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' | ,  THe. California Postsecondary Education Commission” was
o . created. by: ths: Legislature and the Governor in 1 974 as the X ..
KF successor- to the California-Coordinating Couneil for Higher
. Education in opder.to-coordindte and plan: for-education jin
s . _California- beyond- high-sehool. As a: state agency. the
o ~ . Commigsion: is:responsible: for- assuring: thut the: State's
R -5 resourcesnfor poattscondary education; are uiilized: effectively N
. . and effleientlys for promoting. diversity, innovation; and YL
g " .o "« responsivensss. to- the-meeds of stuulents: and. society; and:-for, .
L ~ -goicf_ingﬁ the Legisiature. and the Governor on statewide
.. oducationalpolicyandfunding. . ¢ .. = S
. \_-*', . ‘ ;‘." . . w
i The Commission consists: of 15 mambers. Nine represent. the \
: ' ~  general public, withthrev each appointed by the Speaker-of the Ceg
' « | Assembly, the SenateRules Committee, and the Governor. The
b " vthérsinrepresent the-major educational systems.of the-State.

e - The Commission Kolds regular.public mestingy-throughout the .
‘ ‘ year dtwhick -it- takes- action. on. stoff studies-and adopts - ¢
T positions on-lagisiative: proposals: affecting. postsecondary ~ N
‘ : . educadion. . Further-information about the Commiision, its
L ' * " meetings; its staff, and its other-publications'may-be ominq?g
- * from: the Commission offices at 1020 Twalfth Streel,
Sacranmento, California 96814; telephone (916) 446-7933. -
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Pursuant to Senate Concurrent Resolution 51 of the 1965 General’ Legislative
Session anpd House Resolution 250 of ‘the 196% ‘Fir. ' «traordinary Session

(regrddnced ip Appendix A), the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
and subsequently the Postsecondary Educatign Commission has annually submitted
to the Governor, the Leg1slature, and otfier appropriate State officials an
analysis of faculty saldries 4nd fringe benefits'at the University of Califor-

aia and the California State University. K -

A

L)

Since 1977, ‘the Commission has &ransmitted two reports each year:

o The first, prepared in the fall cn the basis of preliminary data, 1§
designed primarily to assist the Department of F1qgnce in preparing
salary recommendations for the Governor's Budget that is presented to the.
Legislature in January. - ' 4

Ly

e The second, prepared in the spring, updates the data of the preliminary

"report, adds information on faculty palar1es in the California Community
Colleées and medical faculty salaries’ in the Undversity, and provides
comparative.information on ‘salaries for selected aumjinistrative positions

"~ within the University and State University. This second report s useful
to-legislative fiscal committees during their budget hearings.

-

‘Both" reports compare f%culty salaries and the cost of fringe benefits in

California's puhlic univers1t1es with those offered by groups of comparison
institugtions that meet certain. criter1a and agree to exchange salary and

_ fringe behefit data.. Neither report contains reCommendations, but both

indicate the extent to which the University and the State Un1verS1ty are
likely to lead or lag behind th¢ weighted average of their respective compar-
ison institutions and indicate the increases needed in each segment to br1ng
any faculty salary lag up to these averages.

In 1977, representatives of the segmea%s; the Department of -Finance, the
Office of the Legislative Analyst, and the Commission developed the methodol-
ogy that has) been employed since.then in preparing both the preliminary and
final reporys. The details of this methodology are described in Appendix B,
but three acts about it are so important for an understanding of this
year s final report that they are emphasized “here.

1.. Disproportionate Representation of Economically Depressed States: The
lists of comparison institutions, whi‘'h have remained unchanged: since
19]6, include: ! o

Fot the Upiversiﬁy of California: 2 e

1. Cornell UniversityQ
2. Harvard University v g .
3. Stanford University o

4. State University of New York at Bgffalo
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5. University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign ;
6. University of Michigan-Ann Arbor ‘.1 .
J. University of Wisconsin-Madisou C R \
- 8. Yale Univers ity ' »
For the California State University: , ’ N
1. Bowling Green State University (Ohio) ‘ " : m'
2. . Illinois State University . '
3. Indiana State UnivArsity . , '
4. Iowa State University P
5. Miami Univerdity (Ohio) - : - .
6. <Northern Illinois University ° AT T N ‘
7. Portland State University' (Oregon) <
8. Southern-IIlinois University . L .
9. -State University of New Yotk at Albany LI

10. Scate University of New York Gollege at Buffalo
11. Syrdcuse University

12, Universlty of Colorado

13. University of Hawaii » :
1l4. University of Nevada : ’ K
15. University of Oregon ’ : - K '
16. University of Southern.California

17. University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee | .
18. Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State Unxvetsicy
19. Wayne State University (M.chxg*) .

20. Western Hichxgan Univetsxty i

‘ ’ .

As can be-seen, the number of institutions xncluded in these lists.
located” in ‘the economically depressed Great Lakes region afid Oregon make
up over half of .the State Unive:sity s comparison group ‘and three of the
eight in the University's group. Their disproportionate numbers hape
served to lower the compatxson-gtoup avetages-this year. :

Duplicate Representation of Public Institutions in Certain States: The
State University's s list of conpa:ison institutions includes not merely
two public institutiods in each of four states -- Michigsn, New- York,
Ohio, and Oregon =-- but three public institucions in Illinois -- Illinois
State, Northern Illinois, and Southern Illimois Universities. As $uch,
salary decisions in these states have a pagticularly larfe effect on’
salary computations for the State University's comparison group as a

- whole and. this year have contributed to the overall low average of this

group. For example, in 1974, the threde Illinois imstitutions paid
average salaries that scored in the fiftieth and sixtieth percentiles
nationally, according to the national survey of Categoruy I (doctorate-

degree granting) institutions of the American Association of University,

Professors. But by 1982-83, Illinois State University and Northern
Illinois scored lower than the twentieth .percentile in all four faculty
ranks, as did Southern Illinois at the upper three ranks.

(Officials of the California State Uuiversity have recently requested
that its comparison group of institutions be teconsidetgd.)




] . . . .
. BEST COPY AVAILABLE " -t
. - ' v .
- . ot k
3. Problems witls the Five-Year Projections: Apart from questions about the
' national representativeness of ‘the comparison groups, a problem exists
in this Wear's projections. Two different sets of datd are used for the
. preliminary and final reports, sometimes ,rcs»}ting in considerable
o differences between them. The reason is that! the preliminary report
involves a two-year projection of faculty galaries, because current-year ,
data is not ,available at the time of its survey, while the final report
involves only a one-year projection. For eghmple, -last December's

preliminary ﬁsport projected 1984~85 salaries in the’ comparison groups, -
of institutions based on the latest salary d;ta available from them last

spring, which was their actual 1982-83 salarjes, and salaries paid five
years earlier -- in 1977-78. In contrast, this present final report
utilizes salary data from the current 1983-84 year and salaries paid
‘five years earlier -- during 1978-79 -~ for its projections.
In times of relative economic stability, this procédure is usu&lly“, A T
‘reliable in projecting eventual salaries, particﬁf?hﬁy in’' the finpal , )
report, which requires only a one-year projection. But duging iods .
of economic fludtuation such as recent years, large diffﬁragég:tcdn{ ,
occur between the two reports, as illustrated in Table 1, and significant  »  * .
over= or under-projections can result. For example, in 1975-76, 1980-81, '~ .
and 1981-82, projected salary levels *at the comparisop institutions
proved considerably lower than their actual salaries because of hikﬁ*
increases jg@ the Consumer Price Index the previous yéars =<-.11.1 percent
in 1974-75, 13.8 in 1979-80, and 11.5 in 1980-81. . °* ‘ v
This next year, actual salaries at the comparison institutions may once
again differ considerably from those projected in this report, not . -
because of‘chdnges in the cost of living but because some of the currently T |
L. depressed states where comparison institutions are located may increase . {

- *

e salaries beyond what this year's salary Eomputations predictf. One .,

’ ©o example is Wisconegin, which was unable to inctease salaries this" year-
but, according to indicatjons such as illustrated -in Appendix C, *will
seek increases next year. Meanwhile, comparison institutions in New
York, Colorado, Virginia, Nevada, agd other states may try to exceed the
projected increases. ’ : .

TABLE 1 Differences Between the ?émm.i‘ssion’ s Preliminary -and

Final Salary Reports in Projections of the Salary Lag |

or Lead of the University of Califorftia and the California

S2ate University in Relation to Their Respective Comparison

o '- Groups, 1978=79 Through 1983-84 - ¢ .
r - . o
w Year . Univensity of California The California State University
Projected Preliminary Final Difference Preliminary Final Difference -
' 1978-79 - 7.50 - 7.96 +0.46 - 3.8 . =f3.27, =-.0.53 )
1979-80 -12.50 ~12.64 + 0.14 - 8.82 -10.1 + 1.28
1980-81 -3.88 -5.01 +1.13 - 0.77 - 0.84 + 0.07 .
1981-82 - 271 ~«5.75 + 3.04 -+ 2.59 ~ 0.5 + 3.09
{ C 1982-83 - 546 -9.81 <+ 4.35 - 0.47 - 2.29 + 1.82
1983-84 -16.52 -}8.5 ‘. +1.98° * =-9.03 - 9.2 + 0.17
. Source: . Commission staff review of previous salary reports.
. , . ) -
\ _3... * .
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' comparison institution states, warrant ccusideration in arriving at equitable
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Findlly, it should be clear that the projected salary~1eve1 disparities
between California's public ‘universities and their respective comparison
institutions is only one measure of_gconomzc differences between these .
"institutions that affect their recruitment and retention of faculty -- and
thus these statistics should not be employed in the absence »f other sources

of comparative information. There is growing evidence that factors other
than direct salary comparisons alone, including differences in- cost of
living, per~capita indome, and 'cost of housing within California and the

- compensation for University and State University faculty. .
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ONE | _ : .
;FACULTY SALARY. COMPARISONS | :

A ~y )

N . . ]
N s ) - ,
As noted in the Commission' s Prelxmxnary Report on Faculty Salarzes, 1984~ 85
of last December, tie condition of faculty salaries at the University of )
California and the California State University is unusually complex this R
year since salary increases did not become effective with the beginning.of* . .
“ the State's fiscal year on July 1, 1983. Instead, the University of Califor-
nia granted from salary appropriatic.s an average faculty salary increase of .
6 percent effective this past January 1, and ‘alsod, on that same date, returned
the special 3 percent employer retirement contribution begun in 1966 to the
" faculty salary base. (Through the University's newly instituted fléxible .
benefits program, its faculty is paying this 3 percent retirement contribu~
tion themgelves.) In addition, on this past April 1, the University granted

a faculty salary increase of 1 percent derived from its salary equi\y funds,

The Caleornxa State Univeraxty granted an average<aalary increase o{{? .8 -
percent to its faculty on .January ! and used ' 0.2 percent of 1ts salary unds
to provide enhanced dental benefzte on that same date. . “
Because of this unusual schedule under whzch salary increases welr granted
this year, all calculations in this final report, as in the preliminary
report, are based on salary levels at the quversxty and State University -
that apply after April 1,°198%&. Althoqgg the salary figures in this report,
l&g& those in the pgelininery ¥eport, imply that these averag_ salaries, & - 1
existed throughout the entire 1983-84 fiscal yegr, in reality, actual. averq;g .
faculty salaries in both s segments in’ 1983-84 were lower. Thus the apparent
10.0 percent salary increase for facuL_z at the University reelly averaged -
.4.75 percent, while tuet Jof 6.0 percent in the State University averaged 4.1'

Eercent. ‘ : . R
” . . . ;
94 ’ a‘
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If no action is taken'by the Legiglature and the Governor to increase funding
for salaries, the lag in average 1984-85 faculty salaries at the University
of California behind the weighted average of its comparison group of eight,
institutions is now projected to be 10.6 percent -~ a decrease from the 12.8 |
pePEent projectlon in the preliminary report of last December, Wthh was
derived from data of a yipr earlier. . . . .
. Ld ) LI -
Figure 1 shows graphically the all~ranks average faculty salaries at the
University and its eight.compurison'institutions over the past ten vyears,
the current fiscal year, and iato 1984+85 ae now projected for the comparison
institutions. Figure 2 shoug the diffegences in average faculty salaries
between the University and its comparison group for these same years. As it
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Figure 1 Nine-Month All~Ranks Average Faculty Salaries at the N
University.of California and Its Eight Comparison
Institutions, 1973-74 Through Projected 1984-85 N
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Figure 2 Difference in Nine-Month.All-Ranks Average Facul "
,'gu Salaries Between the University of Califoraia and
Its Comparison Institutions, 1973-74 through °
- " projected 1984-85' - ,
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.indicates, without an increase in University salaries, its average salary
for 1984-8% will be 34‘312 belgw the we1ghted average o. its, _comparison

Broup. , R

. N » L3 \' ¢ 4 »

Figure 2 also shows that for the past 1l years, University average faCulty f
' salaries have been consistently behind its comparison institutiens with one .

exception®-~ 1980-81. The greatest lag -~ §$3,346 == ot urred in 1982- 83,

but lags ceeded $1,00Q "during three other years. This current lag ‘of

$844 {s equivalent to 2.1 percent. . » v

able 2 bélow shows where the Unvarslty‘has stood among all nine institutions

or each of the past eight years at each of ijee three professorial ranks.

he standing of the University's professors has not been higher than fifth
ition- durlng the most recent eight years. Associate professors achieved

fourth posltlon in 1979-80, ‘when the State provided funds for an unprecedented.

14.5 percent salary 4nc-ease, but before and- after that year they have -
generally ranked bzlow the ‘midpoint, and in 1978~79" they occupied the last
position. Assistunt professors ranked second or third duripg four oflthe
eight years but have_dropped recently to, below mid-rank, reaching their
Iﬁyest and last, position in 1982-83 l‘

It is not the purpose of thxs report ‘to recommend increases in’ facu}ty
salaries nor to advise-the Univers;ty s’ Regents ‘and ‘administrators regarding
the distribution of Qalary funds. For illustrative purposes only,' however,

* and assuming all comparison institutions grant the same increase, a gensral .
" across-the-board increase in 1984~85 faculty salaries of 10.6 pércent at the -

University would leave its professors' salaries in fifth piace, elevate
associate. professors' to fourth place, . and' raise assistant professors' to

-~ second place among the nine universities, xggludlng.the Unqurslty of Cali-

Ve

fornia. - . | .

. \
.
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TABLE 2 fganking of Professorzal Salaries at the Unzverszty Qf

alifornia Among All Nine Institutions Compared for the

Faculty Salary Reports, 1976~77 Through 1983-84

@«

. Associate Assistant

Year Professor . Professor . Professor
1976-77, 5, < 5 2
1977-78 6, 7 2
1978-79 \\\\*g 9 7 -
1979-80 : 'S - 4 2
1980-81 - NS, 5 3
1981-82 s, 6 6
1982-83 7 8 9
1983-84, 5 7 7 .

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.

’
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- THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY o . _ , i
~N . l' ‘ . ' o‘ ‘ _‘ '
~In 1984-85, if the Legislature and Governor take no action to increege-””*\ .
salary funds, the projected lag in State University faculty salaries behind N . Jﬂ
' the weighted average salaries of its 20 comparison institutions will be *
.w' $2,533,v0r T: cent -~ a decreane from the .10.0 percent derived in the 4

‘ preliminary repot

-~
.

Figure 3 shows alletanks average faculty salaries ‘at the State Universicy"
- .and its 20 comparison institutions pver the past decade and projected into
} 1984-85. ' These relationships .are shown(ad differences in average saldries
| - in Figure 4. Aw this latter figure shows, during the past eleven years, ' :
average faculty. sala:;ep at the State University exceeded those in its :
comparison institutions' during eight years and fell behind in three. For g
. ' the current year, Figure 4 indicates that the State Univhraity's average 7
T salary lags b pexrcent, but because this issumes that salaries paid to the , -@
faculty since January 1 have applied for the entire fiscal year, actualhyﬂ' '
its salary lag is 3.1 petcent. : ¢ -i

-

) X !

. . During the current year, State University profeasora' salaries :anked four~ e ;

- teenth, asgociate profeelort' fifteenth, and assistant professors' th1rteenth f

among all 21~inntitutzona,Ainlcuding'the State University) used .for its 2
‘salary comparisous. A general across-the-board increase of 7. 6 percenc in

1984-85 would leave its professors' average. salar;es in eighth place, associ-

ate professors' at tenth place, and assistant profesaors at ninth place.
. ' ) : : - S -

;4/‘.
, EFFECTS OF THE DEPRESSED ECONOMY ’ . ' v
"IN THE GREAT LAKES REGION AND QREGON - ~

7
~ P I -

At noted in the Introduction to this report, projections of 1986~85’sa1arv
differentials should be viewed cautiously because a number of the public
institutions used in the Uhiversity s and State Unzversxty S couperison A
‘groups are located in the economically depressed Great Lakes region apd .
Oregon. Uncertainties about the economy of these states have contributed .
both . to- the difficulties that the University and State Udiversity have -
\ .experienced in obtsining data from their comparison institutions as well as
to questions about, the validity of these data in representing nationyide
conditions. v a . K\\_,v).
More precisely, the Great Lakes region includes three of the four public ¥
¢ universities in the University's comparisoh group of eight institutions ==
the Universities of Illinois, MichXgen, and Wisconsin~Madison -- and nipe of
the 20 comparison institutions for the State University -~ Bowling Green and !
> Miami University in Ohio; Illinois State, Northern Illinois, and Southern 7
- I1linois Universities in Fdinois; Indiana State Uhiveraity in Indiana; the
University of Wiscon8in~Milwaukee in Wisconsin, and Wayne.State and Western Lt
Michigan Universities in Michigan. Two other State Univergity comparison® ’ '
institutions -~ Portland State University and thetUniversity of Oregon -~
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- ‘ ‘ Figdi'e 3. Nina-Month All- Ranks Average Faculty Salarzes at ‘the

’ California State University and Its Twenty Comparzson

SR Institutions, 1973-74 Through Projected 1984-85
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are located ih a state where total and per-capita persoa;l income have : C
" fallen well below thé national average. Most of these institutions appeax '

. to ba suffering ftou the de rressed ecouony in their regions. o
+ Total personal¥ income in the United st;at.es grew by 6.4 percent between 1981
i ‘and 1982, and i California by 7.1 percent, bul per-capita qincome i the

. Great Lakes region rose only .4.0 percent =~ the lowest of any region identi=,

fied in research conducted by the U. S. Bnreah of Economit Analysis -~ and in B

. Oregon by ‘only 3.7 perceant. Table 3 shows .these diffetences in real dollars _

for 1981482, s well as in constant 1972 dollars between-1980 and 1982. It. w

illustrates that the recent, economic recdvery has been distributedunevenly ’

' tl;roughout .the. United States. The Grést Lakes region and Oregon have not , '

experienced the same improvement as the natipn at: large, let alone as Calx-'*

Ldrpia. Worse, in five of these seveu states, 1982 personal imcome declined’ J

from that in 1980 as measured. in constant dollaxs. . ' t

.(\ . . . .

This uneven diatribution .of econoaic ‘recovery among the states in which

comparison "institutions are located is also illustq;ted by their change in
R rank in terms of per<capita income, as displayed in Table 4. While California- 3

moveg\ up from sixth to fifth phce in per-cgpita income between 1977 and )

1982 states 1n the Great I.akes region and Orf on fell by substantial amounts <« . ,?
. Miclu.gun, from ninth rank to nineteenth; and Indiana, w1sconnn, and Oregon, L

. from above or at the lnidpomt to below. .

. ' ' . . . nl R c R 4
M

-TABLE-3. Percent Change in Total Personal Income in Current e
Dollars, 1981-82 and in Constant 1972 Dollars,."’ ’ :
a 1980-82, t‘or Selectéd Regions and the United States
B - Percent Chango : Percent Change | .
_Area _ Current Dollars, 1981282. Constant 1972 Dollars, 1980-82 s,
N Y @ . S
© . United States _ 6.4 3.6 v L
- Orept Lakes Region - 4.0" - 1.5 . ;
Illinois . / 5.0 - 1.6 ,
Indiand " 4.0 - 2.3
. Michigan , 1.7 0.7 :
" Ohio 4.7 5.0 !
Wisconsin - 5.1 0 1.1 _
California L ) 7.1 . 4.1 g |
. .+ Coloradg . . 7.8 L 11.8 . |
Connecticut 9 ;' 155 . 5.0 - b ‘
" Hawaii ' 6.6 1.7 - ‘
. Ibwa 0.7 LA 0.3 1
v Massachusetts 7.3 AN ,
) Nevada ' 5.7 CN— 5.7 ’
) . : New York 7.9 4.7
Oregon 3.7 - 3.5
Virginia 7.4 5.6

Q

Souices: - 1981~ 82 data: U.S. Bureau of Economic’Analysis, 1983, p. 36:
. 1980-82" data: U. S Bureau of the Census, 1983, p. 656

. $10- , .
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| These declimes are‘reflectai in 1982-83 and '1983-84 faculty salaries at the .
- comparisqQn ingtitutiohs located in these states, For example, in 1983-84, | -

salaries fell 0.4 percent at the University of Wisconsin~-Madison -- a University -
of California comparison institutioh -- apd 1.2 percent at the Unjversity of

Wisconsin-Milwaukee --'a State University comparison institution; and they - .,
are scheduled to increase 3.84 percent effective thi§ next July 1. (Heller, S
1984, p. 17; repdoduced in Appendix C). S - ,

. oo, - , . - '
If the Uniwersity of Wisconsin were  to bé deleted from this year's salary /
.computations because of its unusual 1983-84 .circumstances, the awerage’ '
faculty salary lag within the Untversity of California would bs 13.8 percent . -
in 1984-85 rather than 10.6 percent. Similarly, if only one public institu-.., °
tion were used from the State University's comparison states of Oregon, New ' S
York, Illinois, Ohio, and Michigan, the projected lag‘'in the State University's . R

, average faculty salaries would increa}e from 7.6 to 9.9 percent. Or if esven i

the three Illinois instigutions were alone deleted (because_of/their large

Vinfluence on' the avéragg of the comparison group), the State University - LTI
. would still lag by 9.3 percent behind the average the remaining 17 compar-~ : 2
ison institutions. * - . . N B b

Overall, faculty salaries in the 20, institutions that make up the State
University's comparison group are increisingly unrepresentative of faculty
salaries in public universities nationally. According to annual salary -data, A
gathered by the American Association of University'Professors; the comparison -
20 not only fell 4.0 percent behind the average of all 105 public universities

4 in the most ent year for which data are available -- 1982-83' -~ but have

, fallen furﬁhzgpand further behind each yeéar since 1978-79. If the comparison
o . 20 had maintained the same salary relationship with all {05 public universi- * - .

' ties that they did during the decade of the 1970s, 3n average salary increases
of at least 11.6 percent (7.6 + 4.0 percent) would be necessary for the
i State University to reach the weighted average of salaries- in all these
¥ public universities. o ' . . . -
W TABLE 4 Ranking of Selected States Among the Fifty ) N
v ‘ States In Per~Capita Income,. 1977 and 1982 1
v State o 1977 . 1982 ' .
‘ \ , | ” S e e L : .
\E ' California 6 5 ¢ . : .
’ -Colorado + , 18 12 . ' ,/b
Connecticut \ . ‘ 3 3
Hawaii ' 8 ' 15 )
L ‘Illigois ‘ 5 - 8
_ Indiana ; 25 - © 34
Towa ‘ 21 . 28
Massachusetts 15 - 10 .
Michigan . 9 19 v
Nevada . @ 7 13 ~ W \
New York ’ 10 6
Ohio 19 23 ’
' Oregon 20 .31
, Virginia ° 24 20
Wisconsin 23 - 29

[ ]
Source: U.Sa Bureau of Economic Analysis, 1983. p. 36.
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To"place the Commission's 1984-85:salary projections in perspective, Table §

, = on'page 13 lists for the 20 years since the start of this series of reports

the percentage increases (1) requested by the University and state University,
(2) projected by the Commission or its predecessor, the Coordinating Council
for Higher. Education; and (3) ddopted by the Governor and Legislature.
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TABLE 5 Faculty Salary Increases Requested by.“the Unzverszty

of Californja and The California State University,
IncreasSes Required to Attain Parity with Comparison

Institutions, \and Salary Increases Granted by ‘the
Governor and the Legzsiatune.

