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Executive Summary

Joint Salary Differential Task Force
Summary of Findings and Recommendations

Appendix L of the 2004 Master Agreement charged the Joint Salary Differential Task
Force Oto study the various components of a model for determining salary differential
adjustments for consideration by the parties in future negotiations.O The Task Force has met
regularly since November 2004 to determine the range and extent of salary inequities, to
examine general parameters for adjustments to salaries, and to develop a robust model to test
various formulas.

The Task Force has reached the following conclusions:
1. Salaries for many faculty deviate significantly both above and below the apparent market.
2. Salary deviations from market can be attributed to multiple causes.

3. Itis in the mutual interest of the EMU Administration and the EMU Faculty to reduce
these deviations.

4. The reduction of these inequities will require a concerted and prolonged program.

The Task Force has agreed upon the following recommendations:

1. The inequities in faculty salaries should be determined by comparing a Faculty memberOs
salary with an external standard, the Faculty Salary Survey by Discipline published by
Oklahoma State University (OSU).

a. The market salary will be derived primarily from the OOSU-otherO database consisting of 22
universities similar to EMU. If the number of samples in that database is too small, a market
salary will be calculated from a larger sample within the OOSU-allO database of 100
universities.

b. The average market salary by rank shall be increased or decreased according to years in rank
by a percentage that reflects the 20-year average change in real terms of continuing Professor
salaries as reported by the AAUP in their Annual Report on the Economic Status of the
Profession.

c. For purposes of the formula, the average Years In Rank for the OSU data will be assumed to
reflect the average Years In Rank for each rank of the entire EMU faculty.

d. The increase in market salary for the positions of Instructor, Assistant Professor and
Associate Professor shall be capped at 4, 6, and 8 years in rank, respectively.

2. To allow comparison to the OSU salary data, EMU faculty will be classified by a

Classification of Instructional Program (CIP) code.

a. Initial assignment of CIP codes was and will be made by Academic Human Resources
and IRIM.

b. Final CIP codes will go through the departmental input process and will be subject to
regular review and adjustment by Academic Human Resources and the EMU-AAUP.

3. The final derivation of the formula, its application, and resolution of CIP codes shall be
the responsibility of the Salary Differential Committee, comprised of equal numbers of
EMU Administration and EMU-AAUP appointees.

4. If a salary differential pool is agreed upon, a schedule will be adopted leading to dispersal
of funds to the faculty before the end of the Fall semester.



Charge

Appendix L
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BY AND BETWEEN EASTERN
MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY AND THE EASTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY
CHAPTER OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY
PROFESSORS

Eastern Michigan University and the Eastern Michigan University Chapter of the
American Association of University Professors agree to from a Joint Salary Differential
Task Force to study the various components of a model for determining salary
differential adjustments for consideration by the parties in future negotiations. The Task
Force will include four Faculty representatives selected by EMU-AAUP and four
administrators selected by EMU who will be appointed no later than October 1, 2004.

Membership

The Task Force first met in November 2004 and completed their meetings in August
2006. During this period, changes in schedules and appointments led to changes in the
membership of the Task Force. The initial representatives of the EMU-AAUP were James
VandenBosch (Co-chair), Martin Shichtman, Matthew Evett, and Eric Shulz. The final
representatives of the EMU-AAUP were James VandenBosch (Co-chair), Matthew Evett,
Ross Nord, and David Crary. The initial representatives of the EMU Administration were
Rouf Hanna (Co-chair), Hartmut Hoft, Mary Sue Marz, and Mark Byrd. The final
representatives of the EMU Administration were Wade Tornquist (Co-chair) and Mark Byrd.

History of Salary Differ ential Adjustments at E.M.U.

