
  
    

  
 

 

welcome to brighter 
 

The California State University 

Faculty Compensation Study 

Date: September 21, 2023 

 



    
 

I | P a g e  
 

Table of Contents 

1. Background ....................................................................................................................... 1 

2. Study Process .................................................................................................................... 2 

3. Current State Review ......................................................................................................... 3 

4. Market Analysis – Base Pay ..............................................................................................11 

5. Market Analysis – Benefits.................................................................................................25 

6. Pay Equity Analysis ...........................................................................................................28 

7. Findings and Opportunities ................................................................................................29 

─ Compensation and Total Rewards Strategy ......................................................................29 

─ Salary Guidelines and Pay Structure ................................................................................30 

─ Equitable and Predictable Pay .........................................................................................30 

─ Communication and Training ...........................................................................................30 

Appendix A: Faculty Compensation Study Workgroup Team Members ...................................31 

Appendix B: Glossary ............................................................................................................32 

Appendix C: Stakeholder Focus Group Questions ..................................................................34 

Appendix D: Base Pay Market Peers .....................................................................................36 

Appendix E: Faculty Benefit Peers .........................................................................................45 

Appendix F: Faculty Benefit Market Details by Plan…………………………………………………46 

  



    
 

II | P a g e  
 

Figures   
Figure 1: Study Population as of 10/31/2022 ............................................................................................................................................. 1 
Figure 2: Mercer Services  .......................................................................................................................................................................... 2 
Figure 3: Focus Group Participants ............................................................................................................................................................ 3 
Figure 4: Compensation (Pay compared to external peers) ...................................................................................................................... 4 
Figure 5: Compensation (Funding)  ............................................................................................................................................................ 5 
Figure 6: Compensation (Impact on employee’s day-to-day life) .............................................................................................................. 6 
Figure 7: Total Benefits – How satisfied are you with our total benefits package? ................................................................................... 6 
Figure 8: Total Benefits – The CSU total benefits package for faculty is attractive/competitive to similar higher ed. institutions .......... 7 
Figure 9: Total Benefits – The CSU total benefits package for faculty is competitive with similar higher education institutions ............ 7 
Figure 10: Total Benefits – The CSU’s total benefits package for faculty is helpful in recruiting/retaining quality talent to CSU ........... 7 
Figure 11: In what ways should the CSU improve pay equity (e.g., salary step structure, salary placement rules and policies)?......... 8 
Figure 12: My career goals can be met at the CSU ................................................................................................................................... 9 
Figure 13: Instructional Faculty Responses – What could the CSU do to better meet faculty needs? .................................................. 10 
Figure 14: Non-Instructional Faculty Responses – What could the CSU do to better meet faculty needs? .......................................... 10 
Figure 15: Academic Administration Responses – What could the CSU do to better meet faculty needs? .......................................... 11 
Figure 16: Peer Groups for Salary Market Analysis ................................................................................................................................. 13 
Figure 17: Five Geographical (Cost-of-Salary) Campus Groupings ........................................................................................................ 14 
Figure 18: Tenure-Track Faculty by Rank ................................................................................................................................................ 15 
Figure 19: Full Professor distribution to the market ................................................................................................................................. 16 
Figure 20: Associate Professor distribution to the market ....................................................................................................................... 16 
Figure 21: Assistant Professor distribution to the market ........................................................................................................................ 16 
Figure 22: Tenure Track Faculty Gap Analysis by Discipline .................................................................................................................. 17 
Figure 23: Tenure Track Faculty Gap Analysis by Campus .................................................................................................................... 18 
Figure 24: Lecturers Gap Analysis by Rank ............................................................................................................................................. 18 
Figure 25: Lecturers Gap Analysis by Campus ........................................................................................................................................ 19 
Figure 26: Librarians by Rank ................................................................................................................................................................... 19 
Figure 27: Librarian Gap Analysis by Campus ......................................................................................................................................... 20 
Figure 28: Counselors Gap Analysis by Rank .......................................................................................................................................... 20 
Figure 29: Counselors Gap Analysis by Campus..................................................................................................................................... 21 
Figure 30: Division 1 Coaches by Position ............................................................................................................................................... 21 
Figure 31: Division 2 Coaches by Position ............................................................................................................................................... 22 
Figure 32: Division 1 Head Coaches by Sport ......................................................................................................................................... 22 
Figure 33: Division 1 Assistant Coaches by Sport ................................................................................................................................... 23 
Figure 34: Division 2 Head Coaches by Sport ......................................................................................................................................... 24 
Figure 35: Division 2 Assistant Coaches by Sport ................................................................................................................................... 24 
Figure 36: Benefit Comparisons................................................................................................................................................................ 26 
Figure 37: Benefit Results by Plan Component ....................................................................................................................................... 27 
Figure 38: Overall and by Group Pay Equity Results Unexplained Base Pay Differences* ................................................................... 29 



    
 

I | P a g e  
 

 

1. Background 
The California State University (“CSU”) is the nation’s largest four-year public university system with 23 campuses and 
eight satellite campuses. The CSU educates approximately 477,000 students and employs over 50,000 employees, 
including 29,000 faculty members. It is authorized to grant baccalaureate, master’s, and some professional doctorate 
degrees as well as teaching credentials. The CSU is focused on attracting and retaining a diverse workforce that thrives in 
the pursuit of excellence for students and all members of the CSU community. The CSU is governed by a Board of 
Trustees that appoints the Chief Executive Officer of the system (the Chancellor), Chancellor’s Office executive officers 
(executive vice chancellors/vice chancellors), as well as the presidents of each campus.  

As one of California’s public postsecondary systems of higher education, the CSU is committed to:1 

1. Attracting and retaining the most highly qualified individuals whose knowledge, experience, and contributions best 
serve students and advance the university’s mission 

2. Fair and reasonable compensation design, application, and delivery 

3. Policies and practices compliant with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations and laws 

4. Compensation systems that are fiscally sound and that do not exceed the CSU’s annual operating budget  

Mercer was engaged in the summer of 2022 to review the compensation program at the CSU for its faculty,2 who are 
represented by the California Faculty Association (CFA). The study included a review of potential salary issues of 
inversion and compression, competitiveness of faculty pay and benefits to the external market, as well as the 
competitiveness of the compensation systems and policies. Mercer worked with the Faculty Compensation Study 
Workgroup that included faculty members, CFA leadership, members of the Board of Trustees, Chancellor’s Office staff 
and faculty administration. The full list of Faculty Compensation Study Workgroup members can be found in Appendix A. 
The compensation program study addressed all faculty groups as noted in Figure 1, below. 

Figure 1: Study Population as of 10/31/2022 

 

 

1 Derived from Board of Trustees Policy on Compensation (Nov. 2019) 

2 There are five faculty groups, as noted in Figure 1, above. 

https://calstate.policystat.com/policy/9852563/latest
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Mercer is a global consulting firm specializing in providing advice and solutions to organizations in the areas of health, 
investments and retirement, workforce and careers, and mergers and acquisitions. Mercer and its parent company Marsh 
McLennan consistently receive recognition for the quality of their work and people. In 2023 and 2022, Mercer was named 
to the Forbes magazine’s list of “Best Management Consulting Firms,” based on a survey of thousands of partners, 
executives, and clients. While serving all industries globally, Mercer has worked with over 500 US higher education 
institutions across its lines of business.  

Figure2: Mercer Services 

2. Study Process 
To complete the comprehensive faculty compensation program study, Mercer used the following methodology and project 
steps:  

a) Data and Discovery/Current State Review: Gathered and reviewed CSU data on pay, structures, and administration 
of pay practices. Reviewed current practices within higher education in comparison to CSU practices. Conducted 
seven online focus groups with faculty employees and their direct management. Two thousand one hundred and 
ninety-seven (2,197) employees participated in these sessions. Met with the CSU Academic Senate and CSU 
leadership to discuss and receive feedback on the project. 

b) Market Analysis - Base Pay: Established competitive methodologies to match faculty to relevant external market 
data including reviewing and refining groupings of jobs by discipline. Completed salary benchmarking. Conducted a 
salary market gap analysis to understand alignment of CSU faculty salaries to the external marketplace. 

c) Market Analysis - Benefits: Established benefits peer group. Conducted a benefit market and gap analysis to 
understand alignment of CSU benefits to the external peer group. 

d) Pay Equity Analysis: Conducted a thorough review of the factors driving pay for faculty and assisted CSU in 
identifying unexplained pay differences and quantifying potential pay compression.  
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e) Recommendations: Reviewed and discussed position and pay advancement policy and procedure implications with 
the Faculty Compensation Study Workgroup to understand opportunities to improve career and pay advancement. 
Provided recommendations considering the analysis and information gathered. 

3. Current State Review 

The first step in the project plan was an assessment of the current state of the CSU faculty compensation (pay and 
benefits) programs. Mercer partnered with CSU human resources and faculty affairs staff to gather and review data and 
policies related to faculty. This included organizational data (e.g., strategic plan, compensation principles/philosophy, 
bargaining agreement), compensation program information (e.g., faculty census data, job classification/titling structures, 
market pricing methodology), and communication program information (sample documents depicting the type of 
information provided to faculty and managers).  

As a part of the current state review, Mercer facilitated Virtual Focus Groups using the Remesh platform to understand 
current sentiment among faculty members and faculty administration regarding the competitiveness, fairness, and 
effectiveness of CSU’s total reward offerings. Remesh is an AI enabled tool to collect real-time opinions and data. 
Remesh has been utilized by research teams, the United Nations, as well as more than 1,000 companies to engage, 
exchange ideas, and have a dialogue with groups of people. Remesh was a great option to gather input across CSU’s 
multiple campuses and functions because of its ability to gather quantifiable data (Likert scales) as well as viewpoints in 
employee’s own words at a large scale. Remesh gathers the kind of insights gleaned from small focus groups but at the 
scale of digital surveys, without the drawback of only capturing one-way feedback. Mercer chose Remesh because the 
anonymity, scope and scale of the platform allows all participant voices to be heard, including those who typically would 
not speak up in person. The tool also allowed participants to freely validate each other’s comments and observations 
because the tool is equipped with an artificial intelligence and an upvoting engine that clusters and aggregates responses. 
This allowed Mercer to provide the CSU with validated themes from the sessions.  

Mercer held seven virtual focus group sessions and 2,197 faculty and academic leadership provided feedback during the 
sessions. The questions utilized in the focus groups were developed in partnership between the CSU Faculty 
Compensation Study Workgroup and Mercer. The focus group sessions included open-ended questions, polls, and 
opportunity for participants to provide their personal opinions. The open-ended questions provided robust data in 
employees’ own words.  

Mercer captured common themes of employee sentiment around compensation, benefits, compression, and inversion, 
pay equity, transparency, administration, and opportunities for advancement at the CSU.  

Figure 3: Focus Group Participants 

Faculty and Admin. Groups Participants 
(% of group) 

Tenure-Track Faculty 1145 (10.2%) 

Lecturer Faculty 533 (3.2%) 

Coaches 6 (0.9%) 

Counselors 66 (20.0%) 

Librarians 103 (28.9%) 

Administration 344 (7.5%) 

 

The majority of the focus group questions concentrated on opinions regarding pay and benefits. However, questions also 
sought general opinions regarding faculty experience at CSU and career advancement. The full list of questions is 
provided in Appendix B. 
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Current State - Base Pay  

The majority of faculty focus group participants expressed that they are dissatisfied with their base pay. They stated that 
their base pay is not externally competitive nor is it appropriately aligned with their level of education and work experience 
and the pay of their internal peers. Focus group participants expressed frustration that pay has not kept up with inflation 
for many years. A majority stated that they cannot afford to live near the campus where they work. In comparison, 40-50% 
of Mercer engagement survey participants typically respond with favorable responses regarding their pay.  

The majority of faculty and academic administrators focus group participants expressed that they would like to fund merit 
and SSI increases through the allocated system-wide compensation pool. The following figures include the feedback and 
perceptions of the faculty as well as academic administrators who participated in the focus groups.  

