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Project	
  Overview	
  
At	
  the	
  direc5on	
  of	
  the	
  UA	
  President,	
  UA	
  Human	
  Resources	
  
is	
  leading	
  a	
  total	
  compensa5on	
  review	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  the	
  
university’s	
  faculty	
  and	
  staff	
  receive	
  salary	
  and	
  benefits	
  
that	
  provide	
  market	
  compe55veness,	
  internal	
  equity,	
  and	
  
reten5on	
  	
  	
  

Elements	
  of	
  the	
  review:	
  

•  Faculty	
  salaries	
  
•  Staff	
  salaries	
  
•  Execu5ve	
  (Officers	
  and	
  Senior	
  Administrators)	
  salaries	
  

•  Benefits	
  
•  Pay	
  equity	
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•  As	
  a	
  mission	
  focused	
  ins5tu5on,	
  the	
  university’s	
  emphasis	
  as	
  an	
  
employer	
  is	
  on	
  recrui5ng,	
  retaining	
  and	
  developing	
  people	
  who	
  
embrace	
  the	
  mission;	
  the	
  compensa5on	
  system	
  supports	
  the	
  
mission	
  and	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  deterrent	
  or	
  distrac5on	
  to	
  our	
  employees’	
  
contribu5ons	
  to	
  the	
  mission	
  	
  

•  The	
  compensa5on	
  system	
  will	
  uphold	
  the	
  university’s	
  role	
  in	
  the	
  
state	
  as	
  a	
  leading	
  employer.	
  In	
  its	
  duty	
  as	
  an	
  employer,	
  the	
  
university	
  will	
  strive	
  to	
  be:	
  
–  Compe55ve:	
  Offering	
  market-­‐driven	
  salary	
  and	
  	
  

benefits	
  programs	
  	
  
–  Consistent:	
  Providing	
  a	
  dependable	
  framework	
  for	
  compensa5ng	
  

employees	
  in	
  a	
  fair	
  and	
  equitable	
  manner	
  
–  Crea5ve:	
  Within	
  the	
  confines	
  of	
  its	
  budget,	
  the	
  university	
  will	
  offer	
  a	
  

flexible	
  and	
  inspired	
  suite	
  of	
  benefits	
  to	
  	
  
employees	
  

–  Collabora5ve:	
  Working	
  with	
  our	
  employees	
  to	
  ensure	
  our	
  programs	
  
meet	
  their	
  needs	
  and	
  interests	
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Compensa5on	
  Guiding	
  Principles	
  
(DRAFT)	
  



Employee	
  Value	
  Statement	
  

Where	
  do	
  we	
  
want	
  to	
  be	
  in	
  
comparison	
  to	
  
market	
  salaries?	
  

What	
  are	
  all	
  the	
  
reasons	
  to	
  	
  

work	
  for	
  UA?	
  

How	
  do	
  we	
  
abract	
  and	
  

retain	
  talent?	
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Methodology	
  for	
  Geographic	
  	
  
Salary	
  Adjustments	
  

Our	
  vendors	
  (Gallagher	
  and	
  Lockton)	
  used	
  the	
  “cost	
  of	
  labor”	
  
geographic	
  factor	
  to	
  adjust	
  actual	
  market	
  salary	
  data	
  to	
  
University	
  of	
  Alaska	
  campus	
  loca5ons.	
  

–  Cost	
  of	
  labor	
  refers	
  to	
  the	
  difference	
  in	
  wages	
  for	
  a	
  job	
  from	
  one	
  
geographic	
  market	
  loca5on	
  to	
  another.	
  It	
  reflects	
  the	
  local	
  labor	
  
supply/demand.	
  

