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Summary

This report consists of four independent sections.

Part One involves faculty salaries at the University
of California and the California Stated University.
The Commission’s faculty salary methodology re-
quires that both institutions update the information
presented in the Commission’s January annual re-
port on faculty salaries when any comparison insti-
tution does not submit complete data for the current
academic year. This year, one of the University’s
and eight of the State University’s comparison in-
stitutions fell into that category, and Part One pre-
sents complete data for the University’s group of
eight comparison institutions and the State Univer-
sity’s group of 20, resulting in no change in the Uni-
versity’s 2.1 percent parity figure but an increase in
the State University’s figure from 6.9 to 7.2 perce:.t.

The remaining three parts of the report respond to
Supplemental Language to the 1978, 1979, and 1981
Budget Acts, which direct the Commission to pre-
pare annual reports on the salaries of California
Community Colleges’ faculty and of University and
State University administrators as well as biennial
reports in odd-numbered years on University medi-
calfaculty salaries.

Part Two thus presents an overview of faculty sala-
ries in the Community Colleges, and it estimates the
mean salary of regular and contract faculty at
$39,159.

Part Three shows the salaries of 18 campus-based
and between 10 and 12 central office administrators
at the University and the State University, with
comparison institution data for the campus-based
positions.

Finally, Part Four presents data from the University
and its comparison institutions on the compensation
received by faculty physicians.

The Commission adopted this report on September
21, 1987, on recommendation of its Policy Develop-
ment Committee. Additional copies of the report
may be obtained from the Publications Office of the
Commission. Further information about the report
may be obtained from William L. Storey of the Com-
mission staff at (916) 322-8018.
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Update of University of California and
California State University Faculty Salaries

Introduction

The 1987-88 Budget cycle was the gsecond in which
the Commission ¢nnducted its analysis of academic
salaries under its updated methodology (CPEC, 1985)
and the first in several years that involved a compre-
hensive examination of the raw data supplied by the
comparison institutions of the University of Califor-
nia and the California Stata University. Although
several of these comparison universities submitted
incomplete data, a formula developed by the Com-
mission’s Advisory Committee on the Faculty Selary
Methodology provided for their inclusion in the deri-
vation of the overall parity percentages for each seg-
ment. That formula produced figures indicating
that University of California facuity salaries would
have to be increased by 2.1 percent in 1987-88 to
equal the mean salary peid by that segment’s eight
comparison institutions. The comparable figure for
the California State University was 6.9 percent.
Both of those figures wer: transmiticd to the De-
partment of Finance and the Office of the Legisla-
tive Analyst on December £, 1986, aad they appear-
ed in the Commission’s March 1987 report, Faculty
Salaries in California’s Public Universities, 1987-88.

The December figures were based on complete data
from seven of the University’s eight comparison in-
stitutions, and 12 of the State University’s group of
20. Since that time, all nine institutions that sub-
mitted incomplete information have updated their
payroll data and supplied them in the required for-
mat to the segmental central offices, which then for-
warded them to Commission staff.

University of California

One of the University’s eight comparison institu-

tions could not submit complete data due to lengthy
collective bargaining negotiations. These negotia-
tions have been completed, and indicate that the
increase at the university in question was somewhat
lower than anticipated in December.

In addition, another institution informeéd the Uni-
versity that it had made an error in its original sub-
mission, and that its overall mean salary should
have been slightly higher. These two changes effec-
tively neutralized each other, with the resuit that
the University’s parity figure remains at 2.1 per-
cent. The revised calculations used to produce this
figure are shown in Display 1 on page 2.

California State Universicy

Because of collective bargaining negotiations, the
late scheduling of computerized payroll runs, and
the selection of a large number of new corparison
institutions where close working relations had not
yet been established, eight ol the State University’s
20 comparison institutions did not submit complete
payroll data as of the December 1986 deadiine. All
of those institutions have now submitted complete
data, with five reporting higher salaries and three
reporting lower. The net effect is to increase the par-
ity figure by 0.24 percentage points.

In addition, another .07 of a percentage point should
be added to account for an alteration in one institu-
tion’s average produced by the application of an in-
correct conversion of 11-month faculty to 9-month
faculty. Accordingl, . the 6.90 percent figure repoit-
ed to the Commission in January should be increas-
ed to 7.21 percent. The updated figures are shown in
Display 2 on pag2 3.




DISPLAY 1 University of Californiu Comparison Group Averaze Salaries, 1981-82 and 1986-87,
Compound Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1987-88,
Projected Parity Comparisons, and Projected 1967-88 Staffing Patterns

Comparison Comparison Comparison
Group Average Group Average Compound Rate Group Projected
Academic Rank Salaries, 1981-82 Salaries, 1986-87 of Increase Salaries, 1987-88
Professor $41,714 $58,862 7.1997% $63,058
Associate Professor 28,126 40,278 7.4465 43,277
Assistant Professor 22,941 33,312 7.1447 35,892
University of Comparison Group Percentage Increass Required
Californis Average Average Salaries in TJC Average Salaries
Salaries 1986-37 1987-88 1986-87 1987-88
Academic Rank 1986-87 (Actual) (Projected) {Actusl) (Projectad)
Pr.fessor $61,983 $68,862 $63,058 -5.04% 1.73%
Associate Professor 41,010 40,278 43,277 -1.79 5.53
Assistant Professor 36,126 33,312 35,862 -1.19 -0.65
All Ranks Average (UC
Staffing Pattern) $54,164 $51,556 $55,287 -4.81% 2.07%
All Ranks Average
(Comparison Institution
Staffing Pattern) $51,679 $49,140 $52,717 -4.91% 2.01%
AllRanks Average
(Combined Staffing
Pattern) $52,922 $50,348 $£4,002 -4.86% 2.04%
Institutional Budget Year
Staffing Pattern Associate Asgistant
(Full Time Equivalent) Professor Professor Professor Total
University of California 3,346 996 724 5,066
Comparison Institutions 4,864.71 1,865.32 1.943.26 8,673.29

Source: University of California, Office of the President.




DISPLAY 2 California State University Faculty Salary Parity Calculations, 1987-88 (Comparison
Institution Average Salaries, 1981-82 and 1986-87; Five-Year Compound Rates of
. Increase; Comparison Institution 1987-88 Projected Salaries; California State University
1986-87 Average Salaries; 1987-88 Projected 1 ercentage Salary Deficiency; 1986-87
Staffing Patterns)
Comparison Group Comparison Group Comparigon Group
Averags Salaries Average Splaries Five-Year Percentage Projected Salaries
Academic Rank 1981-82 1986-87 Rate of Change 1937-88
Professor $37,365 $50,719 6.3024% $53,916
Associate Professor 27,835 37,709 6.2601 40,069
Assistant Professor 22,267 31,205 6.9830 33,384
Instructor 17,453 23,661 6.2763 25,147
California Comparison Group Percentage Increase Required
State University Average Salaries in CSU Average Salaries
Average Salaries 1986-87 1987-88 1986-87 1987-88
Item 1986-87 (Actual) (Projected) (Actual) (Proj. cted)
Professor $49,077 $50,719 $53,916 3.35% 9.86%
Associate Professor 37,900 317,709 40,029 -0.50 5.62
Assistant Professor 30,658 31,205 33,384 1.79 8.89
Instructor 26,370 23,661 25,147 -10.27 -4.64
All Ranks Averages:
Weighted by CSU
Staffing: $43,984 $45,615 $47,865 2.34% 8.82%
Weighted by Com-
parison Inst. Staffing: $39,593 $40,137 $42,699 1.38% 7.85%
Mean All Ranks
Average end Gross
Parity Percentage $41,788 $42,576 $45,282 1.89% 8.36%
Adjustments:
Turnover and Prom.: -83 0.20%
Effect of Law Faculty: -83 0.20%
Merit Award Adjust.: -313 0.75%
Net Parity Salary and
Pet. $44,802 1.21%
Institutional Current Year
Staffing Pattern Associate Assistant
(Headcount) Professor Professor Professor Instructor Total
California State University 7,450 2,627 1,417 175 11,669
Comparison Institutions 4,162 4,297 2,960 435 11,854
Source: The California State University, Office of the Chancellor.
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A

Faculty Salaries

in the California Community Coileges

Introduction

In February 1979, the Legislative Analyst recom-
mended in his Analysis of the Budget Bili, 1979-80
that the Commission include information on Califor-
nia Community College faculty salaries in its annu-
al faculty salary reports. Responding to this recom-
mendation, the Commission published a report on
the subject in Apri! 1979, presenting data for the
1977-78 fiscal year but not for 1978-79 (the then
current year), since the Chancellor’s Office (recently
renamed the Chancellery) had abandoned such data
collection as part of the cutbacks resulting from the
passage of Proposition 13 in June of 1978.

Subsequently, Commission staff proposed that the
submissiozs of Community College faculty salary
data be formalized, and for that purpose the Legisla-
ture appropriated $15,000 to the Chancellery for the
1979-80 fiscal year. In August 1979, Commission
staff’ outlined for the Chancellor the specific infor-
mation desired (Appendix A), and asked the Chan-
cellor’s staff to submit 1978-79 data by November 1,
1979 and data for subsequent fiscal years by March
1 of the year involved.

