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Committee Membership, 2002-2003* 
Nancy Boerner, BLFC Liaison 
Jackie Byrd, Chair 
Yolanda Cooper, Ex-Officio 
Emma Dederick Colon 
Kathy McCarnes, Ex-Officio 
Jo McClamroch 
Lois Sewell 
Monique Threatt** 
Liana Zhou 
 
*  Nels Gunderson was initially listed as a Committee member, but his term had actually ended. 
**  David Frasier began the year on the committee, and Monique was appointed after David 
resigned. 
 
Charges to the Committee: 
 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.  
While doing a test equity review of randomly selected librarians, the Committee was able 
to gain some valuable experience working with data from the database.  This experience 
will prove very beneficial when a full review is done for next year. 
 

 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 2003 /04 is the third year.  
The next scheduled salary equity review will be next year, and the Committee spent 
much of 2002-2003 developing an understanding of the process in preparation for next 
year. 
 

 Review the criteria to be used in the salary equity review and distribute the 
information to the librarians well in advance of the review.  
The test review that the Committee did this year allowed it to identify some possible 
improvements to the criteria.  These are identified and explained in the recommendations 
below. 
 

 Research and identify any cases of repeat inequity. Attempt to identify the factors 
that contribute to repetitive inequity and recommend ways to address this problem.  
These will become apparent during the full review next year.  In doing the test review, 
the Committee did identify a merit-related problem that can appear to be repeat inequity.  
This is addressed in the recommendations below. 
 



 Consider changing the frequency of the salary equity review process. Investigate 
practices used in other schools and units on the IUB campus and make an 
appropriate recommendation to BLFC.  
The Committee sought information from other schools and units on the IUB campus, as 
well as from other CIC libraries.  Appendix A contains the information gathered.  The 
issue of review frequency is addressed in the recommendations below. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 Changes to Criteria:  During the test review, the Committee identified some criteria that 

would benefit from having a middle ranking.  For example, the criterion of Breadth of 
Responsibility currently has two possible rankings, 2.25 for "substantial breadth of 
responsibility" and .25 for "average breadth of responsibility".  Even with the small 
number of librarians included in the test review (11), the Committee saw the need for a 
"middle ground" for some positions.  The Committee felt, in some cases, that the highest 
ranking would be overrating a position, while the lowest ranking would be underrating it.  
With such a large gap between the rankings, the Committee recommends the creation of a 
middle ranking for the following criteria: 

o Breadth of Responsibility 
Currently:   Substantial  = 2.25 
  Average =   .25 
Proposed: Substantial = 2.25 
  Considerable = 1.125 
  Average =   .25 

o Depth of Responsibility 
Currently:   Substantial  = 2.25 
  Average =   .25 
Proposed: Substantial = 2.25 
  Considerable = 1.125 
  Average =   .25 

o External Contact 
Currently:   Substantial  = 2.00 
  Average =   .25 
Proposed: Substantial = 2.00 
  Considerable = 1.00 
  Average =   .25 
 

o Internal contact 
Currently:   Substantial  = 1.50 
  Average =   .25 
Proposed: Substantial = 1.50 
  Considerable =   .75 
  Average =   .25 
 

 Impact of Merit on Equity:  While working on the test review, the Committee identified 
a category of information that was missing from the database.  Currently, information is 
supplied on positive merit, so that it can be subtracted from a librarian's salary for the 
review process.  This prevents a librarian's merit raises from skewing the salary data.  
However, a merit ranking of "1" could result in a perceived equity issue.  In our test 



review, the Committee had what appeared to be a case of repeat inequity, but the 
discrepancy was actually based on the negative impact of merit on the librarian's salary.  
The Committee, therefore, recommends that positive merit be subtracted from a 
librarian's salary for the review process and that salaries also be adjusted to reflect a level 
"1" ranking. 

 
 Frequency of Salary Equity Reviews:  The Committee looked at a couple of 

approaches to the frequency of the salary equity review process.   
o The Committee recommends that salaries continue to be reviewed every three 

years, but only the salaries of those librarians who had undergone a substantial 
change in duties, rank, degree, etc., would be reviewed.  If the criteria are 
consistent from review to review, then a librarian whose situation had not 
undergone any change should expect the result of a new review to be the same as 
that for the previous review.  Rather than requesting data from all librarians, the 
Committee could communicate the types of changes that could result in a 
different review outcome.  Only those librarians whose situations had changed 
would then be reviewed.  This, of course, would not change the fact that any 
librarian can request a salary equity review at any time. 