Figure 4: Compensation (Pay compared to external peers) – How does the CSU’s base pay compare to similar higher education 
institutions? 

 

 

  

Faculty 
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Figure 5: Compensation (Funding) – Should the CSU use some of the allocated system-wide faculty compensation pool to fund merit 
pay, annual service increases (SSI) or other forms of step increases?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Academic Administration 

Faculty (SSI or other forms of step increases) 

Faculty (Merit Pay) 
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Figure 6: Compensation (Impact on employee’s day-to-day life) – Does your CSU salary enable you to live near campus?  

 

 

 

Current State – Benefits 

Seventy to eighty percent of faculty focus group participants stated that they are satisfied with their total benefits package. 
Satisfaction was less prevalent for those who work less than 0.4 FTE. (minimum workload for health benefit eligible 
lecturers). However, even employees who work less than 0.4 FTE were more satisfied than dissatisfied with total benefits. 
The percent of focus group participants satisfied was greater for health benefits than retirement benefits. In comparison, 
60-70% of Mercer engagement survey participants typically show favorable responses regarding their benefits.  

 

Figure 7: Total Benefits – How satisfied are you with our total benefits package? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There was less clarity when faculty focus group participants were asked how CSU benefits compared to other higher 
education institutions. The highest percentage stated that they were unaware of the competitiveness of the benefit plan 
relative to other institutions. The next highest percentage reported that benefits were comparable to peers.  

  

 Non-Instructional Faculty 
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Figure 8: Total Benefits – The CSU faculty total benefits package is attractive/competitive to similar higher education institutions  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Administration focus group participants stated that CSU’s total benefits package for faculty is competitive and helpful in 
recruiting and retaining quality talent and that the CSU total benefit package is competitive to similar higher education 
institutions. 

Figure 9: Total Benefits – The faculty CSU total benefits package is competitive with similar higher education institutions  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10: Total Benefits – The CSU’s total benefits package for faculty is helpful in recruiting/retaining quality talent to CSU. 
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Current State – Pay Equity 

When asked about pay equity and improvements to pay equity, faculty focus group participants focused on the disparity 
between pay increases and cost of living increases and limited opportunities to increase pay except for when achieving a 
promotion. Figure 11 provides the top-rated employee comments along with the percent of focus group peers that agreed 
with the comment. 

Figure 11: In what ways should the CSU improve pay equity (e.g., salary step structure, salary placement rules and policies)? 
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Current State - Faculty Experience 

Faculty focus group participants expressed differing views regarding their work experience, with 30-50% stating they 
would recommend the CSU as a good place to work with lecturers providing the least positive responses. In comparison, 
70% of Mercer engagement survey participants typically respond with favorable responses regarding work experience.  

 

A substantial percentage of the faculty focus group participants stated that their career goals can be met at the CSU. 
Results were the least positive for lecturers where 46% stated that their career goals cannot be met at the CSU.  

Figure 12: My career goals can be met at the CSU 

 

 

Over half of the faculty focus group participants stated that their talent, experience, and contributions are not recognized 
or valued at the CSU. Less than ten percent of the faculty focus group participants believe CSU does a good job of 
attracting and retaining talent. Also, one third of faculty focus group participants stated that they are considering leaving in 
the next 12 months.  

When asked what the CSU could do to better meet their needs, instructional and non-instructional faculty focus group 
participants provided the following: increase salary, reduce workload, greater flexibility, housing, or housing supplements 
in high cost of living areas, more recognition, regular increases to salary, address inequities. Administration voiced similar 
sentiments when asked the same question.  Figures 13, 14 and 15 provides the top-rated employee comments to the 
question, “What could the CSU do to better meet faculty needs?” along with the percent of focus group peers that agreed 
with these comments. 
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Figure 13: Instructional Faculty Responses – What could the CSU do to better meet faculty needs?  

 

Figure 14: Non-Instructional Faculty Responses – What could the CSU do to better meet faculty needs?  
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Figure 15: Academic Administration Responses – What could the CSU do to better meet faculty needs? 

 

 

4. Market Analysis – Base Pay 
Mercer developed a benchmarking methodology to guide the market analysis. A well-planned benchmarking strategy 
addresses the following issues:  

(1) Where does the organization want to set its pay levels relative to the market?  
(2) Which peer institutions or organizations should be included in the comparison market?  
(3) Which salary and benefits surveys and scopes should be used to provide relevant and reliable data? 
(4) What compensation variables should be gathered (e.g., base pay, incentive pay)? 
(5) How should we organize our jobs to compare to the market (e.g., rank, discipline)? 

The approach was validated with the Faculty Compensation Study Workgroup. The Faculty Salary Benchmarking 
Methodology Review included the following steps: 

(a) Establishment of organization desired pay levels relative to market 

Mercer and the Faculty Compensation Study Workgroup reviewed the CSU Policy on Compensation and past practice 
and determined that this study would target the 50th percentile of the identified market across all faculty groups. 
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(b) Identified the relevant peer institutions 

Instructional Faculty and Librarians 

Mercer presented several variables that universities consider when determining appropriate Instructional faculty peer 
groups to the Faculty Compensation Study Workgroup. For instructional faculty and librarians, Carnegie Classification is a 
key consideration in determining a peer group because the work expectations for faculty differs depending on the degree 
offerings (e.g., Masters versus Doctoral) and the degree of research focus. Another key consideration is structure (public 
vs. private institutions). Comparing to public peers recognizes that the sources of funding and determining pay differs in 
private institutions.  

The Faculty Compensation Study Workgroup determined that, except in limited circumstances (described below), one 
peer group would be utilized across all CSU campuses for instructional faculty and librarians based primarily on Carnegie 
Classification and public status. Peers were determined to consist of public universities with the following Carnegie 
Classifications: Master’s Colleges & Universities (large), Master’s Colleges & Universities (medium), and 
Doctoral/Professional Universities in an urban or suburban setting. The peer institutions used for Campus President salary 
analyses were also included in the primary peer group.3 Each instructional faculty member was matched to the 
appropriate discipline. 

Mercer was successful in matching 88% of CSU instructional faculty to the primary peer group which consisted of 82 
universities (see appendix C). In those instances where we did not have enough data in the market to report for a 
particular discipline (e.g., agriculture programs), we utilized a broader peer group (adjusted for comparability) which 
included all four-year public institutions bachelor, masters, doctoral/professional, and public doctoral high research 
Universities. (See Figure 16). 

Athletic Coaches 

In collaboration with the faculty compensation study workgroup, it was determined that athletic coaches should be 
matched to market data reflecting the respective athletic division in which they compete (see appendix D for a listing of 
Universities by National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Division I and Division 2 that participate in the survey 
used. 

Counselor Faculty 

In collaboration with the faculty compensation study workgroup, it was determined that counselors would be compared to 
market survey data that included a blend of 50% healthcare and 50% higher education. Survey data was gathered from 
several surveys. Western Management Group Educomp provided the higher education data. The peer group included: 
public bachelor, master, and doctoral institution comparisons. The healthcare market surveys include counselor salary 
data from hospitals and clinics. Mercer Healthcare Compensation Survey Suite provided the healthcare data.  

 

 

 

  

 

3 Campus President peer institutions include: Florida International University, Georgia State University, Kent State University at Kent, 
University of North Carolina at Charlotte, The University of Texas at Arlington, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Wayne State 
University, Boise State University, Illinois State University, James Madison University, Portland State University, University of Maryland- 
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Figure 16: Peer Groups for Salary Market Analysis 

 

(c) Reviewed salary survey sources 

Mercer reviewed market survey sources with the faculty compensation study workgroup to ensure that market surveys 
met the criteria below which are essential for appropriate market pricing of faculty positions: 

• Survey age – Surveys which are published more than 2 years prior to use may not 
reflect current market trends or jobs. Note: due to anti-trust regulations, all data must be 
at least 3 months old prior to release. 

• Data relevance – The best data is collected using percentiles with enough participant 
organizations and incumbents to reflect the expected range of pay for a job. For faculty 
it is extremely important to be able to match to market data by discipline and to match to 
a specific set of peers. 

• Survey repeatability over time – data sources utilized must be regularly collected and published to enable the CSU to 
update market data and track changes over time. 

After reviewing available and relevant salary sources these survey sources were identified: College and Universities 
Professional Association (CUPA) Faculty Survey (for instructional faculty, librarians and coaches), IHN Medical Survey 
(for Healthcare Institution Counselors), and Western Management Group Educomp (for Higher Education Counselors).  

(d) Refined Faculty Discipline Codes 

CUPA Faculty in Higher Education Salary Survey report faculty salaries utilizing Classification of Instructional Programs 
(CIP codes) to provide comparable market salary information by discipline. The CIP codes provide a taxonomic scheme 
used consistently by all US institutions that supports the accurate tracking and reporting of fields of study and program 
completions activity.  

To match CSU jobs to CIP codes, Mercer utilized the combination of CSU’s established faculty discipline code and Mercer 
formed a subcommittee of the Faculty Study Workgroup to review and refine the matches along with campus input when 
additional details about the faculty discipline were needed.  

(e) Compensation statistics 

Mercer collected multiple data percentiles (25th, 50th, and 75th) for base salary. We gathered the market data as a range 
of pay rather than average to smooth out any extremes that may inappropriately influence averages. Additionally, the 
expected range of pay (25th to 75th percentiles) provides a more complete picture of the competitive landscape and can 
be helpful in determining appropriate pay ranges as well as managing pay within a range.  
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(f) Adjusted survey data 

Market data was adjusted to consistently reflect Academic Year Appointments for all positions except coaches, which 
reflect 12-month appointments. Market data was adjusted for non-tenure track faculty to account for the four levels of CSU 
lecturers (lecturer A, B, C and D) when the market data only provided one level (aggregate salaries for all lecturers). Data 
was also adjusted for the counselor positions to account for difference in responsibilities, level, and unique competencies 
required between CSU’s job and the survey match description.  

(g) Aged compensation data:  

Survey data was aged to July 1, 2023. It is best practice to age survey data to a common date because surveys are 
collected and published at different points and salaries in the market are continually changing. The process of aging data 
involves determining the desired age-to-date and determining the appropriate adjustment factor (the percentage increase 
to apply to the data). July 1, 2023 was chosen as the age-to-date as it corresponds to the start of the fiscal year. A 3.5% 
adjustment factor was chosen based on research provided by CUPA and Mercer on the salary budget increases in the 
higher education industry for fiscal 2022-2023. CUPA data showed a median tenure-track faculty salary budget increase 
of 2.9% and median non-tenure track faculty salary budget increase of 3.2%. Mercer’s data showed faculty salary 
increase budgets predominantly occurring between three and four percent.  

(h) Adjusted for cost of salaries  

Mercer compared faculty salaries to the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentile of the market. For an accurate comparison, Mercer 
adjusted the national market data to reflect the geographical differentials (cost of salaries) in the State of California 
utilizing five groupings of campuses identified in the CSU staff classification and compensation study. The CSU staff 
compensation and classification study that was completed in March of 2022 in partnership with Mercer found that CSU 
campuses clustered based on the cost of salaries into five groupings. It is best practice to apply typical cost of salaries to 
geographical groupings of campuses rather than solve for an exact number at each campus. Utilizing an exact number 
per campus adds administrative burden as each campus would need its own salary structures. Additionally, grouping by 5 
or 10% increments allows an organization to better manage cost-of-salary changes over time by eliminating changes due 
to only a 1 or 2% change. The five groups are shown in figure 17 below.  

It is both higher education industry and general industry best practice to adjust national data to a specific location by 
utilizing cost of salary rather than the cost of living. This is because the cost of salaries is a more accurate reflection of 
how pay compares to the national market. It is a calculated metric of a specific location’s pay relative to the national 
standard. Cost of living, on the other hand, reflects the cost of purchased goods and services which fluctuates with 
commodity values as well as influences in the local market. The cost of salaries includes the supply and demand of labor 
and reflects what employers need to pay to attract talent in the local area. The supply and demand of labor fluctuates at a 
more even pace unless there is a significant event. Most organizations will utilize groupings with differences of 5 or 10 
percent as this mitigates cost of salaries fluctuations from year to year. 

