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The Smathers Joint Committee on Market Equity Analysis proposes the following market equity salary design for library faculty followed by recommended policies and procedures related to the market equity adjustment process.  In keeping with the committee’s charge, the salary design allows for the implementation of an internally and externally equitable salary structure for all faculty positions at Smathers Libraries and creates a framework by which library faculty may request a market equity review.  External market equity is derived by establishing a link to relevant market data.  In the proposed design this link is the central tendency measurements in the Association of Research Libraries Salary Survey.  Internal equity is derived by considering differences in responsibilities or requirements of positions and individual’s credentials in establishing salary variance.  Underlying the design are the following core findings, which were presented at a special meeting of the library faculty on March 16, 2009:

· The Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Salary Survey is a serviceable external measure. 
Pursuant to the Memorandum of Agreement between the University and United Faculty of Florida, the recommended source for national averages for academic librarian salaries is the ARL Annual Salary Survey.
  The committee reviewed ARL’s most recent survey, 2007-2008, as well as other salary compilations
 
 and concluded that the ARL Salary Survey is the best source for academic librarian position-specific data sufficient to construct a salary matrix.  
Although it would be possible to purchase a customized survey from ARL targeting a subset of its membership, the committee does not recommend taking this action at this time for the following reasons:
· Relying on ARL’s published tables will maximize data yield.  The smaller the universe of peer institutions, the greater the chance that data points will be void due to no or nominal reporting from the survey respondents.  Also, a larger data set helps offset discrepancies in reporting due to differences in how position titles are applied across institutions.
· The implementation of any salary adjustments will likely be delayed due to the current economic environment.  It will be more manageable to update the matrix when funds become available using ARL’s published tables rather than purchasing an updated customized report.  The proposed matrix is based on standard salary survey data and can be updated annually as new ARL surveys are published –allowing for the structure to be maintained going forward.
· ARL US public university libraries constitute a suitable representation of UF’s peer institutions. 
A comparison of peer institutions demonstrates that ARL offers an acceptable data set relative to other peer lists.  The committee recommends that the published subset of ARL's membership comprising public institutions be used for the peer analysis.  President Machen has asserted that UF aspires to be among the top ten public universities in the nation, specifically among the top ten public universities in the Association of American Universities (AAU).
  All the institutions included in UF’s Future of the Library Report are public AAU institutions.  In addition, UF’s Faculty Senate Compensation Committee uses AAU institutions as a benchmark while acknowledging the University’s emphasis on public AAU's.  All the public AAU institutions are ARL members.  
Furthermore, the committee recommends that the Libraries' ARL peer group consist of US public universities, rather than a more restricted regional comparison.  As indicated above, this is consistent with President Machen's stated objectives as well as the approach taken by UF's Faculty Compensation Committee. Smathers Libraries recruits and competes for faculty applicants on a national basis.  Therefore, it is reasonable to use US universities as a measure for the salary matrix.
· ARL’s non-administrative job classifications are the most reasonable basis for external linkage. 
The average salary for academic research librarians included in the ARL tables includes data for administrative and specialist positions, both of which skew the average due to the wide variability of salary figures on the one hand and the limited pool of librarians in those categories on the other.  In order to avoid such distortion, the committee decided to use a subset of non-administrative ARL job classifications to determine an average salary - Subject Specialist, Reference Librarian, Cataloger, Public Services Librarian, and Technical Services Librarian.  Taken as a whole, these positions correspond to central functions performed in a library, contain a significantly large ARL data pool to provide a meaningful interpretation, and represent the majority of Smathers faculty positions.  Salary data for specific ARL positions can be analyzed in relation to this average and applied internally by mapping Smathers faculty positions to job classifications used in the ARL salary survey.  The mapping process will involve discussions between faculty members and departmental supervisors.      
As described below, the external linkage and central tendency measures used to develop the proposed salary structure are derived from Table 21: Number and Average Salaries of ARL University Librarians by Position and Type of Institution, Table 25: Average Salaries of ARL University Librarians by Position and Geographic Region, and Table 26: Average Salaries of US ARL University Librarians by Position and Years of Experience.
· National average for ‘core’ librarianship was established using Table 26.  A weighted average was calculated using average salary and sample size data for the following job classifications: Subject Specialist, Public Services, Technical Services, Reference and Cataloger.  The average salary for this pool of 3,292 staff was $58,021.  This number represents an approximation of the national average salary for ‘core’ librarians in public and private institutions.

