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Objectives for the Professional Faculty Job Category and 
Compensation Program

1. Compensation Philosophy:
A clearly articulated summary that defines OSU’s strategy 
and guiding principles for how pay will be determined, 
managed, and communicated

2.  Job Grouping/Categorization and Titling System:
Updated job family, titling, and job structure guidelines to 
consistently categorize and title jobs in a logical and 
meaningful way 

3. Benchmark Analysis and Process:
A well-defined, professional, repeatable process that yields 
an objective benchmark analysis of Professional Faculty 
compensation levels, that reflects market competitiveness of 
base salaries

4.  Market Competitive Compensation Program:
A simple, easy to understand and administer program, that 
provides necessary structure to ensure appropriate, 
competitive, and equitable salaries, allow for flexibility, when 
appropriate

5. Program Maintenance Methodology:
Documented administrative guidelines and policies for 
maintaining and updating the overall compensation program

6. Implementation and Communications Plan:
An understandable implementation plan and timeline, 
including a communications plan and communications 
materials

We have communicated six key results to be achieved from this project that create 
the framework for the Professional Faculty Job  Category and Compensation Program:

The Philosophy includes a vision for the 
Program that describes our goals:
 OSU will be able to recruit and retain a diverse, 

high-quality workforce to fulfill the mission of the 
University

 There will be a Job Family framework, reflecting 
the variety of positions and responsibilities among 
Professional Faculty that more clearly recognizes 
job value and defines career progression

 The Program will provide competitive salary 
practices, through comparison to appropriate 
talent markets, that are fair, equitable and 
financially sustainable

 OSU’s work environment will be improved through 
this Program by providing opportunities for all 
Professional Faculty to achieve career and work 
life goals

 Over time, the Program will facilitate recognition 
and reward of productivity, work effectiveness, 
and contribution to the University’s goals, thereby 
encouraging life-long learning and development.
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Revised Project Schedule

The new schedule envisions completion during the summer of 2013:

Phase
Estimated 

Timing
2012 2013

Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun
Phase 1:
Develop Compensation Philosophy and 
Change Communication Strategy Feb – Apr
Phase 2:
Develop Job Grouping/Categorization 
and Titling System (Job Category 
Framework)

Apr – Nov 

Phase 3:
Identify Benchmark Jobs and conduct 
competitive compensation assessment

Nov – Jan

Phase 4:
Develop Salary Structures, Job 
Leveling Methodology and Pay 
Guidelines

Jan – Feb 

Phase 5:
Define Plan Implementation 
Requirements and Communication 
Plan

Feb – Mar

Key milestone meeting
Implementation

Completed Work

In Progress/Future Steps
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The Compensation Philosophy defines 3 employee segments: Senior Leadership, 
Mid-Level Directors and Staff, and Functional Experts and Professionals that all have 
the same target market position but different comparison markets for market pricing 
purposes: 

 Geographic markets are defined as follows:
• National: Public institutions, Research University Carnegie Classification, Total 

Operating Budget 50-150% of OSU, and Student FTE 50-150% of OSU
• Regional: Public institutions, Student FTE 50-150% of OSU in Northwestern States 

(Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington)
• Local: Public institutions in Oregon, Washington, Northern California (excluding 

San Francisco Bay Area), and Idaho 

Competitive Pay Assessment 
Comparison Markets

Employee Segment Industry Geo Market

Senior Leadership (and HE 
Specific Professionals)

Higher Ed (National Peers TBD), 
Higher Ed (Regional Peers TBD) National / Regional

Mid-Level Directors and Staff Higher Ed (Regional TBD), General 
Industry

National / Regional / 
Local

Functional Experts and 
Professionals

General Industry: Local market (TBD) 
when available Regional / Local
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Competitive Pay Assessment 
Methodology

The following principles were used to conduct the competitive 
assessment:

1. Identify benchmark jobs: select a stratified sample of Job Profiles that are likely to be 
found across the talent market segments; selected benchmark jobs can be reliably matched 
to the market and are either important to the institution and/or have a high number of 
employees in them

2. Identify appropriate compensation survey sources: select validated survey sources that 
are highly reliable and available for future years; they reflect Oregon State University’s 
competing markets. 

3. Match OSU benchmark jobs to comparable job descriptors in the surveys: recognize 
that not all jobs will be a perfect match and allow for judgments or adjustments as needed; 
matches are based on the content of the job, not the title. A total of 832 employees in 245 
jobs were benchmarked, or roughly 65% of the Professional Faculty population.