The concept of a salary differential pool adjustment was incorporated into an EMU-
AAUP collective bargaining agreement in the 1985 contract, and has been intermittently
included in subsequent contracts. In each case, the total pool of dollars for these adjustments
has been a specified percentage of the total faculty base salaries for one academic year
distributed in the fall of the following academic year. Past distributions were as follows:

1985 Contract: 1.0 % of base salaries distributed in Fall 1986.

1987 Contract: Not included.

1990 Contract: 0.5 % of base salaries distributed in Fall 1991.
1.0 % of base salaries distributed in Fall 1992.

1993 Contract: 0.7 % of base salaries distributed in Fall 1994.
0.5 % of base salaries distributed in Fall 1995.

1996 Contract: 1.0 % of base salaries distributed in Fall 1997*.

1.0 % of base salaries distributed in Fall 1998*.

1.0 % of base salaries distributed in Fall 1999*.
* In this contract, distributions from the SDP occurred only for those individuals where the
calculated adjustment was greater than $500.

2000 Contract: 1.0 % of base salaries distributed in Fall 2000.
An additional 0.5% of base salaries was reserved for distribution in Fall 2003, but was
subsequently converted to an addition to the across-the-board increase for Fall 2003.



2004 Contract: Not included._Appendik of Contract provided for Joint Salary Task
Force to make recommendations to be considered in future negotiations.

Findings

Salary deviations.

There are two broad patterns of unusually low salaries at EMU. The first of these
occurs at a broad scale and is seen as low average salaries for Professors. The second is on ¢
small scale and represents changes or variances in departmental hiring practices.

Salary deviations from market.

On average, EMU faculty are paid lower salaries than similar faculty at peer
institutions {.e., the OmarketO). When the university offers applicants less than competing
institutions, departments have a difficult time hiring preferred applicants. When existing
faculty discover that they are earning less at EMU than they could at a OpeerQ institution they
may feel an incentive to leave EMU for a more lucrative position. Those faculty that are
most able to find a new position are the faculty most successful in scholarly activity,
particularly the ability to obtain external funding. As a consequence, faculty may spend less
time on important efforts in teaching and service and concentrate instead on scholarly
activities with the intent of using these accomplishments to leave the university. Ultimately,
this trend devalues core values and depletes the university of talented faculty.

For several years, EMU has made progress in reversing the historically low salaries it
has offered its incoming faculty. This policy has significantly improved the average salaries
of its Assistant Professors so that they now rank above the mean for the peer Michigan
universities (Table 1) and at the mean of the peer national universities (Table 2). Despite this
good news, the average salaries for Professors remains very low compared to both of the peer
groups. The general trend of these policies has been to create wage compression and, in
extreme cases, wage inversion (See Figure 1). These differences can easily lead to
resentment and conflict among faculty in a department.

Table 1. Comparison of EMU Salaries to Peer Michigan Universities.*

RANK PROFESSOR | ASSOCIATE ASSISTANT | INSTRUCTOR AVERAGE
1 wWMU wWMU UMD D UMbD WMU
2 UMD D UMD D MTU EMU UMD D
3 ou ou ou Ferris MTU
4 MTU MTU EMU UMDF ou
5 CcMuU CcMuU UMD F ou CcMuU
6 GVsU EMU wMU WMU EMU
7 EMU UMDF Ferris GVSU Ferris
8 Ferris GVSU CcMuU NMU NMU
9 UMD F Ferris GVSU CcMuU UMD F

10 NMU NMU NMU MTU GVSU

*All data taken from the AAUP Faculty Compensation Survey 2005-2006.




Table 2. Comparison of EMU Salaries to 18 National Peer Universities.*

PROFESSOR

ASSOCIATE

ASSISTANT

AVERAGE

140

1 lth

13th

*All data taken from the AAUP Faculty Compensation Survey 2005-2006 and includes those
schools previously selected as OpeerO institutions with the exception of University of Nevada
b Las Vegas for which there was no data.

Salary deviations within departments.

The normal expectations for faculty are that their real earnings will continue to
increase over time and that senior faculty will have higher salaries than junior faculty.
However, changes in hiring practices, the financial environment, and other factors may result
in differences in salaries for faculty within a department. In some cases, these inequities
have been perceived by faculty as the result of bias and prejudice. Historically, there have
been suggestions of discrimination on the bases of gender, race, caste, tribe, ethnic group,
religion and age. If these individual inequities are then mixed with or compounded by the
general trend toward wage compression, a complex and chaotic wage structure emerges
(Figure 1). In the case of Department A, faculty that have been at EMU for as long as 20
years have salaries no higher than and, in some cases, lower than new faculty. In other
departments, the inequities may be more subtle or more isolated to a smaller group of faculty.
Regardless of degree, the result is dissatisfaction, conflict, and difficulty in working
cooperatively toward the common goals of the university. Perceptions of discrimination
have also led to expensive litigation.

