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Brooks Hull, Chair of the Dearborn Committee on the Economic Status of the
Faculty, regrets not being able to present this report to you. He thanks Dr. James Gruber
for agreeing to read a summary of the Committee’s findings.

The Committee based its report this year on data compiled in the National Faculty
Salary Survey produced by the College and University Professional Association (CUPA).
Using the CUPA data, the Committee compared UM-Dearborn salaries by academic
discipline to nineteen similar universities in the state and region. The CUPA survey has
the important advantage of providing salary data by academic rank as well as by
discipline category.

One clear dominant theme emerges from the CUPA data analysis: UM-Dearborn
faculty are suffering significant salary compression as they move up through the
academic ranks, salary compression far worse than at comparable universities.

For example, in the College of Arts, Sciences, and Letters, the largest academic
unit on campus, assistant professor salaries are roughly equivalent to salaries at
comparable universities. By contrast, at the full professor level, fully seventy-one
percent of discipline categories have below-average salaries and thirty-five percent are
also well below the average for comparable universities. Associate professors face salary
compression as well, albeit to a somewhat lesser degree. Although these comparisons are
based on discipline categories and not individual faculty, the evidence of inequity and
salary compression at the higher academic ranks is clear.

With this issue in mind, the Committee recommends that if equity funds become
available, they should be directed to Associate and Full Professors in disciplines with
salaries below those of comparable universities, as well as being used to address other
significant salary equity issues, librarians and curators being an example.

The committee thanks Judy Kennard, Financial Analyst, for providing CUPA data
and Jane Leu from SACUA for providing raw faculty salary data. We also thank Daniel
Little, Chancellor, and Robert Simpson, Provost for their efforts in addressing equity
issues in past years.

Thank you for your kind attention to the committee’s report.
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REPORT ON FACULTY SALARY

The report of the Committee on the Economic Status of the Faculty (CESF)
focuses on two related issues: market equity and salary compression. The committee
bases comparisons on the National Faculty Salary Survey: Multi-Discipline Report
2004-2005 produced by the College and University Professional Association for Human
Resources (CUPA) (Appendices B-D). The report also includes summary salary data by
rank and gender for each of the academic units (Appendix E) based on faculty salary data
provided by the SACUA/Faculty Senate Office on the Ann Arbor campus and by
individuals on the Dearborn campus.

Not all universities in Michigan (or in the region) participate, so the choice of
comparable institutions is constrained. See Appendix A for a list of the comparison
universities. The CUPA survey has the important advantage of providing salary
information by rank and by discipline category. CUPA discipline categories are usually,
but not always the same as the disciplines within departments and colleges here at UM-
Dearborn.

The CUPA survey reports the mean salary for the survey school (“A. Focus
Salary”) and reports the average (mean), median, minimum, and maximum (B.
Comparison Group) based on reported average salaries by academic rank. Although we
hope that most of the data provided by the CUPA survey is accurate, the CESF suspects
there are inaccuracies in the reporting of the quartile statistics. For example, there are
instances in which two or all three of the 25™, 50", and 75™ percentile measures are
equal. While it is theoretically possible such events could occur, we do not believe such
results are likely for the reported sample sizes. Such occurrences in the CUPA data led
us to abandon efforts to compare UM-D salaries to the 75" percentile salary figures, a
level that UM-D salaries should meet or exceed.

The salary comparison provided in Tables 1 to 4 shows the number of cases
where UM-Dearborn average salaries in the respective CUPA discipline categories are
below average, at average, or above average of the other comparison universities. The
column “Below average” means the average for the discipline category at UM-D is more
than two percent below the average and, if appropriate, more than five percent below the
average of the discipline category for the comparison universities. Note that a discipline
category five percent below average is also listed in the two percent below average
category. The column “Average” means the average UM-D salary for the discipline
category is within 2% of the CUPA average for the category. “Above Average” means
the average for the discipline category at UM-D is more than two percent above the
average of the discipline category for the comparison universities. As an illustration, the
CUPA discipline category “History” (Appendix B, row 54.01) shows five UM-Dearborn




full professors with an average salary of $75,628, which is 96.5% of the comparison
group salary of $77,463. This is recorded in TABLE 1 as one of the twelve discipline
categories whose average salary is below 98% of the comparison group category average.