Mercer applied the cost of salaries differences in five regions and evaluated the gap between faculty pay and the localized 
external market.  

Figure 17: Five Geographical Differential (Cost-of-Salary) Campus Groupings 
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(i) Gap Analysis 

Once the benchmarking process was complete, Mercer conducted a gap analysis by position (tenure-track faculty, 
lecturer, athletic coaches, and counselors) and rank/range. Mercer also completed a gap analysis by campus. The 
purpose of a gap analysis is to identify salary gaps between CSU pay levels and the marketplace. If an organization pays 
too little, recruiting, retention, morale, engagement, productivity and eventually institution effectiveness can be impacted. If 
an organization pays too much, then funds may not be utilized appropriately. It is important to develop an understanding 
of what organizations are currently paying for specific types of talent to enable effective cost governance. 

Tenure-Track Faculty 

Gap Analysis for Tenure-Track Faculty by Rank: Mercer completed a gap analysis by comparing tenure-track faculty 
salaries to the localized market data results at the 25th, 50th (median) and 75th percentile (see figure 18).  

Figure 18 and those that follow from left to right include academic rank, discipline, campus, or position, then the number 
(N) and average salary (Avg. Salary) for CSU faculty. The market data is presented at the 25th, 50th or median, and 75th 
percentiles. As stated earlier, CSU salaries were compared to a range of pay rather than the average to smooth out 
extremes as well as provide information regarding expected pay. The median or 50th percentile represents the middle 
value of the comparison market data with half of the values less than the median and half the values greater than the 
median. The 25th percentile is the point in comparison set where 75% of the values are greater.  

For figure 18 and those that follow, the market data was aged to July 1st, 2023, and adjusted to reflect the geographical 
groupings established for the CSU staff study. The CSU salary data is effective October 31, 2022. Salaries and market 
data reflect an academic year appointment.4 

Overall, tenure-track faculty salaries are aligned to the 50th percentile as can be seen by comparing the “All Ranks” CSU 
average salary to the market salary median column. Full Professors are slightly below the median and Assistant and 
Associate Professors are just above. Also, the range of pay increases by rank for Assistant and Associate Professors at 
the 25th percentile is around $20,000 less than the 75th percentile (22-25% difference). For Full Professors the difference 
is $35,000 (31% difference). 

Figure 18: Tenure-Track Faculty by Rank

 

Figures 19, 20, and 21 illustrate that faculty salaries are distributed around the median of the market. However, the 
distributions are not completely bell shaped and reveal differences. Full Professors show a larger percent of faculty whose 
salaries are more than 10% below the market median with a very large number in the -10% to -20% below the median 
category (28%). Assistant and Associate Professors show a narrower distribution centered at the median.  

  

 

4 The variance from the median does not equal the median divided by the average salary. The average CSU salary reflects the CSU 
distribution of salaries, and the market median reflects the distribution of market medians. The variance reflects the average variance of 
all those unique data points (e.g., all ranks variance is an average of all 10,885 individual Faculty compared to their respective market 
data). 
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Figure 19: Full Professor distribution to the market 

 

 

Figure 20: Associate Professor distribution to the market 

 

Figure 21: Assistant Professor distribution to the market 
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Gap Analysis for Tenure-Track by Discipline: While overall CSU tenure-track faculty salaries do not show a gap to the 
median of the market, there is greater variability between disciplines, where some disciplines are above the overall 
average (e.g., fine arts, family/consumer sciences) and other disciplines (e.g., engineering and business/management) 
are showing a significant gap to the market median. The chart is sorted with the disciplines in order of competitiveness to 
the market. Because the CSU pay practice and salary structures are not as aligned to discipline, these findings are not 
surprising. CSU faculty in disciplines which are more highly paid in the market are showing the most significant gaps.  

Figure 22: Tenure Track Faculty Gap Analysis by Discipline 
 

 
 

Gap Analysis for Tenure-Track Faculty by Campus: CSU tenure-track faculty salaries also show a significant 
difference relative to market by campus. Campuses in the highest cost of salary areas (San Francisco, East Bay, and San 
Jose) show the greatest variance below the median. Also, important to note that each campus in the CSU is unique and 
average salaries above or below the market may be a result of other distinguishing factors (e.g., San Diego State 
University faculty salaries above the market could be due to a difference in Carnegie class (Doctoral High Research) and 
ranking).  
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Figure 23: Tenure-Track Faculty Gap Analysis by Campus 

 
Lecturers 
 
Gap Analysis for Lecturers by Rank: Mercer completed a gap analysis by comparing lecturer salaries to the market. 
While CSU differentiates lecturers into four ranges, the available market data only provides data for one level of lecturer. 
Therefore, Mercer matched lecturer B to the market data and provided discounts or premiums to the other levels as 
follows: 10% discount to the market data for level A, 10% premium to the market data for lecturer C and 20% premium to 
the market for lecturer D. Lecturer B was matched to the market since the majority of lecturers fall in lecturer A and B. 
Note that all lecturers with a terminal degree in their discipline, must be appointed into lecture B or higher.  
 
Figure 24: Lecturers Gap Analysis by Rank 

 
 

Gap Analysis for Lecturers by Campus: While overall CSU lecturer salaries do not show a gap to the median of the 
market, a significant difference by campus exists with some of the campuses in the highest cost of salary areas again 
showing the greatest variance to median.  
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Figure 25: Lecturers Gap Analysis by Campus 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Gap Analysis for Librarians by Rank: Mercer completed a gap analysis by comparing librarian salaries to the localized 
market data results at the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentile. For librarians, Mercer aligned the CSU levels of ranks to the 
market ranks of assistant, associate and full professor respectively. The more highly ranked librarians, similar to the 
higher ranked tenure-track faculty, are the least competitive to the market, while the assistant and associate librarians 
were slightly ahead of the market.  

Figure 26: Librarians by Rank 

 

 

Discipline N Avg. Salary
25th
%ile Median 75th

%ile
Humboldt 227 $64,469 $50,692 $56,635 $65,077 14%
San Luis Obispo 400 $73,550 $57,831 $65,014 $75,001 14%
Channel Islands 236 $69,546 $56,159 $62,717 $72,572 12%
Fresno 545 $63,432 $51,568 $58,595 $67,992 10%
Stanislaus 325 $61,942 $50,970 $57,564 $67,640 9%
Sonoma 225 $68,163 $56,837 $63,524 $73,566 8%
Long Beach 1082 $68,866 $57,289 $64,174 $73,992 8%
Bakersfield 318 $62,521 $52,116 $58,752 $68,185 8%
Chico 404 $65,146 $54,755 $61,788 $71,180 7%
Sacramento 801 $65,440 $55,720 $62,798 $72,299 5%
San Bernadino 533 $62,050 $53,586 $60,484 $70,395 3%
Pomona 591 $66,112 $57,493 $65,219 $76,402 3%
San Marcos 491 $66,318 $57,570 $64,676 $75,058 3%
San Diego 717 $68,418 $59,348 $67,521 $78,412 2%
Dominguez 402 $64,237 $56,285 $63,412 $73,589 2%
Northridge 874 $63,016 $56,534 $63,497 $73,298 0%
East Bay 302 $67,701 $60,810 $68,642 $79,253 -1%
Los Angeles 735 $64,015 $57,958 $65,653 $75,846 -1%
Fullerton 1054 $64,150 $57,975 $66,406 $77,124 -2%
Maritime 15 $72,785 $68,358 $77,915 $90,524 -4%
Monterey 187 $62,318 $58,662 $65,988 $75,230 -5%
San Jose 862 $69,601 $66,731 $76,265 $88,527 -8%
San Francisco 677 $63,905 $64,237 $72,468 $83,448 -11%

All Campuses 12003 $65,768 $57,580 $65,084 $75,356 2%

CSU Market Salary
Variance 

from 
Market 
Median
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Gap Analysis for Librarians by Campus: While overall CSU librarian salaries show a variance of 4% to the median of 
the market, a significant difference by campus exists with some of the campuses in the highest cost of salary areas 
showing the greatest variance to median.  

 
Figure 27: Librarian Gap Analysis by Campus 

 

Gap Analysis for Counselors by Rank: Mercer completed a gap analysis by comparing counselor’s salaries to the 
localized market data results at the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentile. Counselors were analyzed using 50% university data 
and 50% healthcare data. Counselors pay shows strong alignment to 75th percentile of the market.  

Also, important to note that the largest number of counselors reside within the counselor I rank which is the most closely 
aligned to the market median.  

Figure 28: Counselors Gap Analysis by Rank 

 

Campus N Avg. Salary
25th
%ile Median 75th

%ile
Fresno 20 $88,869 $66,968 $77,475 $92,976 15%
Chico 9 $83,009 $63,634 $73,290 $86,068 15%
Humboldt 9 $79,444 $62,302 $70,234 $82,811 14%
Sacramento 22 $92,856 $70,734 $82,547 $98,835 14%
Los Angeles 17 $85,028 $66,427 $75,415 $87,224 14%
San Luis Obispo 8 $83,361 $67,239 $76,802 $91,106 10%
Channel Islands 8 $85,351 $68,024 $78,603 $93,025 10%
Long Beach 16 $92,269 $74,478 $86,404 $104,222 8%
Stanislaus 6 $82,779 $67,028 $78,249 $93,352 7%
San Diego 26 $87,428 $72,352 $82,732 $99,456 6%
Dominguez 9 $78,887 $66,924 $75,462 $88,047 4%
San Bernadino 12 $93,567 $77,437 $91,866 $113,048 3%
Bakersfield 9 $79,393 $66,695 $77,486 $92,538 3%
East Bay 14 $88,034 $75,136 $86,061 $103,099 3%
Sonoma 4 $76,142 $67,178 $74,885 $88,252 2%
San Marcos 18 $83,551 $72,974 $83,923 $100,893 1%
Fullerton 21 $76,007 $67,445 $76,658 $89,320 0%
Northridge 23 $83,472 $74,239 $85,780 $103,611 -1%
Pomona 7 $72,770 $66,007 $74,688 $86,284 -2%
Maritime 4 $65,079 $61,274 $68,310 $76,321 -4%
San Jose 29 $78,619 $75,290 $85,740 $99,099 -7%
Monterey 7 $74,618 $72,006 $82,475 $98,803 -9%
San Francisco 25 $72,541 $73,227 $82,682 $94,657 -12%

All Campuses 323 $80,040 $70,682 $81,081 $96,029 4%

Variance from 
Market Median

CSU Market Salary
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Gap Analysis for Counselors by Campus: While overall CSU counselor salaries show strong alignment to 75th 
percentile of the market, a significant difference by campus exists with some of the campuses in the highest cost of salary 
areas showing the greatest negative variance to median.  

Figure 29: Counselors Gap Analysis by Campus 

 
 

Gap Analysis for Coaches by Division and Position: Mercer completed a gap analysis by comparing coaches’ salaries 
to the localized market data results at the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentile. Coaches were matched by sport and position. 
Division 2 coaches showed significant variance to the market with average salaries above the 75th percentile. Also, the 
range of pay differs significantly between Division 1 and 2 head coaches with Division 1 market data showing a 90% 
difference between the 25th and 75th percentile and the Division 2 head coaches showing a 44% difference. While 
assessed using a common methodology, it is important to note that many coaches are paid based on strength of schedule 
and competitiveness of team. If a particular coach has shown sustained success at the conference or national level, pay is 
generally aligned higher in the market. 