· Comparison of librarian salaries for public v. private institutions was established from Table 21 and Table 25.  Using Table 21, weighted averages were calculated for US private and public institutions using average salary and sample size data for the following job classifications: Subject Specialist, Reference and Cataloging.  These numbers were compared to the US average derived from Table 25 using average salary and sample size data for the following job classifications: Subject Specialist, Reference and Cataloging.  The results are as follows:
	
	n
	WAVG
	Comp to All US WAVG

	All US
	   2,881 
	$58,381
	1.0000

	US Private
	   1,048 
	$60,257
	1.0321

	US Public
	   1,833 
	$57,321
	0.9818


· The US average for each ‘core’ librarianship classification was established using Table 26.  A weighted average was calculated for each classification using the specific average salary and sample size data for the following job classifications: Subject Specialist, Public Services, Technical Services, Reference and Cataloger.  The national averages included public and private institutions.  In order to factor out the private institutions the .9818 factor reported above was applied.  The results were as follows:
	
	           Average Salary

	Subject Specialist
	$61,501

	Public Services
	$53,339

	Technical Services
	$56,128

	Reference 
	$54,846

	Cataloger
	$55,606


· Applying locally defined compensable factors allows for internal equity. 
Compensable factors allow for the recognition of unique attributes for each position and for the unique qualifications of the individual faculty members.  The position-specific compensable factors include administrative responsibilities, and highly specialized requirements.  The individual-specific compensable factors include length of service, academic credentials, and performance.
1. Length of service: The committee recommends that the calculation of years of experience encompass all post-MLS (or equivalent masters degree) professional work relevant to the job assignment.  The committee’s work in analyzing the appropriate value and distribution of this compensable value is described below.
· The compensable value of years of experience was determined using Table 26.   A weighted average was calculated for each level of years of experience reported in the table using the specific average salary and sample size data for the following job classifications: Subject Specialist, Public Services, Technical Services, Reference and Cataloger.  These numbers were compared to the national average salary for ‘core’ librarians in public and private institutions described above: $58,021.  The results were as follows:
	Yrs Exper.
	0 - 3 years
	4 - 7 years
	8 -11 years
	12-15 years
	16-19 years

	WAVG for Subset
	$45,867
	$51,097
	$55,459
	$58,069
	$60,151

	Exper. Factor
	0.7905
	0.8807
	0.9559
	1.0008
	1.0367

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Yrs Exper.
	20-23 years
	24-27 years
	28-31 years
	32-35 years
	over 35 years

	WAVG for Subset
	$62,893
	$65,322
	$67,762
	$69,387
	$71,149

	Exper. Factor
	1.0840
	1.1258
	1.1679
	1.1959
	1.2263


· The compensable value of years of experience based on the weighted average for US publics reported above ($57,321) was determined using the experience factor.  The results were as follows:

	Yrs Exper.
	0 - 3 years
	4 - 7 years
	8 -11 years
	12-15 years
	16-19 years

	WAVG for Subset
	$45,313
	$50,480
	$54,790
	$57,368
	$59,425

	Exper. Factor
	0.79
	0.88
	0.96
	1.00
	1.04

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Yrs Exper.
	20-23 years
	24-27 years
	28-31 years
	32-35 years
	over 35 years

	WAVG for Subset
	$62,134
	$64,533
	$66,944
	$68,549
	$70,290

	Exper. Factor
	1.08
	1.13
	1.17
	1.20
	1.23


The committee concluded:

· The data represents a positive correlation between experience and earnings.

