ED 234 856

TITLE
INSTITUTION
EﬁB”ﬁATE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME
JC 830 456
Faculty Salaries in the California Commun1ty

Colleges: 1982- 83 Academic Year. Comm1551on Report

83-27.
California State Postsecondazy Educat1on Commission,

. Sacramento.

20 Jun 83

28p S o . S
Reports - Descriptive (141) -- Statistical pata (110)

MF01/PC02 Plus Postage. S .
*College Faculty; *Community Colleges; Educational
begislation; *Faculty Workload; *Full Time Faculty;
*Part Time Faculty; State Surveys; Teacher Employment
Benefits; *Teacher Salaries; Two Year Colleges

*California

In response to a leg1slat1ve directive, this report

prov1des salary information on part- ‘and full-time faculty in
California's community colleges. Introductory material reviews the

- history and préparation of the salary report. Part 1 deals with
full-time faculty,"1nclud1ng tables showing: (1) salary schedules for

the University of Califormia (UC), Califorrnia State Un1versrtyr(€SU)

and Sonoma County Junior College D1str1ct- (2) salary ranges in 20

community college. districts; (3) academic qualifications requ1red to

attain highest scale and step; (4) average salaries; (5) cost of

living adjustments; (6) average salaries and cost of living

adjustments at uc, Csu, and the commun1ty colleges; (7) _

weekly faculty contact hours; (9) number of overload hours; and (10)

hourly compensation for overload assignments. Part 2 focuses on

part-time faculty and provides information on the advantages and
disadvantadges of using part—-time faculty; a 1982 report on employment
patterns within the California community colleges 1eg1slat1on
limiting the use of part-time faculty; percentages and numbers of

full- and part-time faculty from 1979 to 1982; numbers and

percentages of weekly contact hours for full- and part- time faculty;

and compensation of part- time faculty. Part 3 summarizes findings.

{(Lu)

k*‘k*********************************************************k*‘k********
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document *

-




56

—

<8
V}
ﬁf
O
2
§§
iy
7

ED2348

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

-

- L. Testa

10 THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”

[

1982:83 Academic; *fear

f

U.S. DFPARTMENT DF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION *
CENTER (ERIC) N
The domment has been reproduced s
e fom T the peeson o ofgamzation
— o tmpnating it

B Minon hnges ftve Devn miide to HnpeGve

reproduc ion Quality

& Ponts of vea

wopans Statedncthe doca

et g ngt

fomation o peshy

Ll topgesent ool NIE

CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION €OMMiISE5ION

1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814



The California Postsecondary Educat. n Commission
was_ creiated by the Leglslature apd the Governor
ii> 1974 as the siiccessor to the Californ.a Coordi-
nating Council for Higher Education 1qig:der to
coordinate and plan for education in Califormia
_ beyond high school.” As a state agency, the
" Commission is responsible for assuring that the
Stété 's téSoﬁfCéS rar pastsécondary éducation are

ing dIversxty, innovation, and respon31veness to

" the needs of students and society; and for advis-

ing the ﬁeglsiature and the Govermor on ‘statewide

educational policy and fundxng

The ‘Commission consists of I3 members: Nine

represent the general publlc, with three each
appointed by the Speaker of the Assembty, the
Serate Rules Committee, and the Governor. The
other six represent the major educational systems
‘of the State.

The Commission holds regular public meetings.
throughout the year at which it takes action on
staff studies and adopts positions on leglslatlve

proposatls affecting ©postsecondary -education.

Further information about the Commission; 1its

meetings; its staff, and its other publications

may be obtained from the Commissionoffices at

1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramento,“ California
95814 ; telephone (916) 445-7933.
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INTRODUCTION

In February 1979 the Leg1slat1ve Analyst recommended 1n hlS Anal ‘Ays;s of the
Budget Bill for 1979 80 that the Commission include information on Community

College T faciilty salaries in_ its amnual faculty salary reports; Respondlng

to this recommendation, in Apr11 1979 the Commission publlshed a report on

Communlty College salaries as Chapter Two- of its final salary report for

- 1979-80: That chapter included Gommnnlty College faculty salary data for

.1977-78 but not for 1978-79 (the then current year), since the Chancellor's
Office of the California Community Colleges had abandoned such data collectlgn
as part of the cutbacks resulting from passage of PropoS1t10n 13 in June cf

1978. ‘ , )

%

Subsequently, the Comm1s51on staff proposed that the subm1s31on of Community

Col =2ge faculty salary data be formalized, and for this purpose the Legisia-

ture appropriated $15, 000 . to the Chancellor s Office-~the amount that office

1nd1cated would be ﬁééaéa annually for the task. In August 1979 the Com-

(reproduced in the Appendix on pages 21-25 below), and asked the Chancel—
lor's staff to submit 1978-79 data by November 1, 1979, and data' for subse-

quent fiscal years by March 1 of each of these years

Desplte annual appropr1at10ns for data gatherlng, unt11 this year the Chan-

cellor's Office encountered many problems both in data ‘'collection and

analysis, 1nclud1ng inconsistencies in headcounts, missing data’in 'several

faculty categories and Occasiomaily in all categorles for individual districts,

and confusing and incomplete data for stipends or bonuses. Prior to 1981-82,
the Chancellor's staff complled the reports largely by hand but due" to
dissatisfaction with that process onﬁthe part of both the Chancellor s
Office and Commission, the Chancellor™s Office instituted an entlrely”new

computerized data COlleCthﬂ system for 1981 82. Unfortunately, this system

failed to produce any ussble data by March 1 of last year,; a circumstance

that led the Commission to urge, and the Leglslature to adopt, the follow1ng
budgetary control language in the 1982- 83 Budget.: . !

