Saint Mary’s College Faculty Salary Policy History: 1979 to 2006

Compiled by Jim Sauerberg, based on a previous history and documents provided by Jane Sangwine-Yager.

All indented text is direct quotation from the source given in bold. 

Faculty Handbook, 1979, 1981, 1983-84, 1984-85,1987-88,1988-89, 1990-91

In 1966, the Board of Trustees approved a policy that establishes a scale in any given year which corresponds to the State College scale of the previous year, plus 3%. However, because of various limitations on financial resources, the College has not been able to meet this scale every year. In June 1979, the Finance Committee of the Board of Trustees declined to make any changes in the existing policy.

St. Mary’s Chapter AAUP Position Paper on Faculty Salaries, November 1986

This paper argues that tying SMC salaries to the CSUC system is dangerously misleading. It ties us to a university-style compensation system with merit increases and differential pay for designated disciplines….If in the short term the CSUC connection provides stability and predictability to SMC salary policy, in the long run it would make more sense to compare SMC salaries, policies and workloads with excellent liberal arts college in California and across the country. [Page 1, Section I.1]

December 26th, 1986 report of the Ad-Hoc Faculty Salary Study Committee.

The faculty salary policy should aim to facilitate the major educational goals of the College, namely, to be an outstanding Catholic institution of higher education. At the heart of the educational program is the faculty. To attract and retain outstanding faculty the College must develop a compensation policy that recognizes the central role of the teaching staff.  [Page 2, Section I]

The Committee recommends that the 1966 Policy be retained in the immediate future. [Page 4. Section II. Underline in original.]

Board of Trustee Minutes, May 31, 1990: 

Recommendation 4: Salary Policy

1. Overlapping salary ranges for academic ranks;



For the initial year of the policy:



Assistant Professor: 29,000 --- 42,000



Associate Professor: 32,000 --- 52,000



Professor: 44,000 --- 61,000

2. The Board of Trustees periodically reviews the salary ranges for each academic rank to make appropriate adjustments; salary ranges at selected comparable institutions provides the basis for such review;

3. Merit increases of 3% for promotion to the ranks of Associate and Full Professor;

4. The Board of Trustees determines annually the amount of money available for salaries;

5. Initial placement of faculty in ranges will follow established guidelines;

6. Equity adjustment review will be conducted as needed by a committee appointed by the Academic Vice President which will consist of Deans and faculty. 

The vote was unanimous. [Pages 761-2]

[The other recommendations are 1) To eliminate January Term and move to two 17 week semesters, 2) Correspondingly modify faculty teaching load, and 3) Clarify when promotions in rank may occur.]

Memorandum to SMC Faculty Members, from Allan Hansell, Chair, Academic Senate May 3, 1991

At its General Meeting on May 16, (the last of the year) the Academic Senate will devote a substantial amount of time to discussing the new faculty promotion and salary scale. Acting on the advice of the Academic Vice President last year, the Board of Trustees has already approved this document. A copy of the proposed policies is included with this memo. Please note that since this policy was presented to us last year, the actual salary dollar amounts will be different when implementation occurs. At the moment, this is all that has been presented to the faculty. As you can see, it is a little thin and leaves many questions unanswered.

Letter to Allan Hansell, Chair, Academic Senate, 1990-91 and Gerald Brunetti, Chair, Academic Senate, 1991-92 from Clinton Bond, Faculty Welfare member 1990-91, September 6, 1991.

I can assure you that no member currently serving on the Faculty Welfare Committee has any deeper knowledge of this [Faculty Salary Policy] proposal than any other reasonable informed member of the faculty. To assert that the Committee has carefully evaluated any aspect of the proposal is to overstate the case. I saw no specifics during my year on the Committee that I did not receive as a member of the faculty. 

Letter to Academic Senate from Eric Hansen, Chair, Faculty Welfare Committee, September 25, 1991

RECOMMENDATION

Since the new faculty salary policy was designed, discussed, adopted and sent to the Board of Trustees without being presented to the faculty for adequate and appropriate discussion, we recommend that the Senate request the Board of Trustees to rescind the adoption of that policy pending appropriate and adequate discussion by the faculty.

Minutes of the Academic Senate, October 24th, 1991

[Motion:] That the Senate defer discussion of the Faculty Welfare Committee request, namely that the Senate move recision [sic] of the Faculty Salary Policy the Board of Trustees, provided 1) That implementation of the policy be completely suspended pending discussions between the Faculty Welfare Committee and the Academic Vice President, 2) That such discussions proceed expeditiously and be reported regularly to the Senate, and 3) That such discussions consider the matter of faculty salary policy de novo. [All caps in original] [Item 6, pages 6]

[The motion was passed unanimously.]

Memo to members of the Faculty Welfare Committee from Eric Hansen, Chair. November 21, 1991

The Faculty Welfare Committee will meet on Wednesday December 4th … with the academic vice president, Bill Hynes, and a number of deans to discuss the issue of the faculty salary policy. These discussions will begin “de novo,” that is, with a view toward getting back to basic issues.

