UNIVERSITY OF

LOUISVILLE

C>-/ COMMISSION ON THE
STATUS OF WOMEN

Access, Opportunity, and Achievement
Fifteen Years Later: A 2009 Update on the
1994 Report of the Task Force on the Statu:

of Women



TABLE OF CONTENTS

P REF A CE . ..o e e e e 6

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .ottt e e et e e e e e e e et et 8

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS ... e e e e v 1

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS ... ...ttt et e e et e e e et ee e e eaaanns 19
REP RESENT ATION . .. ettt e e e e e e e e e e e et et e e e e e n e 41
REC RUITMEN T . e e e e e e ettt et e e e e e e e taere e e e eaens 56
L = = N I O N PP 60
CAMPUS CLIM AT E . .. e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaeans 66
INTEGRATION OF WORK AND FAMILY ... e e e e e e 70
FUTURE RESEARCH SUGGESTED BY THE 1994 TASK FORCE ........cviiiiiiiiiiiiiiecns 73

Appendix A: Integrated Post Secondary Educati@sh System (IPEDS) Job Category Definitions
Appendix B: 2007 - 2009 Salary Structure for Exe®aff

Appendix C: Wage Structure for Non-Exempt Clasdifgtaff

Appendix D: Characterization of Women in Perioticarticle Scoring Rubric

Appendix E: Characterization of Women in PERIODIGACOVER Content and Photo Scoring Rubric

Appendix F: Report on Focus Groups with WomenfStadl Faculty Sponsored by the Commission on the
Status of Women

Appendix G: Benchmark Faculty Analysis

Appendix H: Methodology

Appendix I: Women’s and Gender Studies Department

Appendix J: Athletics Rates of Participation anthlatic Scholarships

Appendix K: COSW Annual Reports for 2007 — 2002@08 - 2009



List of Figures
(Crosswalk with 1994 Figures)

Only those included in the 2009 Revision are inetlith

the following list.

2009

1994

FIGURE 1: Percentage Women by IPEDS Job Category 2001,
2004, 2007

TABLE 1: Percent Female, 1993, Staff Categorie

n

FIGURE 2: Total University Faculty by Gender 2001, 2004, 200

7TABLE 9: Gender Distribution for Faculty 1983,
1988, 1993

FIGURE 3: Faculty by Rank and Gender as Percentage of Tota
University Faculty

| TABLE 12: Male Faculty by Rank as Percent of
Total Faculty 1983, 1988, 1993

FIGURE 4: Faculty by Rank and Gender 2001, 2004, 2007

TABLE 15: Male Faculty Distribution by Rank
1983, 1988, 1993

FIGURE 5: Female Faculty as Percentage of Total University
Faculty within Academic Unit 2001, 2004, 2007

TABLE 14: Academic Units Percent Senior Facu
1993

ty

FIGURE 6: Total University Faculty by Gender by Academic Un
2001, 2004, 2007

FIGURE 7: Percentage of No Academic Rank/Other and Instru
by Gender 2001, 2004, 2007

itTABLE 10: Academic Units Percent Female
Faculty 1993

ctor

FIGURE 8: Professional/Administrative Staff by Job Grade by
Gender 2007

TABLE 2: Gender Distribution, 1993, Professiona
/Administrative

|

FIGURE 9: Professional/Administrative Staff by Race and by
Gender EB-EE (lower half of job grades) 2004 and720

FIGURE 10: Professional/Administrative Staff by Race and by
Gender EF-EI (upper half of job grades) 2004 ar@ir20

TABLE 4: Professional / Administrative Staff,
1993, Race and Gender Distribution

FIGURE 11: Median Salary by Gender,
Professional/Administrative Staff (bar chart) 2004

TABLE 33: Gender Salary Ratios by Employee
Categories

FIGURE 12: Median Salary by Gender,
Professional/Administrative Staff (bar chart) 2007

TABLE 35: Median Salaries for Female and Malg
Full-Time Employees by Job Group: 1983, 1988,
1993

FIGURE 13: Median Salary by Gender,
Professional/Administrative Staff (line graph) 2004

TABLE 34: Gender Salary Ratios by Faculty Ran

FIGURE 14: Median Salary by Gender,
Professional/Administrative Staff (line graph) 2007

TABLE 36: Median Salaries for Female and Male
Full-Time Faculty by Unit and Rank: 1983, 1988,
1993

FIGURE 15: Classified Staff by Race by Gender NA-ND (lower
half of job grades) 2004 and 2007

FIGURE 16: Classified Staff by Race by Gender NE-NH (upper
half of job grade) 2004 and 2007

TABLE 3: Female Classified Staff, 1993, Percent
African-American by Grade

FIGURE 17: Median Salary by Gender Classified Staff (bargha
2004

FIGURE 18: Median Salary by Gender Classified Staff (line
graph) 2004

TABLE 37: Gender Salary Ratios by Employee
Categories

FIGURE 19: Median Salary by Gender Classified Staff (bar gha
2007

FIGURE 20: Median Salary by Gender Classified Staff (line ¢ma
2007

ITABLE 38: Gender Salary Ratios by Employee
Categories

FIGURE 21: Department Chairs by Gender 2001, 2004, 2007

TABLE 5: Number of Female Department Chairs
1983 to 1993

FIGURE 22: Department Chairs by Gender 2007

TABLE 6: Department Chairs, 1993, Gender




Distribution

FIGURE 23: Alumni e-Newsletter Photo Content 2005, 2006, 2(

FIGURE 24: Alumni e-Newsletter Photo Content 2005, 2006, 2(

O7/ABLE 21: Subject of Photos in Alumni Magazing
1987 to 1994
07

FIGURE 25: Alumni e-Newsletter Article Content 2005, 2006,
2007

FIGURE 26: Alumni e-Newsletter Article Content 2005, 2006,
2007

TABLE 22: Subject of Articles in Alumni Magazing
1987 to 1994

FIGURE 27: UofL Magazine (Online Version) Cover Content
1998 to 2007

TABLE 24: Subject of Lead Photos in Inside U of{L
1982 to 1985 and 1990 to 1993

FIGURE 28: UofL Magazine (Online Version) Subject of Articles
1998 to 2007

TABLE 25: Subiject of Articles in Inside UofL 198
to 1985 and 1990 to 1993

1A

FIGURE 29: Medicine Magazine (Online Version) Article Conte

NfTABLE 27: Subject of Articles in Encore 1990 to

2000-2008

February 1994




List of Tables
Table 1: Number of Women Deans
Table 2: Mobility of Employees through the IPEDS Job Catégs 2001-2007
Table 3: Dean Search Committees

Table 4: Decanal Review Committees



PREFACE

In 1994, the Commission on the Status of Women (@& the University of Louisville (UofL)
completed the Report of the Task Force on the StftMvVomen. This original task force study
substantiated that the participation of women dl.Weas constrained by marginality. The 1994 report
presented the status of women in all employmemigraies, explored contributing and perpetuating
factors, and presented recommendations for chahgewsould positively affect the status of and eare
opportunities for women and improve the climatedibtJofL employees.

In 2008-2009, the COSW organized an update to 984 teport, following the framework of the original
report by retaining the major categories: repridam, recruitment, retention, campus environmant]
integration of work and family life. The membefsSGOSW analyzed and reviewed each of the objectives
and recommendations to ascertain whether progessbden made towards outcomes for the identified
goals. As part of the methodology for this revighie COSW conducted 10 focus groups and individual
interviews with campus leaders (see Appendix Ridilonally, UofL policies, procedures, publication

and programs were reviewed. The Office of Ingbndl Research and Planning (IRP) provided updated
data and summary of the original charts and graptiee 1994 report. For a complete descriptiothef
project’s methodology, please refer to Appendix H.

Each member of the COSW Executive Committee dragftetions of the report. The entire COSW
Executive Committee then met several times for Rindur sessions to review and edit the report. To
further cross-check the updated and current reffertentire COSW was given an opportunity to previd
input and commentary on a draft overview report.

The members of the COSW would like to acknowledue express appreciation to President Ramsey and
Provost Willihnganz for supporting the work of tB®SW, for recognizing the need to update the 1994
Task Force report, and for supporting the COSWaeref to update the 1994 report. We also extend
acknowledgement and appreciation to Becky Pattemadrthe staff of Institutional Research and Plagni
(IRP) who devoted numerous hours and effort towlisiproject. Additionally, we wish to thank Medes
Johnson whose research assistance was invaluatie pooject and Joanne Webb for her excelleningdit
skills. Finally, we wish to thank the employeedJaifL who took the time to attend focus group intews
and express their anonymous opinions and concethgsi forum. The COSW looks forward to continuing
its advisory and advocacy efforts as it reportBriesident Ramsey, Provost Willihnganz, and othepces
constituency groups with the goal of improving thality of work and life for women at UofL.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the fifteen years since the 1994 Report of thekTForce on the Status of Women, UofL has made
substantive progress in eliminating gender-baseduities. Establishing the Commission served as an
important step in making sure the President hadtasse in the oversight and monitoring of the
implementation of the Task Force recommendatidiisee Commission continues today to serve the
important functions of monitoring progress, ideyitify issues affecting women, and highlighting speci
substantive recommendations. Specifically, Uofh ba proud that:

» salaries of women staff have moved towards paritly their male peers

* nearly 50% of UofL’s student athletes are womenirréhtly, UofL has twelve women’s sports
teams (including four sports added since 1997)ranel men’s sports teams

* an Early Learning Campus is located on the Bellaaappus for the children of our faculty,
staff and students

» UofL'’s Prevention, Education, and Advocacy on Camand in the Community (PEACC)
Program is now institutionalized

Despite this positive progress, UofL must contitmstrive to eliminate all barriers to women. A
significant number of goals still need to be acclshed from the 1994 report and should be the imated
focus of UofL leadership. Notably some of thesgtde?

Representation

* Increasing the proportion of women faculty, whiasemained flat since 2001

* Reducing the percentage by which men outnumber wdawilty by academic discipline,
especially at higher faculty ranks

» Combating gender segregation based on occupation

» Supporting the professional development and caeeancement of women staff and faculty

Recruitment
* Developing more systematic procedures and guidefimerecruiting women for interim positions,
special faculty positions, and traditionally malertdnated positions

Retention
* Training for supervisors regarding UofL policiedgsrocedures
» Developing a systematic mentoring system

Campus Climate

* Requiring sexual harassment training for all emeé&sy

* Reexamining the university’s sexual harassmentpavery three years, with annual reporting and
publication of the rate of reported cases, outconiesch case, and effectiveness of the policy
overall

! These recommendations only highlight a few ofitiigatives that must occur to advance the stafusamen at UofL. A
complete listing of all the recommendations congpilethis update for each of the five categoriestoafound on the pages
immediately following this Executive Summary.
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* Providing necessary resources to enhance womengsgmns on campus, including the Women’s
and Gender Studies Department, the Women’s CeamndrPEACC

Integration of work and family life

» Adopting family-friendly policies, including revisg the parental leave policies and adopting a
“stopping the tenure clock” policy

» Establishing an on-site day care facility on thalteSciences Campus

The focus groups of women faculty and staff coneldigh the summer and fall of 2008 confirmed the
importance of accomplishing these goals and redes#geral common themes, including:

» Policies and procedures are not fairly and consiist@dministered across and within units and
need to better accommodate the needs of women

» Supervisors need training in managing and evalgamployees’ work

* Multiple barriers to advancement exist for womertjuding lack of career development and
professional mentoring

* Work climate issues exist, including a perceivesk laf value from UofL and a lack of balance
between work and personal lives

In the future, the COSW hopes to look at the daimore progressive manner. UofL should be tragki
progress not only from the 1994 Task Force repatrlso against national levels/norms and our
institutional benchmarks. To accomplish this obyecUofL will need to make its units more accouniéa
requiring them to include explicit goals as pareath unit’s Diversity Plan under the element “Dsity,
Opportunity and Social Justice Outcomes.” UofL02@ scorecard should also include explicit goals fo
UofL relative to gender. In addition, to effectiyenake comparisons among national and benchmadek da
certain data need to be reported annually, inctydin

* Full- and part-time faculty salary and compensa#ioalysis

* Tenure and tenure-track faculty salary and compmmsanalysis

* Publication and annual updating of the Cohort buoehwhich includes the gender and racial
demographics of faculty and staff produced by IRP

* Analysis of unit hires to monitor whether hires preportionate to availability pools respective to
their disciplinary areas

» Analysis of UofL publications for equitable repratgion of women

* Analysis of UofL awards for equitable representaidd women

Also, to more systematically monitor progress,@@SW requests that the President or Provost aasign
appropriate person or committee to be in chargmofpleting the recommendations presented in this
update. The President or Provost shall advise C@&W/the person or committee is and that person or
committee shall report annually to the administratand the COSW any results and progress made
towards meeting each recommendation.

In addition, changes in the workforce since 199%eharought more challenges that UofL needs to addre
in order to become a leader among employers. Issuefoyers must wrestle with today include:

% The themes listed above are very general in natMi@e specific comments on each of these themag®oter issues of
concern to women can be located in Appendix F, iwBienmarizes the data from the Focus Groups.
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» Elder Care Issues - within the next five yearselms46% of employees expect to have elder care
responsibilitie$

* Modifications to workplace practices as requiredhmsy aging workforce

* An unprecedented economic and financial crisis

» More dual-earner couples managing professionafamdy responsibilities

The COSW presents this update as the first stage ongoing dialogue with the campus leadership and
community about how we can continue to improvestiatus of women. The COSW anticipates and is a
partner in attaining measurable outcomes for e&tieogoals and recommendations in the 1994 Report.
Additionally, the COSW will actively collaborate thithe President, Provost, and university leadprghi
identify new goals, recommendations, and objectreiscting the changing nature of university life.
Although much work remains to be accomplished GRESW is confident that UofL leadership and
community will rise to the challenge and make tidisGreat Place to Work” for all of its faculty arsdaff.

% Families and Work Institute, 2002 National Studyhe Changing Workforce.
10



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Below is a summary of all the recommendations is tipdate. Many of the goals in the original 1994
Task Force Report on the Status of Women have desamplished and require no further attention.
Several UofL practices and procedures must bemoadi. Finally, UofL will be required to make chasg
in identified areas to improve the status of wom&hese identified recommendations will form theiba
of the COSW'’s goals and advocacy efforts for thet heo years. The number at the end of the
recommendations refers to its placement in thedettie full report where Key Observation(s) rethte
the recommendations can also be found.

COSW recommends that UofL continue the following:

Decanal search and review committees shall contmbave meaningful gender representation.
(Objective 7D; page 46)

UofL shall continue the practice of gender newsedlitations on campus mailing lists. UofL shall
ensure a consistent gender neutral practice ambna#ing lists wherever appropriate. (Objective
7G; page 47)

UofL shall continue to fill permanent executive piosis in a timely manner. (Objective 8H; page
58)

UofL Police shall continue review of safety andigég programs on a weekly basis. The
information shall continue to be used to devel®poases to incidents of crime, severe weather,
etc. (Objective 10E; page 67)

UofL Police shall continue to partner with univéysyroups to provide personal and property
safety. Safety programs shall be flexible to noé@inging needs of the community. UofL Police
shall follow established best practice procedusesilby other comparable institutions and the
recommendations of the Police Advisory Committé@bjective 10G; page 68)

UofL Police shall continue to conduct security ®yw of all three campuses, send relevant
information to the appropriate university departimand use information gathered to improve
physical security on campus. (Objective 10I; pa8 6

UofL shall continue to support the PEACC Progragoals and objectives. (Objective 10H; page
68)

Environmental and workplace safety practices sfaitinue to be monitored and reviewed
annually with results published in a form availatdehe wider UofL community. (Objective 10K;
page 69)

UofL Athletics shall continue to support women atbk and the athletics staff. (Objective 12D;
page 74)
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COSW recommends that UofL make the following change

Recruitment

» Each unit shall take responsibility for increaspegcentages of women, not just units with a high
proportion of with positions traditionally held lyomen. Deans of academic units should be held
accountable for the recruitment of women facultgt exonitored by a specific metric on UofL’s
2020 Strategic Plan/scorecard. Specific languadegaals are needed to define “recruitment” of
women. (Recommendation 2; page 25)

* Within the next two years, UofL shall undertaketfigr analysis to determine if women are being
hired consistent with their availability pool withtheir discipline. Additional analyses should
include: search committee composition by gendeaton of a centralized database of candidate
pool invited for on-campus interviews; and disaggted data by full-time, part-time, and
tenure/tenure-track. All analyses should incluglecsfic measurable goals, time tables for
completion, and a comparison to our top benchmankeusities. UofL hiring and promotion
percentages of women should be among the top dfirme benchmark universities. Overall
gender distribution should reflect distributionraported by AAUP. (Recommendation 2; page 22)

» Recruiting women for interim and permanent posgishall be addressed within two years by
including explicit goals as part of each unit’'s Bisity Plan, under the element “Diversity,
Opportunity and Social Justice Outcomes.” The 2B@ategic Plan/scorecard shall also include
explicit goals as part of the above element forlU—edative to gender. (Objective 8A & 8B; page
56)

* During the 2009-2010 academic year, UofL shallaese best practices at benchmark institutions
to ascertain the organizational optimal reporting Bind, if necessary, change the reporting line fo
the Office of Affirmative Action in UofL’s organizeonal chart. (Objective 8D; pgs 56-57)

* During the 2009-2010 academic year, the namesibAffirmative Action Coordinators shall be
better publicized within units and prominently desged on unit websites. (Objective 8E; page 57)

* During the 2009-2010 academic year, UofL shall farféleopleSoft customization to enable data
collection for disaggregated reporting of gendesearch committees’ composition. (Objective 8F;
page 57)

* Beginning in the 2009-2010 academic year, to engengler equity in special faculty position
appointments, unit processes shall be transpanehnteadily available and gender parity shall be a
priority in recruitment and selection of these posis. (Objective 8G; page 57)

» Based on the University's Affirmative Action Plamdats job categories, UofL shall actively recruit
and promote women for the following positions: Ealional Executives; Electrical and Computer
Engineers; Psychology; Miscellaneous Business;tHeald Physical Education; Misc. Arts and
Sciences; Administrative Support positions; Labhrecians and Library and Science Technicians.
(Objective 8l; page 58)
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Retention

Career Development

Within two years, administrators and supervisom|d¥e required to participate in trainings on
UofL policies and procedures ithe Redbogkrelated to human resources, including evaluation,
diversity, and gender awareness. (Objectives 94e i & 9F; page 61)

Beginning in the 2009-2010 academic year, UofL Ishgblement an annual review to track the
progress of women faculty against national norntsiastitutional benchmarks, including a
separate analysis of the full-time faculty and ddal analysis of tenure track versus non-tenure
track faculty. In addition, by 2020, UofL shalfige to rank among the top three of our 21
benchmark universities for percentage of full-tim@men faculty. (Recommendation 2; page 22)

Beginning in the 2009-2010 academic year, UofL Ighathlish and disseminate annual statistics
reporting percentage of women and persons of édglamit (i.e., Annual Cohort Report). IRP has
these statistics available. (Objective 8B; pgs 3pb-5