¢

Up to 513,380,000, representing l percent of the apportionment of
each distriet, may be expended only if.the -chancellor's office
submits 1982- 83 statewide data on faculty salariés to the Cali-
fornia Postsecondary Education Commission by March 15, 1983: The
commission shall notify the Department of Fingnce by April'l

1983, if the data submitted are not SU1table for the comm1551on s

purposes . If the data are not suitable. for the commission's

purposes, the Department of Finance shall cert1fy to the State

Controller that' this item. should be 'reduced by not later than

. Aprit 15, 1983. The chancellor's office shall allocate _these
reductions to any districts which failed to_»rovide the faculty
salary data requested by .the chancellor's off1ce.. Thls allocatlon
will be made at the rate of 1 percent of the 1982-83 apporticnment

of the noncomplylng districts.

on February 6 1983 f1re destroyed the Chancellor's headquarters: including

many of the compnter programs and equipment necessary to generate the 1982 -83"

=1= : e



'salary report. Accordingly, Chancellor Hayward requested an extension of

the March 1 deadline until May 15; and ail parties with an interest in the

report agreed to the delay. Between March and May,‘staff of the Commission,
the Chancellor's Office; the,Department of Finance, and the Office of the
Legislative Analyst negotiated the exact contents of the report; particularly"
with regard to stipend or bonus data that were missing in 1982 and that were
incomplete in prior years. These negotiations .completed, the Chancellor
submitted the 1982-83 report on May 16 May 15 having fallen on a Sunday.

,,,,,, ! :
- This second year's use of the Computerlzed system has produced the most

comprehensive and accurate report ‘on faculty salaries yet submitted by the

Chancellor's Office to the Commission and; rndeed the first complete report
since the legislative directive of 1979. _Termed the "Staff Data File,'" the
report contains data on salaries; cost-of-living adjustments, number of
faculty by employment classification; compensation by weekly faculty contact’
.hours taught, stipends .or bonuses paid; and various items of information
relating to part-time faculty. It is a complex document, not only bécause
of these- many categories of data but also because the data are generated by
79 dIStrlctS with widely: varying salary admlnlstratlon policies. Indeed, it

‘lacks some data &hlch will have to be added in coming months, partlcularly

with regard to cost-of-living adJustments and average salarmes paid, 51nce

27 districts were unable to report by the survey deadiine their current-year
mean salaries adjusted for the effect of ‘cost-of- 11v1ng changes dur1ng
.1982-83. The Chancellor's staff was able to indicate percentage changes in
the overall ranges for eight of those districts in its attachment to the
Staff Data Flle, but it could not incoerporate them into the mean salary
flgures of the file. On May 16, Commission staff telephoned admlnlstrators
of the remaining 19 districts and received cos;-of living figiures for seven

more districts, but the remaining 12 still had not completed negotiations on

current-year salary adjustments by then: Most of these. 12 districts are
golng to "fact f1nd1ng,".51nce the1r respectlve faculty organlzatIons and

the flscal stringency currently affectlng many districts. Eight of the
dozenn 4are under collective bargaining agreements, but only one of
them--Imperial, with the fourth lowest average salary among the 70 dis-
tricts--is among the lowest paying of the 70.

For such reasons, in transmitting the Staff Data Flle, Chancellor Hayward

stated that the March 15 deadlime’ specified in the bndgetary control language

is too early and that ”any reporting date earlier than May 15 cannot be met
with any assurance for: data quality." He proposed discussing this problem
further .with legislative and Commission staff. Given the lateness - -of the
decision-making process in many districts,; his observation has merit, and

will be discissed in the coming months. -

Based on the Staff Data File, the follOW1ng pages dlSCUSS Commun1ty College

faculty salaiies in two major sections, the first dealing with full-time

faculty, and the second with part- t1me faculty A brief third sect1on
summarizes the findings of the other two parts:



ONE

FUL".=TIME FACULT! S

Unlike faculty at the Un1verS1ty of California and the Callfornla State
Unlver51ty, who are paid on a stateW1de schedule categorlzed by the ranks of

professor, assocIate professor, assistant professor, and instructor, Community

College faculty are paid on schedules that Vary wrdely by dIStrICt that are
not categorized by rank; and that are based on the same compensatlon pr1nc1ples
as those in the elementary and secondary schools where-salaries are generally
determined by a combination of years of service and_academic credits. For

example, Table 1 shows the 1982-83 salary schedules for ‘full-timé faculty in -

- the University and the State Un1verS1ty alops with that for a representative
' Communlty College . dlStrlct (Sonoma County) As can be seen, besides steps
for tength of servrce* the Community College schedule has several "classes"

or ramnges (six in the Sonoma County example) based on academic attarnment
(Not included in Table 1 are examples of stipends or bonuses above and

beyond salary for- such additional duties as coach1ng and adm1n1strat10n, to
be discussed separately later.)

.
s

Whlle the Sonoma County schedule in Table 1 is representatlve of Communlty
College salary mechanisms generally, salaries in other districts vary greatly
below and above it, not only in terms of their highest and lowest steps, but

also in terms of the spread between those steps: and in the qualrfrcatrons

requrred to achieve them. Table 2 shows differences between the lowest an
h1ghest steps of the ten districts with the.lowest starting salaries-of the
70, and the ten with the highest términal salaries. As it indicates, the
Los Rios district; with the lowest starting salary of any district ($10,006),
has a terminal salary of $34,856 that i~ 248 percent higher. Saddleback, in
contrast, which pays the highest terminal salary of any district ($45,223)
offers first-step faculty $20,080--only 125 percent lower than this top
‘salary:

In most districts, progress to the“hIOhest steps is possxble only by earnIA
a doctorate, but thlS requirement is by no means universal. Thus among all

- 20 districts shown in Table 2, 17 require the doctorate for attaining the
_highest 'step; but in the other three districts it is possible to_be placed
on the highest salary scale or class only with the accumulatlon of a master's
degree and some specified number}of”addltlonal,academlc credits. :Table 3
shcws the range of options available throughout the system.

{

AVERAGE SALARIES AND COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS

Pl

Tablé 4 shows the ten highest and ten lowest paying districts in California
as of 1982 83 In 51x of the 20 cases the mean salar1es reported by the

since the districts had not completed salary negotlatlons by thd time the

file was compiled Accordrngly, the mean salaries for those dIstrIcfs

 represent 1981-82 salaries adjusted for the effects of merit increases and

- ¢
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TABLE 1

Faculty Salary Schedules for the University of California,
the california State University, and the Sonoma County
Junior College District, 1982-83 '

)
o University California Sonoma County Junior College District (Santa Rosa Junior College)
Rank _ . of State L = B . K — ] — =
and Step California University - Step (Class 1 €lass II Class III €lass IV Class V  (Class VII
Professor P '

1 $30,100 530,276 1. §18,155  $18,625 $20,036  $21,602  $237168  $23,768.

