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I. STATEMENT OF COMMITTEE FUNCTION OR CHARGE 

As specified in Faculty Policies and Procedures 6.34., the commission’s charge is to address matters of 
faculty compensation and benefits by providing information, offering recommendations, representing the 
faculty in campus-wide discussions, and coordinating with the Academic Staff Executive Committee. 
Because of the implementation of the Critical Compensation Fund (CCF) in July 2012, the University 
Committee added several further elements to the commission’s charge in the current year: 

1.	 Undertake a study of how different units determined CCF and market equity reviews during the 
first (fall 2012) review; 

2.	 Assess the effectiveness of the fall 2012 CCF and market equity reviews in alleviating salary 
problems previously addressed in the 2011-2012 annual report of the Commission on Faculty 
Compensation and Economic Benefits; 

3.	 Determine whether the CCF is an effective tool, along with other tools of compensation, in bringing 
the salaries of UW-Madison faculty closer to the median of peer institutions and make 
recommendations for its continued use; 

4.	 Identify and assess changes that could improve such exercises in the future; 
5.	 Identify possible additional funds (e.g., further cost savings, innovation, philanthropy, or others) 

that might grow the CCF or fund other exercises directed at improving compensation plans. 

The full charge to the commission is attached to this report as Appendix 1. 

As of the submission of this report, available data allow us to fulfill elements 1 and 4, and to make 
suggestions for element 5.  While we cannot yet provide a quantitative assessment of elements 2 or 3, as 
this will take several years of data, we have good qualitative indicators to provide some evaluation of these 
elements. 

II. CURRENT YEAR’S ACTIVITIES 

The last report of the Commission on Compensation and Economic Benefits was delivered on 5 March 
2012.1  Spurred on by the new opportunities to engage with compensation and benefits issues, the 
commission met eight times during 2012-2013, approximately every other week from October through 
December and twice in the spring semester.  Meetings included conversations with leaders from the central 
campus administration as well as from the College of Letters and Science.  In addition, individual 
committee members consulted with administrators from nearly all schools and colleges in order to review 
the administration of CCF within those units, and to determine what practices were most effective in the 
mechanism’s implementation and what measures they would seek to improve in any future exercise of the 
program.  The commission also met with representatives from the Academic Staff Compensation and 
Economic Benefits Committee and the Advisory Committee on Budget Policies, Issues, and Strategies, and 
two members of the commission conducted follow-up visits with several key administrators. 

http://www.secfac.wisc.edu/senate/2012/0305/2327.pdf 
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III. CURRENT ISSUES AND CONCERNS
 

As indicated in the commission’s 2011-2012 report, UW-Madison is at risk of losing its most important 
resource: world-class researchers who keep the university on the cutting edge of knowledge.  Compared to 
peer institutions,2 faculty and staff salaries are low.  In an increasingly global market for research and 
education, UW-Madison is falling behind in its ability to compete for the best faculty, and it faces the 
prospect of losing many of its most talented professors to other institutions.  The situation has been critical. 

For at least the past decade, UW-Madison has ranked among top 20 universities in the world based on the 
Academic Ranking of World Universities.3  UW-Madison has consistently ranked among the top three of 
U.S. institutions in research monies brought in and regularly places in the top ten of all institutions for 
doctorates conferred.4  For undergraduate students, UW-Madison is ranked 41st in the nation by U.S. News 
& World Report, higher than all but three of our peer institutions.5  The current Kiplinger rankings on the 
best values in public colleges place UW-Madison in the 13th position, also near the top of its peer group.6 

The impact of faculty salaries must be addressed if the university is to continue to fulfill its mission of 
providing its students with a first-rate education. The latest available data, published in April 2013 by the 
Association of American University Professors, showed that UW-Madison salaries are well below the 
median.  Full professors at UW-Madison have been in 12th (last) place among their peers for years, while 
assistant professors have been in 11th place, a drop from several years ago.  Associate professors are the 
only group at the peer median.  However, in the aggregate, UW-Madison salaries are 11.6% below the peer 
group median.  This represents a slight improvement over 2011-2012 (when they were 12.6% below the 
peer group median); however, this is a tentative shift, with no clear trend line.  Moreover, this year’s figure 
is tied for the second lowest point since 1985.7 

