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Table	1:	Comparison	to	OSU	National	Average	Salaries	for	Similar	Institutions

UC	Merced	
(AAUDE)

OSU	RU/H*	
(Medical	
Excluded)

OSU	RU/VH**	
(Medical	
Excluded)

UCM/	OSU	
RU/VH

Increase	
Required	to	
Reach	Mean

UCM/	OSU	
RU/VH

Increase	
Required	to	
Reach	Mean

Professor 134,561 105,986 130,565 127% ‐21% 103% ‐3.0%
Assoc.	Prof. 87,798 77,787 87,550 113% ‐11% 100% ‐0.3%
Asst.	Prof. 77,593 66,026 77,756 118% ‐15% 100% 0.2%

Weighted	Mean 94,050 84,239 104,809 112% ‐10% 90% 11%

OSU	RU/VH	Comparison**OSU	RU/H	Comparison**

*	OSU	RU/H	refers	to	the	2012‐13	Faculty	Salary	Survey	by	Discipline	published	by	Oklahoma	State	University	and	RU/H	is	the	Carnegie	
Classification	Research	Universities	with	High	Research	Activity.
**	OSU	RU/VH	refers	to	the	2012‐13	Faculty	Salary	Survey	by	Discipline	published	by	Oklahoma	State	University	and	RU/VH	is	the	Carnegie	
Classification	Research	Universities	with	Very	High	Research	Activity.



Table	2:	IPEDS	Nine‐Month	Adjusted	Salaries	(2011‐12)

Professor Associate	Professor Assistant	Professor Ladder	Rank	Weighted

Rutgers	U 143,278 96,432 77,190 115,395
University	of	Texas	Austin 140,583 89,901 83,899 114,714
UC	Santa	Barbara 138,534 85,420 78,454 119,165
U	of	Delaware 138,500 94,491 81,495 107,596
UC	Riverside 129,333 82,668 75,737 104,642
U	of	Alabama 129,073 87,466 65,984 94,131
Pennsylvania	State 128,384 86,251 70,146 99,867
UC	Santa	Cruz 126,356 85,000 75,544 107,235
SUNY	Binghamton 125,634 91,863 71,960 97,721
U	of	Colorado 123,152 90,054 77,104 100,458
U	of	Massachusetts	‐	Amherst 122,645 90,879 72,706 100,408
U	of	Texas	San	Antonio 114,711 80,878 70,847 90,035
Clemson 107,977 79,077 70,249 88,310
Texas	Tech 105,654 73,634 65,923 81,633
San	Diego	State 100,020 78,970 72,883 88,118

Peer	Institutions	Unweighted 124,922 86,199 74,008 100,629
Peer	Institutions	Weighted 128,434 86,994 73,941 103,055

UC	Merced	(IPEDS) 126,711 85,679 76,476 90,752
UCM/Peers	Unweighted 101% 99% 103% 90%

Increase	Required	to	Reach	Mean	Unweighted ‐1.4% 0.6% ‐3.2% 10.9%
UCM/Peers	Weighted 99% 98% 103% 88%

Increase	Required	to	Reach	Mean	Weighted 1.4% 1.5% ‐3.3% 13.6%

Sorted	Arrays UC	Santa	Barbara Rutgers	U Rutgers	U University	of	Texas	Austin
Rutgers	U University	of	Texas	Austin U	of	Delaware U	of	Delaware

University	of	Texas	Austin UC	Santa	Barbara SUNY	Binghamton UC	Santa	Barbara
U	of	Delaware U	of	Delaware U	of	Massachusetts	‐	Amherst Rutgers	U
UC	Santa	Cruz UC	Riverside U	of	Colorado U	of	Colorado
UC	Riverside U	of	Alabama University	of	Texas	Austin UC	Merced
U	of	Colorado Pennsylvania	State U	of	Alabama UC	Riverside

U	of	Massachusetts	‐	Amherst UC	Merced Pennsylvania	State UC	Santa	Cruz
Pennsylvania	State UC	Santa	Cruz UC	Merced San	Diego	State
SUNY	Binghamton SUNY	Binghamton UC	Santa	Barbara U	of	Massachusetts	‐	Amherst