For the next four years, the Chancellery experienced
a number of problems in its cfforis to provide the
Legislature and the Commission with data. For
1979-80 and 1980-81, the reports were compiled
without the benefit of a modern computerized data
system, with the result that several reports con-
tained numerous errors. In 1981-82, however, the
Chancellery initiated the “Staff Data File,” a com-
puterized data collection system that is now in its
sixth year of operation and which has provided com-
prehensive reports for the past four years. The sys-
tem’s first year was marked by the normal difficul-
ties inherent in the establishment of any new com-
puter system, and the second was further handicap-
ped by a fire that destroyed many of the computer
programs and equipment necessary to produce the
annual report. The past four years, however, have
produced more comprehensive and accurate reports

¢ contain information on average salaries and
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salary ranges; cost-of-living adjustments; teaching
loads; numbers of full and part-time faculty; age,
sex, and ethnicity; numbers of new hires, promo-
tions, and leaves; and qualifications for various sal-
ary categories.

Although substantially improved from prior years,
however, two probiams remain. The first relates to
the submission of data that are incomplete due pri-
marily to extended collective bargaining negotia-
tions, a problem that has also been encountered with
several of the comparison institutions used by the
University of California and the California State
University. When negotiations extend into the cur-
rent academic year, and cost-of-living adjustments
are accordingly allocated retroactively, there is sel-
dom sufficient time to include the increases in the
mezn salary figures reported. The result is that
many of the mean salaries reported are inaccurat2.
In addition, cost-of-living adjustments were not re-
ported at all for 16 of the system’s 70 districts.

The second problem is that complete salary adjust-
ments are not always reperted. In 1985-86, for ex-
ample, one-time “off-schedule” adjustments were
granted to faculty in 13 districts. In addition, the
Chancellery chose to average ali increases granted
after July 1 over the entire year. Thus, a 5 percent
increase granted on Jaruary 1 is only counted as a
2.5 percent increase, even though the effect is to lift
the entire salary schedule by 5 percent by the end of
the fiscal yeur. These problems are discussed fur-
ther in the next section.

Average salaries

Display 3 ox page 6 shows 1986-87 mean sularies as
reported by 69 of the 70 districts, the San Bernard-
ino Community College District not reporting. The
first footnote in that display indicates the 16 dis-
tricts that did not report cost-of-living increases for
1586-87, and therefore could not incorporate such in-
creases into their mean salary figures. Consequently




F———————
DISPLAY 3 Mean Salaries in the California Community Colleges, 1986-87
District Mean Salary District Mesan Salary
Allan Hancoek! 333,982 Pasadena Area 23R 640
Antelope Valley? 35,733 Peralta 36,123
Barstow® 35,055 Rancho Santiago 39,823
Butte® 36,996 Redwoods! 37,739
Cabrillo? 32,960 Rio Hondo* 40,481 ’
Cerritos' 41,746 Riverside? 37,049
Chaffey* 35,837 Saddleback? 41,815
Citrus® 40,450 San Bernardino N/A |
Coachella Valley 35,718 San Diego! 32,173 |
Coast* 39,532 San Diego Adult? 25,332 |
Compton® 30,929 San Francisco Centers! 32,700
Contra Costa 43,998 San Francisco® 37,514
El Camino 40,242 San Joaquin Delta 44,029
Foothill 41,711 San Jose 38,937
Frewmont-Newark! 37,207 San Luis Obispo 38,258
Gavilan! 35,893 San Mateo* 39,333
Glendale 38,418 Santa Barbara?® .34,794
Grossmont' 35,436 Santa Clarita 37,806
Hartnell 38,598 Santa Monica 41,334
Imperial® 32,090 Sequoias® 38,671
Kern! 34,898 Shasta-Tehama-Trinity 38,109
Lake Tahoe 35,223 Sierra' 36,920
Lassen? 32,856 Siskiyou 36,106
Long Bzach 42,326 Solano County 38,813
Los Angeles? 38,584 Sonoma County 39,488
Los Rios? 35,474 South County* 37,281
Marin! 38,420 Southwestarn® 36,988
Mendocino 34,979 State Center 37,997
Merced! 36,793 Ventura County' 37,22
Mira Costa 39,379 Victor Valley® 34,061
Monterey Peninsula® 01,385 West Hills 36,533
Mount San Antonio 40,632 West Kern 41,934
Mount San Jacinito 35,449 West Valley 39,231
Napa 33,099 Yosemite! 37,207
North Orange 39,933 Yuba® 37,040 .
Palo Verde 35,285
Palomar® 37,5652 Total $38,005

1. District was still in the process of salary negotiations for 1986-87 at the time mean salary data were reported.
Consequently, the salaries raported more closely approximate the 1986-86 mean.

2. Although salary negotiations were complete as of the Chancellery’s deadline for reporting data, mean salary data do not re-
flect the 1986-87 cost-of-living adjustment. Consequently, the salaries reported more closely approzimate the 1985-86
mean.

Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, California Community Colleges Chancellery.
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the sal: -ies renorted more nearly approximate 197 -
86 salaries. The second footnote includes districts
where salary negotiations were complete, but which
did nat have sufficient time to incorporate those in-
creases into their mean salary figures. In all, Dis-
play 3 indicates the: accurate current-year data are
available for only 31 districts, 4/ ° -reent of tha 70
T ssible. In addition, the fact Jloyed by those
districts represer.t only 38.1 ps. .<nt of the system-
wide total. Accordingly, it is probable chat the actu-
al mean salary for the sysitem is severa' perce atage
points higher than the $38,005 reported. To y covide
an estimate of actual salaries, the mean salaries of
the 38 nonreporting districts (excluding San Bernar-
dino which reported no data) were incremented by 5
percent, a procedure that reswited in a systemwide
mean salary of $39,1£9. There is no way of ki .wing
how uccurate that figure may be, but the probability
is that it is closer to reality than the $38,005 con-
tained in the Chancellery’s report.

Displays 4 and 5 on pages 8 and 9 show mean salar-
ies as reported in the Staff Data File for regular and
contract faculty in the ten highest and ten lowest
paying districts for each od"-numbered year be-
tween Fall 1975 and Fall 1985, and the systemwide
means for each of those years. In each case, those
districts reporting incomplete mean salary data are
indicated. Display 6 on page 10 shows mean salaries
for those districts as a group, the percentage differ-
ence between them, and the total number of faculty.

Display 7 on pages 11-12 provides cost-of-living ad-
justment data, by district, for the current and previ-
ous 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 4.44 per-
ceng reported by the Chancellery for 1985-86 to 5.04
percent, and the 3.52 percent reported for 1986-87 to
5.52 percent.

From Display 6 it can he seen that those districts
with higher salaries tend to be the larger districts,
and also tend to be those reporting complete data.
The first of these points is actually more pronounced
than shown in Display 8, at least for 1979 through
1986, since the evening program at San Diego was
included in the overall districtwide averages. Fac-
ulty working in that program tend to be paid uabout
20 percent less than regular faculty at the main
campus, and their inclusicis consequently reduces
the districtwide average. Were they to be excluded,
the difference between the highest and lowest pay-

ing districts would be even greater, thus highlight-
ing the size factor even more. Either way, the differ-
ence in mean salaries between the highest paying
districts and the lowest paving districts is almost 20
percent, and the margin has increased slightly each
year sincs 1977. The prob_bility, however - with
nine of the ten lowest paying but only three of the
ten highest paying aistricts reporting i:complete
data ~ is that the crue difference between the two
groups is closer to 25 percent. In 1988-87, the high-
est paying district was San Joaquin Delta with a
mean of $44,029. The lowest was Compton at
$30,929, a difference of 42.4 percent -- though it
should be noted that Compton’s faculty had not
agreed to a contract as of the time the Chancellery
compiled its report. Among those districts that had
completed negotiations, the lowest paying was the
Napa District at $33,099 - a difference of 33.0 per-
cent.

The Chancellery also provided salary schedules for
each of the 70 districts in the Community College
System. These generally provide a number cf salary
categories or classes through which a faculty mem-
ber can advance depending on his or her educational
qualifications, and another series of steps that pro-
vide salary increases based on longevity. A typical
schedule is shown in Display 8 on page 13. As with
mean salaries, these schedules vary greatly from
district to district, srme offering only one salary
classification based on educational achievement,
while others offer as many a~ nine. In addition,
some districts offer as few as 12 anniversary incre-
ments, while others offer 30 or more. In some cases,
additional stipends are offered for doctoral degree
holders, department chairmen, and others with spe-
cial qualifications or responsibilities.

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

For many years, the Community Colleges have em-
ployed a large number of part-time or temporary
faculty, and most districts have alsr permitted regu-
lar and contract faculty to work ~dditional hours or
overloads. Display 9 on page 14 shows several com-
parisons between full-time, part-time, and over] d
faculty between 1980 and 1986. For example, it
shows the number of full-time faculty with and
without overload assignments compared to the num-
ber of part-time faculty. It also shows workload in

i3 7




Ten H. thest Paying Districts Each Year and Number of Reporting Districts

DISPLAY 4 The Ter Highest California Community College Mean Salaries Among Reporting
Districts, Selected " :rs from Fall 1977 to Fall 1986

1977 1979 1981 1983 1985 1986

District 68 70 69 70 70 69 .
San Joaquin Delta $24,657 $27,716 $36,276 $35,579 $41,562 $44,029
Contra Costa 24,178 28,239 32,813 39,047 43,998
Long Beach 23,174 27,860 - 33 404 34,754 39,547 42,326
‘West Kern 36,786 38,975 41,934
Saddleback! 23,748 27,732 35,071 37,697 42,083 41,815
Cerritos' 23,697 33,1563 34,900 39,258 41,746
Foothiil/De Anza 27,919 33,234 41,547 41,711
3anta Monica 32,033 39,809 41,334
Mt. San Antonio 34,942 38,417 40,632
Rio Hondo* 40,481
Peralta 23,354 27,754
San Mateo 24,429
Mouterey Peninsula
Mirs Costa
San Jose 28,125 34,063
Coast 27,801 33,245 35,015
North Orangs 23,763 27,755 32,070
Chaffey 23,729
Citrus 23,318
Coachella Valley 27,640 39,211
Sequoias 32,116 38,750
41 Carnino 37,110

Statewide Mean Salary®  $22,413

1. 1986-87 cost-of-living adjustment not included in the mean salary data reported. P

2. Weighted by total faculty in each district.

Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, Califumnia Community Colleges Chancellery.

