LMU Faculty Senate 

Minutes for April 21, 2009

Present: Clark, Quarles, Supina, Faulkner, Graff, Mansfield, Dickinson, Wieting, Wilcox, Wolfe, and Callahan
Absent: Hill, Bassett, Pettit, Worley, and Gratz, and 
Wolfe called the meeting to order at 2:50 pm. The minutes from 04/07/09 were approved.

Faculty meeting next Thursday at 2:30 pm during which time faculty Senate survey will be presented by Dr. Dickinson. Will clarify what components were evaluated as part of the faculty evaluation survey—This was an external assessment or review of peer institutions and level-five institutions in region—to compare to what LMU is doing for faculty evaluation. Purpose of the presentation was addressed with each slide discussed with suggestions for changes made by members. It was decided that faculty evaluation tied to ft/pt/ adjunct status and evaluation tied to salary/retention/promotion would be split into 2 separate slides with verbage deleted in leau of description. May include additional bar for missing data or combine into 1 bar. Slide with stacked bars that had names included on the bottom were identified as desirable for the amount of information included in the graph and being readable. LMU included as a benchmark. May need to take off because focus has been on peer universities. Next year, compare more closely to what LMU is doing. Replace Tusculum with LMU. Need to show the indicators respondents responded to to help the viewer interpret the yes and no responses. Need to be careful—avoid long discussion about what the survey included. Just show we have been working on. Support what Emberton has done with the board. Faculty senate supports an increase in salary. The graduate faculty think it should go back to include everyone who has been promoted. Reviewed the slides selected to present (to include 4 – 5 slides) and summary of what will be said to explain what Faculty Senate achieved. They need to understand why we collected all this data. This helps us determine what we want to recommend and validates decision.
Graduate faculty expressed concern regarding changes relayed by emberton related to the board’s decision. Faculty Senate, we represent a group of people to make a voice heard. They are not happy with faculty senate’s involvement in the board’s decision. Who has been promoted and presently employed…desire increased compensation as well. People being hired who are making considerably more than people who have been working for 20 – 30 years. Evaluation for next year. Before we talk about that, we need to increase equality of salaries. Faculty Senate has been documenting meetings and posting online and keeping in communication with Emberton, as well as invited faculty to meetings on several occaisions, with deprartmental representatives relaying information.

Unsure distribution of salary and wondering how to regulate equality of payment. When each person was hired in, that influences how much was based on demand at the time. You negotiate the salary. Then final decision is made with hiring process. Market driven. That results into an unequal distribution. Not sure if as a senate has any control, we can make recommendations. If I represent a group of people It is our obligation to bring to this table. As a group we do not have to agree with everything. How do we influence equal distribution of salary? We would like the president of the administration to try to equalize salary of those within equal fields.  Emberton acknowledged awareness of discrepancies and effort to equalize this year and the future. They were not happy because they were already promoted. How many people have not applied for promotion due to having no salary increase. Retroactive 10 years ago, but did not apply because at the time no pay but now those who applied early regardless with get more funds. Can appreciate they would like it to be retroactive. That did not satisfy some people. It was presented – brought to the attention of the faculty senate. Emberton said we have to start somewhere. Discuss—
We hope to provide more avenues that will result in equalization of wages based on merit.

Keep in mind there will be a significant portion of constituency that will not be satisfactied—

While would like to see it retroactive

1) Faculty senate appreciates and acknowledges Emberton’s request to the board and the board’s decision to recognize rank with a salary increase.

2) Emberton present this salary increase as a starting point and she would continue to address this in the future
3) Discrepancy in salaries had been noted and will be addressed as able in the future

4) Faculty senate recognizes the concern of those who have already attained  a promotion desire the salary increase to be retroactive and will continue to research other avenues that would reflect on faculty evaluation that would move toward equalizing of wages

If so much disgruntled views are in the air, it can be removed. These concerns were brought forward by the education graduate faculty. Based on the desire for social equity, new faculty coming to the university market economics and demand dictate different standards. Society with a market-driven economy, have a tactic if do not want to fall into the disgruntled group—have to maintain the ability to go out on the open market and gain the value the market is going to reward you that is an issue of individual merit. Once it si clear you have this market value and are prepared to use it. Talk about salary reviews to see where you are in the peer group. Have really dogged to door to get it from our last. Inevitable, personal characteristics and age influence marketability as well. There is only so much that can be done to change this. Things may change dramatically in the future which make some of these topics no longer relevant. 
In order to get your 1 hour work load credit, you need to come to the senate meeting. If traveling for meetings, not funds available to pay way. Hope it is not a deal breaker, hardship, hope you can return. Everyone does a great job. Appreciate everything everyone has done and your input has been so important. Per contract, involvement in faculty senate and other committee work included as a requirement. Trying to put budgets out, especially, with rank but may get more money for the faculty senate. I think we have done a lot this year. Got the raise in rank, all of a sudden we get a figure. At least we have gotten something. Any problem with what just said. We need everybody here. Next year it will get more intense. Now have information, it will be putting down what it is. It will really affect those who are teaching. We will look at many of the evaluation forms. Self-evaluations, FAR, etc. I would like to see everybody evaluated in their jobs. Faculty evaluating the chair. President should be evaluated as well. External body to assess? Awards banquet for Faculty. Would like to thank Okie for her leadership of the Faculty Senate. Goal is to keep everything open. Want everyone to have input. This is the strongest it has ever been. Don’t push, rewording. 
The meeting was adjourned by Wolfe at approximately 4:00 pm. Jack and Ron motioned to adjourn. The next meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, April 7th. 

Respectfully submitted by Ann Callahan, secretary/treasurer.