U	of	Alabama U	of	Colorado UC	Santa	Cruz SUNY	Binghamton
UC	Merced U	of	Massachusetts	‐	Amherst UC	Riverside U	of	Texas	San	Antonio

U	of	Texas	San	Antonio U	of	Texas	San	Antonio U	of	Texas	San	Antonio Clemson
Clemson Clemson Clemson Pennsylvania	State

San	Diego	State Texas	Tech San	Diego	State U	of	Alabama
Texas	Tech San	Diego	State Texas	Tech Texas	Tech

This	is	the	ranked	order	in	which	the	campuses	
would	appear	if	they	had	been	sorted	by	faculty	
salary	from	high	to	low	for	professors	(column	1),	
associate	professors	(column2),	assistant	
professors	(column	3),	and	the	average	of	the	three	
ranks	(column	4).	



Table	3:	Unweighted	by	Campus	Size	Using	2013	AAUP	Faculty	Salary	Survey	as	Reported	by	Chronicle	of	Higher	Education

Professor Assoc.	Prof. Asst.	Prof. Weighted	Average	All	Ranks*

Stanford	University 207,300 135,100 111,300 174,700
Harvard	University 203,000 118,900 113,400 177,360
Yale	University 186,300 113,100 94,200 154,469
MIT 178,700 122,600 106,300 156,361
University	of	Michigan 148,700 101,100 88,800 121,313
University	of	Virginia 143,200 93,800 82,900 115,738
University	of	Illinois 141,700 91,100 87,400 113,115
SUNY	Buffalo 133,700 91,800 78,500 103,475

Peer	Institutions	Unweighted 167,825 108,438 95,350 139,566
Peer	Institutions	Weighted 169,442 102,597 92,821 136,494

UC	Merced	(AAUP) 133,200 87,600 75,300 91,604
UCM/Peers	Unweighted 79% 81% 79% 66%

Increase	Required	to	Reach	Mean	Unweighted 26% 24% 27% 52%
UCM/Peers	Weighted 79% 85% 81% 67%

* Increase	Required	to	Reach	Mean	Weighted 27% 17% 23% 49%

Sorted	Arrays
Stanford	University Stanford	University Harvard	University Harvard	University
Harvard	University MIT Stanford	University Stanford	University

Yale	University Harvard	University MIT MIT
MIT Yale	University Yale	University Yale	University

University	of	Michigan University	of	Michigan University	of	Michigan University	of	Michigan
University	of	Virginia University	of	Virginia University	of	Illinois University	of	Virginia
University	of	Illinois SUNY	Buffalo University	of	Virginia University	of	Illinois

SUNY	Buffalo University	of	Illinois SUNY	Buffalo SUNY	Buffalo
UC	Merced	(AAUP) UC	Merced	(AAUP) UC	Merced	(AAUP) UC	Merced	(AAUP)

This	is	the	ranked	order	in	which	the	campuses	would	
appear	if	they	had	been	sorted	by	faculty	salary	from	
high	to	low	for	professors	(column	1),	associate	
professors	(column2),	assistant	professors	(column	3),	
and	the	average	of	the	three	ranks	(column	4).	



Table	4:	Unweighted	by	Campus	Size	Using	2013	AAUP	Faculty	Salary	Survey	as	Reported	by	Chronicle	of	Higher	Education

Professor Assoc.	Prof. Asst.	Prof. Weighted	Average	All	Ranks*

Rutgers	University‐New	Brunswick 151,000 101,200 81,700 122,018
University	of	Delaware 146,300 99,200 84,000 113,584
The	University	of	Texas	at	Austin 144,000 92,800 86,000 117,733
University	of	California‐Santa	Barbara 140,600 86,800 77,200 120,968
Pennsylvania	State	University‐Main	Campus 138,700 94,300 82,500 113,518
The	University	of	Alabama 132,900 90,400 68,200 98,576
University	of	California‐Riverside 131,300 83,400 77,900 106,034
University	of	Massachusetts	Amherst 131,100 95,200 77,900 106,792
University	of	California‐Santa	Cruz 128,700 87,100 76,500 110,057
University	of	Colorado	Boulder 127,800 92,200 79,400 103,697
SUNY	at	Binghamton 127,300 91,400 73,500 97,085
Clemson	University 123,600 88,500 78,300 99,959
The	University	of	Texas	at	San	Antonio 115,800 80,600 72,700 91,098
Texas	Tech	University 110,800 75,800 68,800 84,933
San	Diego	State	University 98,800 79,100 72,600 87,931