$26,270

terms of weekly faculty contact hours (WFCH) — the
actual number of hours faculty spend in classrooms.
Comparing these two, it can be seen that, while part-
time ficulty outnumber fuli-time ‘aculty by just
over a three-to-two margin, they teach about 35

percent of the WFCH. Regular and contract faculty
teach about 58 percent, and those with overloads
account for the remaining 6 or 7 percent. Regular
and contract faculty on regular assignments average
15.0 WFCH in 1986-87, part-time faculty account for

i4




DISPLAY 5 The Ten Lowest California Commurity Ccllege Mean Salaries Among Reporting
Districts, Selected Years from Fall 1977 to Fall 1986

Ten Lowest Paying Districts Each Year and Number of Reporting Districts

1977 1979 1981 1983 1985 1986

District 68 70 69 70 70 69
Compton'® $23,924 $25,809 $29,091 $30,632 $30,929
San Diego? 22,707 26,573 27,829 31,174 30,983
Imperial’ 30,900 32,30
Lassen! 27,416 29,098 32,308 32,856
Cabriilot $19,470 28,631 32,264 32,960
Napa 23,204 28,245 31,442 33,099
Allan Hancock? 27,469 28,401 33,962
Victor Valley* 23,743 31,967 34,061
Monterey Peninsula® 34,385
Santa Barbara! 34,794
Siskiyou 28,326
Mt. San Jacinto 20,290
Merced 19,918
Fremont-Newark 19,812
Gavilan 20,022 24,011 26,555 32,234
Shasta-Tehama-Trinity
Mendocino
Palo Verde 15,528 21,539 25,369 30,930
Ventura 20,231
Solano 20,120
Antelope Valley 19,905 22,028 26,440 29,185 32,341
Lake Tahoe 19,047 23,692 28,429
Rio Hondo 23,200
West Kern 23,470
San Francisco® 27,460
Barstow 26,476
Peralta 26,060 29,213
Statewide Mean Salary*  $22,413 $26,270 $30,156 $32,704 $36,203 $38,005

Call ol L o

Regular and center programs combined.
Weighted by totalfaculty in each district.

Source: D=rived from the Staff Data File, California Community Colleges Chancellery.

1986-87 cost-of-living adjustment notincluded in the mean salary data reported.
Regular and evening vrograms combined.
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DISPLAY 6 Analysis of the Mean Salaries Paid by the Highest and Lowest Paying Community College
Districts, Selected Years from Fall 1977 to Fall 1986

Fal! Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall
Item 1977 1979 1981 1983 1986 1986
Mean Salaries:
Ten Highest
Paying Districts
Weighted! $23,838 $27,874 $33,213 $35,748 $40,059 $42,144
Unweighted 23,804 21,853 33,341 36,059 39,946 42,001
Ten Lowest
Paying Districts
Weighted' $19,88¢  $22,993  $26,675  $28,563 331,547  $32,515
Unweighted 19,434 23,152 26,563 28,645 31,619 32,422
Percent Higher Paying Districts
Exceed Lower Paying Districis
(Weighted Means): 19.9% 21.2% 24.5% 25.2% 27.0% 29.6%
£ sstemwide Mean Salary
(69 Districts)* $22,413 $26,270 $30,156 $32,704 $36,203 $38,005
Number of Regular Faculty:
Ten Highest Paying Districts 3,394 3,568 3,354 2,572 2,044 2,182
Ten Lowest Paying Districts 1,170 1,218 2,595 1,891 974 1,341
Percent Higher Paying Districts
Exceed Lower Paying Districts
(Total Faculty) 190.1% 192.9% 29.2% 36.0% 109.9% 62.7%

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

Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, California Community Colleges Chancellery.

5.4 hours in the classroom each week, and those
teaching any overload average 4.7. About 36 per-
cent of regular and contract faculty members teach
some overload. All of these averages have been rel-
atively constant for the seven-year pericd shown in
Display 9.

Compensation comparisons hetween full-time and
part-time faculty are difficult, since full-time faculty
have responsibilities other thap classroom teaching,
while part-time faculty generally do not. Full-time
faculty also spend time in counseling, advising, com-
mittee work, office hours, and community service.
Preparation for classroom teaching, however, neces-
sarily occupies a ¢ nsiderable amount. of time for
both full-time and part-time faculty. The exact

proporticn of tota! workload devoted to activ’ ..es not
directly related to classroom teaching is not kaown,
but an assumption used recently by the Cha. cellery
is that 75 percent is instructionally related (teach-
ing and preparati-~) with 25 percent devoted to
other campus activ.ties (Chancellor’s Office, 1987, p.
7). 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 overload
assignments, and these systemwide data are also
shown in item 5 in Display 9. This shows overload
faculty are currently paid about 19 percent more
than part-time faculty.
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DISPLAY 7 Cost of Living Adjustments Granted to Regular and Contract California
Community College Faculty, By District, 1984-85 to 1986-87

Cost-of-Living

Cost-of-Living Cost-of-Living
Number of Adjustmarts, Adjustments, Adjustments,

District Full-Time Faculty 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87
Allan Hancock 91 6.50% 3.00% 8.00%
Antelope Valley 76 3.10 7.00 *
Barstow 25 5.00 2.00 5.50
Butte 98 6.69 6.04 5.82
Cabrillo 156 6.70 4.50 *
Cerritos 218 2.35 6.00 5.77
Chaffey 149 0.0 3.14 3.14
Citrus 109 6.00 6.00 *
Coachella Valley 100 5.00 0.00 5.00
Coast 536 5.50 6.00 0.00
Compton 64 5.00 * *
Contra Costa 361 10.40 6.20 5.00
E]l Camino 287 1.50 5.25 6.00
F- thill 320 5.00 7.00 8.50
Fremont-Newark 92 9.00 4.99 6.00
Gavilan 51 5.50 10.00 6.50
Glendale 146 8.50 5.50 5.00
Grossmont 192 6.50 7.00 5.00
Hartnell 81 6.00 5.50 6.00
Imperial 15 3.00 3.00 *
Kern 245 4.00 3.00 2.00
Lake Tahoe 13 3.00 6.00 0.00
Lassen 44 4.58 0.00 *
Long Beach 237 0.00 12.60 6.50
Los Angeles 1664 6.00 0.00 *
Los Rios 563 7.10 7.91 *
Marin 133 7.50 0.00 15.10
Mendocino 32 4.00 5.50 5.70
Merced 85 4.00 4.79 4.00
MiraCosta 66 3.00 5.50 5.50
Monterey Paninsula 90 3.00 5.70 2
Mt. San Antonio 250 3.70 5.00 5.00
Mt. San Jacinto 38 2.75 3.47 6.02
Napa 89 3.00 2.00 2.13
North Orange 456 2.50 6.80 7.00
Palo Verde 10 5.00 6.00 *
Palomar 237 4.00 6.00 6.44
Pasadena Area 290 5.00 5.00 6.00

(continued)
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DISPLAY 7, continued Cost-of-Living Cost-of-Living Cost-of-Living
Number of Adjustments, Adjustments, Adjustments,
District Full-Time Facuity 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87
Peralta 365 4.00% 5.00% 7.00% |
Rancho Santiago 264 10.00 3.50 6.01
Redwoods 80 3.10 4.40 5.30
Rio Hondo 156 8.00 6.20 5.00 B
Riverside 149 6.00 6.50 *
Saddleback 220 8.50 * *
San Bernardino N/A 0.00 8.00 8.c0
San Diego 418 8.00 5.00 6.00
San Diego Adult 88 3.00 5.00 *
San Francisco Centers 237 5.00 5.00 6.50
San Francisco 360 5.00 5.00 6.50
San Joaquin Delta 204 7.00 7.50 10.00
San Jose 211 4.20 5.00 5.00
San Luis Obispo 66 4.52 4.52 4.59
San Mateo 368 3.56 5.00 4.00
Santa Barbara 167 9.50 8.00 *
Santa Clarita 47 4.00 6.00 7.00
Santa Monica 194 6.00 6.00 5.00
Sequoias 121 -5.00 5.00 6.00
Shasta-Tehama-Trinity 112 4.50 4.00 8.00
Sierra 115 5.00 8.00 6.14
Siskiyou 44 3.50 5.00 5.00
Solano County 124 12.90 8.06 6.00
Sonoma County 209 2.50 7.50 4.00
South County 213 6.00 5.00 5.50
Southwestarn 167 3.00 5.00 8.00
State Center 260 0.00 6.00 5.00
Ventura County 337 6.00 6.00 4.00
Victor Valley 59 5.00 4.25 s
West Hills 39 3.00 5.00 5.00
West Kern 22 6.00 5.00 5.00
West Valley 234 0.60 10.20 5.00
Yosemite 209 4.00 5.00 8.00
Yuba 105 4.87 6.32 *
Number of Districts '
Reporting - 70 68 54
Total/Mean — Excluding
San Diego Evening and 13,428 5.06% 5.04% 5.50% 4
San Francisco Centers
Total/Mean - Includin
San Diego Evening an 13,733 5.04% 5.04% 5.52%
San Francisco Centers

