy of the entire survey, including the methodology used, can be obtained from the SCSU Survey Center. 


The remainder of the questions asked of faculty, not faculty and staff.

Table 19:
“Now I have two questions about the five criteria used for tenure and promotion. The first asks how you evaluate the criteria and the second asks you how you think those who evaluate faculty for tenure and promotion rate the criteria.
For you personally, which of the five criteria, teaching effectiveness, research and publication, continuing professional development, service to students, and service to the university and community, is most important?”

	Response
	Faculty Frequency
	Faculty Percent

	Teaching Effectiveness 
	161
	79

	Research and Publication 
	16
	8

	Continuing Professional Development 
	4
	2

	Service to Students 
	13
	6

	Service to the University and Community 
	7
	3

	Don’t Know 
	4
	2

	Total
	205
	100




Table 20:
“Of the same criteria, teaching effectiveness, research and publication, continuing professional development, service to students, and service to the university and community, which do you think is most important to those who evaluate faculty for tenure and promotion?”

	Response
	Faculty Frequency
	Faculty Percent

	Teaching Effectiveness 
	83
	40

	Research and Publication 
	92
	46

	Continuing Professional Development 
	5
	2

	Service to Students 
	7
	3

	Service to the University and Community 
	9
	4

	Don’t Know 
	40
	5

	Total
	205
	100









APPENDIX D: Excerpt from the April 19, 2007 FA Meet and Confer Notes

From the April 19, 2007 M&C Notes:


7.      Assessment:  If MnSCU and Administration want to see high quality assessment, they need to provide reassigned time or compensation to faculty. (FA) (4/19/07)
 
FA:    Senate passed a motion that if MnSCU and administration want to see high quality assessment, they need to provide reassigned time or compensation to faculty.
 
FA:   Bill was going to explain that.
 
FA:   I delivered a rant at Faculty Senate.
 
AD:   Not you, Bill, no… (laughter)
 
FA:   This goes back to my earlier remark.  One faculty line is reallocated for an administrative position in response to an evolution in the deans’ roles.  Our perception from down where the rubber hits the road, is that the demands on our time are just increasing all the time.  It seems that the increase, itself, is accelerating.  Our attitude on assessment is tempered by the increasing feeling that a line in the sand is really just not far away.  Part of that comes from what we take to be, bluntly, a dismissive attitude on administration’s part when we bring up this issue.  You and I, for example, have had conversations and you’ve been candid in saying that from your perspective, our work load is appropriate.  That was, perhaps, three years ago that we had that discussion down in the lunchroom on our way to get our lunch.  Of course, we disagreed at that point.  Three years later, holy cow, everything is mushrooming.  I won’t put you on the spot and ask you if you still think it’s appropriate.  You’re part of a bargaining organization and you’re not at liberty to say that.  However, we’re very close to drawing a line in the sand.  It’s getting harder and harder for us to recruit people for the enormous array of tasks we perform on this campus.  You need to have your discussions among yourselves and when you do, I hope you will take serious cognizance of where we are on this.
 
FA:    My department was the original maker of the motion that came to Faculty Senate.  We weren’t talking just about having assessment directors in the college or even in the department.  We were talking about a recognition that this is part of a load that’s getting bigger and it could actually be negotiated as part of load contractually.  I think that this recognition that it is going to be an on-going part of our load is really important.  When we say reassigned time or compensation, that compensation could come in a variety of ways including lowering the amount of credits we teach per year, for example.  That’s just one instance.  I do think that if we want high quality assessment to happen, it can’t just be done by a director in a college or even somebody in the department who puts together assessment materials.  They have to get them from someone.  This came as a response to forms that came to Senate from the Assessment Committee and discussions in our department where we have multiple programs and each one of them needs an assessment plan.  We ask that you take that into consideration.  We did say MnSCU as part of that motion.  I think it’s important to get the message through to your counterparts at the bargaining table that we are serious about workload relief.
 
AD:   I appreciate the information and we will certainly have some conversations in response to it and look very closely into this situation and what the demands are and how we can deal with those.
 
FA:    It took forever to get the General Ed Assessment Director.  We literally had to twist arms…  It’s part of the same thing.
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