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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Faculty Salary Issues Research Committee was convened on November 16, 2006.  The Committee consists of faculty members from all schools of the University.  The Committee decided to restrict its study to base salaries (not including summer pay or funds faculty members earn from grants) and to inequities related to professorial ranks, years of service, hire date, tenure status, and gender.  At least 1 department from each school was included in the study.  A total of eight departments were analyzed.  Some of the salient findings of the Committee include the following:  1. Some lower ranking, non-tenured faculty salaries are higher than those of higher ranking tenured faculty.  2. The salary of an associate professor with only 4 years of service to this University is $10,000 more than that of three full professors (in that same department), with 15, 23, and 30 years of service.  3. Many errors were found in the data that the Committee received from the University’s Office of Human Resources.  Among other things, the recommendations of the Committee include the following: 

· Immediately give all present full-time faculty, that have received promotions without salary increases, retroactive salary increases (going three years back) to reflect their promotion from assistant professor to associate professor, and associate professor to full professor.
· Immediate upward, retroactive adjustments, should be made to the salaries of faculty that have been treated inequitably, to reflect the number of years of experience, the length of service to NSU (or hire date), rank, tenure status of the inequitably treated faculty, and the salaries paid to newly hired faculty. 

· Thorough studies must be done to correct the errors in the Office of Human Resources salary data and to identify each faculty member that has been treated inequitably and the extent (measured in US Dollars) of each inequity.
BACKGROUND

The Faculty Salary Issues Research Committee was convened on November 16, 2006, by Dr. Mushtaq Khan.  Dr. Archie W. Earl, Sr., was elected Chair of the Committee and Dr. Ronald Thomas was elected Secretary.  In a succeeding meeting, Dr. Rasha Morsi was elected Vice Chair.  The committee decided early on that its main focus would be on intra-departmental salary inequities and disparities.  The committee members decided to look at inequities in faculty salaries with regard to professorial ranks, years of service, hire date, tenure status, gender, ethnicity, and nationality.  Unable to obtain data on gender, ethnicity, and nationality, from the University’s Office of Human Resources, the Committee decided to restrict its study to inequities related to professorial ranks, years of service, hire date, tenure status, and gender (although it did not receive data on gender from the Office of Human Resources).  

The salaries analyzed were base salaries.  They did not include extra pay that faculty members earn for working during the summer.  They also did not include any funds that faculty may have received from grants.

When the committee members started analyzing the data, they found many errors.  The University’s Human Resources Office and the Office of the Vice President of Academic Affairs were notified of some of these errors and asked to work together to find and correct all errors in the data.  Since, usually, erroneous data lead to erroneous conclusions, the Committee decided that, since each member of the committee was familiar with their own department, the sample for the study would consist of the departments of members of the committee.  Departments analyzed were Mathematics; Engineering; Psychology; Sociology; Biology; Allied Health; Secondary Education/School Leadership; School of Social Work; and Accounting, Finance, Information Management.  In this study, an intra-departmental base “salary inequity” is a base salary difference between two or more faculty members (in the same department) that cannot be explained by differences in the faculty members’ academic rank, years of service (or start date), years of experience, highest degree earned, and/or tenure status.  What follows are the Committee’s University-wide and departmental and University-wide findings, recommendations/solutions, and conclusions that resulted from the analyses of the aforementioned departments.
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: UNIVERSITY-WIDE
Findings: University-wide Salary Inequities and Disparities, Based on the Selected Sample
· New faculty (instructor and assistant professor) were hired at a much higher salary range than the present salary range of faculty hired in 70’s, 80’s, and 90’s.  For example, in one department, the salary of an associate professor with only 4 years of service to this University is $10,000 more than that of three full professors (in that same department), with 15, 23, and 30 years of service.  In another department a full professor makes less than one of his former students that was later hired by the University
· In some departments, unexplained increases were given to some faculty, but not to others.  For example, in the Psychology depart, during a period that the university claimed that it had insufficient funds to support pay raises for faculty who were promoted, raises were given to some faculty members who had been disapproved for promotion or tenure.