College of Arts, Sciences, and Letters (CASL)

Table 1 shows the salary comparison in the CUPA discipline categories in
CAS&L. Discipline categories in the CUPA data are roughly similar to the disciplines in
the college.

TABLE 1
College of Arts, Sciences, and Letters (CASL)
Average Salaries by Discipline Categories Relative to Comparable CUPA Averages

Below Average Average Above Average
Below 95%  Below 98%  98-102% Above 102%

Full Professor 6 12 2 3
Associate Professor 5 9 3 5
Assistant Professor 2 4 4 5

Two important insights emerge from a comparison of the salaries in CASL
compared to salaries in comparable institutions. First, market inequity worsens as faculty
move up through the ranks. The number of discipline areas with salaries above, below,
and at the market average is similar at the assistant professor level. Of the thirteen
discipline areas for which discipline categories are reported, four are below average (with
two well below average), four are average, and five are above average. In other words,
about thirty-one percent of discipline categories are below and fifteen percent are well
below average at the assistant professor level. Again, the “Below 95%” and “Below
98%"” columns intersect, so that of the four disciplines with salaries below 98%, two of
them are also below 95%.

Associate professor salaries are not so well balanced. In particular, a significantly
larger percentage of associate professors are paid below average compared to the
assistant professors. Fifty-three percent of discipline categories have salaries below
average and thirty percent are also well below average.

For full professors, the situation is dramatically worse. Fully seventy-one percent
of discipline categories have below-average salaries. Thirty-five percent are also well

below the average for comparable universities. Remember, these comparisons are based
on discipline categories and not individual faculty. However, the evidence of inequity




and salary compression at the higher academic ranks is clear. Refer to Appendix B for
the complete data.

In summary, salary compression is a concern for faculty across the nation. UM-
Dearborn CASL faculty salary compression is far worse than at comparable universities.

A second important point is to note in Appendix B cases where UM-Dearbormn
salaries are significantly below those in the comparison group. Especially noteworthy is
the economics discipline, whose salaries are ten to more than fifteen percent below the
comparison group of economists in liberal arts and sciences colleges. Importantly, this
inadequacy holds across ranks and so is unlikely to be a result of unique salary issues
related to a single individual. In the other discipline areas, seven are ten percent or more
below average, although the inequity is not consistent across ranks.

As an aside, the results and data reported here are very similar to those from last
year’s CESF report, which used a slightly different set of comparison schools.

School of Education (SOE)

Table 2 offers the salary comparison in the CUPA discipline categories in the
School of Education as well as the total number of faculty in the discipline categories (in
parentheses). CUPA discipline categories are unrelated to any SOE administrative
disciplines.

TABLE 2
School of Education
Average Salaries by Discipline Categories (and Number of Faculty)
Relative to Comparable CUPA Averages

Below Average. Average Above Avearge
Below 98% 98-102% Above 102%
Full Professor 0 1(1) 1(1)
Associate Professor 4(7) 1(2) 0
Assistant Professor 2(8) 2(2) 1(1)

While the number of CUPA discipline categories for which the School of
Education salaries can be compared is small and the total number of education faculty is
small, the data suggest that salaries at the assistant and associate professor levels are low
compared to the salaries at the peer institutions included in the comparison group.




School of Management (SOM)

Table 3 offers the salary comparison in the CUPA discipline categories in the
School of Management as well as the total number of faculty in discipline categories (in
parentheses). CUPA discipline categories are similar but not identical to any SOM
administrative disciplines.