 
If the recommendation to change the possible ratings for external/internal contacts 
and breadth/depth of responsibility is implemented, then a review of all interested 
librarians would be needed in 2003-2004.  Whenever the criteria for salary equity 
change, it is likely that the rating of some librarians would be affected by the new 
criteria.   

o Another option that the Committee considered was to change the frequency for a 
full salary equity review from every three years to, for example, every five years.  
A major problem with this approach is the loss of continuity on the Committee 
from review to review.  The appointment for this Committee is already three years 
instead of the usual two for all other BLFC committees.  A significantly longer 
appointment would be needed to ensure continuity of membership from one 
review to the next.  The Committee does not recommend this approach. 

 
 Information Gathering for the Review Process:  While working on the test review, the 

Committee found great differences in what information is included in vitae and position 
descriptions.  The Committee, of course, recognizes that positions and people differ, and 
it certainly is not advocating a mandated format for these documents.   

 
However, there is some specific information that the Committee needs in a uniform 
manner in order to complete a salary equity review for a librarian.  To gather this 
information, the Committee recommends that a form be submitted, along with a 
librarian's position description and vita.  The information that would be included on this 
form includes: 

o Supervision:   
 How many FTE support staff do you supervise? 
 How many FTE PA's do you supervise? 
 How many FTE librarians do you supervise? 
 How many weekly hours of hourly employees do you supervise? 



 
o Degrees: 

 Please give date, university/college, and specific degree information for 
any masters degree other than MLS.  (If you are ABD or have a Ph.D., 
please give information on any related masters degree you obtained in 
your work.) 

 Please give date, university/college, and specific degree information for 
any PhD. 

o External Contacts:  Please describe contact required by your position with the 
following groups:   
 Libraries from other IU Campuses 
 The IUB University community 
 Other libraries and information agencies 
 The general public 
 Business contacts 

o Internal Contacts:  Please describe the contact required by your position with the 
following groups: 
 IUB libraries 
 Bloomington campus extra-systems libraries 

o Breadth of Responsibility:  Please indicate the number of people (library staff or 
patrons), excluding those whom you supervise, who are affected by your work 
and/or decisions.   

o Depth of Responsibility:  Please describe the seriousness of the impact of your 
work and/or decisions on the people affected by them. 

o Changes in Position:  Please describe any significant changes in your position 
since the last equity review (2000-2001). 

 
 Education about Process:  The committee recommends that the 2003-2004 Salary 

Equity Review Committee organize an education program for IUB librarians on the 
salary equity review process.  The program should include: 

o An explanation of the criteria used in the process 
o Information on what specific types of information are needed by the committee, 

along with an explanation of why the information is needed, tying the information 
to the relevant criteria 

 
 Notification of Results of Review:  The Committee recommends that librarians 

participating in a salary equity review be informed about the results of the review 
process.  Each librarian should receive written notification stating whether or not her/his 
salary fell below the expected salary, based on the review criteria. 



Appendix A 
Responses from Other Units/Schools 

on Salary Equity Review Process 
 

 
In canvassing other units and schools of the IUB Campus and other CIC libraries, the 
following information was requested: 

o Is there a regular equity review?  If so, how frequently? 
o If there is no regular equity review, how does someone go about requesting an 

equity review? 
o What are the review criteria? 
o Do you have a standing committee charged with carrying out the review? 
o If an inequity is identified, how is an adjustment funded?  (Special pool, 

general salary funding, etc.) 
o Do you have any related documentation that you could share? 

 
Campus Academic Units:  For those schools and units who responded, most of the 
information obtained is not really relevant to our current process.  The Business 
School, the School of Public & Environmental Affairs, and the School of Music have 
equity review as part of the annual salary setting.  Sometimes the issue is raised by a 
faculty member, and sometimes a problem is identified by a department chair, 
associate deans, and deans.  It is this latter group of administrators who determines 
whether a salary adjustment is made.  The criteria are the same as those used for 
annual raises, i.e. performance in research, teaching, and service.  However, 
comparisons with peer salaries are also used to judge salary equity. 
 
The School of Journalism and the School of Law reported that there is no systematic 
equity review for their faculty. 
 
The School of Education uses its Budgetary Affairs Committee to assess an equity 
adjustment request, which can come from a department chair, an individual faculty 
member, or from the committee itself.  The criteria include merit history, year of 
degree, and years in rank.  Comparisons with peers are used to determine whether an 
inequity exists, and this can be complicated by raises due to outside offers or the fact 
that the market demands higher salaries for some categories of faculty.   
 
For all campus units, the money for equity raises come from the general salary 
funding pool. 
 
CIC Libraries:  Only one CIC library responded, Michigan State, which does not 
have regular salary equity reviews.   