* District was still in salary negotiations at the time of the Chancellery’s deadline for submitting data.
l Source* Derived from the Staff1)ata File, California Community Colleges Chancellery.
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DISPLAY 8 Sonoma County Junior College District Faculty Salary Schedule, 1986-87

ClassIV ClassV
Clgss] Claga Il ClassIII MA +20 or MA +40 or Ciasa VI
Step BA BA + 30 MA BA +55withMA BA +75 with MA Doctorate

1 $22,357 $22,717 $23,799 $25,688 $27,576 $28,476
2 23,529 23,918 25,085 27,068 29,069 29,950
3 24,702 25,119 26,371 28,448 30,524 31,424
4 25,874 26,320 27,657 29,828 31,998 32,898
5 27,047 27,521 28,943 31,208 33,472 34,372
6 28,219 28,722 30,229 32,588 34,946 35,846
7 29,392 29,923 31,516 33,968 36,420 37,320
8 30,564 31,124 32,802 35,348 37,894 38,794
9 31,737 32,325 34,088 36,728 39,368 40,268
10 32,908 33,526 35,374 38,108 40,842 41,742
11 36,660 39,488 42,316 43,216
12 37,948 40,868 43,701 44,699
16  Professional Growth* 41,868 44,790 45,690
20 Professional Growth* 45,790 46,690
24  Professional Growth?® 46,790 47,690

* Professional growth increments of $1,000 at:
1. The sixteenth step with ter years of service at Santa Rosa Junior College and 15 approved growth units earned after Step 12

placement.

2. The twentieth step with & minimum of four years service and 15 additional approved growth units earned after Step 16 placement.
3. The twenty-fourth step with a minimum of four years service ant 15 additicnal approved growth units earned after Step 20

placement.

Credits utilized to attain Professionsl Growth Incrementa MAY NOT be vaad for Claas advancement.

Source: Staff Data File, California Community Colleges Chancellery.

Items 7 and 8 in Display 9 compare the estimate of
compensation per WFCH for full-time faculty with
the actual data reported for part-time and overload
faculty. Alsoon a systemwide basis, these compari-
sons Show full-time faculty in 1986-87 earning just
over twice as much per WFCH as part-time faculty,
and about 78 percent more than the amount paid for
overload assignments.

Summary

In the current year, regular ani contract faculty
were reported to be earning an average salary of
$38,005, an amount that is probably understated by
3 or 4 percent, since only 31 districts reported com-

plete date in time for inclusion in the Chancellery’s
repoct. Twenty-two other districts reported the per-
cents 3e amount of the cost-of-living adjustment but
could not include the increase in their mean salary
figures. Sixteen districts were still in the process of
negotiating current-year increases and thus cculd
not report a COLA figure. One d’strict — San Bernar-
dino, reported its COLA -- but nc¢ other information.
Most of the sixteen districts reporting no COLA are
likely to approve some increase in salary for all
faculty. For the 54 districts that did report COLA
data, the average increase for 1986-87 was about 5.5
percent, once off-schedule adjustments are included.
Thig compares fo a comparable COLA of 5.0 percent
in 1583-86.




DISPLAY 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 Assignmenis in ine California Communiiy Colicges, Fail 1580 io Fall 1586

Item Fall198G' Fall1981 Fall1982 Fall1983 Fall1984 Fell1985 Falt1986
1. Number
Full-Time Faculty? 9,814 9,716 9,160 9,871 9,121 9,161 8,981
Part-Time Faculty 29,2556 26,513 24,1i5 21,924 22,810 23,790 23,795
Overload Faculty 6,260 5,664 5,514 5,225 5,370 5,276 5,101
2. Total WFCH Taught
Full-Time Faculty 261,821 220,695 229,958 200,674 211,130 209,608 211,769
Part-Time Faculty 149,761 140,338 125,923 116,749 122,063 127,570 129,659
Overload Faculty 23,391 26,558 25,402 24,088 24,620 24,180 23,764
3. Percentagu Distribution
of WFCH Taught
Full-Time Faculty 60.0% 56.9% 60.3% 58.8% 59.0% 58.0% 53.0%
Part-Time Faculty 343 36.2 33.0 34.2 4.1 35.3 35.5
Overload Faculty 5.7 6.9 6.7 71 6.9 6.7 6.5
4. Mean WFCH Taught
Full-Time Faculty® 16.3 14.3 15.7 13.3 14.6 14.5 15.0
Part-Time Faculty 51 5.3 5.2 5.3 5.4 5.8 54
Overload Faculty 4.0 4.7 4.8 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.7
5. Mean Dollars Paid per WFCH
Part-Time Faculty $19.87 $20.50 $21.74 $22.41 $23.20 $24.32 $25.56
Overload Faculty 23.22 22.66 25.69 26.09 27.19 28.80 30.34
6. Compensation of Overload
Faculty as a Percentage .
of Part -Time Faculty 1169% 110.5% 1182% 11864% 117.2% 1184% 119.0%
7. Mean Dollars Paid to Contract
and Regular Faculty per WFCH,
Assuming No Overload
Assignments*
Unadjusted $49.56  $53.52 $56.55 $58.01 $50.99 $63.85 $72.02
Adjusted® 37117 40.14 42.41 43.51 44,99 417.89 54.02
8. Compensation of Full-Time
Faculty (Adjusted in Item 7) as
a Percentage of Part-Time and
Overload Faculty per WFCH
Part-Time Faculty 187.1% 1958% 195.1% 1942% 193.9% 196.9% 211.8%
Overload Faculty 160.1 177.2 165.1 166.8 165.5 166.3 178.0

. Number of facuity and wrcH taught are estimated.

. No overload.

. Based on a 36-week year.

1
2
3. Full-time faculty teaching regular assignments only.
4
5

. Dollar emount ceduced by 26 pe-~cent to reflect additional responsibilities of regular and contract faculty such as counseling, advising,
committes work, offica hours, and coramunity service.

Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, Californis Community Colleges Chancellery.




Part-time faculty continue to be raid about half the
amount paid to full-time faculty on a per-contact-
hour basis, and the difference between them has in-
creased slightly over the past six years. The number
of pari-time facuity empioyed has daciined by 19
percent since 1980 - from 29,255 to 23,795 -- but
increased by 9 percent from its recent low in 1983 of
21,924. The relative shares of contact hours taught
by full- cims faculty, part-tir-e faculty, and full-time
facuity teaching overloads has not changed apore-
ciably over the six year period surveyed in this re-
port.

The lack of complete mean salary data continues to
be a problem with the Chancellery’s Staff Data File,
one that is probably unsolvable given the length of
many collective bargaining negotiations and the
eariy spring deadiine for the Chancellery’s report.
In the coming year, Commission staff will explore
improvements in this process with the Chancellery,
with particnlar attention given to the possibility of
moving the deadline to a later date or compiling a

- supplemental repurt.
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- Selected Administrators’ Salaries at the University

3

of California and the California State University

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

It is the intent of the Legislature that the Cal-
ifornia Postsecondary Education Commisgsion
include in its annual report on faculty salaries
and fringe benefits comparative information on
salaries of administrators within the Univer-
sity of California and the California State Uni-
versity.

Since 1981-82, the University and the State Univer-
sity have coliected data from their comparison insti-
tutions 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 University Personnel Association (CU-

PA). In thig way, it has become possible to present a
comparison between California’s public institutions
and those in the rest of the nation for a representa-
tive sample of administrative positions.

For several years, there was a lack of consensus as to
which positions should be surveysd, which compari-
sons were valid, and whick comparison institutions
should be surveyed. Initially, in 1981-82, a list of 25
administrative titles was selected from the list of
130 position descriptions developed by CUPA, a num-
ber that was reduced to as few as 15 in 1983-84.
During the past year, the Advisory Commitiee on
the Faculty Salary Methodology discussed the i~~ue
of administrators’ salaries and compiled a list that
should remain constant for the foreseeable future.
That list includes 18 campus-based positions at both
the University of California and tne California State
University, plus twelve and ten central cffice posi-
tions from the respective central offices. It was also
agreed that the same group of comparison institu-
tions used for faculty analyses should be used for ad-
ministrators, but only for the campus-based posi-
tions. Central office salaries are to be reported, but
without reference to other systems across the coun-

try.
In past reports, the Commission has always included

data from the College and Vniversity Personnel As-
sociation (CUPA). Unfortunately, the 1986-87 CUPA
Annual Report had not been published as of this
writing, so data from that source could not be pre-
sented in this report.

University of California

Display 10 on page 18 shows the date submitted by
the University of California and its comparison in-
stitutions for campus-based positions in 1986-87.
Central office administrative positions are shown in
Display 12 on page 20.

Display 10 shows *. 1at University of California cam-
pus-based administrators are paid between 0.0 and
8.3 percent more than their comparison institution
counterparts in 7 of the 18 position categories su.-
veyed, and between 0.8 and 20.9 percent less in the
remaining 11. Whc e the salary difference is great-
er than 5 percent, 2 are paid more and 7 less. Where
the increases exceed 10 percent, the University pays
less in each case (director of library services
(-14.4%), director of the computer center (-11.0%),
dean of arts and sciences (-10.5%), ana dean of busi-
ness (-20.9%). Chancellors are paid 4.2 percent less
than the comparison institution average.