Faculty Handbook, 1992-93

In 1966, the Board of Trustees approved a policy that establishes a scale in any given year which corresponds to the State College scale of the previous year, plus 3%. However, because of various limitations on financial resources, the College has not been able to meet this scale every year. The Faculty Salary Policy is currently under review.

Letter to Faculty from The Faculty Welfare Committee, RE: Preliminary Report on the Faculty Salary Policy, May 6, 1993

We propose a new policy: Saint Mary’s average salary and average compensation in any year for professors, associate professors and assistant professors should be at or above the average for the Pacific State institutions in Saint Mary’s category as listed in the AAUP Annual Report on the Economic Status of the Profession. [Page 2]

Minutes of the Academic Senate, May 13, 1993:

[Initial discussion of the Preliminary Report.]

Minutes of the Board of Trustees, June 20, 1993:

[It was reported to the Board that] there was increased communication between the Faculty Welfare Committee and the Academic Vice President concerning faculty salaries, as well as between the Senate and the Chief Financial Officer. 

[The minutes do not mention the 1966 policy, Pacific states, or any other salary policy or recommendation.]

Faculty Handbook, 1993-94

In 1966, the Board of Trustees approved a policy that establishes a scale in any given year which corresponds to the State College scale of the previous year, plus 3%. However, because of various limitations on financial resources, the College has not been able to meet this scale every year. The Faculty Salary Policy is currently under review.

Minutes of the Academic Senate, Fall, 1993:

[The Preliminary Report is discussed. Br. Mel Anderson, president, is quoted as saying the policy is “doable.” No resolution on salary scales or policy is proposed.]

Minutes of the Board of Trustees, January 19, 1994:

After reviewing appropriate data, the [Finance] Committee also recommends that the faculty salary scale for the three ranks of Professor [sic] be reduced from 22 to 19 steps.

[The minutes do not mention the 1966 policy, Pacific states, or any other salary policy or recommendation.]

Minutes of the Academic Senate, May 19, 1994:

[The Faculty Welfare Committee presents the resolution of the Board of Trustees on the elimination of steps. The minutes do not mention the 1966 policy, Pacific states, or any other salary policy or recommendation]

Faculty Handbook, 1994-95

[No faculty salary policy appears.]


Minutes of the Board of Trustees, January 17, 1995:

The [Finance] Committee did not agree to the 5% average faculty salary increase proposed in the Macro Budget. Instead, the committee recommends a 4.6% average salary increase for faculty and staff. Discussion centered on the recommended salary increase. Dr. White [Raymond White, Chief Financial Officer, Saint Mary’s College] compared Saint Mary’s salaries with those at comparable institutions within the Pacific region as of 93-94, and found Saint Mary’s slightly ahead of the median in all categories, which met the criteria of the Faculty Welfare Ad Hoc Salary Committee’s [sic] recommendation that salaries, at the minimum be at the midpoint. However, the Faculty Welfare Committee requested that the Finance Committee consider 5% as a minimum. Brother Mel Anderson suggest that the College should try to do more that meet the minimum goal, that 5% would build up a salary scale that would attract highly qualified faculty, and increase morale. The Finance Committee’s rationale was the economic conditions as well as projected salaries at comparable institutions do not justify a 5% increase. [Pages 961-2]

Report of the New Century Committee, November 1, 1995

[Recommendation I 6b] Make faculty salaries and benefits more competitive with comparable institutions.

It is impossible to estimate the cost of this proposal with an acceptable degree of confidence until “comparable institutions” are identified. At various times, Saint Mary’s College has compared its programs and policies to Catholic institutions in the West, to Catholic institutions in California, or to the California State University System. According to data provided by the American Association of University Professors, average faculty compensation at Saint Mary’s College now exceeds the median for comprehensive colleges in the Pacific States region. [Page 145] [bold face in the original]

Minutes of the General Meeting of the Academic Senate, March 25, 1999:
The guidelines as given to the [Faculty Welfare] committee by John Rengel and Lionel Chan, would be to assume the average salary for continuing faculty, whether promoted or not, for the upcoming year to be 4%. The salary scale of the College has slipped relative to inflation. He [Roy Allen, Chair of Faculty Welfare] suggested that next year the Faculty Welfare Committee and the College Budget Committee might consider how to build a truer cost of living protection into the faculty salary scale. SMC faculty salaries have become less competitive during the 1990’s in comparison to like schools. SMC average salaries last year were shown to be lower by 9%, 4.7%, and 8.7% for Assistant, Associate, and Full Professors respectively. The current faculty salary policy is to keep the faculty salaries above the Pacific 2A schools.

Minutes of the Board of Trustees, May 19, 2000:

3. Official Resolution Approved (Executive Session):

3.1 It is the policy of the Board that the terms and conditions of employment set forth in the Faculty Handbook shall be part of Saint Mary’s contractual relationship between the faculty and the College; the Board furthermore approves the latest revision as referenced in the faculty contract. Passed. 
2000 Faculty Handbook, July 2000

[No salary policy appears in section 2.15]

“The Catechism on Faculty Salaries,” a history produced by the Faculty Welfare Committee and sent to the faculty, October 2000

In the 1994-95 Handbook, the 1966 [Salary] policy is gone (without comment, consultation or explanation), and noting is on offer to replace it. Since 1994-95, the College has adjusted faculty salary on an ad hoc basis, but the Board of Trustees has never abrogated the 1966 policy. 