2 33,200 31,728 2 19,161 19,653 21,130 22,745 24,359  24;959

3. 36,800 33,252 3 20,166 20,681  22;225 23,887 25,550 26,150

4 40;200 34,860 4 21,172 21,709 23,320 25,030 26,74 27,341

5 43,600 36,540 5 22,178 22,737 24,414 26,173 27,932 ° 28,532

6 47,100 -- 6 23,183 23,765 25,509 27,316 29,123 29,723
7 ) 51,500 -- 7 24,189 24,793 26,604 28,459 30,314 30,914
Associate Professor T 8 25,195 25,821 27,698 29,602 31,505 32,105°

1 $24,600 $23,976 ° 9 26,200 26,849 28,793 30,745 32;696 ° 33;296

2 26,000 25,116 10 27,206 27,876 29,888 - 31,888 33,887 34,487

3 27,600 26,316 11 -- -- 30,982 33,030 35,079 35,679

4 30,000 27,576 12 -- -- 32,077 34,173 36,270 36,870

5 _ 33,100 23,884 13 :

Assistant Professor , S 14
I $19,700 $19,044 15 5
2 .. 20,500 19,932 16 Professional Growth Increment” 34,873 36,970 37,570
3 - 21,700 . 20,868 17
i3 23,100 21,852 18 .

5 24,500 22,896 19 . _ . D Lo . N L R
6 '25,900 -- . 20 Piofsssional Gtowth Increment? © 37,670 38,270
Instructor E e ' ’

-1 $16,800 §17,412

2 . -- 18,192

3 - 19,064

4 -- 19,932 . .

5 - 20,868
*Qualifications for classification:

I ABor less _ IIT MA o V MA + 40 Units or AB + 75 Units with MA

II AB + 30 units IV MA + 20 Units or - . VI Doctorate

Notes: 1.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The holder of an earned doctorate shall receive $600 annhélly in addition to his placement on

AB + 55 Unies with MA

the appropriate step in Class V. - . .

Class IV,

V,,aﬁd Docrorate--Professional Growth Increment of 5700 at the l6th iiéﬁ with ten

years of service at SRIC and 15 approved growth units eirned after Stép ‘12 placement.

Class V and Doctorate--Professional Growth Increment of $700 with a nminimim of four years
service after the 16th step placement and 15 additional appgoved growth units earned.

Credits utilized to attain Professional Growth Increments may not be used for class advancement.

G



TABLE 2 Faculty Salary Ranges in 20 Community ebi]édé Districts
including Ten With the Lowest Starting Salaries and Ten
With the HiIghest Terminal Salaries ,

Dollar . - Percentage

District Low Step . High Step  Difference Difference
Low Starting Salaries .
Grossmont - $15,855 $34,428 . $18,573 117.1%
Hartnell® 15,833 34,803 18,970 T 119.8
Lassen - 13,481 30,163 16,682 123:7
Los Rios* 10,006 34,856 24,850 248.4
Mendocino © 15,500 32,240 16,740 . 108.0
' Monterey 15,214 37,087 21;873 143.8
Palo Verde 14,500 36,000 21,500 148.3
Peralta _ 15,143 30,226 15,083 99.6
Redwoods 16;012 31,546 - 15,534 97.0
San Francisco 14,577 . 36,057 21,480 147.4
Average §16,612 §33,740 $19,128 130.9%
High Terminal Salaries
Cerritos 518,310 §40,276 $21,966 ©120.0%
Coast < 17,7286« 40,866 23,140 - 130.5
E1l Camino 20,171 139,776 19,605 - 97.2
Long Beach 18,805 39,805 21,000 - 11k.7
Rancho Santlago 18,508 39,555 21,047 113.7-
Riverside 17;394 39,474 22,080 126.9
Saddieback 20;080- 45;223 25,143 125.2
San Joaquin Delta 20,042 42,043 22,001 . 109.8
‘Sequoias - 20;250 40;000 - 19;750 L 97.5
West Valley s 175913 " 40,863 22,950 128.1
Average §18,920 $40,788 521,868 - 115.6%

%1981-82 schedule

Source: 1982-83 Staff Data File, ‘california Communxty Colleges Chancellor's
~~0ffice.
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promotions but not cost-of-living adjustments. However, the cost-of-livihg
adJustments for five of the six are now known and have been factored in. In
the case of the remaining unknown (Imperlal) no cost-of-living adjustment
is 11ke1y to be approved this year. »

Several facts emerge from Table 4.

° _Flrst most of the hlgh paying dlstrchs are in quburban communltles,
“while most of the 1ow4pay1ng districts are in rural communities. The

notable exception Is second-to-the-bottom Peralta which, while primarily
urban, includes Feather River €cliege:

° Sécohdi in spite of no cost-of-living adjustments in 1982-82 for all
State employees; including Universitv and State University faculty, a

TABLE 3 - Academic Qualifications Required to Attain .
the Highest Scale and Highest Step on Community
College District Salary Schedules
o o , , ___ Number of D1stn1fts ,
Qualifications H1ghest Scale’ ‘ Highest St;p

Bachelor's degree plus
,. some speC1f1ed number of )
unlts (between 60 and 135) 8 4

Bachelor s and master's

(géhe?ally:with an addi-

tional number of units) T 11 ‘ 5
Master's degree plus some

specified number of units

(between 30 and 90) . . 15 7
Doctorate 34 ' : 52
Other 2 2
L . ~ X
TOTAL 70 : 70
p

Source: Complled from 1982-83 Staff Data L11e. California Community

Colleges Chancellor's Office:

= iy -




Adjustments and Number of Faculty in the Ten Highest

TABLE 4  Average Full-Time Faculty Salarles, Cost-of-Living

and Ten Lowest Paying Community Coll ege Districts,

1982-83
I D Cost-of-Living - Number of
District Medn Salary Adjustment Faculty
Highest Average Salary
Saddleback $39,365 10.0% 188
Sequ01§§ B 36,250 9:0 142
San Joaquin Delta 35;755 B . 7.5 236
Cerritos 35;710 ' 3.4 222
Mt. San Antonio 34;682 :0.0.. 264 '
Contra Costa 34,595 4.0 - 408
. E1 Camino - 34,523 - 8.0 307
" Mira Costa ' 34,238 ‘5.5 69
Foothill-De Anza 34,188 5:25 363
Rio Hondo 33 999 5.0 175
Means Weighted $35,082 5.5% -
Unweighted 35,231 5.8 237:.5
Statewide Average §32,022 3.8y 209.6 -
Lowest Average Saiary
Napa $29,123 2.19% 83
Mendociio . - 29,039 0.0 31
Palo Verde 28,900 8.0 12
Cabrillo . 28,799 0:0 159
Gavilan °~ . 28,634 0.0 59
Allan Hancock 28,457 2.2 106
Imperiatl 28,293 N/A 78
Lassen 28,111 0.0 - 33
Peralta 27,617 4.0 . 328
Siskiyous 27,607 0.0 44
" Means Weighted $28,249 : 0.9% ---
Unwéighted 28,458 1.6 93.9
e

Source: 1982 83 Staff Data F11e, Callfornla Communlty Coiiiﬁeé
Chancellor s Office.
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‘number of Community College districts were able to grant such :
increases--some of them substaptial.

'3 Third, dlfferences in these increases indicate that the w;xLthuz dis
tricts are widening the gap bctween themselves and the poorer distric

® Fourth, the average number of full-time faculty in the high- pl)lng
dlstrlcts is not oniy greater than the statewrde average of 209.6

but exceeds the average for low-paying districts by a wide margin--144
faculty members.

Table 5 categorizes 1982-83 cost- of 11V1ng adjustments for all 70 Community
College dlstrlcts by percentage increase. As nored earller, 12 of thc;

even if none of them grant any increase for this year,; the average district

cost- of 11v1ng adgustment will be 3:5 percent Among the 58 districts that
had completed salary negotxat*ons, the increase is :3.8 percent.

year at the t1me of the Chancellor s Office survey,rbuL Table 5 shouu that

Téble 6 shows average salaries in all three of the publlcﬂsegmeqts since
1978-79; and Table 7 compares cost-of-living adjustments for the same
period. The average salaries shown in Table 6 do not include overload
assignments for Community College faculty or any outside income in the
four-year segments.

TABLE 5 Cost-of-Living Ad]ustments in the
California Ccommunity €Colleges, 1982~83

Number of Range of Cost-of-Living Average Number
Districts Adjustments of Faculty
12 Unknown i 324.5
17 _.0.0% 139.2
4 1.0 = 2.0 254.2
7 2.1 - 3.0 220.6
8 3.1 - 4.0 195.3
9 4,1 - 5.0 185.0
5 5:1 - 6:0 175:2
1 6:1 - 7.0 ¢ 199.0
3 7:1 - 8:0 185.0
1 8.1 9.0 - 142.0
2 ' 9.1 - 10.0 415.0
1. 10.1 - 11.0 26.0
70 - 3:8%" 209 6

3.5%%

*Weighted mean for 58 districts excluding those which wéré still négotiating
cost-of-living adjustments for 1982-83. ‘
**wé;g&iéa'@éé§7f¢£;j@”aigiiiét§ assuming.all 12 districts still negotiating
'for 1982-83 will grant no increases_for that year.
Source: ]982 83 Staff Data File,. California Community Colleges Chancelror’
Offlce )
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the California State,Ua;vers;ty, and the California
Cormunity Colleges, 1978-79 Through 1982-83 :

. Average
S o Annual
Sedment 1978-79 1879-80 1980-81 1981-82 1582-83 Ehange -
Unlver51ty of o : - I
falifornia $25,337 $29,559 $32,664 $355002 35,768 9.0%
California State - o - - 7
University 22,401 26,111 29,012 30,992 31,331 8.7
California
Community o o o ) S )
Colleges 26,123 25,785 28,273 29,773 32,022 7.3
Note: University  and State University salaries are all-ranks averages

reflecting both merit increases and promotions each year. They have not

been reconciled to a common staffing pattern as is normally done in such

comparisons since there is no way to apply rank-by-rank staffing to the
Community College salary structures. Community College average salaries are
understated each year due to_ the 1nab111ty to include all range adJustments

for all districts. In 1982-83, however, they have been adjusted upward to

reflect known cost- of 11V1ng adJustments and with the assumption that un-
reported districts will grait fo increase:

Source: Previous Commission and €hancellor's Office salary reports

TABLE 7 Cost= of’L1v1ng Adjustments at the University:.of California,
the cCalifornia State University, and the California
Community Colleges, 1978-79 Through 1982-83

. . Annual Five-Yéar”‘

Segment 1978-79 1979-88 1380-81 1981-82 1982-83 Average Increase*

University of IR : o o . L o
California 0.0% 14.5% 9.75% 6.0% 0.0% 6.05% 33.2%

California State ) . o B
bniversity 0:0 14.5 9.75 6.0 0.0 6.05 33.2

Callforhlér » ' i
Commmunity ) o S
Colleges 6.0 7.5 9.2 7.0 3.8 6.70 38.2

(63)** (55) ‘
#*Compounded annually.

**Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of districts reporting.

Source: Previous Commission and Chancellor's Office salary reports.

o~
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Tables 5, 6, and 7 indicate that while at least 41 Community College dis-

tricts enJoyed cost-of-living increases in 1982-83; the overall salary and

cost-of-1living increases of all 70 districts over the past five years has
not been substant1a11y d1fferent from that of the four year segments. The

and 1980-81 at the senior institutions. Further, even though the Communlty

College cost- of-11v1ng increase was marginally -higher for the entire five

years (38:2 percent compared to 33:2 percent), the University and the State

Un1vers1ty enjoyed overall increases in average salaries greater than those

in the Community Colleges--9.0 and 8.7 percent, respectively, compared ts

7 3 percent Con51stent features of the data 1nclnde a saiary tead of

current year) and tra111ng in the rema1n1ng three, a11 by percentage. d1ffer-
ences of less than 5 perceit w1th the- exception of 1978- 79, when they led

the State University by 7.1 percent.