The California State University

The California State University also surveyed 18
campus-based positions, as shown in Display 11 on
page 19, with 10 central office administrators’ sala-
ries shown in Display 12. For the campus-based po-
sitions, the State University pays between 2.8 and
22.9 percent more for 6 position titles, and between
0.6 and 12.1 percent less for 12 position titles. The
State University consistently pays substantially
more than its comparison universities to the director
of campus security, the director of institutional re-
search, the director of student financial aid, and the

22 17




DISPLAY 10 Salaries of Campus-Based Administrators at the University of California

and Its Eight Comparison Universities, 1986-87

Univeraity of California Compearison Institution UC Exceeds
Administrative Title Average Average Comp. Group by:
Chief Executive Officer, Single Institution $113,667 $118,639 -4.2
Chief Academic Officer 102,688 102,640 0..
Chief Business Officer 95,238 94,874 0.4
Director, Personnel/Human Resources 71,844 75,277 -4.6
Chief Budgeting Officer 73,088 70,136 4.2
Dj-2ctor, Library Services 77,878 90,942 -144
Director, Computer Center 61,794 69,456 -11.0
Chief, Physical Plant 71,733 71,925 0.6
Director, Campus Security 59,078 60,597 -2.5
Director, Information Systems 72,489 78,510 19
Director, Student Financial Aid 58,223 53,754 83
Director, Athletics 86,327 80,349 74
Dean of Agriculture 96,767 102,867 -5.9
Dean of Arts and Sciences 89,594 100,119 -105
Dean of Business 89,040 112,560 -20.9
Dean of Education 86,625 87,347 -0.8
Dean of Engineering 98,254 103,408 -5.0
Dean of Graduate Programs 90,567 88,980 18

2Tate: Comparison institutions include Cornell University (Endowed), Harvard Umversity, Stanford University, Yale Univeraity, University
of Ilinois (Urbana), University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), University of Wisconsin tMadison), and the State University of New Yotk

(Buffalo).
Source: University of Cali‘ornia, Office of the President.

director of athietics, and consistently luss to all of its parison group), with the least for dean of engineer-

deans. In the dean category, the greatest divergence  ing (4.1 percent less). State University presideats

is for dean of business (11.8 percent below the com- ($98,568) are currently paid 12.1 percent less than
their comparison institution counterparts.

23

‘o e one




DISPLAY 1! Administrative Salary Data for the California State University and Its Twenty |
Comparison Universities, 1986-87 |
- Admini - No. of CSU California State No. of Comparison CSU Exceeds 1
tive Title Inst. University Average  Comp.Inst.  [nstitution Average = Comp. Group by:
i Chief Executive Officer, 19 398,568 17 $112,122 -12.1% ]
Single Institution
(President)
Chief Academic Officer 19 82,321 16 92,823 -11.3
Chief Business Officer 17 69,120 15 76,873 -10.1
Director, Personnel/Human 16 55,900 15 54,354 2.8
Resources
Director of Libraries 15 64,351 16 62,834 -2.3
Director of Computer Center 14 61,277 8 57,152 7.2
Director of Physical Plant 17 55,866 15 56,202 -0.6
Director of Campus Security 18 51,783 16 42,151 22.9
Director of Institutional 12 59,878 10 49,921 19.9
Research
Director of Student Financisl 16 52,871 17 44 944 17.6
Aid
Director, Athletics i4 64,678 14 57,258 13.0
Dean of Agriculture 3 70,968 4 75,527 -6.0
Dean of Arts and Sciences 15 69,090 13 75,601 -8.6
Dean of Business 17 70,084 12 79,425 -11.8
Dean of Education 14 68,561 12 71,562 -4.2
Dean of Engineering 11 76,337 13 79,641 -4.1
Dean of Graduate Programs 11 66,577 12 69,488 -4.2
Note: Companson institutions include Arizona State University, University of Bridgeport, Bucknell University (Pa.), Cleveland State
¥ University, University of Colorado (Denver), Geargia 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), Stats University of New York (Albany), University of Southern California, University of Texas (Arlington),
Tufts University, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, Wayne State University, and University of Wisconsin
(Milwaukee).
Source: The Califurnia State University, Office of the Chancellor.




L

DISPLAY 12 Salaries of Central-Office Administrators at the University of California
and the Cdlifornia State University, 1986-87

Range of ;
Administeative Titls and Univarsity of Increase Over Administrative Title and The California Increase Qver
Number of k- asitions California 1985-86 Number of Positions State University 1985-86

President (1) $189,100 6.1% Chancellor (1) $121,255 8.1 |

Senior Vice Presidents 117,500 6.1 Vice Chancellor and 105,890 10.6 |

2 Provost (1) |
|

Vice Presidents (3)! 102,500 to 6.3t08.8 | Vice Chancellors(3) 104,392 5.0 |

105,500

Associate Vice 85,200 to 5.1t09.9 | Associate Vice 80,556 5.0

Presidents (3) 97,000 Chancellor (1) )

Assistant Vice- 72,600 to 5.0t09.9 | Assistant Vice 78,333 5.0

Presidents (11) 96,200 Chancellors (4)

Director of State 80,500 8.1 Director of Govern- 89,976 5.0

Governmental ment‘al Affairs (1)

Pelations (1)

University Auditor (1) 73,000 6.1 University Auditor (1) 86,448 5.0

General Counsel (1)! 120,000 - General Counsel (1) 164,392 5.0

Associate General - - Associate General 81,096 5.0

Counsel (vacant) Counsel (1)

Treasurer (1) 138,000 11.1 Deputy Provost () 92,196 5.0

Associate Treasurer (1) 115,500 6.0

Secretary to the 87,000 6.2

Regents (1)

1. One Vice President whose salary is $102,500 and the General Counsel were zew appointees in 1986-87. Their salaries are included in the
1986-87 salary range but are not included in the category of range of increase over 1985-86.

Source: University of California, Office of the President, and The California State University, Office of the Crancello
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Medical Faculty Salaries

at the University of California

SUPPLEMENTAL Language to the 1978 Budget
Act provided that:

The University of California shall report to the
California Postsecondary Education Comamis-
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
compensation plans utilized by each UC school
and each compauson institution), and (2) the
number of compensation plan exceptions in ef-
fect at each UC school.

In 1979, the University selected eight comparison
institutions -- Stanford; the State University of New
York's (SUNY) Upstate Medical School; the Univer-
sities of Chicago, Illinois (Chicago), Michigan (Ann
Arbor), Texas (Houston), Wisconsin (Madison); and
Yale - five of which were also on the comparison list
for regular faculty - and also explained the proce-
dures used to compensate faculty physicians (Appen-
dia B). Subsequently, due to data collection prob-
lems, SUNY's Upstate Medical School was replaced
by the University of North Carolina’s medical school
at Chapel Hill.

Since the first report was published by the Com-
mission in 1979, salary data have been included for
general medicine, surgery, and pediatrics that, tak-
en together, have been used to represent all medical
disciplines. In addition, the University has provided
an overview of the various clinical compse: sation
plans employed by its comparison group, as well as
its own procedures for compensating medical facul-
ty.

In 1985, the Advisory Committee on the Faculty
Salary Methodology, which included representatives
from the Department of Finance, the Office of the

Legislative Analyst, the segments, and the Commis-
sion, agreed that while the medical facully salary
report was useful to complete the picture of faculty
salaries generally, there was little need to provide it
on an annual basis. This conclusion itemmed from
the dusl facts that University physicians are paid by
the State on the same schedule as regular 11-month
faculty on the general campuses, and that previous
reports had not resulted in any changes in fiscal or
programmatic policy at the medical schools. Accord-
ingly, the advisory committee, and subsequently the
Commission, agreed te biennial submissions of the
salary data.

Displays 13, 14, and 15 on pp. 22-23 show 1986-87
University of California and comparison institution
data in the three specialties noted above. These deta
indicate that University medical faculty exceed the
mean compensation at tavir comparison institutions
by between 1.7 and 16.6 perccnt in eight of the nine
categories shown, the only exception being associate
professors of surgery who are currently paid 4.4 per-
cent less. In the three specialties, professors lead by
an average of 11.0 percent, assiciate professors by
1.1 percent, and assistant professors by 6.6 percent.

The University’s mediccl faculty rank furth, sec-
ond, and second at the professor, associate professor
and assistant professor ranks, respectively, in gener-
al medicine; third, fifth, and third in surgery; and
second, second, and first in pediatrics. This is a
slight improvement in the University’s position be-
tween 1981-82 and 1984-85, and brings the medical
faculty closer to the relationship it had with the
comparison group in 1979-80 and 1980-81. The Uni-
versity’s position for each -ank and specialty in six
of the past eight years is shown in Display 16.
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DISPLAY 13 University of California Medical School Faculty Salary Survey, 1986-87 (General

Medicine)
Associate Assistant
Institution Code Rank Professor wank Professor Rank Professcrs
D i $136,434 1 $115,737 1 $85,175
B 2 133,400 4 88,100 8 64,270
F 3 118,664 8 84,324 6 67,793
University of California 4 117,032 2 89,873 2 73,488
A 5 110,075 8 81,533 4 19,860
G 6 104,636 3 89,339 7 66,233
E 1 102,789 9 81,329 9 58,629
C 8 102,652 5 84,800 3 71,667
H 9 96,192 1 81,942 5 69,849
Comparison Institution Mean Salary' $113,102 $88,394 $69,185
Standard Deviation $14,978 $11,444 $7,644
Percentage by which UC Exceeds o
Comparison Institution Mean Salary 3.5% 1.7% 6.2%

1. Equa! weight to each comparison institution.

Source: University of California, Office of the President.