Figure 30: Division 1 Coaches by Position 

 

 

  

Campus N Avg. Salary
25th
%ile Median 75th

%ile
Bakersfield 7 $88,535 $59,672 $67,429 $77,476 30%
Fresno 9 $84,146 $56,896 $64,200 $73,139 29%
San Luis Obispo 21 $85,289 $60,931 $68,804 $79,107 25%
Humboldt 9 $77,199 $55,157 $62,185 $71,002 24%
Stanislaus 9 $83,942 $60,741 $68,681 $79,898 22%
Chico 12 $76,632 $56,261 $63,466 $72,454 20%
San Jose 14 $93,767 $70,328 $79,360 $91,052 18%
San Marcos 8 $87,630 $65,380 $73,880 $85,019 18%
Channel Islands 5 $70,820 $53,851 $60,569 $67,953 17%
Dominguez 9 $79,270 $60,360 $68,045 $77,424 16%
Pomona 10 $85,415 $65,413 $73,922 $85,248 16%
Maritime 3 $89,263 $68,482 $77,492 $90,188 15%
Long Beach 18 $82,778 $63,857 $72,109 $82,625 14%
Northridge 25 $76,550 $59,575 $67,131 $76,119 13%
Fullerton 20 $80,641 $63,563 $71,768 $82,223 12%
San Bernadino 15 $74,222 $58,484 $65,955 $75,083 12%
Monterey 7 $78,243 $62,777 $70,854 $80,970 10%
San Diego 39 $79,257 $63,536 $71,737 $82,279 10%
East Bay 8 $75,571 $61,160 $68,884 $78,076 10%
Sacramento 13 $70,519 $57,254 $64,530 $73,517 9%
Sonoma 8 $70,409 $59,767 $67,359 $76,714 4%
Los Angeles 9 $65,306 $56,299 $63,322 $71,042 3%
San Francisco 14 $79,870 $74,700 $84,442 $97,638 -6%

All Campuses 292 $79,796 $61,904 $69,859 $79,934 14%

CSU Market Salary
Variance 

from 
Market 
Median
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Figure 31: Division 2 Coaches by Position 
 

 

 

Gap Analysis for Coaches by Division, Position, and Sport: Mercer refined the gap analysis provided in figures 29 
and 30 to detail differences in sport. Figure 32 shows Division 1 head coaches by sport sorted by variance from the 
median. Figure 32 shows Division 1 assistant coaches by sport sorted by variance to the median. Figure 33 shows 
Division 2 head coaches by sport sorted by variance to the median. Figure 34 shows Division 2 assistant coaches by 
sport sorted by variance to the median.  

Figure 32: Division 1 Head Coaches by Sport 
 

 

  

 

Coach Position N Avg. Salary
25th
%ile Median 75th

%ile
Head Coach 103 $101,311 $61,550 $72,497 $85,118 43%
Assistant Coach 152 $63,939 $36,762 $41,991 $48,856 53%
All Ranks 255 $79,662 $47,141 $54,764 $64,039 49%

Variance from 
Median

CSU Market Salary

CIP Sport N Avg. CSU Salary 25th
%ile Median 75th

%ile
Head Coach - Track and Field <5 $133,908 $79,036 $93,683 $130,265 43%

Head Coach - Beach Volleyball <5 $106,440 $65,279 $77,987 $119,250 36%

Head Coach - Women's Tennis 8 $96,907 $60,160 $73,344 $127,175 32%

Head Coach - Swimming & Diving <5 $116,796 $73,566 $89,351 $125,090 30%

Head Coach - Women's Golf 10 $95,784 $60,251 $77,840 $114,486 22%

Head Coach - Men's Golf 6 $98,016 $65,939 $84,629 $119,992 15%

Head Coach - Men's Tennis <5 $88,926 $63,432 $79,483 $127,120 12%

Head Coach - Women's Volleyball <5 $110,772 $80,952 $100,073 $130,105 11%

Head Coach - Cheerleading <5 $63,660 $49,262 $57,927 $70,570 10%

Head Coach - Men's Soccer 5 $122,518 $84,565 $114,017 $162,053 7%

Head Coach - Women's Soccer 6 $99,624 $76,863 $94,905 $128,313 5%

Head Coach-Baseball <5 $121,656 $88,953 $125,731 $222,383 -3%

Head Coach - Cross Country <5 $66,012 $64,968 $75,452 $89,673 -11%

Head Coach - Women's Rowing <5 $81,432 $71,380 $95,418 $142,579 -15%

Head Coach - Men's Wrestling <5 $104,124 $94,750 $128,069 $198,083 -19%

Head Coach - Women's Gymnastics <5 $89,808 $86,012 $116,177 $218,644 -23%

Head Coach - Men's Volleyball <5 $136,632 -- -- -- --

Survey Market Salary Variance from 
Market 
Median
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Figure 33: Division 1 Assistant Coaches by Sport 
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Figure 34: Division 2 Head Coaches by Sport 

 

Figure 35: Division 2 Assistant Coaches by Sport 

 

 

CIP Sport N Avg. CSU Salary 25th
%ile Median 75th

%ile
Head Coach - Women's Tennis <5 $116,891 $46,572 $58,419 $70,110 99%

Head Coach - Women's Rowing <5 $120,684 $57,855 $68,580 $79,738 76%

Head Coach - Men's Wrestling <5 $120,732 $65,188 $72,124 $84,147 67%

Head Coach - Men's Golf 7 $95,470 $40,461 $58,253 $70,429 63%

Head Coach - Cross Country <5 $82,584 $44,137 $53,372 $60,083 55%

Head Coach - Women's Golf <5 $91,842 $44,618 $59,367 $70,811 55%

Head Coach - Men's Soccer 10 $100,751 $55,543 $66,062 $77,503 53%

Head Coach - Women's Soccer 12 $97,216 $56,042 $64,019 $75,917 52%

Head Coach - Swimming & Diving <5 $110,424 $63,623 $72,598 $81,476 52%

Head Coach - Women's Softball 8 $93,651 $57,447 $63,006 $75,441 49%

Head Coach - Women's Volleyball 11 $102,840 $57,693 $70,308 $80,137 47%

Head Coach-Baseball 10 $108,154 $63,754 $74,121 $89,689 46%

Head Coach - Cheerleading <5 $63,264 $36,535 $43,841 $49,199 44%

Head Coach - Cross Country - Track & Field 7 $96,612 $58,472 $66,929 $81,374 44%

Head Coach - Track and Field <5 $83,008 $58,507 $66,765 $72,674 25%

Head Coach-Women's Basketball 11 $110,673 $79,521 $90,975 $105,554 22%

Head Coach - Strength & Conditioning <5 $67,336 $51,628 $60,149 $69,591 13%

Head Coach-Men's Basketball 11 $117,111 $89,859 $105,683 $122,921 11%

Survey Market Salary Variance 
from Market 

Median

CIP Sport N Avg. CSU Salary 25th
%ile Median 75th

%ile
Assistant Coach - Cross Country <5 $64,944 $21,534 $30,021 $38,694 116%

Assistant Coach - Men's Soccer 18 $64,068 $33,685 $39,800 $47,347 61%

Assistant Coach - Track and Field 19 $63,771 $34,607 $39,701 $46,766 61%

Assistant Coach - Women's Softball 13 $62,848 $35,693 $39,556 $44,770 60%

Assistant Coach - Women's Soccer 20 $62,784 $35,574 $39,579 $43,873 59%

Assistant Coach - Women's Volleyball 15 $64,823 $37,629 $42,118 $49,249 54%

Assistant Coach-Baseball 17 $63,731 $36,798 $41,492 $47,321 54%

Assistant Coach - Swimming & Diving <5 $62,016 $37,893 $40,664 $46,011 53%

Assistant Coach - Strength & Conditioning <5 $62,016 $39,343 $43,334 $45,972 43%

Assistant Coach-Men's Basketball 16 $64,486 $39,510 $46,978 $58,457 38%

Assistant Coach-Women's Basketball 16 $63,191 $42,179 $46,564 $52,886 36%

Assistant Coach - Men's Wrestling <5 $62,508 $41,300 $48,530 $52,313 29%

Assistant Coach - Men's Golf <5 $62,016 $39,753 $50,473 $59,948 23%

Assistant Coach - Cross Country - Track & Field 6 $62,072 -- -- -- --

Assistant Coach - Women's Tennis <5 $65,494 -- -- -- --

Assistant Coach - Women's Rowing <5 $90,098 -- -- -- --

Survey Market Salary Variance 
from 

Market 
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5. Market Analysis – Benefits 
The benefits benchmarking portion of the CSU Faculty Compensation Study assesses the competitiveness of the CSU 
benefit package as a whole and by plan. A common dollar value for benefit plans with varying plan designs and provisions 
was generated. Statistical comparisons were then made to create an objective pay neutral analysis comparison of CSU 
plans to those of the peer group. The methodology employed in preparing our analysis is based on several key 
fundamentals: 

• Market Replacement Value of Benefit Plans: “Value” is determined from the employee’s perspective, i.e., dollar 
values represent the employer-enhanced value of the benefits being provided to the employees. 

• Plan Design Emphasis: The focus of the Benefit Value Analysis (BVA) is on valuing plan design. We remove other 
factors such as geographic differentials, claims experience, and negotiating power that can affect the cost of benefit 
plans, but not value to an employee. This results in an objective comparison of the CSU versus the peer group.  

• National Composite Workforce: The report compares CSU benefit plans with those of the peer group based on a 
hypothetical national composite workforce/sample census. The composite workforce is a set of generic employee 
profiles (married, single, various ages) that represents a typical employee population. The workforce composite 
profiles are derived and calculated from a national cross-section of representative organizations that vary by industry, 
size, and geography. The same workforce is used for all universities in the study, so the effect of different employee 
demographics is removed from the value comparison.  

Mercer obtained information on CSU benefits as well as comparative information from appropriate peer universities. 
Mercer identified 19 public universities as comparators (see appendix D) from the Mercer benefits database. The 
universities are located across the US and range from the very larger systems like University of Wisconsin, University of 
Texas, and University of California, to smaller regional public universities.  

The graph in Figure 36 shows the overall total benefit values for CSU (Organization A) and the 19 peers. The Y axis is the 
relative value scale. This is not a cost to the CSU – it is a relative value to an employee that has the same profile (e.g., 
family status, age) at each university. These stacked bar charts reflect the total values of the core benefit package for 
each university within the study. The green section represents value provided by Retirement Savings (Defined Benefit and 
Defined Contribution plans), the blue section represents the Health Group (Medical, Dental and Post-Retirement Medical), 
the purple section represents the Paid Leave section (Vacation, Holidays, Personal Leave, Sick Leave or PTO) and the 
small pink section is Life & Disability (Life Insurance, STD, LTD).  

The percentiles in Figure 36 are highlighted as follows. The black line represents the 25th percentile, the dark gray line in 
the middle is the Median value and the light gray line is the 75th percentile or the organizations that are providing the 
richest benefit plans to the employee. Overall, the CSU offers valuable benefits -- the second highest in the market. Figure 
36 also reflects that there is a “top 4” and then the rest of the universities are concentrated – which is why the difference 
between the 25th and 75th is relatively tight. Except for those four, the rest of the market is consistent. The dollar values 
represent the employer-enhanced value of the benefits being provided to the employees. 
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Figure 36: Benefit Comparisons 
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The CSU’s overall Total Benefits high ranking is generated by: 

Retirement Savings value through a Final Average Defined Benefit plan that provides a greater value than nearly all other 
universities because of favorable Defined Benefit plan. The peer median plan generates all their value from a Final 
Average as well; however, the formula for the Final Average plan is not as rich as the one provided by CSU.  

An above-median comparison for Health Group because of requiring employees to absorb less of the cost of coverage 
compared to the peer group median for both Medical and Dental coverage combined with having an employer sponsored 
Post-Retirement Medical plan. 

An above-median comparison for Paid Leave because of providing a total number of days that is greater than the median 
design when considering Vacation, PTO, Holidays, Personal Days, and Sick Leave combined. 

An above-median comparison for Life & Disability because of Sick Leave carryover being applied to STD as well as richer 
plan provisions for Life Insurance and LTD.  

In Figure 37 is a high-level summary of the benefit results by plan component. For more detailed specific results by plan 
component please see Appendix E 

Figure 37: Benefits Results by Plan Component 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As noted earlier in Figure 7 of the Current State Review, CSU faculty who work less than the minimum workload for health 
benefit (0.4 FTE) are less satisfied with total benefits than those faculty who are eligible for health benefits. As such, it is 
important to understand the competitiveness of the retirement and medical plan for part-time employees.  