Within two years, Human Resources shall develaafé evaluation model with input from campus
constituency groups for systematic implementatiostaff evaluations that include an appeals
process. This model will utilize current reseabased best-practices in the field of human
resources (Objective 9B; page 60)

Within two years, a systematic mentoring systentl fleadeveloped and implemented for women in
university faculty and staff positions. This systeill have monetary support and opportunities in
a professional learning community model. (Objex8C, 9E & 9I; pgs 60-62)

Within two years, the Provost, deans and vice-pgergs shall implement a specific plan to create
opportunities and support for professional develepinfor women. (Objective 9D; page 61)

Within two years, UofL shall develop a system thiattvides advancement and professional
development to include career advancement, megtdriaining, and other developmental
opportunities for all full- and part-time employed®©bjective 9E; page 61)

UofL’s Human Resources department shall conduetrenual compensation audit for Affirmative
Action purposes and publish results. Also, the HnRResources will come to consensus on a
compensation philosophy and methodology for empmsyeithin two years. (Objective 9G; page
61)

Beginning in 2009-2010 academic year, UofL will eresthat all employees understand the
personnel classification system and the procecheesssary for reclassification. Staff and
supervisors requesting but not receiving a rediaation shall be provided with a written
explanation for the denial. The current reclasatfon pool shall be continued to promote the
advancement for UofL employees. (Objective 9H; pfy62)

Beginning in 2009-2010 academic year, supervidoall be responsible for communicating with

employees how and where to find electronic acces®w to obtain a copy of theareer
Opportunitiesdocument. (Objective 9J; page 62)
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During the 2009-2010 academic year, the policy facalty member requesting the stopping of the
tenure clock shall be submitted to appropriate Umdimmittees and the Faculty Senate for review,
approval, and inclusion ifhe Redboak(Objective 9K; page 62)

A current review and update dilme Report on the Utilization of Part-time Lectwgshallbe
completed by Office of Faculty Personnel within tiext four years. (Objective 9L; pgs 62-63)

Beginning in 2009-2010 academic year, UofL shalbgmnize the contributions of part-time faculty
and staff. When part-time employees become careidat permanent full-time positions, their
service at UofL shall be recognized and acceptenteatit toward qualification for the full-time
position. (Objective 9M; page 63)

UofL shall be mindful of the gender makeup of cerfab classes when considering reduction in
staff and faculty. Human Resources recently form&tocess Redesign Task Force to formalize
the entire RIF process. UofL shall review its fimgs and recommendations within six months to
ensure UofL is accurately assessing the impaasifucturing, budget reductions, and reallocations
on women. (Objective 7F; page 47)

Compensation

Beginning in the 2009-2010 academic year, theiozlahip between IPEDS job categories and job
grade shall be examined in detail. Further rese@roeeded to track variances at the level of jobs
(specific tasks performed) within occupational gatées. UofL shall continue to improve its hiring
and recruitment practices to work towards the irgegn of the workforce, particularly in IPEDS
categories that are currently overwhelmingly hetdbe gender. (Recommendation 2; page 20)

Salary Equity

During the 2009-2010 academic year, a salary/cosgiem equity study shall be conducted. This
shall also address issues of comparable worth amgiession analysis for staff salaries. (See
Future Research 12A; page 73) (Objective 9N; p&je 6

Within the next two years, the salary equity resahltall be examined in conjunction with
performance appraisal revision. (Recommendatiqpage 32)

During the 2009-2010 academic year, UofL shall enpént the Human Resources Salary
Administration Group recommendations. (Objecti¥® pgs 63-64)

Beginning in the 2009-2010 academic year, UofL Isiesiew employee salaries and compensation
every two years as a means of ensuring genderyeduny inequities shall be rectified within two
years. Any units in which unjustifiable gender inggs exist shall have all hiring and promotional
procedures monitored until the discrepancies aelved. (Objective 90; page 63)

During the 2009-2010 academic year, UofL shalleevihe responsibilities of all academic

program directors (e.g., Music, Nursing, Social Weic.) to determine the extent to which the
responsibilities of these directors are consistetit those of department chairs. If these program

14



directors arale factochairs, their titles and compensation shall bestdf to reflect their true
responsibilities. (Objective 9Q); page 64)

Institutional Evaluation

Beginning in the 2009-2010 academic year, hiressap@ration data shall be reported to the
COSW annually in the form of “dashboard reportgfyided by Human Resources. (Objective 9R;
page 64)

The COSW will continue to work with the Office o&€ulty Personnel, IRP and Human Resources
as they develop metrics for the “dashboard regd@i©SW has identified the following data to
monitor for continuous improvement:
* Full and Part time faculty analysis
» Tenure Track Faculty analysis
* Publication and annual updating of the Cohort buoelhat includes the gender and racial
demographics of faculty and staff produced by IRP
» Within-unit hires to monitor whether hires are psdpnate to availability pool respective to
their disciplinary areas
» UofL publications for equitable representation afnaen
» UofL awards for equitable representation of wonmieaqommendation 6, page 40)

Beginning in the 2009-2010 academic year, a summwiattye responses from staff and faculty exit
surveys developed by Human Resources and IRPshalibmitted to a Provost-designated review
committee, and aggregate results shall be forwaimléaie COSW, the CODRE and the Faculty and
Staff Senates annually. (Objective 9S; page 65)

Beginning in the 2009-2010 academic year to moséesyatically monitor progress, the COSW
requests the President or Provost to assign ampipgie person or committee to be in charge of
completing the recommendations found in this updatee President or Provost shall advise
COSW who the person or committee is, and that pess@ommittee shall report annually to the
administration and COSW any results and progrestert@avards meeting each recommendation.
(Executive Summary, page 8)

Representation

Promotional Opportunities

Within two years, UofL, shall develop and implem#&rmal structures for leadership development
and mentoring of women at all levels. (Objective pgs 41-42)

Within two years, UofL shall provide clearly writteind easily accessible criteria for promotion

and salary increases that are necessary for professlevelopment, consideration for promotion,
and effective mentoring programming. (Objective pBge 43)
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Characterization of Women

* Within two years, UofL shall improve representatairwomen in traditional and electronic media
by 30%. Future monitoring shall include the cobhiexvhich women are portrayed and to ensure
an accurate representation in occupational dembgapObjective 7H; pgs 47-54)

Awards

* Within two years, UofL shall create a standardipeatess monitored by the President for
committee selection for UofL awards to ensure badasf gender. (Objective 71; pgs 54-55)

* Within two years, each academic unit shall creattaadardized process monitored by unit deans
for committee selection for department and unitralw@o ensure balance of gender. (Objective 7J;
page 55)

Campus Climate

* Beginning in the 2009-2010 academic year, UofL Iskatry three years reexamine its sexual
harassment policy and procedure according to bastipes. Information on the rate of reported
cases, outcomes of each case and the effectiveht#sspolicy overall on an annual basis shall be
published and reported to the Commission. (ObjectDA; page 66)

* During the 2009-2010 academic year, the Presideit charge an appropriate committee under the
“Great Places to Work” initiative to study the effieeness of the sexual harassment policy and
procedures. (Objective 10B; page 66)

* Within two years, sexual harassment training shalmandatory for all UofL employees.
(Objective 10C; page 66)

Women’s Programs

* During the 2009-2010 academic year, additional sgaall be allocated to the Women'’s and
Gender Studies Department to house its entiretfaanld to conduct department business.
Additional space and equipment needs to be allddategraduate student use and to create a
common area for students. An adequate numberaofugte assistantships is needed to meet the
Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE)-mandaiatiaj graduating 7 MA students per year.
Finally, the number of faculty needs to be reviewednsure more class offerings can be offered
and to share the general education load. (Obgd®D; page 67)

* During the 2009-2010 academic year, UofL shall makénstitutional commitment to enhance the
Women’s Center through the provision of visibleilides, equipment, and financial resources to
include CAR funding and appointment of a develophadficer to insure the continuation of the
Women’s Center Programs. (Objective 10E; page 67)
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Public Safety

* In addition to collecting data, Department of Pal@afety (DPS) shall review annually the
effectiveness of all public safety programs on eahpus and report data according to federal and
state law. Beginning in the 2009-2010 academic §f@a information shall be disseminated to the
Commissions and posted on the DPS website formatsic access. (Objective 10K; page 69)

» Current reports indicate that sexual violence deanreported generally, but all types of violence
against college students are less likely to bertegddhan violence against non-students in the same
age group (18 - 24). This under-reporting of viake by college students argues for the necessity of
updating the 2001 "Campus Survey Report: Safetgdption and Experiences of Violence™ with
relevant statistics on incidents of violence aralithpact that violence has on student's academic
success, mental health, and retention. As sughpppate funding shall be designated to update
the 2001 survey report for 2009-2010. This suaeg resulting recommendations shall be
completed in conjunction with, and in support bk tJofL PEACC Program. (Objective 12B; page
73)

Integration of Work and Family

» Within five years, UofL shall establish an on-giey care facility at the Health Sciences campus.
UofL shall periodically revisit this issue to evata cost feasibility. (Objective 11A & 11B; page
70)

* During the 2009-2010 academic year, UofL shall enpént the proposed changes to the leave
policies and proposals for “stopping the tenureklb (Objective 11C; page 70)

» Within two years, UofL shall revise its policiespgoovide six weeks of paid parental leave for
either parent of a newborn or newly adopted chiMinimal compliance with the Family Medical
Leave Act shall not be considered sufficient. @2hye 11E; page 71)

» UofL shall provide institutional support and implent changes found in the 2009 Campus Climate
Faculty/Staff Survey. Questions shall be adddtiécsurvey to assess employees’ experiences
regarding use of leave time and its impact on waa#tland the perceived lack of support for
employees with longevity at UofL(Objective 11G; page 71)

* Beginning during the 2009-2010 academic year, Usbfall a) better publicize the availability of
flexible personnel policies; b) work with unitsadopt policies; and c) apply the policies
consistently within units. In addition, the newr&at Places to Work” Advisory Committee shall
explore policies for Faculty/Staff Housing, Dualr€r Program, Adoption Assistance, Personal
Assistance Service, Elder Care, Work Life Prograwh Resource Center, the Aging Workforce and
Recognition Pay. Annual reports shall be providethe Provost detailing proposed family-friendly
policies. (Objective 11H; pgs 71-72)
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Future Research

The President shall appoint a taskforce withinrtéet two years to study gender equity issues
specific to students. (Recommendation 12B, pagt page 73)

In the future, the COSW will collaborate with ther@mission on Diversity and Racial Equality
(CODRE) to conduct a full analysis of staff by gendnd race. (Recommendation 2; pgs 34-35)
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GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

In an attempt to examine progress from the 1994Regata from 2001, 2004, and 2007 were examined.
For comparability, the data were normalized for panson by retroactively applying the 2007 Integdat
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) jagoay definitions to both 2001 and 2004. The
following figures were created to replicate thegergation of data in the 1994 Report. These fgjare
offered as points of discussion for Key Observdspand future recommendations.

1994 Recommendation 1The University shall develop a climate of mutuapect and support among the
diverse members of the University community.

This report provides an update Bieeting the 2% Century: Access, Opportunity and Achievement: Repo
of the Task Force on the Status of Worj#894], hereafter cited as Task Force Report)iants entirety
addresses this overarching recommendation. The T&9 Force Report resulted in the establishment of

the University’s Council on the Status of Women &0).

1994 Recommendation 2The University shall ensure gender equity in alipons, job grades, and
employment categoriés.

Figure 1
Percentage Women by IPEDS Job Category*
2001, 2004, 2007
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*2007 Integrated Post Secondary Education Data System (IPEDS) Job Category definitions were retroactively applied to 2001 and 2004.
m 2001

IPEDS Job Category Definitions are available in Appendix A.
Source: Institutional Research and Planning, Office of Academic Planning and Accountability

Figure 1 illustrates the small variance in the prtipn of females across IPEDS job categories id12@004, and 2007. The
notable exception is the 12% decrease within theiG@Maintenance category from 42% in 2001 to 309007. IPEDS Job
Category definitions are available in Appendix Aotdl The IPEDS job category of "faculty" includde tdistinctions of

"Instruction/Research/Public Service". These didions are made to represent all types of facattynstitutions who may
classify employees according to their work pladofL does not make such distinctions.

* The 2006 AAUP study of gender equity in higher edion lists four indicators of gender equity: eoyhent status of
women (full or part time); tenure status; full-pge$or rank; and average salary.
19



Key Observation(s): Figure 1 depicts that womenpimarily categorized as Technical/Paraprofesdion
and Clerical/Secretarial, which represent tradalynfemale roles that are relatively lower payary
lower-status job positions. While women make u@88 91% of clerical/secretarial staff for 2001020
and 2007, women represent only 34% to 36% of thosg&ecutive/administrative/managerial positions.

Occupational segregation by sex, in which womerkwathin jobs dominated by women and men within
jobs dominated by men, is a powerful structuraédainant of gender and racial inequality, affecting
salaries and wages as well as work environmentsgBad Whaley). The gender composition of IPEDS
categories demonstrate that men and women at Uefb@upationally segregated by sex, working within
categories that are traditionally held by eithenrfiee., Skilled Crafts) or women (Clerical/Secr&h. In
addition, women are represented at the highest veitbin lower-paying, lower-status occupationgr F
example, as mentioned earlier, although women mpk&9% to 91% of clerical/secretarial staff for 200
2004, 2007, women make up only 34 to 36% of Exgeldidmin/Managerial, higher-status positions with
greater responsibility, decision-making power, antbnomy?>

2009 Recommendation(s): Beginning in the 2009-2xHlemic year, the relationship between IPEDS
job categories and job grade needs to be exammeeltail. Further research is needed to traclanags
at the level of jobs (specific tasks performed)wntoccupational categories. UofL should contitme
improve its hiring and recruitment practices to kvtmwards the integration of the workforce, pariely

in IPEDS categories that are currently overwheliyitgld by one gender.

Figure 2
Total University Faculty* by Gender
2001, 2004, 2007
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*Employees (full- and part-time) whose primary job appointment is faculty according to IPEDS.
Source: Institutional Research and Planning, Office of Academic Planning and Accountability

Figure 2 illustrates that the percentage of ferfedelty has remained constant at the three datatpof 2001, 2004 and 2007.
Although the number of female faculty has increasedproportional improvement beyond 2001 leveks heen noted.

® Bose, Christine and Rachel Bridges Whaley. “Segr&gation in the U.S. Labor Forc&Sender Mosaics: Social Perspectives
Ed. Dana Vannoy (Los Angeles: Roxbury, 2001): 238-2
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Key Observation(s): Of note, in an additional ge&l of full-time female faculty compared to total

university full-time faculty, UofL ranked 17among 21 of its benchmark institutions. See Appe@xdfor
the Benchmark Faculty Analysis.

2009 Recommendation(s): A separate analysis dthéme faculty and additional analysis of terur
track versus non-tenure track faculty necessittesnnual review to track the progress of womeualfac

against national statistics/norms. In addition2b620, UofL shall strive to rank among the top éoé our
21 benchmark universities for percentage of fulleiwomen faculty.

Figure3
Faculty by Rank and Gender
As Percentage of Total University Faculty*

0%
Assistant Associate T
Prof Prof Full )
Professor Assistant Associate
Prof Prof Full
2001 ro Professor Assistant ) i
Associate
Prof Prof Full
F=676; M=1162 2004 ‘ Professor
F=737;M=1276 2007
F=831; M=1342

*Employees (full- and part-time) whose primary job appointment is faculty according to IPEDS.
Source: Institutional Research and Planning, Office of Academic Planning and Accountability

B Female EMale

Figure 3 shows that the number of assistant professissociate professors, and full professordrtaisased university-wide
from 2001 to 2007. This indicates that the nuntifefemale faculty at these academic ranks is irgingpas well. However,
Figure 3 illustrates how the percentage of fematmility to total faculty has remained relatively stamt over the three data
points of 2001, 2004 and 2007. Notably, while fesaaaccount for approximately 19% of all full preders (see Figure 4),

persons holding the rank of full professor onlyaett for approximately 26% of total university fégu Hence, the percentage
of female full professors when considered as agm¢age of total university faculty is approximat&fp.

Key Observation(s): Figure 3 illustrates thatpineportion of faculty that comprises women faculty

remains flat. Women faculty members are not adwgno full professor rank. The discrepancy betwee
men and women faculty is even larger at seniorlfacanks. Trends at UofL are consistent with oadil
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statistics® Between 2001 and 2007, UofL increased by 335lfigcand yet women faculty only increased
proportionately by 1%.

2009 Recommendation(s): Further analysis is netaddtermine if women are being hired consistent
with their availability pool within their discipli Within the next two years, additional analysesreeeded
and include: search committee composition by geride creation of a centralized database of catdid
pool invited for on-campus interviews; and disaggted data by full-time, part-time, and tenure/tenu
track. All analyses should include specific meable goals, time tables for completion, and a camepa
to our top benchmark universities. UofL hiring gmdmotion percentages for women should be among
the top three of our benchmark universities. OVgender distribution should reflect distributias
reported by AAUP.

® (West, M. S. & Curtis, J. W. [2006]. AAUP FaculBender Equity Indicators 2006. Washington, DC: Ainar Association of
University Professors (AAUP). Available at www.aaang). Faculty Careers for Women PowerPoint based bitipBen, M.
(2008). Challenges of the faculty career for wonfunccess and sacrifice. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
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Figure 4
Faculty by Rank and Gender
2001, 2004, 2007
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Figure 4 shows the percentage breakdown by gerides@stant professors, associate professors,udinoréfessors. While the
gender distribution among these academic ranksréasined relatively consistent (for example, femadecounting for
approximately 19% of full professors), it is impamt to take into consideration the distributiorttedse ranks as a percentage of
total university faculty (see Figure 3).

Key Observation(s): While the gender distributeanong these academic ranks has remained relatively
consistent (for example, females accounting foragamately 19% of full professors), it is important

take into consideration the distribution of themeks as a percentage of total university facul (Sigure
3).

2009 Recommendation(s): Future analysis shoulddecenure/tenure-track versus term appointment by
rank and gender as percentage of total univeraaylfy.
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Figure 5
Female Faculty as Percentage of Total University Faculty
within Academic Unit
2001, 2004, 2007
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**Prior to 2001, the School of Public Health and Information Sciences was part of the School of Medicine. B Female
Source: Institutional Research and Planning, Office of Academic Planning and Accountability

Figure 5 shows that the percentage of female assigirofessors, associate professors, and fullepsofs compared to the
percentage of total university faculty within acatde units increased in all 12 academic units frdd@4£to 2007. The largest
increase in percentages occurred in the Schooueoding (28%) and the College of Education and Hulbawelopment (13%).

No statistical significance between the units aioas years within academic units was noted. Stalgpower was too low to

detect differences due to small sample sizes. ithrtant to note increases in the percentagdsméle faculty in School of

Nursing, Libraries, School of Public Health andomhation Sciences, College of Education and Humameldpment, and

School of Medicine.

