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Summary

In response to Supplemental Language to the 1978,
1979, and 1981 Budget Acts, the California Post-
secondary Education Commission prepares annual
reports on administrators' salaries at the Universi-
ty of California and the California State Universi-
ty as well as faculty salaries at the California Com-
munity Colleges. In addition, it prepares biennial
reports on University of Calihrnia medical faculty
salaries in odd-numbered years.

This document contains those three elements.

Part One on pages 3-14 presents an overview of
faculty salaries in the California Community
Colleges and estimates the mean salary of regu-
lar and contract faculty at $42,036.

Part Two on pages 15-18 shows the salaries of
campus-based and central office administrators
at the University and the State University, with
comparison institution data for the campus-
based positions.

. And Part Three on pages 21-23 shows salaries
for University full-time faculty physicians in
the specialties of general medicine, surgery, and
pediatrics, in comparison to those received by
their counterryarts at comparable institutions.

This report, which deliberately provides only de-
scriptive data for use by the State and offers nei-
ther conclusions nor recommendations about these
data, was adopted by the Commission at its meet-
ing on September 18, 1989, on recommendation of
its Policy Evaluation Committee. Additional copies
of the report may be obtained from the Publication
Office of the Commission at (916) 824-4991. Ques-
tions about the substance of the report may be di-
rected to Murray J. Haberman of the Commission
staff at (916) 322-8001.



SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT ON
ACADEMIC SALARIES, 1988-89

A Report to the Governor
and Legislature in Response

to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51 (1965)
and Subsequent Postsecondary Salary Legislation

P OS T SE CO N D A R Y
a
Z
W

0
LL.

-1
tt 0
U Z

CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION
Third Floor 1020 Twelfth Street Sacramento, California 96814-3985 0 COMMISSION 0

m
0
c
n
1,
-4



COMMISSION REPORT 89-26
PUBLISHED SEPTEMBER 1989

This report, like other publications of the California Postsecondary
Education Commission, is not copyrighted. It may be reproduced in
the public interest, but proper attribution to Report 89-26 of the Cal-
ifornia Postsecondary Education Commission is requested.



Contents

Executive Summary 1

1 . Community College Faculty Salaries 3

Introduction 3

Average Salaries 3

Part-Time Faculty and Full-Time Faculty with
Overload Assignments 5

Summary of the Data 8

Implications of the Data 14

Uses of Part-Time Faculty and AB 1725 14

2. Selected Administrators' Salaries in Universities 15

Introduction 15

University of California 15

The California State University 16

3. Medical School Faculty Salaries at the University
of California

Appendices

A. Letter from Kenneth B. O'Brien to Gerald Hayward,
August 9, 1979

B. University of California Report on Medical School Clinical
Compensation Plans and Clinical Faculty Salaries, 1979

References

21

25

25

27

51



Displays

1. Mean Salaries in the California Community Colleges, 1988-89 4

2. The Ten Highest California Community College Mean Salaries Among
Reporting Districts, Selected Years from Fall 1981 to Fall 1988 6

3. The Ten Lowest California Community College Mean Salaries Among
Reporting Districts, Selected Years from Fall 1981 to Fall 1988 7

4. Analysis of the Mean Salaries Paid by the Highest and Lowest Paying
Community College Districts, Selected Years from Fall 1981 to Fail 1988 8

5. Annualized Cost-of-Living Ackjustments Granted to Regular and Contract
California Community College Faculty, By District, 1986-87 to 1988-89 9-10

6. Peralta Community CrIl lege District Faculty Salary Schedule, 1988-89 11

7. Sonoma County Junior College District Fai ulty Salary Schedule, 1988-89 11

8. Saddleback Community College District Certificated Salary Schedule,
1988-89 12

9. Analysis of the Mean Dollars per Weekly Faculty Contact Hour (WFCH)
Paid to Full-Time Faculty, Part-Time Faculty, and Full-Time Faculty
Teaching Overload Assignments in the California Community Colleges,
Fall 1986 to Fall 1988 13

10. Annualized Salaries of Campus-Based Administrators at the University of
California and Its Eight Comparison Ur iversities, 1988-89 16

11. Administrative Salary Data for the California State University and
Its Twenty Comparison Universities, 1988-89 17

12. Annualized Salaries of Central-Office Administrators at the University
of California and the California State University, 1988-89 18

13. Estimated Annualized Salaries of Central-Office Administrators at the
University of California end the California State University, effective
July 1, 1989 19

14. University of California Medical School Faculty Salary Survey, 1988-89
(General Medicine) 22

15. University of California Medical School Faculty Salary Survey, 1988-89
(Surgery) 22

16. University of California Medical School Faculty Salary Survey, 1988-89
(Pediatrics) 23

17. Ranking of University of California Medical Faculty Compensation in
Relation to the Amounts Paid at its Comparison Institutions, Selected
Years from 1980-81 to 1988-89 ", 23



Executive Summary

THIS report consists of three independent sections.

1. Community College faculty salaries

Part One responds to Supplemental Language to the
1979 Budget Act, which directed the Commission to
prepare annual reports on the salaries of California
Community College faculty members. It presents an
overview of those salaries and estimates the mean
salary of regular and contract faculty at $42,035. It
indicates that the difference in mean salaries be-
tween the highest-paying and lowest-paying of the
71 districts in the State is about 37 percent. Finally,
it shows that on a statewide basis, full-time faculty
salaries are nearly twice as high per weekly faculty
contact hour as part-time faculty, and about 60 per-
cent more than overload faculty. If fringe benefits
are added, this disparity is even greater.

2. Selected administrators' salaries
in universities

Part Two responds to Supplemental Language in the
1981 Budget Act, which instructed the Commission
to report annually on the salaries of University of
California and California State University adminis-
trators. It shows the salaries of campus-based and
central office administrative positions at the Univer-
sity and State University, with comparison data for
the campus-based positions.

This part also shows that, for several reasons, cam-
pus-based administrative salaries at the University
of California lag behind the mean salaries reported
by its comparison institutions in 17 of the 18 admin-
istrative positions surveyed for this report, with the

differences ranging from 1.6 percent for directors of
campus security to 25.7 percent for directors of com-
puter centers. Only the deans of agriculture at the
University earn more on the average than their com-
parison institution counterparts, and the Chancel-
lors of the University's campuses on the average
earn 21.7 percent less than their counterparts.

At the State University, campus administrators in
five positions receive between 0.3 and 20.6 percent
more than the mean of their counterparts at compar-
ison institutions, while campus administrators in 11
other positions receive between 0.1 and 23.6 percent
less. State University campus presidents receive
18.8 percent less than their counterparts at compari-
son institutions.

3. Medical school faculty salaries at
the University of California

Part Three responds to Supplemental Language to
the 1978 Budget Act that requested the Commission
to report on the University of California's medical
school faculty salaries. It shows salaries for Univer-
sity full-time faculty physicians in the specialties of
general medicine, surgery, and pediatrics, and it
compares them to full-time clinical faculty salaries
at comparison institutions.

In general, the University remains competitive in its
compensation of medical school faculty. In 1988-89,
for the three ladder ranks within the three special-
ties surveyed, the University's medical faculty sala-
ries exceeded similar comparison institution salaries
in five categories and lagged in the remaining four;
and full professors in all three specialties at the
University received more than the average of their
counterparts.

1



Community College Faculty Salaries

Introduction

In February 1979, the Legislative Analyst recom-
mended in the Analysis of the Budget Bill, 1979-80,
that the Commission include information on Cali-
fornia Community College faculty salaries in its an-
nual faculty salary reports. Responding to this rec-
ommendation, the Commission presented data on
community college faculty salaries for the 1977-78
fiscal year in its report, Faculty Salaries in Cali-
fornia Public Higher Education, 1979-80, of April
1979, but it was unable to include data for 1978-79
(the then current year) because the Chancellor's
Office had abandoned such data collection as part of
the cutbacks resulting from the passage of Proposi-
tion 13 in June 1978.

Subsequently, Commission staff proposed that the
submission of community college faculty salary da-
ta be formalized, and for that purpose the Legisla-
ture appropriated $15,000 to the Chancellor's Office
for the 1979-80 fiscal year. In August 1979, Com-
mission staff outlined for the Chancellor the specific
information desired (Appendix A, pp. 25-26) and
asked the Chancellor's staff to submit 1978-79 data
by November 1, 1979, and data for subsequent fiscal
years by March 1 of the year involved.

In 1981-82, the Chancellor's Office initiated the
"Staff Data File" -- a computerized data collection
system that is now in its eighth year of operation
and that has provided comprehensive reports for the
past seven years.

During these years, the Chancellor's Office has pro-
duced comprehensive and accurate reports that con-
tain information on average salaries and salary
ranges; cost-of-living adjustments; teaching loads;
numbers of full- and part-time faculty; age, sex, and
ethnicity; number of new hires, promotions, and
leaves; and qualifications for various salary cate-
gories.

Although reporting is substantially improved from
prior years, two problems remain:

The first relates to the submission of data that
are incomplete due primarily to protracted col-
lective bargaining negotiations. When negotia-
tions extend into the spring of the current aca-
demic year, and cost-of-living adjustments are
accordingly allocated retroactively, there is sel-
dom sufficient time to include the increases i
the mean salary figures reported. The result is
that many of the mean salaries reported are inac-
curate. In addition, 19 of the system's 71 districts
did not report cost-of-living adjustments.

The second problem is that complete salary ad-
justments are not always reported. In 1988-89,
for example, one-time "off-schedule" adjustments
were granted to faculty in six districts. In ad-
dition, in its analysis of salaries the Chancellor's
Office averages all increases granted after July 1
over the entire year. Thus, a 5 percent increase
granted on January 1 is only counted as a 2.5 per-
cent increase, even though the effect is to lift the
entire salary schedule by 5 percent by the end of
the fiscal year. These analytical differences in
computing average salaries are discusaed further
in the next section.

Average salaries

Display 1 on page 4 shows 1988-89 mean salaries as
reported by 69 of the 71 districts, with Feather Riv-
er and Lassen Community College Districts not re-
porting. The first footnote in that display indicates
that 11 districts did not report cost-of-living in-
creases for 1988-89 and consequently could not in-
corporate such increases into their mean salary fig-
ures. Consequently, the salaries reported more
nearly approximate 1987-88 salaries for those dis-
tricts. The second footnote includes 18 districts
where salary negotiations were complete but which
did not have sufficient time to incorporate those in-
creases into their mean salary figures.