. [

"t .
0

©

1965-66 Through 1983-84»

. - Segmental . CCHE/CPEC" Increases
- _o___Requests . .. _Reports Granted -
, Year . uc €30 1[N (1 uc CsU
. ' o ’ - § -« '
i 1965-66 '10.0%+ 10.0% - No Report 7.0%  .10.7%
N 1966-67 8.1 - - 11.2 . ®.5 6.6 2.5 6.6
L7 1967-68 7.5 18.5 6.5 - 8.5 5.0 7 5.0
- 1968-69 5.4  -10:0 5.5 10.0 . 5.0 7.5 ‘
; 1969-70 5.3 5.2 ' 5.2 s.gr 5.0 5.0
1970-71 S 7.27 ' 1.0 7.2 7. : 0.0 0.0
: 1971-72 ‘M2, 13.0 11.2 13.0 0.0 0.0
1972-73 13.1 13.0 13.1 . 13.0 9.0 8.4
¥ 1973-74 6.4 ‘7.5 | - 6.4 8.8 5.4% 7.5
.1974-75 4.5  ’5.5 4.5 412 5.5 5.3
'1975-76 +  11.0 “10.4, °°  11.0 9.7 . 7.2 7.2 .
1976-79 4.6 7.2 4.6 - 4.6 4.3 4.3 .
- 1977-78 6.8 8.5 5.0. 5.3 5.0 % 5.0
1978-79 ‘9.3 9.9 8.0 3.3, 0.0 0.0
19%-80 ° 16.0 14.4 12.6 10.1 14.5 14.5
. 198081 10.5 11.0 5.0 . 0.8 -% 2.8" 9.8
1981-82 9.5 17.7, 5.8° 0.5" " 6.0, _'6.0, -
1982-83 9:0, None! 9.8 2.3 0.0, ‘D;05¢
' 1983-84 N/A None 18.5 & 9.2 6.0 6.0
1981;-85 ~12.8 ‘None : 10,6 ~ 7.6‘e -’ --

'1; The State University Trustees did not approve salary requests for 1982-83,
1983-84, or 1984-85, due to the anticipation of collective bar3a1n1ng
negotiations. .

2. Although'the Governor and the Legislature+approved no~general salary
increase, they did . approve 4 $50 per employee reduttion in ret1rementw
) contributions. _ .
. 3. The Regents did not subm:.t ‘a spec1f1c request for 1983- 84 but urged

.amountvs sufficient to attain parity by 1984-85. This” should require

. ’,increases of about 12 percent in each of the 1983 -84 and 1984 -85 fiscal
“years. '

4. The University granted its faculty a 6 percent. salary increage on January
1, 1984, from salary appropriations, returned the special 3 percent:
employer retirement contribution to the salary base on that same date,

& and granted an additional 1 percent om April 1, ,1984 from its salary

equity funds. . L

5. The State University, through collective bargaining, granted a 5.8
percent salary increase effective January 1, 19 and used 0.2 percent
of its salary funds to provide enhanced deqt'a%enefits‘beginning on
that same date. v

Source: Previous and current faculty salary reports of the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education and the California Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission. a
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‘occupational goups employéh in the federal civil service and privaté\industry.
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OTHER SALARY COMPARISONS - : , " . o
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Further perspective”on the economic status of University and State Univerpsity .

faculty members can be gained by conparin{'their salaries with those of .

Because most faculty are employed.on a nine-month basis while indudtrial and = . |
civil - servicé employees are employed on a twelve-month basis, Per such
comparisons nine-month faculty salaries are converted to twelve-month equiva- . ~
lents. : . : -,

- . » . SRR
Figure 5 shows the differgnce; among salaries for selected occupatighs-and #>
federal civil service employees hased on the most recent nationwide su}vey R
(exéludﬂpg Hawaii and Alaska) of eral civil service and industrial salaries {‘ .
conducted annually by t;;\Eureau of Labor Statistics -- that 'of March 1983. PR
It also shows University ¥nd State University nipe-month faculty salaries, , . "

both for nine months and converted to twelve mofiths, as of the same time.®
The following observations flow from théfe tomparisons:
. _ ‘ ,

INSTRUCTORS' SALARIES ‘ . | -
A 4
e Beginning instructors'’ salaries “at the,State‘yuiversfty, even-afﬁeri"
. conversion to twelve-month fevels, were lower” than all.professional

positions included in the survey. . . | . . ol

e These beginning instructors' salaries were equal to those paid to highly - ,
. compefent secretaries and technical photographers but were less than- .
thosd paid to experienced clerical_purchssing assistants, draftsmen, or
engineering technicians. who had gained 4 modest amoupt of experiedie.
They were approximately ‘equal to the average salary for.the GS-7 level ih
federpl civil servige. . o * '

]
.

%

e The top of the instructors' scale in the State University was below that
of experienced technical-support personnel ‘and well below those of begin-
ning‘attorneys, engineers, chief accountants, and dir€ctors of persoanel.

. - .

. ' : ]
ASSISTANT PROFESSORS' SALARIES L

. ) ' - . - s 2
.

. Beginning‘assistaﬁ; professors’' salaries at the State University, even
after converting to twelve-month équivalents were below those paid by
industry to technicians, draftsmen, and photographeérs who have: only
modest levels of experience: They were'iqﬁal to average- salaries paid to
beginning chemists in industry and'to the GS<8 to G8+9 range of federal
civil servsce, but they fell $6,000, $4,500, $11,000, and $10,000 short,

. «15« .

23 . .
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Ranges of'}e&erhl Civil Service and Selected Private~ ‘
" Sector Salaries as of March 1983, ‘and of 1982-83
University-and State University Nine-Month Faculty
N Salaries for Nine Months :and Converted to Twelve Monatls
- | ~ . The <alifornia

. FIGURE 5

University

K ! . _Private Sector State University of California '
' . 'g. ' ' o o ' 0
¢ ‘4 © |y
' g '(’D peod ’ 8 \J r
§90 s & 3 g n =
4 o g = o o
\ <« o =] ~a 7] Y]
’ ) =] n . 0 /)] [ PR .
I ‘ 2k . X8 g N
804 ot A @ 4 s ~
) O . ny fud c T
A < W | TR -Y Q b .
. . o a - o2 !
. " N ‘e @ © - 0 9 v :
) W 0 oW Wy ,
.3 au : ,/ .0 0 7 B @ o N
’ \ " & ¢ DR T R
709. °35 | 3 > % & 8 8% :
., 15, v : 88l
' G4 ¢ £ 08 % & 283 |
\ @ @ 3 = a8y
. a60] 3 i8- 2 o%-3 48 2,883
. 2 ; g"‘ O «© o u:? A U e .
v . = ¢ . N 0 & & « o .:.m§0 ;
: N1 S 2 MBS LELaS
. 2 . : < - “ w wBug kPR
. ) 2
A v g oo 5 29837 E%3~ ..
= 504 . g A S E2°98 SO0 .
s - i = , S8.,59 g~g4
w— . 8 0 A W W SN W Q. &0
g . b SugQmMgm™ QUg?2
> | - R ] uumgo 33 @S.,.., :
. § - 15 f2 §5EZS3%I gfaie :
' ~ 409 ©f M4 23 S*¥84%E 3‘3 :5 5;§i
L A : Y gNO 93w ] ‘l
‘ FigEa JF--gicE] 13E
| ushe 2285 L3igiilt :IT
= WA Wt . 3 =
= as O wd b g 0nx ™ :
g 30 4 Smag 10 28 D
. Ao :i::;. X
o ) RV d-ﬁ l 4
’ _ jl‘g g '5:132
S z :
10+ ) ' ‘
Y “ » N y
o -
. %\ 0" 4’ -« . B
NOTB: The federal and industrial salary data come from a survey convering
22 .million workers in some 44,000 -establishments, of whom 43 percent
. were, professional, adminiscrative, technical or clerical employees.
All but 16 percént of the University's faculty and all but 3 percent
of the State University's faculty have nine-month appointments. - .
SOURCE: For federal and induserial salaries, 1J.8. Bureau of Labor Statistics,
1983, pp. 7-15, 77-78. For University and Statg Pmiversity salaries, .
* California Postsecondary Educatidén Commission., .
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respectlvely, of those paid to beginning 1ndustrxal attorneys, engxneers,

chief accounts, and directots of personnel.

:

The average assistant prbfessors dalarles at the State Unlversmty were
ual to the beginning salary for enginge:s who commonly possess only the
B.S. degree..

The- top steg,ln the ass1stant professors'’ range'at the State'University'.

ranked below the average salaries paid to technitians and draftsmen and
was equal to that paid to the most experienced photographers. It was
approximately equal to the average salary paid to federal civll servants
holding a GS 11 rating.

Beginning assistant professors' salar!es at the University were equal to
the beginning salaries for attorneys and for GS-1l1 civil service but were
slightly below that paid to highly experienced engineering technicians.

‘.op-of-the-scale assistant professors' salaries at the University ware
approxlmatelygequal to those of the GS-12 level in civil service and of
experienced buyers, but lower than the average of most other professional
pOSlthﬂB. . ‘ ‘

L

' '

Beginning associate professors' salarles in the State Unjversity fell
below those of highly experjienced engineering technicians in the private
sector and were comparable to 684{1 in federal civil service.

1

" Associate profe;sors in the University had a narrow salary range -- only
$3,220 between first step and top step == on a 12-month basis,, ‘and fell.
within the GS~13 range of civil service.

Associate professor salaries a%® the University lay mxd-range of the

salaries for attorneys, engineers, chlef accountants, chemists, directqQrs

of personnel, and accountants. ) '

'
%

'&v .

~

State University professors’' salaries topped out ‘at the average of the

federal GS~13 level, while the University's topped out slightly-above the

GS~15 levele

Maximum salaries for professors ir the, State University were equal to
' private-sector salaries for attorney IV, engineer IV, chief accountant

" 1I, chemist V, director 8f personnel II, and accountant V; which means

these maximums were approximately ,§45,000 below the highest average

o

.
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salary groupings for attorneys, $30,000 below the Lighest ayerage group
of engineers-and chief accountaats, $2 000 below the highest grouping of ’ .
chemists and directors of personnel, and about §12,000 below ‘the ave‘age
“of the highest grouping of accountants.

s L]
9 . ' ! .
| e The highest private-sector 3roupings of attorueys exceeded the top of the } .
. University's. professor scale by $25,000; engineers and chief: accounts .
exceeded it by $7,000; and chen«gts and dltectors of personnel did so by .
: us 1000.. - g
. : ' oo - - é ...‘?j
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, % . % - FRINGE BENEFITS .

3 . - A

The 1984-85 Analysis of the Budget Bill contains the following language (pp.

© 1679-1680): S

*  We recommend that CPEC. submit to the legislative fiscal committees
by March .15, 1984, a fringe benefit evaluation proposal which
idqncifies the funding needed and the specific tasks that must be
performed in order for the commission to provide a more analytical
in-depth review of the current benefits offered to California
' faculty, as compared with the benefits offevcd to faculty at
: r_gnnparison institutions. We further recommended that separate
cost “estimates be prepared for a study in 1984-85 covering (1)
both UC and CSU comparison institutioms, (2) only UC comparison
institutions, and (3) only CSU comparison institutions.
In complxance w;th thxs recommendation, Commission staff has developed cost
estimates for a study of benefits that could be undertaker in 1984-85. 1In
the meantime, however, data. on .fringe benefits from the University, the

‘State University, and their comparison groups of 1nst1tutxona remain lxmxted

to the costs of provxding these benefits. .

_s 3y

N

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA: B - "

1" 4
The University's anhlysis of the cost of fringe benefits, incduding the
University of Wisconsin-Madison, appears in Table 7, while Table 8" shows the
University's contributions to its faculty's fringe benefits as of 1983-84.

Table 6 1nd1cates thht the Unxversity s coantribution to employee fringe
benefits will lag behind its comparison institution contributions by $1,553,
or 19.8 perceat, in 1984-85. This is equivalent to 3.4 percent of its
average salary, if University salaries are brought up to the average of its
comparison institutions. . « ’

It is unclear how this figure relates to the 3 percent employer contribution
to retirement that the'Unxvers1ty returned to its faculty, who in turn are

now making this contribution to retirement on a tax-exemp:t basis under the

University's new flexible benefit program. Similarly, the meaning of this

figure in terms of comparability in retirement programs, quality of health

insurance programs, and other countable benefits will remain unknown until a
major study is completed.

.
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TABLE 6 Cost ‘of Fringe Benefits at the University of”California’

and Its Comparzson Eight Instztutzons

Assoc1ate Assistant

~ Professor  Professor  Professor Ayeragg]'

L _ Comparison Eight Ins#itutionf: _tl= | o

198384 szrege Fringe

Benefits 10,288 .. 7,907 6,882
197879 Average Fringe o, oo
v Benefits = 6,094 4,109 3,383
1984-85 Prgjected Fri,nge ' B L
4 Benefits . L. 11,42 9,013 7,932 © 10,384
. sity of California .
,{kesbfAzerase Fringe . _
fits , . 9,843 7,401 5,583 8,831
percen:agef}dju.uent needed . 16.1 _  2l.8 ©20.5 ©17.6
. to make UC fringe benefits o ' ' :

' equal to the 1984-8% projected ‘ - ~ :
average conﬂhrison fringe ’ _ o . )
benefits £ : ' S '

L Less (adjustment for the effect of 7.8
R . 10.6 range adjustment): )
, i Net adjustment needed to achieve Ce -
L :  parity: . 9.8
. ”
1. Average besed on the- projected 108485 staffing pattern of the .
University . >
. e ’ . .
2. Computed from;confidential data received from comparison institutions.
P’.’.\
3. Compound annua;, growth rate over the’ fi’!eveer period fbr each rank
is used for the one-year projection. L
‘ 4, Equivalent to an average of $2,321.20 plus 15 96 percent of average

Source: Office of *he Senjor Vice President--Academic Affairs, University: °

’

salary.

1

of Califor. ia. ™
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.t o TABLE 7 University of California Averaqe COntrzbutzons to Faculty
AFringe Benefits, 1983-84 :
N Retirement/FICA o < - 14.75% of sala;yl 4
. Unemployment Insurance ° . .25% of salary ,
Workers' Compensation Insurance ' : ~.51% of salary y
 Health and Dental Insurance~Annuitants .95% of salary .«
- Dental Insurance . § 305.00 . o
| - Health Insurance, i ' , 1,946.00% ‘
- ~ Life Insurance v &6 20 | e . .
- Ndn-Industrial Disability Insurance © '54.00 »
’ .
' TOTAL L, $2,821.20 '15.96% of salary
1. Effective January 1, 1984. T
‘ ) - Source: Vice President-Budget«and Universzty Relations, Universzty df/Cali-
. fornia C v o
. » . . ‘ A . R s ) . ' ) ):
THE CALIFORNIA STATE-UNIVERSITY ’ - S .
. - -~

: .

.quﬁ:ior years, the Chancellor's Office of the State University_ obtained

data on faculty salaries and fringe benefits from its comparison institutions
' : by requesting each of them to provide a copy of their }nmpleted Higher

1 Education General Informaticn Survey (HEGIS) form on Salaries, Tenure, and C

Fringe Bepefits of Full-Time Instruct®nal Faculty. This procedure wokked
well for a number of years, minimizing the effort of the comparison insg;tu-
.tions and thus assuring theft continued inclusion in the State Univeérsity's
comparison group; but it failed this year. Unbeknown to the State University,
the National Center for Education Statistics changed the HEGIS form for
1983-84 by requesting frimge-benefit data for all niue~ and twelve-month
faculty rather than for each academic rank within these two categories.
Thus, the State University has been ﬁqule to provide a rank-by-rank compar-
ison of fringe bemefits with its comparison institutions, since it was
impossible to adjust their data to .its staffing pattern. Consequently, no
direct rank-by-rank comparison of fyinge benefits pazd by the State University
and its comparison institutions can be made in this final report. Table 8 .
‘thus displays oaly the average cost of these benefits in the State University
and its comparison institutions for 198384, without projecting them into
1984-85. .

Despite the absence of much needed data, in 1981 the Commission compared for
the previous ten years the costs to the University, the State University,
and a number of comparison institutions for six benefits == (1) retirement
and sdcial security programs, (2) unemployment insurance, (3) worker's
. compensation, (4) medical/health insurance, (5) life iusurance, and (6)
) disability insurance. That report indicated that both of California's two
public un.versities had expended increasingly larger amounts of money on the
. above benefits than their comparison groups Aduring that period. During
. 1974-75, for example, the comparison in:titutions-contribu;ed an average of

[}

1]

2]~
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35.4 and 27.7 percent more for benefits than did the University and State
N University, respectively, but/by 1981-82, these percentages reversed to
=30.3 and -35.6. The report‘poted, "the causes of these shifts are unknown
and represent an anomaly sinte salary- differentials do not show similar
trends." (p. 1). ‘ o ; o

1 . Finally, although few data exist with which to compare the cost of University

o and State University fringe benefits to those in business and-.industry, the

: Chramber of Commerce of the United States has found that the expense of the
latter benefit plans climbed to 37.3 percent in 1981 -~ well above the level
of costs of either the University or State University. (California Postsecon-,
dary Education Commission, 1983b, page 11). .

>

N ~ '
TABLE &8 Costs of 'Fringe Benefits at the California State' .
¢ ' . University and Its Twenty cOmparison Institutions, 1983-84
\ ' c »i . . . '
| . . omparison Institutions Catifornia State Universit
) Benefit Cost (. “Benefit Co
' Average As Percent of Average’ As Percent of
Cost Average Salary Cost ' Average Salary
. Retiremant “ § 3,388 11.21%  $5,963.  18.26%
. Social Security ° 1,334 . b.42 1,877 5.75
‘ Medical & Dental 1,206 4.00 1,965 6.02
\ Disability Insurance 163 . 0.54
Tuition 263, 0.80 - o -
Unemployment Insurance 99 0.33 109 0.33
Life Insurance 131 0.43
Workmen's Compensation 112 0.37 102 0.31
Total® Benefit $ 6,673 22.1 % 1 §10,016 . 30.7 %
Expenditures ' - ' )
R Source: Office of the Chancellor, The California State University.’
“ o . _ <.
. ‘ !
. .
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 COSTS OF HOUSING . | :
’ ! ¢ .

1 ""r.
. .

Because one of thé major impedimeuts pf ihe University and State University
in hiring outstanding new faculty is- the''high price of resl estate in virtu-
ally all urban areas of California, both the University and State.University
‘have gathered data on’ housing costs that are summarized here. .

“UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA s ‘

For the March 1984 ueeting of the Regents, the Office pf the Bresidant
, prepared the comparative indices listed' in Table 9 on costs of: housing in .S
“ five cities nationslly from which University faculty are often recruited and
.7 " in six areas Ln'Califo:nﬁa whcre University campuses are located.
At their July meeting, the Regents will consider expanding thexr housing
assistance programs, which are now almost fully subscribed. The logic
. behind this action is that even if University salaries are brought up to the
v - average of its qomparison institutions, the enormous disparity between
housing costs .in California and other parts of the nation will st111 be a
«deterrent to recrumtxug new faculty.

9 ' kS : 1

TABLE 9 Housing Price Indices in Elevenauﬁﬁropolitad'Areas

' Area Jndex
. o - ' [N ‘

Columbus, Ohio (Ohio State University) , . 1.00
Austin, Texas (University of Texas) ' 1.30 . §
Chicago, Illinois (Northwestern University) 1.04 .
Madison, Wisconsin (University of Wisconsin) 1.06 . -, :
Boston, Mass. (Harvard University and M.I.T.) 1.57 ’
- San Francisco Bay Area : . 1,91 -72.52 o
Sacramento . : . 1.35. _ i
Riverside \, 1.23 - 1.68 E
. v Los Angeles'Area 1.18 - 4.77 , &
' Orange ' ' 1.68 ~ 3.99 :
. San Dé;go » ' , o, 1.51 - 2.24 . ‘ é
' Source: Office of the President, University of California. ‘ : * %
K ' ' ‘ :“23‘ ) f§
\ ﬁ




W’ww""'w"':'W“"’F'-'—-—Twu—rt:vvv—=v.'v':'—"-VVIx—n71 TTTNTTTTE YT e e e e e e

© ]
¥
4

’ N ] R .
* v [
\ : ‘ , | | .
. THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY ' ¢
In order to obtain comparative information on relevant housing costs, the .
Chancellor's Office of the State University requested data in 1982 from the
Los Angeleu office of Coldwell“Banker Relocation Service -on the typical
selling price of comparable houses. in its 19“locations and those of its 20
. comparison institutions. Coldwell~Banker supplied the data on .standard
owner-occupied houses as of November 1981 that appear in Table 10. (A ,
"standard" house is described as having three bedraoms, two bathrooms, and
approximately 2,000 square feet of floor space.). If the locations & 20
comparison inltitutions are weighted by numbers of faculty, th home
price in November 1981 near a State University campus was $129, 700, _dbmpared
) to $91,200 in the comparison group. That is, an average State U iversity
faculty member would pay $38,500, or 42 petcent, above a comparison group
faculty member for houniug. . , .
Other data support the ssme ‘thems. For example, a (anking of 1980 Census |, - o
data from the nation's cities on various houn1ng cha&aeteristics placed 27 i
-California cities in the top 35 of the nation's most ewpensive in terms of Y
housing ('How They Rank," 1983, p. 39).. Home prices statewide in California ) -gf
were the second highest nationally, exceeded only by Hawaii (p. 43). g
! ‘/ , . ' u
TABLE 10 Standard Housznq Prices in Communities with State %
- University Campuses or with Comparison Instztutzons, ] b
‘ November 198% \ : - :§
CSU Campus Location - _Prices Comparison Institution Location Pfiges‘n . a%
. San Francisco .- $275,000 Honolulu $200,000 nE
Los Angeles 1 - 165,000 " Los Angeles ~ - 165,000 ° :
Northridge - ® 165,000 " Portland, Oregon 100,000 :
" Fullerton . ' 145,000 Reno . 93,000 ‘ ;
’ San Diego 140,000 . Detroit " 91,200 p
: Long Beach . 130,000 Milwaukee . 86,000 .
Pomona 110,000 Anes, Iowa : © 85,000 .
San Bernardino & 110,000 De Kalb, Illinois .- 82,000 f
" Hayward S 100,000 . Blacksburg, Virginia ~ 80,000 ;
San Jose 97,000 . Eugene . 78,500" g
Sonoma (Santa Rosa) 90,Q00 Bloomington, Illinois 75,000 .
Sacramento 85,%%0' Boulder . 70,000
Fresno ‘ - 79,500 . Bowling Green, Ohio 65,000
b f Kalamazoo - 65,000 <!
Bakérsfield ' . 76,500 Buffalo 63,000 "
Stanislaus (Turlock) 70,000 ° Albany : 62,000 .
Chico \ . 65,000 Syracuse 57,000

Source: Coldwell~Banker Relocation Service. e’

| Q ' ‘24.' 32 ' ! : : ' \"’4




Similarly, a recent survey by the United States League of Savings. Institu-
tions, released on April 10, 1984, disclosed that four of the nation's five .
most expensive housing markets are in’ Califormia, with Washington,: D.C. -

_ranked third ("L.A. Area Housing Costs," 1984). The top 20 cities, including
five in California, are: . ' )

L4

Y City Median Price
. . Los Angeles -~ Long Beach . -~ $ 139,950
. Anaheim < Santa Ana - Gardem Grove ' , 125,018
R . Washington, D.C. . : A 120,600
‘4, San Francisco - Oakland : ' 120,074
San Diego . S s 106,000
Honolulu : Y - : 105,000
. Memphis, Tennessee ‘.7 . 93,000
. Charlotte - Gastonia, North Carolina . 92,050 ‘ . L
Salt Lake City - Ogden ot 90,780
Denver - Boulder : : 90 100 .
. New York o ’ 4 89,875
12, Seattle - Everett : ' 88,500
13. Dallas - Ft. Worth ; ' - 85,967 !
"14. Fresno ' . ' 85,967 F ¢
15. Newark, New Jersey ‘ S . 83,015 . :
"/ 16. New Haven - West Haven . 4 - 81,900 - o :
17. Atlanta : 80,700 j
18. Boston ‘ : A ‘ 80,525 ;
19. New Brunswick-Perth Amboy-Sayerville 79,755 : L.
' ' ‘ 78,522 - g
3

7 : 20. Jacksonv@lle, Florida

gz’ionwide,vthe survey found the median sales price for a house was $65,000,
wn from $72,000 in 1981. Despite this national trend, home prices in most
Southern California urban areas have continued to rise. These data indicate
that home buyers in the Los Angeles~Anaheim areas typically pay almost 7%
percént more for housing than people elsewhere, in the.country, with San

Francisco, Oakland, and San Diego not far behind. These high~cost cities,

of course, are vher® major campuses of the University and State University 3
were located in order to serve students in the State's metropolitan areas. . @

/
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SALARIES

~
~

In February.1979, the Legislative Analyst recommended in his Analysis of the’

Budget for 1979-80 that the Commission include information on Co:fmum.ty

College faculty salaries in its annual faculty salary reports. The Commission
first responded to this recommendation in Apydl 1979, when its final faculty
salary report for 1979-80 includeg~data on Community College salaries for
1977-78, although ot for the then curreant yeav of 1978-79

Comisaion st.afvf pﬁoposed that the submissmn of Community College faculty
salary data in subsequent years be formalized, and for this purpose the

Legislature appropriated 315 000 to the Chancellar's Office of, the Jommunity
Colleges =~ the amount that the Chancellor’ indicated.would be needed annually

for the task. In August 1979, Commission staff outlined for the Chancellor

the specific informaticn desired' (reproduced in Appendix F) .ands asked the .