–  Cost	
  of	
  labor	
  geographic	
  salary	
  adjustments	
  were	
  applied	
  using	
  
the	
  Economic	
  Research	
  Ins5tute	
  (ERI)	
  
Geographic	
  Assessor.1	
  

–  University	
  of	
  Alaska	
  campuses	
  were	
  allocated	
  into	
  three	
  regional	
  
geographic	
  loca5ons	
  reflec5ng	
  similar	
  costs	
  of	
  labor.	
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Market	
  Compe55veness	
  

Market	
  compe,,veness	
  rela,ve	
  to	
  market	
  median	
  	
  

+/-­‐	
  5%	
  of	
  market	
  median	
   Highly	
  Compe55ve	
  

+/-­‐	
  10%	
  of	
  market	
  median	
   Compe55ve	
  

+/-­‐	
  15%	
  of	
  market	
  median	
   Possible	
  Misalignment	
  

</>15%	
  of	
  market	
  median	
   Misalignment	
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Faculty	
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Faculty	
  
Where	
  we	
  are:	
  
•  The	
  market	
  analysis	
  for	
  represented	
  2	
  and	
  4-­‐year	
  faculty	
  is	
  

complete	
  
•  Type	
  A	
  (urban	
  community	
  college)	
  and	
  Type	
  B	
  (rural	
  

community	
  college)	
  campuses	
  considered	
  for	
  2-­‐year	
  faculty	
  

What	
  we	
  know:	
  
•  4-­‐year	
  program	
  faculty	
  are	
  highly	
  compe55ve	
  overall	
  
•  2-­‐year	
  faculty	
  (to	
  include	
  both	
  Type	
  A	
  and	
  Type	
  B	
  campuses)	
  

are	
  compe55ve	
  overall	
  	
  

Next	
  steps:	
  
•  Review	
  specific	
  faculty	
  ranks	
  by	
  discipline	
  that	
  are	
  misaligned	
  

with	
  market	
  median	
  
•  Complete	
  market	
  analysis	
  for	
  non-­‐represented	
  faculty	
  (FR/

FNs)	
  
•  Review	
  possibility	
  of	
  an	
  aligned	
  formal	
  faculty	
  salary	
  structure	
  

to	
  include	
  process	
  and	
  guidelines	
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Faculty	
  Compensa5on	
  

Methodology	
  for	
  Benchmark	
  Peer	
  Groups	
  

Iden5fying	
  and	
  selec5ng	
  peer	
  ins5tu5ons	
  

	
  The	
  objec5ve	
  in	
  developing	
  each	
  peer	
  group	
  was	
  to	
  
	
  ensure	
  that,	
  on	
  the	
  whole,	
  each	
  peer	
  group	
  included	
  
	
  a	
  representa5ve	
  cohort	
  of	
  comparable	
  public	
  (and/or	
  
	
  private	
  for	
  lower	
  division)	
  ins5tu5ons	
  based	
  on:	
  

•  Carnegie	
  Classifica5on	
  
•  Opera5ng	
  Budget*	
  
•  Student	
  Enrollment	
  
•  Faculty	
  FTE	
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*	
  Source	
  of	
  opera5ng	
  budget	
  is	
  the	
  CUPA	
  Data-­‐on-­‐Demand	
  ins5tu5onal	
  basic	
  data.	
  The	
  
last	
  year	
  CUPA	
  collected	
  the	
  opera5ng	
  budget	
  data	
  for	
  survey	
  par5cipants	
  is	
  2013-­‐14.	
  



Salary	
  Surveys	
  and	
  Peer	
  Group	
  Par5cipa5on	
  

A	
  summary	
  of	
  the	
  data	
  sources	
  and	
  number	
  of	
  ins5tu5ons	
  in	
  each	
  
recommended	
  peer	
  group	
  is	
  provided	
  below:	
  

University	
  of	
  Alaska	
  Ins,tu,on	
  

No.	
  of	
  Ins,tu,ons	
  in	
  
Recommended	
  Peer	
  Group	
  

Par,cipa,ng	
  in	
  the	
  CUPA-­‐HR*	
  
Faculty	
  Survey	
  (4-­‐year	
  and	
  2-­‐year)	
  

No.	
  Par,cipa,ng	
  in	
  	
  
OSU**	
  Faculty	
  Salary	
  Survey	
  

University	
  of	
  Alaska	
  Anchorage	
   70	
   Not	
  applicable	
  

University	
  of	
  Alaska	
  Fairbanks	
   68	
   19	
  

University	
  of	
  Alaska	
  Southeast	
   67	
   Not	
  applicable	
  

Two	
  Year	
  Program	
  Faculty	
  -­‐	
  Type	
  A	
   49	
   Not	
  applicable	
  