In all, Display 1 indicates that accurate curre it-
year data are available for only 40 districts -- 56.3

3



DISPLAY 1 Mean Salaries in the California Community Colleges, 1988-89

District Mean Salary District Mean Salary

Allan Hancock' $38,651 Palomar $43,164
Antelope Valley 38,554 Pasadena Area 41,457
Barstow' 38,935 Peralta 37,432

Butte' 40,429 Rancho Santiago 43,009
Cabrillo' 35,286 Redwoods 41,417
Cerritos' 46,009 Rio Hondo 45,299
Chaffey 41,236 Riverside' 41,214

Citrus' 41,910 Saddleback 48,413
Coachella Valley' (Desert) 38,879 San Bernardino' 40,250

Coast 41,170 San Diego 39,828
Compton' 35,268 San Diego Adult 30,073
Contra Costa 47,661 San Orancisco Centers 36,869
El Camino 43,846 San Francisco 42,216
Feather River N/A San Joaquin Delta' 46,311
Foothill/DeAnza 45,363 San Jose' 42,658
Fremont-Newark' 41,675 San Luis Obispo 42,497
Gavilan2 40,086 San Mateo 45,328
Glendale 44,749 ,-anta Barbara' 38,571
Grossmont2 40,347 Santa Clarita 42,039

Hartnell 40,806 Santa Monica' 43,585
Imperial' 35,233 Sequoias 45,074
Kern 38,519 Shasta-Tehama-Trinity 40,655
Lake Tahoe' 38,125 Sierra 41,428
Lassen N/A Siskiyou' 36,524
Long Beach' 44,088 Solano County' 40,479
Los Angeles' 41,613 Sonoma County 44,221
Los Rios' 39,911 South County 44,085
Marin' 46,753 Southwestern 42,240
Mendocino 36,791 State Center 42,910
Merced 42,178 Ventura County 43,845
Mira Costa 41,896 Victor Valley 38,166
Monterey Peninsula' 38,430 West Hills 40,230
Mount San Antonio 44,192 West Kern 45,916
Mount San Jacinto' 37,699 West Valley 44,129
Napa' 35,453 Yosemite 43,393
North Orange 43,729 Yuba 42,564
Palo Verde' 35,731 Total $42,035'

1. District was still in the process of ealary negotiations for 1988-89 at the time mean salary data were reported. Consequently, the
salaries reported more closely approximates the 1987-88 mean.

2. Although salary negotiations were complete as of the Chancellor's Office deadline for reporting data, mean salary data do not reflect
the 1988-89 cost-of-living adjustment. Consequently, the salaries reported may more closely approximate the 1.987-88 mean.

3. Feather River and Lassen Community College Districta did not report data to the Chancellor's Office in time for this report.

Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office.
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percent of the 71 possible with the faculty employ-
ed by those districts representing 60.6 percent of the
systemwide total. Accordingly, it is probable that
the actual mean salary for the system is higher
than the $42,035 reported. To provide an estimate
of actual salaries, the mean salaries of the 29 nonre-
porting districts (excluding Feather River and Las-
sen), were incremented by 4.79 percent the av-
erage percent increase for the 40 reporting districts,
which resulted in a systemwide mean salaiy of
$42,796. There is no way of knowing how accurate
that figure may be, but it is probably closer to
reality than the $42,035 contained in the Chancel-
lor's Office report.

Displays 2 and 3 on pages 6 and 7 show mean sal-
aries as reported in the Staff Data File for regular
and contract faculty in the ten highest- and ten low-
est-paying districts for selected years between Fall
1986 and Fall 1988, and the systemwide means for
each of those years. In each case, those districts re-
porting incomplete mean salary data are indicated.
Display 4 on page 8 shows mean salaries for those
districtts as a group, the percentage difference be-
tween them, and the total number of faculty.

In 1988-89, the highest-paying district was Saddle-
back with a mean of $48,413. The lowest was Im-
perial with a mean of $35,233 -- although it should
be noted that Imperial's faculty were still in negoti-
ations with respect to their existing contract with
their district' administration. Among those dis-
tricts that had finalized negotiations, the lowest
paying was the Peralta District at $37,432 -- a fig-
ure 29.3 percent lower than Saddleback's.

Display 5 on pages 9 and 10 provides cost-of-living
adjustment data, by district, for the current and
previous two years, weighted by the size of faculty
in each district. In each case, off-schedule payments
and mid-year adjustments are reflected, inclusions
that increase the systemwide average from the 4.00
percent reportedby the Chancellor's Office for 1987-
88 to 4.91 percent, and the 4.77 percent reported for
1988-89 to 4.79 percent.

From Display 2 it can be seen that those districts
with higher salaries tend to be the larger districts
and also tend to be those reporting complete data.
These higher salaries actually become more pro-
nounced if the evening programs at San Diego and
San Francisco are included in the overall district-
wide average. Faculty working in these evening

programs tend to be paid about one-fourth less than
regular faculty at the main campus, and their
inclusion consequently reduces the districtwide
average. Were they to be included, the differences
between the highest- and lowest-paying districts, as
shown in Display 4, would be even greater, thus
highlighting the size factor even more. Either way,
the difference in mean salaries between the high-
est-paying district (Saddleback) and the lowest-pay-
ing district (Imperial) is about 37 percent. Taken as
roups of the ten highest and ten lowest, the dif-
ference is 27.3 percent, but considering that eight of
th e. ten lowest-paying but only three of the ten high-
est-paying districts reported incomplete data, the
true difference between these two groups is
probably closer to 25 perzent.

The Chancellor's Office also provided salary sched-
ules for each of the 71 districts in the community
college system. These generally provide a number
of salary categories or classes through which a fac-
ulty member can advance depending on educational
qralifications, and another series of steps that pro-
vide salary increases based on longevity. Typical
schedules are shown in Displays 6, 7, and 8 on pages
11 and 12 and present the marked differences that
exist between low-, medium-, and high-paying dis-
tricts.

As with mean salaries, these schedules vary greatly
from district to district, with some districts offering
only one salary classification based on educational
achievement, while others offer as many as nine. In
addition, some districts have as few as 12 anniver-
sa while others have 30 or more. In
some cases, additional stipends are provided to
doctoral degree holders, department chairmen, and
others with splcial qualifications or respon-
sibilities.

Part-time faculty and full-time faculty
with overload assignments

For many years, the community colleges have em-
ployed a lar,-se number of part-time or temporary
faculty, and most districts have also permitted full-
time regular and contract faculty to work additional
hours or overloads. Display 9 on page 13 shows
several comparisons between full-time, part-time,
and overload faculty between Fall 1986 and Fall

1 1
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DISPLAY 2 The Ten Highest California Community College Mean Salaries Among Reporting
Districts, Selected Years from Fall 1981 Of Fall 1988

Ten Highest Paying Districts Each Year and Number of Reporting Districts

Year
Number of Districts:

1981

69

1983

70

1985

70

1986

69

1987

68

1988

69

Saddleback $35,071 $37,597 $42,083 4,41,815 $46,335 $48,413

Contra Costa 32,813 39,047 43,998 43,979 47,661

Marin' 45,013 46,753

San Joaquin Delta' 36,275 35,579 41,562 44,029 45,923 46,311

Cerri:.4si 33,153 34,900 39,258 41,746 44,097 46,009

West Kern 36,786 38,975 41,934 44,201 45,916

Foothill/DeAnza 33,234 41,547 41,711 43,466 45,363

San Mateo 45,323

Rio Hondo 40,481 43,602 45,299

Sequoias 32,116 38,750 45,074

Southwestern 42,764

Mt. San Antonio 34,942 38,417 40,632 42,685

Long Beach 33,404 34,754 39,547 42,326

Santa Monica 32,033 39,809 41,334

San Jose 35,053

Coast 33,245 35,015

North Orange 32,070

Desert 39,211

El Camino 37,110 ,-.
Statewide Mean Salary' $30,156 $32,704 $38,203 $38,005 $40,048 $42,035

1. Annualized 1988-89 coat-of-living adjustment not included in the mean salary data reported.
2. Weighted by total faculty in each district.

Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, California Community Coneges Chancellor's Office.

1.988. For example, it shows the number of full-time
faculty with and without overload assignments
compared to the number of part-time faculty. It also
shows workload in terms of weekly faculty contact
hours (wrCH) - the actual number of hours faculty
spend in classrooms. Comparing these two, it can
be seen that, while part-time fact Ity outnumber
full-time faculty by almost two-to-one, they teach
only 3K..3 percent of these contact hours. Regular
and contract faculty teach 58.2 percent on regular
assignments, with those teaching overloads ac-
counting for the remaining 6.5 percent. Regular

6

and contract faculty on regular assignments av-
erage 16.9 weekly faculty contact hours i 1988-89,
while part-time faculty average 5.4 hours, and
those teaching any overload average 4.7 additional
hours. About 40.3 percent of full-time regular and
contract faculty members teach some overload. All
of these averages have been relatively constant for
the three-year period shown in Display 9.

Compensation comparisons between full-time ond
part-time faculty are difficult, since full-time facul-
ty have reF,Nnsibilities other than classroom teach-
ing, while part-time facuilty generally do not. Full-

1 2



DISPLAY 3 The Ten Lowest California Community College Mean Salaries Among Reporting
Districts, Selected Years from Fall 1981 to Fall 1988

Ten Lowest Paying Districts Each Year and Number of Reporting Districta

Year:

Nurnher of Districts:

1981

69

1983

70
1936

70

1986

69

1987

68

1988

69

Imperial' $30,900 $32,09U $32,642 $35,233

Compton' 25,809 29,091 30,632 30,929 34,475 35,268

Cabrillo' 28,631 32,264 32,960 33,768 35,286

Napa' 28,245 31,442 33,099 33,581 35,453

Palo Verde' 25,369 30,930 34,505 35,731

Siskiyou' 28,326 34,843 36,524

Mendocino . 36,460 36,791

Peralta 26,060 29,213 36,275 37,432

Mount San Jacinto' 37,699

Lake Tahoe' 28,429 38,125

San Diego'"2 $22,707

West Hills 36,346

Laskien 27,416 29,098 32,308 32,856

Allan 11;.:-..;ock 27,469 28,401 33,962

Victor Valley 31,967 34,061

Monterey Peninsula 34,385

Santa Barbara 34,794

Gavilan 26,555 32,234

Antelope Valley 26,440 29,185 32,341

San Francisco" 27,460

Barstow 26,476

Statewide Mean Salary' $30,156 $32,704 $36,20J $38,005 $40,046 $42,035

1. Annualized 1988-89 cost-of-living adjustment not included in the mean salary data reported.

2. Weighted by total faculty in each district

3. Regular and centers programs combined.

Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office,

time facult: spend time in coun3eling, adviaing,
committee work, office hours, and community ser-
vice. Preparation for classroom teaching, however,
necessarily occupies a considerable amount of time
for both full-time and part-time faculty. The exact
proportion of total workload devoted to activities
not directly related to classroom teaching is not
known, but an assumption used recently by the
Chancellor's Office (1987, p. 7) is that three-fourths

is instructionally related (teaching and prepara-
tion) with the remaining one-fourth devoted to oth-
er campus activities. With this factor, although not
a precise measure, it is possible to present a general
comparison.