Key Observation(s): The largest increase in peaaggs occurred in the School of Nursing (28%) dwed t
College of Education and Human Development (13B&).statistical significance between the units or
across years within academic units was noted.s8tati power was too low to detect differences tue
small sample sizes. It is important to note incesdn the percentages of female faculty in the Sicbb
Nursing, Libraries, School of Public Health andoimhation Sciences, College of Education and Human
Development, and the School of Medicine.

2009 Recommendation(s): Continue to track and wwrikcrease the percentage of women across all
academic units.
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Figure 6
Total University Faculty by Gender by Academic Unit
2001, 2004, 2007
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Figure 6 depicts how the percentage of female faatdries from 15% (J.B. Speed School of Enginegrio 93% (School of
Nursing) in 2007. From 2004 to 2007, the percenti#gemale faculty increased in 9 of the 12 acadeuwnits. In addition, four

of the units achieved over 50% female represemtati®007. The most notable increases from 200ty were the College
of Education and Human Development (8%), Schod®eritistry (6%) and J B Speed School of Engineeftidg). No statistical

significance between or within academic units weted.

Key Observation(s): Despite the increase in peéaggs from several academic units illustrated gufa
6, some academic units have not demonstrated argaige in the percentage of women faculty.

2009 Recommendation(s): Each academic unit siiadl tesponsibility for increasing the percentage of
women faculty, not just academic units with a hpgbportion of faculty positions traditionally helby
women. Deans of academic units should be heldumtable for the recruitment of women faculty and
monitored by a specific metric on UofL’'s 2020 S#égit Plan/scorecard. Specific language and goals a
needed to define “recruitment” of women.
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Percentage of No Academic Rank/Other and Instructor by Gender
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Source: Institutional Research and Planning, Office of Academic Planning and Accountability
Figure 7 shows how females account for approxima@®bb of instructors during 2001, 2004, and 20Gémales account for
46% (2007) to 49% (2001) of those holding no acadeank during the same time period. Note: “No demic Rank/Other”
includes lecturers and other job titles that previstruction.

Key Observation(s): Figureillustrates that the gender distribution of “Instiar” and “No Academic
Rank” is the inverse of higher ranking faculty. Téare a disproportionate number of women repredent
in these two categories. Anecdotal evidence seenmlicate that female instructors may be teackange
class loads of first and second year studentsitdras been reported that many of these instruckonsot
have office space, benefits, advancement oppoisnitr cost of living merit raises. These chalkEgnd
lack of permanence within a department can havenpact on retention and advising of students.

2009 Recommendation(s): A current review and wgpdal he Report on the Utilization of Part-time
Lecturersshallbe completed by Office of Faculty Personnel witiiea next four years. (See Objective
oL).



Figure 8
Professional/Administrative Staff by Job Grade by Gender
2007
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Absolute numbers are providedin each bar. For cell size considerations, values <5 are represented by an asterisk.
Salary Structure for Exempt Professional and Administrative staff is available in Appendix B. =
Source: Institutional Research and Planning, Office of Academic Planning and Accountability Female EMMale

Figure 8 depicts the gender distribution for Prsi@sal/Administrative staff by pay grade in 200¥he percentage of females
within the pay grades of EB through EH varies fr68% to 81%; however, the notable exception is I8, ighest pay grade,
which drops to 48%. Please refer to Appendix BaSabtructure for Exempt Professional and Adminisie Staff. Examples

of job positions within each pay grade are avadaiivww.louisville.edu/hr

Key Observation(s): In 2007, 65% (the combined@etage of all women in job grades EF-EI), while
68% (the combined percentage of women in all Psid@sl and Administrative job grades) were women.
Clarity on criteria for promotion and salary incsea are necessary. Additionally, it would be biersdfto
have an effective mentoring program that includedégssional development to help individuals towards
promotion.

2009 Recommendation(s): Criteria for promotion saldry increases need to be checked for clahity.
addition, mentoring programs need to be developdetlp individuals towards promotion.
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Figure 9
Professional/Administrative Staff by Race and by Gender
EB-EE (lower half of job grades)
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Figure 9 describes the gender distribution for &sional/Administrative staff by pay grade in 2@d4 2007.

Key Observation(s): Across the three lowest gralBsthrough EE, females are disproportionately
overrepresented. In both 2004 and 2007, approrign@2% of those in job grades EB through EE were
females. These percentages were calculated by sgnthe number of females classified as “Other,”
“African American,” and “White” and dividing by theum of both males and females classified as “QOther
“African American,” and “White” for each respectiyear. Note that the differences in proportions of
race/ethnicity are not statistically significaflease refer to Appendix B, Salary Structure faféssional
and Administrative Staff. Examples of job posisomithin each job grade are available at
www.louisville.edu/hr

2009 Recommendation(s): Further analysis is requm recommend strategies for improvement.
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Figure 10
Professional/Administrative Staff by Race and by Gender
EF-El (upper half of job grades)

2004 and 2007

[,
N,
",

-. 5,
5 5

100% ~+

- I S — I S 7/ S I |

90% - BT DS S e
—___ [ [E |

g0y - Y A e ————— | —

s,

[ R |

-~ _ —_

70% T [ 90, | 1 @b

60% -+ IEEEEEEESSSS—— | I 7/ R —

B | [ B | [ B |

509 - | T S - [ B | [ B |

i | — - | [ B |

E - | S — IS |

40% T el [ B | [— 3cg 485 |
E(Z3na  © T a0 T a0

20% +° F Y ] | | e
10% + e —— _—,,,

African American

0% /’l ,4'
2004 2007 2004 2007

"Other" includes Asian, Hispanic, Native American and unspecified race/ethnicities.
Absolute numbers by race categories above and by gender are provided ineachbar.
Salary Structure for Professional and Administrative staffis available in Appendix B.
Source: Institutional Research and Planning, Office of Academic Planning and Accountability B Female M@ Male

Figure 10 describes the gender distribution foféasional/Administrative staff by pay grade in 2G0w 2007.

Key Observation(s)Across the three highest grades, EF through Elafesrepresent the majority of
employees. In 2004, approximately 63% of thoseaiy grades EF through El were females. This
percentage increased to 65% female in 2007. The®eentages were calculated by summing the number
of females classified as “Other,” “African Americaand “White” and dividing by the sum of both msile
and females classified as “Other,” “African Amen¢aand “White” for each respective year. The
differences in proportions of race/ethnicity ar¢ statistically significant. Furthermore, of natee the
relatively high percentages of African Americanshivi these grades. Please refer to Appendix Bar$al
Structure for Professional and Administrative StdEkamples of job positions within each job grade
available atvww.louisville.edu/hr

2009 Recommendation(s): Further analysis is requm recommend strategies for improvement.
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Figure 11
Median Salary by Gender
Professional/Administrative Staff
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Figure 11 details the median salary by gender oféBsional and Administrative staff in 2004.

Key Observation(s): No statistical significancesvedoserved between male and female median salaries
within each job grade. The ratio of median fensalkary to median male salary varies from a mininaim
94% (in job grade EH) to a maximum of 103% (in gphde EI). It is important to note that the higthe
ratio of median female salary to median male sakany the job grade of El. However, job grade El
represents the lowest percentage of women acregelitgrades for Professional/Administrative s(aéfe

Figure 8).

2009 Recommendation(s): Human Resources shallafeaad publicize minimum criteria for each job
grade in order to assist with professional develepim Human Resources shall study the internal
promotions within each job grade to check for satampression.
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Figure 12
Median Salary by Gender
Professional/Administrative Staff
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Figure 12 details the median salary by gender ofé3sional/Administrative staff in 2007.

Key Observation(s): No statistical significancesvadoserved between male and female median salaries
within each job grade. The ratio of median fensalkary to median male salary varies from a mininaim
94% (in job grade EH) to a maximum of 107% (in gpbde EC). The number of females in job grade El
(the highest job grade) has increased from n=200% to n=32 in 2007 and the number of males has
increased from n=25 in 2004 to n=35 in 2007 while tatio of median female salary to median malargal
decreased from 103% in 2004 (refer to Figure 1B7/% in 2007.

2009 Recommendation(s): Human Resources shallafeaad publicize minimum criteria for each job

grade in order to assist with professional develepim Human Resources shall study the internal
promotions within each job grade to check for satampression.
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Figure 13
Median Salary by Gender
Professional/Administrative Staff
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Figure 13 details the median salary by gender ofé3sional/Administrative staff in 2004.

Key Observation(s): No statistical significancesvadoserved between male and female median salaries
within each job grade. There is little variancéNmen median female salary and median male salary
across the pay grades EB through EI during 2004.

2009 Recommendation(s): The changes noted in Ksg®ation(s) will be further explored in the sglar

study scheduled to be performed by Human Resouraadlaboration with IRP in 2009-2010. These
results should be examined in conjunction with @enlance appraisal revision.

32



Figure 14
Median Salary by Gender
Professional/Administrative Staff
2007
$100,000
$90,000 //,
$80,000
$70,000
w
5 $60,000
°
(=]
£ $50,000
>
5
3 $40,000
$30,000
$20,000
$10,000
S- T T T T T T T )
EB EC ED EE EF EG EH El
Job Grade
Source: Institutional Researchand Planning, Office of Academic Planning and Accountability —&—FEMALE —#— MALE

Figure 14 details the median salary by gender oféBsional and Administrative staff in 2007.

Key Observation(s): No statistical significancesvadoserved between male and female median salaries
within each job grade. There is little variancéNmen median female salary and median male salary
across the pay grades EB through EI during 2007.

2009 Recommendation(s): The changes noted in Ksg®ation(s) will be further explored in the sglar

study scheduled to be performed by Human Resoinaadlaboration with IRP in 2009-2010. These
results should be examined in conjunction with @enlance appraisal revision.
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Figure 15
Classified Staff by Race by Gender
NA-ND (lower half of job grades)
2004 and 2007
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Figure 15 describes the gender distribution fos€ifeed staff by job grade in 2004 and 2007.

EFemale EMale

Key Observation(s): Across the three lowest gralésthrough ND, females are disproportionately
overrepresented. In 2004, females constitutedoappately 70% of employees in pay grades NA through
ND, while in 2007 the percentage of females was@pmately 69%. These percentages were calculated
by summing the number of females classified as édtand “White” and dividing by the sum of both
males and females classified as “Other” and “White"each respective year. Note that the diffeesrin
proportions of race/ethnicity are not statisticalignificant. Please refer to Appendix C, Wagei&tire

for Classified Staff. Examples of job positionghim each job grade are available at
www.louisville.edu/hr Additional issues surrounding racial compositioa apparent within this staff
analysis in Figure 15. A more complete analysiseisded.

2009 Recommendation(s): In the future, the COSWIlaviike to collaborate with the Commission on
Diversity and Racial Equality (CODRE) to condudul analysis of staff by gender and race.
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Figure 16
Classified Staff by Race by Gender
NE-NH (upper half of job grade)
2004 and 2007
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Figure 16 describes the gender distribution fos€ifeed staff by job grade in 2004 and 2007.

Key Observation(s): Across the three highest ggaN& through NH, females are disproportionately
underrepresented. In 2004, the percentage of é&nialpay grades NE through NH was approximately
41% while in 2007 the percentage of females wascxpately 42%. These percentages were calculated
by summing the number of females classified as édtand “White” and dividing by the sum of both
males and females classified as “Other” and “White"each respective year. Note that the diffeesrin
proportions of race/ethnicity are not statisticalignificant. Please refer to Appendix C, Wage Strte for
Classified Staff. Examples of job positions witkiach job grade are availableaatw.louisville.edu/hr
Additional issues surrounding racial compositioa apparent within this staff analysis in Figure ¥6.

more complete analysis is needed.

2009 Recommendation(s): In the future, the COSWiIlaviike to collaborate with the Commission on
Diversity and Racial Equality (CODRE) to condudul analysis of staff by gender and race.
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Median Salary by Gender
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Figure 17 details the median salary by gender ag$ified staff in 2004.

Key Observation(s): No statistical significancesvedoserved between male and female median salaries
within each job grade. The ratio of median femalery to median male salary varies from a minimdm o
88% (in job grade NE) to a maximum of 104% (in ggphdes NA and NF). Of note is that the number of
females is greater than the number of males intbeo6 job grades.

2009 Recommendation(s): Include compression amsdiysstaff salaries in the salary study by Human
Resources in collaboration with IRP scheduled 3®2010. In addition implement the Human
Resources Salary Administration Group recommendatfsee Recommendation 9P).
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Figure 18
Median Salary by Gender
Classified Staff
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Figure 18 details the median salary by gender ag$ified staff in 2004.

Key Observation(s): No statistical significancesvedoserved between male and female median salaries
within each job grade. A slight increase in thaarece, although not statistically significantpisserved in
job grades ND and NE.

2009 Recommendation(s): Include compression aisdiysstaff salaries in the salary study by Human

Resources in collaboration with IRP scheduled @332010. In addition, implement the Human
Resources Salary Administration Group recommendatjsee Recommendation 9P).
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Figure 19
Median Salary by Gender
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Figure 19 details the median salary by genderla$<ified staff in 2007.

Key Observation(s): No statistical significancesvedoserved between male and female median salaries
within each job grade. The ratio of median femalery to median male salary varies from a minimdm o
85% (in job grade NE) to a maximum of 110% (in ggphde NF). Of note is that the number of femades i
greater than the number of males in 5 of the @jaloles.

2009 Recommendation(s): Include compression amsdiysstaff salaries in the salary study by Human
Resources in collaboration with IRP scheduled 3®2010. In addition, implement the Human
Resources Salary Administration Group recommendatfsee Recommendation 9P).
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Figure 20
Median Salary by Gender
Classified Staff
2007
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Figure 20 details the median salary by gender ag$ified staff in 2007.

Key Observation(s): Figure 20 illustrates a sliglatease in the variance in job grade NE. No stiaéil
significance difference was observed between nradd@male median salaries in any of the job grades.

2009 Recommendation(s): Include compression aisdiysstaff salaries in the salary study by Human
Resources in collaboration with IRP scheduled 3®2010. In addition, implement the Human
Resources Salary Administration Group recommendatisee Recommendation 9P).

1994 Recommendation 3The President shall establish a permanent Conwnigsi Women. The
Commission on Women shall be administratively dgalcto the President’s Office and the head of this
Commission shall serve as an active member of tbgident’s staff. The Commission shall assist the
executive cabinet on responsibilities, as assidnyetthe President, related to the fulfillment of the
recommendations. The Commission shall function to:

1994 Objective 3A Assist in the implementation of the recommerateticontained in this report (i.e.,
Task Force Report, 1994).

1994 Obijective 3B Monitor and annually assess progress towardhtp&ementation of recommendations
contained in this report (i.e., Task Force Repibwipugh oversight of time frames, liaison work wiitte
responsible unit heads, oversight of budgeted fuetds
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1994 Objective 3C:Study additional issues affecting women and eanestbpment of further
recommendations or revision of recommendationseasssary.

Key Observation(s): COSW continues to fulfill theals stated above. See Appendix K for COSW Annual
Reports for 2007 - 2008 and 2008 - 2009.

1994 Recommendation 4 The President shall report annually to the Badr@irustees on progress made
toward the implementation of the recommendatiomgained within this report. This progress shall be
assessed based on specific annual goals and ebgestablished by the President in collaboratih w
the Commission on Women.

Key Observation(s): An annual written report oa goals and accomplishments of the COSW is provided
to the UofL President for submission to the Bodr@roistees. These reports are posted on the COSW'’s
website. Also, a ten-year history of the Commissgavailable on the Commission’s website
(https://louisville.edu/cosw/).

1994 Recommendation 5When necessary to implement the recommendatiomsined in this report
(i.e., Task Force Report), appropriate Universitygrnance documents shall be revised.

Key Observation(s): COSW continues to fulfill theals stated above. See Appendix K for COSW Annual
Reports for 2007 - 2008 and 2008 - 2009.

1994 Recommendation 6 The University of Louisville shall continue tcamtain and augment the quality
databases and analyses currently in existence,ieixanvarious formats that might be more usefuhte
Commission on Women in determining the role antustaf women staff, faculty, and administrators at
the University of Louisville.

Key Observation(s): The need for conversion ofangnt databases to electronic format was citeal as
necessary step in the 1994 Task Force Report,etairdy this recommendation has been extensively
implemented. However, challenges in obtaining datded to evaluate progress on some important

variables remain. For example, data availableuthind®?eopleSoft are underutilized for monitoringagn
equity issues.

2009 Recommendation(s): The COSW will continueréok with the Office of Faculty Personnel, IRP
and Human Resources as they develop metrics fédd#shboard reports.” COSW has identified the
following data to monitor for continuous improventen

* Full and part time faculty salary and compensaginalysis

» Tenure and tenure-track faculty salary and compgmmsanalysis

* Publication and annual updating of the Cohort buoelhat includes the gender and racial
demographics of faculty and staff produced by IRP

* Analysis of unit hires to monitor whether hires preportionate to availability pools
respective to their disciplinary areas

* Analysis of UofL publications for equitable repratgion of women

* Analysis of UofL awards for equitable representaibd women
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REPRESENTATION

1994 Recommendation 7 The University shall acknowledge that for wonterbe equal partners in
leadership and decision making and to be recogramddespected for their contributions and their
competence it is necessary for policies and praestio be absolutely fair in expression and
implementation.

Key Observation(s): Currently the 2020 StrategenRontains statements concerning promotion of
women only under the heading of “diversity oppoities and social justice” (available at
http://louisville.edu/provost/strategicplanningfthes/diversity/).

2009 Recommendation(s):
* Institutional support for leadership cultivatiorr ftwomen (i.e., professional development, national
leadership training, etc.).
* Revise Diversity Plan to include goals for incregsinclusion of women and specific targets for éhes
goals.
» Establish a scorecard element for annual datatiagdo Provost and the COSW.

Promotional Opportunities

1994 Objective 7A:The President and vice presidents shall pronm@@ppointment of women to
administrative positions within their units. Theefident and vice presidents shall identify andtoren
women for these positions.

Key Observation(s): In 2007, women numbered 398%»4 of all senior administrators and 8 (40%) UofL
Trustees were women. When examining the compasitiahe most senior leadership (i.e., Executive
Vice Presidents, Vice Presidents, and Deans, $e#/louisville.edu/about/org_chart.pdf4), 4 (1566)
these positions were held by women in 2007 (Povkr. [2007, Spring]. Gender equityhe Women'’s
Center News, 18], 2). While this level of inclusion is not ide#& does show some progress since 1994
when all vice presidents were white males (Task&®&eport, 1994).
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There has been an increase in the number of worssmscat UofL followed by a decrease.