Two	
  Year	
  Program	
  Faculty	
  -­‐	
  Type	
  B	
   23	
   Not	
  applicable	
  

Faculty	
  Compensa5on	
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*	
  College	
  and	
  University	
  Professional	
  Associa5on-­‐HR	
  (CUPA-­‐HR)	
  
**	
  Oklahoma	
  State	
  University	
  



Faculty	
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FOUR	
  YEAR	
  PROGRAM	
  FACULTY	
  (9	
  MONTH)	
  ACROSS	
  DISCIPLINES	
  

%	
  Market	
  Compe55veness	
  Comparison	
  
(Current	
  Actual	
  Salary	
  v.	
  Market	
  Median	
  **)	
  

RANKS	
  
All	
  Four	
  Year	
  

Program	
  Faculty*	
  
UAF*	
   UAA*	
   UAS*	
  

Professor	
  
-­‐4.2%	
  

(Highly	
  Compe55ve)	
  
-­‐9.5%	
  

(Compe55ve)	
  
+1.7%	
  

(Highly	
  Compe55ve)	
  
+15.0%	
  

(Misaligned)	
  

Associate	
  Professor	
  
+0.8%	
  

(Highly	
  Compe55ve)	
  
-­‐2.7%	
  

(Highly	
  Compe55ve)	
  
+3.8%	
  

(Highly	
  Compe55ve)	
  
+7.2%	
  

(Compe55ve)	
  

Assistant	
  Professor	
  
-­‐0.8%	
  

(Highly	
  Compe55ve)	
  
-­‐2.2%	
  

(Highly	
  Compe55ve)	
  
-­‐0.3%	
  

(Highly	
  Compe55ve)	
  
+2.4%	
  

(Highly	
  Compe55ve)	
  

Instructor	
  
+0.4%	
  

(Highly	
  Compe55ve)	
  
+4.1%	
  

(Compe55ve)	
  
-­‐9.4%	
  

(Compe55ve)	
   -­‐	
  

Post	
  Doctoral	
  Fellow	
  
-­‐18.4%	
  

(Misaligned)	
  
-­‐18.4%	
  

(Misaligned)	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
  

Overall	
  %	
  Comparison	
  
-­‐1.5%	
  

(Highly	
  Compe,,ve)	
  
-­‐4.9%	
  

(Highly	
  Compe,,ve)	
  
+1.4%	
  

(Highly	
  Compe,,ve)	
  
+7.3%	
  

(Compe,,ve)	
  

*	
  CUPA-­‐HR	
  teaching	
  faculty	
  salary	
  data	
  used	
  to	
  benchmark	
  the	
  U	
  of	
  A	
  faculty	
  designated	
  as	
  research	
  faculty	
  
**	
  Permissible	
  factors	
  accoun5ng	
  for	
  divergence	
  from	
  market	
  median	
  can	
  include	
  such	
  non-­‐discriminatory	
  factors	
  as	
  
length	
  of	
  service,	
  academic	
  discipline,	
  geographic	
  differen5al,	
  and	
  experience.	
  Addi5onal	
  review	
  is	
  underway.	
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TWO	
  YEAR	
  PROGRAM	
  FACULTY	
  (9	
  month)	
  

%	
  Market	
  Compe,,veness	
  Comparison	
  	
  
(Current	
  Actual	
  Salary	
  Median	
  vs.	
  Market	
  Median)	
  

COMBINED	
  RANKS	
  &	
  DISCIPLINES	
   Type	
  A	
  Campus	
  loca,ons	
  vs.	
  
Market	
  Median	
  

Type	
  B	
  Campus	
  loca,ons	
  vs.	
  