TABLE 3
School of Management
Average Salaries by Discipline Categories (and Number of Faculty)
Relative to Comparable CUPA Averages

Below Average Average Above Average
Below 98% 98-102% Above 102%
Full Professor 0 0 2(4)
Associate Professor 1(3) 1(2) 3(4)
Assistant Professor 1(2) 0 4 (7)

Most of the salaries for the disciplines in the School of Management are either at
average or above in all ranks. Only five faculty members are below the average salaries
of the comparison group. Note, however, that at least eleven SOM faculty are not
included in this table because no comparable CUPA data are available. Referring to
Appendix B, too few of the comparable universities reported data for selected faculty
ranks in some discipline categories to provide comparison data.

College of Engineering and Computer Science (CECS)

TABLE 4
College of Engineering and Computer Sciences
Average Salaries by Discipline Categories (and Number of Faculty)
Relative to Comparable CUPA Averages

Below Average. Average Above Average
Below 98% 98-102% Above 102%
Full Professor 3(17) 1(2) 0
Associate Professor 1(6) 3(15) 0
Assistant Professor 0 1(7) 3(17)




An important observation from the table is that the salary inequity is significant at
CECS as faculty move up through the ranks. At the professor level, virtually all of the
faculty salaries are below average and none are above average. A significant portion of
associate professor salaries are below average and again none are above average. Faculty
salaries at the professor and associate professor levels have not been sustained at the
competitive level as they have moved up the ranks. By contrast, salaries at the assistant
professor level in CECS were highly competitive. A primary reason for this trend is the
need to attract junior faculty at salaries that are comparable to the market.

Lecturers

The committee did not generate statistics for non-tenured faculty since the
Lecturer’s Employment Organization (LEO) represents this group.

Librarians and Curators

Unlike the instructional faculty, librarian categories are designated by functions
that are shared by several librarians and make comparisons difficult. In order to attempt
to make reasonable comparisons, the salaries were determined by using the average of the
minimum, average, and maximum. To calculate an average salary for the Associate
Librarians, an average was determined by using the average of the mid-range and the
average of the minimum; the same process was used to calculate an average for the
Senior Associate Librarians. As noted in Table 5, all of the librarians are below the
average. The assistant librarians are 95% of average, associate librarians are 91% of
average, senior associate librarians are 78% of average, and the librarians are 77% of
average (Appendix C). Equity decreases as librarians move up through the ranks.

TABLE 5§

Librarians
Average Salaries by Rank (and Number of Librarians)
Relative to Comparable CUPA Averages for Librarians

Below Average. Average Above Average
Below 98% 98-102% Above 102%
Librarian 1(2) 0 0
Senior Associate Librarian 4 (4) 0 0
Associate Librarian 44 0 0
Assistant Librarian 4(2) 0 0




TABLE 6
Curators
Average Salaries by Rank (and Number of Curators)
Relative to Comparable CUPA Averages for Curators

Below Average. Average Above Average
Below 98% 98-102% Above 102%
Curator 1(1) 0 0
Senior Associate Curator 1(1) 0 0
Assistant Curator 0 0 1(1)

CUPA uses the title of museum curator without designations for ranks. The same
process used to determine averages for the rankings in the curator lines as was done for
the librarians. The Curator is 57% below average, the Senior Associate Curator is 47%
below average and the Assistant Curator is 109% above average.

Recommendations

The committee recommends that if equity funds are available, they should be
directed to Associate and Full Professors, as well as being used to address any other
significant equity issues for individual faculty.

The committee recommends that if equity funds are available, they should be

directed to Curators and Librarians since these groups did not receive a portion of the
equity funds allocated in 2001.
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APPENDIX A

Universities used for the CUPA comparisons are the following:

Central Michigan University

Eastern Michigan University

Ferris State University

Grand Valley State University
Michigan Tech. University

Northern Michigan University
Oakland University

Saginaw Valley State University
Southem Illinois University Edwardsville
University of Michigan-Flint
University of Missouri Rolla
University of Northern Iowa
University of Toledo

University of Wisconsin Eau Claire
University of Wisconsin Milwaukee
Wayne State University

Western Michigan University

Wright State University Main Campus
Youngstown State University




APPENDIX B

National Faculty Salary Survey: Multi-Discipline Report 2004-2005
College and University Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA)




National Faculty Salary Survey: Multi-Discipline Report

Focus Institution University of Michigan-Dearborn Year 2004-05
Oy- Number of Incumbents. However, statistics will not display when the Number of Institutions is less than 4.