The Chancellor's Office publishes hourly rates for
part-time faculty and full-time faculty with over-
load assignments, and these systemwide data are

1 3
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DISPLAY 4 Analysis of the Mean Salaries Paid by the Highest and Lowest Paying Community
College Districts, Selected Years from Fall 1981 to Fall 1988

Item
Fall
1981

Fall
1983

Fall
1965

Fall
1986

Fall
1987

Fall
1988

Mean Salaries:

Ten Highest
Paying Districts

Weighted' $33,213 $35,748 $40,(159 $42,144 $44,137 $46,304
Unweighted 33,34 t 36,059 39,946 42,001 44,207 46,212

Ten Lowest
Paying Districts

Weighted' $26,675 $28,563 $31,547 $32,515 $34,454 $36,399
Unweighted 26,563 28,645 31,619 32,422 34,600 36,354

Percent By Which The Ten Highest
Paying Districts Exceed The Ten
Lowest Paying Districts
(Weighted Means): 24.5% 25.2% 27.0% 29.6% 28.1% 27.3%

Systemwide Mean Salary
(69 Districts)' $30,156 $32,704 $36,203 $38,005 $40,046 $42,035

Number of Regular Faculty:

Ten Highest Paying Districts 3,354 2,572 2,044 2,182 2,022 2,121
Ten Lowest Paying Districts 2,595 1,891 974 1,341 1,205 833

Percent Higher Paying Districts
Exceed Lower Paying Districts
(Total Faculty) 29.2% 36.0% 109.9% 62.7% 67.8% 154.6%

1. Weighted by total full-time faculty in each reporting district.

Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office.

also shown in Item 5 in Display 9, which indicates
that overload faculty are currently paid about 17
percent -more than part-time faculty.

Items 7 and 8 in Display 9 compare the estimate of
compensation per weekly faculty contact hour for
full-time faculty with the actual data reported for
part-time and overload faculty. Also on a system-
wide basis, these comparisons show full-time fac-
ulty in 1988-89 earning nearly twice as much (88.0
percent) per weekly faculty contact hour in salary
as part-time faculty, and 60.6 percent more than the
amount paid for overload assignments. If fringe
beneflts are added, these percentages would be even
higher.

8

Summary of the data

In the current year, regular and contract faculty for
which complete data exist earned an average salary
of $42,035, - an amount that is probably under-
stated by 2 to 3 percent, since only 40 districts sub-
mitted complete data in time for inclusion in the
Chancellor's Office report. Eighteen other districts
reported the percentage amount of the cost-of-living
adjustment (COLA) but could not include the in-
crease in their mean salary figures. Eleven dis-
tricts were still in the process of negotiating cur-
rent-year increases and thus could not report a cost-

1 4
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DISPLAY 5 Annualized Cost-of-Living Adjustments Granted to Regular and Contract California
Community College Faculty, By District, 1986-87 to 1988-89

District

Number of
Full-Time Faculty

1'148-89

Cost-of-Living
Adjustments,

1988-87

Cost-of-Living
Adjustments,

1987-88

Cost-of-Living
Adjustmbuts,

1988-89

Allan Hancock 94 6.00% 5.00% 4.07%

Antelope Valley 82 4.30 5.10 2.62

Barstow 24 5.50 * *

Butte 104 5.82 6.65 5.23

Cabrillo 157 4.00 4.00 *

Cerritos 210 5.77 5.20 5.70

Chaffey 138 3.14 6.00 5.00

Citrus 112 5.50 4.50 4.00

Cout 524 0.00 2.00 7.01

Compton 69 6.50 7.00 *

Contra Costa 376 5.00 4.00 4.70

Desert (Coachella Valley) 99 5.00 5.50 6.60

El Camino 270 5.00 5.00 5.00

Feather lit.i'..1' N/A N/A N/A N/A

Foothill 340 6.50 5.00 5.00

Fremont-New.:isk 89 6.00 4.00 4.70

Gavilan 50 6.50 5.25 5.00

Glendale 146 5.00 3.00 8.00

Grossmont 215 6.00 6.50 6.00

Hartnell 77 6.00 1.80 4.00

Imperial 71 0.00 9.00 9.00

Kern 265 2.00 3.42 5.00

Lake Tahoe 16 0.00 7.00 *

Lassen N/A 0.00 3.40 5.00

Long Beach 245 6.50 4.00 4.35

Los Angeles 1,619 0.00 7.00 6.00

Los Rios 572 1.34 9.58 *

Marin 134 15.10 3.50 6.10
Mendocino 36 5.70 2.95 6.20

Merced 87 4.00 6.00 6.20
MiraCosta 69 5.50 4.00 4.91

Monterey Peninsula 94 6.65 5.00 5.40
Mt. San Antonio 249 5.00 4.25 5.00
Mt. San Jacinto 40 6.02 6.26 5.25

Napa 89 2.13 2.38 *

North Orange 435 7.00 6.00 1.00
Palo Verde 12 3.50 4.50 4.32
Palomar 213 6.44 5.00 *

Pasadena Area 284 6.00 6.00 6.12
Peralta 302 7.00 0.00 3.00

15
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DISPLAY 5, continued

District

Number of
Full-Time Faculty

t 988-89

Cost-of-Living
Adjustments,

19813-87

Cost-of-Living
Adjustments,

1987-88

Cost-of-Living
Adjustments,

198889

Rancho Santiago 260 6.01% 4.28% 2.40%

Redwoods 82 5.30 4.80 4.72

Rio Hondo 158 5.00 3.40 4.70
Riverside 172 6.50 4.00 *

Saddleback 219 4.00 4.64 6.70
San Bernardino 175 8.00 3.40 *

San Diego 377 6.00 8.00 7.00
San Diego Adult 80 N/A 8.00 7.00
San Francisco Centers 239 N/A 0.00 7.00
San Francisco 376 6.50 0.00 7.00
San Joaquin delta 203 6.45 5.50 4.90
San Jose 188 5.00 4.75 4.75
San Luis Obispo 72 4.59 6.58 6.70
San Mateo 336 4.00 5.00 6.00

Santa Barbara 154 9.00 3.40 5.74
Santa Clarita 55 7.00 5.00 6.70
Santa Monica 199 5.00 6.00 6.00
Sequoias 127 4.50 5.20 5.30
Shasta-Tehama-Trinity 112 8.00 3.00 3.50
Sierra 108 6.14 4.00 4.00
Siskiyou 41 5.00 0.00 5.00
Solano County 121 6.00 3.00 *

Sonoma County 217 4.00 5.25 6.00
South County 189 5.50 4.00 4.50
Southwestern 172 8.00 7.00 5.00
State Center 274 5.00 5.00 6.75
Ventura County 257 4.00 6.00 7.00
Victor Valley 60 * 5.00 5.00
West Hills 42, 5.00 5.20 5.30
West Kern 18 5.06 2.10 5.00
West Valley 238 5.00 6.00 5.05
Yosemite 192 8.00 3.40 4.80
Yuba 92 3.10 6.00 5.75

Number of Districts Reporting -- 68 69

Total/Mean -- Excluding
San Diego Evening and
San Francisco Centers 13,6141 4.58% 4.91% 4.67%

Total/Mean -- I icluding
San Diego Evening and
San Francisco Centers 13,2951 4.54% 5.03% 4.79%

1. Feather River and Lauen Community College Districts did not report data to the Chancellor's Office in time for this report.
* District was still in salary negotiations at the time of the Chancellor's Office deadline for submitting data.
Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office.
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DISPLAY 6 Peralta Community College District Faculty Salary Schedule, 1988-89

Step A a

1 $19,562 $21,065 $22,565 $24,095 $25,599

2 20,750 22,254 23,786 25,285 26,790

3 21,970 23,472 24,975 26,448 27,968

4 23,162 24,666 26,167 27,716 29,154

5 24,353 25,855 27,388 28,849 30,308

6 25,572 27,077 28,545 30,005 31,464

7 26,764 28,241 29,702 31,162 32,652

8 27,938 29,401 30,886 32,346 33,810

9 29,124 30,581 32,042 33,508 34,960

10 30,278 31,740 33,200 34,665 36,151

11 34,363 35,850 37,311

12 34,475 37,007 38,466

13 34,587 37,119 38,579

14 37,231 38,691

15 37,344 38,803

16 37,456 38,915

17 39,028

18 39,140

Source: Stens% File, California Community Colleges Chancellor's office.

DISPLAY 7 Sonoma County Junior College District Faculty Salary Schedule, 1988-89

Step
Class I

BA
Clan II
BA + 30

Class III
MA

Clus IV
MA + 20 units or

BA + 55 units
with MA

Class V
MA + 40 units or

BA +75 units
with MA

Class VI
Doctorate

1 $24,650 $25,175 $26,750 $28,713 $30,675 $31,575

2 25,975 26,515 28,135 30,168 32,200 33,100

3 27,300 27,855 29,520 31,623 33,725 34,625

4 28,625 29,195 30,905 33,078 35,250 36,150

5 29,950 30,535 32,290 34,533 36,775 37,675

6 31,275 31,875 33,675 35,988 38,300 39,200

7 32,600 33,215 35,060 37,443 39,825 40,725

8 33,925 34,555 36,445 38,898 41,350 42,250

9 35,250 35,895 37,830 40,353 42,875 43,775

10 36,575 37,235 39,215 41,808 44,400 45,300

11 40,600 43,263 45,925 46,825

12 41,985 44,718 47,450 48,350

Source: Staff Data File, California Commtunty Colleges Chancellor's Office.
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DISPLAY 8 Saddleback Community College District Certificated Salary Schedule, 1988-89

Step III IV V

1 $23,602 $25,318 $27,144 $28,859 $30,631

2 24,856 26,572 28,400 30,117 31,891

3 26,002 27,775 29,545 31,317 33,033

4 27,144 28,859 30,631 32,404 34,232

5 28,400 30,117 31,891 33,660 35,430

6 29,545 31,317 33,033 34,917 36,633

7 30,631 32,404 34,232 36,064 37,721

8 31,891 33,660 35,430 37,150 38,977

9 33,033 34,917 36,633 38,405 40,178

10 34,232 36,064 37,721 39,546 41,318

11 37,150 38,977 40,691 42,518

12 38,405 40,178 41,48 43,663

13 39,546 41,318 43,093 44,806

14 40,691 42,518 44,293 46,066

15 41,948 43,663 45,489 47,264

16 44,806 46,637 48,352

17 46,066 47,836 49,610

:8 47,264 49,037 50,809

19 48,352 50,179 51,951

20 49,610 51,324 53,150

21* 52,498 54,324

22* 53,672 55,498

23* 54,846 56,672

24* 56,020 57,846

25* 57,194 59,020

'Anniversary increment of $1,174/year.