· Analysis of salary data showed inequities, in the amount of salary increases, between lower ranking and higher ranking faculty including those that are tenured with the higher ranking faculty adversely affected.

· Inequities were found between instructor and assistant professor pay.  Some instructors are being paid more than assistant professors in the same department.
· Inequities are obvious between lower ranking and higher ranking faculty, including those that are tenured.  Salaries are inconsistent with rank.  Some lower ranking, non-tenured faculty salaries are higher than those of higher ranking tenured faculty.  For example, in one department, a newly hired assistant professor is making as much as a full professor.

· In some departments, salaries are not commensurate with duties and responsibilities.

· In some departments of the University, inequities even exist within professorial ranks.  For example, in one department, there was a $25,000 gap between the salaries of two full professors.

· In some departments there are disparities in percent raises of 12-month and  9-month faculty.
· In some departments, University alumni receive higher salaries than non-alumni.  For example, in one department an assistant professor that is an NSU alumna makes more than a full professor that is not an NSU alumnus. 

· Table 1 shows the amount of inequitableness (between what inequitably treated faculty members make and what they should be making) found in the sample (in US dollars).  Based on the sample used for this study, it is estimated that 60 faculty members in the University have been treated inequitably.  It is further estimated, based on the sample, that the dollar amount of the inequitableness between what faculty members’ salaries are and what they should be is $13,127.52 per person.  Based on these figures, it is estimated that the total amount of money that the University needs to eliminate the identified inequities (between what faculty members’ salaries are and what they should be) is $787,651.20.   (These are preliminary figures and subject to revision.)  These figures only include the amount needed to bring inequitably treated faculty salaries in line with what they should be.  They do not include the recommended retroactive compensation (mentioned elsewhere in this paper) that we feel inequitably treated faculty should additionally receive.  
	Table 1: Present Amount of Inequitableness* in the Salaries of Faculty Treated Inequitably in the Sample (in US dollars)

	
	Number of Persons in Dept.
	Number  Inequitably Treated
	% Inequitably Treated
	Total Inequitableness*
	Amount of Inequitableness Per Person

	Math
	20
	7
	35.00%
	126000
	$18,000.00

	Engineering
	11
	2
	18.18%
	28460
	$14,230.00

	Psychology
	10
	1
	10.00%
	25239
	$25,239.00

	Sociology
	11
	4
	36.36%
	42000
	$10,500.00

	Biology
	15
	3
	20.00%
	45000
	$15,000.00

	Allied Health
	7
	5
	71.43%
	56840
	$11,368.00

	SESL
	10
	4
	40.00%
	29500
	$7,375.00

	SSW
	15
	1
	6.36%
	1404
	$1,404.00

	Acct/Fin/IM
	27
	0
	0.00%
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	126
	27
	21.43% (average)
	$354,443.00
	$13,127.52 (average/person)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	*Amount needed to bring salaries, of faculty treated inequitably in the sample, up to where they should be.


Recommendations/Solutions (University-wide Salary Inequities and Disparities):

Immediate recommendations/solutions:

· Immediately give all present full-time faculty, that have received promotions without salary increases, retroactive salary increases (going three years back) to reflect their promotion from assistant professor to associate professor, and associate professor to full professor.
· Immediate upward, retroactive adjustments, should be made to the salaries of faculty that have been treated inequitably, to reflect the number of years of experience, the length of service to NSU (or hire date), rank, tenure status of the inequitably treated faculty, and the salaries paid to newly hired faculty. 