Charts II and III show how, under the ad hoc “system,” both faculty salary and total compensation have slipped substantially behind the CSU averages. Chart I documents this historic comparison of SMC salaries with CSU Hayward; based on the 1966 policy current SMC salaries lag by 13-15% across the board. 

[Chart II, “Salary % Difference, SMC vs CSU Average (Academe Data)” shows Full, Associate and Assistant Professor 1999 salary to be approximately 6%, 8% and 10%, respectively, behind CSU average.]

Letter from Brother Craig to The College Community, Re: College Financials, November 28, 2000:

For the future, the College needs to agree on appropriate guidelines for faculty compensation. Therefore I am establishing a Task Force on Faculty Salaries chaired by Kris Chase, VP for Administration and CFO, and composed of the VP for Academic Affairs Sally Stampp, the Associate Vice President for Finance, John Rengel, the Human Resources Director, Carolyn Bailey, three members of the Faculty Welfare Committee (to be determined by the Senate), the Special Assistant to the President for Lasallian Initiatives, and the Chair of the Academic Senate to review this issue and recommend appropriate institutional guidelines and a three year implementation plan for faculty compensation to me no later than May 1, 2001. [Bold face from the orginal]

Minutes of the General Meeting of the Academic Senate, December 7, 2000: 

Chair Carroll reported that the President sent a letter in which he states the formation of the task force on faculty salaries. He asked Chair Carroll to appoint three faculty members of the Faculty Welfare Committee to serve on the task force; Steve Cortright, Jane Sangwine-Yager, and Jerry Brunetti have been assigned this task. [Item 3]

The motion to approve the three resolutions was approved by a hand vote of 15-0-1.

 [The three resolutions, following, are taken from the minutes of the November 16th Executive Session.]

1. That the College enact a 15% increase in the salary scales for all faculty categories: adjunct, pro-rata, instructor, assistant, associate, professor.

2. That the faculty representation be incorporated formally into all steps in the budget process, including the formulation of budget assumptions.

3. That the College publicly reaffirm its commitment to abide by the 1966 Faculty Salary Policy by incorporation into the text of the Faculty Handbook the following language: In 1966, the Board of Trustees approved a policy that establishes a scale in any given year which corresponds to the State College scale of the previous year, plus 3%. However, because of various limitations on financial resources, the College has not been able to meet this scale every year. In June 1979, the Finance Committee of the Board of Trustees reviewed the Faculty Salary Policy established in 1966 and the Board of Trustees declined to make any changes in the existing policy. (Faculty Handbook, 1990-91) [Item 8.]

Minutes of the General Meeting of the Academic Senate, February 22nd, 2001: 

6.  The Resolution on Faculty Salaries - Chair Carroll summarized that the Senate previously approved resolutions presented by the Faculty Welfare Committee related to faculty salaries. The following resolutions are offered by the FWC to be a safeguard until a new policy is in the Handbook. A MOTION was made by Senator Edwards and SECONDED by Senator Longo to approve the resolution. The following resolution was approved unanimously by voice vote.

RESOLVED: The 1966 Board of Trustee's Policy on Faculty Salaries will be considered to be in effect until a new Policy on Faculty Salaries has been:

i) considered and recommended by the Academic Senate

 ii) adopted by the Board of Trustees as the replacement to the 1966 policy, and

 iii) published in the Faculty Handbook.
Minutes of the General Meeting of the Academic Senate, September 13, 2001: 

Faculty Welfare Committee – Steve Cortright reported on the Faculty Welfare Committee (FWC). He reported that the President’s Salary Task Force unanimously adopted a salary policy, which the President will present to the Board of Trustees at its October meeting. [Page 2, item 3]

Minutes of the Board of Trustees, October 12, 2001: 

Following discussion, the [Finance and Facilities] Committee supported, in principle, the recommendations of the Task Force on Faculty Salary, but requested that a financial analysis of those recommendations go into the January budget planning process, prior to being brought to the Trustees for adoption. [Page 2, item 5.4]

Minutes of the Executive Meeting of the Academic Senate, October 25, 2001: 
Faculty Representative to the Board of Trustees - Past-Chair Carroll reported that the Board of Trustees met November [sic October] 11-12, 2001.… The faculty salary policy was approved in principle, but they would like a projected analysis of the numbers over the next decade. They expect to present it at the January 2002 meeting. (Page 2, item 4) 

Minutes of the General Meeting of the Academic Senate, December 6, 2001: 
AVP Sally Stampp’s Yearly Report to the Faculty … The faculty salary resolutions - 8% to the pool was distributed last year. The FWC was actively involved in the pool distribution, most went to the most in need areas, the associate assistant professor levels. The policy was accepted by the President and the Board has approved it in principle, but have asked for a three year budget model. She said she is confident that the College will eventually achieve the goal of the faculty salary policy. [Page 2, item 4]

Faculty Salary Policy Discussion - Jerry Brunetti and Gerard Capriulo reported on behalf of the Faculty Welfare Committee. Jerry Brunetti reported that the Trustees did not approve the faculty salary policy. He explained that the policy proposed last year, was a formula to allow the pool to produce an increase of 5.87% for all faculty except those toward the top of the scale. 

