Professional Staff Salary
Administration Plan

1996 - 2007

Note: You can adjust the size of this window and the window above by grabbing the
grey bar in between and dragging it up or down with your mouse. This will allow you
to read the notes as well as increase the size of the graphs and tables so that you can

see them clearly.



Consumer Price Index (CPl)
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The Professional Staff Salary Administration Program was negotiated between the
University and the Union and came into effectlinly 1996

Since that time the cost of living, as measured by the Consumer Price Index for the
Boston Metropolitan Statistical Area, has increased by 38.3%.



Base Rate Increase (BRI)
VS.
Consumer Price Index (CPl)
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This table compares the Base Rate Increa
The top row (BRI) shows each BRI on the date it was effective.

The second row (Inflation Rate) shows the amount of inflation that occurred between
BRI.

The third row (Grade 25 BRI WaAmhast shows
Grade25 employee who was at the npdint of the salary scale on June 30, 1996.

The fourth row (CPI Wages) how the Grade
(or how much the employee would have been earning if the BRI was equal to the rate
of inflation.)

The fithrow (BRH nf | ati on) shows how the Grade 2
Increases compared with the rate of inflation over time. A negative number indicates
how much that employee’s wages have fall

Anal ysi s: Overall the BRI's roughly kept
2004, the previous contracts had expired and the University refused to even begin
negotiations with the unions. It was not until March 2005 that the University finally
agreed to negotiate the terms of salary increases, which it refused to apply

retroactively. The wage package the University finally agreed to was far short of

inflation and its delayed implementation meant that members salaries took a real hit
from inflation from which they have not recovered.
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This slide shows the data from the previous table in line graph format. The Blue Line
represents the BRI increases as they affected the watiesGrfade 25 employee.
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Boston PSSAP

Level
25
26
27
28
29
30
K}
32
KX]
34
35
36

15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.83%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%

15.65%
15.63%
15.83%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%

Percentage change in Boston PSSAP
Salary Schedule 1996 - 2007
Minimum Midpoint Maximum

15.63%
15.63%
15.83%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%
15.63%

$130.000 -

$120,000

$110.000
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$80,000 -
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The Amherst and Boston Campus Salary Schedules are different and administered
separately by each campus administration.

This slide shows the changes that have taken place in the Boston campus PSU Salary

Schedule between the implementation of the Professional Staff Salary Administration

Program (PSSAP) in 1996 and present.

The table on the left shows that the increases were applied uniformly over time. Each

grade’ s
amount.
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Analysis: Theunion believes uniform increases is the correct method to administer
the Salary Schedule as inflation applies at the same rate to everyone.

Howeveyrthe amount of the increases (15.6%) is not even half of the inflationary rate
(38.3%). This is a real problem for the integrity of the Salary Schedules.

The Bar Graph on the right shows the changes in the Salary Schedule when compared

to inflation.
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The Blue Line in this graph shows the wages of a Grade 27 employee on the Boston
Campus who was at the mid point of the salary schedule in J8@@and who
earned full a full merit award each year (in addition to the BRI increases.

The Red Line shows the Grade 27 salary schedule maximum as it increased over time.
Analysis: The intersection of the two lines in 2002 is a problem.

It means that a hard working Grade 27 employee who was at the mid point of the
Salary schedule just six years earlier is now at the maximum.

Atthemaximumthe employees merit award is supposed to be converted into a bonus
as opposed to being applied to the base. This represents a real disincentive for
professional staff to go the extra mile that it takes to earn merit awards.

Fortunately, the Boston Campus does not enforce the Merit maximum



Grade 36 Boston
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This is the same graph as the previous slide except it shows the intersection of a

meritorious Grade 36 Boston Campus empl o

AnalysissTher e are no Gr adBostah BSUAINpade3d e e 6 s
employeesre norunit top level manager&utif you take away theumbersthis
graph is almost identical with graph on the previous sli@@mparingthe two slides
showsghat on the Boston campus management is in the same boatuasahe
members in regards to merit max And it may be one reason why therit maxima
has never been enforced on the Boston Camidosiever,on the Amherst Campus,
things are much different.
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Amherst PSSAP

Percentage change in Amherst PSSAP Salary 150,000.00
Schedule: 1996 - 2007
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This slide shows the changes that have taken place in the Amherst Campus PSU
Salary Schedule between the implementation of the Professional Staff Salary
Administration Program (PSSAP) in 1996 and present.

Analysis: The table on the left showauge disparity in the increases that have taken
place. The grade increases for lower level PSU positions are less than half that of top
level nonunit management positions.

The graph on the right shows how those increases compared with inflation. Only the
top level grades (mostly namion) in the salary schedule have kept pace with
inflation.

Not only does this show that the starting salaries of PSU positions are decreasing in
terms of real dollar§ which decreases thalue of the work performed by PSU
members and undermining the integrity of the salary schedules and the internal
equity of the salaries of workers in these positions.

It also shows that management has taken care of itself.