· Thorough studies must be done to correct the errors in the Office of Human Resources salary data and to identify each faculty member that has been treated inequitably and the extent (measured in US Dollars) of each inequity.
Solutions for the Future:
· In the future, when faculty members are promoted, immediately adjust the salaries of the newly promoted faculty members to at least the starting salary of the newly acquired rank. Recommended methods of implementation of this solution may include: 
· Standard fixed amount of raises: 
· Assistant to Associate:  Minimum $7000
· Associate to Professor:  Minimum $10,000
· Percent Raise:
· Assistant to Associate:  Minimum 10 % of current salary
· Associate to Professor:  Minimum 10 % of current salary
· Note: this is in addition to the yearly merit based raises.
· Develop and adopt clear salary scales or guidelines for instructors, assistant professors, associate professors, and full professors based on years of service to the University, tenure status, degrees, and hire date. 

· Make the process of salary increases transparent. 

· Make the Salary Work Group Committee permanent to monitor annual pay increases.
· Expand the scope of the Salary Committee to include Administrative salaries.
· An audit should be conducted to ascertain that all State funds received by the University for faculty salaries are being used for such.
· An audit of grants should be conducted to determine that funds from grants for faculty salaries are being used for such.
· An audit should be conducted of the disparities between funds freed up for faculty salaries as a result of a faculty member retiring and the funds actually used to hire replacement faculty, to ascertain the amount of the disparities and its eventual use.





These University-wide conclusions and recommendations/solutions are based on the departmental conclusions and recommendations/solutions delineated in the next section (“Departmental Conclusions and Recommendations”) of this report.  Those departmental conclusions and recommendations/solutions were reached after very detail and thorough analyses of the base salary related data of the departments selected for inclusion in the study.
DEPARTMENTAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions (Allied Health Department of the School of Science and Technology):
· Newly hired faculty (instructor and assistant professor) were hired at a much higher salary range than faculty hired in 70’s, 80’s, and 90’s

· Disparity is obvious between lower ranking and higher ranking faculty including those that are tenured

Recommendations/Solutions (Allied Health Department of School of Science and Technology):
· Adjustment of faculty salaries in the department to reflect this increase in new hire pay.

· Also, years of experience and hire dates need to be taken into account while making this adjustment

Conclusions (Engineering Department of the School of Science and Technology):

· An increase in salary was provided to some in 2005, but not others (not consistent).
· There were inequities between instructor and assistant professor pay.  Some instructors are being paid more than assistant professor.
· Even with regular raises, faculty would not be able to reach the starting point of the next rank in four years.

· Gaps between ranks are too high! Without a non-merit related raise, the gap will only get bigger.

Recommendations/Solutions (Engineering Department of the School of Science and Technology):

When a faculty member is promoted to a new rank, adjust his or her salary to the starting salary of the new rank to which he or she is promoted.
Conclusions (Mathematics Department of the School of Science and Technology):

· Inequity is obvious between lower ranking and higher ranking faculty, including those that are tenured. 

· A newly hired assistant professor makes as much as a full professor.

Recommendations/Solutions (Mathematics Department of the School of Science and Technology):

· Adjust faculty salaries in the department to reflect this higher level new-hire pay.

· The ranks, years of experience, highest degree, and hire dates need to be taken into account for the salary adjustment.

Conclusions (Secondary Education and School Leadership Department of the School of Education):

· Salaries are not commensurate with actual duties and responsibilities.

Recommendations/Solutions (Secondary Education and School Leadership Department of the School of Education):

· Actual salaries and salary increases should reflect Professors’ years of service and tenure status.
Conclusions (Biology Department of the School of Science and Technology):

· The salary of a 4-year full professor exceeds the salary of 15-, 23-, and 30-year full professors by 10 K.

· The salary of a 4-year associate professor exceeds the salary of the above mentioned full professors.

· Two 4-year full professors were awarded tenure in the first year of service at the University.

Conclusion Psychology (Department of the School of Liberal Arts): 
· It appears that department chairs and directors receive the largest salaries and increases in salaries.  
· Salaries are inconsistent with rank.











· There are clear gender differences in salary increases with double digit percent increases for female faculty irrespective to rank or tenure.











