
Faculty Salary Policy 

 

I. Background and scope 

 

The Committee for Finance, Faculty Compensation, and Work-Related Policies (“the 

compensation committee”) forwards this proposal to the general faculty in fulfillment of a charge 

given by the Faculty Council at its September 10, 2014 meeting in response to a request by by 

Fr. Niehoff.   The President invited us to develop a proposal for faculty compensation that might 

include a new set of comparator institutions and benchmarks for salary by rank and years in 

service.  Fr. Niehoff indicated that the Board of Trustees desired such a proposal, and would 

vote to endorse or reject it after an affirmative vote of the faculty.  After some discussion, which 

included the Provost’s observation that a new comparator group of 10-15 institutions, generated 

by the faculty, could replace various, and very different, peer groups used throughout the 

university and could assist strategic planning, Faculty Council unanimously charged the 

compensation committee to “come up with a proposal regarding faculty compensation” (FC 

minutes, Sept. 10, 2014, p. 4).  This is it. 

 

The compensation committee was invited to devise a new, small comparator group that would 

be useful to assess various kinds of performance at the University, and we have done so. This 

group is termed the University Peer Group and is described below in section IV and appendix 

two below. However, it quickly became apparent to us that a small set of institutions could not 

deliver reliable data on salary averages by discipline and rank, so we moved on to developing a 

larger group. While the university currently utilizes a very large group of institutions for salary 

benchmarks, the so-called CUPA “special study” (CUPA refers to the College and University 

Professional Association for Human Resources), it was necessary to develop a new group 

because of the limitations of the CUPA group. That set of over three hundred institutions is 

united only by their accreditation by AACSB (the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of 

Business).  It contains schools of every size and mission, many of which resemble John Carroll 

not at all.  Moreover, the current salary benchmark, as stated in the Compensation Committee’s 

“Recommendation for Salary Increases for 2011-2014 and Related Policies” (December 7, 

2010) is that “The salary of each individual tenured/tenure-track faculty member, including 

librarians, will reach the 50th percentile of the CUPA special study salary index.”  However, that 

declaration was never endorsed by the Provost, the Vice President for Finance, or the 

University President.  John Carroll has no official, endorsed faculty salary policy.  Thus, 

this proposal includes two peer groups: the University Salary Group (the large group, replacing 

the current CUPA “special-study” group), used in this proposal to set goals for faculty salaries 

by discipline and rank, and a University Peer Group, used to assess the University’s 

performance vis-a-vis our peers in a number of categories, including but not limited to salary. 

 

The faculty insist that salary and compensation issues have been at a crisis level since at least 

2008.  They have experienced three pay freezes since that year, and pay raises in other years 

have been small, sporadic, and uneven.  Revisions in benefits during that time have diminished 

or even eliminated entirely those “raises.” 

 



The faculty maintain that this low salary environment challenges the University’s mission in 

several respects. It makes it difficult to recruit and retain excellent faculty -- and thus challenges 

our commitment to academic excellence.  It is inconsistent with the University’s commitment to 

social justice.  It produces low morale and a reluctance to engage in shared governance, 

because many faculty members believe that the low salary environment is indicative of 

indifference to their welfare on the part of the administration and Board of Trustees.  Low morale 

is also produced by the uncertain and reactive nature of the current compensation “model,” by 

which salary raises are determined on a year-by-year basis based on freshman class enrollment 

and net tuition revenue with no apparent long-term plan. 

 

Therefore, the compensation committee was heartened by Fr. Niehoff’s invitation to present the 

administration and the Board of Trustees with a policy proposal on faculty salaries. Shared, 

collaborative governance is important in its own right, but is especially demanded of the John 

Carroll community at this time.  In its action letter of March 9, 2015, the Higher Learning 

Commission found that: 

 

● “the University’s governance and administrative structures did not provide evidence of 

effective leadership for the institution because of serious communication and morale 

issues across governance structures;” 

● “communication among administrators and between the Board or administration and the 

faculty had often appeared to be one-way and not marked by appropriate collaboration 

or receptivity;” 

● “the University had not appropriately linked strategic planning with budgeting . . .” 

● “department chairs and other internal constituents lacked appropriate input into the 

budget, planning, and evaluation process;” 

● “the University has not demonstrated a long-term pattern and practice of systematic and 

integrated planning;” 

 

This proposal has been the product of a collaborative process between the JCU faculty, as 

represented by the compensation committee, and members of the University administration. 

