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President’s Charge
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The charge of the Task Force is to discern a compensation philosophy and develop a structure for the 

University of San Diego that is tied to excellence in teaching, service, and scholarship/creative activities; is 

competitive with our peers; is anchored in market information; is reliable and valid; and has a time frame for 

an implementation plan based on the agreed upon framework. The Task Force, with guidance from Mr. 

Casagrande, would need to:

§ Discern a guiding faculty compensation philosophy.

§ Establish institutions for compensation benchmarking, based on agreed upon criteria.

§ Benchmark faculty salaries at the other institutions, including regional and geography-based market 

trends.

§ Compare faculty compensation holistically with peer institutions (including benefits, sabbaticals, etc.).

§ Develop a plan that recognizes and rewards excellence at all ranks throughout the career of a faculty 

member.

§ Consider the financial status of the University (current and projected) in recommending a plan (including 

time frame and multi-year goals) to implement the University’s philosophy and structure for faculty 

compensation, including benefits.

§ Recommend next steps in achieving sustainable operational goals.

§ Develop a consultation and communications plan for stakeholders in the process.
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Accountable
Provost Baker will oversee this process, keeping the Cabinet and President Harris informed of its progress while 

seeking input and affirmation by the Cabinet and me at critical junctures. The final stage will be to present a plan 

to President Harris, so that he can make a recommendation to the Board of Trustees for its approval.

Responsible
The Task Force has primary responsibility for developing and recommending the compensation philosophy, 

structure, and implementation timeline for a compensation plan. The Task Force should consult closely with all 

stakeholders and committees as necessary to ensure that best practices and information are utilized.

Informed
The Task Force will seek feedback from the Cabinet and Faculty.

Timeline
The Task Force work will begin with a full day retreat on March 7, 2018, facilitated by Frank Casagrande. This 

will be followed by half-day meetings every three to four weeks during Spring 2018, Fall 2018, and Spring 2019; 

the Task Force will not plan to meet in Summer 2018. Final recommendations will be presented to me no later 

than May 31, 2019. President Harris anticipates presenting his recommendations to the Board of Trustees in 

Spring 2019.

President’s Charge



Task Force Consultant, Frank Casagrande, Casagrande, LLC*
Gail F. Baker, Vice President and Provost
Chris Adler, Professor, Music
Mary Barger, Associate Professor, Nursing
Karen Briggs, Assistant VP and Chief HR Officer*
Robert Dean, USD Board of Trustee & Founder and President of Harmony Capital, LLC
Hugh Ellis, Professor, Biology
Fred Galloway, Professor, SOLES
Aarti Ivanic, Associate Professor of Marketing & Chair, University Senate
Terry Kalfayan, VP for Finance and Chief Financial Officer 
Paula Krist, Director of Institutional Research and Planning*
Nick Ladany, Dean of SOLES
Alyson Ma, Chair and Professor, Economics
Noelle Norton, Dean of CAS
Chell Roberts, Dean of SMSE
Lori Watson, Chair and Professor, Philosophy
Mary Jo Wiggins, Professor, Law
Jennifer Zwolinski, Associate Provost & Professor, Psychological Sciences

*Ex-Officio 4

Faculty Compensation Task Force Members
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Timeline
§ March 7, 2018: Review of the President’s charge, review of initial diagnostic of USD, 

review of Task Force workplan

§ March 22, 2018: Presentation of ‘Study of Automatic Salary Increases upon 

Promotion’ and ‘Study of Salary Increases Across Units’ by Alyson Ma, presentation of 

USD Finances by Terry Kalfayan

§ April 13, 2018: Presentation of compensation systems by Mr. Casagrande

§ May 2, 2018: Presentation of Compensation Philosophy and selection of salary 

benchmark institutions by Mr. Casagrande, presentation of UC-Faculty salary program 

by Jennifer Zwolinski and Chell Roberts.  Formation of subgroups (compensation 

philosophy, compensation survey, and benchmark institutions)

§ September 17, 2018: Faculty Compensation Task Force sent an invitation to tenure-

line faculty members to provide feedback on a survey designed to measure various 

factors that impact faculty compensation at USD.

§ October 1, 2018: Close of the survey (approximately 76% of faculty representing all 

academic units completed this survey). 

§ October 18, 2018: Presentation of compensation survey results by Alyson Ma.
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Faculty Compensation Survey Results
§ The quantitative and qualitative results of the survey are shown on subsequent slides.

§ With the survey results, we will start the process of determining important factors 
that impact faculty compensation at USD.

§ The next steps across the 2018-2019 including finalizing our Compensation 
Benchmark Group and using data gathered to incorporate structure and develop a 
philosophy to support the structure.1

§ Thank you to all of the faculty who completed the survey.

1 This group of schools will be used solely for compensation comparison and is not intended to replace the current 
group of peer institutions used for other kinds of comparisons, and in the survey we used the term "peer group" but 
we will use “Compensation Benchmark Group" hereafter.



