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DAVID S. SPENCE

EXECUTIVE VICE CHANCELLOR
CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICER

July 22, 2002

The Honorable Virginia Strom-Martin
California State Assembly
State Capital, Room 3146
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Assembly Member Strom-Martin,
In September 2001, the Legislature adopted ACR 73 (Strom-Martin) as follows:
Resolved by the Assembly of the State of California, the Senate thereof concurring, That
the Legislature of the State of California urges the Trustees of the California State
University to study its faculty hiring practices over the past decade in order to
effectuate improvements in those practices; and be it further
Resolved, That the Legislature urges the Trustees of the California State
University, the Academic Senate of the California State University, and the
California Faculty Association to jointly develop a plan that will accomplish all of the
following:
(a) Raise the percentage of tenured and tenure-track faculty to at least 75
percent, with the unit of measurement to be developed jointly by the entities
described in this resolved clause.
(b) Provide that no lecturers currently employed by the university will lose their
jobs as a result of implementing the plan.
(c) Provide that qualified lecturers will be seriously considered for tenure-track
positions.
(d) Provide for the continued improvement of faculty diversity; and be it further
Resolved, That the California State University is urged to provide a report
outlining the plans developed by the entities described in the previous resolved
clause to the Legislature by May 1, 2002; and be it further
Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the Assembly transmit copies of this resolution
to the Trustees of the California State University, the Academic Senate of the
California State University, and the California Faculty Association.

The attached report addresses the second resolved clause of the resolution. It presents a
plan, along with implementation cost projections, to increase the percentage of tenured
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and tenure-track faculty in the CSU to 75 percent. The plan was developed jointly by the
Academic Senate, CSU; the California Faculty Association; and the CSU Chancellor’s
Office. After vigorous and open discussion of many issues, the enclosed report
represents a consensus of the groups involved. Further, while each organizational
group may address the goal of ACR 73 and of this report in additional ways given the
different charge of each organization, each of the three parties is committed to the
recommendations contained in this report and to facilitating their implementation. We
firmly believe that it is necessary to achieve a reasonable balance between
tenured/tenure-track faculty and lecturer faculty. We also believe that this is the joint
responsibility of the CSU administration, the CSU faculty, and the state.
Lecturers play an important role in the education of CSU students. However, lecturer
faculty members generally do not serve as academic advisors and generally do not
participate on university committees. Thus as the proportion of the permanent
(tenured/tenure-track) faculty declines, the weight of these non-teaching duties falls
upon fewer permanent faculty with negative implications for educational quality.
Currently, the proportion of permanent faculty has declined to approximately 63
percent of the total full-time equivalent faculty (FTEF) positions. (FTEF is the unit of
measure most typically used to express this ratio; it is the standard used by the
California community colleges in achieving their target ratio.) The plan presented
would increase this proportion to 75 percent over an eight-year period. To achieve this
goal without jeopardizing the employment status of current lecturers, the CSU will
need to add new positions devoted to hiring tenure-track faculty beyond those required
by projected enrollment growth. Thus the proposed plan creates the need for expanded
state funding on an annual basis ranging from $4.8M to $35.6M per year. Most of this
funding would cover the compensation costs of new, permanent faculty positions and
the recruitment and hiring costs associated with these new positions.
This plan will require eight years to accomplish. Although we would like to be able to
move faster, the number of individual search processes that can be reasonably managed
in an academic year is limited. In the past year, the CSU conducted slightly over 1,150
faculty searches. The recently concluded collective bargaining agreement between the
CSU and the CFA commits the parties to conduct 1,200 faculty searches in the current
year. Our proposed plan would require that we conduct between 1,800 and 2,000
annual searches – a significant challenge given the already heavy workload of CSU
faculty and academic administrators.
We believe that this plan is vital to the maintenance of educational quality in the CSU.
We commend the Legislature for understanding the relationship between quality and a
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reasonable proportion of tenured and tenure-track faculty, and for requesting a plan to
increase this proportion. We hope this plan will receive serious consideration.