Chancellor to adhere to a March 15 reporting date in subsequent years. In
1981-82, the Chancellor's Office initiated a computerized data collection
'system for this purpose, having compiled the data by hand prior to that
year. In 1983; for various. reasons, inclu uxg a fire in the Chancellor's
Office that had destroyed many of the computer 'programs and equipment needed

to generate the 1982-83 report and difficulties in assuring accurate data

from all ‘106 Community: Collsges by the March 15 reporting date, Commission
staff and the Chancellor's staff agreed to delay the 1984 deadline to April
15. The Chancellor's Office was able to meet this due date, and it appears
likely to be able to do so.in future years with reasonably high accuracy x0

_ the, data , . .

l

This year s data resulted from the third annual use of the Comunit.y Colleges'
computerized "Staff Data File". This file provides information on the
number of full-time and part-time faculty employed by each district and
their age, sex, ethnicity, teaching load, promotions, new hires, number of
continuing faculty, salaries and stipends or bonuses. It . is a complex
document not only because of these many categories of data but also because
the 70 diskricts vary widely in their administrative and sslary pol:.c:.es
Each year, however, more;''bugs'' are removed from the program, and the data
become more conpreh“é?nv{}and accurate;’ and this chapter- summarizes._both
salary and nbn-salary data from it. ' . '

- } .
At the time data were collected for this year's Staff Data File last Fall,
Community College funding for the 1983-84 fiscal year was uanresolved.
Consequently, 42 of the 70 districts were still in the process of negotiating
faculty sakaries. On April 1, the Ghancellor's Office mailed a question-
‘naire to these 42 digtricts in order to update theit salary data. As of
that date, 28 of thede districts were still engaged in negotiations.

T I N N S
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FULL-TIME FACULTY

California s Ccmnunxty Colleges use the terminology of the elementary and
secondary schools in describing faculty rather than that of the University
or State University. That is, they distinguish between "contract'" and
"regular" full-time faculty, with contract faculty being those who are
employed on' a year-to-year probationary basis, similar to University and
State University faculty who are still in their probationary years while
"Regular" faculty are those whio have gained tenure. Of the 16,235 contra
and regular full-time faculty, 3.9 percent (640) were employed om a 1l-12

»  monmth ‘basis, 6.3 percent (1,022) were employed on an eight-month or less
basis while 89 8 percent (16 573) were employed on a 9-10 month basis.

'
"

Salary %hedules | : | B

Other Ccnnun;ty College faculty. ptactices that parallel those in the elementary
and secondary schools are the infrequent categorization of faculty by rank,
such as professor, associate professor, assistant professor, or iugtructo;;
and their paywment on schedules that 'vary widely by district but that generally -
involve a combination of years of experience and academic credits. Stipends
or '‘bonuses above and beyond the schedule are paid for additional duties such
as coaching, department chair, or other administrative ies, and) for
possession of an earned doctorate from an accredited inutit&l . -
Typically a salary schedule may include 12 to 15 salary steps within four to
eight classes defined by' academic preparation, s¥ch as "bachelor's degree,”
"master's, degree," "master's plus 15 units,” "master's plus 30 units," and
"master's plus 45 units," with an added class for an earned doctorate. The
55 .districts that take an earned doctorate into account in their salary
schedule, current rewarded doctoral recipients by -a yearly stipend ranging
frok $300 to $1,200 over scheduled salaries for the master's degree plus
some specified number of academic units. The 15 other'districts do not
differentiate salaries for faculty with an earned doctorate from those for .
faculty_ member with a master's degree and 45 or some other specified number

of addxtional zcademic credlts.

. A typical Community College District salary schedule -~ that of Compton .-
is shown in Table 11 on page 29. ‘

1)

Averagé Salaries - - | _‘ | | ' .

stipedds or bonuset, for full-time faculty from 1975-76 to 1983-84. Together
with tRe percentagé increase over each previous year. As can be seen, these
increases have been relatively consistent from year to year, rising to a’
peak of 8.9 percent in 1979-80, when inflation reached its highest point in
‘two decades (a 13.3 percent rise in the Consumer Price Index). In contrast,
salary increases in the University and State University have fluctuated
widely == from a high of 14.5 percent in 1979-80 to a low of zero in 1978-79
and again in 1982-83.

Figurle 6 shows avagage faculty salaries in the Community Collegea, including

-28_-35
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TABLE 11 Compton Community College Dzstrzct Full Time Faculty

Salary Schedule, I 983~84
|
. Class -
T 11 11 v - V
Step . (B.A.) (M.A.)  (MA. ¥48) (M., A. +66) (M.A. +84)
1 $15,698 . $17,032  $18,366 $19,700 $21,034
2 K 16,514 17,848 19,189 20,516 21,850
3 . 17,330 18,664 19,998 21,332 . 22,666
4 ' 18,146 19,480 20,814 22,148 . 23,482
5. | 18,962 20,296 21,630 22,964 24,298
6 \\\\~—-.._::> 19,778 21,112 22,446 . 23,780 25,114
T 20,594 21,928 123,262 . 24,596 25,930
8 21,410 22,744 24,078 25,412 . 26,746
9 +22,226 © 23,560 24,894 26,228 27,562
10 23,062 24,376 25,710 27,044 28,378
11 ‘ . 23,858 25,192 26,526 27,860 29,194
12 " 24,674 . 26,008 27,342 ' 28,676 30,010
12+15 year increase 25,490 26,824 28,158 . 29,492 30,826
12420 yéar increase 26,306 27, 640 28,974 30,308 31,662
12425 year increase 27, 122 28 456 29,790 31,124 32,458

Note: A faculty member holding an earned doctoral degree from an accredlted

- institution shall receive an additional yearly stipend of §1,000.04.
salary schedule utilizes a base of $15,698; a training differential of

This

approximately 8.5 percent, and step ipcrement of approximately 5.2 percent:

lolASS T  Bachelor's Degree.

CLASS II Ma ter s Degree.
CLASS III E
egree,

LY

L

-

's Degree with a total of 48 units above the Bachelor's

CLASS IV Master's Degree w1th a total of 66 units above the Bachelor's

Degree.

CLASS V Master's. Degree with a total of 84

Degree

Source: Adapted from Staff Data File, Chancellor's Office, Californla

Community Colleges.

I

-

%&nits above the_Bachelor s

‘The increase of 2.7 percent indigated in Figure 6 'for Community College
faculty salaries in 1983-86 over 1982-83 is most likely not a true indicator
As mentloned earlier, the Chancellor conducted

of this year's actual increase
a special survey on April 1,

1984, of the 42 districts that were still in

negotiation last fall in order to provide the latest possible information
The results of shat survey are summarized in

available on 1983-84 salaries.

Table 12°0on page, 31 along with similar data for the two previous years.

.
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'Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission

o ¢ .
FIGURE 6 Nine-Month and Twelve-ﬂg:th AveragesFaculty Salaries,
Including Stipends, California Community Colleges,
1975=-76 Through 1983-84 |
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Several facts stand out in this Table:

1.

~ One Community College ﬁiatticu had to negotiate a 5 percent decrease in

average salaries in order to meet its financial commitments and remain
in operation. ST - '

Twelve districts were unhble to grant faculty salary increajes beyond

step or\cogpnn-advances for changes in experience or educatiom¥l status.

. - During 1981-82 -- a sdhﬁle~yqar for funding the Community Colleges --

all districts had concluded salary negotiations by April 1. But in
1982-83, when the Legislature removed’ $30 millioun from the Commfnity
Colleges' budget and directed that certain avocationsl courses which
were formerly state supported become self-supporting, two districts were
still in contact negotiations on April 1, and 25 other districts were
dnable to grant any faculty salary increases. As of April 1, 1984, 28
districts were still engaged in contract negotiations ag a result of the
lack of resolution of the Community Colleges' budget until mid-year.

Nine of the 42 districts that h;ve completéd salary negotiations for 1983-84

have placed all or part of their salary increases in "off-schedule" adjustments,

.which means that all or part of these increases are for the current fiscal

8-
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,These data point to.the need ‘for overCom1ng recent inadequacies in Community
"College funding if access and qua;jfy are to be preserved. As. the Commission's

GEST CoPY vALAGLE

TABLE 12 Salary Inc}eases ‘Gt‘anted to Full-Time Community College
Faculty as of April 1, 1981-82, 1932-83, and 1983~84

1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 . o

Range of Sajary Cum  ° Cum Cum N

Increzse No. 4 X No. % % No % % )
-5.0--2.6 0 0.0 00 0 0.0 0.0 1 1.4 1.4
- 2.5--0.1 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 1.4 .
. 0.0 9.7 9.7 25 36,7 3.7 12 16.7 |18.1 |
+0.1 -+ 2.4 0 0.0 9.7 5 6.9 41.6 8 11.1 '29.2 ;
+2.5-+4.9 6 8.3 18.0 16 22.2 63.8 11 15.3 44.5 s
+5.0 -+ 7.4 32 44.5 62.5 14 19.5 83.3 7 9.7 54.2 *
+7.5-+09.9 20 - 27.8 90.3 6 ° 8.3 9.6 3 4.1 58.3
+10.0 -~ +12.4 6 8.3 98.6 4 5.6 97.2 2 . 2.8 6l.1
+12.5 - *l“ 9 1 1.4 100.0 0 0.0 97.2 .0 0.0 61.1
Undecided’ 0 0.0 100.0 2 2.8 100.0 ’<fes_ 38.9 100.0
Total® * 72 100.0 100.0 '72. 100.0 100.0 72 100.0 100.0

. .
1. Excludes step and column advances for changes in employee experience
and educational status. : *
In-negotiation as of April 1. '
San Diego and San Francisco Community College D1str1cts are each counted ‘
as two entries, since their Adult/Ceaters faculty are paid ir a different .
basis from other faculty . .

L}

SouﬁFe: Chancellor s Office, C{Fifbrnia Community Colleges.
) S

~

R
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year only and will not become- a permaneént element in the salary schedule ‘
untxl uncertainties of the 1984-85 budget are resolved.

-

Director noted in his special repdrt to the Commission on April 30 regarding

State support of California Community Colleges, "Community College funding

is the most troublesome higher education budget issue facing California.

The bitter dispute over student charges is resolved by recent legislation,

but the level of College funding for 1984~83 remains uncertaln :

In comparing faculty salary increases in California's three public. systems

of higher education from 1975-76 to 1982-83, despite the wide fluctuations

of salary increases at the Uhiversity and State University and the more .

stable yearly increases granted by Community Colleges, the overall seven-year ] ,
increases were essentially equal -- 60.7 percent in the University, 61.1

percent in the State University, and 62.4 percent in the Community Colleges. o




‘excluding overload assiganments. ;n districts fell slightly below the

. . . {
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But, ‘if one extends this comparison into 1983~84 and assumes that no salar?

increases will be granted by the 28 Community College distcicts that had not M
completed negotiations by April 1, the eight-year increases are considerably
different -~ 83 percent, 71 percent, and 65 percent, respectively.

' _a o -

Variation Among Districts in Average Faculty Salary - -

Lommunity College Districts vary widely th}oughout the state in their average‘
salary for full<time faculty. Table 13 sh¢ws the number and average salary

. of full-time £acu1ty for the ten highest and ten lowest-payrng districts.

t e w

" Among the facts thnt e‘erge from Table 13, two are part1cu1atly strlklng o

a -

e First, the salary difference between the highest and lowest paying distrxgt
is substantial -- $10,505 or 37.2 percent. B , .

e Second, uont;of the high-payicg districts are located'in suburban communities,

while most of the low-paying districts are in rural communities. The

notable exceptions are Peralta which, while primarily urban, 1nc1udes ' !
Feather River College; and gonpton. - '

Stipends | " . - - .

Forty-four Cd-iynity College districts utilize stipends or salary augmentations
for full-time faculty who, as noted earlier, carry added responsibilities, N

. possess special qualifications such as an earned doctorate from an accredmted

college or ypiversjity, or have taught for many years. According to'the .
Staff Data File, 1,233 facuity members, or 7.5 perceant of all full-time
faculty, received qp1pendl in 1983-84, with the pean amouat being $h,293,
down $99 from the 1982-83 mean of $1,392. The. rangedand distribution of
these stipends is shown %n Table l4.

workload - :

‘The normal teaching load for full- sime faculty in the Community Colleges is

15 weekly contact hours, but approximately one-third of the faculty assumes .
overload asoignnenc: similar to those of faculty in the University or State

University who teach extension or continuing education coﬁrses for extra o .

pay. Overload instruction is paid on an. hourly compensation rate. Only
four districts -- Barstow, Compton, Hartnell, and V1ctor Valléy -- do not
engage faculty on an overload basis. :

In Fall 1983, the avéfage workload was 16.2 weekly faculty contact hours,

aoominal 15 hours, while four districts averaged over 20 hours. apart from
overload instruction. Among, the 32.2 percent of full-time faculty who
taught overload they averaged 4.6 weekly faculty contact hours for which
their mean hou:ly compensation was $26.09. These additional earpings added
about 13.2 perceng to the full-time salaries of those faculty members.

’

-
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TABLE 13 Number and Average Salaries of Full-Time Faculty in the
‘ Ten Highest and Ten Lowest-Paying Community College
Districts . _
_ Number of “Mean Salary
District Full-Time Faculty 1983-84 - . °
Ten H1ghest Paying Dustr1cts P ' =
R Sequ01as > . 135 ! $ 38,750
Saddleback 237 - " 37,697
El Caming - 390 e 37,110
West Kern ) , 25 “ 36,786
San Joaquin Delta ‘ © 235 - 35,579
San Jose 239 - 35,053
Mount. San Antonio 270 o 34,942
Cerritos . 224 34,900
Mira Costa . . . ~ . 87 3%,549
‘Rio Hondo - 190 34,406 -
Statewide Average a 16,235 . $ 32,704
Ten Lowest Paying Districts -
Gavilan "' | * 63 329,230
Peralta 609 - 29,213
Antelop Valley 84 29,185
Lassen 27 29,098
Compton T 78 29,091 !
Cabrillo . 176 N 28,631
Lake.:Tahoe ‘ 18 , . 28,429
Allen Hancock 144 28,401 g
Siskiyou 46 28,326
Napa 298 \ > 28,245
Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission Staff Analysis.

R

TABLE 14 Stipends Cranted to Full -Time Commwnity Cozlege Faculty ) )

1n 1983-84
. Number
Amount Granted ' Receiv1ng_$t1pend
$ 1-8§ 400 °* , 77
401 - 800 v '+ 316
801 - 1,200 354 >
1,201 - 1,600 . 110 o
1,601 -- 2,000 131 oy
2,001 - 2,400 96 < /j(
2,401 - 2,800 55,
2,801 or more . 94
Total N | 1233 ,
Source: Staff Data File, "Chancellor's Office, California

-33-
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"in compliance with AB 851 at the end of the 1983-84 academic year.

s
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If anything is uambual abeout overload teaching in the Califorania Community
. Colleges, it is that opportunitjes are limited. A national 1981 survey of
extra annual’income earned within faculty members' own institutions conducted

. by John Minter Associates for The Chromicle for ﬂggher Education found that

approximately two-thirds of the faculty ia public and private 4-year institu~-
tions earnad extrs income from their own 'institution and that this income
averaged 21 percent of their base salaries. Some extra income came from
research or administrative assignments, but most stemmed from teaching
sumper session, avening classes, or other coursaes beyond the normal teaching J
load. : _ ~ . : 1
B . |
I
I
|
|

&

PART-TIME FACULTY

. . ~ . » ) -

S U PO OO

In’ the late 19¥Oe, and part;cularly followxng pessage of Proposxtxon 13 the

uusher of part-time faculty in California's Community Colleges increased

rapidly, as college and district administrators sought flexibility in staffing o k.
to adjust to fluctustion in funding. By Fall 1980, 88.4 perceant of che b
Community Colleges' newly hired faculty were part timers The percentage of
contact hours taught by part-time faculty increased from 30.5 in 1978-79 to 4
32.0 perceént between 1978<792 and in 0-81, while the percentage taught by

full~time faculty without overloads/d creased from 40.0 to 36.6- and that

taught, by faculty with overload -assignments rose from 29.5 to 31.4 percent. .

In general, greatef use of part-time faculty provides institutions with
greater flexibility in commitments to teaching personnel. Part-time faculty
can frequently provide specialized professional expertise to a pro‘? that
may not be available among full~time faculty. But because part-timWifaculty
are less expensive to employ than full-time faculty, concerns have been

' expressed that their use will increase unabated, leading to the erosion of
"educational quality. Such concerns in the Legislature culminated in 1981 in

passage of legislativn that established limits on their use in the Community
Collegea. AB 1626 (Chapter 103, Statutes of 198l1) required that Community _
College districts not increase the proportion of contact hours taught by . e
pari-timers above the 1980-81 level during the 1981-82 and 1982-83 school
years. The Legislature extended its limitation in SB 851 (Chapter 565,
Statutes of 1983), through th~ 1986+87 academic year by requiring that uatil

then Communizy Coilege districts, not exceed their three-year average of

weakly faculty contact hours by part-time instructors during 1980-81, 1981-82,

and 1982-83. If any district exceeds this thzee-y~sy average by more than 1
perceps. it is reguired to. submit a plan for cos, | iu c2 for the next academic ¢
year to the Board of Gevernors. .

,Becausw of such conrexus, vhe Chancellor's Off .ce a:ﬁgezmmission staff

developed Table 15 to demonstrate the proportion .: worklead carried by all
full-and pazst-time Compunity College faculty qor the three years identified
in AB 851 and the carrent year. It will develop data for individual districts

Table 15 indicates that the percentage ef part~time faculty has decreased
considerably from its "1980-81 level, dropping from 64.5 percent to 58.5
percent this year-and that the percentage of weekly faculty contact hours

«34-
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TABLE 15 Numbar and Percent of Full

ad e

-

)

. -Time and Part-Time Community
College Faculty and their Weekly Faculty Contact Hours
Taught, 1980~81 Through. 1983-84

Item 1980-81 1981-82. 1982-83 1983-84
Number of Faculty .
Full Time, No Overload 9,814 9,354 10,237 11,010
. ' {70) (66) (70) - (70)
Full Time, With Overload’' 6,260 5,659 5,514 ~5,225
o (70) (66) (70) (70)
Part Time 29,255 26,513 24,450 122,847
o, - _(70) (66) 0 (70)
— Toceﬁ,,V.;_“M_mm~”¥w~___4§;3§9 ... 61,526 40,211 . 39,082
Percentage of Faculty - ’ .
Full Time, No Overload 21.7% = 22.5% 25.5% 28.2%
Full Time, With Overload 13.8 . '13.6 13.7 13.4
Part Time 64.5 / 63.9 60.8 58.5
Weekly Faculty Contact Hoyrs
Full Time, No Overload \ 248,186 257,874 255,360 244,762
‘ —_ ~ (65) (70) (70) ' (70)
Full Time, Overload Only 23,391 28,391 25,402 24,110
: (65) (70) . (70) . (70)
Part Time 127,815 150,339 - 125,923 116,749
- (65) 70 - _(10) (70)-
ToEaI 399,392 436,604 406,685 385,621
.Percentage of Weekly '
Faculty Contact Hours _
Full Time, No Overload 62,1% 59.1% 62.8% *63.5% ¢ )
Full Tide, Overload Only 5.9 6.5 6.2 6.3
Part Time 32.0 34.4 3l.0 30.3

A

Nh;eszNumbers in parentheses indicate the number of districts reporting.
th' ‘Numbers of faculty for 1980-81 are based on headcount estimates
prepared by the Chancellor's Office for 100 percent of the
. Community Colleges. Contact hour totals for 1980-81 are those
" actually reported for 65 district. All figures are preliminary
for each particular year, because they are based on fall
submissions by the districts to the Staff Data File. Second
semester figures may change thése numbers, particularly for
1983-84, when colleges were awaiting resolu*iun of student fee
Sy and funding issues.

Source: Staff Data Files, Chancellor's Office, California Commupity Colleges
and California Postsecondary Education Commission staft analysis.

¢

42




BEST COPY vt ppy

‘

taught by part-time faculty reached its peak in 1981-82and then has declined

" in both subsequent years uatil it is now 13.2 percent below its peak number.

At the same time, the percentage that .full-time faculty with no overload
constitute of all faculty has incressed substantially from 1980-81 to 1983~
84 -~ 21.7 percent to 28.2 percent -~ while the percentage of full-time
faculty carrying sh overload for axtra compensation has remained relatively
stable. There has been a corresponding increase in weekly faculty contact
hours taught by full-time faculty. Statewide trends for part-time faculty
point in the direction desired:by the Legislature.

F) §

.-

Part-Time Faculty Compensation

In Fall 1983, the average hourly compensation rate per weekly faculty contact

.hour for part-time faculty was reported as $22.41, an iancrease.of 67 ceants,

or 3 percent, above the previous year. This increase. was somewhat greater
than the 2.7 percent received by full-time faculty: Many districts that
have not completed negotiations with full-time faculty expect their increase
to be higher during the second semester of the 1983-84 academic year.

In last year's salary report, thé“Connzssxon commented on the difference of

nearly 260 rarcent between the amount paid full-time Community College . N
faculty for regular assigaments and that paid part-time faculty. Nonetheless,
this difference is not inconsistent with those in the University, State
University or institutions of higher education in general. A recent report
on faculty trends natioually notes that part-time faculty are paid at a rate
"often far below the per-course equivalent salary of full-time faculty, and
their fringe benefits are limited or nonexistent" (qupfl983, p. 32).

In response to suggestions for prorating part-time faculty cowpensation, the
American Association of University Professors has rejected the idea except
where the qualifications and duties of part-time and full-time faculty are
comparable except in terms of time (1981, p. 37):

A policy of prorated compensation is often seen as an attempt to

eliminate part-time faculty by making them as expensive to employ

as are full-timers. Thjs is not what we propose. We believe

there should be the option of part~time employment for those who

prefer it and, moresover, that only those whose qualifications and

duti are comparable in every way except in amount of time to
. thobe of full-time faculty have a claim for pro rata compensation.

THE ISSUE OF "CRITICAL MASS"

.

Data compiled by the National Center for Education Statistics indicate that

as of 1980 part-time faculty comprised 32 percent of the total teaching

force in higher educdtion. Approximstely 20 percent of the teaching staff

at research unjversities were part-time faculty, as were, 24 percent at

four-year liberal arts colleges, and 51 percent in community colleges. ‘hhj




part-time faculty in California's Community Colleges in 1980.

‘their contributions to universities by loaning them part-time  faculty in’
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TheSe data were heavily influenced by the high proportion (64 percent) of

,

As noted earlier, part*txme faculty can.often bring special expertlse to an

jacademic program. In California, the University of California and the

California State University have increased their use of part-time faculty in

" certain djséiplines because they have been unable to hire full-time faculty

at existing salaries. In addition, business and 1ndustry have increased

hard-to-hire disciplines such as engineering and business administration in _
order to assist and enhance programs in these areas. . o 7Y

RN T T

Nonetheless, extensive use of part-time faculty raises questions about the
adequacy of a "critical mass”" of full-time faculty to maintain prograu
integrity. Generally, part-time faculty do not participate in student
counseling, curriculum developwment, institutional governance, and seldom .
hold .office hours or establizh times for assisting -individual—students—/  ———
Lack of these activities lead to the expleitation of the full-time faculty',
which contributes to poor morale and adversely affects the quality of education.
Over dependence od part e faculty inevitably injures not only part-time .
faculty, but their'fullftime_coileagues and, most of all, the students. ‘
The Legislature has thus rightly expressed concern about California Community
Colleges employing greater proportions of part-time faculty.

- [
T e e e =

e 2
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Although 58.2 percent, of California Community College faculty.are employed
part-time, in two districts -~ Lassen and Mendocino -~ part-time faculty
constitute 78 and 80 percent, respectively, of the total teaching staff and

. teach nearly 50 percent of the weekly faculty contact hours. - In six other : , j

districts between 70 to 75 percent of the total faculty are part-timers; in
28 districts their percentage ranges in the 60s, and in 26 others it ranges

.in the 50s. Only 10 districts employ less than 50 percent part-time faculty,

with Peralta the lowest at 28 percent followed by Yosemite at 39 percent.
(As noted in Table ,12, the Staff Data File separates San Diego Adu! and San
Francisco Centers beccuse of functional differences from the rest uf their
districts, resulting in a total of 72.) '

Accrediting bodies, espegially those for specialized subject -areas, use
various ratios to expresg the desired halance between full-time and part-timé
faculty in a healthy acy emic institution. Regional accrediting commissions -
generally recognize a ragio in less restrictive terms. For example, the
Accrediting Commission for Jenior Colleges and Universities of the Western
Association of Schools and Colleges includes as Standaxd 5.B.5 in its agcredi-
tation nandbook: CL\M\‘

Suffigient faculty are employed full-time at the institution to

provide advisement, academic planning, curriculum development, and
institutional governance, as well as instruction. If half of the

faculty or fewer are full-time, the institution has the respon«
sibility to demonstrate’ the faculty perform thase functions ade~ /}
quately.

44
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And Standard 3C.3 of the Accrediting Commission for Communlty and Jifhior
'Colleges calls for:

4 )

) ’

Sufficient.ataff employed fullk-time at the institution to provide
instruction, student services, \educational planning and curriculum
” devalopuent, and to participate in institutional governance.
*
L It is difficult, of course, to judge what proportzon of a curriculum can be
| . taugbt by part-time faculty without eroding academic standards, but the fact
| that most Community College districts in California employ 50 percent or
' more of their faculty on a part-time basis raises questions about the long-term
maintenance of ‘standards. By continuing the funding of Commurity Colleges
& by a flat amount pemunit of ADA regardless of the status of instructors, SB
851 tends to keep the nuiﬂgg'sﬁﬂylﬁﬂktine faculty at high levels. This is
. 30 bacause distrigts receive no additional funds for hiring full-time instruc-
tors but incur considerably higher instructional costs. A critical mass of
full-time faculty in each discipline at each college is essential to quality
education in California.

h
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MEDICAL SCHOOL SALARIES |

kY

. A This is the sixth year that the University of California hzs forwarded
R information on medical faculty salaries to the Commission, in response to
Item 322 of the 1378 Conference Connittee s Supplemental Report on the
Budget Bill:

The University of California shall report to the California Post-
secondary Education Commission anmnually on .(1) its’ full-time

° clinical faculty salaries and those of, its cowparison institutions

( . {including a- description of the type of .compensation:plans utilized
& by each UC school and each cowparison institution), and (2) the

' number of compengption plan exceptions in effect at each UC school.