Table 1: Number of Women Deans

1993 1 (10%) School of Nursing

2001 4 (30.8%) School of Nursing
University Libraries
Brandeis School of Law
School of Allied Health Sciences

2004 4 (30.8%) School of Nursing
University Libraries
Brandeis School of Law
School of Medicine (interim)

2007 2 (15.4%) School of Nursing
University Libraries

Key Observation(s): In regard to “the Presidemt @ice presidents shall identify and mentor wonan f
these positions,” mentorship continues on a vefigrimal level. Thus, it is difficult to apply an ampriate
measure. Participation lreadership Louisvilleould be seen as one indicator of mentorship fonen in
support of moving to higher-level administrativéeat UofL. Since 2000, 44% (n = 28) of all those
selected to participate lreadership Louisvillérom UofL have been women.

2009 Recommendation(s): Within the next two yeldafL. shall develop and implement formal structures
for leadership development and mentoring of women.
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1994 Objective 7B Each unit or department head shall facilitaeeghomotion of women administrative,
professional/administrative, and classified stadimibers. Each unit or department head shall ideaid
mentor women for promotion to positions with in@ieg responsibilities and authority.

Table 2: Mobility of Employees through the IPEDS Jb Categories 2001-2007

2007 IPEDS CATEGORY
Executive, Faculty Other Technical, Clerical, Skilled Crafts
Administrative, Professionals Paraprofessional Secretarial
Managerial
Female Male | Female | Male [ Female Male Female Male Female | Male | Female | Male
2001 IPEDS CATEGORY
Faculty 10 12
Other Professionals 2 6 12 16
Technical/Paraprofessional 4 19 16
Clerical/Secretarial 1 149 10 8
Skilled Crafts 1 1 4 1
Service/Maintenance 1 1 2 1 3
Instruction/Research Assistant 37 51 19 8 1 1

Table 2 illustrates the mobility of employees ttgbuthe IPEDS job categories from 2001 to 2007. fdwes represent a
"snapshot" of the 2001 IPEDS job categories andctiemns represent a "snapshot” of the 2007 IPEiDScategories. For
example, 10 females and 12 males who were clagség "faculty" in 2001 were classified as "exeaef@dministrative,
managerial" in 2007. Only employees whose IPEDScategories changed from 2001 to 2007 are repaxsefPlease note the
limitation of this figure is that the data are r&eted to employeepresent in both 2001 and 2007 census filslete: This chart
does not fully illustrate professional developmand career progression that occur within the s&&®I5 category.

Key Observation(s): Table 2 illustrates that ety few people seem to move across job categories
during the six years represented, however, the nhaff those people moving to higher job categerie

were women.

2009 Recommendation(s): Within the next two yeldofL shall provide clearly written and easily
accessible criteria for promotion and salary insesahat are necessary for professional development
consideration for promotion, and effective mentgnomogramming.
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1994 Objective 7C Deans shall promote the election of women asdeyent chairs and shall give

priority to the appointment of women as departnutriirs and associate deans and assistant deams Dea
shall identify and mentor women as candidates épadtment chair and/or associate and assistant dean
positions.

Figure 21
Department Chairs
by Gender
2001, 2004, 2007
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Figure 21 depicts the gender distribution of depertt chairs during 2001, 2004, and 2007.

Key Observation(s): The decrease in the percertbdepartment chairs held by females is not
statistically significant at the = 0.05 level of significance but approaches sigaifce atx = 0.10 level of
significance (p= 0.102). It is also important to note that thecakdtion of the change in proportion
assumes that there has not been a fundamentaleimatige university's organizational structure agri
that time period.

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL shall make a condetiort to recruit women department chairs.
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Figure 22
Department Chairs
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Figure 22 details the distribution of departmerdichby gender in 2007. When compared to the B&dort, the percentage of
female department chairs has more than doubled &6&% in 1993 to 20% in 2007. However, this ndtegdrovement assumes
that there has not been a fundamental change umiliersity's organizational structure during ttiigie period.

Key Observation(s): None of the three vice deansodl in 2001 and 2004 were women. There were 15
women associate deans (40.5%) in 2001, 12 (38.@2)04, and 19 (46%) in 2007. (University of
Louisville Fact Books: 2001, 2004, 2007). Due fmeaceived lack of leadership development and forma
structures or processes for mentoring, it is diffito determine if deans are identifying and mentp
women as candidates for vice dean, associate istagsdean, or department chair. The small prtogor

of women in these positions argues for increasht@bn to mentoring at all levels.

2009 Recommendation(s): Additional informatioméeded as to whether adequate resources are turrent
available to deans in support of mentoring. Deduadl seport on mentoring processes that currentiste
and describe what, if any barriers, they have emisvad.



1994 Objective 7D:Each unit or department head shall ensure tret@himum gender representation is
achieved on all unit and departmental committees.

Key Observation(s): Two important committees aase for dean searches and decanal reviews, and the
tables below provide information on participationdsoomen on these committees.

Table 3: Dean Search Committees

Percentage
Women
Year School or Department Members
2001 Music 27%
Public Health & Information Sciences 50%
2004 Arts & Sciences 46%
Business 36%
2007 Dentistry 29%
Nursing 87%
Source: Office of Faculty Personnel (June 2009)
Table 4: Decanal Review Committees
Percentage
Women
Year School or Department Members
2001 (There were no decanal reviews in 2001)
2004 Law 50%
2007 Kent/Social Work 45%
Music 55%
Public Health & Information Sciences 55%

Source: Office of Faculty Personnel (June 2009)

Key Observation(s): On the dean search committe@sien representation exceeds the percentage of
overall women demographic representation respdgtwighin each academic unit.

2009 Recommendation(s): Decanal search and resoewnittees should continue to have meaningful
gender representation.

1994 Objective 7E Each college shall require gender parity on depental and college promotion and
tenure committees. This parity will reflect thender parity in the discipline nationally, and natyothe
distribution within the department at Universitylajuisville. This may require the appointment of a
trained Affirmative Action person to monitor theopess or “borrowing” a faculty member from another
college until such representation can be achiewdts not in compliance with this policy must reee
approval from the Provost.
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Key Observation(s): At this time no informatioraigailable to determine if each college requirasdge
parity on departmental and college promotion andre committees. This information has been regdest
from the deans and is forthcoming.

2009 Recommendation(s): No recommendation atithes.

Reorganization and Restructuring

1994 Objective 7F During restructuring, budget reductions, andloeations the deans and vice-
presidents shall monitor the impact of these astiorensure that women are not disproportionately
affected. During restructuring, reallocations &adget reductions the University shall activelyrogic
women for executive administrative and managesitpns.

Key Observation(s): According to a report providedhe COSW by Human Resources (July, 2009), for
calendar year 2008, a total of 14 employees wdrgsuto reduction in force (RIF). Of those, 78%res
women. As of July, 2009, 29 employees have bebjesito reductions-in-force. Of those subject to
reductions-in-force in calendar year 2009, 86%aymen, and of those 58% are over 40. Upon further
review by Human Resources, the majority of womesjesti to RIF were in positions historically and
commonly held by women both at UofL and other erpgie in Greater Louisville.

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL shall accurately ss#ge impact of restructuring, reallocations and
budget reductions on women. Human Resources tgdenned a Process Redesign Task Force to
formalize the entire RIF process. UofL shall reviés findings and recommendations within six meantt
ensure UofL is accurately assessing the impaasifucturing, reallocations and budget reductions o
women. UofL shall be mindful of the gender maketipertain job classes when considering reduction i
staff and faculty.

Characterization of Women
1994 Objective 7G The University of Louisville shall ensure th#it@ublications and mailings contain

gender neutral language. All mailing lists shalkrbeiewed to ensure that the appropriate profeasiitte
of the recipient is used.

Key Observation(s)Campus mailing lists currently do not include satlaty titles (i.e., Dr., Ms., etc.) and
are therefore gender neutral. Home mailing listseanot available for review.

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL shall continue theefice of gender neutral salutations on campus
mailing lists. UofL shall ensure a consistent ganueutral practice among all mailing lists whereve
appropriate.

1994 Objective 7H The University of Louisville shall continue p®sitive efforts to achieve gender
balance in its publications, making every efforptotray women in non-stereotypical roles.

The following UofL publications were examined regjag representation of womeldofL Connection
Alumni e-newsletter for article and photo conte2@@5, 2006, and 200)ofL Magazingonline version)
for cover and article content (1998 — 2007), aredMledicine Magazinéonline version) for article content
(2000 — 2007). The results are displayed in theviing figures. See Appendices D and E for the
methodology.
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Figure 23
Alumni E-Newsletter Photo Content
2005, 2006, 2007
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Figure 23 represents the distribution of male, fiesnand non gender specific photosUfL Connection the monthly e-
Newsletter distributed by the UofL Alumni Assoc@tiduring 2005, 2006, and 2007. Non-gender speglfbtos include such
things as animals, buildings, art work, etc. Nitite number of overall photos increased from 2100%to 55 in 2007, an
increase of 162%.




Figure 24
Alumni E-Newsletter Photo Content
2005, 2006, 2007
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Figure 24 reflects the number of females depicteghotos inUofL Connectionthe monthly e-newsletter distributed by the
UofL Alumni Association during 2005, 2006, and 200While the percentage of females representededseed from 38%
(2005) to 22% (2007), the number of photos incrédsmm 21 (2005) to 55 (2007). Therefore the nundfephotos depicting
females increased from 8 in 2005 to 12 in 2007narease of 50%. During the same time periodntimaber of males depicted
in photos increased from 8 in 2005 to 23 in 20Biénce, representation of males in photos increbgegproximately 187%.



Figure 25
Alumni E-Newsletter Article Content
2005, 2006, 2007
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Figure 25 reflects the percentage of females dmutirig to article content featuredWofL Connectionthe monthly e-newsletter
distributed by the UofL Alumni Association durin@@5, 2006, and 2007. While the number of artibles increased from 65 in
2005 to 95 in 2007, the percentage of articles witmale feature and/or no contributing female peg8pe has remained
relatively constant (approximately 41%) during theee years under review.
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Figure 26
Alumni E-Newsletter Article Content
2005, 2006, 2007
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Figure 26 reflects the number of females contrilgutio article content featured WofL Connectionthe monthly e-Newsletter
distributed by the UofL Alumni Association durin@@5, 2006, and 2007. The number of articles withade feature and/or no
female perspective went from 26 in 2005 to 39 i@2(n increase of 50%. The number of articleh wither a female feature
or a contributing female perspective went fromil@005 to 20 in 2007, an increase of 25%. Theeefosles continue to be the

predominant features and/or contributors to adialJofL Connection

51




Figure 27
UofL Magazine Cover Content
1998 to 2007
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*Four issues per year. Scoring rubric is available in Appendix E

Figure 27 illustrates the gender distribution of ttover content of thgofL Magazinefrom 1998 to 2007.UofL Magazineis
published quarterly by the Office of Communicatiaarl Marketing. Noteworthy are the depiction ahédes on 3 of the 4
covers (in 1999) and 0 of the 4 covers (in 200D32@004, and 2006). Furthermore, since 2002, lE=srtzave been represented
on the cover of only 3 of the 24 editions, whilelesehave been represented on the cover of 14 @aleslitions.
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Figure 28
UofL Magazine Subject of Articles
1998 to 2007
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Figure 28 illustrates the gender distribution af Bubject of articles of thdofL Magazinefrom 1998 to 2007. The percentage
of articles with no contributing female perspectiragies from a minimum of 45% (in 1999) to a maximaf 81% (in 2003). In

5 of the 10 years (1998, 1999, 2000, 2002, and R@0& cover story focused on a female; howeves, @i the 10 years (2001,
2003, and 2004) the magazine contained neitheanaléemain feature nor a female cover story.
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Figure 29
Medicine Magazine Article Content
2000 to 2007
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Figure 29 illustrates the gender distribution af Bubject of articles of thHdofL Medicinemagazine from 2000 to 200WJofL
Medicineis published semiannually by UofL’s School of Made. UofL Medicinecontained neither a female feature story nor
a female cover story in 2 of the 8 years undereng\(j2003, 2004). ConverselyofL Medicinehad at least one female feature

story or female cover story in 6 of the 8 yearsarméview (2000, 2001, 2002, 2005, 2006, and 2007).

Key Observation(s): Based on data presented r&ig3 through Figure 29, UofL has not obtained
gender balance in its publicatiohs.

2009 Recommendation(s): Within two years UofL klmaprove representation of women in print and

electronic media by 30%. Future monitoring shatlude the context in which women are portrayed to

ensure an accurate representation in occupatiemabgraphics.

Awards

1994 Objective 7l The selection committees for University awardalisbe representative of the diversity

of the University, including balance of gender aace. The President shall be responsible for mongo

the composition of all committees recommending tgcand staff awards, honorary degrees, and externa
awards and the proportion of women in each of tteva categories. This nominating process shabinae
in which women will feel comfortable in advancingminations. The President shall also be respamsibl

for promoting women as recipients of these awards.

"It should be noted that the Women's Center puldisimel posts on-line a newsletter four times a §@&r000 people (and to
an additional 3,000 people in electronic form) thiamotes and pictures women.
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Key Observation(s): The composition of the setectommittees for awards is not readily available.

2009 Recommendation(s): Within two years, UofLlistreate a standardized process monitored by the
President for committee selection to ensure balahgender.

1994 Objective 7JThe selection committees for all unit-level adsashall be representative of the
diversity of the University of Louisville, includghbalance of gender and race. The vice-presidei¢an
shall be responsible for monitoring the compositball committees recommending unit awards and the
proportion of women in each of the above categorigss nominating process shall be one in which
women will feel comfortable in advancing nominagorThe dean or vice-president shall also be
responsible for promoting women as recipients eséhawards.

Key Observation(s): The composition of the setectommittees for awards is not readily availallgha
academic unit level.

2009 Recommendation(s): Within two years, eackdewméc unit shall create a standardized process
monitored by unit deans for committee selectioarieure balance of gender.
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RECRUITMENT

1994 Recommendation 8 The strategic goal of the University shall bedgr balance in all employee
categories. While the University has appropriatkcpes and procedures to accomplish this goal, the
application of these policies and procedures hasasolted in gender balance.

1994 Objective 8A The University shall actively recruit women agernal candidates for all interim
appointments.

Key Observation(s): As was the case when theraldgiask Force Report was completed, there are no
formal, written procedures for interim appointmenédthough the Provost actively nominates woman fo
interim appointments, a formal set of guidelinessloot exist.

2009 Recommendation(s): Within two years, a forsedlof guidelines shall be established to endwake t
all qualified women candidates are fully considessdnterim appointments. “Active recruitment” dse
further consideration, especially in relation tadership cultivation and professional development
opportunities available to women on campus. Tineesset of guidelines used for hiring practices|dteal
consistently followed when considering candidatgsriterim appointments. In addition, a formal
succession plan should be designed.

1994 Objective 8B All units and each department within the unilshdopt written short- and long-term
goals and timetables for the hiring of women. Phevost and vice presidents shall approve and mionit
these goals and report annually to the Presidéd§\W, and Faculty and Staff Senates on the outcomes.

Key Observation(s): It is not clear whether or eath academic/administrative unit or departmest ha
separate written short- and long-term goals fangiwomen; however, each academic/administrative un
does have a diversity plan that includes gendeityetfunguage. These plans are parAohieving Our
Highest Potential: A Diversity Plan for the Univeysof Louisville: Fall 2003available at
http://louisville.edu/provost/diversity/localresaes/images/DiversityPlan.gdf

Additionally, the Director of the Affirmative ActiWdEmployee Relations Office meets with deans each
year to review the status of affirmative actionlgagthin the unit. If affirmative action goalseanot
being met, the Director asks that a written plani&eeloped to address this problem. Goals aredbase
UofL’s Affirmative Action Plan (University of Louiglle’s 2009 Affirmative Action Plan is available a
http://louisville.edu/hr/affirmativeaction/ga/

2009 Recommendation(s): Within two years both €ibje 8A and Objective 8B shall be addressed by
including explicit goals as part of each unit’'s Bisity Plan, under the element “Diversity, Oppoityiand
Social Justice Outcomes.” The 2020 Strategic Btamécard shall also include explicit goals as pfatte
above element for UofL relative to gender. Begugnin the 2009-2010 academic year, UofL shall gl
and disseminate annual statistics reporting thegmeage of women and persons of color by unit, (i.e.
Annual Cohort Report). IRP has these statisticslave.

1994 Obijective 8C Unless otherwise requested, supervisors shadive all internal and external
applications without screening by Personnel Sesvice

Key Observation(s): This recommendation has begreimented by Human Resources.

1994 Objective 8D The Office of Affirmative Action shall report mictly to the President.
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Key Observation(s): The Affirmative Action/Emplay®elations Office currently reports to the Vice
President of Human Resources.

2009 Recommendation(s): During the 2009-2010 anadgear, UofL shall research best practices at
benchmark institutions to ascertain the optimabargational reporting line and, if necessary, cleating
reporting line for the Office of Affirmative Actiom UofL’s organizational chart.

1994 Objective 8E An Affirmative Action Officer who reports dirdgtto the dean or vice president shall
be appointed in each unit. The dean or vice peesighall be responsible for ensuring the Affirmati
Action Officer receives sufficient training and iaely and directly participates in all phases o th
recruitment and hiring process for all facultyfistand administrative positions. This individuladl be
responsible for advising the dean or vice presidenterning the effectiveness of unit recruitment
processes in the hiring of women.

Key Observation(s): There is a Unit Affirmative tham Coordinator in each college/school/unit anel th
responsibilities included in the description foritiffirmative Action Coordinator should addresth
responsibilities detailed in Objective 8E.

2009 Recommendation(s): During the 2009-2010 anadgear, the names of unit Affirmative Action
Coordinators should be better publicized withintsiand prominently displayed on the main page on
academic and administrative unit websites.

1994 Objective 8F Gender parity shall be established on all seaochmittees in each unit. This parity
shall be determined by gender representation witterdiscipline or profession and not necessaniy t
specific unit at the University of Louisville. Usimay be required to appoint a trained Affirmathation
representative or to appoint a staff or faculty rhenfrom another unit to the search committee oeae
parity on the search committee.

Key Observation(s): Currently, there does not appebe a process in place for the disaggregadtd d
reporting of gender in search committees’ compasiti

2009 Recommendation(s): During the 2009-2010 anadgear, UofL shall fund a PeopleSoft
customization to enable data collection for disaggted reporting of gender in search committees’
composition. Reports shall then be examined terdene if the policy as described by Human Resaurce
has been fully implemented.

1994 Objective 8G Policies shall be developed for the recruitnardpecial faculty positions, such as
Visiting Professors, Executives in Residence, Eretb®hairs, etc., to ensure that women have equal
access to such positions.

Key Observation(s): Practices for recruitment seléction of special faculty positions are variad a
difficult to determine based on each academic sipitiblished policies and procedures. In order to
facilitate active recruitment of these groups fpewo positions, the Provost has instructed Humaouress
to send weekly email alerts on any positions thatader utilized for women and persons of colasrisher
to facilitate active recruitment of these groupsdpen positions.