Market	
  Median	
  

Overall	
  Market	
  Compe,,veness:	
  
+2.9%	
  

(Highly	
  Compe55ve)	
  
+8.7%	
  

(Compe55ve)	
  

CUPA-­‐HR	
  2	
  YR	
  does	
  not	
  provide	
  data	
  by	
  rank	
  for	
  Community	
  College	
  
•  Combined	
  market	
  median	
  for	
  all	
  disciplines	
  used	
  to	
  compare	
  against	
  	
  

the	
  current	
  median	
  of	
  all	
  actual	
  pay	
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Staff	
  
Where	
  we	
  are:	
  
•  Benchmarking	
  for	
  80%	
  of	
  staff	
  posi5ons	
  (~2,100)	
  in	
  

rela5on	
  to	
  the	
  na5onal	
  market	
  is	
  complete	
  

What	
  we	
  know:	
  
•  Overall,	
  staff	
  salaries	
  are	
  highly	
  compe55ve	
  in	
  rela5on	
  to	
  

market	
  median	
  (-­‐2.7%)	
  

Next	
  steps:	
  
•  Review	
  specific	
  posi5ons	
  that	
  are	
  misaligned	
  in	
  rela5on	
  

to	
  the	
  market	
  
•  Review	
  hard-­‐to-­‐fill	
  or	
  unique	
  posi5ons	
  	
  
•  Review	
  the	
  salary	
  structure	
  needed	
  to	
  include	
  the	
  

remaining	
  20%	
  of	
  posi5ons	
  
•  Review/align	
  the	
  job	
  families	
  in	
  rela5on	
  to	
  the	
  	
  

current	
  market	
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Staff	
  Compensa5on	
  

Methodology	
  and	
  Survey	
  Sources	
  

UA	
  worked	
  with	
  Lockton	
  to	
  review	
  current	
  job	
  families,	
  salary	
  structure	
  
informa5on,	
  organiza5onal	
  hierarchy,	
  and	
  staff	
  reports	
  to	
  provide	
  insight	
  
into	
  job	
  and	
  organiza5on	
  structure	
  

–  Salary	
  data	
  were	
  collected	
  from	
  the	
  following	
  educa5on-­‐specific	
  
surveys,	
  using	
  na5onal	
  data	
  cuts	
  to	
  ensure	
  the	
  most	
  
comprehensive	
  data	
  set:	
  	
  

•  CompData	
  Colleges	
  and	
  Universi5es	
  Survey	
  
•  CUPA-­‐HR	
  Staff	
  in	
  Higher	
  Educa5on	
  Survey	
  
•  CUPA-­‐HR	
  Professionals	
  in	
  Higher	
  Educa5on	
  Survey	
  
•  Western	
  Management	
  EduComp	
  Survey	
  

–  The	
  3%	
  annual	
  adjustment	
  (aging)	
  was	
  applied	
  to	
  each	
  survey	
  
source	
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Staff	
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-­‐15%	
  or	
  more	
  
Possible	
  Misalignment	
  

-­‐10%	
  
Compe55ve	
  

+/-­‐5%	
  
Highly	
  Compe55ve	
  

10%	
  
Compe55ve	
  

15%	
  or	
  more	
  
Possible	
  Misalignment	
  

Number	
  of	
  
employees	
  



Execu5ve	
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Execu5ve	
  

20	
  

Where	
  we	
  are:	
  
•  The	
  market	
  analysis	
  for	
  execu5ve	
  posi5ons	
  is	
  complete	
  

What	
  we	
  know:	
  
•  Overall,	
  execu5ve	
  salaries	
  are	
  13%	
  below	
  market	
  median,	
  

resul5ng	
  in	
  compression,	
  and	
  poten5al	
  recrui5ng	
  challenges	
  
and	
  risk	
  of	
  loss	
  

Next	
  steps:	
  
•  Strengthen	
  market	
  benchmarking	
  methodology	
  to	
  clarify	
  which	
  

posi5ons	
  are	
  classified	
  as	
  execu5ve	
  for	
  ins5tu5onal	
  consistency	
  
•  Adopt	
  new	
  salary	
  range	
  structure	
  to	
  include	
  administra5ve	
  

guidelines	
  for	
  placement	
  based	
  on	
  market,	
  educa5on,	
  
experience,	
  and	
  performance	
  



Execu5ve	
  Compensa5on	
  
Methodology	
  and	
  Survey	
  Sources	
  

UA	
  worked	
  with	
  Quab	
  Associates	
  to	
  review	
  University	
  of	
  Alaska	
  peer	
  
groups	
  for	
  both	
  university-­‐specific	
  and	
  system-­‐wide	
  execu5ve	
  posi5ons	
  

