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Appendix C: Salary Equity Issues and Total Compensation

Committee Charge #7 for 2011
“Continue to monitor salary equity assessment issues. Explore the ability to implement a new study that investigates whether “total compensation”, which would include benefits could further improve the accuracy and whether inequities exist on the basis of age, sex, marital status, or family status for total compensation (i.e., when employer subsidies of health and other benefits are included).  If any such inequities are found, the Salary & Benefits Committee  would like to review the study and propose solutions based upon results.”
Salary Equity Survey - Background

In current practice at the University of Nevada, Reno, Institutional Analysis and Human Resources conduct a biennial analysis of faculty salaries to determine whether discrimination is occurring and whether salaries are equitable both internally and relative to comparable institutions. Previous Salary Equity Surveys at UNR have shown no salary discrimination on the basis of sex, age, or ethnicity, when controlled for educational qualifications, years of service, rank, merit evaluations, academic discipline, and other appropriate factors. In past years when funding was available, salary equity adjustments were made for the small number of faculty members whose salaries were found to be substantially lower than the predicted equitable salary (unless the administration found special circumstances explaining the difference).

Base Salary vs. Total Compensation

Past Salary Equity Surveys have included only base salary, not total compensation. Total compensation at UNR includes base salaries plus the following: 


(1) supplemental stipends for administrative assignments,


(2) overload contracts for extra-duty assignments during regular contract periods, 
(3) monetary awards for special honors or awards,


(4) subsidies toward health and other insurance, and


(5) tuition grants-in-aid.

We do not include overload contracts during non-contract periods (e.g., “summer salary” on research grants for Type B faculty), because those are generally extensions over additional time periods at the same salary rate as base pay. We include tuition grants in the list for completeness and possible future consideration, but the Committee has not investigated their impact on total compensation.

Policies Regarding Discrimination

Per institutional policy and state law, UNR may not discriminate on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, age, creed, national origin, veteran status, physical or mental disability, sexual orientation, or gender identity or expression. Discrimination in compensation or in terms, conditions, or privileges of employment on the basis of marital status, family status, or parenthood is broadly called “family responsibilities discrimination”. Nevada or federal statutes do not address marital or family status discrimination in employment, and neither UNR nor NSHE has an official policy statement regarding discrimination on the basis of marital or family status. Employment discrimination on the basis of marital status is illegal in 22 states, although seven of those make some exceptions for benefits.  

Age or Sex Discrimination in Supplemental Compensation

The Committee is not aware of any institutional policies at UNR that would that would cause discrimination on the basis of sex, age, or other protected classes as a direct result of the additional sources of total compensation listed above. However, there is in principle the potential for discrimination to occur in the offering or awarding of (1) administrative assignments, (2) overload contracts during regular contract periods, or (3) special recognitions with monetary awards. The Committee has no data that would cause us to suspect such discrimination from these three sources of supplemental compensation, but it seems reasonable for that possibility to be tested through the regular Salary Equity Survey process. One regular source of supplemental compensation is administrative stipends (e.g., for departmental chairs). Some of those appointments are based on nominations by faculty members of the units. The committee has not investigated the frequency of overload contracts for extra-duty assignments during regular contract periods, but the practice is not thought to be widespread. Monetary awards for special honors and recognitions are relatively rare one-time events and are therefore statistically unlikely to be found discriminatory as a result of the compensation. The Committee proposes that the next Salary Equity Survey include tests for discrimination with administrative stipends, and that the frequency of overloads for extra duty assignments during regular contract periods be further investigated.

Overload and stipend salary data for faculty are available through the Payroll Office and could be merged with the other Human Resources data in future Salary Equity Surveys. Discussions with Human Resources indicate it would be possible to include some measures of additional compensation in the next Salary Equity Survey. The Institutional Analysis office would then be able to use those data to determine whether the additional compensation results in disparate impacts in total compensation on the basis of age, sex, or ethnicity. Because of lack of uniform data on total compensation at other institutions, the salary equity survey would only be able to check for inequities internally, and could not be used for comparisons with other institutions. The next biennial survey is to be completed in Fall 2011, and Tim McFarling, Assistant Vice President for Human Resources, has indicated a willingness to include the available components of compensation in the analysis on a trial basisIf any age, sex, or other discrimination is indicated by the analysis, then appropriate corrective measures should then be considered. Other forms of supplemental compensation should be further investigated. The Salary & Benefits Committee recommends that this issue be further monitored pending the results of the next Salary Equity Survey.
Marital and Family Status Discrimination
Benefits that are provided to employees for their spouses, children, or other dependents can result in differential total compensation to employees with the same job description and base salaries. Health care insurance is the predominant economic source of such differential compensation. Under the Public Employees Benefits Program (PEBP), state subsidies toward the total premium cost are given based on the employee’s covered dependents, as shown in the table below for Plan Year 2012 for the self-funded high-deductible PPO plan (monthly).

	Tier group
	Total rate 
	Employee contribution
	State subsidy

	Employee only
	$609.68
	$43.90
	$565.78

	Employee + spouse
	$1177.69
	$198.40
	$979.29

	Employee + children
	$785.45
	$91.71
	$693.24

	Employee + family
	$1353.55
	$246.23
	$1107.32

	Employee + Dom. Partner
	$1177.69
	$641.67
	$565.78


The most direct form of discrimination on the basis of marital status by PEBP is the disparate treatment of married spouses vs. registered domestic partners. Employees covering a married spouse receive a higher subsidy by $4962/year compared with those covering a registered domestic partner. Because about two-thirds of registered Domestic Partners in Nevada are same-sex couples (according to reporting by the Reno Gazette-Journal) and because they are not allowed to marry in the state, this policy may create de facto discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation (which is not tracked by the Salary Equity Survey). The additional subsidy for employees who cover children is $1530/year. 