Source: Staff Data File, California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office

of-living adjustment figure. The two remaining dis-
tricts -- Feather River and Lassen -- reported no in-
formation. Most of the 16 districts reporting no
cost-of-living adjustment are likely to approve some
increase in salary for all faculty.

For the 58 districts t' .t did report cost-of-living ad-
justment data, the average increase for 1988-89 was
4.79 percent, once off-schedule adjustments are in-
cluded. This compare3 to a comparable figure of
about 5.03 percent in 1987-88. Part-time faculty
continue to be paid about half the amount paid to
full-time faculty on a per-contact-hour basis, and

12

the difference between them has increased slightly
over the past three years. The number of part-time
faculty employed has increased by 9.4 percent since
1986 from 23,795 to 26,031. The relative share of
contact hours taught by full-time faculty has de-
clined slightly, while the share taught by part-time
faculty has increased slightly, and full-time faculty
teaching overloads has not changed appreciably
over the three-year period surveyed in this report.

The lack of complete mean salary data continues to
be a problem with the Chancellor's Office Staff Data
File, one that is probably unsolvable given the
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DISPLAY 9 Analysis of the Mean Dollars per Weekly Faculty Contact Your (WFCH) Paid to
Full-Time Faculty, Part-Time Faculty, and Full-Time Faculty Teaching Overload
Assignments in the California Community Colleges, Fall 1986 to Fall 1988

Item Fall 1986 Fall 1987 Fall 1988

1. Number of Faculty Members
Full-Time Faculty' 8,632 8,132 8,124
Part-Time Faculty 23,795 25,056 26,031
Overload Faculty 5,101 5,349 5,490

2. Total WFCH Taught
Full-Time Faculty 235,462 230,330 229,829
Part-Time Faculty 129,659 133,459 139,484
Overload Faculty 23,764 24,951 25,877

3. Percentage Distribution of WFCH Taught
Full-Time Faculty 60.5% 59.3% 58.2%
Part-Time Faculty 33.3 34.3 35.3
Overload Faculty r.1 6.4 6.5

4. Mean WFCH Taught
Full-Time Faculty2 17.1 17.1 16.9
Part-Time Faculty 5.4 5.3 5.4
Overload Faculty 4.7 4.7 4.7

5. Mean Dollars Paid per WFCH
Part-Time Faculty $25.50 $26.77 $28.38
Overload Faculty 30.34 31.36 33.22

6. Compensation of Overload Faculty as
a Percentage of Part -Time Faculty 119.0% 117.1% 117.1%

7. Mean Dollars Paid to Contract and Regular
Faculty per WFCH, Assuming No Overload
Assignments3

Unadjusted $63.33 $66.97 $71.14
Adjusted` 47.50 50.23 53.36

8. Compensation of Full-Time Faculty (Adjusted in
Item 7) as a Percentage of Part-Time and
Overload Faculty per WFCH

Part-Time Faculty 186.3% 187.6% 188.0%
Overload Faculty 156.6 160.2 160.6

1. No overload.

2. Full-time faculty teaching regular assignments only.

3. Based on a 35-week year.

4. Dollar amount reduced by 25 percent to reflect additional rusponaibilities of regular and contract faculty such as counseling,
advising, committee work, office hours, and community service.

Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, California Community Colleges Chancellor's Oftice.

1 9
4 n



length of many collective bargaining negotiations
and the early spring deadline for the Chancellor's
Office report. For this reason, the data appearing in
this chapter should be viewed with caution.

Implications of the data

A major challenge facing the California Community
Colleges through the year 2000 will be the recruit-
ment of a large number of new faculty. Current
Chancellor Office estimates suggest that some
18,000 new hires will be needed during the next 15
years in response to anticipated enrollment growth
and to replace those who will leave the system
through retirement or normal attrition (at present,
the average age of full -time community college
faculty members is about 49 years). The number of
part-time faculty members, and their proper role in
community college staffing, will also present a key
issue regarding faculty quality during this time.

The data on community college faculty compensa-
tion presented in this section of the report reveal
several conditions with major implications for the
future:

The salary disparity between districts may have
adverse implications for current and future qual-
ity. These differences, like many others related
to local control in a statewide financing system,
create tensions that the current funding system
appears unable to address.

The use of part-time faculty is a second issue of
concern. The number of these faculty has in-
cruised by over 9 percent in the last three years,
and they continue to represent a major part of
campus teaching loads. This increase may be
inconsistent with the provisions of AB 1725, as
noted below.

Uses of part-time faculty and AB 1725

Colleges make temporary faculty appointments for
a variety of reasons: to fill definable needs within a
department, such as the replacement of regular fac-
ulty who have other assignments either on or off
campus; to replace retired faculty; to fill full-time
positions because of the lack of qualified applicants;
to perform specialized functions such as teach reme-

1 4

dial or basic courses; to fill positions when tenured
or tenure-tract faculty are not available; and to
meet the need for special or unique expertise. In ad-
dition, today's community college students are
older, more frequently part-time, and often em-
ployed full-time. Many institutions have responded
to these students by developing extensive evening
class schedules and hiring part-time faculty to
teach them.

There is general agreement that the Community
Colleges need temporary faculty in order to respond
to these staffing challenges and to provide certain
courses that require special expertise. Yet the col-
lege administrators may have become increasingly
dependent upon the use of part-time faculty not
only "to meet the special needs of students but also
as a means of balancing their budgets.

In 1988, the Legislature adopted AB 1725, part of
which requires the community colleges to employ
by 1992 no more than 25 percent of its faculty on a
part-time basis. In the past, temporary appoint-
ruerits may have been justified by budget limita-
tions. The well-known "freeway flyer" -- the part-
time faculty person who often commutes dozens of
miles between campuses or even districts -- receives
no fringe benefits and is compensated with only
about half the salar, of full-time faculty members.

However, the overuse of part,ime faculty may be
detrimental to the quality of community college in-
struction, and thus this use may not be desirable.
Some faculty who will retire in the coming years
will undoubtedly be replaced by part-time faculty
because of deficiencies in the pool of qualified full-
time faculty or to save on costs. The result may be a
reduction of tenured faculty that in turn will have a
consequent impact on the curricular responsibilities
of the remaining tenured faculty, since part-time
faculty are not normally required to carry out those
responsibilities.

The implications of part-time faculty compensation,
and the adequacy of current State policies regard-
ing the use of part-time faculty at the community
colleges, warrant further study. Later this year, the
Commission will review through an exploratory
study the use of part-time faculty at all three public
segments and will discuss the implications regard-
ing this issue.
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Selected Administrators'
2 Salaries in Universities

Introduction

During the 1981 Legislative Session, the Budget
Conference Committee adopted the following Sup-
plemental Language to the Budget Bill:

It is the intent of the Legislature that the
California Postsecondary Education Com-
mission include in its annual report on fac-
ulty salaries and fringe benefits compara-
tive information on salaries of administra-
tors within the University of California and
the California State University.

Since 1981-82, the University and the State Uni-
versity have collected data from their comparison
institutions and forwarded them to the Commission
for analysis. The Commission has then included
them in its report, together with additional data
from the College and :Jniversity Personnel Asso-
ciation (CUPA). In this way, it has become possible
to present a comparison bi.ltween California's public
institutions and those in the rest of the nation for a
representative sample of administrative positions.

For several years, there was a lack of consensus as
to which positions should be surveyed, which com-
parisons were valid, and which comparison institu-
tions would provide the most useful data. Initially
in 1981-82, a list of 25 administrative titles was
selected from the list of 130 position descriptions
developed by CUPA, and this number was reduced to
as few as 15 in 1983-84. In 1986, the Commission's
Advisory Committee on the Faculty Salary Method-
ology discussed the issue of administrators' salaries
and compiled a list that should remain constant for
the fveseeable future. That list includes 18
campus-based positions at both the University of
California and the California State University, plus
12 and 10 positions from the respective central of-
fices. If :as also agreed that the same group of com-
parison institutions used for faculty analyses
should be used for administrators, but only for the
campus-br.sed positions. Central office salaries are

to be reported, but without comparison to other sys-
tems across the country.

University of California

Display 10 on page 16 shows the data submitted by
the University of California and its comparison in-
stitutions for campus-based positions in 1988-89.
Central office administrative position:, are shown in
Display 12 on page 18.

Last year, because of changes in the University's
group of comparison institutions, and because of the
data reported by those institutions, University ad-
ministrative salaries trailed comparison group
salaries in all 18 position categories. This year,
University salaries trailed in 17 positions and ex-
ceeded salaries in only one position -- that of dean of
agriculture. These campus-based University sala-
ries reflect an annualized adjustment based on a 6.0
percent increase that became effective on June 1,
1989.

Several factors account for the University lags:

First, University administrator's only received a
6 percent increase effective June 1, 1989 -- re-
flecting a one month salary increase for the 1988-
89 fiscal year. If this 6 percent increase had tak-
en effect on July 1, 1988, University salaries
would appear more competitive.

Second, the University's lag in several position
categories may stem from the fact that compari-
son institutions may not have reported data for
all comparative positions. If only high paying
campuses report data on a particular position,
the average salary reported may be skewed.