DISPLAY 14 University of Californ « Medical School Faculty Salary Survey, 1986-87 (Surgery)

Associate Assistant
Institution Code Rank Professor Rank Professor Rank Professor
D 1 $203,162 3 $143,444 2 $114,308
G 2 198,611 2 149,900 6 95,948
University of California 3 195,049 5 131,838 3 108,720
C 4 181,251 1 197,500 1 151,000
A 5 158,310 8 118,567 5 98,478
F 6 154,338 1 120,919 4 99,595
B 1 154,125 4 141,333 8 92,286
H 8 149,027 9 100,704 9 £3,828
E 9 146,156 6 129,488 1 92,486
Comparison Institution Mean Salary: $168,123 $137,732 $103,495
Stardard Deviation $22,863 $28,921 $21,062
Percentage by which UC Exceeds 16.6% -4.4% 3.1%

\ Comparison Institution Mean Salary
1. Equal weight to each comparison institution.

Source: University of California, Office of the President.




DISPLAY 15 University of Culifornia Medical School Faculty Salary Survey, 1986-87 (Pediatrics)

1. Equal weight to each compaerison institution.

Source: University of California, Office of the President.

. Associate Assistant

Institution Code Rank Professor Rank Professor Rank Professor
B 1 $130,250 1 $88,630 6 $60,750
’ University of Celifornia 2 110,856 2 83,961 1 68,509
F 3 109,483 5 77,103 2 67,117
A 4 101,683 6 76,393 4 63,109
D 5 98,357 4 77,241 5 62,068
C 6 94,667 3 81,500 3 66,200
G 7 92,962 8 69,667 7 58,871
1] 8 91,709 7 75,540 9 53,179
H 9 85,029 9 61,293 8 53,703
Comparison Institution Mean Salary! $100,518 $75,921 $60,625
Standard Deviation $14,037 $8,011 $6,181

Percentage by which UC Exceeds
Comparison Institution Mean Salary 10.1% 10.6% 13.0%

DISPLAY 18 Ranking of Univers’ty of California Medical Faculty Compensation in Relation to the
Amounts Paid at its Comparison Institutions, Selected Years from 1979-80 to 1986-87

Position in Relation to the Eight Comparison Institutions

Specialty and Academic Rank 1979-80 1980-81 1981.82 1982-83 1984-85 1986-87
General Medicine
Professor 2 3 3 4 4 4
Associate Professor 2 4 4 6 4 2
Assistant Professor 2 2 4 4 3 2
Surgery
Profussor 2 3 2 4 3 3
> Associate Professor 4 3 4 5 6 5
Assistant Professor 5 5 5 4 6 3
. Pediatrics
Professor 3 1 2 3 3 2
Associate Professor 3 2 2 4 3 2
Assistant Professor 2 4 3 6 5 1

Source: University of California, Office of the President.




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

August 9, 1979

Gerald Hayward

Director of Legislative and Public Affairs
California Community Colleges

1238 S Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Jerry:

As you know, the Legislature took sevéral actions during the current session concerning the reporting of
salary data. The first of these emanated from the Legislative Analyst’s 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 1979-80 fiscal years. The latter action, however,
did not specify the type of information to be collected.

It is my understanding that you discussed this subject with Bill Storey and agreed that we should develop a
detailed list of the information we will require for our report. After that, [ presume you will contact us if there
are any questions or ambiguities.

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

Full-time faculty
1. Alisting of all salary classifications (e.g. BA + 30, MA, etc.) for each Community College District.

The actual salary at each step of each classification.

2
3. The number of faculty at each step of each classification.
4

The amounts of any bonuses that are granted to faculty, the number of faculty receiving them, the
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 distriet.

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

v 8. The'total dollar amount paid to full-time faculty as a group.
Part-time faculty

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

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

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

Q ?9
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Gerald Hayward
August 9, 1979
Page 2

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

5. Asummary of the compensation plan {or part-time faculty members in each district. -
Administrators

1. Alistof all sdministrative positions (tities) in each district.
The salary schedule for each position.
The number of headcount and FTE employees occupying each administrative position.

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

AN o T

The percentage increase in salary granted (i.e. the range adjustment) for the fiscal vear 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 collested by the Chancellor’s Office for a number of years but which were not collected for
1978-77 due w Propos:tion 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 was 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 {aculty be included in next year’s report to the Legislature.

We are also asking for data on administrators because of the concerns express.d by both the Legislature (on
the subject of acac.miz 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 Univ arsity 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 1378-79 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.
l

' If you have any questions concerning any of these matters, please let me know.
‘ Sincerely,

|

Kenneth B. O'Brien, Jr.
Associate Director

KBCB:me
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Office of the President
Maren, 1979

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
REPORT ON MEDICAL SCHOOL CLINICAL COMPENSATION PLANS AND
CLINICAL FACULTY SALARIES
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Report on Medical School Clinical Compensation Plans and

Clirical Faculty Salaries

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

mental Report on the Budget B8i11 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 compansation 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. & description of the type of compensation plans utilized by each UC
school and each comparison institution (Section I);

2. a discussion of the University’'s full-time clinical faculty salaries and
those _f its comparison inst{tutions (Section II); and

3. a.report on compensation plan exceptions (Section III).

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 (AAMC) in their December, 1977 report on An

[n-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 pravalent among the . . . plans is the use of plan revenuye
to help achieve denartmental and schoolwide program enrichment with
stable, flexible funds." | '

The AAﬂC revisved the medical practice plans of the 112 M.0. degrae-gran-
ting fully acrsdited medical schoals in the U.S. and concluded that the
plans could be characterized by the degrse of central control exarcisad

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

1ized® axis. A summary of the three basic types of clinical compensation

pTans was developed by the AAMC as follows:

Tyoe A - a highly cantralized compensation approach, characterizad b&
two bDasic and interrelated features. First, all patient-care fees are
ccllectad and deposited to central accounts, usually with few rafsrencas
to the origin of the bill beyond the requirements of accurate bdook-
keeping and physician 1iability and accountapility for services rendered.
Secand, physicians are placed on either individually sat or departmen-
tally fixad incomes based on 2 predatarmined ccmpensation scheduls
which recognizes such features as academic rank, previous or current
clinical sarvicss, and additional merit or sarvice featurss.
Tyoe 8 - an {ntermediata arrangement in which some common policy frame-
work exists for patient-care fee csllection and disbursement. In this
approach a general policy is set for all medical school faculty with
patient-care responsibilities, requiring that they follow épecified
bi11ing and csllection orocadures through a central of¥ice or deparimen-
tal officas. Compensation is datarmined by a formula which recocnizes
the productivity of patient-care activities as well as academic factors
such as rank and scholarship. Such compensation arrangements usuclly
sat broad ringes for total ccmpensation, recognizing the atcrementioned

features, with sat maxima either 3y dspartment, sch00l, ar speciaity.
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Type C - the least disciplined arrangement, which allows wide variation
. by individual department or among speciaities as to how patient-care

fees are collectad 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
pian typology, indicating by directfonal arrows the kind of movement that
typically eccurs in the organization of a practice plan--from no plan to
decentralized, to intermediate, and to centralized.

University of Californfa Uniform Medical School Clinical Compensation Plan

The University of California uniform Medical School Clinical Compensation
Plan, approved by The Regents in Movember, 1977 for implementation in 1978,
falls within the Type B category. It provides a uniform framework for
patient-care billing and sats uniform compensation maxima based on academic
rank and step. The Plaﬁ 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 reqular faculty salary scale approved by The Regents
for each faculty rank forms the base salary for all medical schoal
ladder rank faculty. There is no differential in the base salary between
medfcal school faculty and general campus faculty.

2. Arrangements for compensation in additton to the base salary are
limited to three types.

a. Negotiated Income - This is an amount of additional compensation
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determined by a department or school that a clinicien can eapn via con- 1

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

come sourcaes) to a group or poaled income system. Thers is an absolute !
ceiling on this amount, as discussad balow.

b. Income Limitation Arrangements - Thesa are arrangements whersby the
faculty member may retain, subject to assassments, income directly
from patient-care activitias. Assassments are prograssive and reach
a neariy confiscatory level at approximataly three times the faculty
member's basa sa1ary._

¢c. Combination Plans - These‘are arrangements whersby faculty members
share a predetarmined portion of a pooled amount and are allowed
to retain individual earnings beyond that amount up to a maximum
ceiling.

3. Membershig in this Plan is mandatory for all clinfcal faculty with
patiant-care responsibility who hold an appointnenf at 5C% or more time,
and a1l inccma from profassional services performed by theses f?culty is

subject to the terms of the Plan.

4, Accounting standards and monitoring practices ars specified in tne

guidelines fo implemantation of this Plan. Along with the Plan and
guideHn‘es, accounting procadurss have been davelcped wnich ars
consistant with the Plan objectives.

Comparison Data Survey . o

One of the principal faatures of the uniform Medical Scirool Clinical
Compensation Plan is a provision for periodic raeviaw of the establishad
compensation maxima. In Sec:ion IV (Compensation), which sets forth the

formulae fr deriving maximum compensation, provision IV.3.6 statas:
Ccmpensation lavels and assessment ratas will be reviewed periodicaliy

by the Vice Prasident--Academic and Staff Parsonnel Reiaticns in light

of camparison data from University of California Medical Schools 2s

.
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well as from other comparison institutions. On the basis of the Vice
Prasident's report, the President, after consultation with the Academic
Senate, may recommend adjustments in the compensation levels in this
Plan to The Regents. '
A sat 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 Compénsation Plan as well as the requirement

for an annual report to the California Postsecondary Education Commission.

