APPENDIX C

Faculty Affairs Committee Minutes

February 27, 2006
1) FAC welcomed guests Lisa Shibley and Martha Aynardi, who shared information about the new advising policy being worked on by the advising committee and on the student evaluation forms for faculty advising. 

FAC basically requested that 1) the evaluation form only be filled out by students who’d actually tried to see an advisor and 2) that the advising policy be toned down so as not to seem accusatory of faculty.

2) FAC addressed the issues of calculating faculty raises. FAC was charged with the task of making a recommendation from to Council; a recommendation from Council will go to the Associate Dean and/or Chancellor. Carl Lovitt stated that he will consider Council’s request as he determines faculty raises for 2006. He also suggested that since he is leaving, it would be a good idea to have a formula in place for the new Associate Dean.

FAC discussed various options, focusing primarily on the two described by Carl below:

From 2000 to 2004, I used the following process: 

· all faculty who had a merit rating of at least 3.0 received a 2% raise 

· faculty who had a merit rating of 3.1 or higher also received a fixed dollar amount for specified increments of merit (e.g. faculty who received a merit rating of 3.1 to 3.4 would receive an additional $100; faculty who received a merit rating of 3.5-3.9 would receive an additional $250; faculty who received a merit rating of 4.0-4.4 would receive an additional $500; faculty who received a merit rating of 4.5-4.9 would receive an additional $750; faculty who received a merit rating of 5.0 would receive an additional $1,000; these amounts varied from year to year depending on the number of faculty who received particular merit ratings and the total amount of raise money available for distribution) 

· selected faculty could also receive an additional fixed increment for excellence (e.g., an additional $500-$1,000) 

· selected faculty could receive an equity adjustment (the Chancellor typically made these awards based on her comparative review of salaries in a particular rank) 

In 2005, I modified the formula that I used to calculate faculty raises. I modified the formula because I had become convinced that basing raises on a percentage of faculty salaries was inherently inequitable (i.e., those with higher salaries would receive larger raises than those with lower salaries, regardless of their merit rating).  I learned that some of my colleagues at other institutions employed a formula for raises that was not based on a percentage of salary, and even found that Penn State Berks had previously employed such a system.

In 2005, I used the following process to calculate faculty raises:

1. I added up the total number of faculty members' overall merit ratings (i.e. 3.1 + 4.5 + 3.5 + 5.0 + 3.5 . . . + n = 389)
2. I divided 389 into the total amount of money available for distribution last year, $178,524, and arrived at $459 as the amount of raise equivalent to a single point of merit rating.
3. all faculty who had a merit rating of at least 3.0 received 3(459) = 1377 (my only qualification was that this amount had to at least 2% of the faculty member's salary; I did not want anyone to get a smaller base merit raise using the new system; as a result, faculty members with salaries higher than $69,000 received 2% of their salary.
4. faculty who had a merit rating of 3.1 or higher also received a fixed dollar amount for specified increments of merit (e.g. faculty who received a merit rating of 3.1 to 3.4 received an additional $108; faculty who received a merit rating of 3.5-3.9 received an additional $216; faculty who received a merit rating of 4.0-4.4 received an additional $450; faculty who received a merit rating of 4.5-4.9 received an additional $684; faculty who received a merit rating of 5.0 received an additional $918)
5. selected faculty also received an additional fixed increment ($477) for excellence  
6. selected faculty received an equity adjustment 
To help us debate this issue, Chair Laurie Grobman collected responses from faculty. Of those who responded (about 25 total), the previous method had a slight majority.

At Laurie’s request, Dennis Mays sought feedback from other units in the university. Apx. 21 units with faculty responded, and ALL 21 use the method Carl used in 200-2004.
The committee did not come to a consensus.