Sincerely,

Jacquelyn Kegley
Chair, Academic
Senate, CSU

Susan Meisenhelder
President, California
Faculty Association

David S. Spence
Executive Vice Chancellor
Chief Academic Officer

DSS/gah

c:

Members, California State Senate
Members, California State Assembly
Governor Gray Davis
Tim Gage, Director, Department of Finance
Elizabeth Hill, Legislative Analyst
Robert Moore, Interim Executive Director, California Postsecondary Education
Commission
Charles B. Reed, Chancellor, California State University
Members, ACR 73 Study Group
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In response to ACR 73 (Strom-Martin) the Academic Senate, CSU; the California
Faculty Association; and the Office of the Chancellor, CSU, submit this plan to
increase the percentage of tenured and tenure-track faculty in the California State
University. The plan contains the following features:
1. A ratio of 75 percent tenured and tenure-track faculty to 25 percent lecturer faculty,
measured in terms of Full-Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEF) can be achieved incrementally
over an eight-year period of time.
2. Achieving this goal is the joint responsibility of the CSU administration, the CSU faculty,
and the state.
3. To achieve this goal, the CSU must conduct between 1,800 and 2,000 annual searches for
new tenure-track faculty.
4. To insure that these searches yield new hires from a static national hiring pool at the
current CSU success rate of 75 percent, the state must provide expanded funding for
recruitment and hiring. The CSU must broaden its success at the top of the pool, not deepen
its penetration into the middle of the pool if it is to maintain educational quality.
5. To attract and retain the best faculty, the state must provide compensation funding for new
positions at least equivalent to the average of current CSU employment offers. These new
positions are necessary to achieve the goal of 75 percent tenured and tenure-track faculty
without jeopardizing the employment status of current lecturers.
6. Annual funding requirements for this plan range from $4.8M to $35.6M.

I. INTRODUCTION
In the California State University (CSU) and across the country, there is serious concern about
the increasing numbers of temporary faculty, as opposed to permanent (tenured and tenure-track)
faculty, in institutions of higher education. There is growing alarm that recent hiring trends in
higher education, necessitated by budget deficiencies, have upset the appropriate balance
between tenured/tenure-track faculty and lecturer faculty. The trend is important because tenured
and tenure-track faculty bear the primary responsibility for student advising, program
development and revision, and participation in shared governance. When their proportions
decline, the quality of these efforts also wanes.
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In California, the growing concern over the diminished proportion of permanent faculty
culminated with the passage of Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 73 (Strom-Martin) in Fall
2001. ACR 73 urged the CSU, the CSU Academic Senate, and the California Faculty
Association to jointly develop a plan to raise the percentage of tenured and tenure-track faculty
in the CSU to at least 75 percent.
To meet the objectives of ACR 73, the parties established a working group, which examined
recent trends in the CSU’s use of temporary faculty (referred to as lecturers in the CSU) and
developed a comprehensive plan aimed at increasing the CSU’s proportion of tenured and
tenure-track faculty.
Trends
In recent years, U.S. colleges and universities have significantly increased their reliance on
temporary faculty. This general trend has reached serious proportions and requires attention by
the system, the faculty, and the state to ensure a reasonable balance of tenured and tenure-track
faculty and lecturers is maintained in the CSU.
Consistent with the state’s approach to funding faculty positions, we believe that full-time
equivalent positions (FTEF) and not headcount is the best measure to identify and track our
faculty balance. The same approach is used by the California community colleges in working
toward their goal. The CSU’s most recent available data indicate that lecturers make up well over
half of the total faculty headcount and more than one-third of the total full-time equivalent
faculty positions in the system. Lecturers account for a smaller percentage of the total FTEF
because the CSU employs most lecturers on a part-time basis. Lecturers made up 45.6 percent of
the total faculty headcount and 27.7 percent of the faculty FTEF in 1984. By the Fall 2001
lecturers had grown to represent 53.5 percent of the faculty headcount and 36.2 percent of the
total FTEF.
The data clearly indicate that the number of CSU lecturers has grown significantly over the last
two decades while the number of tenured and tenure-track faculty has remained nearly constant.
In terms of headcount, the total number of tenure-track faculty increased by 3.0 percent between
1984 and 2001, from 10,023 to 10,325. Meanwhile, the number of lecturers employed by the
CSU increased from 8,184 in 1980 to 11,901 in 2001, an increase of 45.4 percent. Total tenuretrack FTEF increased by 1.3 percent between 1984 and 2001, raising from 9,896 to 10,029. Over
this same period lecturer FTEF increased from 3,784 to 5,693, a jump of 50.4 percent. It is
estimated that lecturers now deliver over half of all the instruction (in terms of student credit
units earned) offered by the CSU
Lecturers have proven their abilities through years, even decades, of service to CSU students.
Lecturers are dedicated professionals and skilled teachers who offer expert instruction. However,
the working group recognizes that the nature of lecturers’ employment relationship with the
University results in a series of problems that negatively impact the quality of the overall
educational experience offered by the CSU. These concerns grow more acute as the proportion
of lecturers employed by the CSU rises.
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This working group believes that unless decisive action is taken by the CSU administration, the
CSU faculty, and the state, the proportion of lecturers employed by the CSU will continue to
climb unabated.