Third, the University has in recent years added
staff in various position categories. For example,
in 1987-88, the University added three directors
of ath!etics, which had the net effect of lowering
the average for this position title. The addition

2 1
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DISPLAY 10 Annualized Salaries of Campus-Based Administrators at the University of California
and Its Eight Comparison Universities, 1988-89

Administrative Title
University of

California Average
Comparison

Institution Average

University
Exceeds or

(Lags)
Comparison
Group by:

Chief Executive Officer, Single Institution $129,017 $157,043 (21.7)%

Chief Academic Officer 115,938 131,356 (13.3)

Chief Business Officer 102,110 116,716 (14.3)

Director, Personnel/Human Resources 80,462 81,750 (1.6)

Chief Budgeting Officer 78,117 87,612 (12.2)

Director, Library Services 85,715 100,204 (16.8)

Director, Computer Center 76,798 96,498 (25.7)

Chief, Physical Plant 79,622 84,467 (6.1)

Director, Campus Security 64,210 65,207 (1.6)

Director, Information Systems 77,552 90,306 (16.5)

Director, Student Financial Aid 61,321 62,983 (2.7)

Director, Athletics 77,322 96,780 (25.2)

Dean of Agriculture 106,827 102,000 4.5

Dean of Arts and Sciences 96,321 117,469 (22.0)

Dean of Business 101,501 131,976 (30.0)

Dean of Education 97,658 101,199 (3.6)

Dean of Engineering 108,111 133,933 (23.9)

Dean of Graduate Programs 98,572 105,523 (7.1)

Note: Comparison institutions include Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Harvard University, Stanford University, University of
Illinois (Urbana), University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), University of Virginia, and the State University of New York (Buffalo).

Source: University of California, Office of the President.

or deletion of staff can adversely affect the aver-
age salaries reported.

Display 10, therefore, shows that one University of
California campus-based administrative title is
paid 4.5 percent more while the remaining 17 cate-
gories are paid between 1.6 and 25.7 percent less
than their comparison institution counterparts. On
the average, chancellors at the University are paid
21.7 percent less than their comparison institution
counterparts, although their salaries became more
competitive on June 1, 1989.

16

Displays 12 and 13 show the University's system-
wide annualized salaries for 1988-89 and those ef-
fective July 1, 1989. These salaries are expected to
increase further in January 1990 when additional
salary adjustments are anticipated.

The California State University

The California State University surveyed 16 cam-
pus-based positions, as shown in Display 11 on page
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DISPLAY 11 Administrative Salary Data for the California State University and Its Twenty
Comparison Universities, 1988-89*

Administrative Title

Number of
California

State
University
Campuses

California State
University
Average*

Number of
Comparison
Institutions

Comparison
Institution

Average

State University
Exceeds or (Lags)

Comparison
Group by:

Chief Executive Officer,
Single Institution (President) 19 $104,513 19 $124,133 (18.8%)

Chief Academic Officer 19 88,084 15 102,041 (15.8)

Chief Business Officer 18 85,762 15 93,176 (8.6)

Director, Personnel/
Human Resources 14 57,825 17 57,903 (0.1)

Director of Libraries 18 69,245 19 69,021 (0.3)

Director of Computer Center 14 66,711 9 71,676 (7.4)

Director of Physical Plant 15 60,806 18 61,549 (1.2)

Director of Campus Security 18 55,347 16 43,973 20.6

Director of Institutional Research 10 63,410 13 56,082 11.6

Director of Student Financial Aid 19 55,698 18 50,735 8.9

Director, Athletics 17 67,177 14 66,230 1.4

Dean of Arts and Sciences 19 74,293 16 86,388 (16.3)

Dean of Business 19 75,638 15 93,499 (23.6)

Dean of Education 19 71,423 14 80,064 (12.1)

Dean of Engineering 11 81,733 11 94,722 (15.9)

Dean of Graduate Programs 7 72,530 14 77,551 (6.9)

Does not include 6 percent cost-of-living adjustment u ofJune 1, 1989.

Note: Comparison institutions include Arizona State University, University of Bridgeport, Bucknell University (Pa.), Cleveland State
University, University of Colorado (Denver), Georgia State University, Loyola University (Chicago), Mankato State University,
University of Maryland,(Baltimore), University of Nevada (Reno), North Carolina State University, Reed College, Rutgers University
(Newark), State Univeniity of New York (Albany), University of Southern California, University ot Texas (Arlington), Tufts University,
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, Wayne State University, and University of Wisconsin (Milwaukee).

Source: The California State University, Office of the Chancellor.

17, and nine central office administrators' salaries,
as shown in Displays 12 and 13. For the campus-
based positions, the State University pays between
0.3 and 20.6 percent more for five position titles,
and between 0.1 and 23.6 percent less for 11 posi-
tion titles. The State University consistently pays
substantially more than its comparison universities
to its directors of campus security, its directors of
institutional research, and its directors of student
financial aid, and consistently less to all of its

deans. In the dean category, the greatest diver-
gence is for deans of business ( 23.6 percent below
the comparison group), with the least lag for deans
of graduate programs (6.9 percent less). State
University campus presidents ($104,513 ) are cur-
rently paid 6.9 percent less than their comparison
institution counterparts.

It should be noted that the salary rate and range
figures shown in Display 12 for central-office ad-

23
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DISPLAY 12 Annualized Salaries of Central-Office Administrators at the University of California
and the California State University, 1988-89

Administrative Title
and Number of Positionr

University
of California

Range
of Increase

Over 1987-88

Administrative
Title and Number

of Positions

The California
State

University'

Increase
Over

1987-88'

President (1) $203,591 4.0% Chancellor (1) $129,173 6.0%

Senior Vice 132,241 6.3 Executive Vice 112,799 6.0
Presidents (2) Chancellor (1)

Vice Presidents (3) 115,167 to 6.2 Vice Chancellors (4) 106,168 6.0
118,592 to 111,209

Associate Vice 94,307' to 7.62 Deputy Vice 89,063 6.0
Presidents (4) 109,315' Chancellor (1)

Assistant Vice- 79,170' to 4.82 Assistant Vice 73,373 to 6.0
Presidents (10) 101,578' Chancellors (10) 89,220

Director of State
Governmental

89,545' 6.8 Director of Govern-
mental Affairs (1)

94,948 6.0

Relations (1)

University Auditor (1) 80,965 6.0 University Auditor (1) 78,390 6.0

General Counsel (1) 135,567 6.5

Treasurer (1) 155,867 5.5 General Counsel (1) 111,209 6.0

Associate Treasurer (1) 129,333 6.0

Secretary to the 93,558 4.0 Associate General 86,470 6.0
Regents (1) Counsel (1)

1. Effective January 1, 1989, a one time addition to salary was made to replace a 3 percent tax-deferred annuity contribution.

2. Average percent increase over 1987-88 salary rates and ranges for the California State University's systemwide positions are as
of Spring 1988.

3. Auumes a 6 percent salary increase effective June 1, 1989, and does not reflect any year-end merit increases.

Source: University of California, Office of the President; and the California State University, Office of the Chancellor.

ministrators are annualized for 1988-89, and in-
clude an estimated 6.0 percent salary increase that
was provided on June 1, 1989. Campus administra-
tive salary data, however, are annual averages that
do not reflect the estimated 6.0 percent salary
increase that was provided on June 1, 1989. State

18

University systemwide estimated annualized sala-
ries effective July 1, 1989 are shown in Display 13.
Like those of the University of California, these
salaries are expected to increase further in January
1990 when additional salary adjustments are antic-
ipated.
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DISPLAY 13 Estimated Annualized Salaries of Central-Office Adsministrators at the University of
California and the California Sta:e University, effective July 1,1989*

Administrative Title
and Number of Positions

University
of California

Administrative Title and
Number of Positions

The California
State University

President (1) $ 214,500 Chancellor (1) $136,242

Senior Vice Presidents (2) 139,300 Executive Vice Chancellor (1) 118,972

Vice Presidents (3) 121,400 to Vice Chancellors (4) 111,978 to
125,100 117,295

Associate Vice Presidents (4) 101,558** Deputy Vice Chancellor (1) 93,937
to 120,098**

Assistant Vice-Presidents (10) 84,666** Assistant Vice Chancellors (10) 77,388 to
to 109,386" 94,103

Director of State Govern-
mental Relations (1)

97,541** Director of Governmental
Affairs (1)

100,145

University Auditor (1) 86,520** University Auditor (1) 82,680

General Counsel (I) 142,900

Treasurer (1) 16'.,300 General Counsel (1) 117,295

Associate Treasurer (1) 136,300

Secretary to the Regents (1) 98,600 Associate General Counsel (1) 91,202

An additional salary increase for these positions of about 4 percent is anticipated for January 1, 1990.

Effective January 1, 1989, a one-time addition to salary was made to replace a 3 percent tax-deferred annuity contribution.

Source: University of California, Office of the President; and the California State University, Office of the Chancellor.
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Medical School Faculty Salaries
3 at the University of California

DURING the 1978 Legislative Session, the Budget
Conference Committee adopted the following Sup-
plemental Language to the Budget Bill:

The University of California shall report to the
California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion annually on (1) its full-time clinical fac-
ulty salaries and those of its comparison insti-
tutions (including a description of the type of
r..onpensation plans utilized by each UC school
and each comparison institution), and (2) the
number of compensation plan exceptions in ef-
fect at each UC school.

In 1979, the University selected eight comparison in-
stitutions -- Stanford; the State University of New
York's Upstate Medical School; the University of
Illinois (Chicago), Michigan (Ann Arbor), Texas
(Houston), and Wisconsin (Madison); and Yale
five of which wcre also on the comparison list for
regular faculty and also erplained the procedures
used to compensate faculty physicians (Appendix
B). Subsequently, due to data collection problems,
Su NIY's Upstate Medical School was replaced by that
of the University of North Carolina's at Chapel Hill.

In 1985, the Commission's Advisory Committee on
the Faculty Salary Methodology, which includes
representatives from the Department of Finance,
the Office of the Legislative Analyst, the segments,
and the Commission, agreed that while the medical
faculty salary report was useful to complete the pic-
ture of faculty salaries generally, there was little
need to provide it on an annual basis. This conclu-
sion stemmed from the dual facts tnat University
physicians are paid by the State on the same sched-
ule as regular 11-month faculty on the general cam-
puses, and that previous reports had not resulted in
any changes in fiscal or programmatic policy at the
medical schools. Accordingly, the advisory commit-
tee, and subsequently the Commission, agreed to bi-
ennial submissions of the salary data.

Since the first report was published by the Commis-

sion in 1979, salary data have been included for
general medicine, surgery, and pediatrics that, tak-
en tegether, have been used to represent all medical
disciplines. In addition, the University has pro-
vided an overview of the various clinical compensa-
tion plans employed by its comparison group, as
well as its own procedures for compensating medi-
cal faculty.

Displays 14, 15, and 16 on pages 22 and 23 show
1988-89 University of California and comparison
institution data in the three specialties -- general
medicine, surgery, and pediatrics. These data indi-
cate that University medical faculty exceed the
mean compensation at their comparison institu-
tions by between 3.6 percent and 12.7 percent in
five of the nine categories shown, and trail the av-
erage compensation of their comparison group by
between 3.3 percent and 14.9 percent in the re-
maining four categories.