Selectior of Comparison Institutions

Efght institutions that represent comparable programs were saelected from
public and private sectors. Five of the institutions are public in
character and three are private. The institutions selacted represent a
diverse spectrum and sufficient variation of settings and practice plar
arrangements to provide valid comparisons. Appendix B (see pp. 19-20)
provides a brief description of the various compensation plans usad by the

comparison institutions.

Comparison Institutions

Name Public or Private Compensation Plan
*Stanford Private yes

State Univ. of New York-

Upstate Medical School Public yes

Univ. of Chicago Private yes
*Univ. of I1Tinois Public no
*Univ. of Michigan Public yes

Univ. of Texas, Houston Public yes
*Univ. of Wisconsin Public yes
*Yale University Private yes
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The comparison institutions included five that are also in the ganeral
campus survey (noted by asterisks). In addition, the University of
Texas, Houston, and the Stata University of New York-Upstate Medical
School” were selectad because they are part of larger multicampus systems

with more than one medical school.

Compensation Survey

A. Data Collection
Compensation plan informaticn was obtained from the eight comparison
medical schools by means of a questionnaire (see Appendix A, pg. 16-18).
The questionnaire was followed by phone calls, and a special mesting
whtch took place during the October, 1978 meeting of the AAMC in New
Orleans. At that special meeting of the comparissn schools, there
was an axtended discussion of the practical aspects of medical salary
and practice plan management, and arrangements were made to meat and/or
consult each year and to regularly exchange data. Further, Mr. Wiiliam
L. Storey, Higher Education specialist with the California Postsacondary
Education Commission, was cansulted about this comgarison study, and

has agresd to meet to discuss in datail the methodology and conclusions.

B. Satection of Dasartments and Oiscinlines

Comparison of medical schools® salaries raisas probiems which do not
occur in comparing salaries of general camgusas. On generﬁl university
campusas, overall salary avaraces for a given profassorial rank are a
good reflection of what the individual faculty member is actually paid

at that rank. In medical schools, however, thera is great variation in
individual salarias, and an overail salary averaga for a given medicai
schaol is statistically unreliable. For that reason, it was not possible

#3 usa overall salary averages from the comparison medical schocls in
-160- a8
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this study. Statistics {rom the annual AAMC report of clinical
salaries were similarly of 1ittle utility since they tend to aggregate
salaries frem a variety of c¢linicians, 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 1,wer level of
compensation; (b) Medicine, typically at a mid-level compensation; and
(¢) Surgery, typically at a highar compensation. These *4ree 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 receivgg from the thirteen medfcal schools (five from
UC and eight from comparison insitutions) are treated as follews:
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 3chools (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 averaga for the five medical schoals is examined 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 reflact the following:

a. where the UC average falls within one standard deviation;
b. whare the UC average is with respect to the average for the v
group as a whole; and
¢. whether the UC average {s within one standard deviation of the
group averaga.
If the UC average is, in fact, within cne standard deviation from the
group average, then the UC average can be considered to be not statis-
tically different from that of the group as 2 whole.

0. Results of the Clinical Satary Comparison and Universitv of California

Standing {n Each Catagory
Tables 3, 4, and 5 (see pp. 17, 13, and 14) indicats that the University's

average compensation is consistent with the overall average for each

specialty, as disglayed below:

AVERAGE FULL PROFESSOR COMPENSATION - ABSTRACTED FROM TABLES 3, 4, S.

Medicine Pediatrics Surgery
H1ah 67,000 Hiah 7,000 High 88,900
- —. _Average §0,%40 uc 53,000 Averzcz 79,340 i
uc £9,000 Average 57,560 yc 75,0C0
Low §4,0c0 Low 51,000 Low 7,000 .

From the %anle above, the following conclusions are drawn:

from a high of $57,C00 per year t3 a lcw of $5¢,0C0, with an average

|
1. In Medicine (Table 3,p.12), average protessorial comcensation ranges
|

of 350,249, The UC average For Madicine is 333,300, sligntly Seicw
| the group average,

2. in Padiatrics (Tahle 4,7.13), averzge provessorial comcensation rances

40
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from 3 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 cne standard
deviation from the average).

3. In Surgery (Table S, p. 15), average professorial compensation ranges
from a high of $88,000 per year to a Tow of $67,000, with an average
of $79,440. The UC average for Surgery is $75,000, somewhat (but not
sfignificantly) below the group average.

Within each of the three speg1a1t1es, the spread of salaries is not great,

supporting the assumption that the selected medical schools are comparable.

Iﬁ‘eacﬁ of the tables for the three specialties, the University's average

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

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

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

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

time to alter the current compensation formulas.

Excaptions to the Plan

Requests for exceptions, including individual exceptions, to the Medical

School Clinical Compensation Plan may origiﬁate with the individual depart-

ment, and, subject to api. av¢ by the Dean, are then forwarded to the campus’

Chancellor for the next approval step. The Chancellor than consults with thé
campus Academic Senate. If the.Chance1lo* approves the exception, the request
is recommended to the President for final approval. A1l app;oved exceptions'

to compensation 1imits must F2 reported to the Board of Regents.

As part of the implementation of the Plan it was agreed that certain 1imited
existing arrangements would be permitted to continue. Other than these ex-
ceptions, no i .ividual exceptions have been made. Irvine has been permittad
to delay implementation of the Plan unti’ lanuary, 1980 in order to accommodate

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

A3l




TABLE 1

COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS - MEDICAL SCHOOLS

Stanford University

State University of New York -
Upstate Medical School

Unive.sity of Chicago
Unfversity of [11inois
University of Michigan
University of Texas, Houston
University of Wisconsin

Yale University
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TARLE 2

HEDICAL PRACTICE PLAN TYFOIO6Y

0 e e

PLAN TEATUANES

TIFE A

Contsalized €——————— Intasnsdlate €¢———————— Becastralised

TIYK 8

L C

forganigation § Pavejelpatios

¢ structure

¢ Policy Dotarmination
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& adainlatration

4 Fou Handlding

A dlsaretaly vs Sand
eatity, slthaur within or
uxtesraal to the swdical
schoal, having fils owe
pasacanal . ¢t and
procuducsl guldelines.

AL} practlicling ctiniclans
are inciudsd and diswutly
and/or Indicuctly throaugh
thals represuntatives maot
with Inatltutional oftialals
to fucus oaly un alialcal
practice - salatod lasves.

A full-Lins nansyas supss-
visas tha day-ta-day plan
o“wutlu\ uith mnruulbl-
Micy fos all sdalnlstrative
sasvicas suppusrting tha
practice of sudiciae.

At clinlcal practice rolat-
ad taveans fioua e

Lhe Plan Office vhich
sondars Likla, cullacts fead

A cosmon (ramwwork (e
clinical practice u_ulml
axlats within which depast~
santel oz speclalily yroups
functlon,

oat clinlosl dlaciplines
osa pacsticipants in dulibors|
tioas akout clinlcal praa-
tico ~ relatad lasuus ldantl;
tled by § atitutional
otficlale.

A susbior of the dean‘s
segular administrative staft
1a Lths locua for ooardina-
tion 0f many plan suppost
assvicas.

Ualtoss procwdusss for LN~
Ing, collectiua and dix-
Luzsomant of fany oss lople-
sunted.

A vasinty of clinicel prav-
tine ervasyeneants for
acadonle departmenta or
‘medical apeclaltiva are pus-
mitecd,

Exseutive facully and the
desn conault as huCsssery
dusing the routine coaduct
of genussel meslings.

feicher Lhe depastaent kosd
as hila Acaignstu diracis
ladninlatrative suppost
assvices.

Optlons for bilding, collsa-
tles or disbugsenmunt of fuss
are avallable (0 scadimic
Aupastannis o5 sudical

The above table §s taken from An In-Oepth Study of Seve Hedical
Medical Cubleges, uewuber.”Im"‘E

. pe 14,

and disbursas income. apsclaltiss,
private Mudical Schools 12 i® 3
rublla Hudlcal Sakouls al ) " s
aclic --Assoctalion of Aucrican

e arrows show tae kind of wovement that typlcally occurs in the ovganization of a practice plan, from no
plan, to decentralized, to Interwadiate, and to contradized.

.
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APFEXDIX A

UNIVERTITY OF CALITC2MIA
Sem—

Annusl Medizal School Taculsy Szlacy Suz

Instruccions

forz will be provided for taree depactments only, Geaeral Medicine,

PediatTics, and Surgery. Thrae categories of compensazion are identified
with definitiocns. These aze: :

l. 3Base o~ Guarancsed cq'u:panzﬁt - the base salasy dex=ivad f-om Univer-
sicy of Califoraia salazy scales for that zank and guarantesd by
the University exclusiva of frings benefics;

2. Universicy of California Ualform Madical Scheel Clinical Cocpensa-
tion, or expected compeasacios, not including the base salary
described in 1, above, which is received thoough or as a cesulr of
the cperation of, and the individual faculty macbex's paxticiracion
iz, the University of California Uniform Msdical Schoel Cligfcal
Compazsation Plza, and

3. Grand Total Compensation = the sum of the conies asscciated with _
itexs 1 and 2 above, divided by che head coumt for char line of che
questionnaire.

