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SOME FACULTY COMPENSATION GOALS BY 2013-14
AS STATED IN 2010

• The salary of each tenured/tenure-track faculty member will reach
the 50th percentile of the CUPA special study salary index.

• The University’s contribution to retirement will reach 10%.

• A significant raise will be awarded upon tenure and promotion.• A significant raise will be awarded upon tenure and promotion.

• A transparent system for determining merit and applying raises
consistently will be established.



• Over the last three years, the goal from the administration’s
perspectives is to raise average faculty salaries by rank and by
discipline to the 50th percentile of the most recent CUPA data.

• All associate professor salaries are at least at the 25th percentile and all
full professor salaries are at least at the 15th percentile.

Progress Towards Those Goals

• Faculty promoted to associate professor receive a minimum raise of
$2000 and faculty promoted to full professor receive a minimum raise
of $5000.

• In setting the salaries for 2014-2015, the administration determined
how much was needed to achieve the above goals and used the rest
of the budgeted total salary pool as recommended by the deans.



Issues previously identified for this Year

1. Maintain a collaborative relationship between faculty and the
administration

2. Benefits
• Retirement
• Life Insurance
• Medical Plan

3. Salary Goals3. Salary Goals
• Dedicate resources to improve salaries for all faculty and

especially to help associate and full professor reach the 50th
percentile of the CUPA data.

• Departmental averages vs. individual salaries
• Work towards the goals stated in 2010
• Equity: gender disparities?

4. Competitiveness in compensation: retention issue



Gender Disparity?

Our approach was to perform a multiple regression analysis to
model how well years in rank, years at JCU, and gender determine
faculty CUPA percentiles. The test was done in three steps.
1. Only using years in rank to account for salary percentile within

rank and discipline.
2. See how much more of the scatter can be explained by adding

years at jcu.
3. See how much more of the scatter can be explained by adding3. See how much more of the scatter can be explained by adding

gender.

Variable Added r2 Equation

1 yrs in rank 0.182 Percentile = 24.8 + .85*yrs in rank

2 yrs at jcu 0.217 Percentile = 27.7 + 1.48*yrs in rank - .54yrs at jcu

3 gender 0.217 Percentile = 28.0 + 1.48*yrs in rank - .54yrs at jcu – 0.22gender



Gender Disparity?

Example: Associate Professor has been at jcu for 20 years, in rank
10 years, and is female. Using the equations below we have:

1. Percentile = 24.8 + 8.5 = 33.3
2. Percentile = 27.7 + 14.8 – 10.8 = 31.7
3. Percentile = 28 + 14.8 – 10.8 - .22 = 31.78

There is essentially no difference in r2 or in the Percentile whenThere is essentially no difference in r2 or in the Percentile when
gender is included in the model. We conclude there is no evidence
to support gender disparity.

Variable Added r2 Equation

1 yrs in rank 0.182 Percentile = 24.8 + .85*yrs in rank

2 yrs at jcu 0.217 Percentile = 27.7 + 1.48*yrs in rank - .54yrs at jcu

3 gender 0.217 Percentile = 28.0 + 1.48*yrs in rank - .54yrs at jcu – 0.22gender



2010-2011: 2011-2012: 2012-2013: 2013-2014

91 (48%) 72 (39%) 39 (23%) 37 (22%)

Number (and Percentage) of all faculty whose salaries are
below the 30th percentile of CUPA averages compared to
previous year salary *

Percentage of faculty per rank whose salaries are

2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014

Professor 44% 37% 38% 38%

Associate 58% 49% 19% 19%

Assistant 37% 24% 3% 2.5%

Percentage of faculty per rank whose salaries are
below the 30th percentile

* Excludes Library Faculty



2011-2012: 2012-2013: 2013-2014:

75 (43%) 50 (30%) 53 (34%)

Number (and Percentage) of all faculty whose salaries are
below the 30th percentile of CUPA averages compared to
same year salary*

Percentage of faculty per rank whose salaries are below

2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014

Professor 41% 39% 41%

Associate 61% 38% 44%

Assistant 11% 5% 9%

* Excludes Library Faculty

Percentage of faculty per rank whose salaries are below
the 30th percentile of CUPA averages compared to same
year salary*



Cost for Department Average Salaries to Reach the 50th Percentile
of CUPA (same year comparison)

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014

$1,292,916 $1,120,764 $807,493 $569,343 $621,314

Cost for Department Average Salaries to Reach the 40th, 50th , and
60th Percentile of CUPA for 2013-2014 (same year comparison)

40th 50th 60th

$238,088 $621,314 $1,060,851

Cost for Individual Salaries to Reach the 50th Percentile of CUPA
for 2013-2014 (same year comparison)

50th

$763,688



The previous slides as well as those presented last fall
clearly show faculty salaries are not where they should be
for an institution ranked #1 for a “Strong Commitment to
Undergraduate Teaching” and #7 among universities in the
Midwest offering master’s programs by U.S. News &
World Report.

Data was presented in previous presentations showing howData was presented in previous presentations showing how
our retirement benefit is very low.