4. Select appropriate “scope cuts” within the surveys: recognize size, market segment, 
and geographic differences; comparison markets were established in the compensation 
philosophy and best effort was made to follow the philosophy based on the data available

5. Make necessary adjustments: adjustments (ranging from 5-20%) were applied to the data 
on an as-needed basis when exact match selection was not available

6. Gather the compensation data: age and adjust the pay data to a common point in time; 
the market 50th percentile was used as the desired pay positioning to determine market 
competitiveness
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Competitive Pay Assessment
Employee Salary Distribution Summary

Findings:

 Overall, salaries of benchmarked employees are at 95.6% of market median
 43.8% of employees fall more than 10% below market median, of which 19.4% fall more 

than 20% below market median
 Only 19.1% of employee salaries fall more than 10% above market median, of which 11.2% 

fall more than 20% above market median

 Only 37% of the employee salaries fall in the competitive range of 90-110% of market median, 
whereas best practices prescribe 65-70% of the incumbents fall in this range

Percent of Market Median Number of Employees Percent of Employees
<80% of Market 161 19.4%
80% – 89% of Market 203 24.4%
90% – 110% of Market 309 37.1%
111% – 120% 66 7.9%
>120% of Market 93 11.2%
Total 832 100.0%
Average Relationship  to Market 95.6%

OVERALL EMPLOYEES
< 60% 23
60% – 70% 44
70% – 80% 94

120% – 130% 35
130% – 140% 28
>140% 30



7

Competitive Pay Assessment
Findings across Job Family and Level

Competitive assessments were conducted using two different lenses; 
observations and findings were reviewed with OHR and the Steering 
Committee summarized below:
1. Job Families (e.g., Facilities and Operations, Academic Services, Business and 

Finance)
2. Employee Levels (e.g., AM1, PR5)

Observations and Findings:
 There is great variability in market competitiveness across job families and 

employee levels:
 Competitiveness in job families ranges from 82.5% to 108.9% with only 5 out of 

the 16  job families falling within 5% of market median on average
 Competitiveness across the employee levels ranges from 85.5% to 111.5% but no 

apparent relationship exists between employee level and market position
 At the same time, only a few job families, employee groupings, and employee 

levels fall outside the competitive range (90-110% of market median) and the most 
populated groups are relatively close to market median
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Competitive Pay Assessment
Findings across Job Family and Level continued

Observations and Findings (continued):
 None of the groupings follow a best practice bell-shaped curve that suggests 

a majority (65-70%) of employee salaries fall within 90-110% of market median:
 Most job families have a higher concentration of employees below 90% of market 

median and no employees above 110%  (8 out of 16 job families have more than 
half of their employees fall below 90% of market median)

 Five employee levels (including four AM levels) exhibit a distribution that is heavily 
weighed (more than 50% of the population) towards employees less than 90% of 
market median 

 At the same time, the larger job families and employee levels demonstrate a 
relatively better distribution than the smaller groupings. 

Many of the observations and findings from the competitive analysis 
can be traced back to the current lack of a salary structure. 
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Competitive Pay Assessment
Employee Salary Distribution Against Market Median by Job Family

DISTRIBUTION OF PAY RELATIONSHIP TO MARKET MEDIAN BY JOB FAMILY

1 n refers to the number of benchmarked employees

21%
40% 44% 53% 53% 62%

33%

64%
36%

46%

44% 24%
27% 35% 26%

33%

28%

39%

34%
17%

32%
20% 12% 12%

33%
8%

25%

Academic Services Administrative
Services

Athletics Business and
Finance Services

Clinical and Health
Services

Communications
and Marketing

Executive/Chief
Officers

Facilities and
Operations

Field, Outreach, and
Research Services

63% 71%

20%
39%

56% 66%

33% 44%

38% 23%

40%

32% 11%

30%

50% 37%

6%

40% 29% 33%
4% 17% 19%

Food and Retail
Services

Information
Technology

Inst. Advancement &
Dev.