–  Salary	
  data	
  was	
  collected	
  from	
  the	
  following	
  surveys:	
  	
  
•  CUPA-­‐HR	
  Administrators	
  in	
  Higher	
  Educa5on	
  Surveys	
  
•  CUPA-­‐HR	
  Professionals	
  in	
  Higher	
  Educa5on	
  Surveys	
  
•  Western	
  Management	
  EduComp	
  Survey	
  
•  Economic	
  Research	
  Ins5tute	
  (ERI)	
  Execu5ve	
  
Compensa5on	
  Assessor	
  

•  Associa5on	
  of	
  College	
  and	
  University	
  Auditors	
  Salary	
  
Survey	
  

•  Quab	
  Not-­‐for-­‐Profit	
  Survey	
  
–  The	
  3%	
  annual	
  adjustment	
  (aging)	
  was	
  applied	
  to	
  each	
  survey	
  

source.	
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Execu5ve	
  

-­‐15%	
  or	
  more	
  
Possible	
  Misalignment	
  

-­‐10%	
  
Compe55ve	
  

+/-­‐	
  5%	
  
Highly	
  Compe55ve	
  

10%	
  
Compe55ve	
  

15%	
  or	
  more	
  
Possible	
  Misalignment	
  

Number	
  of	
  
employees	
  



Benefits	
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Benefits	
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Where	
  we	
  are:	
  
•  The	
  peer	
  analysis	
  has	
  been	
  completed	
  	
  

What	
  we	
  know:	
  
•  Overall	
  UA	
  benefits	
  are	
  compe55ve	
  except	
  in:	
  

•  Voluntary	
  employee	
  life	
  insurance	
  (low	
  maximum,	
  no	
  dependent	
  life)	
  

•  Long	
  term	
  disability	
  (low	
  maximum	
  benefit)	
  

•  UA	
  Pension	
  (supplemental	
  re5rement)	
  

•  PERS	
  re5rement	
  	
  

Next	
  steps:	
  

•  Consider	
  addi5onal	
  voluntary	
  benefits	
  

•  Analyze	
  cost	
  impact	
  to	
  improve	
  market	
  compe55veness	
  



Benefits	
  Review	
  
Methodology	
  and	
  Survey	
  Sources	
  

UA	
  worked	
  with	
  Lockton	
  to	
  benchmark	
  the	
  Benefit	
  Plan	
  against	
  the	
  
following	
  peers:	
  	
  	
  

—  University	
  of	
  Alaska	
  Peers	
  
Montana	
  University 	
   	
   	
  Southern	
  Illinois	
  
University	
  of	
  Maine 	
   	
   	
  Idaho	
  State	
  
University	
  of	
  Colorado 	
   	
  University	
  of	
  Hawaii	
  System	
  
University	
  of	
  Houston	
   	
   	
  University	
  of	
  Iowa	
  
University	
  of	
  Massachusebs 	
  University	
  of	
  Missouri	
  
University	
  of	
  Nebraska 	
   	
  University	
  of	
  Idaho	
  
Eastern	
  Washington	
  University	
   	
  University	
  of	
  Nevada	
  -­‐	
  Las	
  Vegas	
  	
  
Montana	
  State	
  University 	
   	
  University	
  of	
  Nevada	
  -­‐	
  Reno	
  	
  
University	
  of	
  Oregon 	
   	
   	
  Colorado	
  State	
  

—  State	
  of	
  Alaska	
  
—  2018	
  CUPA	
  Survey	
  PPO	
  &	
  HDHP	
  
—  Lockton	
  University	
  and	
  College	
  Benchmarking	
  (17	
  Universi5es)	
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  Benefits	
  

*	
  UA's	
  Benefit	
  Plan	
  benchmarked	
  to	
  Peer	
  Ins5tu5ons	
  in	
  UA	
  in	
  Review,	
  State	
  of	
  Alaska,	
  CUPA	
  and	
  
Lockton	
  College	
  and	
  University	
  surveys.	
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UA Pension (Supplemental Retirement) 