Peer	Institutions	Unweighted 129,913 89,200 77,147 104,932
Peer	Institutions	Weighted 134,185 90,487 78,212 107,547

UC	Merced	(AAUP) 133,200 87,600 75,300 91,604
UCM/Peers	Unweighted 103% 98% 98% 87%

Increase	Required	to	Reach	Mean	Unweighted ‐2.5% 1.8% 2.5% 15%
UCM/Peers	Weighted 99% 97% 96% 85%

* Increase	Required	to	Reach	Mean	Weighted 0.7% 3.3% 3.9% 17%

Sorted	Arrays Rutgers	University‐New	Brunswick Rutgers	University‐New	Brunswick The	University	of	Texas	at	Austin Rutgers	University‐New	Brunswick
University	of	Delaware University	of	Delaware University	of	Delaware University	of	Delaware

The	University	of	Texas	at	Austin University	of	Massachusetts	Amherst Pennsylvania	State	University‐Main	Campus The	University	of	Texas	at	Austin
University	of	California‐Santa	Barbara Pennsylvania	State	University‐Main	Campus Rutgers	University‐New	Brunswick Pennsylvania	State	University‐Main	Campus

Pennsylvania	State	University‐Main	Campus The	University	of	Texas	at	Austin University	of	Colorado	Boulder University	of	California‐Santa	Barbara
UC	Merced University	of	Colorado	Boulder Clemson	University University	of	Massachusetts	Amherst

The	University	of	Alabama SUNY	at	Binghamton University	of	Massachusetts	Amherst University	of	Colorado	Boulder
University	of	California‐Riverside The	University	of	Alabama University	of	California‐Riverside UC	Merced

University	of	Massachusetts	Amherst Clemson	University University	of	California‐Santa	Barbara University	of	California‐Riverside
University	of	California‐Santa	Cruz UC	Merced University	of	California‐Santa	Cruz University	of	California‐Santa	Cruz

University	of	Colorado	Boulder University	of	California‐Santa	Cruz UC	Merced SUNY	at	Binghamton
SUNY	at	Binghamton University	of	California‐Santa	Barbara SUNY	at	Binghamton The	University	of	Alabama
Clemson	University University	of	California‐Riverside The	University	of	Texas	at	San	Antonio Clemson	University

The	University	of	Texas	at	San	Antonio The	University	of	Texas	at	San	Antonio San	Diego	State	University The	University	of	Texas	at	San	Antonio
Texas	Tech	University San	Diego	State	University Texas	Tech	University Texas	Tech	University

San	Diego	State	University Texas	Tech	University The	University	of	Alabama San	Diego	State	University

This	is	the	ranked	order	in	which	the	campuses	would	
appear	if	they	had	been	sorted	by	faculty	salary	from	
high	to	low	for	professors	(column	1),	associate	
professors	(column2),	assistant	professors	(column	3),	
and	the	average	of	the	three	ranks	(column	4).	



Table	5:	Comparison	to	Predetermined	Group,	the	University	of	California	(AAUDE	2012‐13)

Professor Assoc.	Prof. Asst.	Prof.
Weighted	All	

Ranks
Unweighted	
All	Ranks Professor Assoc.	Prof. Asst.	Prof.