Faced with a crisis in faculty retention, in recent years UW-Madison administrators have sought to develop 
new mechanisms to improve the compensation of its faculty.  Among these are the so-called “Stern 
Portfolio” of tools developed and implemented since 2010 under the leadership of Vice Provost for Faculty 
and Staff Steve Stern, including the high-demand faculty fund, which provides limited funds for the 
preventive retention of faculty likely to receive outside offers; a doubling of raises linked to promotions to 
associate or full professor (with yearly adjustments to the promotion increment tied to the Consumer Price 
Index); salary increases of 5-7% as post-tenure increments for full professors, who are eligible five years 
after promotion; and compression equity raises of 5-10% for full professors, who are eligible ten years after 
promotion and in five-year increments.  These tools have had significant effects for the improvement of 

2 Peer group for purposes of faculty salary comparison, established by the Governor’s Commission on 
Faculty Compensation, 1984: University of Michigan; University of California, Los Angeles; University 
of California, Berkeley; University of Texas at Austin; University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign; Ohio 
State University; University of Minnesota, Twin Cities; Indiana University-Bloomington; University of 
Washington (Seattle); and Purdue University. 

3 http://www.arwu.org/ARWU2010.jsp
4 2010-2011 Data Digest, Academic Planning and Analysis, Office of the Provost and the Office of 

Budget, Planning and Analysis, University of Wisconsin-Madison, available at: 
http://apa.wisc.edu/DataDigest/DATA_DIGEST_11.pdf. 

5 http://colleges.usnews.rankingsandreviews.com/best-colleges/rankings/national-universities/spp+50. 
6 http://www.kiplinger.com/tool/college/T014-S001-kiplinger-s-best-values-in-public-colleges/index.php. 
7 http://chronicle.com/article/aaup-survey-data-2013/138309#id=240444. Also see memorandum from 

Sara Lazenby to Interim Chancellor David Ward, Provost Paul M. Deluca, Jr., and Vice Chancellor 
Darrell Bazzell, April 9, 2013. 
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retention and campus morale, with a number of department chairs and deans taking strong advantage of 
them to elevate faculty compensation within their units.  As of August 2012, a total of 704 faculty had 
received adjustments with new pay-merit tools (not including high-demand adjustments) at a total cost of 
$5,802,726.8 

Yet these have also been modest, and one key tool is a short-term program—the compression equity 
program will sunset in 2014 after five years of use.  Chancellor David Ward recognized the limitations of 
these tools and opted to take advantage of new allowable mechanisms developed since 2011 to supplement 
salary outside of a formal state-funded pay plan.  In consultation with leaders of the Commission on Faculty 
Compensation and Economic Benefits, the Academic Staff Executive Committee, the University 
Committee, Associate Vice Chancellor Steve Stern, and Vice Chancellor for Finance and Administration 
Darrell Bazzell, Chancellor Ward created the Critical Compensation Fund in spring and summer 2012. 

The CCF drew in its initial implementation on reallocated funds set aside in 2011 in preparation for 
potential cuts in the 2011-2013 biennial budget. The central administration initially considered a 1-2% 
supplemental pay plan but, in consultation with governance groups, elected to develop a program that could 
provide for more substantial, if selective, raises, according to the following criteria: 

•	 CCF was the first salary mechanism designed to apply to all permanent employee categories, not 
faculty exclusively;9 

•	 At the same time, CCF was not an across-the-board pay plan; such a plan would have exceeded the 
university’s authority; 

•	 Merit was a necessary but insufficient condition criterion for qualification for a CCF adjustment; 
•	 Up to 30% of employees could be eligible for a CCF increase of 5-10% of the permanent base 

salary;10 

•	 Faculty who had recently been hired at a market rate or who had recently received market rate 
adjustments should not receive first consideration for CCF adjustments. 

As the report below indicates, CCF is a useful and effective tool—in conjunction with other 
mechanisms—for bringing UW-Madison faculty salaries in line with those of the peer group.  Such 
adjustments come at a significant cost: the reallocations that have paid for the initial implementation of CCF 
have been painful to some units.  Yet CCF represents an important step toward the investment of the 
university in its future.  As an institution that competes in national and global markets to attract top faculty, 
its faculty salaries must not be allowed to languish below the median of those of its peers; indeed, they are 
currently at or near the bottom of the peer group (see Appendix 2).  If we are to maintain our university’s 
high standing, it is imperative to maintain mechanisms to improve the salary climate for UW-Madison 
faculty for the purposes of recruiting and retaining first-rate employees.  While CCF is a step in the right 
direction, its work is not complete. 