In each case, one calculates the avezage for each box ia rhr quesction-
naize by totalling all the monies involved in chac category z- - thea by
dividing by the head couas: for that line of che questionnaire. Reascushle
estimates of the year's earniags should be reportad ) - }

OF last yeas's actual earnings with any estizacad increrman:.
Pleass spacily the method used in the "commeats" section ar the boztom of
eacn questionmalra.

Ffor the departmasnty specified above, inclige ouly 12 menth salaries for
full~-time paid faculty ucilizing Septamher 1 budget figures whenever possible.
Include the full salary of faculty on sabbacical leave. Exclude those faculzy
at affiliated inszizutions, full sal'ry for vacant positions, house staff and -
fellows in all zarks and pazz-tizma and volunceer faculcy.

Actached is 2 list of the subspecialrties 2o be imcluded withia three

depaztzencs (Geparal Madicina, Pediatzics znd Suzgery). Is you kzava any
questions, plesase phone R.D. iHarhaserzr at (415):642-1454. : -

a5
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CANUS . . __
DATE THE RLPORT HAS l’llm‘lwlan
UNIVERSETY OF CALIFORNIA
HEDICAL SCI00L. FACULTY SALARY SURVEY
DEPARTMENT, EVFECTIVE DATE
RANK COUPEHSATION
Sase Salary or Untform Compensation Grand Total
! Guaranteed Plan Compoucnt Compensation
Rank lieadcount Componant {Average)# (Averaga)® {Avavage) ¥
Professor
Assoclata
Profuusor
Agsistant
Yrofcasor .
Instructor *

AAverago salary for each of the threa compensatfion coluwans almul«i be computed by dividing ths total dollars by the

headcount for each iank.

Comaento or quultficstionas
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. grief Descriptions of the Medical Compensation Plans at the Eight Comparison

19

APPENDIX 8

Medical Schools

1) Stanford University ‘

2)

3)

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

Stanford has a new practice plan that is currently being written and is
not yet available.

State University of New York - Upstate Medical School

consisting essentially of fhe President, the Dean of the Medical Schoal
and the medical school departmeat chairmen. The departments have consi-
derable autonomy, and keep the accounts and do the biliing, 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 "8" or Type "C" Plan)

University of Chicaqo

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

Within those guidelines, individual practice plans are negotiated cn a
departmental basis. The medical school is exlerimenting with a surcharge,
and with various kinds of non-salary incentives. Currently, however,

the individual departments have a good deal of autonomy. (A Type "C" Plan)
University of I1linois

No formal practice plan exists. The medical school provides centralized
bi1ling facilities. Beyond that, what happens is the result of individual
negotiation between thea individual facuity member, his department and the
Dean's office.

University of Michigan

The plan is centralized, with a formal central business ofTice run by a
full-time Director who reports directly to the Dean of the Medical School.

The central business office establishes policy, does billing and handles
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disbursements. The individual departments nave comparative.y 1ittle auto-
nomy. ‘he 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 Diractors consisting of the President,
V.P. for Business Affairs and the departmant chairmen. The plan provides
for cantral billing and disbursament of funds; however, individual faculty

salaries ars sat through individual negotiation between a faculty member

and his department chairman, The departments have considerabie autcnomy.

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

University of Wisconsin

Although a writtan plan exists, its net effact is tg vest authority in
the individual departments. Each department creatas in effsct its own
individual practice plan and does pretty much as'it pleasas, subject to
csrzain maximum salary constraints written into the central plan. (A
Type "B" or Type "C" Plan)

Yale University

The practice plan consists of a series of brief salary guidelincs published
by the Qean which set up a framework for salary payment and establish the
sermissible salary ranges within which an individual faculty member may

be paid. Each department develops its own practica plan, in negotiation
with the Dean's offica. Individual salaries ara rscommended by the

department chairman and approved by the Cean. (A Typme "C" 2lan)
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CALIFCRNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the Leg-
islature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
California’s colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and recom-
mendations to the Governor and Legislature.

Members of the Commission

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine repre-
sent the general public, with three each appointed for
six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly. The
other six represent the major segments of postsecond-
ary education in California.

As of March 1387, the Commissioners representing
the general public are:

Seth P. Brunner, Sacramento

C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach, Chairperson
Seymour M. Farber, M.D., San Francisco

Cruz Reynoso, Los Angeles

Lowell J. Paige, El Macero

Roger C. Pettitt, Los Angeles

Sharon N. Skog, Mountain View, Vice Chairperson
Thomas E. Stang, Los Angeles

Stephen P. Teale, M.D., Mokelumne Hill

Representatives of the segments are:

Yori Wada, San Ftancisco,. representing the Regents
of the University of California

Claudia H. Hampton, Los Angeles; representing the
Trustees of the California State University

Arthur H. Margosian, Fresno; representing the
Board of Governors of the California Community Col-
leges

Donald A. Henricksen, San Marino; repre .enting
California’s independent colleges and universities

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks; representing the
Council for Private Postsecondary Educational Insti-
t-+tions

Angie Papadakis, Palos Verdes; representing the
California State Board of Education
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Functions of the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and
Governor to "assure the effective utilization of public
postsecondary education resources, thereby eliminat-
ing waste and unnecessary duplication, and to pro-
mote 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, universi-
ties, and professional and occupational schools.

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the
Commission does nct administer or govern any insti-
tutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or accredit
any of them. Instead, it cooperates with other state
agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
these functions, while operating as an indeperdent
board with its own staff and its own specific duties of
evaluation, coordination, and planning,

Operz'ition of the Commission

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout
the y.ar at which it debates and takes action on staff
studies and tekes positiors on proposed legislation
affecting education beyond the high school in Cali-
fornia. By law, the Commission’s meetings are open
to the public. Requests to address the Commission
may be made by writing the Commission in advance
or by submitting a request prior to the start of a meet-
ing.

The Commission’s day-to-day work is carried out by
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its ex-
ecutive director, William H. Pickens, who is appoint-
ed by the Commission.

The Commission issues some 30 to 40 reports each
year on major issues confronting California postsec-
ondary education. Recent reports are listed on the
back cover.

Further information about the Commission, its meet-
ings, its staff, and its publications may be obtained
from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street,
Thizrd Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514-3985; telephone
(916) 445-7933.




SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT ON ACADEMIC SALARIES, 1986-87
California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 87-36

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 include:

87-20 Background Papers of the ACR 141 Task
Force on Funding Excellence in Higher Education
(March 1987)

87-21 Educational Costs in Technical and Profes-
sional Fields of Study: A Report to the Legislature in
Response to Assembly Concurrent Resolution 38
(Chapter 50 of the Statutes of 1986) (April 1987)

87-22 Update of Community College Transfer Stu-
dent Statistics, University of California and the Cali-
fornia State University, Fall 1986 (April 1987)

87-23 Annual Report on Program Review Activi-
ties, 1985-86: The Eleventh in a Series of Reports to
the Legislature and the Governor on Program Re-
view by Commission Scaff and California’s Public
Colleges and Universities. (June 1987)

87-24 Looking to California’s Pacific Neighbor-
hood: Roles for Higher Education. A Report to the
Governor and Legislature in Response to Assembly
Concurrent Resolution 2? /1986) (June 1987)

87-25 Institutional Reports on Pacific Rim Pro-
grams: Submissions by the California Community
Colleges, the California State University, and tne
University of California in Response to Assembly
Concurrent Resolution 82 (1986) (June 1987) (A
supplement to Report 87-24.)

87-26 Major Gains and Losses: Part Two. A Staff
Report on Shifts Since 1976 in the Popularity of
Various Academic Disciplines as Fields of Study at
California’s Public Universities (June 1987)

87-27 Faculty Salary Revisions: A Revision of the
Commission’s 1985 Methodology for Preparing Its
Arnual Reports on Faculty and Administrative Sal-
aries and Fringe Benefit Costs (June 1987)

87-28 Comments on the Second Draft of the Master
Plan for Postsecondary Education, 1987 - 2002, by

William H. Pickens. Executive Director’s Report,
June 1987 (June 1987)

87-29 Evaluation of the Commission’s Office Auto-
mation System: A Post-Implementation Evaluation
Report to the California State Department of Finance
(Jure 1987) E

87-30 California Colieges and Universities. [An
alphabetical list of names, addresses, ard telephone
numbers.] (June 1987)

87-31 California Colleges and Universities Grouped
by County (June 1987)

87-32 California Community College Districts and
Colleges [An alphabetical list of districts and the col-
leges they operate, with district addresses, telephone
numbers, and names of superintendents.] (June
1987)

87-32 nformation Manual: A Guide to the Commis-
sion, Its Policies, Procedures, and Members (Septem-
ber 1987)

87-34 Information Manual: A Guids .0 the Commis-
sion, Its Policies, Procedures, Members, and Staff [A
revision of Report 87-33 designed exclusively for staff
orientation purposes.] (September 1987)

87-35 Appropriations in the 1987-88 State Budget
for the Public Segments of Higher Education: A Staff
Report to the California Postsecondary Education
Commission (September 1987)

87-36 Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries,
1986-87: A Report to the Goverror and Legislature in
Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51
(1965) and Subsequent Postsecondary Salary Legis-
lation (September 1987)

87-37 Improving Student Performance Reporting,
Review and Epilogue: The Final Report of the Com-
mission’s Project on Transforming Student Academic
Performance Data into Useful Information (Septem-
ber 1987)

87-38 California College-Going Rates, 1986 Up-
date: The Tenth in a Series of Reports on New Fresh-
men Enrollment at Cai:fornia’s Colleges and Uni-
versities by Recent Graduates of California High
Schools (September 1987)
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