This Appendix contains a correction made 9/3/08 9:06 am to the section “The Current Cost of Upper Level Administration at UNM” Submitted by the Faculty Senate Operations Committee.

University of New Mexico

Response to Upper Administration Growth Resolution

July 2008

In response to the faculty resolution regarding Upper Administration Growth, President David Schmidly convened a working group to evaluate and review the issue and provide the requested data.  

The resolution read:

In a spirit of transparency and in order to operationalize accountability and have a productive partnership between administration and faculty, the General Faculty of the University Of New Mexico hereby resolve that:

The University make public no later than August 31, 2008 a comprehensive review of the change in upper administration positions at the University of New Mexico over the last five years and over the last twelve months including full details regarding organizational lines of authority, the number of administrative positions above the level of Deans, the total compensation cost of those positions and associated staff and facilities and the sources of funding for those positions. This review shall also provide a summary comparison of current administrative positions at peer institutions.

The working group consists of Howard Snell, Professor, Department of Biology; Ann Brooks, Lecturer, Anderson Schools of Management; Doug Fields,  Associate Professor Department of Physics and Astronomy; David Harris, Executive Vice President Administration;  Helen Gonzales, Vice President Human Resources; Andrew Cullen, Associate Vice President Budget, Planning, and Analysis; and Mark Chisholm Director, Institutional Research.  Later in the meetings, Ava Lovell, Vice President Finance, joined the working group.

The Group’s met several times over the spring and summer.  At the first meeting, on May 22, 200, the group discussed a number of issues.  All of the issues were not directly related to the resolution, however they helped frame the discussions and provided useful background information.  Summaries of all of the discussions are included in this report.

In order to help frame the analysis of all of the data available, Howard Snell proposed some “Parameters for an effective review”  

1.  Because critical thinking and evaluation are one of the key characteristics of academia, acceptance of the review will depend upon the faculty's ability to analyze and work with the raw data it is based upon.  Thus the review must be accompanied by complete electronic appendices of those data.

2.  Along with the specific information requested by the resolution, acceptance by the faculty will be increased greatly if the review promotes rigorous tests of the following null hypotheses:

2a.  When regressed against time (over the last five years) the total compensation costs of UNM's upper administration (above the level of Deans or down to Associate Vice Presidents, Administrative Directors, and comparable positions; including administrative or executive faculty), the total academic year compensation costs of tenured and tenure-track non-administrative, non-executive faculty, and the total compensation costs of non-administrative, non-executive lecturers have statistically equal slopes.  Thus the null hypothesis is that increases in these costs are parallel and the rates of change are equal.  The compensation costs should clearly contain and differentiate among all forms of compensation - including, but not limited to, base salaries, allowances, deferred compensation, potential and realized bonuses, etc.  For faculty the compensation costs should not include summer salary and the contribution of special administrative components and other forms of additional compensation should be clearly contained and differentiated.

2b.  The annual, semi-annual and cumulative means, medians, and modes of compensation increases for UNM's upper administrators (as defined in 2a), tenured and tenure-track non-administrative, non-executive faculty, and non-administrative, non-executive lecturers are equal as percentages.  All forms of compensation increases should be clearly contained and differentiated (raises, promotions, job changes, etc.), and the effects of summer salary for tenured and tenure-track faculty should be removed or clearly identified.

2c.  The annual, semi-annual and cumulative means, medians, and modes of compensation increases for the upper quartile of UNM's upper administrators (as defined in 2a), the upper quartile of non-administrative, non-executive tenured and tenure-track faculty, and the upper quartile of non-administrative, non-executive lecturers are equal as percentages, with the same conditions as 2b.

2d.  The maximum and minimum compensation increases for UNM's upper administrators (as defined in 2a), non-administrative, non-executive tenured and tenure-track faculty, and non-administrative, non-executive lecturers are equal as percentages, with the same conditions as 2b.