2009 Recommendation(s): Beginning in the 2009-28&lemic year to ensure gender equity in special

faculty position appointments, it is recommendeat tttademic unit processes be transparent andyreadi
available and that gender parity be a prioritydaruitment and selection of these positions.
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1994 Objective 8H The University of Louisville shall begin searshe fill interim executive positions on
a permanent basis immediately. The search conenifte these executive level positions shall have
gender balance. If necessary, pertinent governdocements of the University shall be revised tpune
this representation.

Key Observation(s)At this time, permanent executive positions appede filled in a timely manner.

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL shall continue tiopirmanent executive positions in a timely manner.

1994 Objective 8IThe University shall actively recruit women irh bditionally male dominated
positions to include executive/administrative/maera, technical and skilled crafts, and academic
disciplines.

Key Observation(s): As displayed in Figure 1,ithpact of recruitment efforts reveals that gender
segregation by occupation still exits.

2009 Recommendation(s): Based on UofL's Affirma#\ction Plan and its job categories, UofL shall
actively recruit and promote women for the follog/ipositions: Educational Executives; Electricad a
Computer Engineers; Psychology; Miscellaneous RassinHealth and Physical Education; Miscellaneous
Arts and Sciences; Administrative Support positjdrab Technicians and Library and Science
Technicians.

1994 Objective 8J University Personnel Services (now Human Ress)rshall provide training for
search committee chairs, deans, and other adnaitastrin affirmative action policies and proceduass
well as gender-related issues such as differecdi@munication styles and diverse career paths.
Completion of this training shall be mandatory ptmthe receipt of approval for the execution skarch,
internal or external, to fill a vacancy within thpecific unit.

Key Observation(s): The Unit Affirmative Action Galinator in each college/school/unit receives
adequate training on affirmative action policied @nocedures. The designated Unit Affirmative Aatio
Coordinator has the responsibility to advise deehairs and other administrators in their college o
academic unit on affirmative action policies andgadures related to the hiring process. Thereis n
mandatory training for search committee chairs.

2009 Recommendation(s): Beginning during the 2B0PA academic year, all Unit Affirmative Action
Coordinators shall be required to advise searchmuttee chairs of affirmative action policies and
procedures.

Compensation
1994 Objective 8K The department head, dean, or other supervsdl Ise responsible for ensuring that

compensation, “start up packages,” and credit fmr gervice, where applicable, are the same faaky
qualified newly hired employees.

Key Observation(s): This process is in place. ddta were available for the Commission’s reviewrier
to assess how effective this process is in ens@guify in compensation, “start up packages,” etc.

2009 Recommendation(s): Data needs to be madklaleaior the COSW to assess this.
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1994 Objective 8L The University shall provide incentive funds fbe recruitment and hiring of women.
Policies and guidelines for the use of these fighddl be developed by the President and the COSW.

Key Observation(s): Currently no funds are ava@ddobr incentives for the recruitment and hiring of
women.

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL shall continue toknam developing benefit packages that make UofL
more attractive to women.

1994 Objective 8M The University shall develop a university-widentralized program to meet the career
or educational needs of accompanying spouses tregoar

Key Observation(s): As a result of the recommendatfrom focus groups conducted by the COSW,
Human Resources has established a Dual Career Gaami

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL shall review and {phgsnplement recommendations from the Dual
Career Committee.
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RETENTION

1994 Recommendation 9 The greatest resources of any organization areuitgan resources. Competent
and committed employees who have elected to wottkinvihe University of Louisville must be retained
and cultivated to take advantage of their full ptisd. As significant contributors to the orgartina

women should be considered equal partners. Toadkantage of this pool of valuable resources the
University should recognize competence and cortiohuhrough career development, equitable pay, and
institutional evaluation.

Career Development

1994 Objective 9A Unit heads shall be responsible for ensuring uhé performance evaluation criteria
and procedures are gender neutral and based ologeental goals and clearly articulated criteriacfic

to a position. Unit heads shall be responsibléderimplementation and maintenance of these proesd
in an effort to achieve gender equality within theiversity.

Key Observation(s): Several themes emerged fraddack heard in staff focus groups, including: a)
systematic supervisor training on diversity anddggrawareness is needed; b) supervisors should
remember and practice affirmation of quality perfance, including praising staff for such perforngnc
and c) supervisors should be required to attenddatary trainings on professional development aed th
policies and procedures dhe Redboak (See Appendix F for a complete set of responses)

2009 Recommendation(s): Within two years, admiaists and supervisors shall be required to pp#dtei
in trainings on UofL’s policies and procedureslime Redbookelated to human resources, including
evaluation, diversity, and gender awareness.

1994 Objective 9B The University of Louisville shall require thalt evaluations contain two-way
feedback with specific goals established for bbthémployee and supervisor.

Key Observation(s)in the staff focus groups women reported that theyld like the opportunity to
provide feedback to their supervisors on their métbf supervision, commonly referred to as “360
evaluations.”

2009 Recommendation(s): Within two years, HumasoReces shall develop a staff evaluation model
with input from campus constituency groups for egsitic implementation in staff evaluations, inchgli
an appeals process. This model will utilize curresearch-based best-practices in the field ofdarum
resources.

1994 Objective 9C The University shall recognize that individutdow diverse and different career
paths, bringing to the University a variety of esipeces. The University shall develop a system of
advancement and professional development that takemntage of and recognizes this diversity of
experience.

Key Observation(s): UofL does not hawsystematic mentoring system for personnel, wisiehcritical
element in supportingdvancement and professional development.

2009 Recommendation(s): Within two years, a syatenmentoring system shall be developed and
implemented for women in UofL faculty and staff pimms. This system will have monetary support and
opportunities in a professional learning commumiydel.
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1994 Objective 9D Deans and vice presidents shall be accountablaé professional development of
their respective faculty and staff. Deans and piasidents shall promote professional developmeaht i&
necessary, make adjustments in work schedulesran@lp funding to accommodate these activities.

Key Observation(s): At this time, it appears tvaimen faculty and staff do not consistently receive
support from administrators for professional depeient.

2009 Recommendation(s): Within two years, the Bsgwdeans and vice-presidents shall implement a
specific plan to create opportunities and suppmrpfofessional development for women.

1994 Objective 9E Women, and particularly African American wombaye greater representation
among the lower levels of classified and profesai@aministrative staff, administrators, and fagulThe
University shall develop a system that providesaadement and professional development and that
includes career ladders, mentoring, training, aherodevelopmental opportunities for all full- goakt-
time employees.

Key Observation(s): It appears that no systenpabéessional development for career advancement,
mentoring, or training currently exist to assis gtaff. Mentoring is not systematically availatde
faculty, staff or administrators.

2009 Recommendation(s): Within two years, UofLlisti@velop a system that provides advancement and
professional development, mentoring, training, atietr developmental opportunities for all full goett-
time employees.

1994 Obijective 9F Personnel Services shall develop managerialitrgifor all supervisors to increase
their awareness of gender-specific issues suckradeg neutral language, differential styles of
communication, leadership, work styles, etc.

Key Observation(s): A recurrent theme that emefgad 2008 staff focus group interviews is a nead f
training for supervisors (see Appendix F).

2009 Recommendation(s): Within two years, adnmaists and supervisors shall be required to ppeiei
in training and professional development on Uoftddicies and procedures contained’ime Redbook
related to human resources, including evaluatiorerdity, and gender awareness.

1994 Objective 9GThe second phase of the Mercer Meidinger studjl ble implemented.

Key Observation(s): The second phase of the Mévieddinger study, a salary administration program t
evaluate appropriate salary ranges, has not begenmented.

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL’s Human Resourcearie@nt shall conduct an annual compensation
audit for Affirmative Action purposes and publisgsults. Also, Human Resources will come to consens
on a compensation philosophy and methodology fgrleyees within two years.

1994 Objective 9H The University shall ensure all employees urtdexsthe personnel classification
system and the procedures necessary for reclaggific Staff and supervisors requesting but notikeng
a reclassification shall be provided with a writeplanation for the denial. The current reclasaiion
pool shall be continued to promote the advanceroertiniversity employees.
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Key Observation(s): Currently, the employee ordhervisor may request a review for reclassifizati
All requests are reviewed by Human Resources réggadf the supervisory opinion. If conflicts aris
Human Resources will hear and address them.

2009 Recommendation(s): Beginning in 2009-201G]Wball ensure all employees understand the
personnel classification system and the procecheesssary for reclassification. Staff and supersis
requesting but not receiving a reclassificationldbaprovided with a written explanation for thergial.
The current reclassification pool shall be contthteepromote the advancement for UofL’'s employees.

1994 Objective 9l The University shall establish a university-widentoring program. The policies and
guidelines for this program shall be determinedh&yPresident in collaboration with the COSW.

Key Observation(s): A systematic mentoring systenpersonnel is a critical element in supporting
advancement and professional development and is ptdce. COSW has representation on the newly
formed Mentoring Committee in Human Resources.otigh this committee, COSW will continue to
advocate for a strong mentoring program.

2009 Recommendation(s): Within two years, a syatenmentoring system shall be developed and
implemented for women in UofL faculty and staff pimms. This system shall have monetary suppait an
opportunities in a professional learning commumiydel.

1994 Objective 9JPersonnel Services shall be responsible forrergsthat employees without access to
electronic mail receive copies or have access peesmf Career Opportunities

Key Observation(s): Human Resources website plststatement, “Career Opportunities are available
via the Human Resources website with copies availaithe Human Resources.”

2009 Recommendation(s): Beginning in 2009-201@acac year, supervisors shall be responsible for
communicating with employees how and where to élettronic access or how to obtain a copy of the
document.

1994 Objective 9K The University shall develop policies and praged that allow faculty to delay tenure
for up to three years for good cause. Good cauaséisblude family care. Any such delay need nojuiee
the faculty member to take a leave of absence.

Key Observation(s): The policy related to delayiegure was reviewed by the COSW Chair, COSW Vice
Chair and Chair of the Commission’s Family-FrienBlglicies Committee with the Provost as part of a
larger review of the family-friendly policies reporThe policy on a faculty member requesting the
stopping of the tenure clock has been forwardetktms for review.

2009 Recommendation(s): During the 2009-2010 anadgear, the policy on a faculty member
requesting the stopping of the tenure clock shabibmitted to appropriate UofL committees and the
Faculty Senate for review, approval, and inclusiolhe Redboak

1994 Objective 9L The University shall continue to respond toteommendations outlined in the
Report on the Utilization of Part-time Lecturgeesented to the Provost, October 30, 1991.

Key Observation(s)The Report on the Utilization of Part-time Lectwarust be accessed through UofL
Archives and a thorough review of this report i$ within the scope of this current project.
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2009 Recommendation(s): A current review and wgpdal he Report on the Utilization of Part-time
Lecturersshallbe completed within four years.

1994 Objective 9M The University shall recognize the contributiafipart-time faculty and staff. When
part-time employees become candidates for permdnktime positions, their service at the Univeysi
shall be recognized and accepted as credit towaatifigation for the full-time position.

Key Observation(s)There appears to be some explicit public recogmitibpart-time faculty. Part-time
faculty participate in regular meetings with theWwrst and have an electronic distribution list for
information and connection. It is unclear whetbefL has a policy regarding how part-time employee
service at UofL is formally recognized and acceedredit toward qualification for the full-time
position. The COSW has begun a dialogue with fwae-faculty members.

2009 Recommendation(s): Beginning in 2009-201GLWball recognize the contributions of part-time
faculty and staff. When part-time employees becoaralidates for permanent full-time positions, ithei
service at UofL shall be recognized and acceptenteahit toward qualification for the full-time paisin.
Salary Equity

1994 Objective 9N The University shall identify all specific caseisgender-based salary inequities.
These inequities shall be reconciled and the Unityeshall make their reconciliation a budgetanppty.

Key Observation(s)Many women staff have come close to salary paritly their male counterparts.
Figures 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 19 & 20 above Bsmmmendation 2 page ) provide analyses regarding
salary equity. Additionally, President Ramsey agieed to provide formal support to a salary eggstirgy
to be conducted by UofL’s Human Resources in coliation with IRP.

2009 Recommendation(s): A salary equity studylsfeatonducted within the 2009-2010 year. Thislgtu
should also address issues of comparable worthl&einder “Future Research Suggested by the 1994
Task Force” at the end of this report).

1994 Objective 90 The University shall review employee salariesrgtwo years as a means of ensuring
gender equity. Any inequities shall be rectifiethm two years. Any units in which unjustifiablegder
inequities exist shall have all hiring and promo#bprocedures monitored until the discrepancies ar
resolved.

Key Observation(s): UofL has not performed a bneal salary review. President Ramsey has agreed to
provide formal support to a salary equity studpeéoconducted by Human Resources in collaboratidim wi
IRP.

2009 Recommendation(s): Beginning in the 2009-28dHlemic year, UofL shall review employee
salaries every two years as a means of ensurirdegequity. Any inequities shall be rectified visitiiwo
years. Any units in which unjustifiable genderqngies exist shall have all hiring and promotional
procedures monitored until the discrepancies aelved.

1994 Objective 9P The practice of allocating annual raises asragugage of salary only serves to
exacerbate gender-based differences. Until salguity is achieved, the University shall encourage
alternative means of providing merit and promotla@mmpensation.
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Key Observation(s): No formal alternative meangrafviding merit and promotional compensation is in
place.

The Human Resources Salary Administration Commigggewed UofL salary policies in order to identify
policies that appear to be barriers to appropdatepensation for those employees who exceed gtaied
requirements/expectations. It was the committedéntion to concentrate on the issues or conddats
impact the greatest number of employees across.Ubfflese issues or concerns are as follows:

* 0% increase limitation in transfer policy (PER 3.68he committee’s recommendation is to delete
this verbiage from the policy.

» Define and promote in-range adjustments (no cupehty) — the committee has developed and
agreed upon a new in-range adjustment policy tbtt teflects current practice as well as best
practices from UofL’s benchmark institutions.

* Internal job changes and promotions limit of 8%r@ase (PER 3.05) — the committee’s
recommendation is to delete this verbiage frompibley.

* Flexibility for pay changes up to midpoint (througit PER 3.01 —3.10) — the committee’s
recommendation is to update the policies to begtdect current UofL practices and best practices
from UofL’s benchmark institutions.

» Policy language that does not reflect actual pcadtihroughout PER 3.01 — 3.10) — the policies
have been updated.

2009 Recommendation(s): During the 2009-2010 anadgear, UofL shall implement the Salary
Administration Committee’s recommendations.

1994 Objective 9Q The University shall review the responsibilitefsall academic program directors
(e.g., Music, Nursing, Social Work etc.) to detarenthe extent to which the responsibilities of éhes
directors are consistent with those of departmbairs. If these program directors aesfactochairs, their
titles and compensation shall be adjusted to reflesr true responsibilities.

Key Observation(s): This is an important issueedasg of further review. However, it was beyohe t
scope and timeline of the report.

2009 Recommendation(s): During the 2009-2010 anadgear, UofL shall review the responsibilities of
all academic program directors (e.g., Music, NugsBocial Work etc.) to determine the extent toalhi
the responsibilities of these directors are coestswith those of department chairs. If these @og
directors arale factochairs, their titles and compensation shall bestdf to reflect their true
responsibilities.

Institutional Evaluation

1994 Objective 9R The University shall establish a database coimgicomplete and timely information
on the numbers and gender ratios of employees jobatategories who leave the institution.

Key Observation(s)These data are captured in PeopleSoft database.

2009 Recommendation(s): Beginning in the 2009-28dHlemic year, hires and separation data shall be
reported to the COSW annually in the form of thasidboard reports” provided by Human Resources.
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1994 Objective 9S The University shall establish a procedure toduat exit interviews with all
employees who leave the institution. The Provodt\ice President for Administration shall proviae
annual report of the results of these interviewsttude a summary of the reasons these employeeze
to terminate their employment at the University_otiisville.

Key Observation(s)Staff and faculty exit surveys were developed byndn Resources and IRP in
collaboration with the Faculty Senate, Staff Sen@@SW, CODRE, and other key constituency groups
(available atttp://louisville.edu/hr/exit-surveys.htinl These surveys may be completed online or on
paper. Exiting employees are informed that thartipipation is voluntary, responses are configgnénd
the information will only be included in quartedymmaries for review by a university-wide committee

2009 Recommendation(s): Beginning in the 2009-2Hilemic year, a summary of the responses from
staff and faculty exit surveys developed by Humasdrrces and IRP shall be submitted to a Provost-
designated review committee with aggregate resotigarded to the COSW, CODRE and the Faculty and
Staff Senates annually.
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CAMPUS CLIMATE

1994 Recommendation 10The University shall provide a safe and securerenment for all of its
employees. This environment should encourage esrdgie diversity and foster a culture of opennesk a
acceptance. The University of Louisville shallagoize that diversity encompasses gender, racaakex
orientation, ethnicity, age, religion, physical b&ages, or place of origin and that women in a henof

the above groups face dual discrimination. Thevesity shall ensure that gender is not a criteused to
prevent women from seeking, performing, or retagrtimeir university positions and that every stefaken
to provide a secure and safe work environment.

1994 Objective 10A The University shall reexamine its sexual hares# policy every three years, with
annual reporting and publication of the rate obrégd cases, the outcomes of each case, and the
effectiveness of the policy overall.

Key Observation(s)Currently, UofL has not reexamined its sexual harent policy and procedure every
three years. While there may be internal repattsl is not providing information on the rate opated
cases, the outcomes of each case, and the effeesiv®f the policy overall on an annual basis¢o th
COSW.

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL shall reexamineatsial harassment policy and procedure according to
best practices every three years. Informatiorherrate of reported cases, the outcomes of eaeh aad

the effectiveness of the policy overall on an ahibaais should be published and reported to the\BOS
beginning in the 2009-2010 academic year.

1994 Obijective 10B The University of Louisville shall expand thecaal harassment policy to include
specific reference to disciplinary measures fortthmsser as well as for the supervisor who fails t
investigate such violations, a guarantee of praecigainst retaliation for victims reporting cagsasd a
statement regarding amorous relationships.

Key Observation(s)UofL’s sexual harassment policy now includes dpeceference to disciplinary
measures for the harasser as well as for the sgpewho fails to investigate such violations, agntee
of protection against retaliation for victims refdog cases, and a statement regarding amorous
relationships. (See http://louisville.edu/hr/affativeaction/sexualharassment/policy.html.)

2009 Recommendation(s): During the 2009-2010 anadgear, the President shall charge an appropriate
committee under the “Great Places to Work” initiatio study the effectiveness of the sexual harassm
policy and procedures.

1994 Objective 10C Sexual harassment training shall be mandatarglfdJniversity of Louisville
employees.

Key Observation(s): Sexual harassment trainimgptscurrently mandatory for all UofL employees.
However, it is mandatory within some academic aniadstrative units, andexual harassment training is
now included as part of orientation for all new ¢oypes.

2009 Recommendation(s): Within two years, sexagh$sment training shall be mandatory for all UofL
employees.
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Women’s Programs

1994 Obijective 10D The University shall make an institutional cortrment to enhance the Women’s
Studies Program through the provision of facilitieguipment, and resources to support a major and
department.