Pay	
  Equity	
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Pay	
  Equity	
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Where	
  we	
  are:	
  
•  A	
  high-­‐level	
  review	
  of	
  compensa5on	
  data	
  is	
  underway	
  
•  Working	
  on	
  regression	
  analysis	
  for	
  staff,	
  faculty,	
  and	
  execu5ves	
  

–  The	
  sta5s5cal	
  analysis	
  includes	
  reviewing	
  the	
  effect	
  of	
  the	
  
following	
  elements	
  on	
  pay	
  differen5als:	
  
•  Gender	
  
•  Age	
  
•  Race/Ethnicity	
  
•  Faculty	
  Rank	
  
•  Terminal	
  Degree	
  
•  Tenure	
  Track	
  
•  Years	
  of	
  Service	
  at	
  UA	
  (years	
  since	
  hire)	
  
•  Years	
  in	
  Posi5on/Rank	
  (years	
  in	
  current	
  posi5on	
  or	
  current	
  
faculty	
  rank)	
  

•  Job	
  Value	
  (represented	
  by	
  Pay	
  Grade	
  Midpoint,	
  or	
  	
  
Market	
  Median	
  where	
  available)	
  



Pay	
  Equity	
  
Regression	
  Analysis	
  Methodology	
  
•  Gallagher's	
  analysis	
  will	
  include	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  applicable	
  variables	
  to	
  

determine	
  which	
  have	
  a	
  significant	
  impact	
  on	
  pay.	
  

•  Sta,s,cal	
  significance	
  for	
  inclusion	
  in	
  the	
  formula	
  is	
  defined	
  as	
  p	
  <	
  .05.	
  
This	
  is	
  the	
  accepted	
  level	
  of	
  sta5s5cal	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  result.	
  

•  Variables	
  that	
  do	
  not	
  have	
  a	
  significant	
  impact	
  on	
  pay	
  will	
  be	
  iden5fied	
  
and	
  removed	
  from	
  the	
  analysis	
  un5l	
  the	
  best	
  set	
  of	
  variables	
  that	
  
impacts	
  pay	
  is	
  iden5fied.	
  

•  This	
  analysis	
  requires	
  mul5ple	
  “runs”	
  of	
  data	
  to	
  obtain	
  the	
  best	
  set	
  of	
  
variables	
  that	
  impact	
  pay.	
  

•  We	
  will	
  also	
  review	
  the	
  regression	
  model	
  R	
  square	
  to	
  evaluate	
  
predic5ve	
  strength	
  of	
  the	
  regression	
  model.	
  
–  R	
  Square	
  defini,on:	
  the	
  percentage	
  of	
  the	
  response	
  variable	
  varia,on	
  that	
  is	
  

explained	
  by	
  the	
  regression	
  model.	
  	
  
R	
  square	
  value	
  of	
  1.0	
  (or	
  100%)	
  indicates	
  that	
  the	
  model	
  explains	
  all	
  variability	
  of	
  the	
  
response	
  data.	
  	
  
R	
  square	
  value	
  of	
  0	
  (or	
  0%)	
  indicates	
  the	
  model	
  explains	
  none	
  of	
  the	
  variability	
  of	
  the	
  
response	
  data.	
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Pay	
  Equity	
  
Regression	
  Analysis	
  Methodology	
  
•  Exclusions	
  

–  139	
  employees	
  who	
  chose	
  not	
  to	
  self-­‐disclose	
  their	
  ethnicity	
  will	
  be	
  
excluded	
  from	
  the	
  regression	
  analysis.	
  	
  However,	
  employees	
  with	
  “Other”	
  
under	
  the	
  ethnicity	
  category	
  will	
  be	
  kept.	
  

•  Outliers	
  
–  While	
  the	
  regression	
  analysis	
  iden5fies	
  standard	
  devia5ons,	
  since	
  we	
  are	
  

using	
  mul5ple	
  variables	
  to	
  ‘predict’	
  the	
  dependent	
  variable,	
  we	
  cannot	
  
sta5s5cally	
  exclude	
  individual	
  employees	
  as	
  ‘outliers’.	
  

