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To:   The ISU Faculty Senate and the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate 
From: Administrative Affairs Committee  
Date: 30 July 2010 
  
Re: Analysis of ISU Staffing Data  (note:  Data are contained in separate files.) 
 
With this memo we provide two tables representing data on ISU staffing over the period 1995-
2009. We considered both numbers of staff (in full time equivalents, FTEs) and salaries.  Table 1 
contains the basic data we worked from, and table 2 shows salaries and shares of total wage bill 
by aggregate employee category.  These tables are contained in an appendix (pdf files:  
ISU~Staff10-Tabl1 and ISU~Staff10-Tabl2). We highlight here some of the more salient 
features of the data. 
 
In prior years the Committee examined both budgeted and filled positions.  In this year’s analysis 
we considered only positions actually filled. First, we did not receive data for budgeted positions 
or for vacancies.  Second, review of the data in prior years showed very little difference between 
budgeted and filled positions, especially with respect to changes over time, which is the main 
focus of our work.  
 
In last year’s memo we considered a number of peculiar features in accounting and personnel 
policies that affect how changes in staffing levels revealed in the data are interpreted.  The main 
feature was the change in accounting procedure between 2005 and 2006.  Data from 2006 
forward include personnel funded by all of the budget categories at ISU, whereas data for prior 
years include personnel working only under the Current Operating and Auxiliary budgets of the 
university.  The later data (2006-2009) are comprehensive and include positions funded through 
the Designated and Restricted budgets as well.  The main effect of this consideration was a 
downward adjustment in the growth rates of administrative and professional positions between 
2005 and 2006 calculated from the raw data. Because this accounting divide is already well-
known and since we now have four years of data under the new system, we did not take any 
special steps to adjust calculations of changes within the categories of employees.  But readers 
are advised that the changes in FTEs and salaries between 2005 and 2006 shown in table 1 are 
partly due to the change in accounting.   
 
A second adjustment we considered last year was due to reclassification of employees, from 
support staff positions to professional positions, and from professional positions to executive and 
administrative positions between 2007 and 2008.  These reclassifications had the effect of 
increasing growth in executive and professional positions in way that did not necessarily reflect 
changes in work practices.  Because we are now working with another year of data and have no 
indication of further reclassifications of this nature, we did not consider such adjustments in the 
calculations for this year’s analysis.  For further details on both adjustments, interested readers 
are referred to our memorandum of 30 March 2009. 
 
I.  Main Findings 
 
A key sentence from last year’s data can be used again here:  “The trend previously identified in 
ISU staffing practices, in which the faculty share of positions relative to EAP personnel declined, 



 2 

continued in the latest data.”  This is reflected in both FTEs and salaries.  From 2008 to 2009 
FTEs in the EAP category increased by 2.4 percent, while faculty FTEs increased by 0.3 percent.  
Salaries for EAP personnel rose by 1.5 percent; salaries for faculty rose by 0.8 percent.  The third 
major category of employee, support staff, experienced a decline in FTEs of 2.1 percent and of 
salaries by 3 percent.  These different growth rates in salaries resulted in an increase of the EAP 
share of the ISU wage bill from 34.4 percent to 34.9 percent, a smaller increase for faculty, from 
41.1 percent to 41.4 percent and a decline for support staff from 24.4 to 23.7 percent.  (See table 
2.)   
 
There are also notable distinctions at a less aggregated level.  Within EAP, executive FTEs rose 
from 35 to 39 (an 11.4 percent increase) with salaries for executives rising by $203,000, a 4.4 
percent increase.  This was offset by a substantial decline in administrative positions and salaries, 
but also supported by increases in both FTEs and salaries for professionals.  Tenured and 
Tenure-Track faculty positions were constant at 404.8 (considering both fiscal and academic 
year faculty) and salaries for these positions increased slightly by 1.3 percent.  This constancy 
should be considered against the long run perspective:  a decline of 3.3 percent since 2006 (for 
FTEs) and of 28 percent since 1995.  The main gain in faculty resources from 2008 to 2009 was 
in part-time faculty with benefits.  In terms of FTEs these positions rose nearly 25 percent along 
with a 21 percent increase in salaries paid to such instructors.  However, given the decision to 
dismiss most temporary and part-time instructors last year, we expect the October 2010 data to 
show a complete reversal of this increase.   
 
II.  Recommendations 
 
Just as we did last year, the Administrative Affairs Committee strongly urges the Senate to 
engage the ISU management team in a discussion of this pattern in staffing.  To our knowledge 
there have not been any results from such a dialogue.  If the main function of ISU is education, it 
seems that a staffing pattern showing constant or declining faculty resources along with 
increased EAP positions, especially in the executive ranks, should be explicitly justified.  Our 
concern is that these results are due more to bureaucratic drift than to a well-formed strategic 
policy.  We do not dispute that professionals and executives hired at ISU contribute to the 
functioning of the University.  But this is not the relevant question to ask.  Rather, it is whether a 
greater contribution might not be obtained with a reallocation of the university’s resources away 
from administrative functions and toward education and research.  We have seen no evidence of 
such considerations since we wrote our report last year.  But perhaps we are simply not informed 
about developments.  
 
We also repeat our admonition about support staff.  The data show a 4.4 percent decrease in 
FTEs between 2006 and 2009, and the layoffs decided on in spring 2010 due to budgetary 
reductions will show further declines when we receive the October 2010 data.  It is our suspicion 
that the personnel structure at ISU has become imbalanced with regard to support staff, but we 
do not have full information on the functioning and maintenance of the ISU physical plant.  Yet 
just as in the balance between teaching and EAP personnel, we have not heard of any coherent 
strategy with regard to labor resources in the support staff category.  
 