3.  The definition of “peer institutions” should be objective and those institutions used as peers need to be identified prior to the analysis.  Several potential sets of peer institutions exist and a few of those are included below:

3a.  Complete IPEDS defined peer institutions (Focus institution: University of New Mexico-Main Campus - Using some of your institution's characteristics, a group of comparison institutions was selected for you. The characteristics include Carnegie Classification of Research Universities (very high research activity), public and enrollment of a similar size. This comparison group includes the following 31 institutions).  http://nces.ed.gov/ipedspas/Expt/peer.aspx

	Unitid
	Institution Name
	City
	State

	126818
	Colorado State University
	Fort Collins
	CO 

	139755
	Georgia Institute of Technology-Main Campus
	Atlanta
	GA 

	153603
	Iowa State University
	Ames
	IA 

	155399
	Kansas State University
	Manhattan
	KS 

	180461
	Montana State University-Bozeman
	Bozeman
	MT 

	199193
	North Carolina State University at Raleigh
	Raleigh
	NC 

	209542
	Oregon State University
	Corvallis
	OR 

	196097
	Stony Brook University
	Stony Brook
	NY 

	196060
	SUNY at Albany
	Albany
	NY 

	196088
	SUNY at Buffalo
	Buffalo
	NY 

	100663
	University of Alabama at Birmingham
	Birmingham
	AL 

	110653
	University of California-Irvine
	Irvine
	CA 

	110671
	University of California-Riverside
	Riverside
	CA 

	110705
	University of California-Santa Barbara
	Santa Barbara
	CA 

	110714
	University of California-Santa Cruz
	Santa Cruz
	CA 

	201885
	University of Cincinnati-Main Campus
	Cincinnati
	OH 

	126562
	University of Colorado at Denver and Health Sciences Center
	Denver
	CO 

	129020
	University of Connecticut
	Storrs
	CT 

	130943
	University of Delaware
	Newark
	DE 

	141574
	University of Hawaii at Manoa
	Honolulu
	HI 

	145600
	University of Illinois at Chicago
	Chicago
	IL 

	155317
	University of Kansas
	Lawrence
	KS 

	157085
	University of Kentucky
	Lexington
	KY 

	166629
	University of Massachusetts-Amherst
	Amherst
	MA 

	178396
	University of Missouri-Columbia
	Columbia
	MO 

	181464
	University of Nebraska-Lincoln
	Lincoln
	NE 

	199120
	University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
	Chapel Hill
	NC 

	218663
	University of South Carolina-Columbia
	Columbia
	SC 

	234076
	University of Virginia-Main Campus
	Charlottesville
	VA 

	236939
	Washington State University
	Pullman
	WA 

	172644
	Wayne State University
	Detroit
	MI


3b.  The peer group used by the New Mexico Higher Education Department in their 2006 GAP analysis of salaries (Faculty Study  New Mexico Higher Education Institutions Compared with Regional Peers   Gap Analysis   Prepared for the Legislative Education Study Committee  October 17, 2006  Dr. Beverlee J. McClure Secretary of Higher Education):

Arizona State Univ., Tempe Campus

Oklahoma State Univ.-Main Campus

Texas A & M Univ.

Texas Tech Univ.

The Univ. of Texas at Arlington

The Univ. of Texas at Austin

Univ. of Arizona

Univ. of Houston

Univ. of North Texas

Univ. of Oklahoma Norman Campus

3c.  There are others that could be extracted from past Budget Scans or other documents, but the full IPEDS seems the most inclusive and logical?
At the first meeting, the group spent time discussing the issue of faculty salaries.  Mark Chisholm shared data that showed the full-time instructional faculty with rank of assistant or higher, the same group we use in our average faculty salary reports.  (Twelve month salaries are converted to nine month equivalents, following AAUP and NCES methodology.)

We also reviewed overall average faculty salaries for the past 19 years, and how our salaries compare to our CHE peers.  

Because average salaries can vary by who retires, who is hired, and the college they retire from or are hired into, we also ran some tables for faculty who were employed by UNM in both 2002 and 2007.  We looked at this group in two separate tables -- those who stayed within the same rank over that time period, and those who were promoted from one rank to another over that time period.

	Faculty Salary Comparisons

	Fall 2002 and Fall 2007

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average salaries for all faculty in each year.
	