(Q7.1) What is your academic division?
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(n=437):

CAS 52.6%

CL 3.0%

Nursing 4.6%
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(Q7.2) What is your academic rank?
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(Q7.3) What is your gender identity?
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(Q7.4) What is your racial/ethnic identity? (Choose all that apply.)
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9.8% Asian
4.1% Black
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2.1% International
1.4% Two or More
72.5% White
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(Q7.5) How many years have you been employed at USD?
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(Q2.1) Please indicate how important they are to you in determining faculty 
compensation.
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(Q2.1) Please indicate how important they are to you in determining faculty 
compensation.
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(Q2.1) Please indicate how important they are to you in determining faculty 
compensation.
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(Q2.1) Please indicate how important they are to you in determining faculty 
compensation.
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(Q2.2) Please group considerations that you think are most important in creating a salary 
philosophy by dragging your choices into the appropriate box. Please select your top three.
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(Q2.2) Please group considerations that you think are most important in creating a salary 
philosophy by dragging your choices into the appropriate box. Please select your top three.
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(Q2.3) Please provide additional comments about compensation philosophy (not 
addressed above) that should be considered.

Common Key Themes to Consider (n =107)

• #1: Cost of living

• Salary bumps at promotion and tenure

• Address compression

• Merit for exceptional work

• Concern about salary differentials between (within ranks) and across units (SB, 
CAS), more balance in salary across units

• Market forces considerations (strong feelings both ways)

• Salaries need to align better with peers

• Inequity among certain groups (esp. female)

• The need for transparency in how compensation adjustments are made
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(Q3.1) Given adequate resources, what types of salary increases should we implement? 
Rank from 1-6, with 1 being most important. Drop and drag each to the appropriate rank 

order.
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(Q3.1) Given adequate resources, what types of salary increases should we implement? 
Rank from 1-6, with 1 being most important. Drop and drag each to the appropriate rank 

order.
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(Q3.1) Given adequate resources, what types of salary increases should we implement? 
Rank from 1-6, with 1 being most important. Drop and drag each to the appropriate rank 

order.
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(Q3.1) Given adequate resources, what types of salary increases should we implement? 
Rank from 1-6, with 1 being most important. Drop and drag each to the appropriate rank 

order.
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(Q3.2) For each of the following factors, please indicate how important you feel it should 
be in determining the compensation of a faculty member.
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(Q3.2) For each of the following factors, please indicate how important you feel it should 
be in determining the compensation of a faculty member.
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(Q3.2) For each of the following factors, please indicate how important you feel it should 
be in determining the compensation of a faculty member.
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(Q3.2) For each of the following factors, please indicate how important you feel it should 
be in determining the compensation of a faculty member.
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(Q3.3) Please select the three most important factors for determining the compensation 
of a faculty member. Move your choices to the box.
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(Q4.2) If USD prioritizes allocating funds to address compression and inversion of faculty 
salaries, how often should salaries be examined for these issues?
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(Q4.3) If USD adopts a step-based system, what should be the frequency of a step?
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(Q4.4) Should additional salary increases be considered when faculty are promoted from 
Assistant Professor to Associate Professor and from Associate Professor to Professor?
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(Q4.5) If USD adopts a merit-based system, how we should weight different elements of 
performance in determining salary increases?
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(Q4.5) If USD adopts a merit-based system, how we should weight different elements of 
performance in determining salary increases?
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(Q4.5) If USD adopts a merit-based system, how we should weight different elements of 
performance in determining salary increases?
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unit or discipline.
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Response = Yes
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(Q4.5) If USD adopts a merit-based system, how we should weight different elements of 
performance in determining salary increases?

Response = Yes
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Prefer not to respond Non-binary Male Female
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(Q4.6) In what ways do you think that the weighting should fluctuate?
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(Q4.6) In what ways do you think that the weighting should fluctuate? Other 
(please describe). 

Common Key Themes to Consider (in order of high-low frequency); n =32
• The individual faculty member should decide weighting
• Weighting should depend on personal strengths
• Departments and/or disciplines should determine weighting
• Weighting should vary with rank
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(Q4.6) In what ways do you think that the weighting should fluctuate?
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(Q4.6) In what ways do you think that the weighting should fluctuate?
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(Q4.6) In what ways do you think that the weighting should fluctuate?
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(Q4.7) Please add additional considerations not previously addressed.

Common Key Themes to Consider (in order of high-low frequency); n = 79

• The individual faculty member should decide weighting

• Weighting should vary with rank

• Departments should determine weighting

• Note that these are the same themes as noted in Q4.6.
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(Q4.8) If USD adopts a merit-based system, who should be responsible for setting 
performance standards and evaluating faculty members' performance? (Choose all that 

apply.)
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(Q4.8) If USD adopts a merit-based system, who should be responsible for setting 
performance standards and evaluating faculty members' performance? (Choose all that 

apply.)
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(Q4.8) If USD adopts a merit-based system, who should be responsible for setting 
performance standards and evaluating faculty members' performance? (Choose all that 

apply.)
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(Q4.9) If USD adopts a blended system, where steps are contingent upon merit, who 
should determine merit? (Select one from the dropdown list.)
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Provost
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(Q4.9) If USD adopts a blended system, where steps are contingent upon merit, who 
should determine merit? (Select one from the dropdown list.)
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(Q4.9) If USD adopts a blended system, where steps are contingent upon merit, who 
should determine merit? (Select one from the dropdown list.)
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(Q4.10)  What other considerations should be made when considering faculty 
compensation systems?