STIPENDS OR BONUSES

V1rtua11y a11 1nst1tut10ns of h1gher educatlon employ mechanlsms for grant-
ing certain individuals add1t10na1 compensation for various activities and

credentials. California's public universities have built many of these

incentives into their salary structure or assume them for entry into the

salary structure. For example; one normal requzrement for employment at

both the Un1vers1ty or the State Unrversrty is possession of an earned
doctorate, even though this requirement is occasionally waived if a candi-

date has exceptional qualifications. But if a faculty member.becomes a
department chairman or assumes some other duties; such as . coaching,; beyond
his or her normal responsibilities; the universities normally provide re-
leased time from teaching or research to accommoddté those new résponsibil-
ities* 7In Some cases, the faculty member may be promoted to an entirely

The Community Colleges employ some srmrlar devices, WIth the favor1te~-grant-

ing a stipend or bonus--used in various districts in impressive variety:
The vast majority of additional payments are for the acquisition of an
earned doctorate; but .there are other reasons for granting them, including
the folloW1ng

Extra duty performed by full-time 1nstructorS'

Division director, coordlnator, or department d1rector'

Athletic director; head coach; or assistant coach

Instructional area representative; -
Professional certification;

Anniversary increment; and

Longevity increment.

oo
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This year's Staff Data File from the Chancellor's Office does not identify

are shown in Table 8: The total amount granted was 31, 681 578, with the
average qtlpend being $1,;392. (These amounts ard included in the average
salary figures presented previously in Tables 2, 4; and 6.)

TABLE 8 Spec1a1 Purpose Stlpends or Bonuses Granted
by Callfornla Communztg Colleges, 1982-83

} . , Number of Faculty. ~ Percent of
Amount Granted Receiving Stipend Total Stipends
$ 1 -§ 400 49 4.1%
401 - 800 284 23.5
801"~ 1,200 306 ~ 25.3
1,201 - 1,600 155 12.8
1,661 - 2,000 - 146 12.1
2,001 - 2,400 81 : 6.7
2,401 - 2,800 100 8.3
2,801 or more 87 7.2
TOTALS . - 1,208 100.0%

Source: 1982-83 Staff Data: Flle, California Community Colleges
Chancellor's Offlce

As noted ear11er,rdata on stlpends or bonuses in prior years has been obscure

at best and nonexlstent for 1981-82, so few trends can be discerned from
them Gn AprIi 6 1983 however, in ‘a memorandum to Hal Gelogue of the

1980 81. In the. former year, 86.3 percent were granted for posse551on of a
doctoral degree; compared to only 69.0 percent in the 1atterryear From.

this; a hlghly tentative conclusion mlght be that the number of stipends or

bonuses granted is increasing but that most of the growth is for purposes

other than recognition of advanced academic accomplishment.:

FACULTY WORKLOAD

The normal teachlng 1oad for full-time Cbmmunlty College facnlty is 15

weekly contact bours, but many faculty teach overload assignments as well.

Table 9 shows the distribution of facnlty by number of hours taught, excluding

overload assrgnments This produces an average of 16.2 hours a week. If:

overload assigmments are included, the average rises to 17.8 hours. The

Py
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average overload assignment for those facilty members teaching any overload
is 4.6 hours. Table 10 shows thé range of overload assignments for full-time
faculty, while Table 11 shows average compensation per overlcad hour.

TABLE 9 Numbér'éf weekly . ?aéﬁ1t§:€bhtaét Hours Taught by
Full-Time Community. College Faculty on Reguiar

Assignments, 1982-83 “

Range of Hours o o . ' ) S B
_ Taught = Number of Faculty Percent of Faculty
0:1 - 3.0 157 1.0%

3:1 - 6:0 457 2.9

6.1 - 9.0 677 4:3

.9.1 - 12.0 1;449 9:2

12.1 - 15.0 . 5,907 37:5

15.1 -~ 18.0 3,119 . : 19.8

18.1 - 21.0 2,268 14.4

21.1 -~ 24.0 772 4.9

24:1 - 27.0 520 3.3
Over 27:0 — 425 2.7

15,751 100.0%

Note: Table D4 of thé Staff Bata File, from which this table is adapted,
indicates that 15,751 full-time faculty were involved in teaching during
1982-83; a total tLat diverges from those in several other tables of the

file, as follows:

Table Number of Faculty Reported

A - Number and Full Time Equivalent (FTE) Faculty 16. 419
D-t Employment €lassification 16 419
D-2 Length of Annual Employment 16,419
D-3 Employment Status 15;5i9;
D-4 WFCH Taught - 15;751
D-5 Salary Distribiition 14,674
D-9 Salary Without Stipends 14,668
D-1

0 Salary Distribution (leferent’Ranges) 14,674

The lower totals in Tables D-4, D-5, D- 9 and D-10 are created by read11y

identifiable factors, including faculqy on leave and therefore not teachlng,

faculty involved in non-teaching ass:gnments - and faculty paid on an hourly:
basis and not on_a_contract salary. Accordlngly, unlike past years, thé
Commission is confident that these numbers are as accurate as can he’ expected,
subject only to errors at the district level; if any; that could not be.

. dlscovered by the Chancellor s staff Such errors are probably quite few in

Data Fiile also satisfy other reporting requirements.