Berkeley 161,039 107,276 101,577 140,418 123,297 823 288 193
Davis 131,778 88,177 78,714 115,645 103,578 732 236 158
Los	Angeles 171,232 111,967 105,121 151,278 134,899 844 236 167
Irvine 140,715 92,400 86,733 118,751 109,650 489 213 155
Riverside 131,028 83,015 80,468 107,695 100,552 321 157 141
San	Diego 143,212 93,182 89,063 123,699 112,289 529 193 138
Santa	Barbara 142,587 86,915 80,909 124,906 108,829 499 168 75
Santa	Cruz 128,309 86,740 78,255 110,769 101,018 301 120 76

Other	UC	Unweighted 143,737 93,709 87,605 111,764
Other	UC	Weighted 148,574 95,510 89,655 127,487
UC	Merced	(AAUDE) 134,561 87,798 77,593 93,916 99,984 35 47 70

UCM/Other	UC	Unweighted 94% 94% 89% 89%
UCM/Other	UC	Weighted 91% 92% 87% 74%

7% 7% 13% 12%
10% 9% 16% 36%

Sorted	Arrays
Los	Angeles Los	Angeles Los	Angeles Los	Angeles Los	Angeles

Berkeley Berkeley Berkeley Berkeley Berkeley
San	Diego San	Diego San	Diego Santa	Barbara San	Diego

Santa	Barbara Irvine Irvine San	Diego Irvine
Irvine Davis Santa	Barbara Irvine Santa	Barbara

UC	Merced UC	Merced Riverside Davis Davis
Davis Santa	Barbara Davis Santa	Cruz Santa	Cruz

Riverside Santa	Cruz Santa	Cruz Riverside Riverside
Santa	Cruz Riverside UC	Merced UC	Merced UC	Merced

FY	appoints	converted	using	9/11ths.		UC	Merced	averages	taken	from	AAUDE	format	datafiles	prepared	by	UCOP.	

Increase	Required	to	Reach	Mean	Weighted

Head	Count

Increase	Required	to	Reach	Mean	Unweighted

This	is	the	ranked	order	in	which	the	campuses	
would	appear	if	they	had	been	sorted	by	faculty	
salary	from	high	to	low	for	professors	(column	1),	
associate	professors	(column2),	assistant	
professors	(column	3),	and	the	average	of	the	three	
ranks	(column	4).	



Table	6:	Faculty	Salary	Comparisons	Using	UC	Merced	Composition	and	Other	UC	Faculty	Average	Salaries	(AAUDE	2012‐2013	Report)

Content	Area CIP4 Salary Age HC
All	Other	UC	
Comparator

UCM	
Expenditure

Comparator‐
Based	

Expenditure
UCM/	

Other	UC

1 Professor Biomedical/Medical	Engineering 1405 149,400 50.0 1 152,343 149,400 152,343 98%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Biomedical/Medical	Engineering 1405 99,300 47.0 1 101,359 99,300 101,359 98%
3 Asst.	Prof. Biomedical/Medical	Engineering 1405 89,400 39.5 2 90,448 178,800 180,896 99%

1 Professor Computer	Engineering	 1409 158,300 50.7 3 144,487 474,900 433,462 110%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Computer	Engineering	 1409 101,400 41.8 4 105,896 405,600 423,585 96%
3 Asst.	Prof. Computer	Engineering	 1409 96,167 39.0 3 97,160 288,501 291,479 99%

1 Professor Environmental/Environmental	Health	Engineering	 1414 144,925 60.8 4 a 135,888 579,700 543,551 107%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Environmental/Environmental	Health	Engineering	 1414 96,150 45.3 4 a 99,616 384,600 398,463 97%
3 Asst.	Prof. Environmental/Environmental	Health	Engineering	 1414 91,900 36.0 1 a 91,193 91,900 91,193 101%

1 Professor Materials	Engineering	 1418 133,100 53.0 1 b 180,184 133,100 180,184 74%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Materials	Engineering	 1418 101,000 51.0 1 b 107,343 101,000 107,343 94%
3 Asst.	Prof. Materials	Engineering	 1418 88,833 42.3 3 b 100,900 266,499 302,700 88%

1 Professor Mechanical	Engineering	 1419 142,500 62.0 2 150,503 285,000 301,006 95%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Mechanical	Engineering	 1419 95,400 42.0 1 99,709 95,400 99,709 96%
3 Asst.	Prof. Mechanical	Engineering	 1419 91,320 39.4 5 89,528 456,600 447,639 102%

