April 3, 2006

M E M O R A N D U M
TO:

Faculty Senate

FROM:
Alexander Gonzalez



President

SUBJECT:
Faculty Salaries
I listened carefully to the discussion in the Senate earlier this semester on issues surrounding faculty salaries; particularly those for junior faculty hired over the past four (4) years.  Let me state at the outset that I agree that faculty salaries should be increased.  As I pointed last year to members of the University staff requesting my view on staff salaries, I note again that the salaries of ALL members of the campus community should be raised.  This includes both faculty and staff.  

Salary adjustments for faculty must be considered in the context of the Unit 3 Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA).  The California Faculty Association (CFA) is the exclusive bargaining agent for faculty, and issues of wages, hours and terms and conditions of employment must ultimately be decided through the collective bargaining process between the Office of the Chancellor and CFA.  Currently faculty salary adjustments may include one or more of the following components:  general salary increases, service salary increases, or merit salary adjustments.  Collective bargaining remains the appropriate venue for providing both the total amount and mix of salary adjustments for faculty.  
The current Unit 3 CBA provides two (2) other mechanisms for possible increases to the base salaries of instructional faculty.  The first is through promotion which provides at least a 7.5% salary adjustment.  The second is market or equity salary adjustments covered by Provision 31.23 of the CBA.  Let me address the latter provision in more detail.

The campus does have a history over the past six (6) years of considering and granting market or equity adjustments.  While the discussion in the Senate raised the prospects of modifying campus procedures to expedite consideration of such requests, the CBA clearly requires a separate department committee and department chair review and written recommendations.  As established by campus practice, these recommendations are referred to the college dean for 
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review.  The dean’s recommendation then goes to the Provost who has the delegated authority to make a final decision whether or not to follow the recommendation.  
After much consultation and review of the issues both at the local and system level, this campus will continue to follow Provision 31.23 in reviewing and recommending individual requests for market or equity salary adjustments.  To facilitate this review, the Office of Human Resources has revised the form required by this provision in order to provide clearer instructions to those probationary and tenured faculty members who may wish to use this process to apply for a market or equity adjustment to their salary.  The form is on the Web at:  http://www.csus.edu/hr/Faculty/Forms/MarketEquity.dot or http://www.csus.edu/hr/Faculty/Forms/MarketEquity.pdf.  
General discussions of market or equity salary adjustment procedures have already occurred with the department chairs during their meeting on Thursday, March 2, and with the college deans on Thursday, March 9.  
By copy of this memorandum, I urge departments and deans to give special attention to the equity situation outlined in Senate Resolution FS 05-73 as they review market or equity requests.  Specifically, they should consider whether similarly situated individuals hired over the past several years are currently earning less money than newly hired faculty in the same department at Sacramento State.  
My review of salary data indicates that this “salary inversion” brought to the attention of the Senate may, in fact, occur in some departments.  This situation occurred due to the unique circumstances of a number of years with no general or service salary increases while the campus continued to hire a number of new faculty each year.  Often the salary difference, where there is one, is small but nonetheless, significant.  While it is clear that this situation exists in some departments, it is equally clear from salary data that this has not occurred in all departments.  
Clearly then, there is a need for a case-by-case review to determine whether individuals are in fact similarly situated.  I expect that any review will consider such comparative factors as total teaching experience, scholarship, area of specialization, market conditions, and other relevant factors.  If, after review, “salary inversion” is found, the recommended salary adjustment should bring faculty closer to the salary paid newly hired faculty.  
Rest assured that I will again discuss with Chancellor Charles Reed support for salary actions which would assist in the retention of newly hired faculty through regular service salary increases and merit pay.  I also will request that the Office of the Chancellor explore other options such as providing general salary increases as a dollar amount rather than as a percentage and exploring the feasibility of applying general salary increases only to those who have been on the payroll for at least a year.  Of course, even if these ideas are embraced by the Office of the 
Faculty Senate

April 3, 2006

Page Three

Chancellor and presented for bargaining with CFA, there is no guarantee these options will prevail.  
The campus genuinely values the contributions our junior faculty who are already making a difference in the lives of our students and in the organizational life of their departments.  The lack of salary increases because of state budget problems has significantly interrupted the anticipated salary advancement of faculty and others at Sacramento State.  The ultimate answer to this significant and important challenge lies in securing an appropriate level of state funds for salaries and in securing agreement at the bargaining table on the distribution of these funds among competing interests.  
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