' In 1979, the University selected eight comparison medical schools -- the

' Upstate Medical School of the State University of New York (SUNY), and the®
medical schools of Stanford, Yale, and the Universities of Chicago, Illinois,
Michigan, Texas (Houston) and Wisconsin -~ five of- which are also on the-
University's comparison list for regular faculty.

For the past three’years, the Upstate Madical School of SUNY has declined to
participate. By mutual agreément between the University and Commission
staff, data on the medical school of the University of North Carolina-Chapel
Hill has been used in.the comparison data ‘of this report in lieu of that
from the SUNY school. o

A

THE UNIVERSITY'S UNIFORM MEDICAL
SCHOOL CLINICAL (COMPENSATION PLAN

- AN . ]

In 1977, the Association of American Medical Colleges issued its report, Aa
.In-Depth Study of Seven Hedical Practice Plans, which axamined the medical’
practice plans of the 112 fully accredited medical schools in the United
States. After reviewing that report, the Regents of the University of
California adopted for implementation in 1978 a Unifors Medical School
Clinical .Compensation Plan. The three key features of this plan are:

1. The eleven-month regular faculty éalary scale approved bv the Regeﬂt§
. . for each’ faculty rank forms the base salary for all medical school
‘ ladder rank faculty. There is no differential in the base salary between y
-medical school and general campus faculty.

. 2. Arra‘gementa f r/Lompenaation in addition to the base salary are limited
' to three typﬂ%’

. @ v ’
Negotiated Income: This is an amount of additional compenéation determined °
. by a department or school that a clinician can earn vig contribution of

' -39=




. ‘faculty is subject to the texms of the plan.

~and its eight comparison ianstitutions for these three specialties.

Y m——— e o SrEeEs T T

o~

. BEST COPY vy ppy ¢

income from patient care (and certain other épecified.income_sourcgg)-to
.a group or pooled income system. There \is an absolute geiling on this
amount, as discudsed below; S e -

4

neo Limitation A gements: These are arrangements whereby  the
faculty member may ratain, subject to assessments, income derived directly
from patient-care activities. Assessmentp are progressive and reach
nearly a confiscatory level at approximately three times the faculty
mesber’s base sslary; and = |

Combingt v,g&%gga These are arrangements whereby faculty members share.
a predetermined portion of a pooled amount and are allowed to -retain
individual esrnings that amopnt up to a maximum ceiling. - .

3. Membership in: the plan is nandiuoéx”fot all clinical faculty with pa-

tient~care  responwibilities. who hold an appointsent: at 50 percent or
more time, and all iticome from professional services performed by these

N ’

!

SALARY SURVEY AND COMPARISON

o

Comparing of salaries among medical yschools involves problems that do not

' odccur in omparing fagulty salaries on general campuses. Overall salary

averages for a given professorfial rank on general campuses provide a good
reflection of what individual- faculty are paid at that rank. I medical

'schools, however, grest variations exist in individual salaries, and an’

overall salary average is unrelisble. For this reason, overall salary
averages are not used for comparison. Instead, this report presents salaries
for three clinical specialties commonly found in schools of medicine -~ (1)

surgery, which typically is at a high level of compensation, (2) medicine,

which is typically at mid-level compensation, and (3) pediatrics, which is.
generally at a low level of compensation. Grouped within these three spgcialty

, categories are the following subspecialties:

Surgery ; . e Medicine > - - Pedigtrjgg;_ ' S‘
General Surgery General =~ All, including
" Thoraciec Cardiology Pediatric
Cardio-Vascular ' Endogrinology Cardiology
E.N.T. : - .Gastroenterology
Urology Hematology
Neurosurgery Hepatology
Orthopedics .  , Infectious Disease .
Plastic _ Nephrolosy | ' .
‘ Rhsumscology '
Pulmonary ' t .

\

v

/

Tablé 16 compares 1983*§3'avaraga medical faculty salaries at the University

. » &“0&
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TABLE, 16 Average Médical Faculty S§
: . Calzfornza and its Ezght Comparzson Institutions,. 1983-84

aries at the University of

\Uhiv. of California

Gbmparison Eight

Source: Universxty of Callfornxa survey and Caleornia

Poatsecondaryﬂtducation

Comm;ssion staff calculatiocns.

-

)

Because of the wide variation in ;ndivxdual and instxtutional average salaries,
the University holds that if its average salary for any specialty is within

.one standard deviation from the comparison group average, this salary can be.

considered as statistically not different from that of the comparison group
as a whole. (If tHe distribution of salaries approximates the form of a
normal curve, roughly two«thirds of the salaries will lie within one standard

deviation of the mean.) For 1983-84, all three University of California

averages are within one 'standard deviation of the comparison institution
average, but that of professors of surgery is approaching the upper boundary
of this deviation. . . ‘e

Table: 17 shows the ranking of Uaivert ty meuical faculty salaries with
respect to its comparison institutions over the past five years. The 1983-84
data place the University at the lower middle of all nine institutions -- a
position lower than 1979-80 and '1980-81 but somewhat improved over 1982-83.

48

Average . T Rverage
~ Yearly : Yearly

. : Increase : ~ In¢rease ;
‘ Co Standard Over Past Over Past ;
Range of Averages Average ' Deviation Four Years Average Four Years :

‘Surgery ~ . ) _ ]
Professor $117,193-$150,793 $134,876 $13,559 11.1% $146,972 10.6% :
Associate’ ' E . v , . 3
/Professor 66,738~ 131,929 105,596 19,633 10.5 106,322 10.7 "
Assistant - ‘ ? , . ' ' . ;%
Professor 60,397-. 94,894 83,691 10,415 .8.2 86,600 &3 ¥
Medicine ' e ' . . v
Professor 75,058~ 108,300 92,277 11,734 8.5 96,153 9:2 ?
Associate - ‘ o C ' ‘ N ik
Profesfor 62,519~ 91,158 ,559 9;074 7.2 70,993 . 5.9. ' 3
Assistant ) - . ) 4
Professor 46,743- 81396790_58,153f 9,876 7.3 58,832 6.3 "ﬁ
Pediatrics - - ' ' ¥
Professor #°69,301- 109,800 84,527 12,198 8.1 - 88,661 7.7
Associate \ . ' \ S . : ;
Professor, - 53,400~ 80,200 65,522 7,354 7.2 67,541 5.6 ;
Assistant ' ~ : . .
Professor” 44,017- 59,500 52,168  + 5,189 . 6.8 52,767 - 6.8 -~




TABLE 17 Ranking of Universzty of Californja Medical Faculty
Salaries Among All Institutions Compared for the Faculty
Salary Reports, 1979-80.-to 1983~84

'« Rank and Speciality . 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 - 1982-83 -1983-84
Professor 2 3 2 \ 4 s 3 -
Associate Professor 4 3 4 5 5
Au.;stant Professor 5 5 S 4 5«

Mediciﬁe ' . -
Professor ‘ 2 3 3 4 4
Associate Professor 2 4 4 6 5
'Alsistant Professor 2 2 4 4 2
Pediatrics - \ .
‘Proqulor ' .3 1 2 3 4
Associate Professor 3 2 .2 4 ‘ 3
Assistant Professor 2" frmer . 3 - 6 6

Note: The medical school of the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill
' has been used in the 1983-84 comparison group, replacing the Upstate
Medidal School of the State University of New York. Im 1979-8l and
1983-84, the comparison group was comprised of eight institutions,
although not the same eight, but between 1980-81 and 1982 -83, only
seven instxtucions were included.

Source: Un1vets}ty of Callfornia survey.
. j M ' 4 ~ . . \

Y

-In conclusion, medical faculty salaries at the University are representative
of, and competitive with, salaries at its comparison ingtitutions. The
University believes that its Clinical Compensation Plan is worKing satisfac~
torily, and therefore it does not intend to alter the compensation plan at
this time, although it is aware that the faculty at the Davis medical school,
which is highly dependent on Medi-Cal and Medicare patients, has expressed -
its dissatisfact1on.with this plan
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SEVEN

SELECTED ADMNIST‘RATiVE SALARIES AT THE
"UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, 1983-84.

During the 1981 Legislative Session, the Budget Conference Commit;ee adopted ,,;w'
the following supplemental language to the Budget Bill: :

It is the intent of the Legislature that the California Postsecond-
- ary .ducation Commission include in its annual report om faculty

salaries and fringe benefits comparative information on salaries

of administrators within the University of CalifOrnxa and the -
California State Univetsity. o | B Y

The Commission' s last two annual reports on faculty salarles haveﬂgesponded

to this request .

The first of thele reports compared salaries for "25 administrative posxtxons

at the University of .California to those of a corresponding group of ten

. . comgaitﬁ?g,&nstitutiona (the comparison eight, plus the UnivVersity of Missouri

' ‘ and theé University of Texas) and to those of four groups of public universities
surveyed by the College and University Personnel Association (CUPA): (1) .
enrolling between 5,000 and 9,999 “students; (2) those .between 10,000 and N
19,999; (3) those with 20, 000*or more; and (4) another group of 273 institu-
.tions which CUPA classifies as "public.universities". That report compared
administrative salaries for 24 positions in the State University with those
in its faculty comparison group of 20 institutions, and to five groups of
"public universities" surveyed by CUPA: the four noted above, plus the
group enrolling:less than 5,000 students.

In that report, the Commission noted that average salaries for the various’
administrative positions examined by CUPA increased with institutional size.

It observed that although all University “of California campuaes employ the
same salary schedule for administrators, the University appeared to take
institutional size and complexity in to account in setting individual admin- -
istrators' salaries. In contrast, the rigid uniform’ salary schedule of the K
State University negated any, recognition of size of campus, in that salaries -
were largely a function of the salary schedule for the position and the . o
} length of time an individual had occupied'a specified position. : . *
The Commission s second report reduced the number Qf-adminmstratzve pos1txons
selected for' comparison in both segments to 20 and discontinued the use of

CUPA's various size groups except for that of 54 public universities enrolling
20,000 or more students. These actions were prompted by a lack of strict
comparability between the defined responsibilities of administrative positions
surveyed by CUPA and those in the University or State Unjversity, and noncom-
¥arability of CUPA's categories of institutions to other reference sources
such as: ‘the American Association of University Professors.
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The report concluded that greater weight should be given to data from the
regular comparison institutions than to the CUPA data. Despite the utility
of the positional descriptions adopted by CUPA, which are in general use
throughout the cduntry and which have made comparisons. for specific positions
far easier, CUPA's categories of institutions are too broad to be comparable
with the campuses of the University and State University.” (For ‘example,:
CUPA's category of "universities" contains two-year colleges, -systemwide
offices, colleges that award only the bachelor's degree, and some coordinating
agencies.) e . -

) . r

*

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA Y , _

N -

-The University has provided the Coﬁnission‘yith the 1nf6rmation in Table 18
on administrative salaries at~the University and tenm comparison universities
‘for 1983-84. This information-is incompatible with that of the past two

\

T
Ly
\‘.

\ \
‘TABLE 18 Selected Administrative Salaries at the University of
California and Ten Comparison Institutions, 1983-%4 '

‘ ' University , . - Ten'
Administrative Title ¢ of California Institutions
2.0 Chief Executive Officer/ - . §95,000 . - $111,;b0
Single Institution | : \ v
4.0 Chief Academic 76,000 86,700
5.0 Chief Business Officer ) . 165000 _ : 82,600
6.0 Chief Student Affairs Officer " 68,000 . 69,000 -
7.0 Chief Development Officer 70,000 83,100
* 10.0 Chief Personnel/Human Resources. 55,000 60,90.?
Officer o ' ~ ce
. 12.0 Chief Budgeting Officer , 69,000 . , 62,90 .
¢ 17.0 Director, Library Services " , 67,000 - 68,30 ;
18.0 . Director, Compiiter Center 61,000 67,20 E
~ 27.0 Comptroller 56,000 * 63,100 .
32.0 Chief Physical Plant/Facilities 60,000 63,700
34.0 Director, Purchasing v -~ 49,000 - 44,300
37.0 Director, Iuformation Systems 56,000 , 4 60,800, \
40.0 Director, Admissions _ ' 53,000 \ 50,900 ' o
43.0 Director, Student Financial Aid, © 47,000 43,000 ,
1. University of California average computed from salary rates at the Berkeley
‘ and Los Angeles campuses only. ‘ ' - ' '
. 2. The ten. institutions are, the California Institute of Technology, Cornell
. . University, Hscrvard University, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, ..
Stanford University, aand niversities of Illinois (VUrbana-Champaign),
Michigan (Ann Axbor), Minnesota (Twin Cities), and Wisconsin (Madiso ).
- Source: University of California survey. . / ‘

i
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"and Los Angeles campuses. (Correspondence about the se data are included in .

‘comparison institutions of the State University do not, and CUPA does not o

' salaries in the State University to those reported by CUPA for 52 public - A
. institutions ‘enroliing 20,000 :r more students. Trends over the past three: < - ki

. Salaries for all of the adm;nistratlve positions compared in these tables.

: o L
years in three ways: (1) the .University unilaterally deleted the State .. r%
University of New York, the University of Missouri, and Yale Uhiversity frou . )
its comparison group and substituted the. California Institute of Technology,
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and the Unxversity of Minnesota :
for them; (2) it dcleted ten positions from the or131na11y~agreed on ligt of
20 and added five new positions that.had'not been considered before; and (3)
it “Computed its average salaries from those salary rates at only Berkeley

1

Appendix G.) . . - | .

As a result, the Commission is upable'to report on trendo in salaries for AN
the 2? administrative positions discussed'in its previous two reports. : :

v ’ ’
3
* a

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY g - B .
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The State University supplied data on the same 20 administrative positions
used in previous reports, aithough comparable data were not available from oo
its comparison institutions on the pusition of Dean of Undergraduate Studies.’ .
The State University uses this title .on five campuses, as does the University
of California and all ten of its former comparison institutions, but the

include the position in its data on public un1versit1es.

Table 19 _shows -average salaries for the 20'adm1n1strat1ve positions in the :
State Unxvers1ty and for 19 id its comparison institutions as well as the <
number of "filled" .positions within each group. Table 20 compares these -~ ° «

]

years in these data appear in Tabla 21. , ’ l 4

z

are for 12 months of service. & 1;

Effective January 1, 1984, the Trustees granted salary inc eases of 6 percent -
the same as. for faculty =- for 18 of the 20 positions: all except the chief =
executive officers of the system and single campuses .(Chancellor and Prest-
dents). However, the real 1983-84 average salaries for these 18 positions

are 3 percent below the amount used for these arisons.- As with faculty
salaries discussed earlier in this report, all glculations and comments are’ . 4

based on amounts after January 1, because these amounts serve as the salary *
base forx' the 1984~85 budget. The Chancellor and Presigdents were granted '
unusually ldrge salary increases of 22.5 percent and 15 percent, respectively, °

effective January I, 1984, as a first step towatd implementation of the

State University's new Management Personnel Plan.
For the,first six months of tHe 1983-84 fiscal year, the Chancellor'$ salary .
was higher than salaries for other chief executives of systems in the compar-
ison group by 4.9 percent and was lower than that reported in the CUPA
survey by 8.0 percent. After Jannary 1, 1984 the Chancellor's salary moved »
to 28.5 percent \above the comparison group ‘and 12.6 percent above the CUPA

group. However, as. Table 19 indicates, three of the 18 comparison group
'1nstitutions reported the salary of their systemwide executive officers.

»

4




As a result, questions exiét about the comparability of these data on chief

ot executive officers. During the forthcoming review of issues regardLng these oot
‘ salary reports, this issue will be considered. .
’ '

Table 19 indicates ‘that the average salary for campus presidents in the
State University continues to lead that of presidents in the 1& public - -
. _ _ institutions in the State University's comparison group, but Table 20 shows .
that it has been brought only to virtual equality with the average for .
. campus presidents if.CUPA's 52 public institutions enrolling 20,000 or more
. students. These s&lary ‘comparisons for presidents do not, however, include
r total' compensation. University predidents are often provided allowances
~ siich as -housing, autouobxles, travel, entertainment, housekeepers, grounds- '
keepers, increased insurance, and other ‘enhanced benefits that normally do -
not apply to other campus administrators. Not knowinj\these allowances for
comparison institutions prevents meanxngful comparisons of presidential )
tompensation.

. : All three tables reveal that State University salaries for chief academic-
officers, academic déans, business officers, budget officers, and directors
of personnel would need to be increased by anywhere from 10 percent to 60
percent to bring thep up to parity or equalzty with the average salary paid
‘their counterparts, depending. on the comparison group. Table 2i shows that
this disparity is iacreasing, even without taking into account the fact that
the State University salaries used in these comparisons are overstated and
that its real salaries for 1983-84 are 3 percent below the amounts shown

. heré.

' , .
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TABLE 19 Selected Administrative Shlarzes at the Calzfonnza State Uni ersztg
‘and 1ts Eighteen Public Comparzson Instztutzons,31983 84*

o
.t
o
t R N [

. - . . b . o .
Comparison California State University - -Percent .

£ - Institutions ° Salary salary - Change Needed -}
’ . Number Average ‘Number  Prjor to After to Bring csy
Administrative Title Reported Salary Reported _ 1/1/84 T/1/84 to Parity =~
3. — : - _ ;
w7 g . " , & .t . . A
Chief Executive Officer . . ' - L A ‘
System . - . 37 $76,269 . - 1l §$80,000 sas ooa Te22.1% ...
Chief Executive Officer . " ) i ' q; %
Single Campus : 18 73,743 17 ,-69,680 80, 132 - 8:0 o ;
Chief Academic Officer 18 64,113 18 . 54,440 57,706  +11.1 > X
Chief Business Officer * . 15 ' 60,445 18 ‘47,354 . - 50,195 +20.4 7 . .
Dean of Agriculture 4 60,445 | 3 48,072 50,956 ~ +18.6 L
‘Dean of Arts and Sciencesy, 16 58,516 14 48,02 50,956  +14.8 .+ |
Dean of Business 16 58,629 - 17. 48,421 51,326  +13.8 o8
, Dean of Education ., 17 56,556 14 47,166 49,996 +13.F :
Dean of Engineering 10 64,094 . 8 47,793 50,661  +26.5 e
Dean of Graduate Studies 17 55,297 7 47,753 " 50,618 |+ 9.2 A
Dean of Undergraduate . , - ' : CoL , . S -
Studies , - -- 5 . 48,072. 50,956 R I .
Director of Library 17 750,599 14 473441 50,287  +-0.6 P
Director ofvInstitutional - 7 A o Lo
Research - S 11 4s,127. 1k 44,748 - 47,6433 - 7.0 o
Director of Athletics 14 46,907 14 41,571 44,065 + 6.4 T
‘Director of Personnel 18" 42,379 15 35,327 37,447  .+13.2
Director of Physical Plant 17 . 46,472 17" 37,631 . 39,889 +16.5 ° °
Director of Computer -, . R : ) . S el
~ Services .o 13 54,018 -+ 13 45,736 . 48,480, @ +ll.4
Ch1ef Budget Officer 12 52,201 ., 13 3],721' 39,984 - +30u§
Dlrector of Campus Security 17 36,571 15, 35,874 38,026 . 3.8
Director of Financial.Aid 'lﬁg' 33,630 15 36,854 39,065 - - 8.8

[}

*Private institutions did not respond. ,

" - . J’ ’
XY :

Source: California State University and Caleornlq Postsecondarg Education '

Commission staff analysis.
. 3

. . .
- - N o




3
-~

-7
VR

bl

TABLE 20 Selected Administrative Salaries of the California State
;QgéZ::fity and the Medians for 52 Public "Institutions

Enrolling 20,000 or More Students, 1983-84

Medial for 52

California
State Unfversity

Percent Change
Nedded to Brimg

Source: Galifornia State University and California Post.secondary
Education Commission staff analysis.

Administrative Title ° Public Institutions _ After 1/1/84  _CSU @ Marity |
Chief-Executive Officer | . |
" System : . §$87,000 - $98,004 -11.2%,
Chief Executive Officer ' .
" Single Campus 7 80,496 - 80,132 + 0.5
Chief Academic Officer 71,000 57,706 +23.0
Chief Busliess Qtficer 65,010 . 50,195 +29.5
ﬁeag of Agriculcure' ' 66,000' “50,956 +29.5
Dean of Arts and Sciences 65,200 © 50,956 +28.0

‘Dean of Business - 67,000 ° , 51,326 +30.5
Dean of Education ~ 59,252 49,996 +18.5
Dean of Engineering 69,900 50,661 - +38.0
Dean of Graduate® Studies 63,237 o 50,618 +24.9

. Dean of Undergraduste . . ,

" Studies ' . Na ¥ 50,956 - .
Director of Library 56,000 50.187 +#11.4
Director of Institutional : : : '

" Research S ' 41,000 i 47,433 -13.6.
Director of Athletics 650,000 44,065 +36.2
Director of Personnel 46,000 37,447 +22.8
Director of Physical Plaat 52,500 " 39,889 +31.6
Director of Computer Services 51,725 _ 48,480 + 6.7
Chiaf Budget Officer 65,010 39,984 © 462.6
Director of Campus Security 41,500 38,026 + 9.1
Director of Financial Aid 38,500 39,065 - 1.4




TABLE 21 Percent Changes Needed to Bring California State University

Administrative Salaries to Parity with Its Comparison
Institutions and with CUPA’s Public Institutions Enrolling
20,000 or More Students, 1980-81, 1982-83, and 1983-84

Administrative Title

_ Chief Executive Officer
System

Chief Executive Officer -

Single Campus
Chief Academic Officer
| Chief Business Officer
Dean of Agficulture
Dean of Arts and ‘Sciences
Dean of Business
Dean of Education
Dean of Engineering

Dean of Graduate Studies.
Dean of Undergraduate
Studies

Director of Library
Director of Institutional
Research

Director of Athletics
Director of Personnel

Director of Physical
Plant

Director of Computer
Services

Chief Budget Officer

Director of Campus
Security

Director of Finaancial
Aid

[

Source: Californ

Comparison Institutions

-81

-19.5%

+
—_
N

N v © W W O © & ©®

)
[
~3

NA

+9.0

-16.8

-14:2

- %,

1982-83

- 2.3%

+15.
+19.
+22.
+14.
+18.
+164,
+28.
+14.

VU N =~ 0O N NN

+ 3.3

- 9.2

+11.0

+10.5
+13.9

- 1.5
+27.1

-16.7

-10.8

“49~

1983-84

-22.1%

]
[><]
o

+
—
&

N U =~ ® 0 O &~ =

3

+
(=)
+))

+16.5

+11.4
+30.6

- 3.8

- 8.8

CUPA's Public Institutions

with 20,000 or more Students
. 80-81 . 1982-83 -1983-84

14.1%

+ 3.
+13.
%19,
+20.
+14.
+17.
+ 9.
+21.
+17.

+ 2.
+ 8.

< S I — ]' w o O N = O »

+29.5
+1%.

[« )

+10'3

"NA
+12.5

- 3.3

- 8.2

56

+ 0.4%

+9,2
+30.0

- +29.3

+34.1
+ 9.8
+32.7
+21.2
+38.3
+27.3

+13.5

C=14.4

+41.0
+24.3

+21.5

+13.4
+27.1

+ 2.5

+ 1.8

ia-Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.

AY

-11.

+ 0.5
+23.0
+29.5
+29.5
.0
5
5
o
9

+28

+30.!
+18.
*38.
+24.

+11.

-13.
+36.
+22.

+31.

2%

+ 6.7

+62.

-+ 9,




¢ APPENDIX A

Senate Concurreqt Resolution 51, 1965' General Session, Relative to
Academic Salaries and Welfare Beneﬁts _ L

4

.~’.

WHEREAS, The Join: Lagislative Budget Committee purauant to
House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had °
‘prepared and has adopted a report of tha Leglslative Apalyst com- _ y
taining findings' and recommandations as to salaries and the genaral Lo e
econcmic welfare, including fringe benefits, .of faculty members of . -
the California institutions of Higher education; and .