	
	

	
	Rank
	2002
	2007
	Percent Increase
	
	

	
	
	(N)
	Avg Sal
	(N)
	Avg Sal
	
	
	

	
	Full Prof
	324
	$79,900
	305
	$99,000
	23.9%
	
	

	
	Asso Prof
	233
	$58,900
	253
	$72,200
	22.6%
	
	

	
	Asst Prof
	229
	$51,200
	219
	$63,600
	24.2%
	
	

	
	Overall
	786
	$65,313
	777
	$80,296
	22.9%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average salaries for faculty employed in both 2002 and 2007
	

	Whose Rank did not change over this time period
	
	
	

	
	Rank
	2002
	2007
	Percent Increase
	
	

	
	
	(N)
	Avg Sal
	(N)
	Avg Sal
	
	
	

	
	Full Prof
	202
	$78,100
	202
	$101,000
	29.3%
	
	

	
	Asso Prof
	95
	$55,900
	95
	$71,700
	28.3%
	
	

	
	Asst Prof
	32
	$51,200
	32
	$64,200
	25.4%
	
	

	
	Overall
	329
	$69,073
	329
	$88,960
	28.8%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average salaries for faculty employed in both 2002 and 2007
	

	Who received a rank promotion over this time period
	
	

	
	Rank
	2002
	2007
	Percent Increase
	
	

	
	
	(N)
	Avg Sal
	(N)
	Avg Sal
	
	
	

	
	Full Prof
	 
	 
	68
	$88,000
	42.6%
	
	

	
	Asso Prof
	68
	$61,700
	125
	$70,500
	38.8%
	
	

	
	Asst Prof
	125
	$50,800
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	
	Overall
	193
	$54,640
	193
	$76,666
	40.3%
	
	


Doug Fields shared an AAUP report on faculty salaries and noted that the phenomena and the resulting feelings by the faculty is not isolated to UNM. This may also mean that the peer comparison may not be "helpful".

After a short-lived recovery in 2006-07, faculty salaries are lagging behind inflation again this year. Yet the salaries paid to head football coaches, presidents, and other top administrators do not seem to reflect an economic downturn. Over the past three decades, the ranks of contingent faculty, nonfaculty professionals, and administrators have swelled while the number of tenured and tenure-track faculty stagnated. These are the central

findings of  <http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/comm/rep/Z/ecstatreport2007-08> Where

Are the Priorities? The Annual Report on the Economic Status of the Profession, 2007-08, released by the AAUP. 

The AAUP's annual report has been an authoritative source of data on faculty

salaries and compensation for decades. Here are some highlights of this year's report: 

*
Overall average salaries for full-time faculty rose 3.8 percent this year, the same as the increase reported last year. But with inflation at 4.1 percent for the year, the purchasing power of faculty salaries has declined for the third time in four years. 

*
Long-term salary trends indicate a widening differential between the average salaries of faculty members at private colleges and universities and the average salaries of their colleagues at public institutions. When public institutions struggle to attract and retain the best faculty, our nation faces the risk of creating separate but unequal systems of higher education.

*
The salaries paid to head football coaches at Division I-A universities are ten times as high as the salaries of senior professors.  What does this say about the priorities of these universities? 

*
The gap between faculty salaries and salaries paid to administrators continues to grow. This year's report builds on previous discussions of presidents' salaries by including data for other top administrators.  

*
Over three decades, employment patterns in colleges and universities have been radically transformed. While the number of tenured and tenure-track faculty has grown 17 percent, the ranks of contingent faculty (both part and full time) and full-time nonfaculty professionals have each tripled, and the count of administrators has doubled. 

The complete report http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/comm/rep/Z/ecstatreport2007-08 is available on the AAUP's Web site. 

Saranna Thornton

Elliott Professor of Economics at Hampden-Sydney College in Virginia and

chair of the AAUP's Committee on the Economic Status of the Profession 
Additionally, the group discussed some of the data that had been previously provided by both the faculty and the administration, as that appears to have caused confusion and concern. 

In December 2007, the Faculty Senate Operations Committee presented an evaluation of the current cost of Upper Level Administration at UNM. That evaluation, investigated by a faculty member and presented to the Operations Committee, compared a list of administrators at the University in November 2007, with a group of administrators listed in the UNM Fact Book in 2002.  It’s included in this report for reference.