The approval of this proposal by the John Carroll administration and Board will testify to the 

effectiveness of shared government and linkages between strategic planning and budgeting at 

JCU.  It is in that collegial and cooperative spirit that the committee forwards this proposal. 

 

II. The Policy 

 

1. All full-time faculty members should receive each year a cost-of-living increase 

computed using the latest federal Consumer Price Index. 

2. Salary notifications must inform faculty of the amounts represented in their raise, broken 

down by the amounts represented by the cost of living increase, merit, and market 

adjustment (salary benchmark adjustment). 

3. Faculty members may request to be notified in writing by their dean of their performance 

evaluation. 



4. Standards for performance should be consistent and transparent at every level -- 

university, college, and department.  The academic deans should inform the faculty of 

standards used to assess performance.  Any changes in policies or standards for 

evaluating performance (teaching, scholarship, service) must be made in consultation 

with the faculty. 

5. Mandatory promotion increases (minimums as of this writing: $1500 for tenure without 

promotion; $2500 for tenure and promotion to associate professor; $5000 for promotion 

to full professor) will be increased each year by the cost of living.  If a faculty member 

earns tenure without promotion to associate professor and subsequently is promoted to 

that rank, he or she will receive $1000. 

6. Faculty members tenured or promoted to the next rank will receive at least the 

mandatory  increase.  Independent of that  increase, commensurate with that year’s 

salary adjustments, they will also receive the merit increase and/or market adjustment 

they have earned for that year. 

7. New assistant professors should be hired at least at the 50th percentile for new assistant 

professors in their own discipline as established by the University Salary Group. 

8. This policy applies to all full-time faculty members at John Carroll University, including 

visitors. 

9. In no case will the use of comparator salary data be used to reduce the salaries of 

faculty members. 

 

The University Salary Group (see appendix one for its composition and criteria for selection) is 

used to  develop goals for faculty salaries by discipline and years in rank. The long-term salary 

goals set out below refer not to the entire JCU faculty as a group, but within departments.  

These long-term goals apply to all faculty who meet or exceed the expectations of their 

employment. Under these goals, half the faculty should reach their benchmarks three years 

after the proposal is adopted by the Board of Trustees.  All faculty should reach those 

benchmarks two years later (a five-year cycle).  In cases when the University Salary Group 

cannot provide meaningful salary figures by discipline and rank due to the small size of the 

reporting group, the comparator group for those disciplines and ranks will be the existing (as of 

Oct. 2015) CUPA “special study” based on AACSB-accredited colleges & universities.  

 

● Long-term goals for Assistant Professors: 0-3 years in rank at JCU, 50th percentile; 4 

years and above in rank at JCU, 60th percentile: all percentiles are minimums 

● Long-term goals for Associate Professors: 0-3 years in rank at JCU, 25th percentile; 4-7 

years in rank at JCU, 40th percentile; 8 and above in rank, 60th percentile: all 

percentiles are minimums 

● Long-term goals for Full Professors: 0-3 years in rank at JCU, 15th percentile; 4-7 years 

in rank at JCU, 30th percentile; 8-15 years in rank at JCU, 50th percentile; 16 years and 

above in rank at JCU, 70th percentile: all percentiles are minimums.  

● Immediately following the adoption of this plan by the Board of Trustees, the 

administration will develop a plan for achieving the long-term salary goals set out in this 

proposal. 



● Every academic year by April 15, the Chief Financial Officer will submit a report to the 

compensation committee documenting the progress made in reaching this proposal’s 

salary goals.  This report will specify: 1. the overall salary gap (the difference in dollars 

between the total dollar amount of faculty salaries and what that figure would be if all 

faculty members were at their salary benchmarks); 2. the numbers of faculty at each 

percentile benchmark broken down by rank and years in rank (following the templates 

below). 3. explanations for any lack of progress in meeting long-term salary benchmarks. 

 

 

Assistant 
Professors 

0-49% 50-60% 60% and above 

0-3 years    

4 and above    

 

  

Associate 
Professors 

0-24% 25-39% 40-59% 60% and above 

0-3     

4-7     

7 and above     

 

 

 

Professor 0-14% 15-29% 30-49% 50-69% 70% and 
above 

0-3      

4-7      

8-15      

16 and above      

 

 

 III. Assessment and Revision 

 

Beginning in 2019, and every five years thereafter, the compensation committee will, in 

consultation with the Chief Financial Officer (or equivalent administrator), revisit the University 

Salary Group to recommend revision.  No revisions will be accepted without the support of a 

majority of the compensation committee.  Beginning in 2020, and every five years thereafter, the 



compensation committee will, in consultation with the Strategic Planning Group, consider 

revisions to the University Peer Group.  No changes in the composition of the University Peer 

Group will be made without the support of a majority of the faculty who cast votes. 