- WHEREAS, The s:udy of the Joint Lesislative Budget Committee - B
found that the reporting of salaries and frihge benefits as™it has o P
been made previously to the Legislature has been fragmentary and : -
has lucked necessary consistency, with the result that the Legis-.
latura's consideration of the salary requests of the institutions .
of higher learning has been made unnecessarily difficult; and . - |

WHEREAS, Thé report recommends that the Legislature and the
Governor should receive each December 1 a report from the Coordina-
ting Council, for .Higher Education, plus‘such supplementazy informa-
‘tion as the University of California and the Califorpia State
Collegas desirs to furnish indapetidently, countaining comprehensive
and consistently reported information as outlined specifically in
the report adopted by the Joint Legislative 3udget Committae; and

WHEREAS, The raporting recommended by the committee would include
egsential data ou the size and composition of the faculty, the estab-
lishment of comprehensive hases for ccaparing and evaluating faculty
salaries, the nature and copt of axisting and desired fringe benefits,
the nature and extent of total compensation to the faculty, special
privileges and benefits, and a description and measuresment of sup- .
plementary income, 2ll of which affect the welfare of the facultiass
and {nvolve cost implications.to the state oow, therefore, be it

. Raesclved by the Senate of the Stata of California, tbe Assemblg
thersof concurring, That tha Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-
tion in cooperation with the Undiversity of California and the Cali-

. fornia State Collegas shall submit annually to the Governor and the

Legislature not later than December L a Zaculty salary and welfare o
benefits veport containing the bagic information recommended in the T
raport of the _oint Lagislative Budger Committee as filed with the )
President of the Senata and the Speaker of the Assembly, under data Cooe

of March 22, 1963.

e
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House Resolﬁtion No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, Relétive to
the Economic Welfare of the Faculties of the California .
~ Public Institutions of Higher Education {

WHERFAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Educatica strongly
~recommended that every effort be made to ensura’ that the institutions
of higher education in California maintain or improve their position .
in the intensa competition for the highest quality of faculty members; >
. . \ '

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Education in its
annual report to the Governor and the Legislature regarding level of
support for che California Stats Colleges and the University of Cali-
fornia recommended that funds should be provided .to permit at least
an addizicoval 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the Cali«
fornia Stats Colleges and the University of California; and

WHEREAS, The Trustaes of the California State Collages in their
annual report to the Legislature declared that the Californii State
Colleges are falling far behind in the face of this competitionm and
that by 1964~63 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent
behind thosa of comparable institutiona; and : ,

WHEREAS, ‘Greatly increasing enrollments in-institutions of higher
education in California during the next dacade will cause a demand
for qualified faculty members which cannot possibly ba mat unless
such institutions have's recruitment climate which will compare
favorably with other colleges, universitias, business ilastitutiouns,
industry, and other levels of govermment; and

WHEREAS, California has achieved an enviable momentum in business
and industrial development, a mwomentum-.now ‘threateaned by lagging
faculty salaries so that failure to maintain adequate salary scales
for faculty members in California institutions of higher education
would be false economy; and - .

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State Collage
and University campuses that higher salariss elsewhera are attracting
soms of the best faculcty members from the California institutions of

. higher education, and if such academic emigration gains momentum
because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the educa-
tiofal processes and result in slower economic growth, followed by
lower tax ravenues; and ' '

WHEREAS, The Lagislature has a continuing interest in the diffi-
cult and pressing problems faced by the California institutions of
higher education in attracting and maintaining outstanding faculty
members in a period of stiff competition and rapid growth; and




L

\

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a concinuing intareut: in the diffi-

cult and pronin; problems faced by the California institutions of
higher education in attracting and maintaining outstanding faculty
uembers i.n & period of scuf coupnr.ition and rapid growth; and -

‘ WHEREAS 'rhn State's hwgmum: in supo:::tor teaching talent has
been reflected in California's phenomenal ecenomic growth and has
shown Californis taxpayers to be the wisest of public investors,
bur unless the superiority in faculty quality is maintained, the
contributions by the California institutions of higher education to
the continusd econowic and culturas deveiopment of California may
ba seriocusly chrncmd; wow, therafore, be it ‘\
' RESOLVED BY THE ASSHMBLY OF THE STATR OF m.xromm\, T-at the
Assenbly Committes on Rulas is directed to request the Joint Legis-
lative Budget Committes to study the subject of salaries and the .
general economic welfare, including fringe benafits, of faculty
nembers of the California. institutions of -higher education, aad
ways. and means of improwing such salaries and benefits in order
- that gsuch Californis institutions of higher education may be able
to compets for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality '
of education, and to request such committee to report its findings -
and recommendations to the Legislature not later than the fifth
- legislative day of the 1965 Regulax Session.
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' INTRODUCTION

mpnrpouotehhmauponutormmmmds

%ﬁfornwmwmhmmm

¢ benefits and other special economic bensfits for

- faculties of the University of California and the Cali-

fornia State Colm This report has besn prepared
by the Joint. tive Budget Committes in re.
sponse to Kouse ution 250 (1964 F'irst Bxtraor-
dinary Session, Appmdi: 1)} which resolved :

“That the Assembly Committes on Rules is di-’

rected to request the Joint Legislative Budget Com-
mittes to study the subjeet of rand the gen-
economiic walfare, ineluding benadits, of
ty members of the Califorais institutions of

tions to tho Legisiat
lqhhtindwotmu“m&nﬂon." '
oA of the Joiat Lagialative Budges Committes

level of competitive benaits. The costs asociated with

. recommendations,. rated secording to priority, should

be included in proposals by the segmexits in order to
aid the Legisiature in determining how muek to ap-,
mp::to and the benefits which an appropriation
" 4
There has existed in the past a difference between .

wiat the institntions have reeummended as the need

for salary and benefit inereases and what has finally
bmappmpmudbymm Thers are two
p pal reasons for this differwnce whish at times

closely related: (1) The Legislature may dis.

, ammhwha:upropmdumnnd.or(z) thers

may not be enou:h funds to meet the need besause of
higher priorities in other aress of the budget.

These needs are very compies and, for example,
inelude such factors as:

1L Dm:rnment with conclusions drawn from data
submitted in justification of recommendations;
2. Lack of confidence in the qmmy quality, or
___Type of data; .

‘“ﬂﬂlmm

3. The failure of advocates to make points which |
are concise and clearly understandabile;

. 4, The sabmission of conflicting data by legisiative
staff or the Department of Finance. ‘

After carefu] consideraticn, it was determined tha:
a special report should be ‘made to the Budget Com-
mime containing recommendstions as to the kind of

‘data the Legislature should be furnished for the pur-

pose of considering salary and other benefit increpses.

On August 5, 1964 a letter (Appendix 2) was sent
from the ﬁnhﬂmmmcmdnc,y
Couneil for Migher Eduostion, the University of Cali- -
fornia, the California State Colleges, the Department .
of Finance aud various faculty organizations inform. .

~ ing them that the Joint Legislative Budget Committes
- was -t0.

hold a public hearing: in sonpeetion
= ';:: asking for replies nn? s series of. . :{
quutiom to gather buk;ro ormation
about salary and {ringe ben (fgm 3,

Oetober 15, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee and other sonrces have revealed
significant findings and permitted the development of
recommendations coneerning the type of information .
and mechod of presentation: that should be included’
in future facuity salary reports prepared for the

Legislature, 4'
BACKGROUND | o
Current procedures for review ¥ facuity salary

- and other benefit increase proposals, starting sith the

presentation of recommendations by state colleges and
University of California administrative officials to
their respective governing boards. appear generaily
to be adequate, with minor reservations. The State
Ceollege Trustees and the Regents of the University

of California generally formulate their own proposals -
. in December and forward them to the State Depart..
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went of Finance for budget considerstion. Concur-
r ntly the Coordinating Couneil for Higher Education
. also makes a report with recoramendations which is
made available to the State Department of Finance.
Tha Governor and the Department of Finance con.
sider "hese salary incresse proposals in relation to the
availability of funds and their own analysis of faculty
salary needs and decide how mueh of an increase, it
any, to inciude in the Governor's Budget. The Lagis-
lative Analyst in the Analysse of the Budget Bl pro-
_ vides analysis and recommendations as to the Gover-
nor’s budgst proposal.

When appropriate legisiative committees hear the
budget request for faculty salary inereases they may
be confronted with several rscommendations from
various sources. Their first cesponsibility is to con-

sider the Governor's recommendations in the Budget'

* Bill. However, -the University and the California
Srate Colleges generally request the oppart ity to
present their own recommendations, which uently
differ from the Goveraor’s proposal. Also, the Co-
ordinating Council for Higher Education presents its
recommendations. Various facuilty organizations may

Aesire to make independent proposals. The Legislature

has been cooperative in providing all intereated parties
the opportmnity to present their views, but these

presentations have been maried by extreme variations

in recommendations and in the data which sspport
- the requests. )

WHO SHOULD PREIPARE PACULTY
SALARY REPORTS

Thers appeary to be some difference of opimion
concerning the purpose of faculty salary raports and
recommendations prepared by the Coordinating Coun-
. ¢il for Higher Education. The University of California
and the California State Colleges contend that they
should make direet recommendations to the Governor
and the Legisiature and that Coordinating Council

recommendations should be. regarded as independent )

comments. Conversely, the Department of Finance
and the Coordinating Council for Higher Edueation
believe that salary reports and recommendations of
the Coordinating Council should be the primary .re-
. port submitted to the Depertrnent of Finanee and the
Governor to consider in preparing budget recomunen-
dations, The Department of Finance states that suah

areponshonldborenrdodusimihtinmmtotho '

annual salary veport relating to civil service salaries
prepared by the State Personnel Board for the Gov-
srmor and the Legislature, It is our opinion that the
Legislaturs .should give specifc and primary consid-
sration to the recommendations in the Governor’s
Budget and to the adnusl facuity salary report of
the Coordinating Counecil Lor ‘E.'\ghor Education. How.
ave ., any separats recommendations of the University
of California and the Californis State Colleges siould
also be considered.

WHAT FACULTY SALARY RIPORTS SHOULD
CONTAIN e
We do not believe that reporring required of the
Caiversity, the California State Colleges, and the
Coordinsting Council for Higher Education should
limit the right of these agencies to smphasize specific

. points in supporting their own. recommendations.

Howevar, the Legisiature shpuld take steps to 2scab-
lish a consistent basis upon which it will receive com-
prehensive information about facuity salaries, other
benefits, and reiated .ubjects from year to year. After
careful consideration of the statistical and other
grounds presented in support of salary and other
benefit increase proposals in the past, we recommend

7 that basic data be included in faculty salary reports

to the Legisiature in a consistent form in the follow- -
ng aress:

A. Faculty Data

B. Salary Data

C. Fringe Benefits -

D. ‘Total Compensation -

E. Special Privileges and Benefits '

F. Supplemsntary Ingome

Sinuitisnmtorsta&oithoumﬁumd

legislative branches of government to analyze recom-
" mendations prior to the commencement of a legislative

session, all reports snd recommendations should be
compieted by December 1 of each year.

A. Foculty Data:

1. Findings - -

a. Informative daca about the size, composition,
retention, and Tecruitment of California
Stats College fasulty has been prygsented to
the Legislsture from time to time, but usu-

* ally it has been so selective that it
objectivity and bas been vinconlistmt;
year o Year,

" b, Superior facnity performance has not been
demonstrated as 3 reason o justify past re-

. quests for superior salaries.

anmmduiom :

The following data should be compiled and pre-
sented annually on a consistent basis, Defini.
tions of what constitutes faculty are leit to the
disoretion of the University and the state col-
leges but should be cleariy defined in any report.
Additional data may be' included in any given
year to emphasize spedial problems, but such
dats should supplement not replace the basic
information recommended below. Graphs shouid .
bq used when practical, accompanied by sup-
porting tables in an appendix. Recommended
facuity data includes: )




+. The zumber of faculty, by ank and the ‘o-

crease over the previous five years to reflect

¢ ‘Smdnmmwnﬁuuamum
d. Dats relating to all new full-time facuity for
the current asademis year inciuding the num.

i
L
£ &
B

to eee what proportion of the mrkef. new PhD’s
for exampie, California institutions hire every .
year A

. .

8. Salory
1. Findings

¢. The University for yvears has ex.
changed salary data to ide a consistant .
cotnparison with & special group of five ‘‘em.
inent’' universities, as well as with:a group

of nine public universities. Conversely, the

California 3tate Colleges hatve not vet estab-
lished 8 list of comparable institutions which
is asceptable to them. :

5. Both the ‘University of California and the

Coordinating Council for Higher Education
maintain that saldyy comparisons to appro.
“t .

~h1-
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-

. priste institutions is the best single method
of determining salary needs.

¢. Thé University of California places less sig-

nificance on salarr comparisons with nom.

acadenmic emplovment than the Coordinating

Council on Higher Edncation snd the Cali-
fornia State Colleges.

d. Salary inereases have been propesed on the

basis of differentials ] SOmD A
" tiom (ssiaries plus fringe bemefits). in com-

alent to & proj of the sverage
slary relati 7 thé Tniver-

mend that this projection byibased o a
projectioa of actual salary jmereases by
. rank in comparable institutions during

the past ive years, parmitting statistical |

adjustnients for unusual circumustances.
Thus the proposed incresss to tinintain
the existing -competitive position wonid,

in effect. be equal to the aversge of an. \,'-

oual saiary increases in comparable

insritutions. during the past five years. 4

record of the accuracr of projections
shovid be maintsined in an appendix.
(2) Recommendations to improve the cur.
rent competitive positiohs should be re.

lated to the additional advantages to be -

derived. -

b. It is also recommended that the California
- Stats College Trustees select a list«‘ of com.

64
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pacable inatitutions within the aest yesrand
*hat agresments be cegotisted o exchange
salary dats in a form whish will laailitate

sompavisons. A list of the ocriteris used 0

select comparsble institntions, pins charse-
-eristics of the {nstitutions seleoted, should
be included in asxt year’s report.

:. Speeifis proposals lor salary incresses-saould
e accompanied by comparisons of curreat

salary amounts and historie crends to com-
parable institations: The following gemeral
principles are considered to be important:

* (1) Selary data. should be.separated from
fringe

bemafit and- specisi bemedit data

Jor purposss of reporting salary com.
:9) 4 coasistent form should be used: {rom
vear 0 yesr to present salary data. A
suggested form might be to Ulusteate o

in aversge sal-

smply shows. where Californis
comparable institutions
during the past 2ve 3

the

will siow the rhlative poai-
vom of California institntion for the
last actual and curreat 7ears, as well as
the range of averages. Frequensy distri-
butions of ‘acuity by rank oe ‘profeasor
should be ineorporated if sa. appendiz
and any significant tations in the
nse of averages between those
insticarions. in a given' year should be
aot.d, For exampie, an nnusnal propor.

tion of facnity in the high ranis or the

appropriate as Long a {t suppiemants,

salaries pius bemerite.’’ The lesst: . orable com.

and services in kind are considered to Je
{ringe benedts only if a cash payment om
is available. Retirement and hesith insur-
ance, by definition, are the only two 3
geams considersd as iringe benedts by the
Taiversity of Califoria and the California
Stata Colleges. ; |
b, Comparisons of ’ringe bemefts, rhen com- .
parisons. have-besa made-at all, have gener-
ally besa limited to the dollar comtribuci
‘ x the employer and have no¢ included /any
sis of the quality of the bmfu to (e
emaployee. LA

| 2. Recommendations

a. It is recommended that fringe benedt/ com.

. pavisons of Type of begudt be ingluded in

reports, bus compared sepa-
rately from salaries; Sush comparisons shouid
inolude an analysis of the quality of the
benedits as weil as the dollar cost to the
smpioyer. o

b. Proposals:to inereass specifie frings beneits

_ shouid be mads seperately -trom.-snlﬁﬁu.' ige
cluding separate cost cecimates: /

3, Commants: ]
© :Separate propossls for incresses in salaxies and

‘Sringe benedts should be made to minimize mise
 undeestanding soout competitive: positicns. For
example;, information subriitted to m:n;?qa

' m

aries," fringe bematits, must be
encait. Salary comparisons between 'the Tniver.
sity and other institutions based on slone
look far more favorsble than compes

parison was with friuge benedls, ' a0t salaries,
thus the report recommended :’:f:‘rrinmm
largely on the basis of a difersmce in Zringe
benedits. Althongis it is felt thas cotaperisons of

wristeinelesions in
4 facuity salary report, sush da  should only
be in sddition to rather than in place of sepa-
~ate analyses of the current competitive position .

o racher than replaces, basic salary data in salaries and iringe begedts. |
4. Ttoally, it is recommanded that salary data o rosei Compeneart /
3¢ seported in a Jorm by rauk whish compen. 1. Findings on ,’

sates Zor d.iﬂc:mm in facuity distributions.

. C. Fringe 3enefits
1. Findings _

1. The definition of iringe Henedts generily
includes oenesits availabie o all Zacuity that
haye a dollar cost %o the amploysr. Benedts

L ..

a T compensation data copsists of aversge
s plus a dollar amolunc z¢presenting

‘the employer’s cost of iringe benedts.
b, The Coordinating Counoil for Hligher Edu.
cation. the Tniversity o California and the
California State Colleges Yave in the past all

[]
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faculty salary Teport.

Recommendations '.

13

reported by the American Association of Uni-
versity Professors, be included in facuity salary

. moving expenses are not currently offersd by

¢ the difference of whether & young candi-

date from the East counld accept an t.
. ment, If this type of benedfit is pro t must
include adequate controis.: - ~

F. Suppiementary income - )
a. The multiplg loyaities created by permitting
facnity to supplement their salaries by earn-.
" ing ext=a income from variond sources within
and outside his college or Univérsity is rec.
ognized as a problem common to-institutions
of higher education throughout the Tnited
States.
‘ b. There apparently are proportionately mége
v ‘ private consulting opportunities in Califor-

¢

Lo
-~
S

‘ ‘ -63~

used total compensation data prepared and.
University Professors in their rupoetin_

. We recommend that total compenmtion dara, as

TEpOrTS a5 & suppiement to separste salary and
fringe

 comparable amounts in salaries. For example,

1

nis than in otber areas of the nation. For
example, 51 percent of the federal mu'eh
defense contracts were concenmud i Calie
fornia during 1963-84.

¢. The. University of California has general poi-
icies designed to insure that outside activities -

- do not interfere with University responsibili-

"~

the state colleges but some allowance might

. ties. I# outside activities interfere with Thai.
~ versity responsibilities, the faculty member
- mmﬂymuhuluno!wm

odtpuymdlmhonﬂidcnﬁvtﬁumcon-
pleted. These snd other related University
policien were ‘praissd in s 1958 Carnegie-
finaneed . stady titled Uwmiwersity Faouity
Compensation Polisies end Practices. '

“d. The Coordinating Couneil for Higher Edn-.
cation submitted exserpts from dationwide
\studies relating to the magnitude of outside
sctivitiss. We have no way of detérmining |
bow the dsta may relste to Califorsa; but if i
thnﬁnmmrmnhlo.thmitm )
Mprohblyshrgomnunothmuv. k
~have at lesst. oue source of extra income.
Somuo!inmmnpomdmtmm

e

‘. * Peroent of {senily
csrning edditional
T Sewrce * NOIMe frem s0uwrce
. Legturing — 219,
General writing 28
.. Sommez and extonsion Miu 3 g
Goeversraent cousuiting 18 R"
Tattbeck writing. . e 18
Private Mcu 12

ammusmmmc......‘- 0

Other predessiosal setivities. -« 18
Sowres: Uwiveveity Poeully Compensarion P nd Prectioes
g A coc ABErican Umvonlcn. Caiversity

in the T, S,
ot [liinois Press, mn.mo

e. The United State Oﬂce of Education has
just completed a nationwide sample survey |
> of outside earnings.of college [acuity for |
1961-62. Although data has not besn pub- |

lished vet. special permission his been re.

ceived to report the following requits. wiich

are quoted fron a letter sent to the Legis-

- lative Analyst on December 8. 1944 from the

staf? of the California State College Trustees:

OUTSIDE EARNINGS OF TEACHING FACULTY ON
ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRACTS (9=10 MONTHS)
The U. S. Office of Education has just completed a -
nationwide survey of outside earnings by a sampling
of all coliege faculty nationwide for 1961—6" The re.
suits are, as follows:

-
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4
! Dervent earnings
All with outside esrnings.. T

Summer tea - + 1300
Other SIMEMT SHANSTIRARE e b8 ) 1,800
Other teaching N 18 900
Royaities -~ $ 1.200
Specches . - o D 200
Consuitant fres -ooew ’ 4] 1,400
Retirement {individaals whe have retired wiho

tonch slgewhere after TeUfing) cemnmimernn 1 8.400
Ressarch B : 7 1,500
Other ' profemsional earmingy 1) 1.300
Non-profeasiennl earnings ‘ § 1,700

The highest svmh earnings by tesching fleld and
;hepemnugewithom:ddunminpm: o,

4

- dvevege
. " Pereent sgreings-
Law Twhieh we do 006 MAYE) cavvmeomcninnas 18 $3.300
Eagineerisg ... . 8- 320
Busimess and Commerce.... - 1 2.990
Physisal Scienses " an 2.900
Agrieuiture , 1 25800
Pryehelogy : 8 . 2100
In light of the Joint Committee discussion you might
be intevested ‘in the following:
: : . Advevege
_— Perownt corwings
Souinl Sciesews ... T4 $1.900
Floe Arts - 1,800
. ‘Pillosephy 4 1500
_ Religion and Theslogy - ; ] 1,200
2 Regommeﬁdaﬁou .
a. We recommend that the Coordinating Coun- .

cil for Higher Eduestion, the University of .

California and the California State Colleges
. cooperate in determining the-etant to which
faculty members participsts in extre hetivi-
ties to supplement their nine-month salaries
including information as to when estra ac¢-

tivities are usually performed (suoch as vacas

:ions, ete.). Such activitiss would include,
but not be limited to, lesturing, gemeral writ.
© ing, summer dml estansion teaching, govern.

ment consulting. textbook writing, private

consulting, public service and foundation
consulting, and other professional activities:
'1f such a study suggests that the magaitude
of these activities is such that the: perform.
anee of normal University and state college
responsibilities are perhaps being adversely

affected, then consideration should ‘be given .

L)
[ 4

I

to the possibilicy of maintaining more com-
plete and meaningful records, Such records
would aid administrative officials and aca-
demic senates when reviewing recommenda-
tions for promotions and salary increases
“and provide summary data for reporting to
the Legislature on these significant faculty
welfare items. Next yvear’s faculty salary re.

, port of the Coordinating Council for Higher
Edueation sitould incorporate the results of
thig'stady. -

b, We also revommend that existing staze col-

;5a-

lege policies and enforcement practices re- -
gm]hcm employment be reviewed and

M) :
¢, Finally, it is recommanded thit faculty sal.
ary reports: keep. the Legislature informed
about policies and. prectices relating to estra
employment. .
Comménts .
In our opimion, it would seem that any extid
empioyment would sffeet the-quality of per.
formance of University responsibilities since
faculty surveys.indioate that the average Yae.
ulty workwaeek is. 54 hours. The time spent on
activities for extrs. compensation (ezcept dur:
ing the summer) ‘wonld be on top of what the .
faculty bas defined as their aversge workweek
Because; in some instanoes, it is diffloult to de- .
termine- whether & given income-producing ac.
tivity, sush a9 writing: a book, is considered a
normsl Caiversity responsibility or an extra
activity, distinetions-between normal and estra
activities need to be more clearly defiged, -
Much of the outside compensstion received

by faculty comes in the form of yrauts made

dirsctly to thé faculty member rather than
through the Univarsity or colleges, There is no
regular reporting of these grants or the per.
sonal compensation which they provide to fac.
ulty. and the colleges and University do not
consider the reporting of such income to be
feasible. It may be desirable to encourage the
Congress to, direct that greater number of
grants made by United States agencies for re.
search be made direstly to academic institu-
tions. -
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APPENDIX B

Methodology Employed by the California Postsecondary Educatmn
Commission for Preparation of the Annual Reports on University
of California and California State Uniwv-.rsity Faculty balames

 WHERE:S,

WHEREAS,

California Postsecondary Educatwn Commission's

ST and Cost of Fringe Benefits -

Commlssmn Resolution 17-"7 June 13, 1977 e

Concerning the Methodology :mployed for the

Annual Reports on’
FacuIty Salarias and rringe Senefits

AN

The Universicy of California and the Cal;fotwié.&:aée o

~ University and Colleges have axpressed reservactions with

the msthodology. used for the California’ ?cscsccothry
EZducation.Commission's recenr reports on faculty sala-
rias and fringe benefits, particularily with :esp‘ct Co
tha, compu:acim ‘or tr.nge benefits, and .

-
’

Cammi:sion staff couvencd a cachnical advisarv commi:tae'

consisting of reprasantatives of the segments, the Da=

' . partaent of Financs,-and the Office of che Lagislacive

WHEREAS ,

' RESOLVED,

RESOLTED,

N Y

Analyst to advise on nossiblc revisions of the etiseins
nethodelogy, and - N

The comni::lt nat on five occasions to tﬁoroughly’ravigw
and discuss tle methodology for the.reports on faculty.

“ salaries and fringe benefits, not only with fnspécc £a

the cowputations for fringe benefits, but also rcgarding
all ochor aspects of the methodology, and

Basad on the advice of :ha comni:ceo, a revised neih-
odelogy has been deyeloped by Commission staff; aow
therefore, be iz

That the California °ostsacondar7 Zducation Commissiom
adopt the attached document eanfitlad, Revised Methodology
for che Presparation of the sanual Report om Uaiversicy o: 

Californig and Califormia Stats Uniwersiiy ggg,Callagus
Faculty Salaries and Fringe Benefi:s, 1978=19, snica o¥
refarencs dDecomes a pare of this vasolution,<and be it
Surther ‘ \ ‘\

N .

That copias of this rasolu:ion,ge transmitted to the..
Goveraor, the Lagislacure, zhe Deparwment of Finance, zhe
Office of the Lagisldrive Analyst, :hde Ragents of - :the
Caiversicy, of California and the Trustaes of.:zhe Cgli-
fornla State University and Collagas. '

Bl

fe
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* June 13, 1977

REYISED METHODOLOGY. FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE ANNUAL REPORT ON
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
FACULTY SALARIES AND FRINGE BENEF1TS, 1978-79

INTRODUCTION

The mechodology to be employed for the 1978-~79 report contains a
number of substantive modifications from that adoptad by the Commis-
- sion in Septamber, 1974 and used for the annual repor:s. for ;973-76
1976-77 and 1977=-78.