1 Professor Linguistic,	Comparative,	and	Related	Language	Studies	and	Services	 1601 99,833 49.3 3 135,077 299,499 405,232 74%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Linguistic,	Comparative,	and	Related	Language	Studies	and	Services	 1601 72,150 49.5 2 83,792 144,300 167,584 86%
3 Asst.	Prof. Linguistic,	Comparative,	and	Related	Language	Studies	and	Services	 1601 62,750 35.5 2 71,079 125,500 142,159 88%

1 Professor Liberal	Arts	and	Sciences,	General	Studies	and	Humanities	 2401 146,300 62.0 1 c 145,083 146,300 145,083 101%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Liberal	Arts	and	Sciences,	General	Studies	and	Humanities	 2401 79,900 44.8 4 c 101,155 319,600 404,620 79%
3 Asst.	Prof. Liberal	Arts	and	Sciences,	General	Studies	and	Humanities	 2401 62,550 33.5 2 c 79,043 125,100 158,086 79%

1 Professor Biology,	General	 2601 142,400 57.3 3 143,996 427,200 431,989 99%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Biology,	General	 2601 83,717 41.3 6 93,398 502,302 560,387 90%
3 Asst.	Prof. Biology,	General	 2601 74,040 39.8 10 84,067 740,400 840,667 88%

1 Professor Ecology,	Evolution,	Systematics,	and	Population	Biology	 2613 109,350 51.5 2 137,745 218,700 275,490 79%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Ecology,	Evolution,	Systematics,	and	Population	Biology	 2613 82,500 44.0 1 90,526 82,500 90,526 91%
3 Asst.	Prof. Ecology,	Evolution,	Systematics,	and	Population	Biology	 2613 78,750 37.5 4 75,784 315,000 303,138 104%

1 Professor Applied	Mathematics d 146,516 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Applied	Mathematics 2703 82,000 38.3 4 d 87,861 328,000 351,446 93%
3 Asst.	Prof. Applied	Mathematics 2703 77,200 34.8 4 d 80,679 308,800 322,716 96%

**
1 Professor Cognitive	Science	 3025 119,000 45.0 2 127,986 238,000 255,973 93%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Cognitive	Science	 3025 85,550 44.5 2 88,390 171,100 176,780 97%
3 Asst.	Prof. Cognitive	Science	 3025 80,350 38.0 2 71,629 160,700 143,257 112%

1 Professor Chemistry	 4005 117,667 53.0 3 150,796 353,001 452,389 78%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Chemistry	 4005 88,650 44.0 2 94,879 177,300 189,757 93%
3 Asst.	Prof. Chemistry	 4005 74,667 35.2 6 80,523 448,002 483,140 93%

UC	Merced	(Actual)

Ladder	Rank



Table	6:	Faculty	Salary	Comparisons	Using	UC	Merced	Composition	and	Other	UC	Faculty	Average	Salaries	(AAUDE	2012‐2013	Report)

Content	Area CIP4 Salary Age HC
All	Other	UC	
Comparator

UCM	
Expenditure

Comparator‐
Based	

Expenditure
UCM/	

Other	UC

UC	Merced	(Actual)

Ladder	Rank

1 Professor Physics	 4008 151,700 76.0 1 143,590 151,700 143,590 106%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Physics	 4008 85,425 38.8 4 91,852 341,700 367,409 93%
3 Asst.	Prof. Physics	 4008 78,960 37.0 5 87,435 394,800 437,173 90%

1 Professor Psychology,	General	 4201 126,500 56.0 5 139,027 632,500 695,133 91%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Psychology,	General	 87,062 0
3 Asst.	Prof. Psychology,	General	 4201 65,986 33.3 7 78,955 461,902 552,684 84%

1 Professor Anthropology	 140,865 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Anthropology	 4502 73,500 52.5 2 88,209 147,000 176,418 83%
3 Asst.	Prof. Anthropology	 4502 70,433 49.0 3 76,935 211,299 230,804 92%

1 Professor Economics	 4506 186,200 49.5 2 197,932 372,400 395,863 94%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Economics	 4506 92,300 39.0 1 166,091 92,300 166,091 56%
3 Asst.	Prof. Economics	 4506 105,150 32.0 2 115,105 210,300 230,211 91%