Chair Wensley said it was his understanding that the Board of Trustees passed the policy in principle and asked Br. Craig to create a model showing how it will impact the budget for several years in the future. Past-Chair Carroll said that at the Trustees meeting she was told that the Trustees just want to run a few numbers, but they expect to pass the salary policy in January. Chair Wensley explained that in order to meet the stated salary policy based on the assumptions passed last year, the increase for this year should be 8.5%. The proposed salary policy was designed to catch up over a three year period and to create a mechanism to keep SMC faculty salaries at a competitive level, which is tied to the Pacific 2A policy. …

Professors Brunetti and Capriulo asked the faculty to think about what action should be taken if the Trustees do not approve the faculty salary policy. [Page 4, item 7]

Minutes of the Board of Trustees, January 25, 2002:

Mr. Jasper mentioned that during the Executive Session, the Trustees expressed concern regarding the partnership between the faculty and the Trustees in the implementation of the Faculty workload policy. Among their issues were (1) lack of data from the faculty regarding whether or not they perceive that students are benefiting from the objectives of the faculty workload policy; (2) results of a students survey indicating that students perceive there is no increase in the time faculty spend with students; (3) concern that a growing number of full-time faculty may not be participating in January Term; and, (4) a concern that not all faculty are being accountable for the time afforded by the Faculty workload Policy.

The Board unanimously requested that a report be provided to the May Trustees meeting, which indicates the status of fulfillment of the Faculty Workload Proposal. The Board is looking at a 7.5% salary increase next year for the faculty with the understanding that the Board needs to see the long-term effect of the workload implementation before voting to approve the Faculty Salary Policy. The Faculty Senate Representative, Rebecca Carroll, responded that the faculty were not aware that the faculty salary policy implementation was tied to the work load proposal implementation, but agreed that the Trustees should have better data, which will be provided for the May meeting. [Pages 1 – 2, item 5]

[In the minutes of January 25, 2002 there is no mention of the outcome of the “financial analysis” referred to in the meeting of the previous October. The Board does approve the budget for 2002-03, which includes the 7.5% faculty salary increase. ]

[Note entitled] Trustees Finance & Facilities Meeting, October 12, 2001 (revised for January 25, 2003) (held over to May 25, 2002) Proposed Resolution to Adopt Faculty Salary Policy:

In November 2000 Br Craig instructed the VP for Administration/CFO to convene a Task Force on Faculty Salaries. The charge to the Task Force was to develop a Faculty Salary Policy for the College by May 2001.… Between January and May 2001, the Task Force met eleven times as a group along with several subcommittee working sessions. [page 18]

Recommendation 

Based on the above finding, the Task Force on June 3, 2001 presented the Policy to the President, who has strongly endorsed it. The Administration finds that the cost is more than justifiable in light of the gains to the College from an outstanding faculty. This policy should be particularly helpful in attracting new well-qualified new faculty as we enter a time of an aging faculty who will need to be replaced as they retire. [Page 19]

Minutes of the Board of Trustees, May 24, 2002:

2.2 Be it resolved that the changes to the Faculty Handbook, which have been reviewed and accepted by the Faculty Handbook Review Committee, and the changes to the Faculty Handbook forwarded by the President as an administrative matter which clarify the language of sections 2.24, 2.13.2, and 2.14.3 be approved by the Board of Trustees…. [Page 4]

2.8 Be it resolved that the Board of Trustees accepts as College policy the “Faculty Salary Policy” as appended and incorporated in its entirety to this Resolution, which includes both goals and administrative procedures. This policy will be effective as of July 1, 2002. Passed unanimously. [Policy is attached to these minutes.] [Pages 7 – 8]

[The “Policy is attached” statement appears as part of the minutes. However, the copy of the minutes made public via the Library Archive has no Faculty Salary Policy attachment. Below is the missing attachment, distributed to the members of the 2005 Salary Task Force.]

FACULTY SALARY POLICY

Saint Mary’s College values highly the contributions of its faculty in pursuing excellence in Lasallian, Catholic and liberal education.  The College recognizes that it must attract and retain outstanding faculty who are committed to the College’s mission and to their own personal and professional growth.  Thus, the College seeks to pay competitive salaries according to the following guidelines:

Salary Goals

1.
The average of salaries by rank should be guided and informed by the average salaries by rank of Pacific States IIA institutions, as defined and published yearly in Academe, The Chronicle of Higher Education, and on Web sites. This goal should be reached as soon as practicably possible.
2.
To maintain competitive salaries, the budget process will also consider a smaller cohort of comparable institutions: the other schools in the WCC and Manhattan College. Many of these institutions have professional schools, which pay significantly higher salaries, particularly in the ranks of associate and full professor.  In light of this, the College's goal is ultimately to have the median of the assistant professor salary scale at Saint Mary’s be at the median of assistant rank average salaries at these cohort institutions, as available yearly in the sources noted above.