Grade 25 Amherst

55,000

50,000 -+ /

45,000

40,000

35,000 e+ -

JHE AT W85 Jand0 M08 Jand0 A0 Dt uHT R H03 DM Apr0S Jand6 Jend7

~—Max — Grade 25 I

The Blue Line in this graph shows the wages of a Grade 25 employee on the Amherst
Campus who was at the mid point of the salary schedule in June, 2006 and who
earned full a full merit award each year (in addition to the BRI increases.)

The Red Line shows the Grade 25 salary schedule maximum as it increased over time.
Analysis: The intersection of the two lines in 2004 is a problem.

It means that a hard working Grade 25 employee who was at the mid point of the
Salary schedule just eight years earlier is now at the maximum. At the maximum the
employees merawardsare converted intoone timebonus as opposed to being

applied to the base. This represents a real disincentive for professionabgiafthe

extra mile that it takes to earn merit awards.

Unlike the Boston Campus, Amherst HR does enforce the Merit maximum.

ases
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The Blue Line in this graph shows the wages of a Grade 36 employee on the Amherst
Campus who was at the mid point of the salary schedule in June, 2006 and who
earned full a full merit award each year (in addition to the BRI increases.)

The Red Line shows the Grade 25 salary schedule maximum as it increased over time.

Analysis: Notice how the Red Line and the Blue Limewermeet?Management has
exclusive control of how the salary schedules are administered and on the Amherst
Campuswhere Merit Max is enforcednanagement has ensurdtiat the merit max

will neverapply tothemselves.
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Merit Max 25 vs 36
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This graph compares the increases of the maximum of the salary schedules for Grades

25 and 36. (The Blue Line is Grade 25. The Red Line is Grade 36.)

Analysis: It is not the gap between the lines that is problematic as much as the fact for
lower grade employees the merit maximum has remained relatively flat. Whereas the

merit maximum for top level management has incredszabtically.
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Merit Max — Grade 25
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This slide shows the impact of merit maximum on the salary of a meritorious Grade
25 employee.

The Red Line is the maximum.

The Green Line shows what t he
merit max.

The Blue Line shows the i mpact
salary.
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By converting the merit award into a etime-bonus, instead of applying it to the

base the gap between the Green and Blue \iiegrow wider and wider over time.
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Amherst Ranges 99 — 05

Grade 99 Range 02 Range 05 Range # Members % Members

$12,400 $14,800 $14,000 1

$13,600 $16,400 $15,500 57

$15,000 $18,000 $17,100 194 &
$16,400 $20,000 $19,500 258 ;g
$17,800 $21600 $21,500 227

$19,600 $24.000 $23.700 164

$21,400 $26.400 $26,200 125

$23,800 $28,800 $31,600 85

$26,000 $31,600 $34,800 25 =
$28,400 $34,800 $38,300 12 =
$31,000 $38.800 $42.100 4

$34,400 $42800 946,300
$37,600 $47,200 $50,800
341,000 $52,800 $55.700
$44,800 $58,400 $61,300
$48,800 = $65,200 $67,200

The table shows how management has manipulated the salary schedule over time to
the detriment of the 90% of the PSU members on the Amherst Campus.

Column 1 (99 Range) shows the difference or spread between the maximum and the
minimum salaries for each grade in 1999.

Column 2 (02 Range) shows the difference or spread between the maximum and the
minimum salaries for each grade in 2002.

Column 3 (05 Range) shows the difference or spread between the maximum and the
minimum salaries for each grade in 2005.

Column 4 (# Members) shows of the number of PSU members in each grade.

Column 5 (% Members) shows that 90% of the Amherst PSU members are in Grade
29 positions or below.

Analysis: If the salary schedule was administered evenly the difference in each grade
would grow proportionately each time the salary levels are increased. Not only did
the Amherst HR administer the salary schedules in-@éayy fashionin 2005
management actuallglecreased the ranges for 90% of the Amherst PSU members.
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Amherst Ranges 02 — 05

1ST
POSITION 3RD MERIT
I |
LEVEL e QUAERTIL it QUARTILE MAXIMUM

t Members: Membe

2 2% |

24 3.2% 2.2% 1.4% 0.5% 0.0% 57

25 2.9% 2.0% 1.2% 0.4% 0.0% 194 2
2% 2.9% 2.3% 1.6% 1.2% 0.9% 258 2
27 2.9% 2.5% 2.2% 2,0% 1.8% 227

28 3.1% 2.3% 2.0% 1.8% 1.5% 164

29 3.0% 2.5% 22% 1.8% 1.7% 125

30 2.9% 3.8% 4.4% 5.0% 5.4% 85

3 3.0% 5.4% 7.3% 8.8% 10.1% 25 2
32 3.1% 3.3% 4.5% 5.1% 5.6% 12 &
kK] 2.9% 3.6% 4.2% 4.6% 5.0% 4

34 2.%% 3.6% 4.2% 4.5% 4.8%

35 3.0% 3.6% 4.1% 4.4% 4.7%

36 3.0% 3.3% 16% 3.8% 3.9%

This table shows how Amherst HR manipulated the Salary Schedules in 2005 to the
detriment of 90% of the Amherst PSU members.