Key Observation(s)UofL has demonstrated an institutional commitmergnhance the Women’s and
Gender Studies Department. The program is novwpartleent, offering an M.A. degree, a dual
M.A./M.S.S.W. degree (with the Kent School of Sb¥#ork), graduate certificates, and two minors.
However, institutional support needs to be contihaled expanded in order for the department to coati
to function efficiently. Key areas of concern ingé: the limited space allocated to the departwhith
currently is not enough to house all of its facuttgnduct department business or meet the nedutstiof
undergraduate and graduate students; the numbeeactiing load of its faculty; and the very limited
funding for the department’s graduate students Aggeendix | for a more detailed discussion of these
issues).

2009 Recommendation(s): During the 2009-2010 anadgear, additional space shall be allocated ¢o th
Women’s and Gender Studies Department to housaiiiee faculty and to conduct department business.
Additional space and equipment needs to be allddategraduate student use and to create a comman a
for students. An adequate number of graduatetasssips is needed to meet the Council on
Postsecondary Education (CPE)-mandated goal otigted) 7 MA students per year. Finally, the number
of faculty needs to be reviewed to ensure moresaéferings can be offered and to share the general
education load.

1994 Objective 10E The University shall enhance its support of\i@men’s Center.

Key Observation(s)The Women’s Center is a strong advocate for wonmecampus. Through their
successful programming, committee involvement, arguisition of over $1.25 million in grant funding
for the PEACC Program and KTAP Programs, they lemheanced UofL and improved the wellbeing of
women on campus. A full list of programs is avaléaathttps://louisville.edu/womenscenter/

2009 Recommendation(s): During the 2009-2010 anadgear, UofL shall make an institutional
commitment to enhance the Women’s Center througlptavision of visible facilities, equipment, and
financial resources to include CAR funding and apimeent of a development officer to ensure the
continuation of the Women’s Center Programs.

Public Safety

1994 Objective 10F The University of Louisville shall annually rewy its safety and security programs to
ensure they provide adequate preventive measures.

Key Observation(s)UofL Police review safety and security programs/aékly staff meetings. The
review is used to update the programs in respanseidents that occur on and off campus. UofLideol
make regular reports to the COSW.

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL Police shall contithesr review of safety and security programs on a
weekly basis. The information should continue éaubed to develop responses to incidents of crime,
severe weather, etc.
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1994 Obijective 10G Support services shall be established to engewectims to report acquaintance
rape or other sexual assaults, with data on seasalults collected and reported annually.

Key Observation(s)The PEACC program offers a number of support sesvio encourage victims to
report acquaintance rape or other sexual assdb#ta on sexual assaults are recorded for mandatory
Clery/Minger reporting annually. UofL Police hawereased the number of women officers to make
victims more comfortable reporting the assault, wodk closely with the PEACC Program, Women'’s
Center, and Student Health Services to assurengdiave methods to report and receive the serthess
need.

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL Police shall contitmpartner with university groups to provide
personal and property safety. Safety programd bbdlexible to meet the changing needs of the
community. UofL Police shall follow establishedsbgractice procedures used by other comparable
institutions and the recommendations of the Pdlideisory Committee

1994 Objective 10H The University of Louisville shall provide viatiadvocacy programs for all
employees, including referral to local victim adsiog services.

Key Observation(s): Since 1999, UofL’s Preventigducation, and Advocacy on Campus and in the
Community (PEACC) Program has provided advocacyamsistance to UofL students, staff and faculty
who are affected by sexual assault/rape, datingédtimviolence, stalking, and sexual harassment.
PEACC provides appropriate referrals for the victithin the medical and criminal justice systemd an
student conduct process. PEACC collaborated WwiHtean of Students Office, Human Resources, Office
of Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender Seryvares ULPD, to develop and implement the UofL
Workplace Violence Policy, UofL Sexual Misconduciify and Procedure, and Bias Incident Reporting
Policy and Procedure. In addition to victim seedcPEACC provides comprehensive violence preventio
and public awareness programming for the campusamununity. The PEACC website, located at:
http://louisville.edu/peacc, has more informatiantbe available services and referrals.

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL shall continue tgpsupthe PEACC Program’s goals and objectives.

1994 Obijective 101 The University of Louisville shall conduct a seity survey of all three campuses.
The findings of these surveys shall be used, iesgary, to develop a plan to upgrade physical ggcur

Key Observation(s): A security survey was conddi¢B900-2001) and updates were made to improve
physical safety on campus. Officers conduct sgcstirveys during routine patrol. These survegtuite
lighting, shrubs, and building maintenance. Thermiation from the officers is sent to the appragria
university departments for action. UofL Police ahd Student Government Association conduct anannu
campus security and safety walk. The informatiatihgred is used to correct deficiencies and improve
environment on the campuses.

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL’s Police shall camimo conduct security surveys of all three camgpuse
send relevant information to the appropriate ursitgidepartment, and use information gathered to
improve physical security on campus.

1994 Objective 10JThe Department of Public Safety (DPS) shalleavannually the effectiveness of all
public safety programs on each campus. Thesenfisdshall be published iFhe Louisville Cardinahnd
Inside U of L
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Key Observation(s)Data were collected from incidents reported to UBfilice, PEACC Office,
Women'’s Center, and to the community Center for Wiorand Families. Data collected are reported in the
Clery Report (federal law) and Minger Report (Kétstlaw).

2009 Recommendation(s): In addition to collectiaga, DPS shall review annually the effectivendsslo
public safety programs on each campus and reptatad@ording to federal and state law. This infdroma
shall be disseminated to the COSW and CODRE an¢aos the DPS website for easy public access
beginning in the 2009-2010 academic year.

Workplace Safety

1994 Objective 10K The University shall continue to expand and itwonts environmental workplace
safety programs. These programs should be reviewedally by the Environmental Health and Safety
Department, with results publishedTihe Louisville Cardinaandinside U of L

Key Observation(s): UofL’'s Department of Enviromted Health and Safety provides periodic auditihg o
environmental, health and safety practices and@isades environmental, health and safety serwices
the UofL community through technical and regulatooynpliance assistance, information and training
programs, and consulting services.

2009 Recommendation(sEnvironmental and workplace safety practices gaitinue to be monitored
and reviewed annually with results published iomanf available to the wider university community.
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INTEGRATION OF WORK AND FAMILY

1994 Recommendation 11 The University shall acknowledge the importanceatnce in the lives of its
employees. This shall include respect for the irigme of family and community. This respect sball
demonstrated through the development and implementaf policies with humane concern for personal
and family values and responsibilities. This clienaill foster equally the achievements of womed an
men.

1994 Objective 11A The University shall establish on-site, dropay care facilities on Belknap and
Health Sciences campuses. Tuition for this dag shall be established using a sliding scale based
income. The day care facility shall be open tddlland part-time faculty and staff.

Key Observation(s) The Commission, since its formation, has advocaiedhildcare on campus. On
October 7, 2008 the grand opening ceremony toatediar Family Scholar House, a $15.7 million joint
project among Family Scholar House (formerly Proj#omen), UofL and the Kentucky Housing
Corporation. The Family Scholar House includesBhdy Learning Campus, which offers professional
care and early-learning opportunities for 130 akitdbetween the ages of 6 weeks and 4 years. aDf th
total, 56 children have enrolled through Family &ahHouse; the rest are children of UofL facufiigff
and students.

In addition to the Early Learning Campus on Belk@ampus, UofL has committed to day care for 20
children at Presbyterian Community Center for tlealith Sciences Campus. This location is still unde
construction.

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL shall establish assitenday care facility at the Health Sciences aagnp
within five years.

1994 Objective 11B The feasibility of establishing a drop-in sidkild day care center shall be determined
within the next two years.

Key Observation(s)The feasibility study conducted for the Family Selhdlouse examined the
possibility for drop-in sick child care, and it wdstermined to be cost prohibitive.

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL shall periodicallyisé this issue to evaluate cost feasibility.

1994 Objective 11C The University shall have equitable, writtenMegolicies (e.g., compensatory,
vacation, sick, paid/unpaid, etc.) for all categerof employees. Supervisors shall make evergnatteo
be responsive to the personal and family demandsesponsibilities of their employees.

Key Observation(s)in 2008, the COSW submitted to the Provost sugdegtanges to faculty and staff
leave policies and proposals for “stopping the teralock” for purposes of child bearing or rearmigen a
faculty member takes a full or partial leave ofexire.

2009 Recommendation(s): During the 2009-2010 anadgear, UofL shall implement the proposed
changes to the leave policies and proposals fopfshg the tenure clock.”

1994 Objective 11 D University personnel policies and proceduredl sieorporate a definition diamily
broader than that of the traditional nuclear family
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Key Observation(s): In 2008, the COSW supportesvesed definition of immediate family which
included qualified adults for parental, sick andda&ement leaves. This new definition went infefin
Spring 2009.

2009 Recommendation(s): No recommendation atithes.
1994 Objective 11E The University shall provide six weeks of paatgntal leave for either parent of a

newborn or newly adopted child. Minimal compliava¢h theFamily Medical Leave Acthall not be
considered sufficient.

Key Observation(s)UofL provides 3 weeks for parental leave. In additUofL does exceed minimal
compliance with th&amily Medical Leave AGFMLA). FMLA requires 12 weeks of unpaid leavada
UofL allows staff on leave to be paid using anksic vacation leave they have accrued. For faciilthe
FMLA is for personal iliness, the leave is treaésdmedical leave and a faculty member can recgive u
one full semester with full pay.

2009 Recommendation(s): Within two years, UofLllstevise its policies to provide six weeks of paid
parental leave for either parent of a newborn eviy@dopted child. Minimal compliance with the FIML
shall not be considered sufficient.

1994 Objective 11FUniversity personnel policies and procedureslstalrequire employees to exhaust
all accrued sick, vacation, and compensatory |gane to taking parental leave.

Key Observation(s): UofL does not require emplayeexhaust all accrued sick, vacation, and
compensatory leave prior to taking parental leave.

2009 Recommendation(s): No recommendations atithes

1994 Objective 11G Employees’ time away from the workplace duedme form of leave shall not result
in their performance of a disproportionately largerount of work than their normal workload uponithe
return from leave status. Nor shall the anticqpatf the leave status of employees result in arlatation
of their normal workload.

Key Observation(s): An assessment of this objeagvumpeded by a lack of information; however,iaigir
the staff focus groups several concerns were espdesbout barriers to the use of sick leave (sperafix
F for specific comments).

2009 Recommendation(s): A question shall be atlnl¢ite 2009 campus climate employee survey to
assess employees’ experiences regarding use @f fima® and its impact on workload.

1994 Objective 11H The University shall continue to develop flexlgdersonnel policies, including flex-
time, job sharing, expanded employee benefit progrand other policies that acknowledge that family
obligations and work responsibilities need notrimmmpatible.

Key Observation(s)n some academic and administrative units the fohg flexible personnel policies
are available to UofL employees: flex-time, panti schedule, compressed work week, telecommuting,
and job sharing. Phased retirement is availabfadolty only. A consistent theme heard in théf$tecus
groups was the request for clear policies thafarky applied within and across units.
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2009 Recommendation(s): Beginning during the 2D0P0 academic year, UofL shall: a) better pubdiciz
the availability of flexible personnel policies; Wprk with academic and administrative units todo
policies; and c) apply the policies consistentlyhivi academic and administrative units. In additiine
new “Great Places to Work” Advisory Committee sleadplore policies for Faculty/Staff Housing, Dual
Career Program, Adoption Assistance, Personal fas&ie Service, Elder Care, Work Life Program and

Resource Center, and Recognition Pay. Annual tegball be provided to the Provost detailing psgub
family-friendly policies.
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FUTURE RESEARCH SUGGESTED BY THE 1994 TASK FORCE

1994 Objective 12A The issue of comparable worth should be adddefsseall positions and job grades at
the University. This analysis should be condud¢teensure that positions which require skills toat
traditionally female and traditionally male are qmmsated equally when the scope of responsibibiiels
technical level of skills are comparable.

Key Observation(s): It appears no comparable watiily has been conducted at UofL since the Task
Force Report.

2009 Recommendation(s): A salary equity studylsfeatonducted within the 2009-2010 year. This
should also address issues of comparable wortbultiyssalaries by rank and gender shall be repdaed
the COSW annually beginning this year.

1994 Objective 12B, part onéne half of all students at UofL are women. Garetjuity issues for these
women should be identified and assessed in antédfamprove the status of women graduate and
undergraduate students.

Key Observation(s): According to the “Facts Bookibpshed by IRP, women have outhumbered men in
undergraduate degrees since 1996. Men outnumbeewm advanced degrees. No formal study has
been initiated that explores gender equity issfi@gmen students.

2009 Recommendation(s): The President shall appdemsk force within the next two years to study
gender equity issues specific to students.

1994 Obijective 12B, part twoThe analysis of gender issues for women studshasld include an
assessment of acts of violence toward women at UofL

Key Observation(s): Since 1995, UofL is requireddport crimes under the Clery Act.

An assessment of acts of violence towards womerasesmplished in 2000 and 2001. It was titled,
"Campus Survey Report: Safety Perception and Eepeess of Violence," by Dr. Linda Bledsoe and Dr.
Bibhuti Sar, Kent School of Social Work. The repexecutive summary and key findings are available
line at https://louisville.edu/peacc/education.

2009 Recommendation(s): Current reports indidaegexual violence is under-reported generallyabiut
types of violence against college students arelilkesly to be reported than violence against nardshts

in the same age group (18 - 24T his under-reporting of violence by college stuseargues for the
necessity of updating the 2001 "Campus Survey Refafety Perception and Experiences of Violence,"
with relevant statistics on incidents of violencal dhe impact that violence has on student's aciedem
success, mental health, and retention. As sugmpppate funding shall be designated to update@
survey report for 2009-2010. This survey and tesgiimplementations shall be completed in conjianct
with, and in support of, the UofL PEACC Program.

8 "Violence against college students (34%) was liesty to be reported to the police than violengaiast nonstudents (47%)."
from Hart, T. C. (2003, December). National Crimietihization Survey, 1995-2000: Violent Victimizati of College
Students. Bureau of Justice Statistics, NCJ 196A43&ilable at

http://www.0ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/pub/pdf/vvcs@aif.
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1994 Objective 12C The status of part-time faculty should be resssé in greater detail, paying attention
to gender equity issues.

Key Observation(s): This issue is addressed ii@&e®d of the Task Force Report.

1994 Objective 12D Issues of climate and attitudes toward womed,gander equity balance and parity
with the University Athletic Department should tleessed. This should be more than simply
determining whether this department meets NCAA ireguents.

Key Observation(s): Great strides have been madehieving this goal and the Athletic Departmeag h
systems in place to continually improve and addgessler equity issues. (See Appendix J for rdtes o
participation and athletic scholarships.)

2009 Recommendation(s): UofL Athletics Departnsdrall continue to support women athletes and the
athletics staff.
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Appendix A

Integrated Post Secondary Educational Data SysteniREDS) Job Category Definitions

Executive, administrative, and managerial

A primary function or occupational activity categarsed to classify persons whose assignments gequir
management of the institution, or a customarilypgguzed department or subdivision thereof. Assigmsie
require the performance of work directly relatedrtanagement policies or general business operations
the institution, department or subdivision. Assigmts in this category customarily and regularlyures
the incumbent to exercise discretion and indepetrjddgment.

Other professional (support/service)

A primary function or occupational activity categarsed to classify persons employed for the primary
purpose of performing academic support, studenic®rand institutional support, whose assignments
would require either a baccalaureate degree orehighexperience of such kind and amount as toigeov
a comparable background.

Technical and paraprofessional

A primary function or occupational activity categarsed to classify persons whose assignments eequir
specialized knowledge or skills that may be acgliheough experience, apprenticeship, on-the-job-
training, or academic work in occupationally spegiirograms that result in a 2-year degree or other
certificate or diploma. Includes persons who penfeome of the duties of a professional in a supgort
role, which usually requires less formal trainimgléor experience than normally required for professl
status.

Clerical and secretarial

A primary function or occupational activity categarsed to classify persons whose assignments tiypica
are associated with clerical activities or are gpmatly of a secretarial nature. Includes persdivmeo are
responsible for internal and external communicatjoacording and retrieval of data (other than catep
programmer) and/or information and other paperweduired in an office.

Skilled crafts

A primary function or occupational activity categarsed to classify persons whose assignments tiypica
require special manual skills and a thorough amdprehensive knowledge of the processes involvékan
work, acquired through on-the-job-training and exgree or through apprenticeship or other formal
training programs.

Service/maintenance

A primary function or occupational activity categarsed to classify persons whose assignments eequir
limited degrees of previously acquired skills amdwledge and in which workers perform duties that
result in or contribute to the comfort, convenierared hygiene of personnel and the student bodyatbr
contribute to the upkeep of the institutional pntbype

Source: United States Department of Educationtinistof Education Sciences, National Center for

Education Statistics (2009ntegrated Postsecondary Education Data Systetrieved May 2009, from
http://www.nces.ed.gov/IPEDS/
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Appendix B

2007-2009 Salary Structure for Exempt Professionand Administrative Staff

2007 - 2009 SALARY STRUCTURE
FOR EXEMPT
(PROFESSIONAL AND
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF)
Effective July 1, 2007 thru June 30, 2009

Grade* Minimum Midpoint Maximum
EB $23,660  $28,489 $33,317
EC $24,596  $32,212 $39,828
ED $29,024  $38,011 $46,999
EE $33,591  $44,869 $56,146
EF $39,637  $52,944 $66,252
EG $46,771  $62,474 $78,178
EH $54,150  $73,744 $93,339
El $63,894  $87,016 $110,137

EJ $75,395 $102,679 $129,962
E indicates Exempt (P & A)

* Salary grade EA was eliminated as of July 1,
2006.

$23,660 is the FLSA minimum for Exempt
positions.
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Appendix C

Wage Structure for Non-Exempt Classified Staff

2007 - 2009 WAGE STRUCTURE
FOR NON- EXEMPT

(CLASSIFIED STAFF) HOURLY RATES

Effective July 1, 2007 thru June 30, 2009

Grade* Minimum Midpoint Maximum
NA $8.67 $11.12 $13.57
NB $10.21 $13.11 $16.02
NC $11.83 $15.49 $19.15
ND $13.96 $18.27 $22.59
NE $16.15 $21.58 $27.01
NF $19.05 $25.45 $31.86
NG $22.49 $30.04 $37.59
NH $26.04 $35.46 $44.88
NI $30.72 $41.83 $52.94

N indicates Non-Exempt (Classified)
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Appendix D

Characterization of Women in Periodicals Article Soring Rubric

Score Description

0 Article features a man/men as topic; article domscite or represent
women.

1 Article cites one or more women whose perspectif@ims
less than 50%f topic.

5 Article cites one or more women whose perspectif@ims
50% or moreof topic.

3 Article features a woman/women as topic (not cetery).

4 Woman/women are pictured or represented on codgdting cover story

All categories are mutually exclusive.
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Appendix E

Characterization of Women in Periodicals Cover Corgnt and Photo Scoring Rubric

Rating Description
Photo features at least one woman. May include
Women computer generated and illustrated representatiary.

or may not include a man or men.