3.
The College endeavors to achieve a salary structure that is equitable across ranks, with particular attention given to the competitiveness at the assistant professor level.  The salary structure consists of a range of salaries, from assistant through full professor, consistent with the Pacific States IIA.

Salary Administration

1. The increase each year in the faculty salary budget (the “pool”) will be a permanent part of the overall budget discussions of the College. Therefore, the increase should recognize the current and forecast financial situation of the College, which may require temporary deviation from the goal.

2.
The initial implementation of this salary policy will occur over a period of years recognizing the limitation of #1 in Administration above.  An appendix is attached to this policy, which describes one approach to achieving initial parity with the Pacific States IIA as suggested by this policy.

2. The College recognizes that data on comparable salaries is only available with a 1 to 2 year lag. Thus, determining whether the goal has been achieved each year is not possible.  Because of this, once the minimum goal has been achieved, the minimal targeted increase in the average of the assistant professor scale should be the geometric average increase over the past five years in the Pacific States IIA.

3. Should the result of the process above deviate over time (either above or below) from goal salaries, adjustments shall be made to return to the goal as quickly as feasible, under the circumstances presented and as recommended by the Task Force described below.

4. Once the pool for faculty salaries is determined, the proposed distribution across ranks and scale will be proposed by consultation among the Faculty Welfare Committee, the CFO, the Academic Vice President, and the Chair of the Academic Senate, with the assistance of the Assistant VP for Budget and Finance and approved by the President.

5. Every three years (beginning in 2004-2005), a Task Force composed of three members of the Faculty Welfare Committee, along with the individuals in (5) above, the Director of Human Resources, and the Special Assistant to the President for Lasallian Initiatives, shall review the implementation of the policy. The policy will be reviewed to insure implementation consistent with and according to the above goals and procedures based on trends in actual vs. goal salaries over time, rather than on annual achievement of a specific salary level. The results of the review will be reported to the President and to the Academic Senate in May of each year.

6. The College Budget Committee each year shall provide to the College community a comparison of current Saint Mary’s ranked faculty salaries with the goal salaries as listed above.

Adopted by the Board of Trustees:
May 24, 2002

2002 Faculty Handbook, July 2002

[No salary policy appears in section 2.15]

Minutes of the Board of Trustees, October, January and May 24, 2002;

[There is no record of discussion of changes to the Faculty Handbook. In particular, there is no resolution to accept any changes to the Faculty Handbook.]

Minutes of the General Meeting of the Academic Senate, September 26, 2002: 

3. Faculty Welfare Committee - Jerry Brunetti reported on behalf of the Faculty Welfare Committee ( FWC ). … The Faculty Salary Policy was passed with a three-year implementation process. By the time the policy was approved by the Board of Trustees, there were two years remaining on the implementation plan. … The FWC has sent a letter to the Board of Trustees stating the FWC assumption is that there are two more years to complete the implementation plan. The FWC urges the Trustees to consider the second comparison group that is part of the policy. The policy set as a minimum the 2A schools in the AAUP faculty survey, which is dominated by the California State Universities. The WAC [sic: WCC] schools are another target group.

[These comments make clear that the Policy referred to by Professor Brunetti was the policy recommended by the spring 2001 Salary Task Force.] 

Letter from Bill Jasper, Chair, Board of Trustees, to Faculty Welfare Committee, October 17, 2002

The Board of Trustees is fully supportive of increasing faculty salaries to a competitive level and in order to do so approved the Faculty Salary Policy at our May meeting. Per your enquiry, we anticipate implementing changes as outlined in the policy and hop to be able to do so over a three-year period.

2003 Faculty Handbook, July 2003

2.15
FACULTY SALARY POLICY    

Saint Mary’s College values highly the contributions of its faculty in pursuing excellence in Lasallian, Catholic and liberal education.  The College recognizes that it must attract and retain outstanding faculty who are committed to the College’s mission and to their own person and professional growth.  Thus, the College is committed to paying competitive  salaries according to the following guidelines:    

Salary Goals    

1. The average of salaries by rank should minimally be the average salaries by rank of  pacific States IIA institutions, as defined and published yearly in Academe, The  Chronicle of Higher Education, and on Web sites.  The College should strive to reach  this goal within three years of the adoption of this policy. 

2.  To maintain competitive salaries, the budget process should also consider a smaller  cohort of comparable institutions:  the other schools in the WCC and Manhattan  College.  Many of these institutions have professional schools, which pay significantly  higher salaries, particularly in the ranks of associate and full professor.  In light of this,  the College should aim for the median of the assistant professor salary scale at Saint  Mary’s to be at the median of assistant rank average salaries at these cohort institutions,  as available yearly in the sources noted above.    

3.  The College should aim for a salary structure that is equitable across ranks, with  particular attention given to the competitiveness at the assistant professor level.  The  salary structure should have a range of salaries, from assistant through full professor,  consistent with the Pacific States IIA.  Details of the implementation protocols are  available from the College’s Human Resources office.    