II. A PLAN FOR INCREASING THE PROPORTION OF TENURED/TENURE-TRACK
FACULTY
The working group recognizes that temporary appointments can, and do, serve an important
function in the university setting. Lecturers can provide specific expertise and hands-on
experience as practitioners in a given field. In addition, lecturers help bridge the gap created by
the lengthy tenure-track recruitment process and allow the CSU to respond efficiently to shifts in
enrollment and broad economic patterns. Nevertheless, we believe that the proportion of
lecturers currently employed by CSU raises serious concerns about the quality of education.
The current proportion of lecturers is the artifact of rapid enrollment growth following a period
of severe budget reduction. We believe that continued and increasing reliance on temporary
faculty could threaten the CSU’s ability to achieve its core mission. The working group
wholeheartedly agrees that the CSU and the state of California must take immediate and decisive
action to increase the proportion of tenured and tenure-track faculty employed in the system. We
have agreed that a ratio of 75:25 is a reasonable goal. Restoring this ratio is an investment by the
state in the quality of its higher education and the benefits to be derived therefrom.
Requirements for the success of the Plan.
1. To acknowledge the time and resource requirements of conducting faculty searches as well
as fiscal realities, we are recommending that the plan be implemented over an eight-year
period of time.
Currently, the CSU conducts as many as 1,200 searches for new tenure-track faculty each year.
Conducting a recruitment and search for new faculty members is a labor intensive and timeconsuming process. Some economies of scale can be obtained in the simultaneous filling of two
or more positions in the same department in the rare circumstances when a department is seeking
to fill those positions with the same specialties. In most instances, however doing multiple
searches within a department simply multiplies the work for the faculty. There are clearly limits
to the number of hours in the day and days in the week that can be devoted to recruitment and
search activities, especially in light of the limited number of tenured faculty who may conduct
the searches.
Thus, we are proposing a plan that will hold annual searches within the 1,800 to 2000 per year
range and, if successful, achieve the desired ratio in eight years. If necessary funding is provided,
our plan improves the proportion of permanent faculty by about one and one-half percentage
points each year.
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2. To improve the success rate of faculty searches and to increase the proportion of the annual
hiring pool secured by the CSU, improved hiring packages will be necessary and increased
funding to accomplish this will need to be available.
The CSU is currently successful in approximately 75 percent of all searches conducted. Our
estimate of the number of searches necessary to yield the number of new tenure-track faculty to
achieve a 75:25 ratio assumes that this success rate can be maintained. This means that the CSU
will be hiring a larger percentage of the available pool of applicants. It is our intention to
maintain the quality of our faculty in this process and thus we expect to widen our access to the
top of the pool, not deepen our penetration into the middle of the pool. This will require that we
are able to make more attractive offers to our top candidates many of whom now decline our
offers of employment.
This is particularly true as the CSU works to improve the diversity of its faculty. In many
academic disciplines, underrepresented candidates are in extremely short supply nationwide.
Even so, the CSU must be enabled to attract and retain the best and the brightest if we are to
continue our progress is achieving a diverse faculty.
Improved employment offers to new tenure-track faculty involve competitive salaries,
reasonable workload expectations, and attractive working conditions. The latter often include a
reduced teaching load for course preparation and professional development for some initial
period of time, specialized laboratory or office facilities and equipment, specialized support staff,
and other inducements. To assure these conditions, the plan requires improved funding in the
following areas.
1. Marginal cost funding for enrollment growth will incorporate funding for new faculty
salaries at a level commensurate with the actual salaries that the CSU is required to pay.
2. The student/faculty ratio1, currently at 19.5:1, needs to be progressively decreased to 18.0
to 1, over the eight-year period, to reflect increases in the CSU base budget necessary to
provide long-term improvements in workload expectations.
3. Costs associated with the recruitment and hiring of new faculty must be recognized and
incorporated in the system’s state funding. These costs, which average $11,000 per
search plus $7,500 per hire, have never been recognized. Their inclusion will
significantly improve our ability to provide the kinds of competitive employment offers
that will attract larger numbers of highly qualified faculty.