Photo features only a man/men representation. May

Male include computer generated and illustrated
representation.
Non Gender Specific Photo features non-human object.
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Appendix F
Report on Focus Groups with Women Staff and Facultysponsored by the COSW
Introduction and Background

The COSW'’s Chair and other COSW Commissioners @gigtian audio conferenc®arriers to Success
and Women Facultyto explore additional methods of assessing thtast# women faculty and staff on
campus.

As a result, the COSW decided to conduct focusggauith women staff and faculty on Belknap and
Health Science Campuses for the purpose of prayidpportunities for women employees to voice any
concerns they might have in addition to gainingradepth understanding of issues that might bectifig
campus climate.

Qualitative research has different purposes thamipative research and is well-suited for the
Commission’s goal to hear the voices of women tgcuhd staff and in order to understand their
perceptions regarding their current status on camPualitative research attempts to answer question
such as: how do people view themselves and theurtistances, what are their experiences, and what d
these experiences mean to them? Focus group mébgds an accepted data collection approach in
gualitative research. It can be seen as an intersigle designed for small groups and is approgfiat
capturing data at one point in tinte.

A set of questions were developed for staff anddoulty after examining national themes that intpdc
women faculty and staff. Commissioner Edna Rosgestgd that the questions be presented to the focus
group participants using iClicker technology in@rtb encourage participant input and gather asimuc
information as possible. Drs. Ross and Marianndilfadilitated the faculty focus groups. Dr. Rossla
Sharon LaRue facilitated the staff focus groupisess

Staff Focus groups were grouped into AdministratRmfessional, and Classified Staff sessions. A
detailed report with quotes from the focus grougip@ants will be forthcoming and available upon
request. ldentifying language was redacted toeptdhe confidentiality and anonymity of the papants.
Methodology

Focus Group Questions

Due to differences in faculty and staff respongibd and roles, it was decided that separate growquld
be conducted for staff and for faculty and thedaihg two sets of questions were developed.

Questions for Faculty Questions for Staff

1. I understand what is required of me to get 1. | understand what is required of me to get
tenure and promoted. raises and promotion.

2. More is expected of me professionally than2. More is expected of me than is expected of
is expected of my male counterparts. my male counterparts.

3. University leave policies are clearly defined. University Family and Medical Leave

and fairly administered across my Policies are clearly explained and fairly

° Berg, B. L. (2004)Qualitative research methods for the social scierfb® ed.). Boston, MA:
Pearson Education, Inc.
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unit/department. administered across my departonait/

4. | have considered leaving academia for a| 4. | have considered leaving the university for
less stressful job on me and/or my family. | a less stressful job on me and /or my family.

5. Stopping the tenure clock for a year for | 5. Having the option of a flexible work plan
parenthood is a good idea. would be attractive to me. (This includes such
plans as a four day work week, staggered wprk
schedules, telecommuting, job sharing, etc.).

6. My department/unit supports me as a 6. My department/unit supports me.
professional.

7. The university provides support and 7. The university provides support and
incentives for women to advance. incentives for women to advance.

8. University policies for tenure and promotiol. University policies for raises and promotign
are preferential to me. favor men.

9. Childcare issues are significant detractorg 9. Childcare issues take away from my work
from my professional life. life.

10. Sexual harassment issues are significant 10. Sexual harassment issues take away frgm

detractors from my professional life. my work life.

11. Eldercare issues are significant detractorsl1. Elder care issues take away from my work
from my professional life. life.

12. Balancing the dual requirements of 12. Trying to advance at work and also having

preparing for tenure/being senior faculty with a personal life are difficult to do at U of L.
“having a life” is difficult at U of L.

13. In my unit/department, | feel that the 13. In my unit/department, the quality of my
guality of my work must be perfect, and | am work must be perfect, and | am unable to
unable to achieve that level of work. achieve that level of work.

Recruitment and Sample

As is standard practice in qualitative researgiurmosive sampling approach was used. All participants
were volunteers and were primarily recruited thtoagnouncements placed in UofL Today. Flyers were
also placed in offices to assure that staff witthelior no computer access would also be invite@28
stipend and lunch were offered as incentives fotigpation. All responses are anonymous.

Sixty-seven women faculty participated in focusug® on Health Science Campus (1 group) or on
Belknap campus (3 groups). Demographics were motded to protect anonymity. Ten of the Colleges
and Schools at the University were represented. @ofaculty were recruited in the same manner and
received the same incentive. Ninety-five womenf gafticipated. Three focus groups were offered on
Belknap campus and two were offered on Health 8eieampus.

19 padgett D. (1998Rualitative Methods in Social Work Researthousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.
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Analyses of Staff Focus Group Data

A number of themes repeated emerged across staff fgroups and sometimes regardless of the question
asked. These over-arching themes were: a) polsuessthat impact nearly all of the other issuesethby
participants, b) access barriers for use of leeme &ind Family and Medical Leave Policy, c) evatabf
employees’ work, d) expectations of employeesael} bf possibilities for career advancement, f)kvor
climate problems including sexual harassment,aj stperceived lack of value from the Universiand

h) lack of balance in work and personal life. FEfR0 displays how these issues were representéd in t
responses from the focus group participants asaciieg to impact their work and personal lives.
Additionally, the detrimental impacts of recent igdudget reductions were repeatedly commented on.

Policy issues:

1) Changes needed, current seen as unfair
2) No written policy in some cases

3) Not implemented or not seen to be fairly &
consistently implemented

L

FLMA Lack of Barriers to Perceived Sexual
Leave time balance advancement lack of value harassment
Work « | between work|¢— <«—>| to t_he _ <>

evaluation & personal University

Work life

expectations

Family and Medical Leave Policy ¢« Leave time « Wakaluation « Work expectations

Policies for Family and Medical leave were seen@salways clear. In addition, a number of paracis
commented thdtamily and Medical Leavavas not fairly or consistently administered witbinacross
departments. For example, some employees wereasdeging able to make “under the table” deals,ewhil
others were not. While some departments honor fyiradi adults other do not.

A number of similar concerns were expressed abauidss to the use @lick leave Professional and
administrative staff stated they experienced amiubalance between the hours required to workiesag
asked to use sick time for brief absences fronoffiee. Some reported being required to work evéiilav
on sick or medical leave.

A number of comments addressed ¢batinuing stigma and lack of confidentiality assiated with
mental health needswhich create barriers to obtaining routine, appaie care.

Theevaluation procesproduced a large volume of responses. Respondesl@a concerns about clarity
of current policies, fair and consistent impleméotaof policy, and a sense of powerless in theess.

For example, respondents commented that evaluttaie were not sufficient to measure the different
kinds of work done by staff and that evaluatorgfdid not have the necessary expertise to judegyertink
done. Some respondents also commented that eaisatie subject to the personal whims of evaluators
and their work is sometimes evaluated based onwelthey get along with others. A number of
respondents reported a perception that differamidsirds are used to evaluate the work of men antewp
and that they feel there is no recourse in the chaenegative evaluation, since any complaintslelel
them as troublemakers.
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Further, staff reported a lack of connection betweb performance and pay, citing that superior
performances were not rewarded by raises.

In regards tavork expectationsparticipants reported excessive work demandssantetimes
unreasonable expectations, in particular the dert@mbé in constant contact with the office and with
students. Some patrticipants noted thate work was expected of women employtbes) male employees
and that there was a difference in pay. In additaomen are often required to take on female-gettler
tasks (i.e., clerical work) while men are not.

Lack of balance between work and personal life

Staff perceived that the University stated supfmrabalance between work and personal lifeut
participants’ responses indicated that often texe no real time away from work. The use of virtual
office technology (laptops, cell phones) was oftded as increasing work expectations and intarégeri
with time off. Respondents commented on the lddleg scheduling and reported on being calledahé
when men are ndtas well as being required to “volunteer,” and eleimg called into work while on
maternity leave. Women without children felt theadmo justification in taking time off. Respondents
feared being considered “not a team player” if tbemplained.

Note:* This comment is also cited under barriers to udeanfily and Medical Leave.

Flexible scheduling (flextime) has generally beearsas one way to support balance between work and
home life, and participants were asked their opiraboutflexible work plans Staff expressed concerns
about fair work distribution under a flexible wapkan, since it was seen as resulting in more workive
day employees as well as causing scheduling ctsthat likewise resulted in more work for some.

Barriers to advancement

Participants gave a number of examples of bartteaglvancement, including a lack of a career ladder
mentoring, and other types of support. Some ppgits stated that although there is a generaldack
support for staff, this is particularly true for men.

Inconsistent access to additional education witoturemission and the perceived preference foereal
candidates were also seen as impediments to aduwantelength of service at the University was
perceived as a barrier, not a strength.

Additionally, the many effects of recent years’ gatireductions were discussed. These effects iadlud
decreased opportunity for promotion since there measoney in the budget for this, increased wosgkl|o
and increased job stress. Some participants dtaa¢dvomen were more negatively impacted on payess
than men, noting that men are paid more than wotherannual raise process does not allow department
to address equity issues, and that women tendcigpgRIF positions.

Compensation issues are further complicated byddckear communication of relevant policies regagd
range to range adjustments and reclassification.
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Perceived lack of value to the University

Some participants expressed that they did notafedi their work was valued by the University. They
expressed a desire for their concerns and nedusiteard and addressed. In fact, some of the ipainits
thanked focus group facilitators repeatedly foowlhg them to voice their opinions. Some said iswee
first time they felt supported by the University.

It should also be noted that after one focus grpapicipants stayed behind to say only a few vggren
the flyer about the focus group. They found it amdlit in their pocket so they would have the corrdate
and time.

Sexual harassment

Initially, participants had few comments to offegarding sexual harassment. However, after sexual
harassment was defined as including hostile wodeémnvironment as well as “quid pro quo” situatjons
they reported numerous examples of forms of sexai@ssment. Women reported having pet names given
to them in ways that undercut the power of thdirnole; that complaints against offensive behawiere

often dismissed by supervisors as well as coworkleas supervisors often allowed and even instifjate
discriminatory treatment; and that when women dichglain, they received no support from those in
higher positions. Some respondents reported beairegsked repeatedly by supervisors.

Recommendations

Throughout the focus groups, women offered a nurabercommendations to address the concerns they

had raised:

» Hire a ‘floater’ to do custodial work when an emyse is absent or on FMLA. Otherwise, other staff
cannot take a day off for extended periods of time.

* Supervisor training on diversity and gender awassmn needed.

» All supervisors should remember to praise as wetirdique employees.

» All supervisors should attend mandatory supervisiemes and mandatory training on the Redbook.

* Implement 360 performance evaluations.

* Inregard to flexible work schedules: a) Clearlyimked roles must be established in advance, b) It
should not be up to each department to make thsideavhether or not to have flextime or how it is
implemented, c) Consistency is needed.

Analyses of Faculty Focus Group Data

Women faculty addressed a number of concerns riegga) career advancement issues related to a
gendering of service work, inadequate rewardsdorise and instruction, as well as the lack of adég
mentoring systems and other support for women fgcl) work/life issues, in particular the lack of
consistent or fair maternal leave policies, acteshildcare, as well as concerns with the efféct o
childcare and family decisions on career trackd; @rsexual harassment.
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Career Advancement

Faculty report dgendering” of serviceat the university. Many women felt they were expddo do more
than their male counterparts (heavy advising loeda committee work, serving on MA and Ph.D.
committees, etc) without adequate compensatioddorg so. Many women felt that they were coerced
into serving on departmental/unit committees. Tiegort being viewed as uncooperative and not “team
players” when they refuse to take on department/aommittee/administrative duties, while men ao¢ n
labeled for their refusal. Women reported beingeexgd to take on female-gendered tasks within
committees, such as performing secretarial funstitvomen faculty expressed a great deal of cortbatn
women were often trapped in low-level departmeuatad/administrative jobs and performing significant
amounts of service to the university in their wairikh students and/or faculty that is not rewarded i
promotion or tenure, while male colleagues coufdse such positions and concentrate on research
activities that were more likely to lead to promoatiand other awards. Associate professor stateeis as
a bottle neck for women because of heavy admitiggrand service involvement.

Faculty report that thedevelopment of teaching skills is not rewardesh implicit and explicit attitude is
that time spent on activities such as workshopslearthing communities would be better spent onanete
activities. Women and minority faculty report besigadvantaged by current student evaluation
methodologies which do not control for gender arakbias and are largely based on measures oéstud
satisfaction. They desire more objective measuirgsaching competencies to be developed and used by
the university.

Women reported an urgeméed for mentoring on publishing and grant writing'hey do not feel like they
have access to the same resources and informatimaiay of their male colleagues. In addition, tfes)}
that they are “on their own” without university quget. For example, participation in national and
international meetings and conferences is an eapeuctfor promotion, however there is no economic
support for travel, so faculty must pay from th@iwn low salaries to get tenure.

Work/Life Issues

Respondents report thetildcare issues are a significant detractor fromly satisfactionat UofL and also
remain a barrier in career advancement. Respondentmented on the lack of an official university
maternity and new child care policy and observed é&xplicit and implicit policies differ widely bh&een
departments and units. Many women expressed disirtayw their pregnancy and new child care issues
were viewed by their unit administration; othergaged being expected to make-up maternity time.
Women faculty reported a need for university-spoadahildcare 24/7 and on weekends (for HSC clinica
faculty). Single women faculty have a particulaediéor childcare that is magnified by the fact ttinegty

are typically at the lower end of the university zaale.

Childcare issues affect women throughout their wibek Faculty noted that the University should av
policies to accommodate women who take time ofeto their children—at present no tenure and
promotion policies recognize non-traditional caneaths. Women are older than their male countesfart
they take time out (or work part-time) to raiseittohildren. Those who choose a non-traditionaéear
path and are older when they apply for grants aftesounter ageism within the grant proposal prqcess
which affects their chances for tenure and pronmotio

Younger women faculty report that it is difficutt ind time to date, much less marry and have ol
when married, some assistant professors are mdkitigions not to have children or to delay childsbey
until after tenure.

86



Sexual harassment

Women faculty reported two instances of sexualssarent.\WWomen faculty are warned not to file
warranted grievancebvecause they will be labeled as “trouble-makédfaculty reported instances of
being described as “too ambitious,” by male collessg and as “too sensitive” when they have comethin
about their treatment. Young faculty women espgcrabport deliberate attempts at intimidation bylena
students as well as the use of derogatory nickndikeessweetie.” In addition, they cited exampldsao
lack of respect for women at high University levassin the case of a tenure letter addressed ts."Mr
instead of “Dr.”

Recommendations

Throughout the focus groups, women offered a nurabegcommendations in order to facilitate the
success of women faculty at UofL:

* New policies are needed to better accommodategbdsiof women faculty:
o Maternity/Adoption Leave Policy
o Eldercare Policy
o A tenure clock “stop” for a year for either parémt childcare.

» Subsidized childcare needed on campus for facualtystaff; also needed 24/7 on HSC Campus;
need “drop in” service for “mildly ill” children.

* Non-traditional career paths need to be developed/dmen who have taken time out to raise
families and are older when they enter the Uniwgifsiculty workforce.

* Administrative service/duty inequities between rmaad women should be addressed. Men
should be held to the same level of accountakatyvomen for work done on committees;
should be placed on the same number of commit@eshave the same service expectations as
women. Service should be valued and compensatmiately, especially in relation to
promotion and tenure

* Quantitative measures of teaching and serviceitie\be devised and teaching and service
should count toward tenure and promotion.

» Better teaching evaluation instruments need todostcucted in order to control for gender and
racial biases.

* Advising evaluations should be instituted so thamen will get credit for their advising work.
» Pay inequities need to be redressed

* More support of junior women faculty in the formtodvel money or course release time for
research.

» A systematic, structured mentoring system with menfrom inside and outside the university
should be put into place. The system should nottaxesenior women faculty.
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Appendix G
Benchmark Faculty Analysis

In order to learn how the percentages of full-tiwemen assistant professors, associate professats,
professors to total full-time university faculty@dofL compared to other research institutions i02Gn
analysis of 21 benchmark institutions was conduttétsing the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS) peer analysis system, the numbasss$tant professors, associate professors, poogess
and total university faculty were extracted for g@rison. The following chart details the perceataf
full-time women faculty to total full-time univetgifaculty at each academic rank for UofL and thedian

of the benchmark institutions. Additionally, thenimum and maximum percentages of the benchmark
institutions are included. Lastly, UofL’s rankinglative to the 21 benchmark institutions is refelcfor

each academic rank.

Percentage of full-time women faculty to total fulltime university faculty

Rank Median of | UofL | Minimum | Maximum UofL’s
Benchmark Percentage Percentage | Ranking
Institutions

Total women university | 37% 35% | 29% 44% 17

faculty®

Assistant Professor 14% 14% 6% 17% 11

Associate Professor 9% 10% 5% 13% 7

Professor 6% 6% 3% 9% 10

When comparing the percentage of full-time womemnlty to total full-time university faculty at 21
benchmark institutions, UofL’s highest rank (7) veashe academic rank of associate professorsL’'§Jof
lowest rank (17) was the percentage of total fatletwomen faculty to total full-time university faity.
However, it is important to note that UofL was ettlat or above the median of the benchmark insiriat
at the academic ranks of assistant professor, iassgrofessor, and professor.

Top Benchmark Institutions

Percentage of full-time women faculty to total facliy:

1. University of Missouri-Kansas City 44%

2. U.ni\{e_rsity of New Mexico-Main C_:ampus 43% Note: UofL is 9% below the
3. Virginia Commonwealth University 42% top university.

4. University of South Florida 40%

5. University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 40%

17. University of Louisville 35%
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Percentage of full-time women assistant professots total faculty:

1. University of Alabama at Birmingham 17% )

2. University of Illinois at Chicago 17% Note: UofL is 3% below the
3. University of South Florida 17% . top university.

4. University of Pittsburgh-Pittsburgh Campus 16%

5. Wayne State University 16%

11. University of Louisville 14% y

Percentage of full-time women associate professdistotal faculty:

1. University of Nevada-Reno 13% ™

2. University of Cincinnati-Main Campus 12% Note: UofL is 3% below the
3. Indiana University-Purdue University- top university.
Indianapolis 11% >

4. University of New Mexico-Main Campus 11%

5. University at Buffalo 11%

7. University of Louisville 10% y,

Percentage of full-time women full professors to tal faculty:

1. University of New Mexico-Main Campus 9% )

2. University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 7% Note: UofL is 3% below the
3. University of California-Irvine 7% . top university.

