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Pay Tools Portfolio 2013-2014: A Brief Guide to O

ptimize Impact (updated 26 November 2013)

Type of Salary Final Deadline | Employee Amount of Comment re: flexibility versus standardization
Increment (Dean/Director | Category/ Increment (amounts, methodology, timing).
to campus) Criterion
Faculty & Staff/
Pay Plan See comment Merit 1% Flexibility level: low. Standardized, via Budget Office.
High-Demand Rolling, but: Faculty/ Varies Flexibility level: high.
Drop-d date = Market Base adjustments effective mid-stream in FY 2014.
31 March Parameters in implementation memo from PMD/DB
align with past experience.
Promotion Budget-lock = Faculty/ New initiative Flexibility level: low-medium.
(new/revised early- or mid- Promotion doubled bumps | You may top off via other tools. Budget Office will
as of FY 2010) April (see [Staff promotions | and created communicate budget-lock date. Promotion bumps for
comment) separately annual index FY 2015: C-basis 6.7K/8.8K, A-basis 8.0K/10.5K for
handled] associate/full. Central campus paid cost of doubling.
Post-Tenure Drop-d date = Faculty/ 5-7% (for central | Flexibility level: medium. _
Increment 14 March Market campus contrib. | Spread sheets will provide pre-calculations; you may
(new as of 2010) of half) top off, if appropriate. Analysis: market in relation to
performance. Cost-share: Central campus pays half
(up to 3.5%). Eligible: full profs 5 yrs after promotion.
Implementation memo from PMD follows past practice.
Compression- Drop-d date = Faculty/ 5-10% (for Flexibility level: medium.
Equity (new in 14 March Equity central campus Spread sheets will provide pre-calculations; you may
2010; sunsets contrib. of half) top off, if appropriate. Analysis: compression-linked
after last 2013- equity in relation to performance. (Note: This tool
2014 cohort) contrasts with “standard” equity.) Cost-share: Central
campus pays up to half (up to 5%). Implementation
memo from PMD follows past practice.
CCF: Critical Rolling, but: Faculty & Staff/ | Varies; Flexibility level: medium-high. Applies to all
Compensation Drop-d date = Market or minimum = 2% employee categories. Base adjustments effective
Fund (new as of | 31 March. Equity (ora $ amount) | mid-stream in FY 2014. See implementation memo

2012)

from HR. This year, you must meet global $ target
and head count parameters, and allocate at least
50% (ASEC recommends 70%) to non-repeaters.

For link to updated implementation memos: click on “faculty and staff’ at Provost web site: http://www.provost.wisc.edu/
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Preliminary Report on Faculty Pay-Merit Initiatives After Five Years S S
July 2014

1. This cumulative summary is based on actions approved through new pay-merit tools
adopted since 2009-10. A more complete five-year report by our APIR colleagues
will be available later this year.

2. In addition to the tools adopted in 2009-10, we adopted a Critical Compensation
Fund (CCF) tool in 2012, and again in 2013-14. The CCF is for all employee
categories; figures below are annualized and refer to tenure-track faculty only.

3. In addition, we re-conceptualized the High-Demand Fund as an ongoing competitive
cost of doing business within a portfolio of tools, rather than as a one-time “band-aid”
tool by the state in years of nil or weak pay plans. This tool has amounted to about
$2 million/200 adjustments per year.

4. The three salary adjustment initiatives adopted in 2009-2010 were:

(a) promotion (doubled increment levels in FY2010, and annual indexing for new
promotion adjustment rates in subsequent years);

(b) post-tenure increment review (performance in relation to market, considered at
5 years after promotion to full professor),

(c) compression-equity initiative (performance in relation to compression-equity,
considered at 10, 15, or subsequent 5-year intervals past promotion to full
professor (this initiative has sunset after a 5-year window, i.e., after the current
2013-14 cohort whose adjustments are effective in FY 2019).

Summary of Faculty Salary Adjustments as of July 2014

Cumulative Current
Type of action Headcount Cohort
(FY 2015)
Promotions to associate professor 362
Cohort 2013-14, effective FY 2015 66
Promotions to full professor 362
Cohort 2013-14, effective FY 2015 70
Post-tenure increments (5 years after full) 104
Cohort 2013-14, effective FY 2015 23
Compression-equity (10, 15, . . . after full) 310
Cohort 2013-14, effective FY 2015 74
Subtotal, faculty adjustments excluding CCF 1138 233
Subtotal, dollars allocated excluding CCF $9,564,268 $2,072,935
CCF: faculty adjustments, FY 2013 and 2014 CCF n=1004
CCF: dollars, tenure-track faculty only $7,260,567
Total dollars allocated including CCF $16,824,835




UW-Madison Faculty Salary Deficit
Pay Increase Needed to Bring Faculty Salaries to Peer Group Medians