· Generally salaries increase uniformly from one level to the next.

· The level of 12-15 years represents the center of the distribution.

· The experience factor represents a reasonable compensable value for salaries.

2. Administrative responsibilities: Stipends are currently assigned to chair positions based on department FTE salary, however branch heads also have significant administrative duties involving supervision, facilities management, and external customer relations.  The committee recommends expanding the stipend system to include the following branch and collection heads - AFA, Education, Journalism, Latin American Collection, and Music.  In addition, the committee suggests that the existing stipend amounts be analyzed in relation to the ARL data for Heads positions to assure external equity.  It might be useful to survey other ARL libraries regarding the amount of administrative stipends if this was not done previously.
3. Academic credentials: Advanced degrees held in addition to the MLS, which are applicable to the job assignment, should be compensable.  The determination of applicability should be decided by the supervisor in consultation with the associate dean, and HR Officer.  The committee recommends that flat dollar amounts be awarded for second masters and for doctoral level degrees.
4. Highly specialized job requirements: A limited number of faculty positions require uncommon skills, such as foreign language fluency, and, as a result, necessitate a salary adjustment to maintain internal and external equity.


5. Performance: Performance is an important component of an equitable salary structure.  Merit pay is distributed as available according to evaluation assessments derived from library-wide criteria outlined in the Career Development Handbook: Professional Responsibility, Professional Development and Scholarship, and Professional Service.
· Salaries should reflect differences in librarian rank.
Salary increases associated with promotions to Associate and University ranks are an integral aspect of the salary matrix.  The 9% promotional increase serves as an across the board percentage difference between librarians at the Assistant, Associate, and University levels.   
Chart 1 shows the average salaries for US publics described above with a representation of the library faculty rank structure.  Here the committee has used the length of service levels to distinguish between the faculty ranks of Assistant University librarian and the ranks of Associate and University librarian. To distinguish between the ranks of the Associate University and University Librarians, the committee has applied a 1.09 factor to represent the 9 percent increase awarded at the time of promotions in faculty ranks.

The committee concluded:

· The numbers represent the average salary for librarians at each of the above levels of years of experience.  Salaries for individuals would range higher or lower than these averages.

· The increase in the average salaries for US public librarians from 7 years of experience to 8 years of experience reflects the 9 percent increase for UF librarians promoting from Assistant UL to Associate UL.

· The percentage increase to the average salary for each year range beyond 7 years is relatively uniform (about 4 percent) and is reasonable in establishing a salary structure. 

Chart 2 reflects the application of the above rank structure premise to librarian job classifications.  This was achieved by applying the compensable factor for years of experience to the average salary for the specific job classifications (described above).

The committee concluded:

· The numbers above represent the average salary for librarians at each of the levels of years of experience.  

· Salaries for individuals would range higher or lower than these averages based upon the application of the other compensable factors noted above.

Market Equity Adjustment Process
The committee endorses the policies and procedures for individual Smathers faculty to apply for market equity adjustments as recommended by LFA’s Strategic Planning Committee Market Equity Report in keeping with Article 27.5 of the Memorandum of Agreement between the University and United Faculty of Florida. The review process below was modeled on the one used by the UF College of Liberal Arts and Sciences as described in a memo to CLAS Chairs and Directors by Interim Dean Joe Glover, January 18, 2007.
A new Joint Committee on Market Equity Review should be appointed by the Library Administration and LFA.  The Human Resources Officer will serve on this committee together with appointed faculty members at the rank of Associate level or above. 
Funding

There is no centralized funding for market equity.  Any funds for making such salary adjustments must likely come from the Libraries budget, as do other special pay increases.  Consequently, the funds available for this purpose are extremely limited.  Department Chairs/Associate Deans and the Dean of Libraries will base decisions on the merit of each case, the priority accorded to each case, and on the availability of funds.  Recommendations for market equity adjustments must subsequently be approved by the Office of the Provost.