1

In higher education, the Student/Faculty Ratio (SFR) is calculated by dividing the systemwide full-time equivalent students
(FTES) by the systemwide full-time equivalent faculty (FTEF). Since faculty duties include considerable time spent on student
advising, curriculum development, committee work for shared governance and personnel activities (hiring, retention, tenure,
and promotion reviews), and other quasi-administrative activities, the calculated SFR is much lower than the average class
size.

4

California State University

Response to ACR 73

The Plan
The top portion of Table 1 (page 10) presents our eight-year plan for achieving both a
tenured/tenure-track to lecturer faculty ratio of 75:25 and a student-faculty ratio of 18.0:1. Actual
data for college years 2000-01 and 2001-02 are presented in the first two columns. Estimated
data for 2002-03 are presented in column 3. These data include the number of tenured/tenure
track faculty and lecturer faculty, in terms of full-time equivalent faculty positions (FTEF); the
percentages of each type of faculty; CSU budgeted enrollment, in full-time equivalent students
(FTES); and the actual and budgeted full-time equivalent students per one full-time equivalent
faculty, that is the student/faculty ratio.
The subsequent columns present a plan for achieving the goals of 75 percent tenured/tenure-track
faculty and an 18:1 student-faculty ratio. For each planning year from the college year 2003-04
through the college year 2010-11, Table 1 displays the number of new tenure-track faculty
positions required to accommodate enrollment growth, to replace separations and retirements,
and to gradually improve the student/faculty ratio. The analysis assumes that new faculty
positions to accommodate enrollment growth will be funded at the budgeted 18.9:1 studentfaculty ratio through year 3 (2005-06) which will then decline incrementally to 18.0:1 by year 8.
It also assumes that the number of separations and retirements will average 600 per year, a
number consistent with recent experience.
Over the eight-year period, the number of new tenure-track faculty positions required annually
ranges from 1,320 to 1,515, varying as projected enrollment growth fluctuates. At our current
success rate of 75 percent, we will need to conduct annual searches ranging from 1,760 to 2,020.
If successful, this hiring plan would increase the number of tenured/tenure-track faculty FTEF
from 10,329 (estimated in 2002-03) to 16,854. The total number of lecturer FTEF would
decrease from 6,042 (estimated in 2002-03) to 5,618. In the past year, CSU lecturers accounted
for 16.1 percent of tenure-track hires. Thus, we anticipate that many of the lecturers currently
employed will apply for and possess the qualifications to compete successfully in the national
searches conducted by the CSU. Even if this did not happen, the decline in lecturer FTEF can be
accommodated by attrition and will not require layoffs.