“The Current Cost of Upper Level Administration at UNM”

Submitted by the Faculty Senate Operations Committee

We’ve complied available information regarding current salary related costs of UNM's upper administration. The details the attached spreadsheet, are summarized:

We could find values for 33 of the 38 positions (we included Terry Yates and Richard Holder even though they weren't listed on the 2008 Organizational Chart because they were included in the 2002 Organizational Chart used for comparison later). The available information is from the 11/30/2007 Salary Book (the library has yet to receive the 12/30/2007 book, so this is the most current information available to us). Several of the

individuals appear to have been promoted since then to their current positions thus their salaries in their current positions aren't available so we used salaries at their old positions on 11/30/2007. To calculate the "total cost" of an individual to UNM we included an estimate of the fringe benefits (we multiplied by 0.25 - this is slightly less than the amount usually charged to grants as fringe, but the increase in actual fringe costs is not linear at higher salaries so we thought this was a conservative value).

To calculate the total cost to UNM of the upper administration we summed the salaries and the fringe costs mentioned above. The result is an under-estimate for several reasons:

1. Five salaries are not available thus not included.

2. The available data does not reflect the current positions held by individuals promoted since 11/30/07.

3. The data available do not include the "extras" that may apply in some cases of upper administrative salaries.

For example - the President's salary is listed as $380,000. However, when announced at his hiring last year his total compensation package included that salary, plus other allowances such that the total was around

$550,000.

So - what is the number?

$8,208,133.00

Growth in Cost of Upper Level Administration at UNM 2002 – 2008:

Attached you'll find data for these comparisons. Worksheets titled 2008 Structure, 2002 Structure and one titled 2008_2002 Comparison. They summarize the 2008 (see previous message) and 2002 costs of the upper administration at UNM. The 2002 positions were drawn from a series of organizational charts available in the 2002 UNM Fact Book (oddly there are no Fact Books for many years after 2002 – a situation that makes more temporally detailed tracking of these changes difficult). Several things are important to consider in attempting to compare the costs in 2002 with those of 2008. The first is the organizational charts aren't standardized so some assumptions are required:

1. In the 2008 analysis we basically went "down" to the level of Associate Vice President or Deputy Provost. In 2002 there are very few Vice or Associate Vice Presidents. Therefore we went "down" to the levels where individuals were named on the organizational charts - this is usually at the Vice Provost level. Basically we tried to capture everyone who reported directly to the President, the Provost and the Vice President for Health Sciences. That appears to level the comparison between 2008 & 2002 with respect to levels of administrative responsibility. Of course if more detailed data were available, or provided in response to our queries, then we could better verify the comparisons. 

2. #1 may take the level of responsibility in 2002 lower than the level in 2008 and thus some individuals may appear in 2002 who hold similar positions in 2008 but aren't included because they aren't listed on the 2008 organizational chart (the University Council and Assistant to the President are examples). We decided to include them because leaving them out would further reduce the costs of Upper Administration in 2002 and thus potentially erroneously inflate the apparent increase in costs by 2008. So the comparative cost of the upper administration in 2002 was about $2,646,413. The average administrator cost about $155,671.

The cost of the upper administration in 2008 is greater than $8,208,133 (see previous email for explanation of the "greater than") and the average administrator cost more than $241,416. Thus the increase in cost over about 5.5 years is greater than $5,561,720 or 210%. That increase appears to come from two sources - increased compensation of administrators (55% increase in compensation accounts for 26% of the overall increase in costs) and the increased number of administrators (124% increase in numbers accounts for 74% of the overall increase).

Total Cost of Upper Administration:

2008 $8,208,133

2002 $2,646,413

Increase $5,561,720 210%

Were does the growth come from?

A. Increased Cost Per Administrator:

2008 Average $241,416

2002 Average $155,671

Increase $85,744 55% $1,457,654

% of overall increase 26%

B. Increased Number of Upper Administrators:

2008 # Admin. 38

2002 # Admin. 17

Increase 21 124% $4,828,313

% of overall increase 74% 

In response to the information provided, the Administration produced the following data to show the cost of Upper Administration:

	Total Cost of Upper Administration 2002-2007
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Nov. 2007
	July 2002
	
	
	

	 
	 
	Salary + Fringe
	Salary + Fringe
	Increase
	% Increase
	 

	Faculty Analysis
	$8,208,133
	$2,646,413
	$5,561,720
	210%
	

	Administration Analysis
	$4,764,270
	$3,331,627
	$1,432,643
	43%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. What accounts for the difference between the faculty's analysis and the administration's analysis?