Ia devcloping this new methodology, doth che Universicy of Calilcrnia
and the California State University and Collages conferrad with a
sumber of groups and individuals, including represantatives oi fac-
ulty organizacions. Subsaquently, each -sagmant submitted proposals
for changes in the existing mathodology. These proposals wers then
cousiderad by a technical advisory commiztee established by the
Commission tounsisting not only of Commission staff and segmencal
representatives, but also of reprasantacives of :he Department of
Financa and the QfSice of che Lagislacive Analyst.

Ia tae past 7ear, one aspect of the annual =eport on faculty salaries
and fringe btntfibs was heavily criticized; 2amely, the tTeatament of
the comparison of fringe benafits. This criticism canterad on two
major points. The first t&laned to the recent practicze of treatizg
the cost of fringe benefits and the salary adjustmencs raquired %o
achiave parity as additive tc produce a figurs for "Total Equivalent
Compansacion” (TEC).. This practics will ba discontizued in subsa-

" quent years. The sacond criticism stemmed from the facz that the
comparison mechod was limited to the employer cost of benefins (ex-
sressed as a parcentage of payroll). Since there i3, at sest, july
an lndirect relacion3hip becween the value of frings benefils to tae
emplovee and the cost of those bemefits o the employer, tiie use a2
fringe benefi: compariscms with other institutions can often be seri-
ously-misleadiag. :

Althougin che basic difficulties with Iringe benefi: ccuparisons wers
voted in the report for the 1977-78 fiscal year, it is proposed that
a much more definitive disclaimer be included in the text for ctle
1978-79 rapor=. Clearly, a benefir package 3f ziven cost 2ay de vary
dif¢irent from another benefit package of the same cost when Ile WO
are defined and admianistered differently. 3y way of illustration,

{f the employer adds co a pemnsion fund =o iaprova 1ts actuarial iz~
tagriry, it iscreasss tha gcost of the henefi: 2ackage Sut does ace

- resulf in any 1ew or additional benefi:

™a Commission will continue 22 show thae resul:zs of tha :0mparison
survey regarding the ¢ost of Iringe bepeddis Suc will dispiav It

-67-
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saparately from the salary data and will include a sufficiently de- ~ .
tailad explanation of the issues so as to avoid misunderstancing ot '
inappropriate use of the figures.

The second major change is tha eliminpation of the "Cost of Living

Adjustment for Salaries."” For the past chree years, an adjustment

has been made in ths projected salarias of the comparison institu-

tions to account for changes in the rate of inflation. This adjust-

ment has been widely misuaderstood. It is not an escalator clause

of the kind frequently found in collective bargsining agreements; it .
is an index ouly of changes in the rate of inflation anc not a mea-

sura of inflation itself. " , .

The other changes. are, essentially technical in natura. To date, all
ranks average salary and frings benefit projections have bean made

on the basis of prior year (for the preliminary report) and current
year (for the final veport) segmental staffing patterns. Since these
alements of compsnsation are implementad in the budget year, it is
desizable to-establish a staffing pattern for that year. This will
be done by the Universdity of California for the 1978-79 report and

by the Califormia State University and Colleges baginning ia 1979-80. Y

The final change will affect ounly the computation of fringe banefits
for the California State University and Colleges. That system pre~-
viously basad its fringe benefit projections on che assumption that
10 salary increasd would be granted. Because an incrsase in salary
automatically increases applicable fringe benefits, a degree cf dis-
rortion occurs. The University of California uses a syatem wheredy
a salary increase is computed first, the automatic increases. in
fringe benefits resulting from that increass accountéd for, and the
fringe benefits calculated after this accounting. The Commission
believes the ter approach to be more reasonable and has there-
fore adopted it for both segments.

METHODOLOGY

The prucedures to be employed for the 1978=79 budget year and in
subsaquent years are as follrws: o i

[ ]

A. NUMBER AND TIMING OF REPORIS )

Two reports will be prepared each year. .The first report, based on
sreliminary data, will be submitted to the Department of Fimance in
November. The final report, basad on the most current data, will be
submitzed to the Legislative Budget Coumittee in April. Ia ourder to
neat these submission dataes, the University of California and the
California State University and Colleges will forward data on com-
~arison institutions and segmental faculty salaries to Commission

v)
1)

~H8~-
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staff by nid-Qczober Jor che praliainary repor: and by laca Tabruary
for the f£inal rapor..

3., PRINCIFLE OF PARITY | A

The Teport will indicatas what adjustments would be 2eedad for the
forthcoming year for salariaes and costs of f#riage benefics for Cni-
varsfty of California and Califormia State Univarsicy and Collages'
faculty co achieve and maincain rsank-by-zank parity wicth such sala-
rias and costs of fringe benaefiss provided faculty in appropriace
compariscn instituticns. A separats list of comparison inscitucions
will be used by asch of the California sagments of higher aducatioen.
The zTapors will separace calculacions and displays of data relaced
to percantage lacreases raquired for par‘:y is salariss ‘ran those .
relacad £o fringe henefit costs.

C. CCMPARISON INSTITUTIONS!
Comparison institutions for the University of CaliZornfa will te:

‘Cornall Universizy
Harvard University
Stanford University
State Universizy of New York at 3uifZalo
Univarsity of 'Illinois '
University of Michigan at imn Arbor

- University of Wiscomsin at Madison
Yale Universicy - \\

Campari on lastitutions for the Califoznia Stata Universiliy and Col-

Stata University of New York at Albany

State Unlversisy of Yew York Collage ac 3uifalo

/ - Syracusa University

Vizginia 2olyvachnic Zastisute and Staze Unive*si:y

University of Southern Caliloraia
Universicy of Hawaildl

Universi:zy of Vavada

Univearsity of Oregon Fol
Poreland Stare Universicy

1. If any iascitution i3 cmitzed for any reason, a Iaplacsmenc will
e salactad “Yased upor ihe astablished critaria Sy Commissice
staff {n mutual consulsation with che segments, :ha Jeparement of
Tinance, and the Legislative inalyst. The Attachment iidicates
the crisarta for selaction o7 tha compariscn inscicutlous.

Qo
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Other ‘ :
: Univarsity of Colorado

Illinois State Universicy

Northern Illinois University
Southern Illinois University

Indiana State University

Towa 3cats University

Wayne State University

Westarn Michigan University

Bowling Graen State University
Miami Universicy (Ohio)

' University of Wisconsin at Milwauksa

D. FACULTY TO BE LNCLUDED AND EXCLUDED

The faculties to be inaluded in the comparisons are those with full=

" time appointments at the ranks of professor, associate professor,

assistant professor, and instructor, employed on nine and elaven
month (prorated) appointments, (both regular and irregulac ranks as
appropriats), with the exception of faculties-in the health sciences,
summer sessions, extansion programs ahd laboratory schools, provided
that chese faculties are coveresd by salary scalas or schedules other
than that of the rsgular faculty. At the rank of instructor, fulle
time aquivalent faculty are used becsuse of the preponderance of
part-time appointments at this ramk. ‘ |

The faculty membsrs to be included are those assigned to  iastruction
(regardlass of the assigoments for research or other university pur-
posas), department chairzan (4f not on an administrative salary
schedule), and faculty on salariad sabbatical leava.

E. COMPUTATION OF AVERAGE SALARIES AND COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS

For each academic rank within the’ California State University and
Collegas' comparison groups, the total actual salary dollars for the
combined group is divided by the number of faculty within the rank
to derive average salarias by rank for their comparison institucions

 as a whole. Average costs of fringe benefics will be compuced in a '
similar msnner. ' \

For the Univarsity of California's comparison groups, the average
salary by rank is obcained for each comparison institucion. The

single average salary (for each rank) for the comparison group is }
then calculated by adding the average salaries at the eight compari-

son institutions and dividing by eight, thereby giving equal weight
co each institution regardless of the number of faculty. The same

procadure shoulkd be used to compute the cost of fringe benefits.
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f. FIVE-YEAR COMPOUND RATE 0? SALARY ANL FRINGE SENEFIT GROWTH

Ffor the preliminar; report, a five-year ccmpound rate of changa in
salaries and fringe bqucfi:s At each vank at the comparisod insti-
tutions will be computad on the basis of actual salary and fringe
benefit data of 'hcﬁprtctdiaz year zud of the prior five yaars

In obtaining compound races of change at the comparison inscicu:ions,
each segment will computs the average salary and fringe benefit costs
by rank for their respective comparison institution groups as spec-

‘ified in Se¢tion § above. Each will then. calculate the annual com-
pound growth rats changes in average salaries and fringe benefit

costs for each rank (over, the five-year period) at their raspective
comparision iastitutions. These rates of change will then be usad
to project :.erage salaries and costs of fringe benaefits for that
rank forward for ‘two 7ears to the budget vear. . , -
Thc same procaduzre will be used in producing the final report,. ex-
cept that the base year for the comparison insticutions will be

moved forvard one yesr, permitting the use of a one-yaar projection
- rather than the two-year projaction necessary in che praliminary

report. ‘The California sagments will use actual current salary and
fringe benefic data as Teported by the compariscn ins:i:u:ions
rather than budgated figures. *

G. ALL-RANKS AVERAGE SALARY AND FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS

Average all-ranks average salaries and fringe benefit costs projacted
for the budget year will be calculated for each segmant, using the
average salaries and fringe benefits by rank projected for the dudget
year for the comparison groups and cthe staffing pattern in the appro=-
priace California segment. The California State University and Col-
leges will use the current year staffing pattsmn while the Univarsity
of Califormia will use a staffing pattern projected for the budget
year. These alleranks average saiary and fringe bdenefit amounts for
the budget 7vear const tute the salaries and £ringe benefits to bde
provided to the corresponding California segment for that segment co
achiave parity, rank-sye~rank, with its comparison group. The average
all-ranks salaries and fringe bunefits thus projected co the budget
year for each California segment will then be compared witch the cur~
rent all-ranks average salaries and fringe benefits for that segment

- to determine che parcantage incroanc required by the segment -o

achieve parity. For the 1978«79 report, the California Stata Univer-
3ity and Colleges will modify the percentage diffsrence (to 1/L0th of
a percentage point) o account for merit increases, promotions, and
faculty turnover. This adjustaent will not be necessary Zov the
Universicy of Califormia since the projection of che staffing pactern
into the budget year will account for these adiusctments automatically.
In subsequent years, the California State Univarsity and Colleges
7ill use =he same procedure as the Universicy of California.
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H. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION. o o
f;e Commnission will prepare supplementary tables containing five

years of trend data, with the data for the most recent year suppliad
Aby the segments. ' :

N}

1. VNumber cf full-time faculty by rank; . - Q\ _ /

2. Number and percent of new and continuing full-time faculty with \
the doctorata by rank; ' _ .

3, Ndmhcr\and psrcent of full-time €aculty witﬁ tenﬁra or security -
‘ of appéinnanngrby rank; )
5. Separations of full-time faculty with tenure or securlcy of
appointmenc by rank; -

's. Destination of faculty who rasign, by rank (indicating the name
of the inscictution for those faculcty remaining in higher educa~
tion); -

*

" 6. Sources of recruitment by rank;

7. Faculty promotional patterns.

[,"'"" [S¥a s} ' -
. NEA SRR Y IR
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S | ATTACHMENT

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF COMPARL SON INSTITUTIONS

. t

&

o The following criteria will be usad to selccc comparison insticu:ions
‘ for the University of California: . » i - i
.. l.; Each inscitution should be an eminent major university.offering
v a broad specSrum of undergraduace, graduate (Mastars and Ph.D.),
and professicnal instruction, and with a faculty responsible for

r-son:ch as well as teaching. -

2. Each institucion should be one with whicn the Univnrsi:y is in |

significant and continuing compe:ition in the recruitmant and
re:nntion of faculty. '

3. Each insticutian should ba one fton ‘'which it is possible ub col=-
lect salary dacta on a timely, voluncary and regular basis. (Not
all ianscituctTods are willing to provide thelr salary data, es-
pacially in :hc detail required for comparison purposes.)

. 4. The coumparisocn group should be composed of both pub&ic and pri- .
vatq institutioms.

Ia salecting these.institutions, stability over tidle in the compari-
son imstitucions group is important to enable the developmenc of
faculty salary market perspective, time serious analysis, and che ‘
contacts necassary for gathering required da:a.

. The following critaria will be used’ for snleccion of . comparison insci=
“tutions for the California Staca Uoiversity and Colleges. The insti-
‘tutions selactad according to these criteria are those:which have -
approximately tihe same functions with regard to undergraduate and
- graduate inscruction, and with which the Califionia State University
and Collages compete for facul:y.

4

]

1. General Campnrabili;y o{/;aa&i:ut&ons' . /

. The expectations of faculety at the comparison iastitutions
should be relatively similar to those prevailing at the
“alifornia Stace University and Collages. Consaquently,
the cotipSrison inscitucions should be large institucions
chat offer both undergraduate and graduats instruction.
Ixcluded from consideration under this criterion ware:

Jﬁ\h. Institucions wis n lass than 300 farulnr members;
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. bar of doctoral degrees duyring the ten-year period,

' ’///,%w’**rhn 20 institutions that awsrdad the greatast num-

w

¢ '19%9~60 tarough 1968~49, (These 20 institucions
- awarded nearly half of all.doctoral degrees awarded
in the U.S. during this period);

c. ,Caununizy Collegcs and collages without 3radua:a
prograns;

d. .Institucions staffed with rnligious faculty.

Comparability of States’' Ability to Supporc dighar Educa:ion '

The basis of fiaancial support available tb, the ccmparison |
institutions should.be ralatively similar to that of Cali~
fornia. Excluded fzrom considara:ion were:

a. * Institucions in states whire the per capita income
in 1970 was more than ten percent below tne u.s.
' average. (Califoraia's per capita incume was ‘
approximatsly 14 percent above the U.S. average.)
The criterion was applied tp boch public and pri-
vata instituticns; '

5. Institutions in New York City and Washiageon, D.C.,
because of tha high cost of liviag and the zuch
highezr than average incomes in these cities.

Compacition for Faculty

Institutions on che comparison list priﬁerably should be

' {nstitutions from which California Stata University and

Colleges' faculty are vecruited or vice versa.
Similarity of Functions

The comparison group should include institutions that are
among the largest instizucions with graduate drograms dut
which do not grant, or grant very faw, doctoral degrases.
(Nine CSUC campuses ars among the 20 largest:such lastitu-
tions in the country.)

Fringe 3anaii:s

The comparison iastitucioms should provida friage denefics,
including a retiremenc program, that vescs in che Zaculry
nember within five ytars. This cricarion was applied by
generally excluding Irom considaration inscitutions with
nonvcacins racirement programs.

Catagory 11A in che- AAUP report.
o

A
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University of California Comparison 'Institutions

The comparison group of institutions developed for tha
Californmia Stata University and’ Collages should not in-
c¢lude institutions used by the University of California
in determining its faculty compensationm. ‘

~ Acceptanca as Comparison Iastitution

The comparison institutions praferably should be insti-
tutions that have been accepted pravicusly for the pur-
pose of comparing faculty salaries in thea Califormia .
State Unive:si:y ‘and Colloges. ’

Senior pr_Ienured Facul:y
The comparison group of institutions should have a
faculty mix ratio in their upper two ranks that is .

similar to the ratio of faculty in the upper 'two ranks
of the California Statae University and Collages.
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/APPENDIX C

Am.ic}e\by Scott Heller, The Qhronicle of Higher Education, April 11, 1984
Their Lagging Salaries Imperil Entire State,
| \Iadls()p Professors Warn Wisconsin

Exodus of many top facultv members is termed a threat to-university’s intellectual V1gor

By SCOTT HELLER
MADISON

What'’s a profcssor of clnsncs doingina
place like this?

Fannie J. LeMoine, whou academic
specialty is the ¢carly Middle Ages, might
have asked herself that question one after-
noon last month, as she calmly sat on the

+. dais in a meeting room at the“Inn on the

Park here, eyeing a roomful of business-
men as they finished the last bites of their.
chicken, downed their drinks, and
iaunched into a round of ** Wait 'Til the Sun
Shines, Nellie."

As a classics professor at the University
of Wisconsin at Madison and chairman of
the institution’s University Committee, its

_chief faculty goveming body. Ms. Le-

Moine might not have imagined her duties
to include an aftér-lunch address to a
throag of boisterous Rotary Club mem-
bers, each proininently wearing, on his
sport jacket, an oversized button shaped
like a gear. But there she was——pushing
a-‘de her owa plate of half-eaten chicken,
standing up behind the microphone, apoio-
gizing for a bad joke. and then getting right
to the point:

» The University of Wisconsin at Madi-
son I8 in trouble.

> A recent pay freeze puts the campus
near the bottom of the Big Ten in terms of
facuity salaries. and leaves it far less com-
petitive than comparable public institue
tions nationwide, '

> Morale is at an all-time low.

» Top facuity members are leaving.

> The state doesn 't realize what it's los-
ing.

Ms. LeMoine finished her 10-minute
talk with a shatp directive. putting the is-
sue in terms her audience couldn't help but
understand _

“As busmessmen. she said. ! ask
you. how long do you think we can main-
tain our quality when we are paying sala-
nes far lower than the market?”"" To the
sourd of applause. she_sat down.

While that afternoon was Fannie Le-
Moine's first Rotary Club luncheon, it was
not the first time she had delivered her
waming. After the legislature froze 1ala-
ries for all state employees for this fiscal
year and approved only a 3.84-per-cent in-
crease for next year, faculty members at
Madison mounted a strong cffort to con-
vince legislators and, just as important, the

Michdj Hmwn.chdrmmofthe

marketing t at Madison, is
luving-—for $15,000 more at lilinois.

citizenry that the State of Wisconsin is eat-
ing its ""seed corn''—that as poorly-paid
protessors leave for jobs elsewhere, the
excetlence of the university is on the line.

In the past, Ms. LeMoine recalls, "‘we
had been told that the faculty had not been
visible enough, and that may have in fact

bcen true.”’
| 78

o Fannie J. LeMoine, professor
of classics at U. of Wisconsin's
Madison campus, is heading

a drive for more public support.

Now. armed with anecdotes. brochures,

" and pounds of statistical documentation,

they have intensified their lobbying. Their

“oals are twofold: in the short term. to con-

vince Gov. Anthony S. Earl of the need for
aone-time catch-up salary increase to less-

en the differential between Wisconsin and

ite peer institutions: in the long term, to
assure that the state continues to recognize
and support the "‘crown jewel’ of its fis-
cally strapped university svstem,

“The impression around here is that the
state government is not as svmpathetic to
higher education as it is in other states,”
says [rving Shain. Madison's chancellor.
“That's particularly true in consideration
of the state’s long tradition of support of
higher education.

**1f the exodus of these reaily good facul-
ty continues.’’ Mr. Shain adds. **the intei-
lectual vigor of this university will sutfer.
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bargaining at Madison. The legisla-
ture has repehtedly rejected such
pr "posals on a statewide basis. So tar
most faculty members and adminis-
trators at Mudison have strongly op~
posed facuity unionization, although
other campuses in the system have
:lronuly fayored it.
According to Robert Kimbrough,
president tof United Facuity, the
' A adison facuity's "‘new'’ approach
'to public persuasion is doomed to fail
/uniess represpntatives_ from all 27 .

ENGINEERING

I ..n e o O

M&. U m. '

. // . g | state campuses band together.
.8 T [ / “Now, | don't think the faculty is:
getting anything across very effec-
| tively,” he says. “Every time they
/ open their mouths and say that Madi-

son is more important to the state

Other universities have decided that Wis-
consin is a happy-hunun; ground-(hzu
we're ripe for raiding."’

More than Money at Issue .

Faculty leaders and others in the cam-
paign stress that pocketbook concerns are

andconpnm.Muysmthdq j
mﬁtmhhand“o.“\ﬁ'nhncyhglihmy,”hoad&. |

» The upiversity's news service
has heiped to put together a bro.
chure, The University, The Future,
and Yo, to spell out how the crisis
will hurt the average Wiscoasin citi-
zen, Distributed at Founders Day
gatherings and other meetings, the

than any of the other campuses, they
alienate the vast ma;onty of the vot-
ing public.”

There is evidence of that. In
December, lower-paid state employ-
cos, who also have been affected
by the salary freeze, sarcastically
announced a Christmas food drive

for “needy’ professcrs throughout

the state, Their charitable sugges-

tions? French bread, smoked oys.

ters, and bottled water.
+ .. .

Are Madison faguity members jus-
tified in being so upset? [s the univer-
sity really sutfering? What benefits
does the institution bring to the state?

In response to the facuity outcry.

: _ brochure quotes promifient business ; G Earl i
not what has motivated the Madison Cam-  egers sajuting the university for the , C:;:;:en::uion ??uz;’hg:': nﬁ;‘g‘:ﬂ
pus to take its case to the people. Rather,  economic, social, and cultural bene- i ;

they say, the entire university is imperiied,

and state residents--whether they know it

or not—will suffer if the university does.
Intially some of the rhetoric was stni-

dent, leading Governor Earl to re-
mark, "1 thought [ was going to pick
up the newspaper and resd, DEAN OF
ENGINBERING OMTS HEAD COLD,
BLAMES LOW SALARY.'’ Now faculty
. efforts ars more educational.

© [n particular:

» Department chairmen, with
more detail than ever before, are
compiling and documenting figures
on comparative salanes, personnei
losses 10 other umiversities, and diffi-
culties they have had in hiting new
people. ¢

» Facuity members—including
Howard I, Temin, a Nobe{ laureate 1n
medicine-——ars writing 10 lepslators
and the governor, expressing their
dissatisfaction and (ears. *'1 fear that
some dramatic gestures need (o be
made here soon or it will be too iste
for the University of Wisconsin~
Madison,”* Mr. Temin wrote in the
most recent of three letters to Gover-

fits it brings to the state, ‘
“When [ meet alugmi, instead of
showing slides and talking about our

" exchange program with China, [ talk

about faculty salaries and show
slides and charts of that,”” Mr. Shain
says. .
» Faguity lenders like Ms. Le-
Moine are working 0 coavince busi-
ness leaders of the university's im-
pormnco. and have found an ally m
the city's Chamber of Commerce. *
“What's pod for the university
commuinity is good for the busmess
community, and vice versa,” says
Robert Brennan. president of the
Greater Madison Chumber of Com-
merce and a Madison 2iumnus. “*But
we have to get the facuity to think
like politicians-~to get them to con-
vince taxpayers why it is important
10 improve their salaries.”

Differences over Bargunining
There are disagreements over tac-
tics, however. The United Facuity
and Academic Staff, an unofficial un-
ion, myy be gaining more support in
its continuing battie for a.ollccnve

-78=-

Becower of selary

brimging together officials of the uni-
versity system, facully members,

s ot U, of Wiscodain

Oty 4 lV M SURBIAN Lanev e
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Chancellor [rving Shaie, “other uaiversides b‘n detided that
Wisconsin is 0 happy-hunting ground-—that we're ripa for ralding.”
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legisiators, businessmesn, students.
and other state empioyees—to
consider the facuity’s claims and to
propose statewide solutions.
According to findings presented to
'the group. by next July the pay for

_ ¢ach professonial rank at Madison

will be 1t or near the bottom of those
at 12 comparable public universitiey,
including others in the Big Ten.

If intlation is taken into account,
salanes "at Madisoti since 1972.73

- have declined 20.4 per cent for assist-

ant professors, 22,1 per cent for asso-
ciate professors, and 21.9 per cent for
full professors.

In its final report, the governor's
panel recommended a one-time
catch-up salary allowance that would

-raise average pay at each Wisconsin

campus to tive median at comparable

public institutions. and suggested
greatef flexibility within each univer-
sity for allocating funds.

At Madison, for example. a full
professor wio now earns $38. 026 a
year on average could receive as
much as $43,384 annuaily.

The governor's response has been
maxed. "ltis not likely that we will be
able to provide the makeup all in one

- increment,” he savs. pointing to re-

cent major increases in the system's
operating budget. It's going to take
more than one biennium. "

‘Decade of Erosion’

Yet out of the furry of paperwork
has come a vivid picture——what one
report called a "decade of erosion™
at Madison as well as at other Wis-
consin institutions.

At Madison, department repte-
sentatives explain the situation with
both statistics and '*ghost stories”’—
anecdotes that illustrate damage in
retention, recruitment. educational
exgellence and, most broadly, mo-
rale.

Retention. The exodus of top pro-
tessors—-man, taking with them
graduate.students and research funds

" to schools offering tar higher sala-

nes—seems to be the No. | iopic
everyone's mind at the university.

Departments in engineering, busi-
ness. and the *‘hard' sciences have
heen hit most severely.

According to Hector F. DeLuca.
chairman of the university's presti-
gious biochemistry department.
which has lost five top taculty mem-
bers in the las. two vears, "‘half of
our faculty have better offers in
terms of salary than they're now
making."’

" .4 $15,000 Raise

Michael -J. Houston, chairman of
the marketing departmest. is leaving
for 2 position at the "Jniversity of [lli-
nois~~his alma mater—at a salary of
$55.000 a vear, 2$15,000 increase.