III. ESTIMATING THE COST OF THE PLAN
Assumptions Behind the Cost Analysis
Table 1 also provides a cost estimation for implementing the plan to expand the percentage of
tenured/tenure-track faculty to 75 percent and to decrease the student-faculty ratio to 18:1. Like
the plan itself, the cost estimation involves a number of assumptions.
1. All cost figures are presented in current year (2002-03) dollars and salaries.
The analysis would only be complicated by attempting to estimate and incorporate future rates of
inflation and compensation increase.
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2. Lagged behaviors are ignored.
In reality, certain behaviors occur in sequences that take several years to complete. For example,
a separation or retirement may occur in one year, the replacement search occurring the following
year, with the actual hiring effective in the third year. Likewise, a high proportion of retirements
enter the Faculty Early Retirement Program (FERP) for one to five years and are not replaced, in
most cases, until they complete the FERP. For simplicity, we have assumed that separations and
retirements, and their replacement occur in the same year, and that the number of faculty
entering and leaving the FERP program balance in any given year. The consequence is that the
number of replacements remains constant at a level consistent with recent CSU experience.
3. The compensation savings realized by permanent faculty separation or full retirement is $
82,700.
This figure is an estimated average of the annual salary including benefits2, of all permanent
faculty members retiring or otherwise separating from the CSU in 2002-03.
4. The recruitment cost for a new permanent faculty search is $11,000.
The cost of recruiting and advertising a new permanent position is assumed to be $4,000, and the
cost of travel to interview finalists for the position is assumed to be $7,000, for a total of $11,000
spent on every search.
5. The hiring cost of a new permanent faculty position is $7,500.
Currently, 75 percent of all CSU searches are successful. Each new permanent faculty hire will
incur additional average costs of $2,500 for relocation and $5,000 for computer, laboratory
and/or other equipment, and support.
6. The compensation cost of hiring a new tenure-track faculty member is $70,200.
This figure is the actual average salary plus benefits, paid to new tenure-track hires that began in
the Fall 2001, increased by 4 percent to incorporate compensations increases negotiated for the
FY 2002-03.
7. Marginal cost funding for new faculty positions is assumed to equal the actual salary cost
incurred in the most recent year.
The parties to the development of this plan have jointly agreed that the current basis for
calculating marginal cost is flawed and under-funds the actual costs of hiring new faculty. We
will be requesting a revision to the marginal cost calculation through the regular CSU budgeting
process. Current marginal cost funding provides $65,842 in salary and benefits for a new faculty
position. Thus, a positive adjustment of $4,358 per position would be necessary to reach actual
average compensation costs of $70,200 (see 6 above).
2

Benefits are calculated at 20 percent of salary in all cases.
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8. All new positions required to accommodate enrollment growth and the decrease in the
student/faculty ratio will be filled by tenure-track hires.
This assumption is necessary to achieve the desired ratio of tenured/tenure-track faculty to
lecturer faculty in eight years.
9. Declines in lecturer positions must be replaced by tenure/tenure-track positions.
The gradually increasing proportion of tenured/tenure-track faculty to achieve the eventual 75:25
ratio requires a small annual decline of lecturer positions. These positions must be replaced by
permanent faculty in order to achieve the desired ratio. Former lecturer faculty members
currently constitute 16.1 percent of new tenure-track hires and will certainly fill many of these
new positions. Even so, we believe that this reduction can be easily accommodated by attrition
and that no current lecturers will lose their jobs.
The Cost Analysis
Table 1 also provides an implementation cost projection for the plan over the eight-year phase-in
period. The intent is to show the methodology behind the annual calculations and the total impact
of the plan. The detailed calculations are presented in four categories:
1. The costs of replacement positions for the annual estimated 600 tenured/tenure-track
separations and retirements.
2. The costs of new permanent positions required for enrollment growth.
3. The costs of new permanent positions to improve the student-faculty ratio to 18.0:1.
4. The costs of new permanent positions replacing lecturer positions eliminated to achieve
the 75:25 ratio.
The costs of replacement positions for the annual estimated 600 tenured/tenure-track
separations and retirements.
Each year, we project that approximately 600 tenured/tenure-track faculty will leave the CSU by
way of retirement or separation3 generating a savings of $49.6M. Some of these retirements will
enter the Faculty Early Retirement Program (FERP) and earn 50 percent of their annual salary.
For the purposes of this analysis, we are assuming that as many faculty members complete the
FERP program as enter in each year, so that 600 separations and retirements must be replaced
each year.
Replacing the annual 600 vacant positions will yield a annual compensation savings of $49.6M,
but will also require recruitment costs of $8.8M, hiring costs of $4.5M, and new compensation
costs of $42.1M. Overall, this yields a net cost of $5.8M for replacements in the first year.