The University's medical faculty ranks fourth,
eighth, and fifth at the professor, associate professor
and assistant professor ranks, respectively, in gener-
al medicine; third, seventh, and sixth in surgery;
and third, second, and second in pediatrics. In
recent years, there has been a slight decline overall
in the University's relative position ranking when
compared to its comparison group, due primarily to
delayed annual cost-of-living increases. Full-pro-
fessor medical faculty in all three specialties sur-
veyed eueed the comparison institution mean sal-
ary; however, at the lower ranks of associate pro-
fessor and assistant professor, University faculty
trail their comparison institution counterparto in
both general medicine and surgery. Only in pedi-
atrics does the University exceed the comparison
group's average salary at each ladder rank, al-
though this specialty remains the lowest paying on
the average of all medical specialties. The Univer-
sity's position for each re nk and spe ialty in six of
the past eight years is shown in Display 17 on page
23.
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DISPLAY 14 University of California Medical School Faculty Salary Survey, 1988-89
(General Medicine)

Institution Codl Rank Professor Rank
Amciata
Profmor Sank

Assistant
Professor

D 1 $144,737 1 $126,570 1 $93,931

B 2 143,777 2 98,375 ii 70,475

F 3 127,000 5 94,000 3 75,000

University of California 4 126,625 8 90,107 5 72,166

E 5 112,240 6 93,433 8 65,714

A 6 111,667 7 91,333 7 66,942

C 7 111,250 3 95,734 2 75,464

G 8 105,010 4 94,583 4 74,835

Comparison Institution Mean Salary' $122,240 $99,147 $74,623

Standard Deviation $14,313 $11,050 $8,174

Percentage by which UC exceeds or
(lap) comparison institution mean
salary

3.6% (9.2%) (3.3%)

1. Equal weight to each comparisun institution.

Source: University of California, Office of the President.

DISPLAY 15 University of California Medical School Faculty Salary Survey, 1988-89 (4 Ty)

Institution Code Rank Professor Rank
Anociata
Professor Rank

sistant
Professor

D 1 $249,373 2 $176,935 2 $133,100

C 2 218,500 1 233,000 1 168,750

University of California 3 209,780 7 143,051 6 104,740

F 4 202,000 4 172,000 3 132,000

A 5 201,250 3 175,500 4 125,001

B 6 177,077 6 147,666 5 109,000

G 7 175,551 8 114,102 8 95,648

E 8 167,425 5 157,856 7 95,899

Comparison Institution Mean Salary' $198,739 $168,151 $122,771

Standard Deviation $25,163 $32,308 $23,029

Percentage by which TX exceeds or
(lags) comparison institution mean
salary 5.6% (-14.9%) (-14.7%)

1. Equal weight to each comparison institution.

Source: University of California, Office of the President.
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DISPLAY 16 University of California Medical School Faculty Salary Suruey, 1988-89 (Pediatrics)

Institution Code Rank Profaner Rank
Associate
Professor Rank

Assistant
Professor

B 1 $127,000 1 $98,600 5 $68,111

F 2 121,000 4 86,000 1 76,000

University of California 3 120,498 2 91,465 2 75,773

D 4 112,552 3 88,118 3 72,287

E 5 109,468 7 82,318 7 61,620

A 6 103,300 6 82,636 4 70,000

C 7 96,889 5 83,800 6 63,222

G 8 91,977 8 68,888 8 59,435

Comparison Institution Mean Salary!, $108,884 $84,337 $67,239

Standard Deviation $11,553 $7,991 $5,947

Percentage by which UC exceeds
comparison institution mean salary 10.7% 8.5% 12.7%

1. Equal weight to each comparison institution.

Source: University of California, Office of the President.

DISPLAY 17 Ranking of University of California Medical Faculty Compensation in Relation to the
Amounts Paid at its Comparison Institutions, Selected Years from 1980-81 to 1988-89

Position in Relation to the Eight Comparison Institutions

Specialty and Academic Rank 1980-81 1981-82 1982-8n 1984-86 1986-87 1988-89

General Medicine
Professor 3 3 4 4 4 4

Associate Professor 4 4 6 4 2 8

Assistant Professor 2 4 4 3 2 5

Surgery
Professor 3 2 4 3 3 3

Associate Professor 3 4 5 6 5 7

Assistant Professor 5 5 4 6 3 6

Pediatrk 3
Professor 1 2 3 3 2 3

Associate Professor 2 2 4 3 2 2

Assistant Professor 4 3 6 5 1 2

Source: University of California, Office of the President.
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Appendix A

August 9, 1979

Ald Hayward
DL Itor of Legislative and Public Affairs
CAL brnia Community Colleges
1238 S Stnet
Sacramento, CA 95514

Dear Jerry:

As you know, the Legislature took several actions during the current session concerning the reporting of
salary data. The first of these emanated from the Legislative Analyses report and requires the Commission
to include the Community Colleges in our annual reports on University of California and California State
University and Colleges faculty salaries. The second action appropriated $15,000 to the Chancellor's Office
for the purpose of collecting salary data for the 1978-79 and 197940 fiscal yean. The latter action, however,
did not specify the type dinformation to be coileeted.

it is my understanding that you discussed this subject with Bill Stony and agreed that we should develop a
detailed list *Me information we will require for our report. Mar that, I presume you will contact us if there
are any questions or ambiguities.

Our questions fall into three categories: (1) i..4,11-time faculty, (2) part-time faculty, and (3) administrators.
Fcir each of these, we will need the following:

Full-nnut faculty

1. A llitirg oi7all salary clusifications ( e.g. BAF 30, MA, etc.) for each Community College District.

2. The actual salary at each stt of each classification.

3. The tumber of faculty at each step of e: .4/1 classification.

4. The amounts of any bonuses that are granted to faculty, the number of faculty receiving then, me
total salary of every faculty member receiving a bonus, and the reason for granting the bonus.

5. The percentage increase in salary granted (i.e. the range adjustment) for the fiscal year covered by the
report.

6. The total number of full-time faculty in each district.

7. The mean salary received by those full-time faculty.

8. Thi total dollar amount paid to full-time faculty as a group.

Part-tinte faculty

1. The total number of part-time faculty employed by each district on both a headcount and full- time-
equivalent (FTE) basis.

2. The mean salary paid to each headcount faculty member in each district.

3. The moan salary paid to each FTE faculty member in each district.

2 9



Gerald Hayward
August 9, 1979
Page 2

4. The total dollar amount paid to all part-time faculty in each district

5. A summary of the compensation plan for part-time faculty members in each district.

Administrators

1. A list of all administrative positions (titles) in each district.

2. The saiary schedule for each position.

3. The number of headcount and FTE employees occupying each administrative position.

4. The actual salary paid to each employee in each administrative position.

5. The percentage increase in salary granted (i.e. the range adjustment) for the ascal year covered by the
report.

A few words of explanation may be in order. The data requested for full-time faculty are very similar to. those
that have been collected by the Chancellor's Office for a number of years but which were not collected for
1978-79 due to Proposition 13 reductions. The only major difference relates to the detail on bonuses that was
not clearly presented in.prior reports.

We are asking for data on part-time faculty because of objections raised by Community College repre-
sentatives. At the time our preliminary report on Community College salaries wu presented. many
Community College representatives, including those from the Chancellor's Office, complained that the data
were misleading because part-time faculty were not included. To avoid that difficulty in the future, it is
imperative that data on these faculty be included in next year's report to the Legislature.

We are also asking for data on administrators because of the concert:a expressed by both the Legislature (on
the subject of academic administration generally) and various Community College faculty organizations. I

am not sure we will publish any of the data on administrators but we do want to be able to respond to
questions should they arise.

The final item concerns the dates for receipt of the data. As you know, we publish two salary reports each
year. Since the t:niversity and the State University report to us each year by November 1, we think it would
be appropriate to set November 1 as a reporting date (for the 19'78-79 data) for the Chancellor's Office as well.
For the 1979-80 data, we would like to have a report by March 1 so that we may include it in our final report to
the Legislature. In future years, the March 1 date should become permanent.

If you have any questions concerning any of these matters, pleas. let me know.

Sincere I y,

KBOB:mc

26
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Kenneth B. O'Brien, Jr.
Associate Director
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Report on Medical School Clinical Compensation Plans and

Clinical Faculty Salaries.

1

This report responds to Item 322 of the 1978 Conference Committee's Supple-

mental Report on the Budget Bill which recommends that:

UC shall report to CPEC annually on (1) its full-time clinical faculty

salaries and those of its comparison institutions (including a descrip-

tion of the type of cnmpensation plans utilized by each UC school and

each comparison institution) and.(2) the number of compensation plan

exceptions in effect at each UC school.

This report discusses the issues in the above supplemental language by pro-

viding:

1. a description of the type of compensation plans utilized by each UC

school and each comparison institution (Section II;

2. a discussion of the University's full-time clinical faculty salaries and

those of its comparison institutions (Section III; and

3. a report on compensation plan exceptions (Section MI.

I, Clinical Compensation Plans

General

Clinical compensation plans are compensation arrangements created by

medical schools to provide competitive income for physicians and other

faculty with direct patient-care responsibility as well as to further the

academic goals of the medical schools. As stated by the Association of

American Medical Colleges CAAMC) in their December. 1977 report on An

In-Depth Study of Seven Medical Practice Plans,

"The most commonly stated plan objective is the attraction and retention

of quality faculty through the provision of acceptable compensation

levels not achievable through other salary sources. An additional objec-
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tive quite prevalent among the . . . plans is the use of plan revenue

to help achieve departmental and schoolwide program enrichment with

stable, flexible funds."

The AAMC reviewed the medical practice plans of the 112 M.O. degree-gran-

ting fully acredited medical schools in the U.S. and concluded that the

plans could be characterized by the degree of central control exercised

over the details of the plans' operations, along a "centralized/decentra-

lized" axis. A summary of the three basic types of clinical compensation

plans was developed by the AAMC as follows:

Tvoe A - a highly centralized compensation approach, characterized by

two basic and interrelated features. First, all patient-care fees art

collected and deposited to central accountz, usually with few references

to the origin of the bill beyond the requirements of accurate book-

keeping and physician liability and accountability for services rendered.

Second, physicians are placed on either individually set or departmen-

tally fixed incomes based on a predetermined compensation schedule

which recognizes such features as academic rank, previous or current

clinical services, and additional merit or service features.

_Type 8,- an intermediate arrangement in which some common policy frame-

woric exists for patient-cart fee collection and disbursement. tn this

approach a general policy is set for all medical school faculty with

patient-care responsibilities, requiring that they follow specified

billing and collection procedures through a central office or departmen-

tal offices. Compensation is determined by a formula wnich recognizes

the productivity of patient-care activities as well as academic factors

such as rank and scholarship. Such compensation arrangements usually

set broad ranges for total compensation, recognizing the aforementioned

features, with set maxima either 5y department, school, or specialty.