*“Tomove someone who is basical-
ly happy here, as | arn, takes a big
chunk of increase.”” Mr. Houston
says. "['ve never actively sought an-
other position, where [ initiated the
action. This was a happeastance.

“I'm happy. but {'m somewhat

"melancholy,” he {dds. *The Univer-
sity of Wisconsin is a verv meaning-
ful place to me, and it tovk a universi-
ty not unlike it to make me consiuer
leaving.™ i

William H. Stone taugnt at Madi-
son for 30 years. but he lefta year ago
and is‘now a disginguished professor
of biology at Trinity University. In
discussing his former institution, he
still says “we,” and when that is
- pointed outto him, he likens ittoare-

~ married husband’s calling his present

wife by his first wife. name."
"1 was like a fixture there” at

Madison, he says. “*But it's just not-

the place that it used to be.”
Mr. Stone is a typical Wisconsin
*‘refugee’”’ in that he was lured away
¢ at mid.career by a Sun Belt universi-
ty in a rush for a reputation—and
with plenty ioj;noney with which to
gain one.
He almost doubled his salary in the
move to Trinity. That, plus a general

faeling that '*someone was breathing = -

down your neck at all times' in the

Wisconsin bureaucracy, led to his
departure, he says.

"*1felt that the state legislature was
ignorant of the value of the universi-
ty—they were hostile to the universi-
ty.'' Mr. Stone says. When he visited
Madison several weeks ago, he adds,
he sensed “'a malaise on the campus.
There's a general feeling that the uni-
versity is in trouble, that it's losing a
lot of good people. It was as though

you were watching a giant being smn- ,

ten.’
Recruitment. n fields like busi-
ness and engineering, where compe-

tition for young scholars comes from

private industry as well as from
wealthy academic  institutions, re-
cruiting new faculty meéinbers is as
much of 4 problem as holding on to
thuse who are already there, says
William P. Birkemeicr, chairman of
the 2iectrical und computey engineer-
ing Jdepartment al Madison. :

Mr. Birkemeier should know; he is
frequently pointed to as the one

chairman struck hardest by the sala- -

ry disparities. While outwardly jovi-

~ al, and stressing that he is “"hopeful”’
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of change, he acknowledges that his
depurtment is "limping along,” seri-
ously understafted.

And he has charts to prove it—
roughly-drawn graphs, detailing in
Magic Marker how his department’s ,
enrollment has (ripled since 1971,
while in the-last two years it has lost
1V faculty members and has replaced
only one.

From 12 offers to potentially prom-
ising faculty members. Mr. Birke-
meier says, he has received only onc
Yes. "*We've been trying like
crazy,'"he adds, "*but today, Ph.D.'s
in electrical  engincering' are so

scarce, lo recruit them is almost im-

possible.”’

The department’s uverage starting
salary—3$36,000 a year-—is about
what comparable universities are of-

" fering, he says. But at Madison, a full

professor in his department is earn-
ing, on average, $36,800—an indica-
tion of salary comprassion that can’t
go unnoticed by a potentially inter-
ested candidate,

"You have to hope a recruit is

dumb enougli not to ask a lot of pene- -~

trating questions,” says Mr. Birke-
meier. "But if he s that dumb, you
don't want him."”

Educational excellence. How

""have ditficulties in recruitment and
- retention of top faculty members af- |
i fected the educational experience at

the university?
“The two most vbvious ways,"”
answers Charles A. Murn, 4 Madison

Wisconsin Gov. Amhony S. Earl,
spurred by faculty complaints
over salaries, s [ up a corhmittee
te propose statewide solytions.

1

N




senior and student ropresentative on
the Faculty Compensation .Study
Committce, *‘are in who is in front of
the class and how many students are
in the classroom,”

“You see fewer tgnured profes-
sors and more academit stall mem-
bers. leaching classes.”” says Mr.
Murn. who is"mejoring'in economics
and geography. “"And when the aves-
age student tries to get into a busi-

ness conrse, uniess he's a business

student, he can’tdo it.”’

Robert H. Bock. dean of the.busi-
ness school, makes a similar point,
noting that steady enroliment in-
creases over the past decade have
combined with key facully depar-
tures and a smaller operating budget
at the school. As a result, the school
can’'t offer several courses he calls
"‘imperative’’ (0 a modern business
curriculum, including microcomput-
er applications, administration poli-
cy. and production and operations
mmgemem '

“*These should be luught 0 every
business student, but | don't foresee
them.in the near future here.” Mr.
Rock says. *We've been dend in the
water for two or three years."” |

As a result of his frustration over.

- Moo many conditions over which |

had no influence and too many peg
iems which | did not have the ingefu-

ity to solve,” he recently handed in
* his resignation as dean. a position he

has heid for 12 yeors.
‘Morale. *'1 have a sense that I'm

_ not appreciated here.'” says Marga-

ret S. Andreasen, assistant professor
of home economics communications.
“'It's like living on a really good
. block in a city that's not so hot."

Ms. Andreasen’s comment is typi-

cal. Faculty members say they enjoy
the inteilectual atmosphere and re-
search support at the university, but
are repeatedly frustrated—even-.in-
sulted-—by dependence on the state
- for fiscal support in the forms of sala-
ry and operating money, The grow-

ing feeling on the campus is that '

things iiave heen sliding downhiil,
seemingly without a halt, ever since a
systemwide merger in 19714,

Before resigning. Mr. Bock spoke
of his own efforts to fight that percep-
tion.

“There’s Only So Long'
“I've heen giving pep talks for

three or four years, encouraging peo-
ple, accentualing the pokitive.” he

3

said. "'But there's only so long that

you can keep pumping people up. "

Reproduced irom pages 29-32 of The Chronicle of Higher Education, 28:7, April 11, 1984.
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How long is **so-long**? AcCurdinc
to faculty members at Madison. a re-
fusal by Governor Earl and the legis-
lature to grant the catch-up money
soon—the proposmon that the gov-
crnor says is **not likely in one incre-

. ment"—could be tho knockoul
punch

Meanwhile. fucuity members find

+ it difficult to accept the fact that ad

solid pay raise may come only if an
individual seceives an offer from an-
other institutions~what one depart-
ing professor calls & *perverse incen-
tive™* to look for work elsewhere,
When Harvard University souam
to' raid Madison's top-ranked soci-
ology department Iast year, recalls its
chairman. Gerald Marwell; most fac-

uity members chuse to stay on—after
receiving comparable counter-offers

withdrawe from a dean's discretion-
ary fund. Morale in the depurtment is

" thus high, Mr. Marwell adds-—except

that now other faculty members be-

.« Tlieve that they, too, need outside of-

fers to gain a salary increase at Madi-
ml ' L

Those without such leverage be-
~lieve they are stuck. **People who ate

' good people. who make large contni-

butions to the university, but are not

' “*hot'—they are getting screwed, and

they know it."* Mr, Marwell notes. 1

know it: I'm probably one of them. I

didn't get a raise last year.”
s

The 'situation at Madison is not
unique. Michigan's state system of
highet education, for example, re-
cently was the subject of a five-part
‘series in the Detroit News, which
" concluded that the system had been
“living om its reputation—-and on
borrowed time."'

Whumaybeinqucmonmmlny
states is how and whethér a state can
nurture a public institution that seeks
to compete in 2 nauonal market
place.

*The Wisconsin Idea''—an egali-
tarian notion that the boundaries of
the campus are the boundaries of the
state—cuts both ways as far as Madi-
son goes.

Increased enrollment and account-

" ability have in many ways con-

strained the umversity leading Mr.

® Shain (o appoint a panel to investi- ‘

gate how a limit on enrollment—cur-
rently more than 40.000 students-—
would affect the university's rapport
with the state.

!

Governor Earj. while stressing his
commitment to the Madison campus,
swats down suggestions of limiting
envoliment or raising tuition for state
residents, now $1.199, the second

« lowest in the Big Ten.
- *1 don’t think that the Umversm"
of Wisconsin should orily be a school *

for the elite,”' the governor says un-
equivocally.

In any case. those ar¢ not alterna.

tives that university representatives
ever really wish to, convey as they

- venture~~brothures and anecdotes

in tow===10 sell the citizens on Madi-
son.Instead, they point out that caly
34.8 per cent of the university's
budget comes from state revenues;
that research at the institution has
meant more than $1.7-billion to the
Wisconsin economy in the past dec-
ade: and thut more than 100 major
companiss int the state have a chief
executive officer who is a Muditon
graduate.

Whether enough citizens care—
and how that will influence the pow-
ers-that-be—is snll basically un.
kaown,

Resentment is a factor, however,
Governor Earl points out that work-
ers at the nearty Oscar Mayer Foods
Corporation meat-packing plant are
suffering through a three-year salary
freeze. and have not taken kindly to
the faculty outerv. And faculty mem-
bers at other University of Wisconsin

campuses have recently called for -

the firing of the :ystem’s président,
Robert M. O'Neil. accusing him of
having 3 ‘‘double standard™’ that fa-
vors faculty raises oniy on campuses,
like Madi«on's. that offer doctorates.

‘Many'Remain Hopeful

Yet many Madison faculty mem-
bers, including some who are leav-

ing, express hope that things will

work out.’ They echo Aage Soren-
sen—one of the ‘*hot' sociologists
depariing for Harvard--as he gazes
out his office window at Lake Men-
dota, a scene said by some to be
worth the equivalent of $5.000 in sal-

“.l do not have a bad thing to say
about this place,”” Mr. Sorensen

_says. "I credit most of my career to
this place, and [ feel somewhat un-

grateful leaving."

But, as he notes as well, "'1t's ecasy
for someone to point and say, ‘This is
a good fertilizer.’ It's not quite as
easy for this university to point cut
particular benefits to the state so that
constituents understand.

;8()-- 81
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TINIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION

BEAKELLY * DAVIS * IRVINE ¢ LOS ANGZLTI-’ * RIVERSIDL + AN DIKGO ° SAN FRANCISCO

Oftfice of the Senior vice President--—
Acacdemic Affairs

~yequested that their data not be included in this year's ccmparison.
attached letter fram Vice President Lorenz, University of Wisconsin.)

SANTA BARBARA © 3ANTA CR‘L Z
L)

BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 34720

April 4, 1984

lg-\’ \
EN ’

‘\ »

Mr. Patrick M. Callan, Director

California Postsecondary Education Camission
1020 Twalfth Street

Sacramento, LA 95814

Dear Director Callan: '

On behalf of the University of California, I am pleased to sutmit Tables

A-l through A-6. The. supplementary "S-Tables," t¥e annual medical faculty
. - salary report, and the administrative salary camparison report will be

sent to you shortly in a separate mailing.

The difficulty in obtaining the data appears to increasa with each passirg

yvear. This year three of the camparison institutions were unable to
provide data until mid-March, A fourth, the Universlty of Wisconsin,

to honor Wisconsin's request and yet stay within the accepted
, Wisconsin's.salary data was ved fram both 1278-79 and

1983-84 figures. The normal five-year compound growth rate was then

applied to daca for the remaining seven ifstitutions. Therefore, Table
A-1 amits Wisconsin data in the base and current year,

/
Table A-2, the renefits camparison, inclq‘des w.* sconsin data in the base
year but not in the currpnt year, Our hﬁstonc documents were not
sufficiently detailed to perm:.t deletion of the Wisconsin benefits data

fram the base year, - _,

z"_-f“,'f“\'c\\ { ;anLLE
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Tables A5 and A~6 give FTE~by-Step data for general campus faculty
excluding business/management and engineering faculty and similar dava for
business/management and engineering faculty alone, These tables are
intended to meet the requests made by your staff earlier in the year.

- 1f you have questions concerning these reports, contact Dirsctor Joéep‘n B.
Rodgers at (415) 642-8399, Coordinator JoAnn Rolley at- (415) 6428410, or
our regular CPEC liaiscn Director Clive Condren,

“{incerely,
’-_-u'"‘ . ‘."‘; . e
A ) -l et -

- e, . " .
” - - .4 - R

Edward J. Blakely
Agsistant Vice President—
Academic Personnel

Enclosures

cc:  President Gardner _ /
Senior Vice President Frazer
senior Vice President Brady
Asgistant Vice President Stover \
Assistant Vice President Hersiman
Assistant Vice President Lavin
Director Rodgers . .
Director Condren . . '
Director Arditti
Associate Director O'Brien
“Director of Finance Huff
Legislative Analyst Hamm
Coordinator Rolley




UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
“. »

OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT--ACADEMIC AFFAIRS
v . SPRING, 1984
| *TABLE A-1l
Projected Difference in Faculty Salaries: UC and Comparison Institutiong
- | -
: Associate  Assistant _
Professor  Professor  Professor Average?

Camparison 7 Institutions:3

1983-84 Average Salaries 49,575 33,308 27,233

1978-79 Average Salaries 32,956 22,119 17,474

1984-85 Projected Salaries? 53,793 16,150 .29,760 46,412
UC: | o '

1983-84 Average Salaries® = 42,344 28,934 24,278 37,082

1983~-84 Average Salaries
Adjusted for a 108 mid-year

range adjustment 47,128 "31,827 26,706 40,790
. 1984-85 Projected Staffing 3,110 1,049 732 4,391
Percentage Increase.Needed-to 14.1 13.6 11.4 13.8

adjust UC 1983-84 salaries to
equal the projected. 1984-8%
average salaries

- ™~
lsalary data excludes health sciences. N\

2averages based on projected 1984-85 UC staffing pattern.

3camparison institutions: Cormell University, Harvard University, University

*- of Illinois, University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), Stanford University, vale
University, and SUNY-Buffalo, Camputed from confidential data received from
these comparison institutions. .

4Ccnpound annual grcwﬁh rate dver the five-year period i{s used for the one
year projection.,

51983-34 average salaries adjusted to include merits and pramotions to be .
effactive 7/1/84.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
- OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE passmm--»-m#ogmc AFFAIRS
| SPRCNG, 1984
TABLE A-2 .

. Projected Difference in Fringe Benefitg: UC and Camparison Institutiohs

)

_ Agsociate’ Assistant
Professor  Professor Professor  Averagel

Comparison 8 Institutions:
11983-84 Average Fringe |

Benefits? | 10,665 8,252 7,174
1978=79 Average Fringe ;
Benefits , 8,094 4,109 3,383
1984-85 Projected Fringe | , A
Benefits 11,928 9,487 8,338 10,867
uc: | |
1983-84 Average Fringe ‘
Benefits4 .‘ 9,843 7,401 . 6,583 8,831
Percentage Adjustment needed . 21.2 is.z 26 .‘7 23.1

to make UC fringe benefits
equal to the 1984-83 projected

average camparision fringe
benefits

Less (adjustment for the effect of
13.8 range adjustment): - 10.2

Net adjustment neecded to achieve
parity: 12.9

laverage based on projected 1984-85 UC staffiing pattern.
2Computed from confidential data received from camparison institutions.

3camound annual, growth rate over the five-year pericd for each rank is uééd
for the cne-year projection. v \

‘equivalent to an average of $2321.20 plLis 15.963% of average salary.

.86~ 86
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFCRNIA
OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESINENT-~ACMINISTRATICN
| SPRING, 1984 |
REVISED TABLE A-3

ty Fri Benefits
tions)

;-

~ _

=" Retirement/FIcA ' | I  14.75%* of salary
Unemployment Insurance o 4 .25% of salary
workers' Campensation Insurance » .. .51% of salary.
‘Health and Degtal Insurance-—Annuitants | | .95% of saimyly
pental Insurance ~°§ 305.00 S ‘
Health Insurance B 1,946 ,00% o K -
Life Insurance " 16.20.
Non-Industrial Disability Insurance | B 54.00

- TOTAL ' " ©$2,321.20 plus  15.96% of salary

»

*Effective 1/1/34

SOURCE: Vice President-——Budget and University Relations
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THE uumnsm OF- cm.xmmm
OPFICE OF THE SENICR VICE msmm—-acmmxc AFFAIRB
. SPRING, 1984 ,
. TABLE A+4
Averade uon’ Instit.ui:ion Salaries "
| | | Associate Assistant ™
Institution Professoy Professor Professor
198384 " :
T 54,101 (2) - 37,585 (1) ~ 29,657 (1)
u 48,593 (4) 34,407 (2) 27,020 (5)
v 52,101 (3) 31,888 (6) 25,066 (7) -
W 43,696 (7) 32,909 (5) . 27,050 (4)
X 46,819 (5) 32,955 (4) 26,960 (6)
2 57,806 (1) - 33,150 (3) 27,767 (2)
_average 49,579 , 33,308 27,233
'1978-79 . |
T 34,394 (2) | s (L 18548 (L) /-
U 32,320 (4). . o 23,202 (2) 17,494 (3) /-
v 34,317 (3) 20,965 (7) 15,717 (1Y /
\ W 31,023 (6) . . . 220200 (3) 170621 (4) /
, % 31,949 (5) , | 21,904 (4) 17,143 (6) 7
N 30,138 (1) 21,416 (6) 17,792 (3) .
2 36,554 (1) 21,640 (5) 17,944 (2)
Average 32,956 - 22,119 _ 17,474

Confidential data received from comparison institutions include 9--and 11~
month full-time salaries for all schools and colloges except health sc:.ences

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFURNIA S O
OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT -~ ACADEMIC AFFAIRS
SPRING, 1984
TABLE A-5
MEMBERS OF THE PROFESSOR SERIES EXCLUDING

. BUSINESS/MANAGEMENT AND ENGINEERING FACULTY
GENERAL -CAMPUSES. AND HEALTH SCIENCES 'COMBINED

RANK © STER 9-MONTH FTE 11-HONTH FTE‘ TOTAL FEE
ASSISTANT 1 - 41,50 60.50 102.00
PROFESSOR 1 116.60 28.77 ' 145.37 -
g I 369.74 204.30 © 574.08
A 75.32 45.79 12111
v 41.50 14.39 55,89
VI 13.00 10 . 13.10
n Sub -T ~  B57.56 353,85 TOTT.3T
ASSOCIATE I - 15615 .87  192.02
PROFESSOR 11 232.19 41,41 273.60
- - I - 397.33 46.63 " 443.96
IV 193.?(7) ~ ‘}g.gg . 217.14
. ' . 1V : 27.85
,;'( SUb - T ° ) lsl' '3 l’lsz\057 )
PROFESSOR I - 384.15 49,94 . 394,09
I 355. 52 99,81 455.33
111 363.15 ~ 61.75 424,90 |
v 761.12 23,48 784.60 -
v 106.36 79.97 185.43
VI 235.15 46.68 281.83
VI 1?¥.gg g} gg- 218.95
VIII ARD 239.31
Sub - T Z;B64.27 T TEE
GRAND TOTAL 4,215.07 935.45  5,150.52
| q

Sourée: Staffing List for July 1, 1983,

w- 89
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
> OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT -~ ACADEMIC AFFAIRS
| | SPRING, 1984
TABLE A-6

MEMBERS OF THE PROFESSOR SERIES,
BUSINESS/MANAGEMENT AND ENGINEERING FACULTY

RANK STEP 9-MONTH FTE  11-MONTH FTE TOTAL FTE
‘ASSISTANT. . * 1 | -14,05 .90 : 14,95
PROFESSOR 11 14,50 - . 14.80
: 115-~ . %3.80 | .62 $g.42 _
I z-, - ol N - 0 N
| Sub ~ T Lw - TRZ. o A
ASSOCIATE I 29.25 - ~ 29.25 - ,
PROFESSOR. . II .' 31.50 .40 . 31.90
| 1 53,50 ~= ~ _53.50
~ PROFESSOR 1 43.50 .25 - 43,75
§ 132.90 2.61 . © 135.5] | .
I 7.70 .= . 7.70 -
» v 74.97 .35 S 75,32 ~
- S 87.72 .65 ' 88,37
VI 118.61 1.1 972
VII 1,00 I s 2,00
Sub - T w0 BY 7T
GRAND. TOTAL - 645.50 ¢ 7.89 653.39
N

Source: Staffing List for July 1, 1983.
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VICT PRESIDENT ANO TRUST OFFICIR AT
. 1732 Van Mise Mall | 1220 Unden Orive  Madison, Msgonsln 53706 608-262-1311 RE.", -t S h
March 14, 1986 | BXECSUYL I 2o,
MAR 20 1954
EE_F"M; '
[ '-'-:.-
Dr. Ed Blakely | | - L _—

crennne e Matvaedity. Conphes: . Birabnu/Suuk. County, Baregs -County,. Fond -du. 'Wr'g“"‘\*"“”""M‘“'M‘COUMV:Mﬂﬂrhon'ﬁvun_tv: Axrmwite Cogr V- -

Assistant Vice Freasident
University of California-Barkeley
Berkeley, California 94720

Dear Dr. Blakeley:

I understand -that there is some confusion on reconciling
ocur current submission for average faculty salaries. Since our
Governor froze all Wisconsin salaries for 1983-84, T am suggesting
that you disregard cur latest report, rather than having another
one submitted.

TheUGovcrnor‘and the Legislatureﬂhzve aprroved a 3.84% increass, |
for all state employees, including University of Wisconsin faculty,
effective July 1, 1984. ' '

If you have any further questions, pléase call me.

Sincertly,

uben H. Lorenz
Vice President .
and Trust Officer I W R
{\ RHL: IX
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Universities: Eau @aire, Greon Oy, LaCroswe, Madison, Milwaukes, Oshkash, Surkside, Platteville, Rivar Fails, Stavans Point, Stout, Suveriar. /iiiewd! or.
Qo Marshficid/\Wood County, Medford, Rlchland, Rock County, Sheboygan County, “Washingion Caumty, Waukesie County. Irxtension: Statew ne.

ERIC - s gy
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Office of the Senior Vice President--  BERKELEY, CALIFOANIA 94720
Academic Affairs

'April 10, 1984

"

TO: John Harrison, CPEC

[

FROM: Assistant Vice President Blakely

Attacned are three charts showing comparison faculty salary data.

The figures have been calculated using the following methods.
Chart A - Comparison method using available Wisconsin data.

Chart B - Comparison using Wisconsin's 3.8 (1984-85) figure as
the base for developing projections,

Chart C - Comparison method using S‘year compound growth rate

projecting Wisconsin salary 1984-85 as equal to the
average growth in previous 5 year period.
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OFFICE OF THE SEMIOR VICE PRESIDENT—ACADEMIC AFFAIRS
| SPRING, 1984 CHART 4
TABLE A-11

Projected Difference in Pacul.ty Salariés:

. o :

UC and Comparison Instituti@.s

 hsscciate  hssistant
Professor Professor  Professor Average?

;

1

Comparison 8 Institutions:3

1963-84 Average Salaries . 43,173 32,563 26,851 |
. 197879 Average Salaries. 32,383 | - 21,943 17,447 co
+ 1984-85 Projected salavies®. 52,156 . 35,238 © . 20,269 45,102 1
ue: ST o o | i
. c . . N , * ) : . . . . ‘
1983-84 Average SalariesS 42,844 - 28,934 24,278 37,082
1983-84 Avearage Salaries - / L - ' .
Adjusted for a 10% mid-year : o L
range adjustment 47,128 ., 31,827 v 26,706 - 40,790
1984-85 Projected Staffing 3,110 1,049 732 4,801

Percentage Increase Needed to
adjust UC 1933~-84 'salaries to .
equal. tha projected 1984-85
average salaries e

0.7 .07, 7 _9.6 " _10.6.
| . ) I : O

lsalary data’excludes health sziences.

2Averaga basadon .'ﬁrojected_ 1984-85 UC staf£ing pat:tgm.

3Comparison institutions: CorneTTUnivérsi‘ty, Harvard University, University of
I1inois, University of Michigan (Ann:Arbor), Stanford University, Yale University,

\
} University of Wisconsin (Madison) and SUNY-Buffalo. Computed from confidential data
o receivad from these compi~ison institutions. E

‘ . . R A !

4Ccnpound anrual. growth rate over the five-year pericd is used foi: tha ong . oo -

year prpjection. o | o E R4

_ Slgaz—siv_erage salaries adjusted /Lo include merits and promotions to be
effectiva 7/1/84. o : .
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OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT—~ACADEMIC AFFAIRS ‘

SPRING, 1984 -CHART B .
TABLE A-1l
pProjected Difference in Faculty Salaries: 'UC and Comparison Institutions

' . L , - ~

.Associate Assistant

. .+ .. - pfofesict professor ' Professor iveragel |
Compaxison 8 Institutions:3 | . |
. 1983-84 Averzge Salaries W _* R
1978~79 Average Salaries 78575 . 733308 712,253
. 1984~85 Prorjected Salariest . 32,383 ¢ 21,943 17.447 .
: L s 35,231 . 29,184 45,123
uwcs . o ' _ N | v
.1983-84 Average SalariesS 12,844 .28 934 . 24 é R |
. -1983-84 Average Salaries - . A +278 37,082
- Adjusted for a 10% mid-year o ‘ . C L
| - range a:xjusmm | .‘ ‘47,128 . 31,827 < 26 ;706'. 40,790
-~ 1984-85 Projectdd Staffing . 3,110 - 1,049 Com2 .80
| Percentags Increase Needed to | o | |
adjust UC 1983-8¢ salaries to . . . :
equal the ected 1984-85 . - y . o
average saprlagoies . __10.8 0.7 9.3 . - _10.6

lsalary cata excludes health sciences. L
2nvarages -based on projected 1984-85 UC staffing paci:a_i'ﬁ; -

3Compar'ison institutions: Cornell University, Harvard University, University of
I1linois, University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), Stanford University, Yale University,
University of Wisconsin.(Madison) and SUNY-Buffalo. Computed from confidential data
receiyed from thase comparison institutions. _ . :

. dcampound anrral growth rata over the fiva-year period is used for the one
year projsction. . ' .