8 Report on Faculty Pay-Merit Initiatives After Three Years, August 2012 Chairs/Directors Leadership 
Summit. 

9 It is critical to note that CCF applied to academic staff and classified staff as well as faculty.  Given the 
charge to this commission, this report focuses on the application of CCF to faculty, although the 
commission recognizes the importance of CCF’s implications beyond that category.  Report on Faculty 
Pay-Merit Initiatives after Three Years, August 2012 Chairs/Directors Leadership Summit. 

10 The logic behind the 30% figure was that through two exercises of the mechanism, CCF, in combination 
with other available tools, would allow the majority of UW-Madison faculty to be eligible for a salary 
increase over a several-year cycle.  Personal communication from Steve Stern, 7 November 2012. 

(continued) 
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IV. DETERMINATION OF CCF AND MARKET/EQUITY REVIEWS DURING THE FIRST 
(FALL 2012) REVIEW 

In fall 2012, individual members of the commission contacted deans and other administrators in the 
following campus units to discuss the ways in which those units implemented the CCF mechanism: 

• College of Agriculture and Life Sciences 
• Wisconsin School of Business 
• School of Education 
• College of Engineering 
• Nelson Institute for Environmental Studies 
• School of Human Ecology 
• Law School 
• College of Letters and Science 
• School of Medicine and Public Health 
• School of Nursing 
• School of Pharmacy 
• School of Veterinary Medicine 

We received responses from all units but the School of Nursing.  Subsection A of this section describes the 
implementation of CCF in all campus units other than the College of Letters and Science; subsection B 
details the particularities of the mechanism in L&S. 

Sample questions to deans and administrators in individual campus units included the following: 

•	 What process was used to distribute CCF funds, and why? 
•	 How quickly did the campus unit complete the process? 
•	 Did the process work well in the campus unit? Why or why not? 
•	 What were some examples of how CCF worked well or did not work well? 
•	 How did the campus unit prioritize equity, retention, and market priorities as it allocated CCF 

funds? How were these priorities set? 
•	 What data sources did the campus unit use to gauge equity and market concerns? 

A. CCF Determination and Distribution in Campus Units other than Letters and Science 

Although each campus unit had its particularities, there was some degree of homogeneity in the 
implementation of CCF in all campus units other than Letters and Science in the first round in fall 2012. 
(One important exception to this statement is the School of Medicine and Public Health, where issues of 
leveraged non-GPR budgets mentioned below under point 4.d were acute.)  There are several factors that 
influenced this homogeneity.  One factor was that most campus units accomplished the exercise very 
quickly, beginning in mid-to late summer and completing the exercise in early fall; in some (particularly 
smaller) units, this was due to a top-down administration of the exercise.  In addition, with some notable 
exceptions, such units are far smaller than L&S, allowing for a faster and more straightforward review of 
eligible faculty.  Finally, in most campus units other than L&S, the CCF exercise was completed 
independently of other budget or salary exercises, streamlining and simplifying the task.11  What follows is 
not a detailed account of CCF distribution in all campus units, but instead is an identification of basic trends 
that marked the exercise in non-L&S units. 

11 Engineering and Veterinary Medicine combined the CCF exercise with a High-Demand Faculty Fund 
exercise. 

(continued) 
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1.	 Centralized administration of review and implementation (Business, Environmental Studies, 
Human Ecology, Law, Pharmacy). Smaller campus units—in particular those without subdivision 
into departments—tended to adopt a vertical approach to the review of eligible employees and the 
implementation of the CCF mechanism.12  These units generally accomplished the exercise quickly. 
They reviewed faculty salaries in light of national ratings where available.13  Most of these units 
sought to bring their lowest-paid faculty closer to parity with their peers either at Wisconsin or 
nationally.  Units almost universally cited the importance of consistent periodic performance 
reviews and professional activities reports as essential to the process. 