Eligibility

Faculty members covered under the UFF collective bargaining unit are eligible to apply for a market equity adjustment under the terms of the above referenced Memorandum of Agreement.  

Procedure

An individual faculty member may make a request to the Joint Committee on Market Equity Review with acknowledgement of the Department Chair.  The request to the Joint Committee must be in writing and the following material must accompany the request:
· Market Equity Review Cover Sheet (see below)
· Statement providing rationale for the equity adjustment

· Current CV

· Annual letters of evaluation for past five years
· Other supporting documentation as desired

The Joint Committee on Market Equity Review will compare the faculty member’s salary with the latest Smathers faculty salary structure (based upon the ARL Annual Salary Survey) and consider such factors as the faculty member’s productivity, retention risk because of the “marketability” of faculty members, and their contribution to the Libraries mission and goals in developing a recommendation. That recommendation will include a rationale for making an adjustment or not making an adjustment, and should also include a recommendation for the amount of increase, if any. 
Recommendations for award of a market equity adjustment are forwarded to the Dean twice each academic year.  The timeline will be decided by the Joint Committee on Market Equity Review.
If the faculty member is not satisfied with the Joint committee’s recommendation, the faculty member can request a review by the Dean by submitting a written request. The request can include a rebuttal of the Joint Committee’s recommendation, not to exceed five pages.

The Dean will review all documentation, the merit of the recommendation, and the availability of funding.  The Dean’s decision will be communicated to the faculty member.  If not satisfied with the response from the Dean, the faculty member may request a review through the Office of the Provost.  The Office of the Provost will review the Dean’s decision and make a decision regarding the request.  The decision of the Office of the Provost will be communicated to the faculty member and will be the final decision.

Conclusion

Based on the feedback received from faculty, the committee is encouraged that the proposed salary design and review process is acceptable and in compliance with university regulations.  The following steps remain:

· Map internal faculty positions to the ARL position descriptions, preferably prior to the submission deadline for the 2008-2009 ARL Salary Survey.  Faculty occupying In lines should be mapped to the appropriate ARL position description. 
· Compare internal salaries to external data

· Determine the flat amounts to be awarded for advanced degrees  

· Apply local compensable factors for individual faculty
· Establish average salaries for Health Science Center Library faculty using a similar salary design
· Determine total funds needed for salary adjustments

· Develop an implementation plan
REQUEST FOR MARKET EQUITY REVIEW
COVER SHEET

Name: _______________________________________
Date: ___________________

UF ID: _________________

Department: _______________________________________

Rank: ________________________

Length of appointment: _____ 9 month   _____ 12 month

Five Year Salary History
Current: __________  Year 4: __________ Year 3: __________ Year 2: __________ Year 1: _________
Attachments: _____ Statement with rationale _____ Current CV _____ Last five evaluations

_____ Other supporting documentation (please describe) _______________________________________










______________________________________
To be filled out by Joint Committee on Market Equity Review
Date submitted: ​​​___________________

Recommendation of Joint Committee: 

Date forwarded to Dean: ___________________
Decision/Recommendation of Dean:

Date forwarded to Office of the Provost: ___________________
� � HYPERLINK "http://www.hr.ufl.edu/labor-relations/union.asp" \l "uff" ��Memorandum of Agreement 2008-2009�: Article 27.5b1


� Faculty Salary Survey of Institutions Belonging to the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, published by Oklahoma State University 


� ALA-APA Salary Survey: Librarian-Public and Academic, published by the American Library Association-Allied Professional Association


� From Achievement to Recognition: A Strategic Work Plan for the University of Florida, March 8, 2007 � HYPERLINK "http://www.president.ufl.edu/workPlan.html" ��http://www.president.ufl.edu/workPlan.html�
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