70,788 69,047 92,917 69,047 71,323
5 52,837 55408 55608 45046 63,620 52 95.4 95.0 53,108 55,608 57,058
45937 45818 42,000 49,572 35 44,946 45,818 47,158
43,386 42,000 40,000 48,000 5 40,966 42,000 46,500
36,953 34,278 31,004 42,471 13 34,278 40,809

97,628 98,022 98,344 117,802 98,344 103,332
75151 78,993 77,077 70,277 92,419 45 95.1 97.5 75,151 77,097 82,696
76,882 71,560 71,175 62,107 78,269 44 107.4  108.0 68,470 71,175 76,505
80,000 70,250 69,500 62,500 80,000 6 113.9 1151 65125 69,500 75,500
47,522 44,240 62,132 44,240 53,303

= N

76,581 1,232 101,802 81,081
1 53,227 58,402 60,283 51,147 71,094 42 91.1 88.3 51,843 60,283 60,283
48,638 44,420 58,348 46,788 49,187

54,675 24 94.5 96.0 51,749 51,749 54,675

83,928 81,344 67,896 93,137 80,614 81,344 89,998
3 59,776 66,174 61,018 56,035 87,079 28 90.3 98.0 57,835 61,018 71,685
52,199 50,850 48,916 57,725 27 49,147 50,850 54,741
48,117 42,000 50,850 46,500 48,500 50,850

, 66,025
53,194 66,481 14 98.8  100.0 56,430 58,597 62,008

2 58,597 59,331




National Faculty Salary Survey: Multi-Discipline Report

Focus Institution University of Michigan-Dearborn Year 2004-05
@ | - Number of Incumbents However, statistics will not display when the Number of Institutions is less than 4

48,589 49,674 41,150 58,000

48,720

74,253 75542 74,579 59,828 92,719 74,579 74,579
55,465 58,659 58,200 54,654 66,577 22 94.6 95.3 55,465 58,200 59,344
49,382 47,770 49,463 43,767 51,103 43,767 49,463

77,929 76,253 93,472 72,608 74,782

1 63,543 65,308 61,370 53,037 75,581 36 97.3 103.5 61,246 61,370 75,581
49,189 50,358 50,049 46,759 85,230 42 97.7 98.3 47,778 50,049 51,095
2

49,106 48,220 49,106

i

107,605 98,632 104,010

4 95,019 98,622 86,261

6 76,871 77,381 77,238 67,622 83,811 33 99.3 99.5 73,634 77,238 80,741
4 74,574 69,141 68,402 56,983 74,874 25 107.9 109.0 66,908 68,402 73,608
1 72,000 3

98,202 101,197 100,753 83,802 108,581 100,753 108,013’
5 75,001 75,470 76,087 68,175 86,692 38 99.4 98.6 70,519 76,087 78,838
65,502 65,567 65,799 43,387 71,741 99.9 99.5 65,502 65,799 66,982

86,137 97,525 100,170 86,137 113,184 88.3 86,137 100,170 113,184
75,447 76,426 75447 72,387 62,096 14 98.7 100.0 73,480 75,447 82,096
71,255 69,468 65321 64,728 82,778 14 102.6 109.1 65321 65321 71,255
75,000

- b A O

70,919 83,317 , 70,919
1 52,743 54,753 55,323 50,398 58,242 36 96.3 95,3 51,516 55,323 56,804
46,168 45,689 39,807 50,180 35 44,140 45,689 47,853
3
34,134 34,000 29,786 41,500 15 33,237 34,000 35,221




National Faculty Salary Survey: Multi-Discipline Report

Focus Institution University of MIchIgan-D-alfborn Year 2004-05
@ N - Number of Incumbents. However, statistics will not display when the Number of Institutions Is less than 4.