2.	 Decentralized administration of review and implementation (Agricultural and Life Sciences, 
Education, Engineering, Medicine and Public Health, Veterinary Medicine). In larger campus 
units with departmental structures, deans decentralized the process.  Where some deans’ offices 
identified eligible faculty for departments, most simply distributed information about CCF, 
including eligibility criteria, to department chairs and allowed them to make recommendations for 
the CCF distribution. Prioritization of market or equity concerns was therefore a departmental 
matter.  In general, departments submitted ranked lists of faculty eligible for adjustments, with 
relatively little further intervention from the deans’ offices.  The degree of faculty input into the 
process varied in these units: some empowered executive committees to determine departmental 
priorities, while others relied on subcommittees or department chairs to complete the exercise and 
submit rankings. Most of these units completed the process before 1 September 2012. 

3.	 Positive responses to CCF in non-L&S units. Many deans saw CCF in a positive but qualified 
light. They almost uniformly welcomed CCF as another tool to rectify a growing disparity between 
their faculty’s salaries and those offered by peer institutions.  One respondent was pleased that CCF 
offered campus units flexibility to allocate salary adjustments with “few hoops to jump through,” 
and noted that CCF provided a mechanism to retain pre-emptively several faculty who had been 
hired significantly below market level.  Some indicated that CCF had been useful for addressing 
major equity concerns in faculty salaries, while others—particularly those with readily available 
comparative data—indicated that CCF was an effective, if incremental, tool for addressing market 
disparities. 

4.	 Critical responses to CCF in non-L&S units. Although most campus units welcomed the tool, all 
had some important criticisms.  Such critical responses include: 

a.	 CCF was a step in the right direction but too small to address the significant disparities that 
these units face. 

b.	 CCF was rolled out too quickly, with not enough training for administrators to ensure its proper 
implementation. 

c.	 Some administrators felt that the evaluation process was cumbersome and the deadline too tight 
in the first roll-out. Future implementations of the same mechanism would be smoother now 
that everyone has been through the process once. 

12 Business and Law deans did so in consultation with department or division heads. 
13	 For example, salary data published by organizations such as the American Association of Colleges and 

Schools of Business, the American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy, and the Association of 
American Universities Data Exchange.  For highly anomalous units such as the Nelson Institute for 
Environmental Studies, no such data were available, and the unit relied on internal distributions of salary 
to determine equity. 

(continued) 
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d.	 Units with a salary structure that relies on significant non-GPR found the process more difficult 
than those that rely primarily on GPR for salaries. 

e.	 Many units indicated that by including a maximum of 30% of faculty, CCF created some 
problems with morale.  Some units, however, offset this consequence by identifying faculty 
who would receive priority in a future exercise. 

B. CCF Determination and Distribution in the College of Letters and Science 

The College of Letters and Science warrants its own subsection of this report because the CCF allocation 
and distribution process differed so dramatically from that of all other campus units.  This was in part due to 
the size of the college, its tradition of faculty governance, and the intersection of CCF with the college’s 
own plans for a three-year cycle of faculty salary adjustments, which was already under way when CCF 
was announced. 

In contrast with some other campus units, the college’s governance structure is not top-down.  It has a 
strong tradition of faculty governance through executive committees, which alone have the authority to 
make financial decisions for the departments.  Since virtually all L&S faculty are paid on a C-basis 
(9-month, September to May), executive committees typically do not meet in summer, when many faculty 
are away conducting research.  As CCF was introduced in July, this put the college at a significant time 
disadvantage since executive committees were not able to meet to discuss implementation until the start of 
the fall semester.  The college compensated for this difficulty by assigning two deadlines for departmental 
recommendations for salary adjustments: the end of September and the end of October. 

CCF also emerged when the college was already planning its own salary adjustment model.  Under the L&S 
plan, every faculty member would be reviewed for a salary adjustment every three years, with the goal of 
bringing most faculty close to their peer medians within five years.  With the introduction of CCF, the 
college elected to combine its salary adjustment plan with the new mechanism in a complex implementation 
involving a revolving cycle of evaluation and departmental contributions to salary adjustments.  Faculty 
were randomized based on start dates and divided into three groups.  The first group was eligible for 
evaluation and adjustment in fall 2012, the second in spring 2013, and the third in spring 2014.  A 
memorandum from Dean Gary Sandefur detailing the CCF protocol and its listing of randomized start dates 
is included as Appendix 3. 