For 2011-12, state agencies including NSHE contribute $644.81/month to PEBP for each employee (2011 Assembly Bill 563). That amount is greater than the total premium cost of $609.68/month for an individual employee, which means the mandatory employee contribution for the “Employee Only” group is effectively an assessment of $527/year to the employee with no dependents to insure other employees’ dependents. This results from the PEBP policy to subsidize the employee portion of the rate at less than 100%. The subsidies are 93% for the employee and 73% for dependents, for the PEBP self-funded plan in 2011-12. The PEBP rationale for charging the employee-only tier a premium contribution, while also subsidizing dependents, is apparently based on budgetary considerations and the idea that employees should pay some of the cost of their health insurance beyond deductibles and co-payments. However, the current policy causes single employees to subsidize the benefits of other employees’ dependents. If the intent is to provide an incentive for employees to reduce their own health care expenditures, the new high-deductible Consumer Driven Health Care plan is adequate incentive to reduce usage of the benefit.
A primary reason for offering health care benefits is for the competitive recruitment and retention of employees, which is certainly an important interest for UNR faculty. Both the value and cost of health care benefits for employee dependents are high and therefore the benefits are a strong incentive for employees. However, current policies result in lower total compensation for employees who do not have dependents or whose dependents are not eligible for coverage or subsidy. For example, an unmarried employee might be responsible for the care of a disabled adult sibling, who would not be eligible for coverage under PEBP even if the sibling is a qualified dependent under IRS tax rules. In general, PEBP policy is not favorable to non-traditional families.

A zero subsidy for dependents is of course one way to eliminate discrimination; simply the ability for the employee to cover dependents on a group health plan may itself be a substantial benefit. However, it is possible to provide such additional benefits in ways that are more equitable to employees with various marital and family situations. These solutions are used in states where employment discrimination on the basis of marital or family status is prohibited by law. One such option is a “cafeteria” style plan that provides a maximum total benefit dollar amount to all employees but allow them to apply it toward health or other available insurance products as they wish. Another option for health insurance is to provide a premium subsidy for up to one adult for each employee, in addition to dependent children, regardless of that other adult’s relationship with the employee (possibly with co-residency or tax dependency eligibility requirements). Determining the relative costs of these various options requires a professional actuarial analysis that is beyond the capability the Salary & Benefits Committee.

The committee found the following information on costs of implementing the same health benefits for registered Domestic Partners as for married spouses of employees. The total cost can be estimated from  the FY2011 employee-paid enrollment (five for all of NSHE), a projected increase in enrollment by a factor of five if fully subsidized (AON actuarial projection for PEBP) for a total of 25 covered individuals, and the FY2012 PEBP subsidy rates ($414/month for spouses). The resulting cost estimate is about $125K/year for all of NSHE, perhaps half that for UNR.  This cost is a very small percentage (less than 0.4%) of the total cost of health-care subsidies for NSHE employees. The cost could be met with no additional state funding if NSHE contracts with an alternative provider to PEBP at lower cost, or by spreading the premium cost among all employees with adult dependents. The overall cost is relatively small for the system, but the inequitable financial impact on the affected employees is large ($5000/year).
PEBP has repeatedly refused NSHE requests for full coverage of domestic partners. A NSHE system-level task force on health benefits is currently looking into options for health care benefits at the system level. Options might include asking PEBP for additional plans or becoming independent from PEBP, which would likely require legislative action [NRS 287.0479] Because of the relatively low total numbers of Domestic Partners, it is quite possible that they could be covered with currently available funding levels if a lower-cost provider is found as an alternative to PEBP.

Because health care issues are under consideration by the NSHE task force, the Salary & Benefits Committee believes it is important for the Faculty Senate to communicate its perspectives on these issues. The Salary & Benefits Committee requests Faculty Senate approval of the following statement of principles to be communicated to the task force and the UNR administration:

(a) A competitive, comprehensive health care benefit package is essential for the recruitment and retention of high-quality faculty employees.

(b) Health care insurance and other supplemental benefits should be structured to equalize their value for employees of various marital status and family status, including non-traditional families, to the extent feasible.

(c) Registered Domestic Partners of employees should be provided exactly the same benefits and insurance subsidies as married spouses of employees.

(d) The subsidization of 100% of the cost of a basic comprehensive health insurance plan for each employee participant should be a priority, and continued partial subsidization of dependent benefits is also a priority.

(e) The financial impacts on all employee groups should be considered when implementing a change of benefits or subsidization.
Salary Equity Survey and Marital and Family Status

It is unknown whether the differential subsidies from PEBP for employees based on their dependents (spouses, domestic partners, and children) result in a disparate impact on the basis of sex, age, or other protected classes. The committee investigated whether the possibility of discrimination on the basis of marital status could be investigated through the Salary Equity Survey and whether insurance benefits could be included in total compensation. Discussions with Human Resources indicated adequate data is not available to include marital or family status or insurance subsidies in the Salary Equity Survey. The Human Resources and Payroll Office data systems do not track “single” vs. “married” employees, which would make any analysis difficult or impossible. Although employees declare marital status on W-4 tax forms, the “Single” and “Married but withhold at the higher single rate” categories are treated as one in the internal databases. Therefore, a direct analysis of marital status discrimination is not feasible at this time. There is also no internal tracking of family status or dependents of employees. Because electing coverage for eligible dependents is voluntary, there is not necessarily a one-to-one correspondence between PEBP tier group coverage and marital or family status, so using data about insurance groups would not be reliable. Although it would be useful to have a valid study of these issues, the Salary & Benefits Committee believes it would be more fruitful at this time to pursue changes in the insurance benefits, which have a direct impact on equity in total compensation.
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