 

Every seven years, beginning five years after the adoption of this policy, the Compensation 

Committee will, in consultation with the faculty and other interested parties, conduct a thorough 

and open-ended review of the policy, assess its strengths and weaknesses, and recommend 

changes.  Those changes must be endorsed by a majority of the faculty and by the Board of 

Trustees. 

 

 IV. The University Peer Group 

 

The compensation committee proposes to replace the current peer group, often termed the 

IPEDS  (Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System) group (Baldwin Wallace, Belmont, 

Butler, Canisius, Capital, Gannon, Hamline, Le Moyne, Marist, Mercyhurst, Niagara, Quinnipiac, 

U. of Evansville, U. of Scranton, Valparaiso, Xavier), established by the University Planning 

Group in 2010, with a new, slightly smaller group consisting of: Baldwin Wallace; Belmont; 

Bradley; Butler; Canisius; Drake; La Salle; Le Moyne; Ohio Northern; St. Joseph’s; Stetson; U. 

of Scranton; Valparaiso; Xavier.  We have retained eight of the institutions of the current IPEDS 

group (BWU, Belmont, Butler, Canisius, Le Moyne, Scranton, Valpo, and Xavier) and added six 

new ones (Bradley, Drake, La Salle, ONU, St. Joe’s, and Stetson). A careful reader will observe 

that originally, before we held open hearings on this peer group, Duquesne University had been 

included in this group.  As the only Research-1 institution in the group, we concluded it was not 

a good fit with the others.   

 

The compensation committee did not use salary data to generate this list.  Although our charge 

was to fashion a peer group that could be used to assess faculty salaries (among other 

performance measures), the committee wished to find institutions that were similar (though not 

identical) to John Carroll in many areas.  Thus, this list is appropriate to measure the university’s 

performance across a number of measures (use of adjunct faculty, number of administrators, 

etc.) besides salary.  We maintain that the proposed group is a closer academic fit to John 

Carroll than the institutions of the current IPEDS group.  Regarding salaries, the IPEDS data 

reports generated using this comparator group provide a general but telling indicator of the 

salaries earned by JCU faculty vis-a-vis our peers. IPEDS data reports for both the current 

group and this proposed group is distributed to the faculty with this proposal, as is a 

spreadsheet displaying key data fields for easy comparison. 

 

Appendix One: The University Salary Group. 

 

This group of 66 institutions is listed beginning two pages from here. 

 

The committee executed a search in College Navigator (http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/) 

using the following criteria and parameters:  

 

http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/


Geography: Connecticut; Delaware; Illinois; Indiana; Iowa; Kentucky; Maryland; 

Massachusetts; Michigan; Minnesota; Missouri; New Jersey; New York; North Carolina; Ohio; 

Pennsylvania; Rhode Island; Tennessee; Virginia; West Virginia; Wisconsin. 

Institution Type: public; private 4-year non-profit. 

Programs/Majors: Business, Management, Marketing, and Related Support Services. 

Level of Award: Bachelor’s and Advanced. 

Tuition and Fees: < $45,000. 

Undergraduate Enrollment: 1000-20,000. 

Housing: on-campus available. 

Campus Setting: town; city; suburban. 

Admission Rate: 50%-90%. 

25th percentile SAT Critical Reading Minimum: 480. 

25th percentile SAT Math Minimum: 480. 

25th percentile ACT Composite Minimum: 22. 

 

That search produced a list of 97 institutions.   Note that the committee did not search for salary 

data at any point in the fashioning of this list.  The committee eliminated those institutions that 

were not a reasonable fit with John Carroll, such as those schools primarily devoted to science 

and technology (Illinois Institute of Technology) and art (Pratt Institute).  Likewise, we eliminated 

those schools with no or a very small graduate footprint (Kalamazoo, Cedarville University) and 

also those with very significant graduate components and Ph.D programs (University of 

Delaware, University of Pittsburgh).  However, we kept some that met one or more of those 

criteria.  Miami University, for example, despite being much larger than John Carroll, is among 

the top fifteen institutions to which JCU freshmen in recent years have also applied.  Miami is 

also on the list of schools used to benchmark the salaries of John Carroll administrators. 

Therefore, we elected to keep it on the list. Finally, the committee eliminated those institutions 

that do not report salary data to CUPA. 