The college determined match rates for departmental contributions based on several criteria.  Primary 
among these were the academic quality of the departments and their place in salary rankings among peer 
institutions. Some of the highest-rated departments in the college have faculty with salaries as much as 
40% below the peer median.  Such programs earned a 2/3 match rate, with the department contributing 1/3 
of salary adjustments.  Others had a 50% or 1/3 match rate.  In order to pay for their contributions, 
departments were allowed to draw on several sources of revenue or potential revenue.  Most chose to 
eliminate positions through retirements or to “mortgage” future retirements in order to pay for adjustments. 
As a result, many departments were forced to downsize now and/or in the future in order to compensate 
faculty at closer to market rates. 

The college also provided departments with two options for salary adjustments: 

1.	 Departments could elect to provide salary adjustments of 5-10% to as many faculty as they wished 
over the three-year cycle, with the requirement that they would have to contribute according to the 
models outlined above. 

2.	 Departments could elect to choose no more than 30% of their faculty for a 5% adjustment, for 
which the college would pay 100% of the cost. 

(continued) 
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In general, the deans encouraged departments to exercise option 1, as the faculty are in general underpaid, 
and the only way to ameliorate a problem of this scale was to give departments a stake in improving the 
salary climate. 

There have been good anecdotal results from the implementation of CCF in the college, with several faculty 
reporting that they have not applied for outside positions due to the increase that CCF provided.  In 
addition, many faculty and department chairs have expressed their appreciation for not only the salary 
increases, but also a transparent process for their allocation.  Yet there have also been problems with the 
exercise: 

•	 As with other innovations, a result of liquidating positions in the college has the consequence of 
fewer smaller course offerings and larger class sizes as well as changes in the balance between 
graduate and undergraduate offerings. 

•	 Liquidating faculty positions is not a sustainable practice. 
•	 In departments without strong internal traditions of transparent merit reviews or a group of senior 

faculty who were experienced with the consequential merit reviews required by significant pay 
plans in the past, the exercise’s novelty proved difficult in implementation. 

•	 Departments had different match rates.  One critical question for future exercises is the degree of 
input that departments and faculty governance groups have in determining match rates, which at the 
very least could alleviate the morale impact of such differences. 

•	 One department refused to participate in the exercise, citing solidarity in the face of what its 
executive committee felt was an arbitrary 30% cap on adjustments and in objection to the idea that 
the university was taking a step in the direction of a purposeful diminution of resources.14 

V. ASSESSMENT OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF CCF AS A TOOL FOR IMPROVING 
FACULTY COMPENSATION 

As of the submission of this report, it is too early for a quantitative evaluation of the CCF mechanism as a 
tool for bringing faculty salaries in line with UW-Madison’s peer institutions.  UW-Madison has only 
recently been able to assemble preliminary data on CCF’s effects for faculty salaries, and peer institutions 
have not yet reported their current salary data.  It is also impossible to know whether peer institutions have 
developed similar compensation mechanisms or received pay plans, which would have the possibility of 
perpetuating pay disparities.  This report thus concentrates on CCF’s effects on the UW-Madison campus, 
while urging next year’s commission and university administrators to return to this question when the data 
become available. 

Although it was a limited salary adjustment tool, CCF had a broad reach in its initial distribution.  The tool 
increased pay for 3,119 employees through a $14.64 million investment.  Nearly 23% of faculty (485) 
received adjustments totaling $3.84 million.15  By rank, 20% of assistant professors received adjustments, at 
a mean amount of $6,476; 27% of associate professors received adjustments, at a mean amount of 

14 Personal communications with Maria Cancian, 28 November 2012, 20 March 2013, and 31 March 2013. 
A memo directed to Cancian stated that the department “rejects the current university policy of 
contraction and the diminution of resources.” 

15 Critical Compensation Fund Exercise: Review of Results, 31 January 2013; see full summary in 
Appendix 4. 
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$6,796; and 23% of full professors received adjustments, at a mean amount of $9,088.16  By sex, 27% of 
female faculty received adjustments, at a mean amount of $7,687; while 22% of male received adjustments, 
at a mean amount of $8,336.  By ethnic status, 24% of both white and minority faculty received 
adjustments, with the mean amount for white faculty $8,176 and the mean amount for minority faculty 
$7,925. Among white women, 27% received adjustments at mean of $7,696, while 22% of white men 
received adjustments at a mean of $8,453.  Among minorities, 26% of women received adjustments at a 
mean of $7,773, and 22% of men received adjustments at a mean of $8,017.17 

An assemblage of tools such as the doubling of promotion adjustments, post-tenure increments, 
compression equity, and CCF has now provided salary adjustments for nearly 1,200 faculty.  CCF therefore 
served an essential role as part of a broader portfolio of tools for raising faculty compensation and, in a 
selective rather than a comprehensive manner, likely brought faculty salaries closer to the peer median. 