· During the period that the university claimed to have insufficient funds to support pay raises for faculty who were promoted, funds were available for faculty who had been disapproved for promotion or tenure.











Recommendations/Solutions (Psychology Department of the School of Liberal Arts):
· Retroactive pay for the faculty member in this department that has been treated inequitably is necessary, in order to bring his salary in line with faculty members that have not been treated inequitably and to compensate him for being promoted to full professor, without any pay raise.
· Conduct a study to determine who made the decision regarding the size of pay increases, over the last 3 years.















· Make the Salary Work Group Committee permanent to monitor annual pay increases

· Expand the scope of the Salary Committee to include administrative salaries.







Conclusions (Department of Sociology (includes Criminal Justice) of the School of Liberal Arts):

· A faculty member with a JD was hired at a higher salary level than the “present” salary level of a faculty member with a Ph.D. that was hired 2 years earlier.

· Three full professors in the department are earning much lower salaries than they should be earning.

· Only one faculty member in Criminal Justice and Sociology was promoted in the last 5 years. That faculty member was promoted to full professor in 2006.  He received no salary increase to reflect the promotion.

Recommendations (Department of Sociology (includes Criminal Justice) of the School of Liberal Arts):

· Salaries of the professor with the Ph.D. (mentioned in #1, above) and the three full professors (mentioned in #2, above) should be adjusted upward.

· The full professor mentioned in #3 (above) should receive an immediate salary adjustment to reflect his promotion to full professor. 

Conclusions (Department of Accounting, Finance, Information Management of the School of Business):

Some of the significant differences in salaries are due to rank changes from faculty to department head or director.
There are significant inequities in the faculty salaries across most of the disciplines.  Some of the disparities could be due to employee/employer supply and demand factors.  There are also some significant differences between newly hired and highly experienced faculty in the same discipline.  Such disparities could cause undesirable consequences.

Recommendations/Solutions (Department of Accounting, Finance, Information Management of the School of Business):

· Seek clarification from the department heads and directors whether the significant increases added to the department heads and directors are taken out from the annual percentage of increase approved by the State Legislature or from the department heads and directors budget.

· Periodically adjust salaries to keep dedicated and productive faculty members.

· Attaining TENURE AND HIGHER RANK MUST BE REWARDED BY ADDITIONAL



Conclusions (School of Social Work):

· Most of the faculty members are assistant professors.  There is one instructor, one associate professor and 6 full professors.

· New faculty members were hired at a much higher salary range than the old faculty members who were hired in the 70’s, 80’s and 90’s.  For example in 2002/03 a mid career level associate professor was hired without a competitive national search process and was granted promotion, tenure and the highest salary in the School. Now the salary the salary for his position is over $90, 000.00. Similarly, the summer of 2005 five faculty were hired without national search and the input of the majority of the faculty particularly the senior faculty. Obviously, improper search and hiring process confounds the problem of salary inequity.   

· An assistant professor who graduated from this school was granted tenure and a big salary raise without any record of research and publication. Now she is making a much higher salary than her former teachers. This year, an assistant professor with a Ph. D. was denied tenure.

· A senior full professor who was hired with the highest salary in the School is now making a much lower salary than two professors.  

· Salary raises during 2005 and 2006 were inconsistent. On average, assistant professors got over 5 percent while full professors got about 3 percent. The average percent increase in salary was much lower, i.e. 1.8 percent, for one faculty member that is a full professor with tenure than for all of the other faculty members, regardless of their rank or tenure status.

Recommendations/Solutions (School of Social Work):

· Make retroactive upward adjustments to the salaries of faculty members who have not received equitable salary over the past five to seven years. 

· Make immediate retroactive upward adjustments to the salaries of faculty members that have not received equitable percent salary increases in the past.



· Establish standard competitive national faculty search and appointment process involving direct participation of elected faculty committee’s.

· Establish standard mechanism for monitoring and maintaining a fair and sound faculty salary.