3 4

2



3

Type C - the least disciplined arrangement, which allows wide variation

by individual department or among specialties as to how patient-care

fees are collected and subsequently distributed. The most extreme

example permits the faculty member to bill and retain virtually all

of the billable practice income with some requirement to reimburse

the institution for overhead cost (office space, hospital fees, etc.).

Table 2 (p. 11), provides a further description of this medical practice

plan typology, indicating by directional arrows the kind of movement that

typically occurs in the organization of a practice plan--from no plan to

decentralized, to intermediate, and to centralized.

University of California Uniform Medical School Clinical Com ensation Plan

The University of California uniform Medical School Clinical Compensation

Plan; approved by The Regents in November, 1977 for implementation in 1978,

falls within the Type B category. It provides a uniform framework for

patient-care billing and sets uniform compensation maxima based on academic

rank and step. The Plan provides sufficient flexibility so that specific

parameters for the various medical specialties or disciplines within

the same department may be established as long as the maximum compensation

arrangements established by the Plan are not exceeded.

The key features of this Plan are:

1. The eleven-month regular faculty salary scale approved by The Regents

for each faculty rank forms the base salary for all medical school

ladder rank faculty. There is no differential in the base salary between

medical school faculty and general campus faculty.

2. Arrangements for compensation in addition to the base salary are

limited to three types.

a. Negotiated Income - This is an amount of additional compensation



determined by a department or school that a c1tntcten can tarn via con-

tribution of income from patient-care (and certain other specified in-

come sources) to a group or pooled income system. There an absolute

ceiling on this &mount, as discussed below.

b. Income Limitation Arrangements - These are arrangements whereby the

faculty member may retain, subject to assessments, income directly

from patient-care activities. Assessments are progressive and reach

a nearly confiscatory level at approximately three times the faculty

member's base salary.

c. Combination Plans - These are arrangements whereby faculty members

share a predetermined portion of a pooled amount and are allowed

to retain individual earnings beyond that amount up to a max-ilum

ceiling.

3. Membership in this Plan is mandatary for all clinical faculty with

patient-care responsibility who hold an appointment at SO% or more time,

and all income from professional services performed by these faculty is

subject to the terms of the Plan.

4. Accounting standards and monitoring practices art specified in the

guidelines for implementation of this Plan. Along with the Plan and

guidelines, accounting procedures have been developed which are

consistent with the Plan objectives.

Comparison Oata Survey

One of the principal features of the uniform Medical School Clinical

Compensation Plan is a provision for periodic review of the established

compensation maxima. In Section IV (Compensation), which sets forth tne

formulae ftr deriving maximum compensation, provision :V.3.6 states:

Compensation levels and assessment rates will he reviewed periodically

by the Vice PresidentAcademic and Staff Personnel Relations in light

34 of comparison data from University of California Medical Schools as



well as from other comparison institutions. On the basis of the Vice

President's report, the President, after consultation with the Academic

Senate, may recommend adjustments in the compensation levels in this

Plan to The Regents.

A set of comparison institutions was selected and a statistical method

adopted that would yield the requisite data to satisfy this provision of

the Medical School Clinical Compensation Plan as well as the requirement

for an annual report to the California Postsecondary Education Commission.

Selection of Comparison Institutions

Eight institutions that represent comparable programs were selected from

public and private sectors. Five of the institutions are public in

character and three are private. The institutions selected represent a

diverse spectrum and sufficient variation of settings and practice plan

arrangements to provide valid comparisons. Appendix B (see pp. 19-20)

provides a brief description of the various compensation plans used by the

comparison institutions.

Comparison Institutions

Name Public or Private

*Stanford Private yes

State Univ. of New York-
Upstate Medical School Public yes

Univ. of Chicago Private yes

*Univ. of Illinois Public no

*Univ. of Michigan Public yes

Univ. of Texas, Houston Public yes

*Univ. of Wisconsin Public yes

*Yale University Private yes

Compensation Plan
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The comparison institutions included five that are also in the general

campus survey (noted by asterisks). In addition, the University of

Texas, Houston, and the State University of New York-Upstate Medical

School were selected because they are part of larger multicampus systems

with more than one medical school.

U. Comcensation Survey

A. Oata Collection

Compensation plan information was Obtained from the eight comparison

medical schools by means of a questionnaire (see Appendix A, pp. 16-18).

The questionnaire was followed by phone calls, and a special meeting

which took place during the October, 1978 meeting of the AAMC in New

Orleans. At that special meeting of the comparison schools, there

was an extended discussion of the practical aspects of medical salary

and practice plan management, and arrangements were made to meet and/or

consult each year and to regularly exchange data. Further, Mr. William

L. Storey, Higher Education specialist with the California Postsecondary

Education Commission, was _,asulted about this comparison study, and

has agreed to meet to discuss in detail the methodology and conclusions.

B. Selection of Departments and Disciplines

Comparison of medical schools' salaries raises problems which do not

occur in comparing salaries of general campuses. On general university

campuses, overall salary averages for a given professorial rank are a

good reflection of what the individual faculty member is actually paid

at that rank. In medical schools, however, there is great variation in

individual salaries, and an overall salary average for a given medical

school is statistically unreliable. For that reason, it was not possible

36 to use overall salary averages from the comparison medical schools in
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this study. Statistics from the annwtt .::AMC report of clinical

salaries were similarly of little utility since they tend to aggregate

salaries from a variety of clinicians, both full and part-time, without

sufficient disaggregation in the sample to make the data useful for

this survey. The method that was devised to avoid the above problems

was to select a stratified sample of three clinical specialties which

are commonly found in schools of medicine and which typically represent

a range of compensation within medical schools. The three clinical

specialties selected are (a) Pediatrics, typically at a lower level of

compensation; (b) Medicine, typically at a mid-level compensation; and

(c) Surgery, typically at a higher compensation. These three clinical

specialties are taken as representative of the medical schools at

large and are used as the base for developing the data for this study.

The salary data received from the thirteen medical schools (five from

UC and eight from comparison insitutions) are treated as follows:

a single weighted-average compensation is constructed from the five UC

medical school responses for each of the three specialties. That

weighted average is displayed in a ranked table (ranked by professorial

compensation) together with the responses from the eight comparison

medical schools (see Tables 3, 4, and 5, pp. 12, 13, and 14),.

C. The.Method

For each of the specialties a simple average of the resulting table of

nine weighted averages is then calculated, as well as the standard

deviation, and entered at the bottom of each of Table 3, 4 and 5.

The single average for the five medical schools is examfned in each

of the three ranked tables to determine where that average falls within

the sample of nine weighted averages; i.e., whether or not that particu-

lar average deviates significantly from the general average. The
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tables reflect the following:

a. where the UC average falls within one standard deviation;

b. where the UC average is with respect to the average for the

group as a whole; and

c. whether the UC'average is within one standard deviation of the

group average.

If the UC average is, in fact, within one standard deviation from the

group average, then the UC average can be considered to be noc statis-

tically different from that of the group as a whole.

D. Results of the Clinical Sala Comvarison and Universitv of California

Standing In Each Category

Tables 31 4, and 5 (see pp. 12, 131 and 14). indicate that the University's

average compensation is consistent with the overall average for each

specialty, as displayed below:

AVERAGE FULL PROFESSOR COMPENSITION - ABSTRACTED FROM TABLES 3, 4, 5.

Medicine Pediatrics Sumer/

High 67,000 Mich 67,000 High 88,000

Average 50 440 UC 59,000 Averace 79.140

UC 59,000 Average 57,560 UC 75,000

Low 54,000 Low 51 000 Low 57,000

Fram the table above, the fullowing conclusions are drawn:

1. In Medicine (Table 3,p.12), average professorial combensation ranges

from a high of 567,000 per year to a low of S54,00O3 with an average

of 560,140. The UC average for Medicine is 559,000, sligntly teicw

the group average.

2. :n Pediatrics (Table 4:p.13), average professorial compensation ranges

4
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from a high of $67,000 per year to a low of $51,000, with an average

of $57,560. The UC average for Pediatrics is $59,000, slightly (but

not significantly) higher than the group average (within one standard

deviation from the average).

3. In Surgery (Table 5, p. 15), average professorial compensation ranges

from a high of $88,000 per year to a low of $67,000, with an average

of $79,440. The UC average for Surgery is $75,000, somewhat (but not

significantly) below the group average.

Within each of the three specialties, the spread of salaries is not great,

supporting the assumption that the selected medical schools are comparable.

In each of the tables for the three specialties, the University's average

compensation is close to the overall average, as is displayed in the table

above. For these reasons, the compensation being paid in University of

California medical schools cln be considered to be representative, com-

petitive and appropriate. Therefore, there appears to be no need at this

time to alter the current compensation formulas.

III. Exceptions to the Plan

Requests for exceptions, including individual exceptions, to the Medical

School Clinical Compensation Plan may originate with the individual depart-

ment, and, subject to approval by the Dean, are then forwarded to the campus

Chancellor for the next approval step. The Chancellor then consults with the

campus Academic Senate. If the Chancellor approves the exception, the request

is recommended to the President for final approval. All approved exceptions

to compensation limits must be reported to the Board of Regents

As part of the implementation of the Plan it was agreed that certain limited

existing arrangements would be permitted to continue. Other than these ex-

ceptions, no individual exceptions have been made. Irvine has been permitted

to delay implementation of the Plan until January, 1980 in order to accommodate

the campus conversion from a gross to a net clinical fee compensation plan.
39
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TABLE 1

COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS - MEDICAL SCHOOLS

Stanford University

State University of New York
Upstate Medical School

University of Chicago

University of Illinois

University of Michigan

University of Texas, Houston

University of Wisconsin

Yale University
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InTIVIMSIVC 0? CALITOZNIA

Annual Medical School Tacult- Salary Survey

Instructions

The form will be provided for three departments only, General MAdicine,
Pediatrics, and Surgery. Three categories of compensation are identified
with definitions. These are:

1. Base or Guaranteed Component - the base salary derived from Univer-
sity of Califormia salary scales for that rank and guaranteed by
the University exclusive of fringe benefits;

Z. University of California Uniform Medical School Clinical Compensa-
tion, or expected compensation, not includiag the base salar:
described in 1, above, which is received through or as a result of
the operation of, and the individual faculty member's participation
in, the University of California Uniform Medical School Clinical
Compensation Plan, and

3. Grand Total Compensation - the sum of the =des associated with
items 1 and 2 above, divided by the head count for that lime of the
questionnaire.