Department A Department B

Salary

Annual Salary

0 10 20 30 40
Composite Years in Rank

0 10 20 30 40
Composite Years in Rank

Figure 1. Salary distribution compared to years in rank.

Currently, the only method available to address wage inequities is through
Supplemental Salary Increases. The cost of these increases to base salary is fully in addition
to negotiated wage increases and, since the criteria and application processes are not known,
are often perceived as capricious and discriminatory. Hence, it is likely that a systematic
method of reducing these inequities would increase faculty satisfaction with their wages,



improve the ability of the community to work toward core values of the university, and
reduce the probability of legal expenses from litigation seeking to redress discrimination.

Recommendations

The external standard as a measure of Omarket.O

The Task Force concluded that both the global and the local patterns of wage
inequities could be best ameliorated by determining a OmarketO salary for each faculty
position by teaching position and then allocating funds to partially correct any deficiencies.

Requirements for an external standard.

An external standard capable of representing our market had to meet at least four
basic criteria. First, a single source needed to be responsive to the breadth of EMU. A
weakness in previous salary adjustments was the use of multiple external stamdatte (
Ball State Study, the American Association of Schools and Colleges of Business (AASCB),
and the Oklahoma State Study) for different areas of the university and for different
disciplines within departments. Second, the source needed to be specific enough to consider
the variety of disciplines inherent in a university the size of EMU. The AAUP Faculty
Compensation Survey includes the largest number of universities and, therefore, is excellent
for comparing institutions but cannot address the salaries within disciplines. The AASCB
study is detailed but only addresses salaries in Business programs and, therefore, cannot be
easily integrated into a comprehensive comparison of wages for all faculty in a university.
Third, the sample sizes needed to be sufficiently large that the data would be reliable. The
use of data derived from sampling a small number of institutegs the Ball State Study)
inevitably leads to academic ranks in some disciplines represented by very small sample
numbers. Such data is highly variable and, as such, unfit to serve as a general indicator of
the market for that discipline. Fourth, the data needed to reflect the OnicheO in which EMU
competes for faculty.

External standard should be OSU-other data for all disciplines.

Of the various data sets considered, only the 2005-2006 Faculty Salary Survey by
Discipline published by Oklahoma State University (hereafter referred to as the OSU Study)
could provide sufficient breadth, specificity, and reliability. Furthermore, a subset of the data
(OSU-other) is defined in the report that reflects the EMU economic niche.

The OSU Study is well established, having been published annually since 1974. The
study is appropriate for our usage since it is Oconducted for the purpose of providing factual
information to help higher education administrators with salary and budget decisions.O The
data are broadly derived and national in scope, including 100 universities that are doctoral
degree-granting schools from all parts of the country. Although the main grouping of
universities is dominated by Carnegie | schools, the data in the OOSUDotherO sub-category
are from 22 universities including three previously identified as EMU-peer institutions
(Florida Atlantic, Portland State, and Western Michigan). The similarities in data collection
and interpretation between the OSU-all and OSU-other reports have allowed us to use data
from the larger grouping in those few cases where the OSU-other data are too limited. As
can be seen in Table 3, the average salaries in the OSUbother dataset closely parallel the




average salaries of the peer institutions previously identified by EMU. Importantly, the OSU
survey data are organized by Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) (See below).

Table 3. Comparison of Average Salaries from Peer Institutions with Average Salaries
from OSU b other, wheren is the number of faculty at each rank.

EMU Peer Institutions OSU-other
Average n | Average n Average n
Professor $79,905 308 | $86,357 3,075 | $88,699 4,018

Associate Professor | $64,345 163 | $65,496 2,794 | $66,583 3,616
Assistant Professor $55,924 164 | $55,199 2,572 | $56,374 3,531

Use of CIP codes.

The Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) is the Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) coding structure produced by the National Center for
Education Statistics, U.S. Office of Education, and was published in 2000. The CIP system
is hierarchical and can be expressed at the 2-digit, 4-digit, or 6-digit level. This can be seen
in the portion of the classification that pertains to microbiology (Figure 2). The 2-digit code
would be 026,0 the 4-digit code 026.050, and a 6-digit code 026.05030. Data in the 2-digit
code would include all the individuals in 26.05 along with all of the other codes with the
prefix 026.Ge(g, 26.01 and 26.03). Similarly, the 4-digit code 26.05 would include all of
the listed 6-digit codes with a prefix 026.08@, (26.0502 and 26.0503). This allows
individual faculty to specifically identify their area of instructional expertise while permitting
the grouping of faculty in similar disciplines in order to obtain reliable sample sizes (our
requirement is a minimum of 30 individual salatjedt is important to note that the CIP
codes categorize faculty by their instructional role rather than by their training. For example,
a medical doctor teaching molecular biology would be classified as a molecular biologist
rather than as a doctor. Similarly, a lawyer teaching accounting would be classified as an
accountant.

26. BIOLOGICAL AND BIOMEDICAL SCIENCES.

26.05 Microbiological Sciences and Immunology.
26.0502 Microbiology, General.
26.0503 Medical Microbiology and Bacteriology.
26.0504 Virology.
26.0505 Parasitology.
26.0506 Mycology.
26.0507 Immunology.

Figure 2. CIP Code Hierarchy in Microbiology

! The use of a minimum sample size of 30 is common in many statistical analyses. The
variablen is often used to represent sample size in statistical literature.



Comparison of the individual to Omarket.O

Critical to the goal of the Task Force was the derivation of a Oformula® whereby each
faculty memberOs salary could be automatically compared to an appropriate OmarketO salary
so that any funds designated for the adjustment of wage deficiencies could be fairly and
efficiently allocated. The Task Force is satisfied that such a formula has now been derived.

Derivation of a formula determining deviation from market.

The derivation of the formulas (Figure 3) proposed by the Task Force is described in
the sections below.

Differential = Market Salary D Base Salary
Market Salary = @vg CIP SalaryO +YIR Adjustment
YIR Adjustment = @\vg CIP SalaryO x IR’ x Ot IncO

Where,

Q\vg CIP SalaryQ is the average salary for a specific rank at a given CIP code
(usually the 4-digit code from the OSU-other data)

QYIRO is the relative years in rank compared to the average years in rank and
limited by the eligibility for promotion. Note that this value will be
negative for faculty with less than the average years in rank.

s IncO is percentage increase in real income for each year a faculty member
remains at a given rank

Figure 3. Formulas for the Determination of Deviation from Market Salary.

Average market salary by rank and discipline (Avg CIP Salary)

This value is the average market salary for a faculty member at a particular rank in a
given discipline. For the value to be valid, the Task Force proposes that it be based on a
sample size of no less than 30 salaries to minimize random variation. The value should, as
closely as possible, be specific to the faculty memberOs expertise and should reflect the
economic niche of EMU and its peer institutions.

In almost all cases, this value is simply the average salary reported in the OSU-other
dataset for faculty of a certain rank (e.g., professor) with a particular CIP code (e.g.,
26.0503). The default is to use the salary reported for the 4-digiteade6.05) even
though the faculty member is classified at the 6-digit [ével.

In the uncommon situation where the sample size for the 4-digit OSU-other code is
too small to be reliable.€., n <30), an average salary would be estimated from a larger,
representative set of data. In most of these cases, we propose to use the average salary
reported in the OSU-all data for a given rank and 4-digit CIP code (with the proviso that this
set hasr >30). Because this average salary incorporates the salaries of the Carnegie |
schools in addition to the EMU peer group, the OSU-all average is reduced to more
accurately reflect the relative level of OSU-other salaries reported at the 2-digit level. A

%In general, use of a 6-digit CIP code often results in an insufficient sample size.



specific example demonstrates process. Consider the case of a Professor in Microbiology
(Figure 4). The number of samples for full Professor in the OSU-other data is too low

(n=24). A reliable averag®£227) is found in the OSU-all data for microbiology professors.

