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Introduction

e The California State University System (“CSU”) engaged Segal to
conduct a total remuneration market competitiveness study for all of
CSU’s campus Presidents.

¢ As a first step, Segal reviewed the CSU’s internal campus groupings
and comparator groups (i.e., peers).
— Internal Groupings: The CSU institutions have changed in size and complexity
since the last market analysis. Our assessment resulted in four internal groupings

(instead of three) which shifted several of the CSU institutions into different
groups.

— Comparator Groups: We significantly expanded comparator groups to more
appropriately measure the market for executive talent.

e The market assessment uses data gathered from The Chronicle of
Hinher Ediication contracts received either directlv from the institi 98 3

Executive Summary
Key Findings

e President Competitiveness: The CSU Presidents’ salary and total
remuneration are positioned well below market.

— Base Salary: Base salary is below the market median for all Presidents, with 18
(or 82%) of Presidents below the 25th percentile1.

— Total Remuneration2: All but one President’s total remuneration are below
median, with 8 (or 36%) of Presidents below the 25th percentile. The
improvement in market positioning is due to the CalPERS “Classic” retirement
plan contribution for longer-term incumbents.

— Group 1: Group 1 Presidents are the furthest below market, with total
remuneration ranging from 69% of median to 89% of median.

e Compensation Options: The CSU does not offer the types of pay
alternatives utilized in the market (i.e., incentive pay and deferred

1 Percentile: A leader’s competitive position within the peer group. A percentile is a measurement indiEJting the relative positionin,

withiny m,g%ﬁ gt grrr')a the 25th percentile is the value below which 25% of the observations may be found.
2 Total gegnera n: asel$a ry,L usfidcentives, retirement, and deferred compensation. Segal 4
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Executive Summary
Key Findings continued

e Benefits and Perquisites: Benefit offerings are generally richer than
peers, but only those that participate in the classic retirement plan see a
meaningful change in competitive positioning. Perquisites are standard.

— Health and Welfare: Health and welfare insurance offerings are generally more
competitive, but the modest economic value does not impact competitive
positioning.

— Retirement: Participants in the CalPERS “Classic” pension have a meaningfully
richer benefit than those in PEPRA. The “Classic” plan is also richer than those in
the market.

— Housing: Comparator institutions generally provide Presidents with a housing
benefit in the form of a university residence or an allowance (typically $40,000-
$60,000). The CSU’s housing allowances ($50,000-$60,000) are consistent with
market opportunities, but the cost of living within the system is significantly higher
for most campus locations.

Segal
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Executive Summary
Base Salary and Total Remuneration Spend —

ﬁ};ﬁlhi@f@gi@@mrt@te compensation spend among all CSU Presidents compared to what the market
spends for the same roles.

CSU versus Comparator Aggregate Spend

Base Salary Total Remuneration

CSU Total Spend' $10,025,931 $12,215,309
25th Percentile $10,660,549 $12,188,846
Median $12,018,652 $14,535,037
75th Percentile $13,502,613 $16,236,363

CSU Total % of Median

CSU Group 1 % of Median
CSU Group 2 % of Median
CSU Group 3 % of Median
CSU Group 4 % of Median

83%
74%
90%
90%
88%

84%
76%
86%
95%
86%

The CSU spends 84% of what the market spends on total remuneration at the median. In aggregate, the CSU

approximates the 25™ percentile of comparator institutions in base salary and total remuneration.

Segal

1 Excludes California State University Maritime Academy.
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Executive Summary
Competitiveness by Group

Below is an illustration showing the distribution of competitiveness for Presidents by group. Red shows the percentage of Presidents
below the 25t percentile, and orange the percentage between the 25t percentile and median.

Distribution of Individual Competitiveness
Group 2 Presidents: (N=4)

Group 1 Presidents: (N=7) Group 3 Presidents (N=5) Group 4 Presidents: (N=6) All Presidents: (N=22)!

Percent of Employees

Total
Remuneration

m Above 75th Percentile

Total Base Salary

Remuneration
m Between 50th and 75th Percentiles

Total Base Salary

Remuneration
m Between 25th and 50th Percentiles

Total Base Salary

Remuneration

Total Base Salary

Remuneration

Base Salary

Competitiveness Range vs. Median = Below 25th Percentile

High 80% 89% 93% 90% 91% 103% 98% 98% 98% 103%

Low 1% 69% 88% 84% 89% 84% 83% 76% % 69%

Among all Presidents (i.e., 22 incumbents), 82% have base salaries below the 25 percentile and 36% are below the 25t percentiles for total

remuneration. Only one President has total remuneration above median.

1 Excludes California State University Maritime Academy. segal 7
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Executive Summary
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Benefits Market Competitiveness
e Overall, the CSU’s benefits range from Competitive to Highly
Benefit Competitiveness Commentary
Retirement More to Highly Competitive + Participants in the CalPERS “Classic” pension have a meaningfully richer benefit than those in PEPRA. The “Classic”
(based on plan) plan is also richer than those in the market.

Medical/Rx More to Highly Competitive « Many plan options, competitiveness varies by plan from competitive to highly competitive. Subsidy levels are very

high, with many at 100% for employee and family.

Post-Retirement
Medical/Rx

.

More to Highly Competitive Strong retiree choices with low contributions while employed.

Dental/Vision Highly Competitive

providing both paid by the system improves competitiveness.

.

Paid Leave More Competitive

sick leave are competitive. Parental leave is slightly less competitive.

Life Insurance More Competitive

child coverage.
Base plan design is weaker than average.

.

Short-Term Disability Less Competitive

Long-Term Disability More to Highly Competitive Fully subsidized benefit of a rich plan design.

.

Most universities offer benefits to employees, spouses, and children, but most offer a much greater benefit to

[RltcniE=nehts children (almost 100% of full-time tuition at their institution).

Less Competitive

Affiliation / Voluntary
Benefits

Competitive The system offers a market-competitive variety of additional and voluntary benefits.

The designs for dental and vision are fairly typical, but dental is usually contributory, and vision is usually voluntary;
More competitive vacation leave and a one-year study leave is better than most sabbaticals offered. Holidays and

Flat benefit for the basic life is more competitive. Optional life maximums are meaningfully high, even for spouse and

Segal
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