Retirement Plan Eligibility: In reviewing the details of the comparison peers’ defined benefit plans, Mercer found that 
CSU is at the median of the marketplace in terms of the minimum number of hours required per year to be eligible for the 
program.  

Medical, Dental, Paid Leave, and Long & Short-Term Disability Plan Eligibility: In reviewing the details of the 
comparison peers for the medical, dental, paid leave, and long-term and short-term disability plans, Mercer found that 
CSU is at the median of the marketplace in terms of the minimum number of hours required per week to be eligible for the 
program.  
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6. Pay Equity Analysis 
A pay equity assessment is an analysis that seeks to determine if there are unexplained pay differences or ‘residual pay 
differences’ between demographic groups.  

To conduct this assessment, Mercer utilized a pay equity analysis approach that accounts for factors intended to drive 
differences in pay, such as job factors, employee characteristics such as qualifications and experience, and external 
conditions. 

Mercer prepared statistical models to determine the degree to which variance in pay can be explained by the known 
factors that appropriately drive pay differences. These models were validated and finalized with input from the Faculty 
Compensation Study Workgroup. Mercer then conducted the pay equity assessment.  

The regression models were run on the following three faculty groups: tenure-track faculty, lecturer faculty, and non-
instructional faculty (coaches, counselors, and librarians).  

Mercer controlled for the following known job factors, employee characteristics, and external conditions in multiple 
regression pay models: age (proxy for general experience), time in job, tenure (based on first hire date), hired in the past 
year, education, campus, part-time/full-time status, paid on hourly/monthly basis, non-exempt/exempt, 
temporary/permanent, pay plan (academic year/10 month/12 month), faculty rank, pay range, Athletic Division 1/Athletic 
Division 2, department chair appointment, CIP discipline.  

After accounting for the identified, known factors, the residual pay difference is calculated between women and men or 
between non-white and white employees. These differences between groups could be attributable to justifiable discretion 
due to legitimate factors that are not included in the faculty dataset used for the study (e.g., previous employment history 
prior to CSU, increases due to merit) or could be attributable to bias.  

Figure 38 includes the number of employees in the comparison group and the number of employees overall. For example, 
of the 10,692 employees in the tenure-track faculty segment, over 5,200 are female.  

The percentage figure denotes the percentage difference in pay for the group under consideration (e.g., females) as 
compared to the comparison group (e.g., males). A value of 0% here would mean there is no residual difference between 
the female and male faculty member (or white and non-white faculty). Figure 38 reflects a pay difference between women 
and men of -0.4%) (4/10ths of 1%). 

The residual pay difference between non-white and white faculty is -0.1%. Some other groups under consideration (e.g., 
Asian -0.1%, Hispanic/Latino -0.2%, or Other Race/Ethnicity -0.6%) are paid slightly less than the comparison group, 
while Black or African American employees are paid slightly higher (+0.4%). 

The bolded cells in Figure 38 indicate where the pay difference between groups could be statistically significant, which 
means that although the differences could be due to reasons other than bias, it is unlikely that the difference is due to 
chance.  

The results by faculty group, indicate the tenure-track faculty group females are paid 0.5% less than their male 
counterparts. Similarly, there is a statistically significant difference between female and male employees within the 
lecturer faculty group at -0.3% but not between female and male employees within the non-instructional faculty group as 
the 0.9% difference was not statistically significant based on gender due to the smaller sample size. There are no 
statistically significant differences between non-white/Asian/Hispanic-Latino and white employees by group. 

The differences are not 0%, however, in Mercer’s experience in performing this analysis across all types of institutions 
and companies, the differences would be expected to be greater than 1% if there are systemic pay bias issues. The 
results of the analysis do not represent significant differentials in pay for faculty members in protected classifications at 
the CSU. 

  



    
 

29 | P a g e  
 

Figure 38: Overall and by Group Pay Equity Results Unexplained Base Pay Differences* 

 

 

Mercer found that the key factors driving pay at CSU are: faculty rank, time-in-job, education, campus location, and NCAA 
division (coaches). 

Faculty rank and range title are the key determinates of pay at the CSU. Whether an employee was hired in the past year 
has a slight impact on pay, all things being equal. General years of experience (assumed based on employee age) and 
years of service to CSU are weak drivers of pay, which provides evidence of wage stagnation. There is not a meaningful 
difference in pay between more and less experienced faculty, all things being equal. The modest differences in pay 
between campuses do not reflect the large geographic differentials for these locations. Different disciplines can also 
impact pay, and this is especially evident for tenure-track faculty. 

7. Findings and Opportunities 

Compensation and Total Rewards Strategy 

Mercer recommends: 

• Align base pay of faculty to the market based on classification, discipline, and location. This approach more closely 
aligns to the external market, as demonstrated by our analysis, and recognizes the significance of these factors in the 
marketplace.  

• Deliver competitive annual pay increases and annual structure movements. Complete annual market reviews to 
ensure appropriate pay alignment for specific positions or disciplines in the marketplace.  

• Revisit the total rewards strategy and understand how the current competitive offerings align with existing and 
potential employee needs as well as the financial and strategic needs of the CSU System.  

A sound compensation strategy ensures that compensation investments have the greatest impact. With finite 
resources to spend on compensation, institutions need to invest these resources in a way that makes sense for the 
institution and drives future success. Costly misalignments can occur if compensation strategy does not align with 
business needs and market practices.  

The total rewards review should include a holistic review of reward elements (compensation, benefits, careers, work-life) 
to understand: 

• the value of each of these components to current and future employees and the ability of CSU to alter offerings to 
make the best use of limited CSU financial resources and administrative capacity 

• desired level of consistency/differentiation across campuses (e.g., competitive peer groups, cost of salary 
differentials)   
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Salary Guidelines and Pay Structure 

Mercer recommends: 

• Localized pay ranges based on cost of salaries. This would allow pay to reflect local differences in the cost of salaries 
in the campuses located across the state  

• Pay structures and/or pay processes that recognize pay differences based on discipline for instructional faculty. 

• Clear and consistent guidelines for the initial placement of pay within a range, pay advancement within a range, and 
promotion awards. This should include updated job classification specifications and clear guidance on change in rank 
or title promotions and should significantly reduce the risk of pay stagnation. 

Equitable and Predictable Pay 

Mercer recommends that: 

• CSU commit to annual budget allocations comparable with the competitive market to ensure competitiveness of CSU 
pay structures and pay  

• CSU allocate a separate amount in the budget for merit to recognize and encourage excellence. However, for CSU to 
make the best use of the dedicated dollars, CSU will first need to strengthen the performance evaluation process to 
ensure robust and fair evaluations. To do this CSU will need to review the process, guidelines, and training provided 
to faculty managers. Regular salary increases are critical to: 

• Attracting and retaining qualified talent to support the CSU’s mission today and into the future. 

• Recognizing length of time in the position and professional growth over time; and 

• Recognizing employees’ commitment to public service, contributions, and accomplishments. 

Communication and Training 

Mercer recommends: 

• Organizing the faculty data consistently across the system. Each Instructional tenure-track faculty should be assigned 
a CIP code or CIP codes if working across multiple disciplines. CIP code data should be maintained as part of the 
recordkeeping within the HRIS system. This will enable campuses to consistently assess the classification of and 
external market for faculty regardless of location. It will also enable leadership to have reliable dashboards and 
reporting. Consistent guidance with salary placement for new hires and at the time of promotion is critical to 
maintaining equitable pay relationships. 

• Maintaining and providing regular communications and faculty dashboards and updates regarding pay and benefit 
programs. Stakeholder focus groups revealed that many faculty do not know whether the benefit and pay programs at 
CSU are competitive to peers.  

• Regular training on classification programs and the appropriate administration of pay for managers.  
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Appendix A: Faculty Compensation Study Workgroup Team Members 
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Appendix B: Glossary 

The following terms are used in this document and are defined as shown below (listed in alphabetic order). 

Term  Definition  

Aging Data The practice of increasing market survey data by a percentage 
assumed to be representative of wage movement to bring the data to a 
consistent point in time. 
 

Base Pay Range Base Pay Ranges include a minimum and maximum within which base 
pay should fall. Typically is designed to align with the external competitive 
market.  

Benchmark vs.  
Non-Benchmark Job  

Benchmarked - A job whose major responsibilities and requirements are 
commonly found in the market. These jobs are typically included in salary 
surveys and have reliable market data that is readily available year after 
year.  

Non-Benchmarked - A job that is not commonly found in the market and 
that is not found in salary surveys, generally because these jobs have 
been tailored to meet specific needs of CSU or a department. 

Benefit Value Analysis Assessment of the competitiveness of an organization’s benefit package, 
compared to peer organizations. It provides a pay neutral comparison of 
the organization’s benefits value to peers removing factors such as 
claims experience and negotiating power than can affect the cost of 
benefit plans. 

Comparison Institutions Institutions (aka, “peers”) for benchmarking faculty pay to gauge 
alignment with external practices. Comparison institutions may differ 
between administration, faculty and staff groups and may differ by 
campus or function. 

Compensation Program  The program that provides a framework for managing compensation at 
CSU. The program consists of a compensation philosophy, benchmarking 
methodology, a pay structure, and guidelines for managing pay. 

Compensation Positioning Targets for the compensation ranges (e.g., median). 

Compression The narrowing of pay between less and more tenured employees. 

Cost of Living Cost of a basket of goods and services. 

Cost of Salary How wage rates within a particular geographic area (e.g., city) compare 
to other areas. Wage rates are typically influenced by the supply of labor, 
labor laws and sometimes cost of living. 
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Job Description Title vs. 
Working Title 

Job Description Title - A specific title that describes the job’s roles and 
responsibilities.  

Working Title - A title that refers to a specific department where an 
employee is working or a specified type of work and is used in job 
postings, employees’ signature line, business cards, etc. 

Median The median is the central number of a data set. To determine the median, 
arrange data values from lowest to highest value. The median is the data 
value in the middle of the set. If there are 2 data values in the middle, the 
median is the average of those 2 values. 

Midpoint The salary midpoint is the middle point of a salary range's minimum and 
maximum. 

Multiple Regression Multiple regression is a statistical technique in which the variability in a 
dependent variable (e.g., pay) explained by multiple independent 
variables (e.g., experience, role, etc.). 

Pay Grade & Range A pay grade is assigned based on the job role and the market value of 
benchmark jobs. Each pay grade is associated with a pay range designed 
to accommodate a wide variety of skill, education, and experience levels 
in comparison to job classification requirements. 

Position Start Date Reflects an employee’s tenure in their current job. 

Wage Stagnation  A lack of growth in wages over time.  
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Appendix C: Stakeholder Focus Group Questions 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Instructional and Non-Instructional Faculty 
 
1. What do you like most about working at the CSU? In other words, why do you continue working here?  
2. Please rate your satisfaction with your position at the CSU at the present time.  
3. How satisfied are you with your base pay (excluding summer / intersession courses or stipends)?  
4. How does the CSU’s base pay compare to similar higher education institutions?  
5. Does your CSU salary enable you to live near campus?  
6. I believe my salary is commensurate with my level of education and work experience.  
7. Should the CSU use some of the compensation pool to fund annual service salary increases or other 

forms of step-increases?  
8. Should the CSU use some of the compensation pool to fund merit pay (i.e., higher pay for exceptional 

performance)?  
9. In what ways should the CSU improve pay equity (e.g., salary step structure, salary placement rules and 

policies)?  
10. Is there anything you would like to add about compensation?  
11. Are you eligible to receive health benefits through the CSU?  
12. Are you a member of the CalPERS retirement program?  
13. How satisfied are you with your total benefits package?  
14. How satisfied are you with your health benefits? 
15. How satisfied are you with your retirement benefits?  
16. How do the CSU’s health benefits compare to similar higher education institutions?  
17. How do the CSU’s retirement benefits compare to similar higher education institutions?  
18. Is there anything you would like to add about CSU’s benefits or benefits administration?  
19. I am paid fairly for the work that I do.  
20. My career goals can be met at the CSU.  
21. My talent, experience, and contributions are recognized and valued at the CSU.  
22. I would recommend the CSU as a place to work.  
23. In my opinion, the CSU is an employer of choice.  
24. The CSU does a good job of attracting and retaining top talent Faculty  
25. If I had an unexpected expense of $500, I have the resources to meet it.  
26. In what way could your unique talent, experience, and contributions be better recognized here?  
27. What could the CSU do to better meet Faculty needs?  
28. What initially attracted you to the CSU?  
29. Are your colleagues leaving the CSU for higher compensation elsewhere?  
30. Are you considering leaving the CSU in the next 12 months?  
31. If you are considering leaving, what might change your mind?  
32. Is there one thing we didn't ask, that you would like to share?  
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Academic Administration (Provosts, Deans, and AVPs) 

 

1. I believe Faculty employees at my campus are paid fairly compared to others holding similar positions 
within the CSU.  