In order to make this average reflect the wage scales found in the EMU peer group, the OSU-
all average ($112,231) is reduéedcording to the ratio of OSU-other to OSU-all average
salaries for all biology professors ($89,421 / $103,320). Each of these values derive from
reliable sample sizes € 302 anch = 3,499, respectively). In this case, the calculated

average salary would be $97,133 or $5,836 less than the potentially unreliable 4-digit CIP
OSU-other average. The calculation for other average salaries would likely result in
calculated averages above the reported average in the OSU-other data.

OSU-other OSuU-all
Avg Prof Salary n Avg Prof Salary n
26. Biologist $89,421 302 $103,320 3499
26.05 Microbiologist $102,969 24 $112,231 227

Estimated average salary for a Professor in microbiology would be calculated as,

$112,231 x  ($89,421 |  $103,320) = $97,133
Average Average Average

Microbiologist Biologist Salary Biologist Salary

Salary OSU-all OSU-other Osu-all

Figure 4. Calculation of Estimated Average Salary When the Sample Sizg,is Small.

In the rare cases where the sample size for the 4-digit CIP code average salary is too
small in both the OSU-other and the OSU-all data, the average salary used is the average
salary in the OSU-other data for the faculty memberOs 2-digit code and rank.

If that sample size is too small to be valid, then the average salary in the OSU-all data
for the faculty memberOs 2-digit code is used and is reduced by a generic data set correction
factor for the specified rank. This correction factor has been determined for each rank by
calculating the percent reduction required bring the average salary across all disciplines in
the OSU-all data to equal that in the OSU-other data. Currently, these reductions are 14% for
Professors, 7% for Associate Professors, 11% for Assistant Professors, and 6% for
Instructors i.e., normalization factors of 0.86, 0.93, 0.89 and 0.94).

If there is no data sample of reliable sine>(30), the market salary will be
determined empirically.

The Appendix provides a formal definition of the process of determining the
estimated average market salary by rank and discipline.

® Technically, this process is OnormalizationO, not Oreduptos®, Normalization allows
the comparison of distinct datasets. In this case, however, the end result is a reduction.



Relative years in rank (rYIR)

The average salary by rank and
discipline (Avg CIP Salary) described above
provides a single value for a given rank and
discipline (Figure 5 Panel A). However,
within each rank these averages are over
salaries of faculty having served for different
numbers of years within that rank.

In general, a faculty memberOs salary
will change each year and increases in real
terms over time. The AAUP in their Annual
Report on the Economic Status of the
Profession 2005-06 tracks the percentage
increases in salafy The average percentage
increase in real terms for continuing
Professors for the last 20 years is
approximately 1.5% per year. In other words
a typical continuing professor can expect to
see the actual buying power of their paychec
increase by about 1.5% per year. (In yet oth
words, their salary will increase by 1.5%
above the rate of inflation.) Therefore, the
single value for average salary
(AvgCIPSalary) can now be extended along
line that increases or decreases at a rate of
1.5% per year from that single value (see
Figure 5 Panel B, where the circled point
represents the AvgCIPSalary). For each rar
the AvgCIPSalary should reflect the salary o
a faculty member having worked for the
average number of years of all faculty at the
same rank. Because none of the data sets
report average years in rank, the Task Forcg
has assumed that the average years in rank
each rank in the OSU study mirrors the
average years in rank at EMU (Instructor, 3
years; Assistant Professor, 4 years; Associa
Professor, 5 years; Professor, 11 y3ars
Therefore, OYear 00 in Figure 5 Panel B

would be 5 years in rank if the salary plotted

Avg CIP Salary
)
© o
1]
A.
Avg CIP Salary Over Time
> /
iy
@
0 s 10
Relative Years in Rank (rYIR)
B.
Avg CIP Salary with Cap
>
£
®
0 5 10
Relative Years in Rank (rYIR)
C.

is for an Associate Professor.