Peer Group Median
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Notes: Based on the annual AAUP Facully Salary Survey. Faculty on 12-month appointments are included, but their salaries have been converted to 9-manth rates. Medical schools are excluded. UW-Madison's peer group for
purposes of salary comparisons was established by The Governor's Commission on Faculty Compensalion in 1984. The peer universities include the University of California-Berkeley, University of California-Los Angeles,
University of Michigan, Ohio State University, University of Texas-Austin, University of lllinois, Purdue University, Indiana University, University of Minnesota, Michigan State University, and the University of Washington-

Seattle. The average salaries reported 1o the AAUP are affected by several factors, including faculty turnover and promotions, salary adjustments for promotions, competitive market adjustments, and equity adjustments, in
addition to the announced annual increases

University of Washington-Seattle did not submit data for 2013-14 data. Values included are from 2012-13.
Peer Group Median excludes UW-Madison

Academic Planning and Institutional Research, Office of the Provost, UW-Madison, arl, 4/8/2014
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Critical Compensation Fund 2013-14;
Summary of Results
(23 June 2014)

Background

The Critical Compensation Fund (CCF) is a UW-Madison-specific compensation tool approved by the
Chancellor in collaboration with campus governance and leadership. The 2013-14 CCF was the
second year for the program, following the 2012 CCF. The CCF is the first pay tool in recent years
designed to apply to all permanent employee categories. CCF is not a pay plan, however;
adjustments under CCF were targeted to be awarded to 30 percent of employees. The “budget” for
the 2013-14 CCF investment was one percent of base payroll ($8.25 million).

This second year of the CCF incorporated improvements based on feedback and analysis of the first-
year program. Specifically, the second round included:

» A longer and more flexible time window (from November 14, 2013 until March 31, 2014) for local
CCF decision-making and implementation (including the deans’ approval processes), to respond
to communication, engagement, and governance concerns;

* A more robust campus/HR communication process, to take optimal advantage of the lengthier
decision window and respond to feedback from the first year of the CCF;

» Greater clarity about the requirement to meet dollar target allocations, for both GPR- and non-
GPR funded positions;

» Ability for_category A academic staff at or near the salary maximum to receive CCF increases:

e A requirement that at least 50 percent of the allocated funds be awarded to employees who did
not receive CCF awards last year; and

» Greater flexibility by allowing a target of awarding CCF increases to a range of 20-30 percent of
all employees, instead of a flat 30 percent, the target in the first CCF.

Results
Tables 1 and 2 below show summary CCF results, which are on the whole positive. Specifically:

» All eligible divisions awarded CCF increases. The Wisconsin State Lab of Hygiene and the
Wisconsin Veterinary Diagnostic Lab did not participate because these divisions are governed
by separate boards and therefore did not receive CCF allocations.

* Units were given an award percentage target of 20-30 percent of employees in each category,
and 29 percent of employees (across all categories) received CCF awards.

o Campus leaders made a much stronger effort this year to spread CCF funds across all
employee categories. As a result, CCF dollar targets were exceeded overall, for both GPR and
non-GPR funding sources. This was achieved because divisions supplemented CCF allocations
with their own funding.

* The percentage of CCF funds allocated to second-time awardees — about 16 percent — was well
below the 50 percent threshold.






Table 1: Overall CCF Results

All
Employees

Academic
Staff

Limited
Staff

Faculty

Classified
Staff

Number
(headcount)
of staff who

received
CCF awards

3,866

1,822

175

542

1,327

Percent of
employees
who
received
awards
(30% target)

29.0%

28.9%

38.2%

25.0%

30.2%

Total
amount
awarded

$11.66M

$5.03M

$0.77M

$3.18M

$2.67M

Target
award
amount

$ 8.25M

$3.58M

$0.48M

$2.30M

$1.90M

Percent of
Target
amount

awarded

141.3%

140.7%

169.8%

138.7%

140.9%

Percent of
CCF funds
to repeat
awardees
(50% cap)

16.2%

20.3%

22.3%

13.4%

10.0%




Table 2: Results by Funding Source

GPR All Academic Limited Faculty Classified
Employees Staff Staff Staff
Total $6.26M $1.79M $0.46M $2.54M $1.47M
amount
awarded
Target $4.20M $1.13M $0.27M $1.73M $1.07M
award
amount
Percent of 149.0% 158.5% 173.4% 146.6% 136.7%
target
amount
awarded
Non-GPR All Academic Limited Faculty Classified
Employees Staff Staff Staff
Total $5.40M $3.24M $0.31M $0.65M $1.20M
amount
awarded
Target $4.05M $2.45M $0.21M $0.56M $0.82M
award
amount
Percent of 133.3% 132.5% 142.9% 114.7% 146.3%
target
amount
awarded

Technical notes:

1. Headcount and $ data per Budget Office.

2. GPR =101 + 402 funds: non-GPR = all others.
3. Percent of target amounts awarded based on actual (not rounded-off) amounts.

June 23, 2014
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