65,611
62,443

72,085 72,817 73,462 63,205 78,694 19 98.1 72,085 73,462 78,694
52,415 55,720 52,989 50,823 64,022 19 94.1 98.9 50,823 52,989 64,022
45,218 46,495 44,978 44,241 51,300 18 97.3 100.5 44,241 44,976 51,300

1 67,327 71,801 62,177 84,066 143 75,928
5 56,072 54,665 54,874 48,422 60,534 120 102.6 102.2 53,777 54,874 56,072
3 46,819 45,635 44,863 41,978 34,348 113 102.6 104.4 43,007 44,863 46,819
1 48,000 43,624 44,000 39,500 50,000 11 110.0 109.1 40,932 45,000

30,727 27,806 27,406 48,174 51 31,451

51,252
46,646 5

73,269 69,876 63,252 79,486 12 69,876 69,876 79,4335
56,361 57,260 50,316 58,390 12 56,964 57,260 58,182
1 46,040 45‘,752 46,164 44,271 47,294 8 100.6 99.7 44,271 46,164 47,042
1
9




National Faculty Salary Survey: Multi-Discipline Report

Focus Institution University of Michigan-Dearborn Year 2004-05
@y- Number of Incumbents. However, statistics wifl not display when the Number of Institutions Is less than 4

78,294 101,547 73 77,287

58,184 59,075 58,184 49,540 65,130 104 98.5 100.0 56,054 58,184 62,193
2 50,688 49,805 48,315 44,587 62,675 75 101.8 1049 45768 48,315 52,391
46,392 46,000 42,000 48800 9 45,282 46,000 48,800

5

, 88,993 154 ) 1,
58,604 69,554 116 1059 55,261 61,708
49,245 62,999 98 96.2 48,265 49,245 52,275
46,419 15 45,000 46,417 49,750

35,937 35,714 46,682

0,71
57,750

70,431

65,256 77,805 82,586 77,805 80,976
56,843 54,847 54,241 48,625 63,289 24 103.6 104.8 51,767 54,241 58,058
45,680 93,534 45,680 45,914

=

1 113,847 84,496 78,492 62,427 113,847 87 134.7 145.0 74?993 78,492 96,043
5 59,035 59,267 57,261 47,635 72,700 73 99.6 103.1 55,263 57,261 65,264
3 51,518 51,264 51,518 42,973 63,107 65 100.5 100.0 46,498 51,518 54,169

46,619 46,877 43,350 53,000 B 43,763 46,877 47,375




National Faculty Salary Survey: Multi-Discipline Report

Fotus Institution University of Michigan-Dearborn Year 2004-05
@ ¥ - Number of Incumbents. However, statistics will not display when the Number of Ihstitutions is less than 4.

34,312 31,379

75,225

77,830 75,225 64,293 92,281 85,136
61,121 61,782 52,044 67,125 41 80,243 61,782 65,118
49,808 48,818 45,032 61,270 2 52,667

77,950 82,746 85,447 61,198 95,141 74,339 92,401
1 61,026 59,712 59,259 50,398 72,875 S50 102.2 103.0 54,584 59,259 62,114
1 50,000 51,323 47,805 45,780 62,724 35 97.4 104.6 46,686 47,805 56,000
49,594 45,450 45,000 60,000 45,225 45450 56,500

5 79,245 77,181 61,563 72,667 89,123
7 56,908 60,668 59,024 45615 73,078 95 93.8 96.4 55580 50,024 63,848
2 48,000 50,271 49,380 43,504 53,185 86 95.5 97.2 47,971 49,380 52,162
2 49,671 48,000 43,200 47,250 51,313

87,801 79,358 72,969 87,801 87,374
1 54,149 63,589 62,910 45,424 78,191 14 85.2 86.1 54,179 62,910 78,191
46,970 45,587 41,988 82,395 14 42,687 45,587 52,395

et
83,522 81,192 66,168 101,143 74,735 94,874
2 64,139 68,447 67,823 55,699 76,648 31 93.7 94.6 66,918 67,823 70,877
2 53,691 59,921 60,089 50,743 74,251 37 89.6 89.4 53,835 60,089 63,344