3

In reality, these numbers are highly variable and difficult to forecast. We believe that 600 is a reasonable estimate
of the average number of separations and retirements over the eight years of this plan.
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The recruitment costs and hiring costs are one-time costs for each cohort of replacements. In
subsequent years, the difference between the compensation savings for separations and
retirements and the compensation costs for new hires provides a net $7.5M in salary savings.
These funds are used by the CSU to fund programmatic and faculty-related needs.
The costs of new permanent positions required for enrollment growth.
Over the eight-year period, the CSU estimates that its enrollment will grow from approximately
318,100 FTES to approximately 404,500 FTES, an increase of 86,400 FTES, or nearly 11,000
FTES per year. To accommodate this enrollment growth, the CSU will need to hire an average of
582 new tenure-track faculty members per year. These searches will cost between $8.0M and
$9.2M per year. Once filled, the new positions will require hiring costs of between $4.1M and
$4.7M, and the salary and benefits of between $38.5M and $44.4M. Given the position funding
projected from the current marginal cost formula, the CSU could expect to receive between
$36.1M and $41.7M for these new positions, leaving an annual net unfunded cost of between
$2.4M and $2.8M.
As described in the assumptions, the current average compensation cost of hiring a new tenuretrack faculty member in the CSU is $70,200. The current marginal cost funding formula provides
the CSU only $65,842, leaving an unfunded deficit of $4,358 per new position.
The costs of new permanent positions to improve the student-faculty ratio to 18.0:1.
In order to reduce the student/faculty ratio over the eight years of this plan from the current
19.4:1 to 18.0:1 and thereby provide for the improved offers to new tenure-track hires necessary
to broaden our share of the candidate pool, the CSU will need to hire additional faculty beyond
those necessary to replace separations and those required to accommodate enrollment growth. In
the first year of the plan 141 new positions will be required. This number will gradually increase
to 221 new positions in the final year.
The recruitment costs, hiring costs, and compensation costs for these new positions will range
from $13.0M in the first year to $15.7M in the final year.
The costs of new permanent positions replacing lecturer positions eliminated to achieve the
75:25 ratio.
We have assumed that the new (rather than replacement) positions for enrollment growth and to
improve the student/faculty ratio, will be permanent positions, that is tenured or tenure-track
faculty. In the first year of the plan, these new positions are sufficient to achieve the graduated
increase in the tenured/tenure-track to lecturer faculty ratio necessary to reach 75:25 after eight
years. However, after the first year, additional tenure-track hires must be made, with a
corresponding reduction in lecturer positions, to achieve the marginal increases. This
requirement ranges from 16 addition hires in the second year to 120 additional hires in the eighth
year.
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The annual savings from a reduction of lecturer positions ranges from $0.9M in the second year
of the plan to $7.4M in the eighth year. However, the recruitment and hiring costs to replace
these lecturers, plus the higher compensations costs for tenured/tenure-track faculty yield a net
cost to the CSU that ranges from $0.5M in the second year to $1.5M in the penultimate year.
Summary
The plan presented would increase the percentage of tenured and tenure-track faculty in the CSU
from the projected 63.1 percent in 2002-03, to 75 percent in 2010-11. It would also reduce the
student/faculty ratio from the current 19.4:1 to 18.0:1. We regard this latter step as necessary to
provide the funding necessary to allow the CSU to secure a larger proportion of the best
candidates in the applicant pool.
The implementation of this plan will require increased resources from the state. The cost will be
greatest in the first year, $35.6M, primarily due to recruitment costs that are currently unfunded.
Thereafter, the annual cost ranges from $4.8M in the second year to $12.3M in the final year.
These cost are largely due to the marginal cost adjustment necessary to remain competitive in the
employment market and to the costs of new positions to adjust the student/faculty ratio and to
achieve the 75:25 ratio of tenured/tenure-track faculty to lecturer faculty.
The study group believes that the implementation of this plan will achieve not only the goals that
the Legislature seeks to accomplish in ACR 73, but will also insure the overall quality and
diversity of the CSU faculty, thereby guaranteeing the high quality of education provided to CSU
students well into the 21st Century.
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Table 1. ACR 73 IMPLEMENTATION COST PROJECTION
75% Tenured/Tenure Track Goal over 8-Year Phase In
Tenured/Tenure Track FTEF
Lecturer FTEF
Total FTEF for growth plus lecturer departures
Total FTEF for growth plus lecturer advancement plus improved
SFR
Percent Tenured/Tenure Track
Percent Lecturer
Budgeted Enrollment FTES
Improved Students per Faculty Ratio
Marginal Cost SFR