–  In	
  order	
  to	
  iden5fy	
  systemic	
  pay	
  equity	
  issues,	
  we	
  must	
  use	
  the	
  full	
  data	
  
set,	
  including	
  ‘outliers’.	
  

•  Regression	
  Approach	
  
–  Gallagher	
  u5lizes	
  several	
  regression	
  models	
  system	
  wide,	
  and	
  groupings	
  by	
  

campus/staff,	
  both	
  with	
  and	
  without	
  market	
  data	
  as	
  a	
  variable.	
  
–  Regressions	
  use	
  hourly	
  pay	
  for	
  comparison	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  account	
  for	
  

differences	
  in	
  annual	
  hours.	
  
•  Excep5on:	
  When	
  using	
  market	
  data	
  (9/10	
  month),	
  we	
  will	
  u5lize	
  current	
  9	
  

month	
  salary	
  equivalent	
  to	
  run	
  regression	
  analysis	
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Pay	
  Equity	
  

What	
  we	
  know:	
  
•  Consultants	
  are	
  iden5fying	
  posi5ons	
  that	
  need	
  

addi5onal	
  analysis	
  

Next	
  steps:	
  
•  Conduct	
  a	
  detailed	
  incumbent	
  level	
  compara5ve	
  

analysis	
  to	
  validate	
  poten5al	
  pay	
  dispari5es	
  
•  Iden5fy	
  areas	
  to	
  address	
  first	
  (departments,	
  

discipline	
  areas,	
  job	
  5tles)	
  
•  Develop	
  controls	
  to	
  mi5gate	
  risk	
  and	
  ensure	
  

consistency	
  moving	
  forward	
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Timeline	
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Project	
  Timeline	
  –	
  Phase	
  1	
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ACTIVITY Aug	
   Sep	
   Oct	
   Nov	
  Dec	
  

Fa
cu
lty

	
   	
  Complete	
  market	
  analysis	
  for	
  non-­‐represented	
  faculty	
  (FR/FNs)	
  

	
  Review	
  specific	
  faculty	
  ranks	
  by	
  discipline	
  that	
  are	
  misaligned	
  with	
  market	
  actual	
  salaries	
  

	
  Review	
  possibility	
  for	
  a	
  aligned	
  formal	
  faculty	
  salary	
  structure	
  to	
  include	
  process	
  and	
  guidelines	
  

St
aff

	
  

	
  Review	
  specific	
  staff	
  classifica5ons	
  that	
  are	
  misaligned	
  with	
  market	
  actual	
  salaries	
  

	
  Review	
  the	
  hard-­‐to-­‐fill	
  or	
  unique	
  posi5ons	
  to	
  determine	
  poten5al	
  premium	
  for	
  compe55ve	
  recruitment	
  and	
  	
  	
  
	
  reten5on	
  

	
  Review	
  staff	
  salary	
  structure	
  

	
  Slot	
  remaining	
  20%	
  of	
  posi5ons	
  to	
  complete	
  holis5c	
  view	
  of	
  UA’s	
  staff	
  compared	
  to	
  the	
  market	
  

Ex
ec
	
   	
  Strengthen	
  market	
  benchmarking	
  methodology	
  	
  

	
  Adopt	
  new	
  salary	
  range	
  structure	
  

Be
ne

fit
s	
   	
  Review	
  recommenda5ons	
  and	
  analyze	
  cost	
  impact	
  

	
  Incorporate	
  recommenda5ons	
  into	
  UA’s	
  strategic	
  plan	
  

	
  	
  Incorporate	
  benefits	
  statement	
  with	
  salary	
  offerings	
  to	
  present	
  total	
  compensa5on	
  

Pa
y	
  
Eq
ui
ty
	
   	
  Conduct	
  a	
  detailed	
  incumbent	
  level	
  compara5ve	
  analysis	
  to	
  validate	
  poten5al	
  pay	
  dispari5es	
  

	
  Iden5fy	
  areas	
  to	
  address	
  (departments,	
  discipline	
  areas,	
  job	
  5tles)	
  

	
  Develop	
  a	
  plan	
  to	
  ensure	
  consistency	
  moving	
  forward	
  



Ques5ons?	
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