	In the Faculty analysis, the total salaries and fringe of the current administrators (which include HSC) were compared to a list of administrators found in the 2002 factbook.  In the Administration analysis, the current list of administrators excludes the HSC, which has separate funding arrangements, and compares the positions to the same position in 2002.  Most of the administrators on the faculty list from 2002, are not upper administration positions. This way, we're comparing the same jobs.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. How does the % growth in administrator's salaries compare to the growth of the University's budget?

	During the same time period, the University budget grew by 45%, from $1.26b to $1.84b. Despite the growth, all of the new positions created resulted in some savings from prior positions. Someone was performing the duties in 2002.  For example, the new VP of Rio Rancho Operations and Branch Academic Affairs was previously overseen by an Associate Provost.  That position has been eliminated.  Another example is the VP of Enrollment Management.  His former position has been eliminated.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. How does the growth compare to overall growth of faculty & staff?
	
	

	During that time period, the growth in overall salaries was approximately 34%. Going from $347 million to $465 million.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Why are the Upper Administration positions today different than in 2002?
	
	

	The University is far different today than in 2002. There have been major shifts in institutional direction. The faculty's analysis takes data from the 2002 UNM Fact Book.  The positions identified in the Fact Book have varied from year to year.  There hasn't been a consistent definition of an "administrator".

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. What are the different types of employees and how do we define an Administrator?
	

	There are several different categories of employees.  They include: Faculty, Staff, Graduate Students, Resident Physicians, and Undergraduate Students. When we think of Administrators, we're generally looking at a subset of Faculty & Staff.  For faculty administrators, they are considered Executive Faculty, such as the President, Provost, Deans, CIO, VP of Diversity, and VP of Enrollment Management; they retain their faculty rank and tenure.  For Staff Administrators, they are generally Contract Staff on annual contracts.  Not all contract staff though are considered "Upper Administration".  Most staff who oversee a department are on an annual contract.  The remainder of staff are on continued employment, similar to "classified" staff in other public institutions.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Why isn't it relevant to include HSC in the analysis?
	
	
	

	The HSC is funded primarily from sales & services (clinical revenues).  They have market-driven funding and they must remain competitive in the marketplace. Several of the administrators listed are funded in part by University Hospital and are not part of UNM's budget.


Finally, the group reviewed the information that was presented by the Administration at the Budget Summit. 

During the timeframe contemplated in this study, the Regents allocated a pool of approximately 21% for salary increases.  The instructions for awarding the increases allowed for a range from 7.5% to 38% based on merit, equity and market considerations.  However, during that same time period, a review of salary increases for all reasons showed the following:

	 
	Total 

Average

Increases 
	Total 

Average Increases 
	 Legislative Appropriation 
	Legislative Appropriation 

	 
	Staff
	Faculty
	 Staff
	Faculty

	2002
	5.4%
	6.1%
	6.5%
	7.0%

	2003
	5.3%
	6.3%
	 0.0%
	0.0%

	2004
	6.1%
	6.2%
	 2.5%
	3.0%

	2005
	4.7%
	6.6%
	 2.0%
	2.0%

	2006
	5.7%
	7.5%
	4.5%
	4.5%

	2007
	6.5%
	8.2%
	5.0%
	5.0%


  Total

33.7%

40.9%

20.5%

21.5%

This spreadsheet was provided to show actual total salary increases when all beginning and ending salaries were compared for each year.  These increases include total salary adjusted for all reasons: promotion, extra compensation, in-range adjustments, etc.

Every year UNM submits data to AAUP for average faculty salary comparison.  This data is also submitted to NCES as part of our mandatory IPEDS HR Survey.��The criteria for submission are Instructional, Full-Time Faculty who are not clinical faculty in the School of Medicine (we do include SOM Basic Medical Sciences faculty).  We freeze the data as of close of business on October 31 each year since NCES mandates that we report as of November 1.  By selecting only faculty whose primary assignment is "instructional" we exclude research faculty and faculty whose primary assignment is administrative (i.e., President, Provost, VP, Dean, Associate Dean, Associate Provost, Director, etc.)  We do include department chairs in the sample.  Twelve month salaries are converted to 9-month equivalents.��In our average faculty salary reports that we compute annually, where we compare our salaries to our CHE Peers, we include only Assistant, Associate, and Full Professors (Instructors and Lecturers are included in our submission but we haven't included them in our average salary reports.)��For this analysis we've pulled the same faculty that we report to AAUP so that comparisons are comparable. 








