LMU Faculty Senate 

Minutes for Feb. 3, 2009

Present: Casey Bassett, Jack Mansfield, David Worley, Elissa Graff, Ron Dickinson, Vina Faulkner, Amy Pettit, Ahleasha Hill, and Shelley Wieting

Wieting called the meeting to order at 14:40.

The minutes were approved from the previous meeting.

Dr. Wolfe asked to announce that she is still working on gathering salary data for LMU, and is hopeful she will have it soon.

We began our discussion with mentioning interesting information from the peer institutions we have surveyed. Elon University, for example, has no distinction in their pay scale for market considerations, the same rank receives the same pay.

Bellarmine University, has instituted a policy whereby faculty have more time to complete scholarly work, in that one semester, a full time assignment is 12 hours, and that drops to 9 hours in the alternate semester. That is still considered a full time appointment.
Dr Dickinson accessed the data from the peer schools that has been entered so far and led a discussion about some of the challenges. Some of the material  easily falls into yes and no type answers and is easily quantified, but much of the data submitted has additional information that is more qualitative in nature. He has attempted to reflect the additional data whenever possible. He is still awaiting the balance of the peer institution  information.

We reviewed our charge as it relates to faculty evaluation, which was to devise a faculty evaluation system that salary can be based on. The faculty senate wishes to also create a mechanism to tie those evaluations to salary increases and rank advancement. We discussed the relative merits of having many criteria or less criteria to evaluate, and also the relative weight of each component. Would the criteria be the same for all the schools or be at the discretion of Deans and Chairpersons? Would the criteria be the same for full time vs. adjunct faculty. 
We felt that contributions to the field  needed to be specific to the school represented. We also felt the need to set parameters regarding how school specific utilizations would be implemented.
Finally we wanted to include some measure of student success in the mechanism for evaluation. Certainly some of the schools would be able to quantify that easily from the student performance on extraneous measures and testing, such as NCLEX exams for Nursing. Other departments would not have such easily accessed measures for success.

We spent the balance of the meeting identifying the essential elements for the evaluation tool and what specific data would reflect that performance. The five elements we deemed essential were as follows, with the indicators following each:

    Teaching – personal response, student evaluations, peer evaluations, and 
                       observational data

    Scholarship – grants, peer reviewed publications (see faculty manual)

    Research – program specific criteria

    Professional Development – program/discipline specific, organization membership,                                                  

                                                  academic pursuits 
    Service – to the community, the university, other

 The meeting was adjourned at 3:55 pm

 Respectfully submitted,

  Shelley Wieting