Procedures for Implementation and Administration    

Available in the Offices of the Academic Vice President, Human Resources, the Vice   President for Finance, and the Academic Senate.

[This is the policy recommended by the 2001 Salary Task Force, not the policy adopted in May 2002 by the Board of Trustees.]

Minutes of the General Meeting of the Academic Senate, November 6, 2003: 

6.  Faculty Welfare Committee - Jane Sangwine-Yager reported on the faculty salary policy. The Faculty Handbook states that the procedures for implementation and administration are available from the offices of the Academic Vice President, Human Resources, Vice President of Finance, and the Academic Senate, however, no one has the documents.

Fall 2003

[A document containing administrative procedures for the Faculty Salary  Policy is presented to the Faculty Welfare Committee. It is untitled and unsigned. ]

Minutes of the Executive Meeting of the Academic Senate, February 12, 2004

Professor Sangwine-Yager reported that in early December a request was made for the formation of a task force to study the implementation of the faculty salary policy. The FWC will not address the distribution of the faculty salary until the work of the task force is complete. [Item 3]

Minutes of the General Meeting of the Academic Senate, March 25, 2004: 

Faculty Salary Policy: Revision of Handbook Language - Professor Joel Burley, as a representative of the Faculty Welfare Committee, introduced the proposal to add Section 2.15, Faculty Salary Policy to the Faculty Handbook. He explained that the Handbook contains language regarding Salary Goals, but currently does not contain the Salary Administration procedures which were approved by the Trustees. A MOTION was made by Senator Courtney and SECONDED by Senator Longo to approve. Professor Burley suggested the new section of the Handbook is needed because the procedures have not been followed by the administration. The proposal shifts the responsibility from the Budget Committee to the Faculty Welfare Committee. The motion was approved unanimously. [Item 7]


2004 Faculty Handbook, July 2004

[A salary policy appears in section 2.15. It is the policy recommended by the spring 2001 Salary Task Force, which appeared in the 2003 Handbook.  No implementation procedures are part of the policy.]

Minutes of the General Meeting of the Academic Senate, November 4, 2004: 

6. Faculty Salary Policy – Jane Sangwine-Yager made a presentation, on behalf of the Faculty Welfare Committee, regarding the faculty salary policy. …The Handbook states that the procedures for implementation and administration are available from the Academic Vice President, Human Resources, the Vice President for Finance, and the Academic Senate. However, Professor Sangwine-Yager said the administration does not have this information. The original policy specifies that “Every three years (beginning in 2003-2004) a Task Force composed of three members of the Faculty Welfare Committee, along with the individuals in (5) above (which states, ‘the CFO, the Academic Vice President, and the Chair of the Academic Senate, with the assistance of the Assistant VP for Budget and Finance’), the Director of Human Resources, and the Special Assistant to the President for Lasallian Initiatives, shall review the implementation of the policy…” Professor Sangwine-Yager said that the administration claimed that since the Board delayed the implementation of the salary policy one year, the implementation of the Task Force would be in 2004-2005. As yet, no Task Force has been formed.

Email to Academic Senate Chair Jim Sauerberg and Faculty Welfare Chair, Joel Burley, from Provost Sally Stampp, November 5th 2004: 

Pete and I have a copy of the salary policy that WAS passed by the Trustees in May 2002. (Jenifer provided us with the “attachment”) I will give this copy to Joel and Jim and others on the Budget Committee when we meet on Monday.

[This was part of Provost Stampp’s reply Senate Chair Jim Sauerberg’ November 5th calling for the start of the expected 2004-5 Salary Task Force.]

Email from Faculty Welfare Chair, Joel Burley to faculty, November 23rd, 2004:

According to information recently provided by Provost Sally Stampp and CFO Pete Michell, the policy that has appeared in the Faculty handbook for the past two years is apparently not the policy that was adopted by the Board of Trustees in May 2002. … When it was reported that the Board of Trustees had approved the Faculty Salary Policy in may of 2002, the members of the Faculty Welfare Committee and Faculty Senate understood that to mean that the proposed policy had been approved as written. The revisions from the Board of Trustees were apparently never reported to the Task Force on Faculty Salaries, the Faculty Welfare Committee, or the Faculty Senate.

Minutes of the General Meeting of the Academic Senate, December 2, 2004: 

Faculty Salary Procedures for Implementation - Provost Stampp said she did not accept the implementation [procedures of March 25, 2004]. Her memory was that it was not congruent with the original implementation given in Faculty Salary Policy. In October she asked Pete Michell to review the Faculty Salary Policy and the implementation suggestions of the Senate for discrepancies. Pete Michell then researched the files and discovered that the Board of Trustees passed a different version of the Faculty Salary Policy than what appears in the Faculty Handbook. Professor Rebecca Carroll was the faculty representative to the Board of Trustees when the policy was approved, and she said that it was not announced that the Faculty Salary Policy had been amended, no one was aware that the Policy as submitted was not accepted. Provost Stampp then explained that once the policy was approved it was not placed in the Faculty Handbook. At a later date it was determined that the policy should be in the Handbook and a copy of the original proposal was then submitted for insertion into the Handbook.