4. University of Cincinnati-Main Campus 7%

5. University of lllinois at Chicago 7%

10. University of Louisville 6% .a

The percentages displayed in the chart for UofLnatecomparable to Figure 3. Figure 3 inclubeth
full-time and part-time faculty

“The following institutions were included in the lsamark analysis: Indiana University-Purdue
University-Indianapolis, Stony Brook University, Mple University, University at Buffalo, Universitf
Alabama at Birmingham, University of California-ine, University of California-San Diego, Universiy
Cincinnati-Main Campus, University of lllinois ah{€ago, University of lowa, University of Missouri-
Columbia, University of Missouri-Kansas City, Unrsgy of Nevada-Reno, University of New Mexico-
Main Campus, University of North Carolina at Chadél, University of Pittsburgh-Pittsburgh Campus,
University of South Carolina-Columbia, University®outh Florida, University of Utah, Virginia
Commonwealth University, and Wayne State University

*Total women university faculty includes all emplegewith an IPEDS job category of “faculty.”

Prepared by: Institutional Research and PlanniffigggOof Academic Planning and Accountability
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Appendix H
Methodology

In an effort to update the “Meeting the’2Tentury: Access, Opportunity, and Achievement” &epf the
Task Force on the Status of Women published in 1884xamination of the status of women relating to
both positions held and service performed withihiversity was analyzed for the years 2001, 266d,
2007. This section describes the methodology ursdte data analysis.

Data were compiled from four main institutional sms: (1) Office of Academic Planning &
Accountability/Institutional Research and Planni(®); Human Resources; (3) Office of Faculty Pergtinn
and (4) University Archives. The data derived frofficial faculty/staff extracts maintained by
Institutional Research and Planning were normalfsedomparison by retroactively applying the 2007
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data SystenD@ykob category definitions to both 2001 and 2004.
This normalization allowed for a valid comparisamass job categories for the three data points.
Normalization was necessary since the IPEDS dafirstof job categories had changed during the time
from 2001 to 2007, resulting in some employees’qategories changing by definition rather than tilgio
professional advancement within the university.

According to IPEDS, “faculty” is defined as “persoidentified by the institution as such and tygdical
those whose initial assignments are made for tinggse of conducting instruction, research or public
service as a principal activity (or activities)Faculty may or may not hold academic rank. For the
purposes of this analysis, those holding faculbknahose primary appointment is within the Univrsi
Libraries are also defined as “faculty.” Furthermadhe job category of “Executive, administratisad
managerial” is restricted to only university boaopointed administrators. Complete descriptionsach
IPEDS job category are available in Appendix A.

It is important to note that the analysis in thi€dment includes both full-time and part-time enypkes.
Employees were assigned to each IPEDS job catdgmsd upon their primary job appointment. The
classification of job titles into job grades andEPS categories is determined by Human Resources.
Additionally, salary data used in this analysisresent base salary and do not take into account any
supplemental or x-pay received by the employeesoAor confidentiality, cells with less than five
observations are denoted by an asterisk (*).

In addition, data were collected frddofL Connectionthe monthly E-Newsletter distributed by the UofL
Alumni Association’sUofL Magazinepublished quarterly by the Office of Communicatiamsl
Marketing,andUofL Medicinemagazine, published semiannually by UofL’s Schddedicine,in an
attempt to survey the representation of womenenuthversity’s publications. A scoring rubric was
created for article analysis and photo contentmflete descriptions of each scoring rubric candoad in
Appendices D and E. The intent of the analysis waseplicate the review of publications presentethe
1994 Task Force report; however, publications megikfor the current report during the time periéd o
August — December 2008 were limited to those edftiavailable online or in paper form at the time of
review.

An article scoring rubric was written to capture thegree of gender representation according to the
following criteria. The rubric assigned a numbgd 03, 2, 1, or 0 to each article. To receivears of
“4” the article was a cover story featuring a féeras the main topic. The score of “3” was asdigoe
any article that featured a woman as the main t@picluding those classified as the cover stofya0% or
greater of the perspectives in the article werealenthe article received a score of “2”. If fewlean 50%
of the perspectives presented in the article wemgafe, the article received a score of “1”. Aggl

91



containing no female citations received a scor®bf Each article was read and assigned only @oees
from these mutually exclusive categories. Pleate tihat the rubric score is subject to the opimbthe
reader and inter-reliability testing was not perfed.

Photos were scored according to a rubric writtecajgture male, female, or non-gender specific cinte
For example, if only male/males were featured piheto was categorized as “male.” “Non-gender
specific” was assigned if the photo featured any Imeman object, such as a building, animal, orrabst
computer-generated image. Finally, photos categdras “female” include those featuring female/fiesa
as well as those with both males and females padiraln other words, no separate category existed
photos that featured both male and female; if aalerwas present, the photo was categorized as léema

Finally, figures presented in this document weeatzd to replicate the figures/tables/graphs availia

the 1994 Task Force report, using data from 20004 2and 2007 wherever possible. Caution must be
taken when comparing these figures to the 1994 Reps previously noted, 2007 IPEDS job categories
were retroactively applied to 2001 and 2004 d#ta.a result, staff categories may not be comparable
those presented in the original report. Furtheanthre classification of job grades was changeHuoyan
Resources between 2001 and 2004. The 2001 dasajfedd through the previous schema, were not.used
The mapping of the job grades was not availablefrluman Resources; hence the only valid comparison
of job grades is between 2004 and 2007.

Prepared by: Institutional Research & Plannindic®fof Academic Accountability & Planning
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Appendix |
Women'’s and Gender Studies Department (WGST)

The Women’s and Gender Studies department (WGSTemly has one full-time staff member and five
faculty members, two with joint appointments inatlepartments, and two with reduced teaching loads
due to duties outside the department. A sixth fgaukember will begin an appointment in WGST in fal
2010, but will also have duties outside the depantmThus, WGST only has one 100% appointment
within WGST without a reduced teaching load andaes dependent upon affiliated faculty in other
departments to continue to offer courses at bahutidergraduate and graduate level. Additiondtly, t
department does not currently have enough physpzade allocated to house its entire faculty anchbas
meeting room to conduct department business. Tikere “common” space available to majors or gragluat
students that might aid in constructing a sensmofmunity for students and furthering retentioresat
Furthermore, despite a significant increase imiimaber of students attending the graduate progi®m (
M.A. students will enter fall of 2009), the depaeimh has only one graduate assistantship. The nuohber
assistantships is far below the assistantshipedi®o many departments and even lower than depatt
with a smaller number of graduate students (i.estdry). The chair of the department reports that¥.A.
program has lost students each year who have lveeptad to the program but chosen to go elsewhere d
to the lack of available funding.
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Appendix J

Athletics Status Report

2003 Status Report

2008 Status Report

Comments

01-02 Undergraduate Men
46.2% vs. Men Athletic
Participation 56.1%

07-08 Undergraduate Men
47.5% vs. Athletic
Participation by men 50%

01-02 Undergraduate
Women

53.8% vs. Women Athletic
Participation 43.9%

07-08 Undergraduate
Women

52.5% vs. Women Athletic
Participation 50%

2.5% difference in
participation rate and
enrollment rate = 34
participants

11 Women Sports and 8
Men Sports

12 Women Sports and 8
Male Sports

Lacrosse was added in 20

Men received 57.5% of the
Athletic Scholarships and
Women received 46.3% of
the Athletic Scholarships

Men received 53.1% of the
Athletic Scholarships and
Women received 46.9% of
the Athletic Scholarships

Athletic Scholarship shoulg
equal % of participants. .
9% difference.

YUM Center Completed —
Practice Center for
Volleyball and Men’s
Basketball as well as locke
rooms for Lacrosse

Lacrosse Field Completed

Musselman Practice Facilit
Completed for both Men’s
& Women'’s Golf Teams

Ralph Wright Natatorium
completed for Men’s &
Women'’s
Swimming/Diving

Cardinal Arena Locker
Room Area refurbished for
Women's Basketball

Trager Indoor Facility for
use by all teams

6 Women Head Coaches

15 Assistant Women
Coaches
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Appendix K

COSW Annual Reports for 2007-2008 & 2008-2009

UNIVERSITY OF
LOUISVILLE

C)-/ COMMISSION ON THE
STATUS OF WOMEN

2008 HIGHLIGHTS

1) In 2008 COSW Women and Global Issues commitiaddd international research opportunities for
undergraduate students, graduate students, antyfac&outh Africa, Netherlands, and Palestine.

2) In 2007-2008 COSW invited the Graduate StudentrCil President, a Student Government
Association Representative, and the COSW grado#genito participate in Commission Meetings. One
result of this collaboration was a student-generatgiative: The GSC President and graduate intenste
an SGA resolution for Sexual Harassment Trainingafbincoming freshman as a violence prevention
effort and to increase safety for all students.

3) Since 1994, COSW has actively pursued obtaiaiobildcare center at the University of Louisvilie.
September 2008 the University opened the Scholaséland Early Learning Campus. COSW presented
the ELC with an art piece to recognize the membetke Commission who have been actively involved i
bringing this process to realization. President Beyis state of the university address thanked COSW
members for their work on the childcare center.

4) To increase awareness of the Commission’s &esvihroughout the commonwealth, COSW received
permission to create a University Logo for statewkentification.

5) To improve safety in our campus community, tleenghission has advocated since 2003 for an
increased number of Department of Public Safetigef§. DPS has added 6 police officers, and 18
additional security officers. COSW has also adveddbr salary increases for DPS officers. In JWQ&,
DPS received confirmation of the market share a@djast, which raised salaries to a competitive level
DPS was also able to offer incentives for compatifitarting pay and a career path that offered peemt
ranking for officers.

6) Kathleen Smith is identified as liaison betwd@eunstees and COSW. Kathleen has assisted COSW by
funding the logo design and by setting a date fmual goals to be presented to Board of Trustees.

7) Recent efforts toward creating a supportive asrglimate have COSW working with CODRE, the
Faculty Senate, the Staff Senate, and Human Resotog@enerate recommendations for Qualifying Adult
Parental Leave Policy and Tenure Clock Extensidity2dn July 2008 these policy recommendations
were completed and sent to the Provost. Membe@O8W also made policy recommendations on the
Salary Administration Committee, Grievance PoliEyijtion Remission, and the Exit Interview Process.

8) Since 1994 COSW has been working to establighdatary sexual harassment prevention training for

all students and employees. In July 2008 Sexuah$$anent training became mandatory in all new
employee orientations through Human Resources Dapat.
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9) COSW nominated to President Ramsey PriscillacHekfor Leadership Louisville. Priscilla is also a
member of COSW.

10) President Ramsey agreed to ask the Provossigrathe Office of Institutional Research and Riag
(OIR) Assessment Committee to update the 1994 Faste Report with current statistical data. A
separate project plan is available, but here areesaction steps.

COSW collaborated with OIR to run a longitudinahgmarison of faculty/staff compositions by
gender. The OIR ran initial statistics and commarssof IPEDS categories, movement upward in
IPEDS job categories, and applied basic testsatisital significance to look for trends.

All COSW committees have worked to record the stafueach of the recommendations for the
Task Force Report Update. Each recommendatiostedliwith statistics from 1994, work
completed to date, and work that requires contigingtfrom additional sources.

The Provost has given COSW 5% of a faculty perstimie to coordinate data interpretation within
a small group of Faculty. The Provost has alsayassi Beth Boehm to assist with this process.

In July, COSW and the Delphi Center offered Fackligus Groups to identify barriers to success
for women at the University. Sixty-seven femaleuten and untenured faculty participated in the
sessions. Ten of the 11 colleges and schools &frihesrsity of Louisville had representation. Staff
focus groups were held in Dec 2008. Five focus gsd2 on HSC and 3 on Belknap) were held
with 95 female participants. A"6group is planned with Physical Plant employees.

COSW focus group common themes will fE: Compared statistics to national data. (2) Used
design a campus climate survey through the Offfdasiitutional Research and Planning (Fall
2009). (3) Used to identify challenges that we caarcome to foster access, opportunity and
leadership achievement for women at UofL.

COSW has met with Human Resources to review seamtimittee information for gender parity.
Portions of the information listed under "committeembers" were left blank or listed as n/a. This
open text field will be changed to a required IDetd that would populate the names of the
members of the search committee. The ID# wouldhattr data collection on gender and ethnicity.

COSW and the Office of Institutional Research alamhRing have worked together to develop a
data-gathering system that would keep stats cuamshavailable for annual review. COSW has
researched information from University Archivesnrthe 1994 report. This archival information
was used to help define goals and objectives. ditisival information and updated reports will be
posted on the COSW DocuShare and through the Qffitrestitutional Research and Planning for
systematic collection of data.

COSW and OIR have worked with HR to review RIF mpto examine the number of women who
have lost their positions in proportion to the gahpopulation.

COSW met with Theresa Butler, former director & thofL Mentoring Program, to discuss
possible mentoring implementation strategies. CO®¥ir and Vice Chair met with the Staff
Senate Chair and Vice Chair for involvement andation. COSW Chair and CODRE chair have
met to discuss mentoring opportunities.
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11) COSW has pursued community involvement wipkional support for athletic events, theater, lectures,
and conferences.

12) COSW members patrticipate in the AssociatiortferAdvancement of Sustainability in Higher
Education: Administration, Finance and Outreach @attee, which includes opportunities for support fo
the initiatives from the VP for External Affairs.

13) To increase university presence throughoutiaky, COSW participated in a Joint Commission
meeting in Frankfort with the Kentucky CommissianWomen and The University of Kentucky
Commission on Women. This meeting produced oppdiggrfor the University of Louisville to take
leadership in the state and to participate in boltative projects such as the Kentucky Women'’s tHeal
Summit and Kentucky Economic Summit 2009.

14) COSW Chair serves as a joint institutional espntative for the University of Louisville to the
Kentucky Women in Higher Education (KWHEN). KWHEHRrses as an advocate for women'’s leadership
development and advancement within the commonwealitentucky. President Ramsey is a Presidential
Sponsor for KWHEN and has purchased an institutiorembership that allows unlimited individuals to
participate in the network. Kathleen Smith spond@&WHEN meeting at Churchill Downs in October.
Members of COSW sit on the Executive Committee WfHEN. The COSW Chair has been named
Secretary for KWHEN.

15) COSW Annual Written Report was submitted toRhesident in May. The Chair and Vice Chair have
established biannual meetings to report progress.President has attended general meetings. The
President and Provost will establish regular mestinith the general body and annual meetings \With t
COSW EC.
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NOTABLE ACCOMPLISHMENTS FOR 2008-2009

CAMPUS CLIMATE

* Monitored Campus Safety Issues.
1) Advocated for new ULPD officers, and the Proveqgproved 3 new officers.
2) Advocated for Safety STOMP module with PEACC RILand Fire Marshal.
Safety Education committee is in the process of@ppg a safety curriculum for
incoming students. Safety Awarenesgeek has been established as the first weg
September.

* Explored sexual harassment issues on campus.
1). Collaborated with Graduate Student rep, winesulted in the development of
new curriculum for freshman that is now awaitingplementation.
2) Asked HR for report on best practices for repgrsexual harassment claims.
3) Advocated for mandatory sexual harassment trgifor all new employees, whic
began on 7/1/08.

» Collaborated with the Office of Institutional Reseach on Climate Issues
Campus climate survey to be distributed Fall 2009.

* COSW EC has recommended that the Provoseview current University of

Louisville Campus Sexual Assault Protocol for jgsictices

2k of

=5

REPRESENTATION, RECRUITMENT, RETENTION

* Updated 1994 Task Force Report

1) Conducted 6 focus groups of P/A, classified & pbgbkplant staff on both
Belknap & HSC and 4 faculty focus groups.

2) Re-calculated all tables and charts in the 1994 Fasce Report with updated
stats in increments established according to tloplesoft system (2001, 2004,
and 2007). Compared faculty analysis to natioralstics from benchmark
institutions. COSW collaborated with the Officelo$titutional Research and
Planning (OIR) to run a longitudinal comparisorfafulty/staff compositions by
gender. The OIR ran initial statistics and compmarssof IPEDS categories,
movement upward in IPEDS job categories, and agpasic tests of statistical
significance to look for trends.

3) Updated progress and recommendations from 1994 Hasle Report

4) This report is scheduled for completion by the ehdune. This report will be
presented to the President with further recommensfor actions.

» Advocated for Salary Equity Study-President approved.
» Participated in Salary Administration Committee.
Waiting for HR update on status of recommendations.
* Requested Reports from HR orRIF numbers, which appeared high in the
category of women over 50Still waiting for report.
* Helped design the new Exit Interview.
» Helped revise staff grievance policies
* Requested Peoplesoft be changed to include employeenbers for search
committee members in order to monitor gender parity
Still waiting for IT to complete.

 Recommended HR implement improved supervisor traimg.

* In process of suggesting revisions to diversity teplate to monitor gender
within departments.

In process of suggesting revisions to 2020 plan amdesident’s Score Card to

more prominently feature gender.
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INTEGRATION OF WORK AND FAMILY

Recommended changes to all policies affecting Quiadid Adults, which was
approved by BOT.

Chaired committee proposing new parental leave anténure committee
clock extension policies.

Chaired committee proposing family-friendly policies and met with Provost.
Provost will meet with the VP for HR on forming a “Great Place to Work”
Steering Committee with 4 subcommittees on Health/\@lIness, Family-
Friendly Policies, Campus Climate, and Prof Develapent. COSW will have
representation on these committees.

Requested HR form committees concerning mentoringral dual career
couples.

Requested HR provide campus with information abouEAP services
including elder care.

GLOBAL ISSUES

SponsoredTrafficking in Women, an International Violence Against Women
Program.

Sponsored the 2008 Akers student research presentat and the 2008 Akers
faculty research presentation.

Awarded $2400 in Faculty Travel Awards.

Awarded $4000 in Lily Alyce Akers Travel/Research Avard Scholarships.

COMMUNICATIONS

Unveiled new COSW logo.

Sponsored Women’s Basketball Event and Women’s Laosse Event.
Sponsored African American Theatre Event.

Coordinated COSW new member & officer nominations.

Sent Provost & President budget planning suggestiarno ensure commitment
to women.

Donated art piece, “Pulling Together,” to new EarlyLearning Center.
Worked with Laurel Harper in Communications and Mar keting to design a
marketing tool using statistics from the Cohort stéistical report.

COSW-SPONSORED EVENTS

Elizabeth Cady Stanton Luncheon.

Keith Boykin Presentation, "Race, Gender, and Sexuay in the 2008
Presidential Campaign.”

Mary K. Bonsteel-Tachau Gender Equity Award

Transformation Tea

KY WOMEN IN HIGHER EDUCATION INVOLVEMENT

With U of L’'s Women Center planned statewide retreaat Churchill Downs
in October.

Sharon LaRue elected secretary of KWHEN and chair oPR committee.
Assisted in designing first website for statewideetwork.
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MEETING GUESTS

» Kelly Young, Lacrosse Coach

* Susan Howarth & Mike Curtin, Budget

* Dennis Hall, Ombudsperson

* Kim Maffet, HR Interim VP (with EC)

» Staff Senate Leadership met with Sharon LaRue & S Duncan

* Future guests include Terry Mattingly (EAP) & Dan Hall (Community
Engagement)

» Sharon LaRue & Valerie Casey met with Theresa Butleto gather
information on a mentoring program.
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