Appendix A
The Committee’s next report will center on inequities between administrative faculty salaries and teaching faculty salaries.  As a prelude to that report the following analyses are presented.  

Table A-1 and Figure 1 show that, during the 2001-2005 period, the number of teaching faculty positions at the University steadily decreased while the number of administrative faculty positions steadily increased.  Likewise, the Table A-1 and Figure 2 suggest that the ratio of the number of teaching faculty positions to the number of administrative faculty positions steadily decreased, during the aforementioned period.  These data suggest that teaching faculty, at the University, has been shrinking while, on the contrary, administrative faculty has been steadily growing and expanding.  If this trend continues, in a “few” years, the University will have more administrative faculty than teaching faculty.  These data also suggest that, perhaps, salary funds are being taken away from teaching faculty and diverted to administrative faculty.  Hopefully, further analyses will reveal whether or not this has indeed been the case. 

Table A-1:  Number and Ratio of Teaching Faculty Positions

        Compared to Number of Administrative Faculty Positions

	Year
	Faculty
	Executive Managerial, Administrative
	Year
	Faculty / Administration Executive (Managerial)

	2001
	302
	123
	2001
	2.46

	2002
	314
	126
	2002
	2.49

	2003
	299
	130
	2003
	2.30

	2004
	285
	148
	2004
	1.93

	2005
	280
	199
	2005
	1.41

	
	-22
	76
	
	


Figure 1: Number of Teaching Faculty Positions Compared to Number of Administrative 

   Faculty Positions (2001-2005)
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Figure 2: Ratio of the Number of Teaching Faculty Positions to the Number of Administrative 

    Faculty Positions (2001-2005)
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Appendix B
The Committee met with the President of the University on 2 occasions and discussed the implementation or the findings and recommendations of this report.  The President said that, at the present time, sufficient funds were not available to implement the recommendations of the Committee that require the same.  She also said that nothing could be done retroactively. She said that she will implement a promotion/salary increase system so that faculty members that are promoted will receive a salary increase at promotion.  The President assigned the University’s internal auditor to look into the findings of the Committee’s report.  She also said that she directed the University’s Advancement Office to see if it could find some funds for faculty salaries.  The Committee will be working out a plan for the distribution of any salary inequity funds when they become available.  This appendix contains some pertinent notes from the meetings with the President.
FSIRC: Notes from Meetings with the University President

Since the University President said that funds were not available to implement the Committee’s recommendations, much of the discussion at the meetings centered around ideas for raising funds to implement them.

If the University had a faculty development and retention fund, it could be used to fund some of the Committee’s recommendations.

University foundations of many universities, in the area, have contributed funds for faculty salaries.  Perhaps it’s time for the NSU University Foundation to do the same. 

The Committee’s recommendations could be implemented by freezing salaries of high salaried individuals until the salaries of faculty members that were treated inequitably are brought in line with where they should be.

The University President could eliminate a program and/or department in order to fund the inequity and promotion problems.

Departmental implementation of continuing education certificate programs may be a way of raising funds to implement the recommendations of the Committee.  This has work very well at some colleges and universities faced with similar situations.

NSU has about a $2 million adjunct faculty budget.  Maybe that can be reduced to free up funds to address faculty salary issues.

Perhaps each school/department should have its own “develop officer/fund raising officer”.

Reduce the number of associate vice presidents and use the salaries of the ones leaving to funds the recommendations of this report.

Perhaps the salary differentials between retirees and faculty hired to replace them could be used to fund some of the Committee’s recommendations.

The faculty/Faculty Senate can raise private funds.

The Office of Development (and/or Advancement) can raise funds for faculty salaries.

The internal auditor is still is in the process of doing his audit of faculty salary inequities at the University.  Once it’s finished, it could be a basis for determining other way and means of acquiring funding for the implementation of the Committee’s recommendations.

Funds for the implementation could be raised by increasing student tuition.
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