51983-84 average salaries édjusted- to includs merits and premotions to be
effective 7/1/84.
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AHE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORMIA
OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT——ACADEMIC ‘AFFAIRS
SPRING, 1984 - CHART C

TABLS a-11

~

Projected Difference in Paculty Salaries: UC and Compariscon Institutions

. ___ Ddsscciate . Assistant "
" Professor Professor  Professor hveragel -

Comparison 8 Institutionss3

1983-84 Average Salaries = 48,558 - - 32,843 . 27,062

7 1978-79 Average Salaries . 32,383 21,8437 17,447 |
. ' 1984-85 Projected Salariest 52,656 - 35,602 29,545 45,539
uc: - " : _ - o o
1983-84 Average SalariesS . 42,844 28,934 24,218 37,082 . -
-'1983-84 Average Salarfes = & - ' " KT SR
- Adjusted for a 10% mid-year _ - B :
range adjustment .. 47,128 . 31,827 . 26,706 40,790
_1984-85 Projected Staffing . 3,110 - . 1,049 732 4,891
Percentage Increase Needed t:o:. .o |
adjust UC 1983-84 salaries to. hd . L o
equal the projected 1984-35 = . - ' . |
average saﬁrigs.."' P ]].7 : . 11.9 . - 10.6 T - 11.6
;Saléry data exclides health sciencas.
zAveraga basad on i;::bjected 1984~85 UC staffing pattern. K ‘

- 3Comparison institptions: Cornell Univarsity, Harvard University, University of

- INinois, ~Um'ver21‘lty of Michigan (Ann Arbor); Stanford University, Yale University,
University of Wisconsin (Madison) and SUNY-Buffalo. Computed from confidential
data received from these comparison institutions. S :

4campound annual growth rate over the five-year pariodeis used for the one
year projection. : ‘ ' S S .

51983-84 average salaries adjusted to include merits and .prdrotions ‘to be
.effecrive 7/1/84, Co

-
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JTHE_ CALIFORNIA ‘-STLATE UNIVERSITY

~
- L4

Ce SAKERSFIELD - CHICO DOMINGUEZ HILLS - FRESNO FULLERTON -‘ﬂAY\VARD‘ HUMBOLDT "LONGBEACH LOS ANGELES - NDRTHRIDGE

. PIMONA SACRAMENTO 3SAN BERNARDINO - SAN DIEGO  3AN FRANCISCO SAN ]OS! = SAN LUIS OBl‘SPU iONOMA\l‘iT\NGSLAUS , P
“ ‘ ’ ) - ’
, OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLQF . ) s .
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' ~ March 20, 1984 L. : N
| - ; Dr. Russell Riese ‘
. . &« California Postsecondary. . : o !
\é ’ Education ,Commission
M 1020 Twelfth Street ’ . 4
Sacramento, CA. 95814
i t A *
Dear RuSs- - '
, -
Enclosed is a copy of ‘the initial proposal of the
CSU Board of Trustees for the ‘cbllective bargaining
negotiations with the California Faculty Association.
: . °
.4 Also enclosed are data on CSU faculty salaries for
1283~84 and their projection into 1984-85; and data
received from the comparison 20 institutions. With
regard to £he latter, they include a projection from
. last year's data for the Universit, of Colorado whigh ' e
advised us that their fihal data may not be available
until mid-April. -$
4 S ) -
The fringe Yenefit information, as I advisgd you
earlier, ware reported ;g the National Center for
Educational Statistics d therefore to us in a more
limited format than in earlier years. As scon as
) I have coypiled them - in a day or two - I will send
' them to yodu.
, Administrative, salary information is still coming a ~
’ in from other universitie I will try to send yocu |
| a complete package early next week
‘ ¢
Sincerely,, ' ' “n
‘ Thierry F". Xoenig
e Personnel Analyst :
fu~'-‘r e . v\I\\QE
| “u ot v nilAel
cc: Dr. Naples .
Dr. Smart
Mr. Lahey

-i0l- : .
@ 00 GOLDEN SHORE, LONG BEACH. CALIFORNIA 70802 ) f)'?ﬂ INFORMATION 211 390.5306
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(213) $90. . ’ ' '

*

1 * v

: . -' " April 2Q, 1984 ' \

Mr. Pat Callan - ' . o :

Dxractor. . . S ;

California Po“tcecondar/ Educatlon ‘ . . .7
) . Commission

1020 12th Street, 2nd Floor ,

Sacramento, Califognia 95814 ' 4

‘.. . ¢ v ’ ¢ b

Dear Directot Callan: ' ' .
\ / .

‘e

The CPEC reports .on comparative salaries are a usefyl recource |

for State offigials 'in cohsidering approptridte levels of funding

for higher education. The informed use of these revorts has i

' nean of bhenefit to the twou senior’ segments 6f higher education .
Auring periods of marked expansion and inflation by providina :

- venchmarks against which. salarf levels could be compared.

To+- insure that the report continue to be useful the methodology
shouldrbe reviewed from’time to “time to as: sist publlc higher N
education in Callfornlaato maintain its ability to attract and ‘
retain qualified faculty as conditions withirr, and ‘external to,
“he state change. - We are pleased that agrcement nas Leen reach-"
ad to review the comparxgon lnatltutlons now used v The,
California State University and we ‘are looking forward to wvorkin e
with you and your staff and representatives of the ‘Executive and .
Legislature on this very important\matter.' : .

] . ¢
We do have a real concern, however; with respect to the context
within which the salary lags for The California State Universities
will be presented in the CPEC report. The comparisons could be
misleading if they are the sole basis for decision, and not viewed

1n the perspective of the real differences between Califotnia and

the comparison states in.liwving costs dhd the health 9L the
: states economies. ' . N '
W a . t N

v

. S

Q  OLDEN SHORE, LONG IIHA('.H. CALIFORNIA 90802 ~107- 1 O 2 INFORMATION: (213) 590-5506
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* . economy of California continues to expand. This .

’

. DESTCOMY AVAILABLE -

. S N . D4
¢ .o . b ) i ’ '
"Mr. Pat Callan ) C. , N '
Page Two “ . R

April 20, 1984

¢
¢

. . )
L] ¢ v - '

i
|
We believe very strongly-that any 1nterorefatlon of the reoortedﬂ

-~salary figures should iddntify the following consgiderations:

N 8
dlfferencea in the cost cf 11v1rg "in California
when, compared with other: geographical areas . .
of the country. For example, our analvses
indicated that the average faculty salarv in
the CPEC 20 institutions would support a house-
hold of 2.95 persons at their states' per capita
income levels. The comparable figure of 2.50 s, .
g persopns existed in 1982 for CSU-facilty and is:
projected to be bDetween 2.42 and 2.58 persons
“for. 1984 if the Governor's proposal were adopted
by the Leglslature.

-

Another example may’' be helpful. ‘We have calculated
the additional cost ‘of housing in California over
the cost of similar "housing at the comparisan
institutions. At current interest rates, Callfornla
housing costs oh additional 22% of a CSU aa81§tant
professors' maximum salary.

competition from business and 1ndustry for the
services of highly trained faculty members--as the

competition has had a great impact on the adequacy -
of California State University s&laries ‘such as in
Computer Science, hnglneerlng, and Business. Any
understanding of the comparison data must, congider -

this.

. relative 11v1ng.standards of Eaculty compared to *
those of the average Calif6rnia citizen. Ih 1973,
the average Californja:State Un1versxty faculty
salary could support a household of 3.02 persons
at California's per' capita income level. In 1982,

- that figure had dropped to 2.50 persons, indicating.
clearly that our faculty standard of living *has
not kept pace with that of other California .
citizens.

\ . L2 4

- If we can be of any assistance in facilitating a clear under- i

standing of the.significance of the reported salary lags as

~

-
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. imQa cted hy these forces, plecase do not he51tate to et In .
. " touch with me. . - w,
- i .” i ' ~ |
_ . : Sincerely, : : ’
. ' L S " . Caes; g%;leg | ) .
: ' Vice Chancellor , > R .
o . ‘ . Faculty and Staff’ ?clatxon,
CJN:lg T | | ] I
3 cce  W. Ann Reynolds ' : ' ' ) :
Wijliam E. Vandament v ' ) e .
. Jack M. Smart * | '
Kenneth B. O'Brien "t oo ) "
John_dlarrison ', ~ - Lo /
! ‘ ’ ' ’
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LEST €077 AVAILARLE

-

s

“August 9, 1979

_ 4
. ‘ 5/
Gerald Hayward ,
'Oirector of Legislative and. ' \ -
Public Affairs " SRR
California Community Colleges | ’

1238 S Street . . 4 . .
Sacramento, California 95814 X

Dear Jerry:

© As'you know, the Legislature took several actions during the cur-
rent session concerning the reporting of salary data. The first of
these emanated from the Lagislative Analyst’s repert and requires the
Commis§%on~§q include the Community Colleges in our -annual reports on
niversity of California and California State University and Colleges
racul ty salaries. The sacond action appropriated $15,000 to the

" Chancailor's Office for the purpose of ¢oliecting salary. data far the
- 1378-79 and 1979-80 fiscal years. The lattar action, however, did

not specify thg type of information to be collected.

It s my~understanding that you discussed this ‘subject with 8111

" Storey and ‘agreed that we should develop a detailed jist of the infor-

mation we will ‘require for our report. After that, [ presume you will

~ contact uys if there are any questions ar ambiguities.

Our questions fall into three cétégoriesr (1) full-time faculty,v

(2) part-tima faculty, and (3) administrators. For each of these, we

will need the following:

Full-time faculty

1. A listing of all salary classifications (e.g., BA + 30,
MA, etc.) for each Community College district. /

2. The actual salary at each step of each classification.

3 The“numberlof faculty at each step of each classification.
. ' . ¢ f:) N
4. The amounts of any bonuses that are granted to faculty, the
number of faculty receiving them, the total salary of avery.
faculty member rec2iving a bonus, and the reason for granting
the bonus. . .

.

L . -113- 'ﬂQG

V2 X




J

'/ 4. The total dollar amount paid to all part-time faculty in

"v
" N A A L
...\.a" Lo o'.ﬁ'll:l.;.‘ [

£
‘Gerald Hayward ' 7 o
August 9, 1979 ' » .
Page 2 ' : . : .
‘. . . . ' '

1 ' . 7. >

(83
L ]

. The percentage increase in salary grénted\(i;e., the
range adjustmen®) for the fiscal year covered by the
report. o .

\

-
6. The total number of ful}-timé faculty in each district.’

<

7. The mean salary received by those full-time faculty,

f

8. The total doilar ameunt paid to full-t1me'faculty s 2
group.

Part-time faculty

' 1. The total number of part-time faculty amployed by each .
' district on both a headcount and fullgtime-equivalent
(FTE) basis. | '

-

2. The mean salary paid to eacﬁ‘headcount faculty member in

s each district. ‘ ' - .

3. The mean salary paid to each FTE ‘faculty member in each
district.. ‘ :

)

each district. -

5. A summary othhe compensation plan for part-time faculty
members 1in each district. :

Administrators

L ]

[ 1. A list of all administrative positions (titles) in each

district. o

2. The salary schedule for each position.'

[ 79

The number of‘headcounf and FTE employees occupying each
administrative position.

4. The actual salary piid to each employee in each administrative .
posftion, _ -

5. The percentage increase in salary granted (i.e., the ~ange
adjustment) for the fiscal year covered by the report.
L]

-114~

. 107




»
Gerala Aayward '
August 9, 1979
2age 3 «

. / ) )
[3 ) . : . —

. A 7aw words of axplanation may be in drder.” The data requestea
for full-time facuity is very similar to that wnich nas been collectad
by the Chancellor's Office for a number of ydars but which was not .
collected for 1978-79 due to Proposition 13 fadycticns. The only rajor

diTferencesrefacas to the detai! on bonuses whicn was. not clearly pre-
santad in prior reports.

raisad dy Community College represantatives. At the

nary report on Community College salaries Was prasent g

-nity College representatives, including thosa from the Chandallef's
Jffice, complained that the.data were misleading because part-time

me our grelimi-

We ire asking for data on'part-time faculty’becaugjaf objectfons *
i

¥

A
faculty were not included. To avoid that difficulty in the future, it T

is imperative that data on these faculty be included in next year's
recort to the Lagislature. ¢ | d -
Ne are Sﬁso@asking for data on administratyrs because of the con-
.cerns expressed by both the Laegislature (op the subject of academic i
administration generally) apd various Community Coliege facuity organi-
zations. [ am not sure we will publish, any of the data on administyatars
but we do want to be able o respond tdfquestions should they arise.
The final itam concarns the dates for rdceipt of the data. %s you
know, we pudblish two salary reports each year. ' Since the University
and the Stata University report to us each year by November 1, we hink -
it would be appropriata t9 set November 1 as a resorting date {for the
. 1978-79 data) for the Chancallor's Qffice as well. For the 1979-30
data, we would Tike to have a raport by March 1 so that we may include
+ it in our final raport to the Legislj’ure. In future years, the March.|
data should become permanent, ’ ' ‘ -

., "‘.

P

{f you have any questiuns concerning any of tné%e matters, plaase

lat me «ridw, | ) ‘
. ’ . . / .
Sincarely
&r}

7 ’
‘Xenneth 3. 9'3rien/ Jr.

4
'

Associata Oirector N

* o

<80B:m¢
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APPENDIX G

e B Cor:respondence Regarding Administi'ative Salary Information
s : University of California

t
»

' Letter to Cl%ve Condren from Russell L. Riese,,
February 17, 1984 , 119

Laetter to Russell L. Riese from Joseph B;'Rogers,

. April 30, 1984 r 121
‘Memorandum, "Comparative Analysis of UC 1983
and 1984 'CPEC' Administrative Management Salary
Reports,'" by Neville Mandevrson, Mcy 25, 1984 123
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Bebruary'l7, 1984

Clive Condren i . - .
Staff Director . . ] L.

Educational Relations : I

University of California : o 14 ' v
735 University Hall oo . o~ )

: 2200 University Avenue .
I Berkeley, CWO ‘ ’ ' '

Dear Clive:

The purpose of this letter is to remind you about my requests for
information for the final annual report on faculty and admlnlstratlve - .
salaries that we have discussed on several occasions. Accordlng to
the methodology developed by the Commission in 1977 these data should- o
be submitted to us in late February.

¢ Specifically, we need: ‘ . uﬂksi

1. The spring faculty salary and fringe benefit comgirison ' ¥
report ' (Tables A~1 through A-5). Table A-5 should shew |, !
salary schedules in effect before January 1, 1984 and afteg .
Aprll 1, 1984., , . .

EX )

2. The supplementary "B-Tables."~ - - \

3. The annual medical faculty salary report, and

4.  The annual administrative salary'comparison report. _

b

If all this information cannot be suppliﬁh ét this time, I would )

appreciate receiving portions of the data when they are ready for Yoo
release so that. I can complete varxous sections of the report at an 4 :
early date. <r~ ' : . Y

p ’

/ Sincerely, ' ~ . |
[ 2 " L4 |
. . . 1
‘ . ¢ " . |

Russell L. Riese ' .
Postsecondary Education Admlnlstrator

1

o - -119- 110

v
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BERKERLEY * DAVIS + IRVINE ¢ LOS ANGELES ' RIVERSIDK * SAN DIEGO * SAN FRANCISCO

Office of the Senior Vice President-- . N gl y
Adp1 nistration ’ BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720
1 . . . .
¢ “ Academic and Staff Employee Relations
s ¥ .

April 30, 1984

4 .

\ ‘ ‘
DA 1 . . .
‘" Mr. Russ Reese &
- .+ CPEC Administrator .
1020 Twelfth Street *
) Sacramento, CA 95814..
Dear Russ: . « ,
Attached is a copy of'TabTe I, 1983-84 Administrative Management Salary Data
for the University of California and Comparison 10" Universities. .If you .
have any questions, olease direct them to Neville Manderson at (415) 642-5977.
- p : )
" : " Sincerely, 3 /
. 4 . ‘ vy '
.v. ' . *"
' . Josgph B. Rodgers "
N y Direcgor of Gompensation
. and Economic Reésearch
Attachment . ' |
; cc: Assistant Vice @resident Letin . ‘ L
Director Condren . ) ,
Senior Analyst Manderson .
" . « . . -/,'. » ¢
o‘ - '
- ' '\‘_ v
‘ £
]
[ ] \ . K ' ! 7 [
CLEST O0FY AVAILABLE |
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, o, ~*Average for . Comparison '10'
Administrative Title . University of Calif. Universities
2.0, Chief Executive Officer/ . $95,000 $111,800 |
Single Institution . T ' '
4.0 chi i ' 4 -

. ief Academic Officer 76,000 86,700 .
5.0 Chief Busihess Officer 76,000 82,600
6.0° Chief Student Affairg Officer " 68,000 69,000 "

. 7.0 Chief Development Officer 70,000 ’ 83,100 |,
10.0 Chief Personnel/Humart Resources 55,000 60,900 ,
Officer . : . ' AN
12.0 Chief Budgeting OFficer 69,000 52,900""
17.0  Director, Library Sérvices - 67,000 68,300
18.0  Director, Computer Center 61,000 g 67,200
. 27.0 Comptroller " 56,000 63,100
32.0° Chief Physical Plant/Facilities 60,000 - 63,700
. 34.0 Director, Purchasing ‘ 49,000 44,300 '
37.0 Director, Information Sysfems 56,000 ‘ . 60,800
.40.0 Director, Admissions 53,000 50,900
43.0 Director Student Financial Aid , 47,000 & * 43,000
. " ‘ ‘ ' &

4

* TABLE I v,
. 1983-84 ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGEMENT SALARY DATA FOR
THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND.COMPARISON,'10' UNIVERSITIES

v

. L]
»

**Average for

* University of California average computed from salary rates at the BerkeTey and
Los Angeles campuses only.

**Comparison '10' institutions are Stanford University, Harvard University,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cornell University, California Institute
of Technology, Universities of Michigan (Ann Arbor), Wisconsin (Madison), I1linois
(Urbana, Texas (Austin) and Mipnesota (Twin Cities). ~ '

e

: | -122- 112
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( COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF UC 1983 and_1984 'CPEC' ADMINISTRATIVE MﬁNAGEMENT SALARY‘ﬁEPORTS »

L3
R .
) ]

A, Lomg_rison '10' xnstitut1ons

The- following table summarizes universities used in the-salary’ survey process

-,

for 1983 and 1984. .

~ Survey Insf;gut1qh;

| *Stanfora University -
*ﬁarvard Unfversity

| .*Corn511'quvers1ty
*University of Michigan
*Univarswfy of w1sconsin
-*University of 1111no1s

*University of Texas

s
“ ,
¥

¢

N thmem':s ’
Surveyed in 1983 and 1084
Surveye& jrr 1983 and 1984 .
Surveyed in 1983 and 1984

Surveyed {n 1983 and™1984

Surveyed in 1983 and 1984
Survayed in 1983 and 1984

Surveyed in 1983 and 1986

**Massachusetts Instituté of .Technology Surveyed in 1984 only

«xCalifornia Insitute of Technology SurVeyeq 1n 1984 only
**fniversity of Minnesota Sur-éyqd in 1984 only ;

***Yale niversity Suryayed {n 1983 only

x**niversity of Missouri .ISurvéyed in 1983 only

»+#State University of New York Suryayed in 1983 only - ’
*Saven of the Comparison '10' institutions were surveyed in both 1983 and 1984,

#M.1.T., C.1.T, and University of Minnesota were tnciuded fn the 1ist of 1984
Comparison '10’ Institut1ons when the survey cr1ter1a was mod1fied to {nclude
universitias ranked among the Top Ten or Top Fifteen Ph. D granting institu-

”

tions. | .

ERIC ' | 123 113 .




ORAFT:
Page 2

B.'

C.

- Yale University aL;nough eligibie dec11ned 10 part1c1pate 1n tne 1984 survey.

/25 "84 1ft14, UC EYSTEMWIDE - FO2

L] a

s/28/84 . - ool
’ .

: .
. N
] . “

- The Un1versity of Missour“ was not alxguéhe to part1c1pate 1n the 1984 survey

- The State Un1versity of New York, a mylti-campus system, was not eligidle for

-participation in thetjsaﬂ survey.

- M
4

. - .. . ‘ ,
o - i . -

Survey Selsction Criteria L " N

.
.
“ .
>

! . . P ™
‘an assessment of their respective Research Doctorate Programs in the Arts, .

* e ,

Institutions partic1pat1ng 1n the 1983 survey were a comb1nat1on of pr1vate

&

siug1e campus univers1t1es (Cz;ne11. Harvurd, Stanford and Yale) dnd public

multi-campus systems (I111nois, Michigan, Mi¥sourt, Texas w1scans1n, ands

¢

§UKY) They were with the exception of Missourt aﬂd Texas, the same insti-

tuticns traditionally used for the facu1g saIary 'Comqgris_qn 8'ssurvays.’

s Ak .

[}
-

Institutiony part!cipiting in tha 1984 sbrvey were selected on the basis of
N Y : ‘

Sciences, .and Enginee}ing f1e[ds.’ Single campus rather than system (Multi-

. a’
sampus} comparisons were made. °

1

. The Berkeley and Los Arfgeles campuses of the Unver§1ty‘bf'Ca11fornia system

were usad as comparators in the survey. Their respective positions among

leading Ph. D. granting insitutions wére first and eighth respectively.

-

~

1.

Administrative Titles : . - . o "

The following titles uti111zing CUPA Job descriptions were used: in both the

-~

1983 and 1984 surveys.

Lio "?.\’/\»/!lﬂ
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e n mE m e tmetm e mmm
CMEY 2% 8¢ 16115 UC 33 TENUIDE 0 Rpze
, _ y A
Ct ORAFT: s/28/84 - N . e e
R - LEST st momagy g
. . R . S |
CRR 2.0 Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution’ P |
‘ 4.0 CRief Academic Officer ~ v
o 5 O‘Ch1ef Business officer i:' o s ‘ e !
g lq 0 Chiaf Personnel/Human Resojirces otficer . | . ‘: o

2.0 Chief Budgeting 'Officer o

17.0 D1rector. Library Sorv1ces’ .=

1
! - -

~ 18.0 Director, Computer Center . . - . J
32.0' Chief Physical Plant Fec111t1es |
{ ' ais 37.0 Oirector, Information §ystems '

. T \\ v . 4 ) ‘ - & . . .’ . ) 9 . .
//,ﬂf”’”\; 43.0 Director. Student Financial Aid SV
. '.L . &, The fol\ow1ng titles were used in the 1984 survey only. . . '

L]
.

e 6.0 Chiet Student Affairs 0ff1cer
7.0 Chief Development Officer

- g7.d Comptroller ‘ e
T 38,0 Director, Purchasing L S -
~ ': ¥ 40:0’D{recton,'Admissions i
! - The t1t1es~used Qn,the 1984 Administrative Management Survey were selected as
paft'of‘a rébreseﬁtative 'core! management group of é1asses wh1ch were common “
in the provision of- essentfal adm1n1strat1ve management support %t the 1ead1ng
1nsL1LuL10ns The titles selectad had manayement responsibidfty limiged to a
_ ) single 1nst1tution Thus compar1sons‘for example wqre not made for Chief
.: ;?\Eiequtive Officer/System which would be the equivalent of UC's Presidgnt.-s
R 3. The following titles were used in the 1983 survey only, T
-Chief Executive Officer/Multi- Campus System.
| roirecror.‘zampus Security , . d | | \
. -Director, Athletics S N 5. - | | ‘
o ) g -Qean of Aqr1éulture) Arts & Sciences, Businést)Edhcation.,Eng1nee}1hg, '
’ Graduate progra\m -a'nd"un,.c{qr:’graduate programs - o - o

4
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Note; 1. Th’ ‘Chief Executive 0ff1ceyﬁu1t1-Campus system was exc]uded from the }984
: surqu because only*heads of' soletted single insftutions were inc}uded.

(Refer to Section D—below) RO on . L
2. The Director of Campus Secur1ty and Athletics were not cons1dered to be
teore' administrat1ve mqpagement pos1t1;ns. , Q
3{'\The Daans wgre considered to be more academic than core administrnt?
management positipns and thus wene not incliuded 1n the 1984 curvey. |
D.. Exclusfén of the President Bf mhe University L T

\ 4

The cbng:1t1ng firm of Hewttt Associates in a Janu%ry 10,.1983 Study of Compensatfk\
for The Regents of UC stated tha following conclusions regarding the Prosident s Jc
- The Job s the largest management Job {n any Un1ted States university in qudntita

—

tarms, Hewitt Associate« 1s. not abie to measure the Jjob from a quaIitative stanc
point. “ ° f - ‘
- The concluston is tnat the. Un1versity of California President‘s Job 1s Iarge and,
| the pay s not consistent with the scope of the job.. | 9
The consultant s conclusion above and the decision to survey administrative
management positions in ang]e in§;1tut1ons’rather than multi-campus tnstitutions
contributed to the Un1ver§1ty‘s decision not to survey for Chief Executive Officer/
Multi-Crmpus System positions {n the 1984 sunuéy. | . ' |
S Mol ’
‘ NeviTle Manderson

' Compensation and Economic
‘ Research Unit
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