4 See Table A of that document.

Figure 5. Extension of Avg CIP Salary by
Relative Years in Rank (rYIR)

® These figures were determined empirically from EMU employee data. For example,
looking at all associate professors at EMU, some may have held that rank for 2 years and
others for 18, but on average an associate professor at EMU has held that rank for 5 years.



Caps
The Task Force decided to continue the practice used previously in salary differential

adjustments of OcappingO the increase in market salary for the positions of Instructor,
Assistant Professor and Associate Professor at 4, 6, and 8 years in rank, respectively (Figure
5 Panel C demonstrates the market with cap for an Associate Professor). The caps represent
the reasonable and required time for faculty in those positions to be granted promotion to the
next rank. It was considered that faculty demonstrating performance at a level less than
required for promotion should not continue to accrue market value for this distribution of
funds. They would, of course, continue to obtain the full benefit of all across-the-board
increments.

Validation of the model

To determine whether the formula would provide target salaries consistent with the
averages of our peer institutions we applied it to the reported averages of the EMU-Peer
Institutions and the OSU-other institutions (averages from Table 3). As can be seen (Figure
6), the formula provides results consistent with a reasonable market model and allows for
promotional increments (i.e., Assistant to Associate, $4,700; Associate to Professor, $7,600)
somewhat larger than those at EMU.

Salary Model Based on Peer Group Salary Model Based on OSU-other
$100,000 $100,000 +
w0000 M s M
R M . M
s s
8 e & e
$60,000 $60,000
$40,000 T T T T i $40,000 T T T T |
0 5 10 15 20 25 0 5 10 15 20 25
Composite Years in Rank Composite Years in Rank
Asst Prof —o— Assoc Prof —O— Professor ‘ Asst Prof —o— Assoc Prof —0— Professor

Figure 6. Average Salary Models Based on Peer and OSU-other Institutions

Application of the model to EMU faculty salaries

The Task Force examined the ability of the formula to address salary inequities for
EMU faculty. An allocation of 1% of total faculty salaries to a salary differential pool and its
subsequent distribution would result in increases to 396 faculty. Importantly, the number of
faculty with salaries significantly below the market would be greatly reduced (Table 4).

Table 4. Effect of the Distribution of a 1% Salary Differential Pool.

Before After
Adjustment | Adjustment
Number of Faculty with Differentials > 20% of Salary 13 5
Number of Faculty with Differentials > 15% of Salary 57 29
Number of Faculty with Differentials > 10% of Salary 146 102




The Task Force feels that, while this was a significant improvement, it is undesirable
to have any faculty more than 20% below their market salary. Therefore, a larger portion of
the salary differential pool was allocated to faculty furthest from their market. This was done
by first allocating whatever funds were necessary to ensure that no faculty were more than
23% below market. The adjustment required an allocation of about $24,000 (5% of the total
pool) allocated to six faculty. The remaining 95% of the pool was then distributed according
to the formula to 396 faculty, including the six receiving the adjustment above. This
approach resulted in having no faculty with a salary more than 20% below the market (Table

5). If a second 1% Salary Differential Pool is applied in the next year, only 8 faculty would
have a differential greater than 15% of their salary and 64 would have a differential greater

than 10% of their salary.

Table 5. Effect of Using a Two-Step Distribution of a 1% Salary Differential Pool

Before After
Adjustment | Adjustment
Number of Faculty with Differentials > 20% of Salary 13 0
Number of Faculty with Differentials > 15% of Salary 57 30
Number of Faculty with Differentials > 10% of Salary 146 105

A concern to the Task force was whether the funds would be broadly distributed
among the faculty. Although the Salary Differential Pool would be distributed
predominantly to Professors, there also would be faculty recipients in all other ranks (Table

6). Similarly, funds would be distributed to all academic units (Table 7).

Table 6. Distribution by Rank of a 1% Salary Differential Pool.

Rank Total $ Faculty # Avg. $
Instructor $493 1 $493
Assistant Professor $34,823 51 $683
Associate Professor $76,708 96 $799
Professor $349,770 248 $1,410
Table 7. Distribution by Academic Unit of a 1% Salary Differential Pool.