2. I believe Faculty under my leadership are paid equitably compared to others in the same discipline 
within the CSU.  

3. If you disagreed with the previous statement, please elaborate.  
4. How does the CSU’s Faculty base pay compare to similar higher education institutions?  
5. The current salaries provide a sustainable financial situation for CSU Faculty employees.  
6. Should the CSU use some of the allocated system-wide Faculty compensation pool to fund annual 

service salary increases (SSI)?  
7. Should the CSU use some of the allocated system-wide Faculty compensation pool to fund annual post-

promotion increases (PPI) for Faculty members at the top of their rank / range who have exhausted their 
SSI eligibility?  

8. In your opinion, in what other ways should the CSU recognize years of service of Faculty employees?  
9. Should the CSU use some of the faculty compensation pool to fund merit pay (i.e., higher pay for 

exceptional performance)?  
10. What does the term “pay equity” mean to you?  
11. In your opinion, in what ways could the CSU improve Faculty pay equity?  
12. The CSU’s total benefits package for Faculty is attractive compared to similar higher education 

institutions.  
13. The CSU’s health benefits for Faculty are competitive with similar higher education institutions.  
14. The CSU’s retirement benefits for Faculty are competitive with similar higher education institutions.  
15. The CSU's total benefits package for Faculty is helpful in recruiting and retaining quality talent to the 

CSU.  
16. In your opinion, in what ways should the CSU improve the total benefits package for Faculty?  
17. The faculty are paid fairly for the work that they do.  
18. Faculty career goals can be met at the CSU.  
19. Faculty talent, experience, and contributions are recognized and valued at the CSU. 
20. I would recommend the CSU as a place where Faculty can thrive and achieve their career goals.  
21. In my opinion, the CSU is an employer of choice for Faculty.  
22. The CSU does a good job of attracting and retaining top Faculty talent.  
23. CSU provides the tools and resources necessary to retain the best Faculty performers and key talent.  
24. If agree, what tools are helpful to retain the best Faculty performers and key talent.  
25. If disagree, what tools would be helpful to retain the best Faculty performers and key talent?  
26.  In what ways could CSU better recognize unique talent, experience, and contributions of Faculty 

employees?  
27. What could the CSU do to better meet Faculty needs?  
28. Tenure-track Faculty employees on my team are leaving the CSU for higher compensation elsewhere.  
29. Faculty (other than tenure-track) employees on my team are leaving the CSU for higher compensation 

elsewhere.  
30. What are the reasons your faculty employees are leaving the CSU?  
31. Is there one thing we didn't ask, that you would like to share?  
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Appendix D: Base Pay Market Peers 

Instructional Faculty Peer Universities  
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Athletic Coaches – Division I 
Abilene Christian University (Abilene, TX) 
Alabama A & M University (Normal, AL) 
Alabama State University (Montgomery, AL) 
Alcorn State University (Alcorn State, MS) 
American University (Washington, DC) 
Appalachian State University (Boone, NC) 
Arizona State University (Tempe, AZ) 
Arkansas State University-Jonesboro (State University, AR) 
Auburn University (Auburn, AL) 
Austin Peay State University (Clarksville, TN) 
Ball State University (Muncie, IN) 
Barnard College (New York, NY) 
Baylor University (Waco, TX) 
Bellarmine University (Louisville, KY) 
Belmont University (Nashville, TN) 
Bethune Cookman University (Daytona Beach, FL) 
Boise State University (Boise, ID) 
Boston College (Chestnut Hill, MA) 
Boston University (Boston, MA) 
Bowling Green State University (Bowling Green, OH)  
Bradley University (Peoria, IL) 
Brigham Young University (Provo, UT) 
Brown University (Providence, RI) 
Bryant University (Smithfield, RI) 
Bucknell University (Lewisburg, PA) 
Butler University (Indianapolis, IN) 
California Baptist University (Riverside, CA) 
Campbell University (Buies Creek, NC) 
Canisius College (Buffalo, NY) 
Central Connecticut State University (New Britain, CT) 
Central Michigan University (Mount Pleasant, MI) 
Charleston Southern University (Charleston, SC) 
Chicago State University (Chicago, IL) 
Clemson University (Clemson, SC) 
Cleveland State University (Cleveland, OH) 
Coastal Carolina University (Conway, SC) 
Colgate University (Hamilton, NY) 
College of Charleston (Charleston, SC) 
College of William & Mary (Williamsburg, VA) 
College of the Holy Cross (Worcester, MA) 
Colorado State University (Fort Collins, CO) 
Coppin State University (Baltimore, MD) 
Cornell University (Ithaca, NY) 
Creighton University (Omaha, NE) 

Dartmouth College (Hanover, NH) 
Davidson College (Davidson, NC) 
DePaul University (Chicago, IL) 
Delaware State University (Dover, DE) 
Drake University (Des Moines, IA) 
Drexel University (Philadelphia, PA) 
Duke University (Durham, NC) 
Duquesne University (Pittsburgh, PA) 
East Carolina University (Greenville, NC) 
East Tennessee State University (Johnson City, TN) 
Eastern Illinois University (Charleston, IL) 
Eastern Kentucky University (Richmond, KY) 
Eastern Michigan University (Ypsilanti, MI) 
Eastern Washington University (Cheney, WA) 
Elon University (Elon, NC) 
Fairfield University (Fairfield, CT) 
Fairleigh Dickinson University (Teaneck, NJ) 
Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University (Tallahassee, 
FL) 
Florida Atlantic University (Boca Raton, FL) 
Florida Gulf Coast University (Fort Myers, FL) 
Florida International University (Miami, FL) 
Florida State University (Tallahassee, FL) 
Fordham University (Bronx, NY) 
Furman University (Greenville, SC) 
Gardner-Webb University (Boiling Springs, NC) 
George Mason University (Fairfax, VA) 
Georgetown University (Washington, DC) 
Georgia Institute of Technology (Atlanta, GA) 
Georgia Southern University (Statesboro, GA) 
Georgia State University (Atlanta, GA) 
Gonzaga University (Spokane, WA) 
Grambling State University (Grambling, LA) 
Grand Canyon University (Phoenix, AZ) 
Hampton University (Hampton, VA) 
Harvard University (Cambridge, MA) 
High Point University (High Point, NC) 
Hofstra University (Hempstead, NY) 
Houston Baptist University (Houston, TX) 
Howard University (Washington, DC) 
Idaho State University (Pocatello, ID) 
Illinois State University (Normal, IL) 
Indiana State University (Terre Haute, IN) 
Indiana University (Bloomington, IN) 
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Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis 
(Indianapolis, IN) 
Iona University (New Rochelle, NY) 
Iowa State University (Ames, IA) 
Jackson State University (Jackson, MS) 
Jacksonville State University (Jacksonville, AL) 
Jacksonville University (Jacksonville, FL) 
James Madison University (Harrisonburg, VA) 
Kansas State University (Manhattan, KS) 
Kennesaw State University (Kennesaw, GA) 
Kent State University Main Campus (Kent, OH) 
La Salle University (Philadelphia, PA) 
Lafayette College (Easton, PA) 
Lamar University (Beaumont, TX) 
Lehigh University (Bethlehem, PA) 
Liberty University (Lynchburg, VA) 
Lipscomb University (Nashville, TN) 
Long Island University (Brookville, NY) 
Longwood University (Farmville, VA) 
Louisiana State University and Agricultural and Mechanical 
College - Baton Rouge (Baton Rouge, LA) 
Louisiana Tech University (Ruston, LA) 
Loyola Marymount University (Los Angeles, CA) 
Loyola University Chicago (Chicago, IL) 
Loyola University Maryland (Baltimore, MD) 
Manhattan College (Bronx, NY) 
Marist College (Poughkeepsie, NY) 
Marquette University (Milwaukee, WI) 
Marshall University (Huntington, WV) 
McNeese State University (Lake Charles, LA) 
Mercer University (Macon, GA) 
Merrimack College (North Andover, MA) 
Miami University (Oxford, OH) 
Michigan State University (East Lansing, MI) 
Middle Tennessee State University (Murfreesboro, TN) 
Mississippi State University (Mississippi State, MS) 
Mississippi Valley State University (Itta Bena, MS) 
Missouri State University (Springfield, MO) 
Monmouth University (West Long Branch, NJ) 
Montana State University (Bozeman, MT) 
Morehead State University (Morehead, KY) 
Morgan State University (Baltimore, MD) 
Mount St. Mary's University (Emmitsburg, MD) 
Murray State University (Murray, KY) 
New Jersey Institute of Technology (Newark, NJ) 
New Mexico State University Main Campus (Las Cruces, NM) 

Niagara University (Niagara University, NY) 
Nicholls State University (Thibodaux, LA) 
Norfolk State University (Norfolk, VA) 
North Carolina Agricultural and Technical State U 
(Greensboro, NC) 
North Carolina Central University (Durham, NC) 
North Carolina State University (Raleigh, NC) 
North Dakota State University Main Campus (Fargo, ND) 
Northeastern University (Boston, MA) 
Northern Arizona University (Flagstaff, AZ) 
Northern Illinois University (De Kalb, IL) 
Northern Kentucky University (Highland Heights, KY) 
Northwestern State University (Natchitoches, LA) 
Northwestern University (Evanston, IL) 
Oakland University (Rochester, MI) 
Ohio University (Athens, OH) 
Oklahoma State University (Stillwater, OK) 
Old Dominion University (Norfolk, VA) 
Oral Roberts University (Tulsa, OK) 
Oregon State University (Corvallis, OR) 
Pennsylvania State University (University Park, PA) 
Pepperdine University (Malibu, CA) 
Portland State University (Portland, OR) 
Prairie View A & M University (Prairie View, TX) 
Presbyterian College (Clinton, SC) 
Princeton University (Princeton, NJ) 
Providence College (Providence, RI) 
Purdue University Fort Wayne (Fort Wayne, IN) 
Purdue University Main Campus (West Lafayette, IN) 
Quinnipiac University (Hamden, CT) 
Radford University (Radford, VA) 
Rice University (Houston, TX) 
Rider University (Lawrenceville, NJ) 
Robert Morris University (Moon Township, PA) 
Rutgers the State University of New Jersey New Brunswick 
Campus (New Brunswick, NJ) 
Sacred Heart University (Fairfield, CT) 
Saint Francis University (Loretto, PA) 
Saint Joseph's University (Philadelphia, PA) 
Saint Louis University (Saint Louis, MO) 
Saint Mary's College of California (Moraga, CA) 
Saint Peter's University (Jersey City, NJ) 
Sam Houston State University (Huntsville, TX) 
Samford University (Birmingham, AL) 
Santa Clara University (Santa Clara, CA) 
Seattle University (Seattle, WA) 
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Seton Hall University (South Orange, NJ) 
Siena College (Loudonville, NY) 
South Carolina State University (Orangeburg, SC) 
South Dakota State University (Brookings, SD) 
Southeast Missouri State University (Cape Girardeau, MO) 
Southeastern Louisiana University (Hammond, LA) 
Southern Illinois University Carbondale (Carbondale, IL) 
Southern Illinois University Edwardsville (Edwardsville, IL) 
Southern Methodist University (Dallas, TX) 
Southern University - Baton Rouge (Baton Rouge, LA) 
Southern Utah University (Cedar City, UT) 
St. Bonaventure University (St. Bonaventure, NY) 
St. Francis College (Brooklyn, NY) 
St. John's University (Queens, NY) 
Stanford University (Palo Alto, CA) 
State University of New York At Albany (Albany, NY) 
State University of New York at Binghamton (Binghamton, NY) 
Stephen F. Austin State University (Nacogdoches, TX) 
Stetson University (DeLand, FL) 
Stony Brook University (Stony Brook, NY) 
Syracuse University (Syracuse, NY) 
Tarleton State University (Stephenville, TX) 
Temple University (Phila., PA) 
Tennessee State University (Nashville, TN) 
Tennessee Technological University (Cookeville, TN) 
Texas A & M University (College Station, TX) 
Texas A & M University - Corpus Christi (Corpus Christi, TX) 
Texas Christian University (Fort Worth, TX) 
Texas Southern University (Houston, TX) 
Texas State University (San Marcos, TX) 
Texas Tech University (Lubbock, TX) 
The Citadel, the Military College of South Carolina 
(Charleston, SC) 
The George Washington University (Washington, DC) 
The Ohio State University (Columbus, OH) 
The University of Akron, Main Campus (Akron, OH) 
The University of Alabama (Tuscaloosa, AL) 
The University of Arizona (Tucson, AZ) 
The University of Memphis (Memphis, TN) 
The University of South Dakota (Vermillion, SD) 
The University of Texas Rio Grande Valley (Edinburg, TX) 
The University of Texas at Arlington (Arlington, TX) 
The University of Utah (Salt Lake City, UT) 
Towson University (Baltimore, MD) 
Troy University (Troy, AL) 
Tulane University (New Orleans, LA) 