  



 

 

Comparison Group  

Description University Salary Group 

Size 66 Institutions 

Date September 24, 2015 

From CUPA-HR Surveys Online 

 

Institution State HEDunitID 

Albion College MI 168546 

Alfred University NY 188641 

Appalachian State University NC 197869 

Arcadia University PA 211088 

Baldwin-Wallace University OH 201195 

Belmont University TN 219709 

Bradley University IL 143358 

Bryant University RI 217165 

Butler University IN 150163 

Calvin College MI 169080 

Canisius College NY 189705 

Capital University OH 201548 

Christopher Newport University VA 231712 

Clarkson University NY 190044 

Concordia College-Moorhead MN 173300 

DePaul University IL 144740 

Drake University IA 153269 

Drury University MO 177214 

Duquesne University PA 212106 

Earlham College IN 150455 

Elon University NC 198516 

Gustavus Adolphus College MN 173647 

Hartwick College NY 191533 

Hofstra University NY 191649 

Hope College MI 170301 

James Madison University VA 232423 

John Carroll University OH 203368 

Kettering University MI 169983 

Lebanon Valley College PA 213507 

LeMoyne College NY 192323 

Loyola University Maryland MD 163046 

Miami University OH 204024 

Monmouth University NJ 185572 

Ohio Northern University OH 204635 

Ohio Wesleyan University OH 204909 

Providence College RI 217402 

Quinnipiac University CT 130226 

Rhodes College TN 221351 



Rochester Institute of Technology NY 195003 

Rockhurst University MO 179043 

Saint Joseph's University PA 215770 

Saint Louis University MO 179159 

Saint Mary's College IN 152390 

Salve Regina University RI 217536 

Seton Hall University NJ 186584 

St. John Fisher College NY 195720 

Siena College NY 195474 

Stonehill College MA 167996 

Susquehanna University PA 216278 

The College of Wooster OH 206589 

The New School NY 193654 

The University of Scranton PA 215929 

Truman State University MO 178615 

University of Dayton OH 202480 

University of Detroit-Mercy MI 169716 

University of Evansville IN 150534 

University of Maryland Baltimore County MD 163268 

University of Massachusetts Lowell MA 166513 

University of Minnesota-Morris MN 174251 

University of North Carolina-Asheville NC 199111 

University of North Carolina Wilmington NC 199218 

University of Saint Thomas MN 174914 

Valparaiso University IN 152600 

Wheaton College IL 149781 

Wittenberg University OH 206525 

Xavier University OH 206622 

 

 

  



 

Appendix Two: The University Peer Group. 

 

Using the list of institutions we collected via the College Navigator search, in addition to several 

other lists (the administrator compensation list, our freshman class’s top 15 applied-to 

institutions, and others), we worked with a number of Tableau “dashboards” created by 

Kathleen Lis Dean and Lauren Jakubowski with the help of Brian Williams.  These dashboards 

enabled us to compare these institutions according to important criteria, such as net tuition 

revenue.  Eventually, we settled on a set of fundamental variables: location; Carnegie 

Classification; the existence of a business school (and also other programs, such as nursing); 

enrollment; presence in the “administrator group;” 4-year graduation rate; acceptance rate; SAT 

and ACT scores (25th/75th percentiles); net tuition revenue; endowment; and various 

accreditations, most significantly AACSB (Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of 

Business).  To a much lesser extent, we also considered US News & World Report ranking, 

AJCU membership, and whether an institution used JCU in their peer group. We did not  

acquire data on salaries until the very end of our inquiries.  Keeping in mind that it was neither 

desirable nor possible to find exact matches for John Carroll, we established acceptable rates 

and ranges of difference in devising a list of institutions that resembles John Carroll in significant 

ways. 

 

The University Peer group will not to be used to calculate faculty salary goals.  Rather, it will 

serve to assess the University’s performance in a number of areas including but not limited to 

faculty salaries.  Its size renders it inadequate to establish salary benchmarks by rank and 

discipline.  It is, however, a useful (if blunt) instrument to track our progress in achieving salary 

parity with our peer institutions. 

 

This group is attached in a separate file. 

 

Respectfully submitted, September 24, 2015, by the Committee on Finance, Faculty Salaries, 

and Work-Related Policies: Leslie Curtis, Jeffrey Dyck, Daniel Kilbride (chair), Beth Martin, Mike 

Martin, Mindy Peden, Paul Shick, Nancy Taylor, Charles Watts. 


