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Senators present:  DeRidder, Diriker, Groth, Hopson, Howard, Matthews, McDermott, McKenzie, Morrison,  Muller, Mullins, O’Loughlin, Parker, Pereboom, Rieck, Shannon, Venso, Whaley

Senators absent:  Venso

0.
Mike O’Loughlin called the Senate to order at 3:32 pm.  A quorum was present. 

1.
Mike announced that giving a charge to the Curriculum Committee regarding CLEP exam polices had been postponed because the problems may already have been solved.  He recognized Elizabeth Curtin and Maarten Pereboom to speak to the relevant issues.

2.
Dave Buchanan announced that the USM (and hence SU) budget submissions for next year have once again been postponed.

3.
The minutes of 9 November were approved as distributed.  Approval of he minutes of the 23 November meeting was postponed until our next meeting.

4
Dave Rieck presented the following report and motion (final sentence):


Report from the Ad Hoc Committee on Faculty Pay Policy

November 30, 2004

Committee members: Elizabeth Curtin, Michael Garner, Joel Jenne, Rich McKenzie, Dave Parker, David Rieck, Don Whaley

Consistently, the faculty of Salisbury University has endorsed a simple “merit or no merit plan” for distribution of state-allocated merit funds. We, on the Ad-Hoc committee to examine merit pay distribution, once again conclude that we should continue to endorse such a two-tiered system. We believe that this system has worked well at SU. We further believe that the “high merit” schemes that were implemented in some years seriously eroded the cooperative, collegial environment that helps to make SU so special and have had the effect of demoralizing and alienating many hardworking and productive faculty members from the institution.  We continue to believe that these schemes are counterproductive.

Last summer our Ad-Hoc committee asked those who find a two-tiered merit policy unacceptable to provide us with a written explanation of their objections this system. To date we have received no such explanation.  We did receive a pay policy proposal from the deans last Wednesday, November 23, 2004. Although we have not had time to consider their proposal carefully, we believe that we may have found some common ground concerning the two-tiered approach for the distribution of state-provided merit money.  We welcome the opportunity to meet with the deans to discuss their entire proposal. At this time, however, we are not aware of any evidence or reasoning, either from our administration, the chancellor, or the research available on the issue that suggests we should implement anything other than the two-tiered distribution system that has worked well at SU over the years.

We believe that the two-tiered system is the least divisive and most appropriate method for distributing merit money and best serves to preserve the interdependent character of the teaching and scholarship enterprise of Salisbury University faculty.  

Consequently, on behalf of the committee I move that the Salisbury University Faculty Senate reiterate its recommendation for a two-tiered merit system as opposed to a multi-tiered merit scheme.
The preceding motion was seconded and passes unanimously (15 - 0 - 1).

5.
Wayne Shelton reported for the University Safety Committee, which was recently formed.  He distributed copies of a draft charter and the present membership.  Tom Jones suggested some changes in the wording of the charter.  Staff membership questions will likely be part of the collective bargaining agreement.  For example, the campus police have not yet elected their member, although such participation was approved by their collective bargaining agreement (different from that of the rest of the university staff).  Early communication to faculty concerning safety matters which affect them is one of the intended responsibilities of the new committee

6.  Mike adjourned the meeting shortly after 4:30.

Respectfully submitted,

Dave Parker, Secretary