United States Air Force Academy (USAF Academy, CO) 
United States Military Academy (West Point, NY) 
United States Naval Academy (Annapolis, MD) 
University At Buffalo, State University of New York (Buffalo, 
NY) 
University of Alabama at Birmingham (Birmingham, AL) 
University of Arkansas Main Campus (Fayetteville, AR) 
University of Arkansas at Little Rock (Little Rock, AR) 
University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff (Pine Bluff, AR) 
University of California-Berkeley (Berkeley, CA) 
University of California-Davis (Davis, CA) 
University of California-Irvine (Irvine, CA) 
University of California-Los Angeles (Los Angeles, CA) 
University of California-Riverside (Riverside, CA) 
University of California-San Diego (La Jolla, CA) 
University of California-Santa Barbara (Santa Barbara, CA) 
University of Central Arkansas (Conway, AR) 
University of Central Florida (Orlando, FL) 
University of Cincinnati Main Campus (Cincinnati, OH) 
University of Colorado Boulder (Boulder, CO) 
University of Connecticut (Storrs, CT) 
University of Dayton (Dayton, OH) 
University of Delaware (Newark, DE) 
University of Denver (Denver, CO) 
University of Detroit Mercy (Detroit, MI) 
University of Evansville (Evansville, IN) 
University of Florida (Gainesville, FL) 
University of Georgia (Athens, GA) 
University of Hartford (West Hartford, CT) 
University of Hawaii at Manoa (Honolulu, HI) 
University of Houston (Houston, TX) 
University of Idaho (Moscow, ID) 
University of Illinois at Chicago (Chicago, IL) 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (Champaign, IL) 
University of Iowa (Iowa City, IA) 
University of Kansas Main Campus (Lawrence, KS) 
University of Kentucky (Lexington, KY) 
University of Louisiana at Lafayette (Lafayette, LA) 
University of Louisiana at Monroe (Monroe, LA) 
University of Louisville (Louisville, KY) 
University of Maine (Orono, ME) 
University of Maryland Baltimore County (Baltimore, MD) 
University of Maryland College Park (College Park, MD) 
University of Maryland Eastern Shore (Princess Anne, MD) 
University of Massachusetts (Amherst, MA) 
University of Massachusetts Lowell (Lowell, MA) 
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University of Miami (Coral Gables, FL) 
University of Michigan-Ann Arbor (Ann Arbor, MI) 
University of Minnesota-Twin Cities (Minneapolis, MN) 
University of Mississippi (University, MS) 
University of Missouri - Columbia (Columbia, MO) 
University of Missouri - Kansas City (Kansas City, MO) 
University of Montana - Missoula (Missoula, MT) 
University of Nebraska - Lincoln (Lincoln, NE) 
University of Nebraska at Omaha (Omaha, NE) 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas (Las Vegas, NV) 
University of Nevada, Reno (Reno, NV) 
University of New Hampshire (Durham, NH) 
University of New Mexico Main Campus (Albuquerque, NM) 
University of New Orleans (New Orleans, LA) 
University of North Alabama (Florence, AL) 
University of North Carolina Wilmington (Wilmington, NC) 
University of North Carolina at Asheville (Asheville, NC) 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (Chapel Hill, NC) 
University of North Carolina at Charlotte (Charlotte, NC) 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro (Greensboro, NC) 
University of North Dakota (Grand Forks, ND) 
University of North Florida (Jacksonville, FL) 
University of North Texas Denton Campus (Denton, TX) 
University of Northern Colorado (Greeley, CO) 
University of Northern Iowa (Cedar Falls, IA) 
University of Notre Dame (Notre Dame, IN) 
University of Oklahoma Norman Campus (Norman, OK) 
University of Oregon (Eugene, OR) 
University of Pennsylvania (Philadelphia, PA) 
University of Pittsburgh (Pittsburgh, PA) 
University of Portland (Portland, OR) 
University of Rhode Island (Kingston, RI) 
University of Richmond (Richmond, VA) 
University of Saint Thomas (Saint Paul, MN) 
University of San Francisco (San Francisco, CA) 
University of South Alabama (Mobile, AL) 
University of South Carolina Columbia (Columbia, SC) 
University of South Carolina Upstate (Spartanburg, SC) 
University of South Florida (Tampa, FL) 
University of Southern California (Los Angeles, CA) 
University of Southern Mississippi (Hattiesburg, MS) 
University of Tennessee at Chattanooga (Chattanooga, TN) 
University of Tennessee at Martin (Martin, TN) 
University of Tennessee, Knoxville (Knoxville, TN) 
University of Texas at Austin (Austin, TX) 

University of Texas at El Paso (El Paso, TX) 
University of Texas at San Antonio (San Antonio, TX) 
University of Toledo (Toledo, OH) 
University of Tulsa (Tulsa, OK) 
University of Vermont (Burlington, VT) 
University of Virginia (Charlottesville, VA) 
University of Washington (Seattle, WA) 
University of Wisconsin-Green Bay (Green Bay, WI) 
University of Wisconsin-Madison (Madison, WI) 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (Milwaukee, WI) 
University of Wyoming (Laramie, WY) 
University of the Incarnate Word (San Antonio, TX) 
University of the Pacific (Stockton, CA) 
Utah State University (Logan, UT) 
Utah Tech University (Saint George, UT) 
Utah Valley University (Orem, UT) 
Valparaiso University (Valparaiso, IN) 
Vanderbilt University (Nashville, TN) 
Villanova University (Villanova, PA) 
Virginia Commonwealth University (Richmond, VA) 
Virginia Military Institute (Lexington, VA) 
Virginia Tech (Blacksburg, VA) 
Wagner College (Staten Island, NY) 
Wake Forest University (Winston-Salem, NC) 
Washington State University (Pullman, WA) 
Weber State University (Ogden, UT) 
West Virginia University (Morgantown, WV) 
Western Carolina University (Cullowhee, NC) 
Western Illinois University (Macomb, IL) 
Western Kentucky University (Bowling Green, KY) 
Western Michigan University (Kalamazoo, MI) 
Wichita State University (Wichita, KS) 
Winthrop University (Rock Hill, SC) 
Wofford College (Spartanburg, SC) 
Wright State University Main Campus (Dayton, OH) 
Xavier University (Cincinnati, OH) 
Yale University (New Haven, CT) 
Youngstown State University (Youngstown, OH) 
Western Kentucky University (Bowling Green, KY) 
Western Michigan University (Kalamazoo, MI) 
West Virginia University (Morgantown, WV) 
Wichita State University (Wichita, KS) 
Winthrop University (Rock Hill, SC) 
Wofford College (Spartanburg, SC) 
Wright State University Main Campus (Dayton, OH) 
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Xavier University (Cincinnati, OH) 
Yale University (New Haven, CT) 

Youngstown State University (Youngstown, OH) 

Athletic Coaches- Division II 
Academy of Art College (San Francisco, CA) 
Adams State University (Alamosa, CO) 
Adelphi University (Garden City, NY) 
Albany State University (Albany, GA) 
Alderson Broaddus College (Philippi, WV) 
Allen University (Columbia, SC) 
American International College (Springfield, MA) 
Anderson University (Anderson, SC) 
Angelo State University (San Angelo, TX) 
Arkansas Tech University (Russellville, AR) 
Ashland University (Ashland, OH) 
Assumption University (Worcester, MA) 
Auburn University at Montgomery (Montgomery, AL) 
Augusta University (Augusta, GA) 
Augustana University (Sioux Falls, SD) 
Azusa Pacific University (Azusa, CA) 
Barry University (Miami Shores, FL) 
Barton College (Wilson, NC) 
Bellarmine University (Louisville, KY) 
Belmont Abbey College (Belmont, NC) 
Bemidji State University (Bemidji, MN) 
Benedict College (Columbia, SC) 
Bentley University (Waltham, MA) 
Biola University (La Mirada, CA) 
Black Hills State University (Spearfish, SD) 
Bloomfield College (Bloomfield, NJ) 
Bluefield State University (Bluefield, WV) 
Bowie State University (Bowie, MD) 
Caldwell University (Caldwell, NJ) 
California Baptist University (Riverside, CA) 
Cameron University (Lawton, OK) 
Carson-Newman University (Jefferson City, TN) 
Catawba College (Salisbury, NC) 
Cedarville University (Cedarville, OH) 
Central State University (Wilberforce, OH) 
Central Washington University (Ellensburg, WA) 
Chadron State College (Chadron, NE) 
Chaminade University of Honolulu (Honolulu, HI) 
Chestnut Hill College (Philadelphia, PA) 
Chowan University (Murfreesboro, NC) 
Christian Brothers University (Memphis, TN) 