College Total $ Faculty # Avg. $
College of Arts and Sciences $242,453 238 $1,019
College of Business $101,917 52 $1,960
College of Education $33,106 44 $752
College of Health and Human Services $27,436 33 $831
College of Technology $47,857 18 $2,659
Library $9,025 11 $820
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Finally, the Task Force was interested in whether a Salary Differential Pool (SDP)
could help eliminate some of the disparities seen in individual departments. To that end, the
salaries before and after a 1% SDP dispersal were graphed (Figure 7) for the same
departments illustrated earlier (Figure 1). The SDP was able to decrease, but not eliminate,
the disparities. Since a 1% SDP can eliminate only about 15% of the total differentials, it is
not surprising that considerable disparity remains. The two very low salaries in Department
B are Instructors.

Implementation

CIP Codes

Initial assignment of CIP codes was and will be made by Academic Human
Resources and IRIM. Final CIP codes will go through the departmental input process. That
process shall include the informed participation of the faculty member, the relevant faculty
committee (i.e., Personnel Committee) and the Department Head. Furthermore, the
individual CIP codes will be subject to regular review and adjustment by Academic Human
Resources and the EMU-AAUP.

Administration and resolution

The final derivation of the formula, its application to salary inequities, and the final
resolution of CIP code assignments shall be the responsibility of the Salary Differential
Committee, a joint committee comprised of equal numbers of EMU Administration and
EMU-AAUP appointees.

Potential Implementation Timeline

If the EMU administration and the EMU-AAUP agree to fund and implement a salary
differential pool, each member of the faculty will be informed of their current CIP code and
of the CIP codes for other faculty in their department no later than SepterfildtB6 year
to begin the implementation. The faculty member shall submit their request for CIP code to
the appropriate departmental faculty input committee by OctoferTife departmental
faculty committee and the Department Head will make separate or joint recommendations,
inform the individual faculty and pass their recommendations to Academic Human
Resources (AHR) by October"30Within a week of receipt, AHR will provide all of the
information, requests and recommendations to the Salary Differential Committee which shall
be the final arbiter for CIP codes. The Salary Differential Committee will provide AHR and
Payroll with the distribution so that it can be incorporated along with accrued arrearages in
the faculty payroll no later than the Decembet p&ycheck.

11
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Figure 7. Salary Before and After 1% Salary Differential Pool
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Appendix

This appendix formally defines the process for calculating the average base market
salary AvgCIPSalary for faculty based on rank and discipline as defined by CIP codes. It
then describes how this base salary is modified by years in rank to obtain the final market
salary MarketSalary.

For each faculty, let

¥ all, = average salary for faculty having the same 4-digit CIP prefix in the
OSU-all dataset.

¥ all, = average salary for faculty having the same 2-digit CIP prefix in the
OSU-all dataset.

¥ other, = average salary for faculty having the same 4-digit CIP prefix in the
OSU-other dataset.

¥ other, = average salary for faculty having the same 2-digit CIP prefix in the
OSU-other dataset.

¥ kRank= normalization factor by faculty rank: .86 for professors, .93 for
associate professors, .89 for assistant professors and .94 for instructors.

¥ N(x) = true if the sample size used to determine the aversge30, else the
value is false.

¥ cap= maximum number of years that a salary accrues real value above
inflation, by rank: 4 for instructor, 6 for assistant professor, 8 for associate
professor. For full professor there is no cap, so we can arbitrarily use 100 as
the cap.

¥ yearsRank= number of years in the current rank.

¥ avgYearsRank number of years in rank averaged over all EMU faculty
holding that rank: 3 for instructor, 4 for assistant professor, 5 for associate
professor, 11 for full professor.

¥ realGrowth= 0.015, representing a growth of 1.5% per year in real
purchasing power of faculty.

if N(other), thenothey,
else if N(all,), thenall, x OeE
AvgCIPSalary= 1 all,

else if N(othes), thenother,
elsekRankx all,

MarketSalary= AvgCIPSalary' (1+ realGrowth" (ma>(cap yearsRany# avgYearsRar)I)