In each case, one Calculates the xverage for each box in the question-
naire by totalling all the MOUie3 involved in that category and them by
dividing by the head count tor that line of the questionnaire. Re:smile
estimates of the year's earnings should be reported

. or IAA.: year's acv.al earnings with any estimated increment.
Please specify :he method used in the "comments" section at the bottom of
each questionnaire.

For the departments specified above, include only 12 month salaries for
full-time paid faculty utilizing September 1 budget figures whenever possible.
Include the full salary of faculty on sabbatical leave. Exclude these faculty
at affiliated institutions, full salary for vacant positions, house staff and
fellows in all ranks and part-time and volunteer faculty.

Attached is a list of the subspecialties to be included within thre,*
departments (General Medicine, Pediatrics and Surgery). If you have any
questions, please phone 21..D. Methane= at (413):642-1434.
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MIMS

DEPARTMENT

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

penicA SCHOOL rACKTUIALARY SURVEY

EFFECTIVE DATE

hATE TUE REPORT RAS PREPARE4

RANK COMPEHSATION

Rank Headcount

Sass $alary or
Guaranteed

Component (Average)*
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APPENDIX B

Brief Oescri tions of the Medical Com ensation Plans at the Ei ht Com arison

Medical Schools

1) Stanford University

Stanford FAIs a new practice plan that is currently being written and is

not yet available.

2) State University of New York - Upstate Medical School

Overall management of the practice plan is vested in a governing board

consisting essentially of the President, the Oean of the Medical School

and the medical school department chairmen. The departmens have consi-

derable autonomy, and keep the accounts and do the billing. The State is

paid for overhead costs, and the Medical School levies a surcharge on

gross practice plan income for its own use. (A Type "B" or Type "C" Plan)

3) University of Chicago

General guidelines are issued to the departments by the Oean's office.

Within those guidelines, individual practice plans are negotiated on a

departmental basis. The medical school is experimenting with a surcharge,

and with various kinds of nal-salary incentives. Currently, however,

the individual departments have a good deal of autonomy. (A Type "C" Plan)

4. University of Illinois

No formal practice plan exists. The medical school provides centralized

billing facilities. Beyond that, what happens is the result of individual

negotiation between the individual faculty member, his department and the

Oean's office.

5. University of Michigan

The plan is centralized, with a formal central business office run by a

full-time Director who reports directly to the Oean of the Medical School.

The central business office establishes policy, does billing and handles

4
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disbursements. The individual departments have comparatively little auto-

nomy. The plan was phased in gradually over the five-year period from

1973 to 1978. (A Type "A" Plan)

6) University of Texas at Houston

The plan is controlled by a Board of Oirectors consisting of the President,

V.P. for Business Affairs and the department chairmen. The plan provides

for central billing and disbursement of funds; however, individual fraculty

salaries are set through individual negotiation between a faculty memter

and his department chairman. The departments have considerable autonomy.

(A Type "8" or Type "C" Plan)

7) University of Wisconsin

Although a written plan exists, its net effect is to vest authority in

the individual departments. Each department creates in effect its own

individual practice plan and floes pretty much as it pleases, subject to

certain maximum salary constraints written into the central plan. (A

Type "8" or Type "C" Plan)

8) Yale UniversitA

The practice plan consists of a series of brief salary guidelines published

by the Oean which set up a framework for salary payment and establish the

permissible salary ranges within which an individual faculty member may

be paid. Each department develops its own practice plan, in negotiation

with the Oean's office. Individual salaries are recommended by the

department chairman and approved by the Oean. (A Type "C" Plan)
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CALIFORNIA_POSTSEC3ONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Educationlgommis-
sion is a citizen board established in 19.14 by the
Legislature and Governor to coordinate tire efforts
of California's colleges and unikersities and to pro-
vide independent, non-Pertisarrpolicy analysis and
recommendations to the 044letitibr and Lee Mature.

s
Members of the Commission

f
The Commission consistto 15 members. Xine rep-
resent the general public,...with three each appointed
for six-year terms by thenCiovernor, the Senate
Rules Committee, and thetSpeiker of the Aasembly.
The other six represent the inajor segment( of post-
secondary education in California.

'Ft?.

As of February 1990, theguRatIssioners rwresent-
ing the general public ass: -

Mint Andelson, i..os Angelis;
C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach;
Henry Der, San FrancisCo;7"
Seymour M. Farber, M.D., ,iftp,,Francisco;
Rosalind K. Goddard, I..cw les;
Helen Z. Hansen, Long kteachi
Lowell J. Paige, El Maceto; Vigg Chair;
Cruz Reynosa, Los Angelga;.CO.Rir; and
Stephen P. Teale, M.D., *demi

''sRepresentatives of the s67,taare: :al

Meredith J. KhachigianrSatrelemente; tltpointed
by the Regents of the U-"vFsitiosof Calirmia;

Theodore J. Saenger, apApted by
the Trustees of the Califilinia gt1s.te U niveirsity;

John F. Parkhurst, Folso5,smointed by ihe Board
of Governors of the CaliAwnikt7immunity.tVolleges;

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks; appoinitkl by the
Council for Private Postsecondary Educati6nal In-

t) i9stitutions;

Joseph D. Carrabino, Orange', appointirri. by the
California State Board ofEducttgon; and r"

.

James B. Jamieson, San uis Obispo; appointed by
the Governor from nomincipkgroposed tuivCalifor-
Ilia's independent collegee and imiversitieW,

Functions of the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and
Governor to "assure the effective utilization of pub-
lic postsecondary education resources, thereby elimi-
nating waste and unnecessary duplication, and to
promote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness
to student and societal needs."

To this end, the Commission conducts independent
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of
postsecondary education in California, including
community colleges, four-year colleges, univeri-
ties, and professional and occupational schools.

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the
Commission does not administer or govern any in-
stitutions, nor does it approve, authorize or accredit
any of them. Instead, it cooperates wit.h. other State
agencies and non-governmental groups that per-
form these functions, while operating as an indepen-
dent board with its own staff and its own specific du-
ties of evaluation, coordination, and planning,

Operation of the Commission

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout
the year at which it debates and takes action on
staff studies and takes positions on proposed legisla-
tion affecting education beyond the high school in
California. By law, its meetings are open to the
public Requests to speak at a meeting may be made
by writing the Commission in advance or by submit-
ting a request before the start of the meeting.

The Commission's day-to-day work is carried out by
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its ex-
ecutive director, Kenneth B. O'Brien, who is ap-
pointed by the Commission.

The Commission publishes and distributes without
charge some 30 to 40 reports each year on major is-
sues confronting California postsecondary educa-
tion. Recent reports are listed on the back cover.

Further information about the Commission, its
meetings, its staff, and its publications may be ob-
tained from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth
Street, Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514-3985;
telephone (916) 445-7933.
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SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT ON ACADEMIC SALARIES, 1988-89
California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 89-26

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commis-
sion as part of its planning and coordinating respon-
sibilities. Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, California Post-
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814-3985.

Recent reports of the Commission incluae:

89-10 Out of the Shadows The IRCA/SLIAG Oppor-
tunity: A Needs Assessment of Educational Services
for Eligible Legalized Aliens in California Under the
State Legalization Impact Assistance Grant Program
of the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986,
submitted to the California Postsecondary Education
Commission, February 23, 1989, by California To-
morrow (March 1989)

89-11 Faculty Salaries in California's Public Uni-
versities, 1989-90: A Report to the Legislature and
Governor in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion No. 51 (1965) (March 1989)

89-12 Teacher Preparation Programs Offered by
California's Public Univellities: A Report to the Leg-
islature in Response to Supplemental Language in
the 1988 State Budget Act (March 1989)

89-13 The State's Reliance on Non-Governmental
Accreditation: A Report to the Legislature in Re-
sponse to Assembly Concurrent Resolution 78 (Re-
solution Chapter 22, 1988) (March 1989)

89-14 Analysis of the Governor's Proposed 1989-90
Budget: A Staff Report to the California Postsecon-
dary Education Commission (March 1989)

89-15 Planning Our Future: A Staff Background
Paper on Long-Range Enrollment and Facilities Plan-
ning in California Public Higher Education (April
1989)

89-16 Standardized Tests Used for Higher Educa-
tion Admission and Placement in California During
1988: The Fourth in a Series of Annual Reports Pub-
lished in Accordance with Senate Bill 1758 (Chapter
1505, Statutes of 1984) (April 1989)

89-17 Protecting the Integrity of California De-
grees: The Role of California's Private Postsecondary
Education Act of 1977 in Educational Quality Con-
trol (April 1989)

89-18 Recommendations for Revising the Private
Postsecondary Education Act of 1977: A Report to

the Legislature and Governor on Needed Improve-
ments in State Oversight of Privately Supported
Postsecondary Education (April 1989)

89-19 Mandatory Statewide Student Fees in Cali-
fornia's Public Four-Year Colleges and Universities:
Report of the Sunset Review Committee on Statewide
Student Fee Policy Under Senate Bill 195 (1985), pub-
lished for the Committee by the California Postsecon-
dary Education Commission (April 1989)

89-20 State Policy Guidelines for Adjusting No n-
resident Tuition at California's Public Colleges and
Universities: Report of the Advisory Committee on
Nonresident Tuition Policies Under Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 69, published for the Committee by
the California Postsecondary Education Commission
(June 1989)

E9-21 State Oversight of Postsecondary Education:
Three Reports on California's Licensure of Private In-
stitutions and Reliance on Non-Governmental Accre-
ditation [A reprint of Reports 89-13, 89-17, and 89-
181 (June 1989)

89-22 Revisions to the Commission's Faculty Salary
Methodology for the California State University (June
1989)

89-23 Update of Community College Transfer Stu-
dent Statistics, 1988-89: The University of Califor-
nia, The California State University, and California's
Independent Colleges and Universities (August 1989)

89-24 California College-Going Rates, Fall 1988
Update: The Twelfth in a Series of Reports on New
Freshman Enrollments at California's Colleges and
Universities by Recent Graduates of California High
Schools (September 1989)

89-25 Overseeing the Heart of the Enterprise: The
Commission's Thirteenth Annual Report on Program
Projection, Approval, and Review Activities, 1987-88
(September 1989)

89-26 Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries,
1988-89: A Report to the Governor and Legislature
in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51
(1966) and Subsequent Postsecondary Salary Legis-
lation (September 1989)

89-27 Technology and the Future of Education: Di-
rections for Progress. A Report of the California Post-
secondary Education Commission's Policy Task Force
on Educational Technology (September 1989)