Column 1 (Minimum) shows the percentage increase in the minimum of the salary
schedule for each grade between 20@205.

Column 2 (1stQuartile) shows the percentage increase in ih@uartile of the salary
schedule for each grade between 20@205.

Column 3 (Midpoint) shows the percentage increase imtidpoint ofthe salary
schedule for each grade between 20@205.

Column 4 (3 Quartile) shows the percentage increase in th@@artile of the salary
schedule for each grade between 26@D05.

Column 5 (Merit Maximum) shows the percentage increase in the maximum of the
salary schedule for each grade between 208205.

Analysis: Amherst HR increased the minimums more than the maximums for all PSU
positions grade 29 and below. For the lowest grades HR did not increase the
maximum at all. By doing this managemeritésally forcing a large number of

PSU members into merit max because they did not increase (or increased so
negligibly) the salary maximums for these positions.

If management continues to administer the salary schedule so that the Merit
Maximums do not keep up witlnflation, theB R | @r ¢he value of meriawards;
eventuallythe majority of the Amherst PSUmembers will seall of their merit
awards converted into oreme-bonuses.
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Employment Cost Index (ECI)

Total

Industry Occupation : Management and
related
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administrative support
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25.2%

Total

24.1%

Includes wages, salaries, anc employer casts for employea benafits

This slide shows the quarterly yearly percentage increases in Employers costs for
public sector employees in Massachusetts between 2001 and 2006 by employee type
as measured by US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics Employment
Cost Index Series.

As measured in the first quarter of each year since 2001, the cost of public workers
hasvaried:

Table 1: The Employers cost for employing top level management has increased by

23%.

Table 2: The Employers cost for employing office and administrative support
workers has increased by 26.3%.

Table 3: The Employers cost for employing professional and related workers has

increased by 23.2%.

Table 4: The Employers cost for employing public sector workers has increased by
24.1%.

Analysis: This shows that there is absolutely no correlation between the top heavy
administration of the Amherst Salary Schedules and the actual costs experience by all
other public sector employers in the Commonwealth. In fact according to the ECI, the

cost for every category of workers has increased faster than it has for top level

management.
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Effect of Merit Max

* The highest performing long-term
employees in the unit are receiving ever
diminishing returns for their efforts.

* Decreasing morale among unit members
due to the growing gap in compensation
between similarly situated employees based
only on their unit status.

» By submitting salary calculations based on
the Merit Maximum to the legislature,
management spurned otherwise available
funding for the Amherst campus.

One question that management has not answerést Whathappened to the money

that hasdisappearedrom the professionapayroll asa result of the application of

the Merit Maximum? WhenUMass management presents the cost of the contractual

pay increases to tHegislature for fundinglo they include the merit maxia other

words ,desHR tell the legislaturei Thanks, but UMass doesnot
moneyi we haveMerit Max o

Or does management just pocket the difference between merit max and the funds
provided by the legislature?
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Solution: Remove Merit Max

High performing employees should be rewarded for
their efforts and so should be held harmless from the
application of an arbitrary and capricious Merit
Maximum.

Equity should be restored between unit and non-unit
employees performing similar work.

Union members should not suffer because
management turned away otherwise available funds.
The PSSAP Salary Schedules at both Boston and
Ambherst should be reset to remove the artificial
distortions and the bring the scales into line with the
impact of 11 years of inflation. The easiest way to do
this is to increase all the scales on both campuses at
the same rate as the BRI.

49



Solution: Restore Integrity to
the Salary Schedules

* Reset the midpoints to BRI
» Reset the minimums and maximums by

calculating a 50% spread in each grade.

20¢



Solution: Restore Integrity to
the Salary Schedules

Boston Ambherst

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 e e
- 1996 2005 e—BRI 2007 1566 g 2005 == BRI 2007
The solution to the inequities caused by

schedules over the past 8 yeais to increase the salary schedules even across the
board from where they stood in 1999, by the amount of Base Rate Increases. (Prior to
1999, this was method used to increase the increase the salary schedules. Since then
management has had the exclusive right to administer the salary system.)

The graph on the left and the graph on the right show what this would look like in
Boston and Amherst.
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Solution: Restore Integrity to
the Salary Schedules

Baoston Amherst

il il
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The proper method to administer the salary schedule is to increase theimidf

each grade by the amount of the BRI and then to adjust the spread of each grade by
50% of the midpoint. This is how the salary schedules were administered prior to
1999.

The graphs on the left and the right show what this would look like on the Boston and
Amherst campuses.



Maxed-Out Amherst Members
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This is a list of 110 current unit members who had their merit awards converted into
one time bonuses since 2002.

This list will grow by an approximatel$87 more members (t897 - or almost1/3 of
the Amherst PS)by July 2008 if management has its way and continues to
manipulate the salary schedules to hurt meritoridMsss employees
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