Yet there are concerns that merit close attention for future faculty salary exercises: 

•	 Achieving parity by funding source: future exercises will need either to adjust targets for GPR 
versus non-GPR funded allocations of CCF, or provide mechanisms by which units reliant on 
non-GPR can structure salary adjustments with appropriate flexibilities.18 

•	 A flexible calendar for achieving and reporting results: different campus units have different budget 
and governance structures. Allowing units more autonomy in the implementation of mechanisms 
such as CCF could alleviate the timetable pressures imposed by a centralized process. 

•	 Finding a sustainable funding model: although the commission recognizes the importance of a 
departmental stake in raising faculty salaries, downsizing as a mechanism for paying for market 
adjustments can only work in the very short term in the absence of significant innovations.  Central 
administration must also recognize that different units are differently able to fund salary 
adjustments through innovations, and it must find ways to offset those costs for departments that 
are stretched beyond their capacity to provide both for equitable salaries and to sustain their 
educational missions. 

•	 Future exercises and state or supplemental pay plans: the distribution of CCF adjustments to no 
more than 30% of faculty has generated some morale problems.  A limited exercise seeking to bring 
some UW-Madison faculty salaries into parity with those of peer institutions has had the 
paradoxical effect of producing inequities at UW-Madison. The promise of a future exercise has 
somewhat alleviated these problems.  Central administration should note that a state or 
supplemental pay plan that reaches all employees would be welcome but would not necessarily 
alleviate the potential inequities that a one-time implementation of CCF has engendered.  It would 
be particularly useful if central campus were to give individual units flexibility in the distribution of 
resources made available in any future exercises. 

•	 One potential problem that surfaced both campus-wide and in individual units was the issue of CCF 
adjustments for jointly appointed faculty.  As the exercise turned out, it appears as if most 
nominations of jointly appointed faculty met with the enthusiastic endorsement of both units.  But 
what to do in a future case where this might be debated is unclear.  For example, if the Nelson 

16	 These data are largely, but not entirely, complete.  Final data will be available in the coming months.  A 
summary of these data, along with CCF distributions by campus unit, is included in Appendix 5.  Full 
data can be obtained from Jennifer Klippel in the office of the vice chancellor for finance and 
administration. 

17 These data are included in Appendix 6. 
18 This is a particularly acute issue for the School of Medicine and Public Health, which relies on 

significant clinical revenue for salaries of both faculty and academic staff. 
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Institute for Environmental Studies wishes to nominate a faculty member who is jointly appointed 
in Plant Pathology (CALS), but Plant Pathology wishes to nominate another faculty member and is 
facing the 30% cap on the number of adjustments it can make, what solution can be found? 
Another potential problem emerges when different units have different match rates, and units that 
share joint appointments but have fewer resources are essentially forced into unaffordable matches 
by external nominations.  (One possible solution could be a match rate based on the individual, 
rather than on the home unit.) 

•	 Instructions from many deans’ offices were unclear about how to prioritize market and equity 
concerns. While this respect for decentralized governance and departmental autonomy is welcome, 
a lack of clear guidelines produced some infighting at the departmental level.19 

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE EXERCISES AND OTHER PAY TOOLS 

The commission recognizes the value of CCF as an essential program for adjusting the salaries of those who 
have not received adjustments through other available mechanisms.  Its broad recommendation is that CCF 
exercises become a regular option in a larger portfolio of tools that in time can mitigate the disparities 
across UW-Madison faculty salaries and between theirs and those of their peers.  Yet administrators and 
faculty must also address the difficulties realized in the program’s initial implementation, as well as the cost 
of this program and other tools for adjusting compensation. 

The commission sees CCF as an important addition to rather than a replacement of the Stern Portfolio that 
has provided for meaningful adjustments to some faculty salaries.  Although the Compression Equity tool is 
scheduled to close in 2014, other tools such as the High-Demand Faculty Fund, post-tenure increments, and 
substantial raises linked to promotion must be protected, and expanded where possible.20  Department chairs 
who are able to make effective use of these tools have been able to use CCF to provide adjustments for 
faculty who have been contributing excellent work to the university’s educational and research missions but 
who have not fit the eligibility criteria for these highly selective, limited adjustment mechanisms. 