45,395

40,000 62,300 11

48,451

81,480




National Faculty Salary Survey: Multi-Discipline Report

Focus Institution University of Michigan-Dearbom Year 2004-05
@ N - Number of Incumbents. Howevet, statistics will not display when the Number of Ihstitutions is less than 4
i ; S

S

51,653 57,405 50,305 67,755 53,251 57,405 $9,756

46,996 46,296 47,011 42,909 53,043 38 101.5 100.0 43,264 47,011 48,300
1 48,000 48,309 45,500 40,500 51,100 105.9 105.5 41,067 45,500 48,775
39,000 28,808 44,964 33,446 39,000 44,964

75,018 77,538 80,360 96,155 73,775 77,460 79,345

75,759 60,168 57,377 48,615 85,761 42 125.9 132.0 55,550 57,377 61,723
1 48,660 46,080 45,467 40,015 52,708 41 105.6 107.0 43,145 45,467 47,871
45,701 43,907 42,500 50,500 42,500 43,907 50,000

70,886 70,268 57,348 84,146 65,031 76,153
2 55,578 56,375 57,168 48,527 60,980 62 98.6 97.2 52,182 57,168 59,667
1 48,660 45,707 45,331 40,721 51,100 58 106.5 107.3 44,003 45,331 48,763
43,030 43,650 42,000 43,750 10 42,000 43,650 43,750

59,437 58,017 80,548 57,701 69,437 73,427

55,383 53,626 49,342 61,170 93 51,959 53,625 59,308

1 48,660 46,432 45,377 39,459 91,934 61 104.8 107.2 44,967 45377 48,372
44,000 42,500 48,500 42,875 44,000 48,125
35,428 31,831 39,490 35001 35439 35429

108,523 92,145 91,975 81,799 127,862 86,656 94,077
77,731 80,846 60,228 76839 95,804 S6 96.1 96.9 78,034 80,228 81,674
1 91,001 76,874 79,218 53,511 93,798 37 118.4 114.9 76,492 79,218 81,763

w

47,408 43,752 40,465 16

49,365

117,649 103,986 105,732 128,35
108,002 89,228 89,662 75,013 108,002 23 121.0 120.5 82,500 89,662 94,383
1 91,271 86,519 85,556 53,491 99,358 27 105.5 106.6 83,845 85,656 91,065

88,800 86,500 80,000 98,001 83,250 95,501
63,145 49,459 36,875 93,923 41,895 93,923




National Faculty Salary Survey: Multi-Discipline Report

Focus Institution University of Michigan-Dearborn Year 2004-05
@ N - Number of Incumbents. However, statistics will not display when the Number of Ihstitutions is less than 4,

104,298 101,489 77,511 175,000 100,524 101,489 104,438
2 91,991 93,236 94676 86,883 103,756 26 98.7 97.2  B8,554 94,676 97,889
2 88,750 92,040 92,068  B6,161 95,498 18 96.4 96.4 88,750 92,068 95,651
88,750

102,086

2 77,791 12
85,000

99,763 101,929 58,242 113,319 96,988 104,020
1 105,188 88,330 85,848 81,045 105,188 20 119.1 122,5 83,086 85848 95892
4 93,663 84,503 82,896 59,430 93,663 21 110.8 113.0 79,677 82,806 91,079
1 90,000 F)

99,536 B1,453 122,808 105,924
89,224 84,471 87,692 63,919 91,948 34 105.6 101.7 81,177 87,692 89,120
1 82,034 79,996 80,951 70,363 93,840 15 102.5 101.3 70,363 80,951 83,059

& -

70,360

72 o

’ 2 L ’ ’
3 53,220 55,459 50,924 65,244 60
2 47,540 45,678 45,224 42,631 50,988 71 104.1 105.1 43,919
43,881 44,000 39,500 50,500 10 42,808 44,400
1 49,000 39,254 38,281 30,119 49,000 12 124.8 128.0 31,547 45,909