Common Key Themes to Consider (in order of high-low frequency); n = 85
• The compensation system should be transparent
• We should have a merit system that rewards high performers
• Increases should include cost of living/inflation
• Increases should include years of service
• Chairs and deans should determine salary increases
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(Q5.1) Please select the top three criteria that you think should be considered for peer 
institutions.
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(Q5.1) Please select the top three criteria that you think should be considered for peer 
institutions.
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(Q5.1) Please select the top three criteria that you think should be considered for peer 
institutions.1

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Size of undergraduate population

Six Year Graduation rate

% Pell recipients among first year students

% Underrepresented Minority students

Average High School GPA among first year students

Estimated Median SAT / ACT of first year students

Average Net Price for students (after grants)

Median earnings 10 years after entry

Endowment Assets

Assistant Professor Associate Professor Professor

First Choice
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1 This group of schools will be used solely for compensation comparison and is not intended to replace the current 
group of peer institutions used for other kinds of comparisons, and in the survey we used the term "peer group" but 
we will use “Compensation Benchmark Group" hereafter.



(Q5.2) From the list below, please select institutions you think should be included in this 
peer group.

Mean 49.90
Median 24.00
Mode 22.00
Standard Deviation 64.52
Kurtosis 3.50
Skewness 2.11
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(Q5.3) If there are institutions not listed above that you think should be considered, 
please list them here.

52

Add’l Typed Responses: “need to consider cost of living,” “We should be looking to Aspiration Institutions,” “consider cost of living in 
each city Peer Institutions are the wrong unit of analysis,” “In general suggest limiting to schools in similar urban areas or similar cost of 
living,” “USD suffers from inernal hires and old guard faculty,” “Houston TX”



(Q5.3) If there are institutions not listed above that you think should be 
considered, please list them here.
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(Q6.1) Consider the value the following benefits offered by USD. Move each of the 
following benefits into the appropriate box (Very Important). 
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(Q6.1) Consider the value the following benefits offered by USD. Move each of the 
following benefits into the appropriate box (Not Important). 
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Compensation Benchmark Group 
Selection for 

Faculty Compensation Survey
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This section provides the set of criteria the FCTF used in 
selecting compensation benchmark universities.
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1. Go to the publicly available tool, College Results Online
2. Select ‘Advanced Search.’

http://www.collegeresults.org/
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3. You will find the following webpage after selecting ‘Advanced Search.’
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4. Select the ‘College Characteristics’ tab.
a. Select ‘Private not-for-profit’ for ‘Type.’
b. Input ‘3000’ and ‘10000’ for the ‘Institution Size.’
c. Select ‘Doctoral/Research’ under ‘Research Level’.
d. Select ‘Masters Large’ and ‘Master Medium’ under ‘Masters Level’.
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5. Select the ‘Student Outcomes’ tab.
a. Input ‘50’ as the lower bond for the ‘Graduation Rate Range’ under Step 3.
b. Click on ‘See Results’ at the bottom of the page.
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6. You will see the following results:

7. Select ‘Excel Download’ to download the file.
8. Open the downloaded Excel file to see the following spreadsheet:
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9. Remove institutions that specialize in technological studies:
Clarkson University
Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University
Wentworth Institute of Technology

10. Keep the following criteria:
2016 6-Year Grad Rate
% Pell Recipients Among Freshmen
% Underrepresented Minority
Average High School GPA Among College Freshmen
Estimated Median SAT / ACT
Average Net Price After Grants
Median earnings 10 years after entry
Size (Undergrad FTE)
Endowment Assets, FY2016
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11. Delete all the dashes ‘-‘ which represents missing data.
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12. For each criterion, normalize the values for each institution relative to USD.  This is 
done by taking the absolute value of the difference between the criteria of the 
potential benchmark institution and USD divided by the range of the criteria 
(maximum minus the minimum).
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13. Repeat step 12 for all institutions and criteria.
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14. Calculate the ‘Unweighted Average’ of the normalized absolute difference. 
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15. Move USD to the top of the list.
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16. Sort the ‘Unweighted Average’ from smallest to largest.
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17. Keep institutions that have an unweighted average <.40. There will be 45 universities 
on the list at this point.

18. Final list consists of the 40 institutions with available comparison faculty salary 
information from CUPA-HR (College and University Professional Association for 
Human Resources).  

The complete list of participating institutions is found in the appendix of this 
document: https://www.cupahr.org/wp-content/uploads/surveys/Results/2018-
Faculty-Report-Overview.pdf

https://www.cupahr.org/wp-content/uploads/surveys/Results/2018-Faculty-Report-Overview.pdf