2000-01
Actual
9,921
5,204
15,125

2001-02
2002-03
Actual Estimated
10,029
10,329
5,693
6,042
15,722
16,371

66%
34%
291,980
19.3
18.9

64%
36%
305,854
19.5
18.9

63%
37%
318,124
19.4
18.9

Year 1
2003-04

Year 2
2004-05

Year 3
2005-06

Year 4
2006-07

Year 5
2007-08

Year 6
2008-09

11,072
6,073
17,004

11,792
6,056
17,693

12,563
6,033
18,426

13,380
5,998
19,195

14,198
5,931
19,937

15,062
5,851
20,711

15,940
5,744
21,472

16,854
5,618
22,251

17,145
65%
35%
330,093
19.3
18.9

17,849
66%
34%
340,442
19.1
18.9

18,595
68%
32%
351,358
18.9
18.9

19,379
69%
31%
362,688
18.7
18.7

20,129
71%
29%
373,136
18.5
18.5

20,913
72%
28%
383,926
18.4
18.4

21,683
74%
26%
394,180
18.2
18.2

22,473
75%
25%
404,506
18.0
18.0

600
548
156
16
(16)
720
1,320
1,760

600
578
169
23
(23)
770
1,370
1,827

600
605
184
29
(29)
818
1,418
1,891

600
564
193
62
(62)
819
1,419
1,892

600
588
202
75
(75)
865
1,465
1,953

600
564
211
102
(102)
877
1,477
1,969

600
574
221
120
(120)
915
1,515
2,020

Replacement positions for T/TT separations and retirements
New TT positions for enrollment growth (@ current SFR of 18.9:1)
New TT positions to phase-in improvement in Student/Faculty Ratio
New TT positions required to phase-in increased percent of T/TT faculty
Position savings for reduced lecturer positions (see above)
Total new positions required
Total new and replacement positions required
Total recruitments required

Incremental Implementation Costs

600
633
141
0
0
774
1,374
1,832
2003/04

2004/05

2005/06

2006/07

2007/08

2008/09

Year 7
2009-2010

2009/10

Year 8
2010-2011

2010/11

Replacement positions for Tenure/Tenure-Track separations and retirements (600/year)
Compensation Savings from 600 position separations @ $82,700 average compensation
Replacement Hires Compensation Costs for (600 positions) @ $70,200 Avg. New Hire
Annual Compensation Savings
Recruitment Costs (advertising, travel, etc.) for Faculty @ $11,000 (800 Searches)
Hiring Costs (relocation, computer/lab equipment, etc.) for Faculty @ $7,500 (600 hires)
Net Replacement Costs

($49,620,000)
42,120,000
($7,500,000)
8,800,000
4,500,000
$5,800,000

($49,620,000)
42,120,000
($7,500,000)
0
0
($7,500,000)

($49,620,000)
42,120,000
($7,500,000)
0
0
($7,500,000)

($49,620,000)
42,120,000
($7,500,000)
0
0
($7,500,000)