APPENDIX C

National Faculty Salary Survey: Multi-Position Report 2004-2005 Librarians
College and University Professional Association for Human Resources




The University of Michigan-Dearborn

Mid Level and Administration Compensation Susrvey of Multi-Positions for
2004-05 Librarians

Focus Institution: University of Michigan-Dearborn

Comparison Group: Faculty Study

Year. 2004-08

Statistics: Welghted

Key

- Number of iIncumbents. However, statistics wil not display when the Number of lnstitutions is less than 4.
More than 150% of the group median
@ |eas than 75% of of the group median

8.077 30,987 e : " ‘ 3 ‘ 900
33521 31,681 31481 ageat 37,101
47932 A5874 35,000 37000 37628 37885 40744 49747 50600 50809 56,185

37,632 38,205 34,091 39,020 38678 38675 36675 37815 38,208 38,206 38205 38,205
N e 1 2 45984
This report was generated by CUPA-HR's Sufveys Online application

on April 29, 2005 10:18 AM. © 2005 CUPA-HR.

* For the minimum of neported minimum saaries end the maximum of reported maximum salaries, pleass see the Single Position Report.

Focus Institution: University of Michigan-Dearbom

Comparison Group: Facully Study

Year; 2004-05

Statistics: Weighted

Key
- Number of incumbents. However, statistics will not display when the Number of Institutions is less than 4.

More than 150% of the group mediah
QL ess than 75% of of the group median

50,631 85,047 80,53 1,948 2 81 50,531 50,531 50,53 B,
86,688 64,027 83205 8 ‘ 3 59923 61647 67178 69817
433168] 88011 53282 43318 g 43318 43316 43,318 78350 90,888

This report was generated by CUPA-HR's Surveys Online application

CESF-report-2005-Appendix-C
8/1/2005
Budget Coordinatin Office 1




APPENDIX D

National Faculty Salary Survey: Report 2004-2005 Curators
College and University Professional Association for Human Resources




The University of Michigan -Dearborn
Mid Level and Administration Compensation Survey of Multi-Positions for
2004-05 Museum Curators

Focus Institution: University of Michigan-Dearbom
Comparison Group: Faculty Study
Year: 2004-08

Stalistics: Weighted

Key

N - Number of incumbents. However, statistics will not display when the Numbaér of Institutions is tess than 4.
- More than 160% of the group median

- Less than 75% of of the group median

Thig report was generateed by CUPA-HR's Surveys Online application.

Note: Dearborn Curator's were not in the in the CUPA data. This information was manual entered for survery resuts.

CESF-teport-2005-Appendix-D
8/172005
Budget Coordination Offive 1




APPENDIX E

College of Arts, Sciences, and Letters

Published Salary Rates by Rank

2004-5
# of Percent Mean Median Minimum Maximum
PROFESSOR
University Year 37 75,139 75,050 62,627 95,188
Female 11 29.7% 70,396 69,205 65,132 77,654
Male 26 70.3% 77,146 78,474 62,627 95,188
Fiscal Year 4 106,866 103,782 94,352 125,548
Female 0 0.0%
Male 4 100.0% 106,866 103,782 94,352 125,548
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR
University Year 53 58,553 57,063 49,079 96,000
Female 17 32.1% 59,679 57,139 51,035 96,000
Male 36 67.9% 58,021 56,928 49,079 72,966
Fiscal Year 3 73,190 73,146 71,184 75,240

Female 2 66.7% 74,193 74,193 73,146 75,240

Male 1 33.3% 71,184 71,184 71,184 71,184
ASSISTANT PROFESSOR

University Year 31 48,773 48,660 42,988 54,306
Female 15 48.4% 49,618 49,000 46,646 54,306
Male 16 51.6% 47981 48,000 42,988 53,076