Source: Table D4; 1982-83 Staff Data File, €alifornia Community Colleges
Chancellor's Office. "

¢
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It is not p\SSIble to compare faculty workload over time as Table 6 above
did for sala ies; since workload data have not been derived from the same
reporting pro«edures each year nor arrayed consistently over all five years:
A comparison trf. this yean's and last year's Staff Data File, however, reveals
that average workload changed- little between 1981-82 and 1982 -83--from 16.1
to lb 2 hours. Last year, average oVerload was 4.7 hours, com;wred to this
year's 4.6 This change mlght imply that more workload was _ransferred from
overload to regular _assignments, but the difference of only a tenth of an

hour in each case is too 'small to permit’ so general a conclusion, ~Should

flscal'atrlngency continue into 1983-84 and this difference contlnue or

grow, the potentlal of that conclusion will increase:

Average cqmpensatlon7per,overload,bgur,reached $25.69 in 1982-83 compared to
a reported average of $22.65 in 1981-82 and $23.22 in 1980-81. The 1981-82
figure is low due to an error in the San Mateo district data that year,
where 422 faculty members supposedly taught at an average compensation rate
of $6. 43 per hour;, compared to 1982-83's 91 faculty members who earied
$27:97 per hour: Bxsregardlng the 1981-82 flgure, the increase since 1980-81

has been 5.2 per\ent per year:

Contract and regular Faculty are generally not paid om an hourly basis; but
their average compensation per contact hour can be estimated by multxplyxﬁg
.average weekly faculty contact hours (16.2 in 1982-83) by the normal academic
year for Community TColleges {35 weeks) and dividing the averagé statewide
salary of $32,022 by the result. This produces a computéd salary of $56.48
per contact hour, nearly 120 percent more than the rate for overload instruc-

tion. As can be imaginec; this more than double rate for regular cpntact

hours offers much incentive for administrators and district boards to permit
overload assignments.

[y
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TABLE 10 Numb&r of Weekly Faculty Contact Hours of Overload Lz
" Taught by Full-Time Communlty College Faculty,

1982-83
, N : - Percent ¢of Faculty Percent of
~Range of. S Teaching’ . - _Tetal
WECH Taught Number of Faculty __and Overload __Faculty
0.1 - 3.0 3,465 46.7% 15.6%
3.1 - 6.0 2,355 42.7 15.0
6.1 - 9.0 562 10.2 3.6°
Over 9.0 - 132 2.4 —0.8 .

: 5,514 : 100.0% 35.0%

Source: Table D6, 1982-83 Staff Data Flle, California Community Colleges
Chancellor s Office. .

TABLE 11 Hourlg Compensation for Full;Timé Community College
Faculty Members With Overload Assignments, 1982-83

’

} , _ Percent of
Compensation S - Faculty With Any.
er Contact Hour - Number of Faculty Overload Compensation
$ 0:01 - $10:00 0 0.0%
10.01 - 12:49 6 0.1
12:56 - 14.99 122 2.2
15.00 - 17.49 145 2.6
~17.50 = 19.99 423 7.6
' 20.00 - 22.49 706 12.7
22.50 - 24.99 1,246 22:4
25.00 - 27.49 1,557 28.0
27.50 - 29.99 450 8.1
30.60 - 32.49 362 6.5
32.50 - 34:49 144 2.6
35.00 - 37.49 172 3.1
Over 37.49 228 bl
TOTALS - 5,561 100.0%

Note: The total' of 5,561 faculty members receiving overload compensation
shown here differs from the 5,514 total of Table 10 by 47 positions because
not all Community College. faculty receiving overload payments are engaged in

teaching. A few are involved with special projects or assignments for which

they receive overload payment but which are not reflected in the totals for

classroom teachinmg: In all; .these 47 faculty represent less than half a

percent of the total:

Source: Table D7 1982-83 Staff Data File, California Community Colleges
Chancellor s Office. . '
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PART-TIME FACULTY

To a greater extent than ergher the University of California or the. Ccali-

fornia State University, the Catlfornla Community Colleges have tradition-

atly used large numbers of part-time faculty; and for three Pﬂ}nC1P41 reasons:
¥
1. Part-time faculty can be used with far greater flex1b111ty than full-time
faculty; .

- F )
2. They can brlng profesS1onal e*pertlse fromfbuS1ness and governmental

sectors which may present a different perspective than- offered by
full-time faculty, and

3: They are considerabiy tess ekpensiVe to empfoy.

Despite these advantages; in recent years,; part- t1me faculty have become an
issue in Community Co3lege administration and finance. In the late 19705
the number of part-time faculty increased rap1dly, causing concern that edu-

catiopal quality might be eroding. For example, in 1981 the GommIssron

rnoted that 88.4 percent of the new faculty hired in the fall of 1980 were

part t1mers, and that by 1980-81 fully 64:5 percent of alil Community Collége

faculty were part time. The Gommrssron also noted that the proportion of

contact hours taught by part- time faculty had increased from 30.5 percent in
1978-79 to 32.0 percent in 1980-81, while the percentage taught by full-time
faculty decreased from 40.0 pércént to 36.6 perceat and the percentage
taught by faculty with overload assignments increased from 29.5 percent to
31.4 percent. . i !

(Chapter 1177 Statutes of 1986) whrch dIrected the Chancellor's Office to

report to the teglslature on employment patterns within the colleges w1th

particular reference to ‘the workload shares carried by full- and part- -time
facylty. That report, released in January 1982,; indicated that by the
spring of 19815'§art;time faculty comprised 69 percent of all faculty--up
six percentage points since the fall of 1980, although their share of the
workload total remained at 34 percent. i

Even before the release of that report’ addltlonal 1egrslatron established

limits on the use of part- time faculty in the €Community Colleges. AB 1626

(Chapter 103, Statutes of 1981) required that Community College districts

not increase the proportion of contact hours taught by part-timers above the\\
1980-81 level. In March 1983, the Chancellor's Office réported that the
1980*81 lei/el _had been_37.35 percent rathér _than thé 3Z; 3 _percent. it had

36 57 percent (Board of Governors, 1983) : (The 1981-82 Staff Data File of

S
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the Chanceiior s 6ffice had indicafed the iééi éé iévéi as 36. éi percent,
but- its lack of data from the Kern district probably accounted for the
fractronal difference )

This year's ‘Staff Data File indicates that 125,923 weekly faculty contact

hours were taught by part-time faculty, compared to 255,360 taoght by full-

time faculty. These figures produce a 33.0 percent share for part time

faculty, a total well below the 1980 -81 share of 37.35 percent as reported

1982.