Jane Sangwine-Yager said that the Finance and Facilities Committee minutes from October [2001] reflect that the Board was unhappy with the policy as submitted because of too little flexibility. It was discussed again at the January  [2002] Board meeting. According to Kris Chase, (CFO at the time) Kris Chase was well aware that the policy had been changed and sent it to the Administration. Jane Sangwine-Yager added that this mess would not have occurred if the administration did not refuse to publish the minutes of the Board of Trustees meetings. All previous administrations published the minutes. 

12. President Br. Craig Franz report on the Faculty Salary Policy - Br. Craig briefly reviewed the history of the faculty salary policy. In 1990 the faculty salaries were tied to Cal State salaries. For a variety of reasons, some of which are: the salaries became diversified and some professors were segmented from the population, the salaries were tied to legislative pieces in Sacramento, the salaries became disengaged from that standard. In 2000 Br. Craig asked the Vice President for Administration and the CFO to convene a task force on faculty salaries. The charge was to develop a faculty salary policy by May, 2001. The initial meeting for the group began in January, 2001 and consisted of the following members:

Kris Chase, Chair - CFO

Jerry Brunetti - Faculty Welfare Committee

Steve Cortright - Faculty Welfare Committee

 Sally Stampp – Academic Vice President

 Jane Sangwine-Yager – Faculty Welfare Committee

 Carolyn Bailey – Human Resources Director

 Rebecca Carroll – Academic Senate Chair

 John Rengel – Assistant VP for Business/Finance

 Carole Swain – Special Assistant

Between January and May of 2001 the task force met 11 times with several subcommittee working sessions. The policy that came forward was revised and given to the Board for their review on May 24, 2002 (Professor Sangwine-Yager later corrected the statement, see last sentence in the paragraph). The appropriate Board committee that reviews the salary policy is the Finance and Facilities Committee. He said that Kris Chase thoroughly explained to the Board the development of the policy, the challenges in drafting a proposal that all parties could agree to, and the issue of why it is important that the policy be considered as soon as possible. The Finance and Facilities Committee of the Trustees had received advanced copies of the proposal and Br. Craig reported that it was his understanding that they all considered the proposal carefully and thoroughly. During the discussions the Board members understood the history of the faculty salaries at the College, and they empathized for the need to make changes in the levels being paid to faculty. In their roles as fiduciary stewards of the College, they were justifiably concerned about some of the wording in the original statement and made some changes in the document that they felt were necessary. They recommended the approval of the revised policy to the Board of Trustees and that revised policy was approved in general session on May 24, 2002. Br. Craig said he does not know how this was communicated back to the Salary Policy Committee. Rebecca Carroll said that the Committee was not informed that the policy had been revised. Jane Sangwine-Yager clarified that the Faculty Salary Policy was originally submitted to the Board in October of 2001.

Br. Craig said that originally the Faculty Salary Policy did not appear in the Faculty Handbook. Approximately one year later it was recommended that it be put into the Faculty Handbook, and the unrevised copy was incorrectly placed into the Handbook. The Handbook today reflects a policy that was submitted, but not approved by the Board. Br. Craig said he does not believe it was a willful act on anyone’s part to place the unapproved version of the Faculty Salary Policy into the Faculty Handbook. There is a section which appears in both versions which states, that this spring a committee should: 1) look at the policy, 2) see how we are doing, and 3) report the results to the President of the College and the Academic Senate. Br. Craig completed his report by recommending that the review process begin, which was the original intent of the salary task force.

Minutes of the Board of Trustees, May 20, 2005:

The Finance Committee reviewed information from the Faculty Salary Policy Review Task Force, whose purpose was to review and make recommendations regarding two different salary policies, an amended Faculty Salary Policy that was adopted by the Board of Trustees in May 2002, and the un-amended Faculty Salary Policy that was published in the Faculty Handbook. The Task Force has recommended an amended Faculty Salary Policy, which reconciles the differences in the two previous versions and provides necessary updates to reflect changes that have occurred since May 2002. Following discussion, the Finance Committee voted to recommend that the Board of Trustees adopt the resolution approving the amendments to the Faculty Salary Policy. Upon being appropriately moved and seconded a resolution was unanimously approved to accept the amendments to the Faculty Salary Policy (Official Resolution 2.4) [Page 5]

[The attached policy is as follows]

FACULTY SALARY POLICY

Saint Mary’s College values highly the contributions of its faculty in pursuing excellence in Lasallian, Catholic and liberal education.  The College recognizes that it must attract and retain outstanding faculty who are committed to the College’s mission and to their own personal and professional growth.  Thus, the College is committed to paying competitive salaries according to the following guidelines:

Salary Goals
1. The average of salaries by rank should minimally be the average salaries by rank of Pacific States IIA institutions, as defined and published yearly in Academe, The Chronicle of Higher Education, and on Web sites. 

2.
To maintain competitive salaries, the budget process should also consider a smaller cohort of comparable institutions: the other schools in the WCC and Manhattan College. Many of these institutions have professional schools, which pay significantly higher salaries, particularly in the ranks of associate and full professor.  In light of this, the College should aim for the median of the assistant professor salary scale at Saint Mary’s to be at the median of assistant rank average salaries at these cohort institutions, as available yearly in the sources noted above.