Campus administrators are now optimistic that the 2013-2015 biennial budget will allow for a modest (and 
potentially supplemental) pay plan, providing a 2-3% increase for UW-Madison employees.21  This is of 
course a welcome change from over five years with no broad-ranging adjustments.  Yet as stated above, 
such a pay plan would have the furthest reach if it operated in addition to, rather than in replacement of, a 
second CCF exercise. A pay plan that affects all employees would leave the disparities generated by a 
single CCF exercise in place, while a second CCF exercise, in conjunction with effective, judicious use of 
other available tools, could alleviate—if not entirely eliminate—inequities in salary. 

19	 The College of Letters and Science’s new category for “Market-Equity” adjustments further confounds 
this issue. 

20	 For example, the high-demand fund operates in different ways across campus, as noted in this 
commission’s 2011-2012 report.  Uniform application of these funds for preventive and pre-emptive 
retention, rather than in response to serious market overtures, would likely alleviate the problem of 
burdensome, often unsustainable retentions. 

21	 The exact mechanism of such a pay plan is unclear, but ideally it would apply to all permanent employee 
categories. Personal communication from Darrell Bazzell, 19 March 2013. 
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In addition, the commission urges administration to consult the recommendations included in last year’s 
report, briefly summarized here:22 

1.	 The institutionalization of new triggers for raises for high-performing faculty, including the 
securing of competitive grants that have broad impact on the campus community; election to 
national academies or other prestigious bodies; the publication of particularly influential works; or 
exceptionally productive service activity; 

2.	 The introduction of temporary incentives or base adjustments in certain circumstances,
 
including: 

a.	 higher compensation during a major grant period; 
b.	 temporary base adjustments for triggers such as those indicated above in number 1; 
c.	 temporary endowments funded by new philanthropy (for example, a “term professorship” 

mechanism available to faculty at any point on the tenure clock); 
d.	 a bonus structure allowing departments to recognize exceptional performance through one-time 

incentives. 
3.	 A restructuring of endowed chairs allowing for increases in salary either in addition to, or in place 

of, research funds. 

The funding for the initial CCF exercise came through reallocations.  While reallocation is a reality in an 
era of declining state support and educational innovation, the commission urges UW-Madison 
administrators to recognize that it cannot be the exclusive source of funding for future exercises.  The 
commission therefore also urges a reconsideration of several possible funding mechanisms outlined in the 
2011-2012 report, briefly summarized here:23 

1.	 use of the chancellor’s Educational Innovation campaign to develop savings and new revenues; 
2.	 new philanthropic efforts of UW-Madison and the UW Foundation directed towards support for 

human capital; 
3.	 elevating differential tuition in areas such as UW-Madison’s professional schools as well as for 

non-resident undergraduates within limits that maintain competition with UW-Madison’s peers. 

To date, only the first recommendation (the use of the chancellor’s Educational Innovation campaign) has 
contributed to CCF funding by allowing for departmental matches to university contributions.  One further 
recommendation from the 2011-2012 report was the increase of undergraduate tuition, limited to the 
amount needed to offset cuts from state budget allocations.  The commission recognizes that such increases 
may be necessary in an era of shrinking state support but also emphasizes that increases that contribute to 
faculty compensation should be limited to programs such as the Madison Initiative for Undergraduates, 
which link increased tuition to direct enhancements to undergraduate education and only when 
accompanied by equal increases in financial aid in order to maintain access for all qualified students. 

One further potential source of funding draws on a combination of philanthropy and extramural funding 
that, if used creatively and carefully, could provide limited resources for the expansion or reimplementation 
of a CCF-like exercise. Several campus units have taken advantage of professorships funded either 

22 Available in significantly greater detail at http://www.secfac.wisc.edu/senate/2012/0305/2327.pdf.  Some 
of these recommendations are currently unavailable or impracticable; however, the new human resources 
system may allow for partial implementation of some of these suggestions. 

23 In addition, central administration may wish to explore reframing the 25% to 75% ratio of non-resident to 
resident students at UW-Madison, a strategy recently adopted by the board of regents: additional 
revenues obtained from out-of-state or international tuition could offset the cost of such mechanisms. 