When this is presented to our administrators the response
is yes that is true but, when one looks at all of the benefits
(in particular medical) we are in the middle of the pack.



The Annual Report
on the Economic
Status of the
Profession

Salary. This figure represents the contracted salary excluding
summer teaching, stipends, extra load, or other forms of
remuneration. Department heads with faculty rank and no other
administrative title are reported at their instructional salary (that is,
excluding administrative stipends). Where faculty members are
given duties for eleven or twelve months, salary is converted to a
standard academic-year basis by applying a factor of 9/11 (81.8
percent) or by the institution’s own factor, reflected in a footnote to
the appendix tables of this report.
Benefits. Benefit amounts tabulated here represent the institution
(or state) contribution on behalf of the individual faculty member;
the amount does not include the employee contribution. The major
benefits include (a) retirement contribution, regardless of the plan’sbenefits include (a) retirement contribution, regardless of the plan’s
vesting provision; (b) medical insurance; (c) disability income
protection; (d) tuition for faculty dependents (both waivers and
remissions are included); (e) dental insurance; (f) social security
(FICA); (g) unemployment insurance; (h) group life insurance; (i)
workers’ compensation premiums; and (j) other benefits with cash
alternatives (for the most part, these include benefits such as
moving expenses, housing, and cafeteria plans or cash options to
certain benefits). See also the footnote to tables 10A and 10B.
Compensation. Compensation represents salary plus institutional
contribution to benefits. It is best viewed as an approximate “cost”
figure for the institution, rather than an amount received by the
faculty member.



COMPARATORS Category US News Rating Location Law Business Nursing Engineering

Butler University IIA midwest #2 Indianapolis, IN X

Xavier University IIA midwest #4 Cincinnati, OH X X

Valparaiso University IIA midwest #6 Valparaiso, IN X X X X

John Carroll University IIA midwest #7 Univ. Hts., OH X

University of Evansville IIA midwest #9 Evansville, IN X X X

Hamline University IIA midwest #11 Minneapolis, MN X X

Baldwin Wallace Univ. IIB midwest #17 Berea, OH X X

Capital University IIA midwest #35 Columbus, OH X X XCapital University IIA midwest #35 Columbus, OH X X X

University of Scranton IIA north #8 Scranton, PA X X

Marist College IIA north #10 Poughkeepsie, NY X

Quinnipiac University IIA north #11 Hamden, CT X X X X

Le Moyne College IIA north #24 Syracuse, NY

Canisius College IIA north #27 Buffalo, NY X

Mercyhurst College IIB north #37 Erie, PA

Niagara University IIA north #54 Niagara, NY X X

Gannon University IIA north #54 Erie, PA

Belmont University IIA south #7 Nashville, TN X X X
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From 07-08 to present:

• Assistant prof. leads comparator
median

• Assoc. prof. began lagging
comparators but now has caught up

• Full prof. compensation dipped
below competitor median, but has
now caught up



Where do we go from here?

• We have submitted a request through our local AAUP
chapter to obtain a total compensation study for our
CUPA special studies group.

• Previous slides indicate how important medical
benefits are for John Carroll to be competitive. Howbenefits are for John Carroll to be competitive. How
can we reduce/change medical benefits in order to
“rebalance” the compensation structure to both address
the real concern that medical costs to the university
will soon become unsustainable as well as compensate
faculty fairly with aspirational goals in place? We have
questions whose answers will help us determine if/how
to achieve rebalancing.



UNANSWERED QUESTIONS

1. What is the financial impact over the past few years of the
addition or reintroduction of several new executive-level
administrative positions. e.g., VP for Mission, Director of Legal
Affairs, Asst. Provost for Institutional Effectiveness, … ?

2. Has there been any cost/performance analysis of the advantage
of having these positions? In particular:
a. Have there been studies regarding duplication of effort, joba. Have there been studies regarding duplication of effort, job

responsibilities?
b. Is there information that provides evidence for the need for

duplication where it exists?

3. Have there been studies regarding number of individuals in
upper management with respect to our comparators? If not,
what needs to be done to have such a study?



UNANSWERED QUESTIONS

4. What is the ratio of FTE faculty to FTE upper management
over time?

5. What are the short and long term plans for addressing our
continuous financial problems and how can we work together
to implement that plan? Is there a strategic plan or are we
addressing issues year by year?

6. How can we divorce/mitigate year to year salary increases with
the year to year recruitment results?

7. How can we develop an agreed upon goal for faculty salary i.e.
floors for each rank for all faculty, goals for department
averages, reinstate separate promotion and salary pools?



Considerations for 2014-2015:

• Need faculty to fully staff the committee.
• Bifurcation in benefits plan:

new hires have a different benefit plan
• Competitiveness in compensation: retention issue

50th percentile CUPA the goal for everyone; 122 (77%) not met;
previous 40th percentile goal for everyone; 86 (54%) still not met

• Benefit plan including Retirement• Benefit plan including Retirement
• Compensation goals for the next time frame
• Compensation comparator group
• Work Load consideration
• Benchmarks for Library Faculty
• Need faculty to fully staff the committee.



Appendix




