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Charges to the Committee:

1. Monitor the accuracy and scope of the salary database, maintained by the Libraries Human Resources Office, of all Bloomington library faculty members, including extra-system library faculty.

The Committee recommends that the Libraries Human Resources Office add  and maintain relevant information on extra-system librarians  in the salary database.

2. Conduct a salary equity review every third year, identifying salary inequities and making recommendations for salary equity adjustments. The committee's report to the BLFC should exclude any confidential salary equity information, which should be submitted only to the Libraries Human Resources Officer and  the Ruth Lilly  University Dean of University Libraries. Note that 2000/01 is the third year.

Detailed discussion about the review is reported below.
3. Identify values and ensure that mechanisms are in place for reporting librarians' accomplishments.

The Committee recommends that the Libraries Human Resources Office collect information regarding post-MLS employment history and degrees prior to the salary equity review.

 4. Develop a suitable profile for a position description that will include all the elements used in reviewing for equity. Work with the Faculty Standards Committee in developing a more uniform approach to writing librarian position descriptions.

The Committee' s chair presented the SERC's criteria at the Fall Program, "Creating Your Professional Record,"  sponsored by the Continuing Education Committee and the Faculty Standards Committee of BLFC. 

The Committee's BLFC liaison served on the Position Descriptions Subcommittee of the Faculty Standard Committee.

The Committee recommends that the criteria to be used in a salary equity review be made available in time for this information to be included in the position description. 

5. Work with the Budgetary Advisory Committee to avoid creating systematic salary increases that contribute to inequity. (See the statements in the Annual Report of the 1999/2000 Salary Equity Review Committee).

6. Identify and communicate to BLFC the specific issues noted in the Committee's report in the statement: "Peer review process may contribute to inequity."

For the charges 5 and 6, we met with the Budgetary Advisory Committee's Co-chairs and made comments on their report.

7. Conduct the salary equity review.

Please see the report below.

Introduction

The 2000-2001 Salary Equity Review Committee conducted the salary equity review from December -February.  To accomplish this, the committee requested position descriptions and vitas from all librarians.  After four reminders, the response rate was 84.5%.  Position description and vitas for three extra systems librarians (one full rank and two associate rank) and 60  librarians employed by the IUB Libraries were received.  Included were fifteen full rank, thirty-five associate rank, and ten assistant rank librarians.  

Review


To perform the review, the committee calculated an expected salary for each position.  The expected salary was compared to the actual salary adjusted for merit.

Information regarding years in rank, salary floor, actual salary, supervisory responsibility, and merit history was collected from the Human Resources Office. Information regarding years of experience outside IU, and degrees obtained was collected from the curriculum vitae. The position description served in collecting data regarding external and internal contacts, supervisory responsibility, and independence variables. 

The criteria (see Appendix 1) developed by the Salary Equity Review Committee in 1994/1995 were used to calculate the total weights in each case. Committee members made a concerted effort to reach a consensus in understanding and applying the criteria and weights.  In each case information regarding years in rank, outside/IU post-MLS experience, degrees, external contact, internal contact, number and level of staff supervised, the degree of independence and responsibility were used to calculate total weights. 

The expected salary for each librarian was calculated by multiplying the total weight by the appropriate salary floor. Level II merit rating was considered the standard when determining the current salary. 

For example, the expected salary for an Associate Librarian rated as level II for the previous two years and total weights 22.4 %:

Expected salary= (22.4 % x 40,004) + 40,004 [salary floor for Associate Rank]=$48,965 

Actual salary - merit=$54,091-$0 (no merit)=$54,091 

Current salary=$54,091 

Merit increases for the Level III and IV for the previous two years and all merit for 1989-1999 were subtracted from the actual salary to calculate the difference from the expected salary. The merit increase for 1999/2000, level III was $500 and $1,000 for IV. Merit increase for 2000/2001, level III was $750 and $1,500 for IV.
For example, a librarian in Assistant Rank rated as level III for 1999/2000 and IV for 2000/2001 and total weights 7.45%:

Expected salary=(7.45% x 32,818)+32,818=$35,263

Actual salary-merit=$40,175-$500 (merit for level III) -$1,500 (merit for level IV)=$38,175

Current salary=$38,175

Result

A 3% deviation was used as a cut-off for defining inequity. The review produced the following results including extra-system. 
· Ten instances (16.7% ) of salaries ranging from -8.6 to -3.1% below expected salary  

· Eight instances (13.3% ) of salaries ranging from -2.4 % to -0.2% below expected salary
· Thirteen instances (21.7% ) of salaries ranging from 0.0 to 3.0% above expected salary

· Thirteen instances (21.7% ) of salaries ranging from 3.1 to 9.9% above expected salary

· Sixteen instances (26.7% ) of salaries ranging from 10.5 to 38.5% above expected salary

· Two of the three extra-systems librarians were –3.1% below the expected salary.  

Comparison Among Cohorts

 The Committee also completed a cohort comparison. Each librarian was assigned a group name (Public Services Head, Technical Services Head, Campus Head, Assistant Head, Section Head, Research Collection, Government Publication, Technical Services Cataloger, SALC, Other, Extra-System). Within these groupings the rank of each librarian was noted. Librarians with similar responsibilities and librarians within the same rank were compared.

The Committee noted that seven librarians who were identified in the first analysis were also identified in the cohort comparison. 

While conducting the cohort comparison, the Committee observed differences in annual merit ratings among different groups of librarians having different responsibilities, e.g., catalogers, SALC, reference librarians, etc.  

List of names recommended for inequity adjustment, Appendix 2, and Appendix 3 was submitted to the Libraries Human Resources Officer and  the Ruth Lilly University Dean of University Libraries.

Observance

While conducting the cohort comparison, the Committee observed the differences in annual merit ratings among librarians in different job title and responsibility.  Merit ratings for the group of Public Services Heads are level III or IV; Subject Bibliographers are level III or IV; Technical Services Heads, three out of four are level III or IV. 

Conversely, ratings for six of seven catalogers in the Technical Services Department were level II or below. Two out of three Section Heads, Technical Services were rated level II. 

Appendix 1

Relationships and Communications

· External Contact 

· Substantial external contact (more than two of the following) with other IU campus libraries, the university community, other libraries and information agencies, the general public, and business contacts. (2%) 

· Average external contact with other IU campus libraries, the university community, other libraries and information agencies, the general public, and business contacts. (.25%) 

· Internal Contact 

· Substantial internal contact with the IU Bloomington libraries and the Bloomington extra-system libraries. (1.5%) 

· Average internal contact with the IU Bloomington libraries and the Bloomington extra-system libraries. (.25%) 

Supervision

· Supervision of 1 FTE librarian or PA staff. (1.25%) 

· Supervision of 2-5 FTE librarians or PA staff. (2%) 

· Supervision of 6 or more FTE librarians or PA staff. (2.5 %) 

· Supervision of 1-5 FTE support staff. (1.25%) 

· Supervision of 6 or more FTE support staff. (1.5%) 

· Supervision of 1-5 FTE student staff. (.5%) 

· Supervision of 6 or more FTE student staff. (1%) 

Independence

· Latitude to set work goals, choose methods of accomplishment, and determine appropriate time frames on the basis of varied assignments given or approved. (1%) 

· Latitude to determine priorities and to allocate resources to achieve objectives within departmental policy. (1.5%) 

· Latitude to determine and evaluate departmental policy and to determine priorities and allocate resources within library policy. (2.5%) 

· Latitude to determine, evaluate and implement policy and to determine priorities and allocate resources to achieve objectives within a major segment of the University library system. (3%) 

Responsibility

· Substantial breadth of responsibility. (2.25%) 

· Average breadth of responsibility. (.25%) 

· Substantial depth of responsibility. (2.5%) 

· Average depth o f responsibility. (.25%)
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