Fiscal Year 0

Female 0

Male 0




School of Education

Published Salary Rates by Rank

2004-5
#of Percent Mean Median Minimum Maximum
PROFESSOR
University Year 2 76,091 76,091 74,253 77,929
Female 1 50.0% 74253 74253 74,253 74,253
Male 1 50.0% 77,929 77,929 77,929 77,929
Fiscal Year 0
Female 0
Male 0
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR
University Year 10 57,958 57,938 53,227 64,208
Female 5 50.0% 56,717 57,472 53,491 59,721
Male 5 50.0% 59,199 59,338 53,227 64,208
Fiscal Year 0
Female 0
Male 0
ASSISTANT PROFESSOR
University Year 11 49,224 48,720 47,537 53,406
Female 7 63.6% 48,878 48,720 47,816 50,489
Male 4 36.4% 49,829 49,187 47,537 53,406

Fiscal Year 0
Female 0
Male 0

i1




College of Engineering and Computer Science

Published Salary Rates by Rank

2004-5
# of Percent Mean Median Minimum Maximum
PROFESSOR
University Year 14 87,477 85,702 73,358 109,874
Female 1 7.1% 97,869 97,869 97,869 97,869
Male 13 92.9% 86,677 85,447 73,358 109,874
Fiscal Year 5 154,137 154,590 143,148 166,324
Female 0 0.0%
Male 5 100.0% 154,137 154,590 143,148 166,324
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR
University Year 21 75,663 75,603 66,996 83,286
Female 0 0.0%
Male 21 100.0% 75,663 75,603 66,996 83,286
Fiscal Year 0
Female 0
Male 0
ASSISTANT PROFESSOR
University Year 20 71,556 70,875 54,285 83,408
Female 2 10.0% 68,248 68,248 64,466 72,030
Male 18 90.0% 71,924 70,875 54,285 83,408
Fiscal Year 1 72,000 72,000 72,000 72,000
Female 0 0.0%
Male 1 100.0% 72,000 72,000 72,000 72,000

i1




School of Management

Published Salary Rates by Rank

2004-5
# of Percent Mean Median Minimum Maximum
PROFESSOR
University Year 5 118,826 115,772 107,326 141,786
Female 0 0.0%
Male 5 100.0% 118,826 115,772 107,326 141,786
Fiscal Year 0
Female 0
Male 0
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR
University Year 8 87,601 87,025 74,454 105,188
Female 3 37.5% 90,385 87,635 78,332 105,188
Male 5 62.5% 85,931 86,415 74,454 96,347
Fiscal Year 1 150,002 150,002 150,002 150,002
Female 0
Male 1 100.0% 150,002 150,002 150,002 150,002
ASSISTANT PROFESSOR
University Year 14 87,415 88,792 70,582 100,312
Female 7 50.0% 86,739 86,948 82,034 90,608
Male 7 50.0% 88,091 91,271 70,582 100,312
Fiscal Year 0
Female 0
Male 0

v




Librarians and Curator
Published Salary Rates by Rank

2004-5
# of Percent Mean Median Minimum Maximum
LIBRARIAN
Fiscal Year
Female 2 100.0% 57,553 57,553 48213 66,894
Male 0 0.0%
SR. ASSOC. LIBRARIAN
Fiscal Year 4 50,056 50,530 48,200 53,810
Female 3 75.0% 49 434 48,657 48,200 51,455
Male 1 25.0% 53,810 86,415 53,810 53,810
ASSOCIATE LIBRARIAN
Fiscal Year 4 41,792 41,643 39,668 43,322
Female 2 50.0% 43316 43,316 43310 43 322
Male 2 50.0% 39,971 39,971 39,668 40,274
ASSISTANT LIBRARIAN
Fiscal Year 2
Female 2 100.0% 37,369 37,369 37,190 37,548
Male 0 0.0%
CURATOR
Fiscal Year 1
Female 0 0.0%
Male 1 100.0% 51,873 51,873 51,873 51,873
SR. ASSOC. CURATOR
Fiscal Year 1 38,433 38,433 38,433 38,433
Female 1 100.0% 38,433 38,433 38,433 38,433
Male 0 0.0%
ASSISTANT CURATOR
FiscalYear 1
Female 0 0.0%

Male 1 100.0% 43,106 43,106 43,106 43,106