3.
The College should aim for a salary structure that is equitable across ranks, with particular attention given to the competitiveness at the assistant professor level.  The salary structure should have a range of salaries, from assistant through full professor, consistent with the Pacific States IIA.

Salary Administration
7. The change each year in the faculty salary budget (the “pool”) will be a permanent part of the overall budget discussions of the College. Therefore, the change should recognize the current and forecasted financial situation of the College, which may require temporary deviation from the goal.

8. The College recognizes that data on comparable salaries are only available with a 1 to 2 year lag. Thus, determining whether the goal has been achieved each year is not possible.  Because of this, once the minimum goal has been achieved, the minimal targeted change in the average of the assistant professor scale should be the geometric average change over the past five years in the Pacific States IIA.

9. Should the result of the process above deviate over time (either above or below) from goal salaries, adjustments shall be made to return to the goal as quickly as feasible, as recommended by the Task Force described below.

10. Once the size of the budget for faculty salaries is determined, the proposed distribution across ranks and scale will be determined by consultation among the Faculty Welfare Committee, the Vice President for Finance, the Provost, and the Chair of the Academic Senate, with the assistance of the Finance Director/Controller.

11. Every three years (beginning in 2004-2005), a Task Force composed of three members of the Faculty Welfare Committee, along with the individuals in (5) above, the Director of Human Resources, and the Dean for Mission and Faculty Development, shall review the implementation of the policy. The policy will be reviewed to insure fair and consistent implementation according to the above goals and procedures based on trends in actual vs. goal salaries over time, rather than on annual achievement of a specific salary level. The results of the review will be reported to the President and to the Academic Senate.

12. The Faculty Welfare Committee each year shall provide to the College community a comparison of current Saint Mary’s faculty salaries with the goal salaries as listed above.

Adopted:    May 24, 2002
Amended:  May 20, 2005
2005 Faculty Handbook, July 2005

[A salary policy appears in section 2.15. It is the policy recommended by the spring 2001 Salary Task Force.  No implementation procedures are part of the policy.]

Memorandum, from Pete Michell, RE: Report from the Faculty Salary Policy Task Force, September 2005.

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide … a report from the Faculty Salary Task Force summarizing its findings and recommendations. 

Task Force met five times between February 2005 and May 2005. … [T]he Task Force made two recommendations. The first recommendation was to amend the Faculty Salary Policy that was adopted by the Board of Trustees on May 24, 2002. The Faculty Salary Policy adopted by the Board of Trustees, it should be noted, was not the same as the policy that was conveyed to the Finance Committee of the Board of Trustees by a Task Force on Faculty Salaries in October [sic, June] 2001. … The Task Force’s recommendation to amend the Faculty Salary Policy was endorsed by the President, Provost, and Vice President for Finance. It was reviewed and recommended by the Finance Committee of the Board of Trustees and subsequently adopted by the full Board of Trustees on May 20, 2005. 

The second key recommendation of the Task Force provided a strategy  and timeline for the implementation of Faculty Salary Policy Goal 2. The Task Force recommended a four-year implementation timetable, which would entail annual faculty salary pool increases of 6.25%.

2006 Faculty Handbook, July 2006

[A salary policy appears in section 2.15. It is the policy recommended by the spring 2001 Salary Task Force.  No implementation procedures are part of the policy.]

Triennial Report from Faculty Salary Policy Review Task Force, May 2008

[T]he members of the Task Force have formulated the following recommendations to assist the College implement the Faculty Salary Policy and achieve its three goals:

1. The College should budget sufficient annual increases in the faculty salary pool to meet all goals in the Faculty Salary Policy.  Note:  A specific timetable for meeting all goals in the Faculty Salary Policy has not been formulated. The members of the Task Force do not think they can formulate a meaningful timetable without a formal communication of rationale as to why the previous recommended timetable was not met.

2. The College should formally communicate a rationale as to why adequate funds have not been budgeted to meet the goals of the Faculty Salary Policy as well as any alternative plans for meeting the goals.    

Brother Ronald’s Response to Triennial Report from Faculty Salary Policy Review Task Force, September 2008
Having been President and participating in the formulation of operating budgets for several years now, it has become clear to me that the College is likely to have the financial resources necessary to continue to meet Faculty Salary Policy Goals 1 and 3, which utilize the relatively large cohort of Pacific IIA institutions.  It has also become clear to me that it is unlikely that the College will have the financial resources necessary to meet Faculty Salary Goal 2, which utilizes the smaller cohort of WCC institutions plus Manhattan College.  

Saint Mary’s College does not have the enrollment size, academic program mix or endowment size as do the median institutions in the WCC plus Manhattan cohort.  Also, the median institutions in this cohort do not have Saint Mary’s mission related goal of enrolling an undergraduate student body that is 25% Pell Grant eligible.

…

It is therefore my conclusion that the time has come to either remove Goal 2 from the Faculty Salary Policy or replace it with a goal that better reflects the academic, enrollment, financial and mission related realities of Saint Mary’s College.