($49,620,000)
42,120,000
($7,500,000)
0
0
($7,500,000)

($49,620,000)
42,120,000
($7,500,000)
0
0
($7,500,000)

($49,620,000)
42,120,000
($7,500,000)
0
0
($7,500,000)

($49,620,000)
42,120,000
($7,500,000)
0
0
($7,500,000)

New Tenure-Track positions for enrollment growth (@ $70,200 average new hire salary)
Recruitment Costs (advertising, travel, etc.) for Faculty @ $11,000
Hiring Costs (relocation, computer/lab equipment, etc.) for Faculty @ $7,500
Annual Position Increase @ $65,842 Current Marginal Cost
Annual Position Increase @ $4,358 Marginal Cost Adjustment
Total Cost for New Enrollment Growth Positions
State Marginal Cost Funding for Enrollment Growth Positions
Net Cost for New Enrollment Growth Positions

$9,284,000
4,748,000
41,678,000
2,759,000
$58,469,000
(41,678,000)
$16,791,000

($1,243,000)
(638,000)
36,081,000
2,388,000
$36,588,000
(36,081,000)
$507,000

$440,000
225,000
38,057,000
2,519,000
$41,241,000
(38,057,000)
$3,184,000

$396,000
203,000
39,834,000
2,637,000
$43,070,000
(39,834,000)
$3,236,000

($605,000)
(308,000)
37,135,000
2,458,000
$38,680,000
(37,135,000)
$1,545,000

$352,000
180,000
38,715,000
2,563,000
$41,810,000
(38,715,000)
$3,095,000

($352,000)
(180,000)
37,135,000
2,458,000
$39,061,000
(37,135,000)
$1,926,000

$143,000
75,000
37,793,000
2,501,000
$40,512,000
(37,793,000)
$2,719,000

New Tenure-Track positions to phase-in improvement in Student/Faculty Ratio
Recruitment Costs (advertising, travel, etc.) for Faculty @ $11,000
Hiring Costs (relocation, computer/lab equipment, etc.) for Faculty @ $7,500
Compensation Costs @ $70,200
Net Cost for New SFR Improvement Positions

$2,068,000
1,058,000
9,898,000
$13,024,000

$220,000
112,000
10,951,000
$11,283,000

$187,000
98,000
11,864,000
$12,149,000

$220,000
112,000
12,917,000
$13,249,000

$132,000
68,000
13,549,000
$13,749,000

$132,000
67,000
14,180,000
$14,379,000

$132,000
68,000
14,812,000
$15,012,000

$154,000
75,000
15,514,000
$15,743,000

($1,422,000)
110,000
53,000
1,615,000
$356,000

($1,793,000)
88,000
45,000
2,036,000
$376,000

($3,834,000)
484,000
247,000
4,352,000
$1,249,000

($4,638,000)
187,000
98,000
5,265,000
$912,000

($6,308,000)
396,000
202,000
7,160,000
$1,450,000

($7,421,000)
264,000
135,000
8,424,000
$1,402,000

New Tenure-Track positions to phase-in increased percent of Tenure/Tenure-Track faculty
Lecturer Position Savings @ $61,840
Recruitment Costs (advertising, travel, etc.) for Faculty @ $11,000
Hiring Costs (relocation, computer/lab equipment, etc.) for Faculty @ $7,500
Compensation Costs @ $70,200
Net Cost for New Annual Ratio Target Positions
Incremental Annual Cost
Cumulative Annual Cost

$0
0
0
0
$0

($989,000)
231,000
120,000
1,123,000
$485,000

$35,615,000
$35,615,000

$4,775,000
$40,390,000

$8,189,000
$48,579,000

$9,361,000
$57,940,000

$9,043,000
$66,983,000

$10,886,000
$77,869,000

$10,888,000
$88,757,000

$12,364,000
$101,121,000

Note: the Incremental Annual Costs are the additional budget costs each year to fund the plan. For the second through the eighth year, these costs are accurate only if one assumes that all prior year costs have been funded.
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