City College at Montana State University Billings (Billings, MT) 
City University of New York College of Staten Island (Staten 
Island, NY) 
City University of New York Queens College (Flushing, NY) 
Claflin University (Orangeburg, SC) 
Clark Atlanta University (Atlanta, GA) 
Clayton State University (Morrow, GA) 
Coker University (Hartsville, SC) 
Colorado Christian University (Lakewood, CO) 
Colorado Mesa University (Grand Junction, CO) 
Colorado School of Mines (Golden, CO) 
Colorado State University-Pueblo (Pueblo, CO) 
Columbus State University (Columbus, GA) 
Commonwealth University (Bloomsburg, PA) 
Concord University (Athens, WV) 
Concordia University (Irvine, CA) 
Concordia University, St. Paul (Saint Paul, MN) 
Converse College (Spartanburg, SC) 
D'Youville College (Buffalo, NY) 
Daemen College (Amherst, NY) 
Dallas Baptist University (Dallas, TX) 
Davenport University (Grand Rapids, MI) 
Davis & Elkins College (Elkins, WV) 
Delta State University (Cleveland, MS) 
Dominican University New York (Orangeburg, NY) 
Dominican University of California (San Rafael, CA) 
Drury University (Springfield, MO) 
East Central University (Ada, OK) 
East Stroudsburg University of Pennsylvania (East 
Stroudsburg, PA) 
Eastern New Mexico University Main Campus (Portales, NM) 
Eckerd College (St. Petersburg, FL) 
Edward Waters College (Jacksonville, FL) 
Elizabeth City State University (Elizabeth City, NC) 
Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University (Daytona Beach, FL) 
Emmanuel College (Franklin Springs, GA) 
Emory & Henry College (Emory, VA) 
Emporia State University (Emporia, KS) 
Erskine College (Due West, SC) 
Fairmont State University (Fairmont, WV) 
Fayetteville State University (Fayetteville, NC) 
Felician University (Lodi, NJ) 
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Ferris State University (Big Rapids, MI) 
Flagler College (Saint Augustine, FL) 
Florida Institute of Technology (Melbourne, FL) 
Florida Southern College (Lakeland, FL) 
Fort Hays State University (Hays, KS) 
Fort Lewis College (Durango, CO) 
Fort Valley State University (Fort Valley, GA) 
Francis Marion University (Florence, SC) 
Franklin Pierce University (Rindge, NH) 
Fresno Pacific University (Fresno, CA) 
Frostburg State University (Frostburg, MD) 
Gannon University (Erie, PA) 
Georgia College & State University (Milledgeville, GA) 
Georgia Southwestern State University (Americus, GA) 
Georgian Court University (Lakewood, NJ) 
Glenville State University (Glenville, WV) 
Goldey-Beacom College (Wilmington, DE) 
Grand Valley State University (Allendale, MI) 
Harding University Main Campus (Searcy, AR) 
Hawaii Pacific University (Honolulu, HI) 
Henderson State University (Arkadelphia, AR) 
Hillsdale College (Hillsdale, MI) 
Holy Family University (Philadelphia, PA) 
Holy Names University (Oakland, CA) 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania (Indiana, PA) 
Johnson C. Smith University (Charlotte, NC) 
Kentucky State University (Frankfort, KY) 
Kentucky Wesleyan College (Owensboro, KY) 
King University (Bristol, TN) 
Kutztown University of Pennsylvania (Kutztown, PA) 
Lake Erie College (Painesville, OH) 
Lake Superior State University (Sault Sainte Marie, MI) 
Lander University (Greenwood, SC) 
Lane College (Jackson, TN) 
Le Moyne College (Syracuse, NY) 
LeMoyne-Owen College (Memphis, TN) 
Lee University (Cleveland, TN) 
Lees-McRae College (Banner Elk, NC) 
Lenoir-Rhyne University (Hickory, NC) 
Lewis University (Romeoville, IL) 
Limestone University (Gaffney, SC) 
Lincoln Memorial University (Harrogate, TN) 
Lincoln University (Jefferson City, MO) 
Lincoln University (Lincoln University, PA) 
Lindenwood University (Saint Charles, MO) 

Livingstone College (Salisbury, NC) 
Lock Haven University of Pennsylvania (Lock Haven, PA) 
Lubbock Christian University (Lubbock, TX) 
Lynn University (Boca Raton, FL) 
Malone University (Canton, OH) 
Mansfield University of Pennsylvania (Mansfield, PA) 
Mars Hill University (Mars Hill, NC) 
Maryville University of Saint Louis (Saint Louis, MO) 
McKendree University (Lebanon, IL) 
Mercy College (Dobbs Ferry, NY) 
Mercyhurst University (Erie, PA) 
Merrimack College (North Andover, MA) 
Metropolitan State University of Denver (Denver, CO) 
Michigan Technological University (Houghton, MI) 
Midwestern State University (Wichita Falls, TX) 
Miles College (Birmingham, AL) 
Millersville University of Pennsylvania (Millersville, PA) 
Minnesota State University Moorhead (Moorhead, MN) 
Minnesota State University, Mankato (Mankato, MN) 
Minot State University (Minot, ND) 
Mississippi College (Clinton, MS) 
Missouri Southern State University (Joplin, MO) 
Missouri University of Science & Technology (Rolla, MO) 
Missouri Western State University (Saint Joseph, MO) 
Molloy College (Rockville Centre, NY) 
Morehouse College (Atlanta, GA) 
New Mexico Highlands University (Las Vegas, NM) 
Newberry College (Newberry, SC) 
Newman University (Wichita, KS) 
North Greenville University (Tigerville, SC) 
Northeastern State University (Tahlequah, OK) 
Northern Michigan University (Marquette, MI) 
Northern State University (Aberdeen, SD) 
Northwest Missouri State University (Maryville, MO) 
Northwest Nazarene University (Nampa, ID) 
Northwestern Oklahoma State University (Alva, OK) 
Northwood University (Midland, MI) 
Notre Dame College (South Euclid, OH) 
Nova Southeastern University (Fort Lauderdale, FL) 
Nyack College (Nyack, NY) 
Ohio Dominican University (Columbus, OH) 
Oklahoma Baptist University (Shawnee, OK) 
Oklahoma Christian University (Oklahoma City, OK) 
Ouachita Baptist University (Arkadelphia, AR) 
Pace University (New York, NY) 
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Palm Beach Atlantic University (West Palm Beach, FL) 
Pennsylvania Western University (California, PA) 
Pennsylvania Western University - Clarion (Clarion, PA) 
Pennsylvania Western University - Edinboro (Edinboro, PA) 
Pittsburg State University (Pittsburg, KS) 
Point Loma Nazarene University (San Diego, CA) 
Post University (Waterbury, CT) 
Purdue University Northwest- Hammond (Hammond, IN) 
Queens University of Charlotte (Charlotte, NC) 
Quincy University (Quincy, IL) 
Regis University (Denver, CO) 
Roberts Wesleyan College (Rochester, NY) 
Rockhurst University (Kansas City, MO) 
Rogers State University (Claremore, OK) 
Rollins College (Winter Park, FL) 
Saginaw Valley State University (University Center, MI) 
Saint Anselm College (Manchester, NH) 
Saint Leo University (Saint Leo, FL) 
Saint Martin's University (Lacey, WA) 
Saint Michael's College (Colchester, VT) 
Salem University (Salem, WV) 
Savannah State University (Savannah, GA) 
Seattle Pacific University (Seattle, WA) 
Seton Hill University (Greensburg, PA) 
Shaw University (Raleigh, NC) 
Shepherd University (Shepherdstown, WV) 
Shippensburg University of Pennsylvania (Shippensburg, PA) 
Shorter University (Rome, GA) 
Slippery Rock University of Pennsylvania (Slippery Rock, PA) 
South Dakota School of Mines and Technology (Rapid City, 
SD) 
Southeastern Oklahoma State University (Durant, OK) 
Southern Arkansas University (Magnolia, AR) 
Southern Connecticut State University (New Haven, CT) 
Southern Nazarene University (Bethany, OK) 
Southern New Hampshire University (Manchester, NH) 
Southern Wesleyan University (Central, SC) 
Southwest Baptist University (Bolivar, MO) 
Southwest Minnesota State University (Marshall, MN) 
Southwestern Oklahoma State University (Weatherford, OK) 
Spring Hill College (Mobile, AL) 
St. Augustine's College (Raleigh, NC) 
St. Cloud State University (Saint Cloud, MN) 
St. Edward's University (Austin, TX) 
St. Mary's University (San Antonio, TX) 
St. Thomas Aquinas College (Sparkill, NY) 

Stonehill College (Easton, MA) 
Tarleton State University (Stephenville, TX) 
Texas A & M International University (Laredo, TX) 
Texas A&M University - Commerce (Commerce, TX) 
Texas A&M University - Kingsville (Kingsville, TX) 
Texas Woman's University (Denton, TX) 
The College of Saint Rose (Albany, NY) 
The University of Findlay (Findlay, OH) 
The University of Tampa (Tampa, FL) 
The University of Virginia's College at Wise (Wise, VA) 
Thomas Jefferson University (Philadelphia, PA) 
Tiffin University (Tiffin, OH) 
Trevecca Nazarene University (Nashville, TN) 
Truman State University (Kirksville, MO) 
Tusculum College (Greeneville, TN) 
Tuskegee University (Tuskegee, AL) 
Union University (Jackson, TN) 
University of Alabama in Huntsville (Huntsville, AL) 
University of Alaska Anchorage (Anchorage, AK) 
University of Alaska Fairbanks (Fairbanks, AK) 
University of Arkansas at Fort Smith (Fort Smith, AR) 
University of Arkansas at Monticello (Monticello, AR) 
University of Bridgeport (Bridgeport, CT) 
University of California-San Diego (La Jolla, CA) 
University of Central Missouri (Warrensburg, MO) 
University of Central Oklahoma (Edmond, OK) 
University of Charleston (Charleston, WV) 
University of Colorado Colorado Springs (Colorado Springs, 
CO) 
University of Hawaii at Hilo (Hilo, HI) 
University of Illinois at Springfield (Springfield, IL) 
University of Indianapolis (Indianapolis, IN) 
University of Mary (Bismarck, ND) 
University of Minnesota Duluth (Duluth, MN) 
University of Minnesota-Crookston (Crookston, MN) 
University of Missouri - Saint Louis (Saint Louis, MO) 
University of Montevallo (Montevallo, AL) 
University of Mount Olive (Mount Olive, NC) 
University of Nebraska at Kearney (Kearney, NE) 
University of New Haven (West Haven, CT) 
University of North Alabama (Florence, AL) 
University of North Carolina at Pembroke (Pembroke, NC) 
University of North Georgia (Dahlonega, GA) 
University of Pittsburgh at Johnstown (Johnstown, PA) 
University of Puerto Rico-Bayamon University College 
(Bayamon, PR) 
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University of Puerto Rico-Mayaguez Campus (Mayaguez, PR) 
University of Puerto Rico-Rio Piedras Campus (Rio Piedras, 
PR) 
University of Sioux Falls (Sioux Falls, SD) 
University of South Carolina Aiken (Aiken, SC) 
University of Southern Indiana (Evansville, IN) 
University of Texas at Tyler (Tyler, TX) 
University of Texas of the Permian Basin (Odessa, TX) 
University of West Alabama (Livingston, AL) 
University of West Florida (Pensacola, FL) 
University of West Georgia (Carrollton, GA) 
University of Wisconsin-Parkside (Kenosha, WI) 
University of the District of Columbia (Washington, DC) 
University of the Sciences in Philadelphia (Philadelphia, PA) 
Upper Iowa University (Fayette, IA) 
Ursuline College (Cleveland, OH) 
Utah Tech University (Saint George, UT) 
Valdosta State University (Valdosta, GA) 
Virginia State University (Virginia State Unive, VA) 
Virginia Union University (Richmond, VA) 
Walsh University (North Canton, OH) 
Washburn University (Topeka, KS) 
Wayne State College (Wayne, NE) 
Wayne State University (Detroit, MI) 
West Chester University of Pennsylvania (West Chester, PA) 
West Liberty University (West Liberty, WV) 

West Texas A & M University (Canyon, TX) 
West Virginia State University (Institute, WV) 
West Virginia Wesleyan College (Buckhannon, WV) 
Western New Mexico University (Silver City, NM) 
Western Oregon University (Monmouth, OR) 
Western State Colorado University (Gunnison, CO) 
Western Washington University (Bellingham, WA) 
Westminster College (Salt Lake City, UT) 
Wheeling Jesuit University (Wheeling, WV) 
William Jewell College (Liberty, MO) 
Wilmington University (New Castle, DE) 
Wingate University (Wingate, NC) 
Winona State University (Winona, MN) 
Winston-Salem State University (Winston-Salem, NC) 
Young Harris College (Young Harris, GA) 
Westminster College (Salt Lake City, UT) 
West Texas A & M University (Canyon, TX) 
West Virginia State University (Institute, WV) 
West Virginia Wesleyan College (Buckhannon, WV) 
Wheeling Jesuit University (Wheeling, WV) 
William Jewell College (Liberty, MO) 
Wilmington University (New Castle, DE) 
Wingate University (Wingate, NC) 
Winona State University (Winona, MN) 
Winston-Salem State University (Winston-Salem, NC) 
Young Harris College (Young Harris, GA) 
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Appendix E: Faculty Benefit Peers 
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Appendix F: Faculty Benefit Market Details by Plan 
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