Legal and
Compliance

Library and Museum Maritime Operations Organizational
Development

Student Services Overall

n1 = 156 131 41 51 34 58 3 36 28

n = 16 48 5 28 9 0 73 115 832

Average: 87.2% 83.8% 104.6% 97.3% 91.9% 90.3% 96.8% 95.6%

Average: 107.5% 94.1% 108.9% 91.6% 85.4% 88.0% 103.0% 82.5% 100.5%

 Less than 90%
 90% – 110%
 Greater than 

110%
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Competitive Pay Assessment
Employee Salary Distribution Against Market Median by Employee Level

DISTRIBUTION OF PAY RELATIONSHIP TO MARKET MEDIAN BY LEVEL

1 n refers to the number of benchmarked employees

29%

60%
46%

63%
46% 53% 57%

44%50%

57%

25%
41%

25%

28%
40% 32%

39%
50%

14% 15% 13% 13%
27%

7% 11% 17%

EX2 EX3 AM1 AM2 AM3 AM4 AM5 AM6 AM7

33% 25%
48% 41%

22%

55%
38% 44%

42%
46%

45%
44%

37%

33%

38%
37%

25% 29%
7% 15%

41%
12%

25% 19%

PR1 PR2 PR3 PR4 PR5 PR6 PR7 Overall

n1 = 2 14 48 56 48 94 15 28 121

n = 24 24 29 176 87 58 8 832

Average: 114.0% 100.3% 85.5% 90.2% 90.3% 100.1% 92.1% 89.3% 93.8%

Average: 97.2% 97.8% 89.6% 96.1% 111.5% 87.7% 103.7% 95.6%

 Less than 90%
 90% – 110%
 Greater than 

110%
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There are 2 key terms that will be used throughout this discussion: 
 Midpoint progression
 Range spread

Midpoint progression—the difference in midpoints between subsequent salary grades

 For example, if the midpoint of Grade 1 was $20K, a midpoint progression of 50% would mean a midpoint of 
$30K in Grade 2. A 100% midpoint progression would mean a midpoint of $40K in Grade 2

Salary Structure Overview
Key Terms

Midpoint Progression 50%
Grade 1 Midpoint $20,000

Grade 2 Midpoint $30,000

The GREATER the midpoint progression, the FURTHER APART the midpoints of two grades.

The GREATER the range spread, the WIDER the salary grade.

Midpoint Progression 100%
Grade 1 Midpoint $20,000

Grade 2 Midpoint $40,000

Range Spread 50%
Grade 1 Minimum $10,000

Grade 1 Maximum $15,000

Range Spread 100%
Grade 1 Minimum $10,000

Grade 1 Maximum $20,000

Range spread—the difference between the minimum and maximum of a salary grade
 For example, if the minimum of Grade 1 was $10K, a range spread of 50% would mean a maximum of 

$15K. A 100% range spread would mean a maximum of $20K
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Salary Structure Overview
Introduction and Examples

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

$

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

$

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

$

TRADITIONAL
SALARY STRUCTURE

BROADBAND
SALARY STRUCTURE

BLENDED STANDARDIZED 
SALARY STRUCTURE 

Compensation managed to 
midpoint levels

 20+ grade/band levels are 
common

 Many central points: minimums, 
midpoints, and maximums

 10% – 15% midpoint to midpoint 
progressions

 50% salary grade/band spreads
 Point factor job evaluation system

Created by increasing midpoint 
progression and range spreads

 5 – 8 broad grades/bands
 Fewer control points: minimums and 

maximums (sometimes zone lines)
 30% – 50% midpoint to midpoint 

progressions
 Salary grade/band spreads from 

80% –100 % at lower levels to 100%+ 
for mid to upper levels

Created purely based on the 
market data’s central points

 10 – 15 broad grades/bands
 Potentially use control points/ 

midpoints
 15% – 30% midpoint to midpoint 

progressions
 Salary grade/band spreads from 

50% – 100% 
 Less rigid job evaluation process
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Salary Structure Overview
Structure Alternatives

When designing a salary structure, there are generally 3 alternatives to consider:

Traditional Structure Blended Structure Broad-band Structure

Design Components

• Multiple grades (20+) • Relatively fewer grades (10 – 15) • Few, broad salary grades (5 – 8)

• Narrow range spreads (50%) • Varying range spreads (50 – 100%) • Large range spreads (80 – 100%+)

• Small midpoint progressions 
(10 – 15%)

• Varying midpoint progressions 
(15 – 30%)

• Large midpoint progressions 
(30-50%)

Design Implications

• Results in large overlap among 
subsequent grades

• Balances overlap and 
differentiation between 
subsequent grades

• Results in great differentiation 
between grades and mostly 
eliminates overlap between grades