(continued) 
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temporarily or permanently through extramural initiatives; the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation is one 
prominent example.  If used in the right way, such opportunities could be useful as an alternative to 
replacements that arise through retirements.  While foundations would be reluctant to support simple 
replacements, departments could think creatively about how to use such support to fund positions that move 
into innovative directions when faculty who teach in undersubscribed areas retire, using the salary savings 
from the retirement to fund increases for faculty while still retaining the line through outside support.  This 
is obviously a limited source of new revenue but is one that could be useful to departments that have had 
high success rates in securing such positions. 

VII. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Commission on Faculty Compensation and Economic Benefits is convinced through this year’s 
analysis that the Critical Compensation Fund was a strong, if limited, success, and that it should be 
sustained as part of a larger package of tools for elevating faculty compensation in the interest of keeping 
UW-Madison competitive with its peers. 

Recommendations for Improving Future Implementations of CCF or Similar Mechanisms 

1.	 CCF or a similar adjustment mechanism is critical for bringing salaries in line with UW-Madison’s 
peer institutions but only as part of a larger set of compensation tools and policies.  CCF can also 
help address internal equity issues on the UW-Madison campus. 

2.	 CCF should complement, rather than replace, these other tools and pay plans. 
3.	 Even in the event of a state or supplemental pay plan, administrators should make every effort to 

ensure a second CCF exercise in order not only to elevate the salaries of those who were eligible 
but did not receive an adjustment in the first round, but in order to mitigate inequities produced as a 
consequence of the first exercise. 

4.	 Comprehensive training and greater standardization before the rollout of initiatives such as CCF are 
essential to their success. 

5.	 The commission urges administrators to seek revenue from the sources and strategies recommended 
in the 2011-2012 report, summarized in section VI above, to close gaps on salary inequities both 
among UW-Madison faculty and between UW-Madison faculty and their peers. 

VIII. COMMISSION MEMBERSHIP 

Louis Armentano (Dairy Science)
 
Jo Ellen Fair (Journalism and Mass Communication), UC ex officio appointee, non-voting
 
Anna Haley-Lock (Social Work)
 
Richard Keller (Medical History and Bioethics), chair
 
Alan Lockwood (Curriculum and Instruction)
 
Ann Macguidwin (Plant Pathology)
 
Donald Stone (Materials Science and Engineering)
 
James Tinjum (Civil and Environmental Engineering)
 
Mary Triana (Business)
 
Margarita Zamora (Spanish and Portuguese)
 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-12­

IX. APPENDICES 

Appendix 1 –  Charge to the Commission . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Page 13 
  

Department Administrators, 20 August 2012
 

by Campus Unit and Academic Rank
 

by Gender and Minority Status
 

Appendix 2 – Faculty Salary Peer Comparison for 2012-2013 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Page 15 
  

Appendix 3 – Memorandum from Dean Gary Sandefur to L&S Chairs, Directors and . . . . . . . . . .  Page 19 
  

Appendix 4 – Critical Compensation Fund Exercise: Review of Results, 31 January 2013 . . . . . .  Page 26 
  

Appendix 5 – Distribution of Faculty Critical Compensation Fund (CCF) Salary Adjustments . . . Page 30
 

Appendix 6 – Distribution of Faculty Critical Compensation Fund (CCF) Salary Adjustments . . . Page 31
 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-13­

Appendix 1
 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-14­

Appendix 1, cont’d. 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-15­

Appendix 2
 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-16­

Appendix 2, cont’d. 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-17­

Appendix 2, cont’d. 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-18­

Appendix 2, cont’d. 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-19­

Appendix 3
 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-20­

Appendix 3, cont’d. 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-21­

Appendix 3, cont’d. 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-22­

Appendix 3, cont’d. 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-23­

Appendix 3, cont’d. 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-24­

Appendix 3, cont’d. 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-25­

Appendix 3, cont’d. 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-25­

Appendix 3, cont’d. 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-26­

Appendix 4
 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-27­

Appendix 4, cont’d. 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-28­

Appendix 4, cont’d. 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-29­

Appendix 4, cont’d. 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-30­

Appendix 5
 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-31­

Appendix 6
 

(continued) 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 



_____________________________________ 

-32­

Appendix 6, cont’d.
 

UW-Madison Fac Doc 2425 - 6 May 2013 