NUMBER AND CONTACT HOURS OF PART-TIME FACULTY

"

The number of full-time faculty, full-time faculty overload, and part-time

faculty from 1979-80 through 1982-83 are shown in Table 12 along with their
respective weekly faculty contact hours. Regardless of the reliability of
the 1980-81 figures, the 1981- 82 figures are clearly suspect since ‘the fourg

districts absent from that year's total (Kern,- San- Joaquin Delta, San Mateo,
and Sequoias) all employ relatively low proportions of part-time faculty.

Earlier data from the Chancellor's Office salary reports indicated a major

increase in the share of weekly faculty contact hours taught by part-time
rfaculty between 1980-81 and 1981-£2, but the Board of Governor 5 agenda item

for March 1983 indicates a decrease in the share betweer those two years:

One factor which may help account for this dlscrepancy is the fact that the
def1n1t10n of part-time faculty was changed between 1980-81 and 1981-82 in
such a way that the number of part-time faculty rhould have 1ncreased slightly.
Prev1ously,rany faculty member teaching at least a half-time load was con-
sidered full time, but in 1981- 82 the definition was changed to a 60 percent

load, thus throwing more instructors into the part-time category. It there-

fore seems approprrate to regard the flgures for 1979-80 and 1980 81 as

noncomparable to those for. later years: - In the future, however, it should

be possible to track the involvement of part-cime faculty with greater
accuracy now that the definitions have been systematized:

COMPENSATION OF PART-TIME FACULTY

As stated earlier, one of the Incentlves for employlng part time faculty is

their relatively low cost. In 1982-83, that compensation was reported to be

§21. 74,per weekly faculty contact hour, an increase of sl 24 or 6:1 percent

" from -the previous year. This compares to 1982-83 averages of $25.69 for

full-time faculty working overload and_ $56.48 for full-time faculty on
salary, not counting fringe benefits. The difference of nearly 260 percent
between the amount paid full-timers for regular assignments and that _paid

part timers has remained virtually unchanged in the five years the Commigsion

lias produced Community €ollege salary reports.
i

{
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TABLE 12 Number and Contact Hours of Full=Timé and Part=Time
Community College Faculty, 1979-80 Through 1982-83

Item ' » 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83
Number of Faculty | ‘
Full Time . . 10,565 9,814 9,354 10, 237
{no overload) (70) (70) (66) (70)
Fill Time 6,563 6,260 5,659 5,514
(WLth overload) - (70) (70) - (66) (70)
Part Time ] - 27,828 29,255 26,513 24,460
‘ ) (70). (70) (66) (70)
Percentages of Faculty ' '
Fill Time ’ 23:5% 21:7% 22.5% 25.5%
(no overload) 7 . B} o
Full Time 14.6 13.8 13.6 13.7
(with overload) , S o }
Part Time A . - 61.9 64.5 63.9 60.8
Wéékiy fécuity éontac; Hours }
Full Time 239,394 248,186 213,753 255,360
‘no overload) : T (67) (65) (55) (70)
Full Time 25,062 . 23,391 . 26,542 25,402
7(ovegload only) - (67) (65) ) (66)" - 70
Part Time 119,319 127,815 140,338 125,923
(67) (65) . (66) €70)
Percentege of Weekly
Faculty Contact Hours
Full Time 62.4% 62:1% 56.2% 62.8%
7 (no oYerload) L
Full ?;mei i 6.5 5.9 7.0 6.2
"(overload only) S . Lo
Part Time - 31.1 32.0 36.8 31.0

Note: Numbers in parentheses 1nd1cate the number of dlStrICtS report{ng

Numbers of faculty for 1979-80 and 1980 81 are based on headcount

estimates prepared by the Chancellor's Office for 100 percent of the

Community Colleges: Contact hour tectals for these years are those

actually reported for 67 and 65 dlStrlctS, respectlvely

Source: Previous Chancellor's Office salary reports. .




This is the Comm1551on s fifth amnwal report on faculty salaries in the

THREE
\ SUMMARY .

ftd

California Community Colleges but the first'based om complete and accurate
data from the Chahcellor s Office. :

These data 1éad to the following findings:

1:

K

Salary structures in the California Community Colléges evolved from the

to those in school districts: They are based on a-combination of years

'elementary and seconda schools and remain virtually 1dent1ca1 in form
ry J/L\\\ y

of service and degrees and credits €arned; while those for the Un1Ver-

51ty of California and the €alifornia State University are based on

years of service and internal evaluations of faculty competence regard-
less of degrees earned or credits acquired. Where Community College
salary schedules generally involve 20 or more steps and four to eight
ranges or classes, with the ranges dependent on the acquisition-of
degrees and credits, University and State University schedules ,contain,
five to seven steps in a single range which includes instructors,
assistant professors, associate professors, and fullrprofessOrs;

In most districts, access to the highest step of the salary schedule
requires posse551oh of an @rned doctorate: In about half of the
districts,; access to the hlghest range of the schedple also requires

the doctorate

The est1mated 1982 83 mean salary 1n the Communlty Colleges was $32 022

- compared to $35 768 at. the University of California and $31,331 at the

California State Unlvers;ty The highest-paying distrlct was Saddleback
at $39,365, and the lowest paying was Siskiyous at $27, 607 . The per-

centage dxfference between the two was 42.6 percent.:

Inhgene;aly the h;ghest-paylng dlstrict$ were larger than average
(237.4 faculty members for the ten highest-paying districts,; compared
to the statewide average of 209.6) and were located in suburban com-
munities. . The lowest-paying districts tended to be smaller (93.3
faculty members in the ten lowest-paying districts) and were located in
rural communities:

In 1982-83, 17 districts granted mo cost of-living adjustments to their
full-time faculty, and another 12 were still attempting to negotiate a
salary contract for the current year as of May 16:. Twenty-eight dis-
tricts granted between 1.0 and 5.0 percent increases,; and the remaining
13 granted between 5.1 and 11.0 percent. The statewide average increase
for the 58 districts that had concluded salary agreements was 3.8
percent:. If the remaining 12 districts granted no increasSe in 1982-83,
the average would fall to 3.5 percent.:

Since 1978-79, Gommnnlty Goiiege facnity have received cost of 11V1ng

adjustments averaging 6.70 percent per year, compared to increases of
6.05 percent at both the University and the State University. The

‘ -18- 22
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“cumulative 1ncreases since 1978- 79 have been 38.2 percent for the
Community Colleges and 33. 2 percent for the universities: Neverthe-

less, when merit adJustments and promotions are included in the mean

salary flgures, Unlver31ty salaries have risen an average of 9.0 percent‘

per year since 1978-79 compared to 8:7 percent at the State Unlver51ty

and 7:3 percent at the €ommunity €olleges.