• Supports clear career progression 
that can be easily communicated 
to the employee population

• Supports distinct career 
progression

• Minimizes need to move between 
grades as career progression can 
be achieved within grades

• Tight definition of grades makes 
structure easier to manage by HR 
organization, even if it is 
decentralized

• Provides flexibility for managers 
while it is still easy for even a 
decentralized HR organization to 
manage

• Requires more consistent oversight 
and application of administrative 
guidelines, preferably by centralized 
HR

• Restricts the flexibility you have in 
rewarding people within the grade

• Provides more flexibility to reward 
performance while reducing 
internal equity issues

• Higher risk of (expanding) internal 
equity issues

Recommended for OSU
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Salary Structure Overview 
OSU Structure Alternatives - Design Approach and Methodology

Sibson created three salary structure alternatives for Oregon State University: one 
Traditional Structure and two Blended structures

 All salary structure alternatives were in line with the design parameters as outlined in the 
Compensation Philosophy with ranges built around the market data targeted at the market 
median of the identified peer groups for each employee segment

The three proposed salary structure alternatives are based on market data reference 
points and standardized structure design elements:

 In each alternative, the midpoint progressions and range spreads were “standardized”:
 The midpoint progressions and range spreads for the alternatives were set at standard 

values across the structure
 Each structure alternative utilized midpoint progressions and range spreads that increase as 

jobs move up in the structure, reflecting the increased complexity of responsibilities, time to 
master, and typical time in grade of employees

 Benchmark positions were then assigned to grades based on the market value of the job

 This process blends the development of a salary structure with standardized midpoint 
progressions and range spreads while still being reflective of the current market data

After careful consideration, the Blended Structure was determined to be 
most appropriate for Oregon State University.
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Average 
Market Data

Grade Min Mid Max
Range 
Spread Mid. Prog. Inc. Count Market 50th

Midpoint as % of 
Market Median

M $218.6 $306.0 $393.4 80% 25% 1 $310.9 98.4%

L $174.9 $244.8 $314.7 80% 25% 3 $253.6 96.6%

K $139.9 $195.8 $251.8 80% 25% 4 $196.5 100.0%

J $113.9 $156.7 $199.4 75% 20% 25 $157.4 99.7%

I $95.0 $130.6 $166.2 75% 20% 41 $128.3 101.9%

H $79.1 $108.8 $138.5 75% 20% 42 $110.6 98.6%

G $65.9 $90.7 $115.4 75% 20% 60 $92.4 98.3%

F $55.0 $75.6 $96.2 75% 20% 76 $75.4 100.4%

E $46.6 $63.0 $79.3 70% 15% 147 $63.8 98.8%

D $40.6 $54.8 $68.9 70% 15% 71 $55.0 99.8%

C $35.3 $47.6 $60.0 70% 15% 178 $48.6 98.1%

B $30.7 $41.4 $52.1 70% 15% 144 $41.6 99.5%

A $26.7 $36.0 $45.3 70% 40 $36.2 99.7%

Note: Items in blue indicate drivers of the salary structure

Salary Structure Overview
Selected Alternative
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Frequently Asked Questions

 Will there be a formal process for review if the employee believes the job has not been 
correctly slotted?
 There will be a formal process that has not been defined yet. At a minimum (and a starting point 

in the process) the employee and the supervisor should agree that the job duties in the PDQ are 
accurate

 Was there a lot of input from various sources across the campus over the course of the 
process?
 Yes, subject matter experts were consulted and were involved in critical decision points 

throughout the process

 Who will ultimately determine everyone’s pay grade? 
 People involved include Human Resources, Task experts, and Supervisors

 Will this project result in any salary decreases? 
 No

 Will there be budget available for those employees who end up falling below the range they 
have been assigned to? 
 We are still determining who will be eligible for salary increases and how this will be paid for. Our 

budget has been presented to the State, but this will most likely not be confirmed until 
September

 Can we find information / provide feedback after today’s presentation? 
 We welcome any feedback and will answer questions via submission to the “Give us your 

Feedback” section of the project web site http://oregonstate.edu/admin/hr/job_category/feedback
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Next Steps

May

 Confirm grade assignments for non-benchmark 
positions with the use of internal slotting tool

 Develop policy guidelines for managing pay within the 
new compensation program

June

 Outline implementation approach

 Conduct personal conversation with supervisor / 
manager to review grade assignment and pay 
implications
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Questions or Comments?