Communlty College districts award st1pends or bonuses in add1t10n to-

regular salaries for a variety of purposes and accomplishménts Ther
primary reason for granting such stipends is for acquiring the doctoral
degree, but they are also granted for extra duty; departmental and -

division'*administration, coaching, longev1ty, and other reasons: Since

1978-79, the number of dlStrlCtS awarding stIpends has not changed

.51gn1flcant1y The average stIpend was Sl 392 in 1982-83, and stipends

were made to 8.2 percent or 1,208 cf full-time faculty.

The number of weekly faculty contact hours taught by full-time faculty
with_regular assignments increased from 16 1l to 16.2 between 1981-82
and 1982-83. The mean overload per. full—tlme faculty member - teaching
any overload decreased from 4.7 to 4.6 contact hours:

Since 1979-80, the number of facglty involved in overload assignments

has decreased both in absolute terms and as a percentage of the total

full-time faculty: In 1979-80; 38.3 percent or 6,563 of all full,t;me\
facnlty taught some overload. In 1982-83; 35.0 percent or 5,514 did
so. However, the percentage of contact hours taught on an overload

basis by full-time faculty ingreased slightly from 9.5 to 10.0 percent

of the total. Among all contact hours taught in Communlty Colleges,

the percentage taught as overload increased from 6.5 percent to” 6.7

percent over the four years for which data were available:
.

Ioad in the Comﬁun:ty Colleges. Although data are 1ncomplete for all
years except 1982-83, it appears that the percentage of contact hours
taught by part- t1mers has not changed significantly and continues to
represent about a third of the total. The number of part- time faculty
has also changed very little over the past four-years and stands at
60.8 percent of all headcount faculty in the current yaar.

s

Full t1me faculty earn approx1mate1y two-and-a-half times as much per
contact honr as part time faculty and a lwttle more than twice the
amount that full-time faculty earn from overload assignments. As of
1982-83, full-time faculty on rggular assignments were paid about
$56.48 per weekly faculty contact hour, compared to $25. 69 for full-time
faculty on overload assignments and $21 74 for part-time "faculty. This
relatlonshlp has remained virtually unchanged since 1979- -80.

(W)
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APPENDIX

Letter from Kenneth B. O'Brien to Gerald Hayward
N _ August 9, 1979
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Rugust 9, 1979

Gerald Hayward o

Director of Leg1s1at1ve and
Publtc Affairs- -

California Community Co]]eges

1238 S Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Jerry:

As you know the Legislature took several actlons during the cur-

"rent session concerning the reporting of salary data. The first of

these emanatad from the Legislative Analyst's report and reguires: 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 appropr1atéd $15,000 to the

Chanceilor's Office for the purpose of collecting sa]ary data for the

1978-79 and 1979-80 fiscal years. The latter action; however did
not specify the’ type of information to be collected.

It 1s,my understanding that yeu discuscsed this subject with Bill
Storey and agreed that we should develop a detailed iist of the infor-
mation we will require for our report:. After that, I presume you will
contact us if there are any questions ar amb1gu1t1es

. Our questions fall into three categoriés: (1) full-time faculty,
(2) part-time faculty., and (3) administrators. For each of thesa, weé
will need the folilowing:

Full-time faculty -

«
1. A 11st1ng of all saTary c]ass1f1cat1ons (e g., BA + 30
MA, etc.) for each Community Co]]ege d1str1ct

2. The actual sa]arj at each step of each classification.
3. The hdﬁbei of faculty at each step of each éias§i?iéatith4

. number of ‘acu]ty rece1v1ng them the teta1 salary of every;
faculty member receiving a bonus, and the reason for granting
the bonus. :

22/-23- 25



Gerald Hayward
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The. percentage increase in salary granted {i.e., the
range adjustmenta for the fiscal year covered by the
report. :

(G221

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

The mean salary received by those full-time fa"cu’i‘ty;

oo o~ O

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

Part-time 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,mé%n salary paid to each headcount faculty mémber in
each district.

3. The mean salary paid to each FTE faculty membar im each
district. '

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

5. ;A summary of the compensation plan for part—t1me faculty
members in each district.

Administrétors

1. A list of all administrative pos1t1ons (tities) in each
district. _ B

2. The salary schedule for each position.

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

4. The actual salary paid to.each emplovee in each administrative
positian. .

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




Serild Hayward
August 9, 1€79
rage 3

A few words of_explanation may beé in order. The data requested
for full-time faculty is very similar to that which has been collected
by the Chancellor's 0ffice for a number of years but which was not
collected for 1978=79 due to Proposition 13 reductions. The only major
difference relates to the detail on bonuses which was not clearly pre-
sented in prior reports.

We are asking for data on part-time faculty because oi objecticns
raised by Community College representatives. At the time our prelimi-
nary report on Community College salaries was presented, many Commu-

nity Collage 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 con-
cerns expressed by both the Legislature (on the subject of dcademic
administration generally) and various Community College faculty organi-
zations. ! am not sure we will publish any of the data on administrators
sut weé 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
knaw, we publish two salary reports each year. Since the Unjversity

and the State University report to us each year by November 1, we think
it wouid be appropriate to set November 1 as a reporting date (for the
1373-79 data) for the Chancellor's Office as well. For the 1979-80
data, we would like to have & report by March 1 so that we may include
it in our final report to the Lagislature. In future years, the March 1
date should become permanent.

1% you have any questicns concerning any of these matters. olease
et me Know. . N | 4
Sincaraly,”
N S

ya

‘Kenneth B. O'Brien, Jr
Associate Director
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