1 Professor Political	Science	and	Government	 156,603 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Political	Science	and	Government	 4510 99,475 39.0 4 97,758 397,900 391,033 102%
3 Asst.	Prof. Political	Science	and	Government	 4510 75,725 32.5 4 82,609 302,900 330,437 92%

1 Professor Sociology	 144,492 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Sociology	 4511 92,533 43.0 3 92,286 277,599 276,857 100%
3 Asst.	Prof. Sociology	 4511 68,033 34.7 3 77,398 204,099 232,193 88%

1 Professor Business	Administration,	Management	and	Operations	 5202 178,000 50.0 1 231,462 178,000 231,462 77%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Business	Administration,	Management	and	Operations	 192,860 0
3 Asst.	Prof. Business	Administration,	Management	and	Operations	 165,863 0

1 Professor History	 5401 102,400 54.5 2 142,806 204,800 285,613 72%
2 Assoc.	Prof. History	 5401 78,200 45.3 3 90,004 234,600 270,011 87%
3 Asst.	Prof. History	 5401 70,200 36.0 2 71,803 140,400 143,606 98%

155 14,577,803 15,911,916

1 Professor Overall 134,561 148,010 91%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Overall 87,798 96,314 91%
3 Asst.	Prof. Overall 77,593 83,774 93%

Weighted	Mean 94,050 102,658
UCM	as	Percent	of	UC 92%

Increase	required	to	reach	mean 9.2%

a Used	civil	engineering,	no	1414	comparisons
b In	the	other	UC	group	there	were	only	42	professors,	7	associates,	and	only	1	assistant
c Few	faculty	in	other	UC:	6,	11	and	7.
d No	other	UC	applied	math.	Used	all	2701.



Table	7:	Faculty	Salary	Comparisons	Using	UC	Merced	Composition	and	OSU	Research	High	Activity	University	Average	Salaries	(2012‐2013)

Content	Area CIP4 Salary Age HC OSU	RU/H
UCM	

Expenditure

Comparator‐
Based	

Expenditure

UCM/	
OSU	

RU/H

1 Professor Biomedical/Medical	Engineering 1405 149,400 50.0 1 137,103 149,400 137,103 109%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Biomedical/Medical	Engineering 1405 99,300 47.0 1 100,120 99,300 100,120 99%
3 Asst.	Prof. Biomedical/Medical	Engineering 1405 89,400 39.5 2 83,860 178,800 167,720 107%

1 Professor Computer	Engineering	 1409 158,300 50.7 3 125,520 474,900 376,560 126%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Computer	Engineering	 1409 101,400 41.8 4 96,833 405,600 387,332 105%
3 Asst.	Prof. Computer	Engineering	 1409 96,167 39.0 3 85,110 288,501 255,330 113%

1 Professor Environmental/Environmental	Health	Engineering	 1414 144,925 60.8 4 a 118,320 579,700 473,280 122%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Environmental/Environmental	Health	Engineering	 1414 96,150 45.3 4 a 89,304 384,600 357,216 108%
3 Asst.	Prof. Environmental/Environmental	Health	Engineering	 1414 91,900 36.0 1 a 77,705 91,900 77,705 118%

1 Professor Materials	Engineering	 1418 133,100 53.0 1 137,549 133,100 137,549 97%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Materials	Engineering	 1418 101,000 51.0 1 96,211 101,000 96,211 105%
3 Asst.	Prof. Materials	Engineering	 1418 88,833 42.3 3 81,029 266,499 243,087 110%

1 Professor Mechanical	Engineering	 1419 142,500 62.0 2 121,591 285,000 243,182 117%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Mechanical	Engineering	 1419 95,400 42.0 1 91,864 95,400 91,864 104%
3 Asst.	Prof. Mechanical	Engineering	 1419 91,320 39.4 5 80,171 456,600 400,855 114%

1 Professor Linguistic,	Comparative,	and	Related	Language	Studies	and	Services	 1601 99,833 49.3 3 84,936 299,499 254,808 118%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Linguistic,	Comparative,	and	Related	Language	Studies	and	Services	 1601 72,150 49.5 2 62,409 144,300 124,818 116%
3 Asst.	Prof. Linguistic,	Comparative,	and	Related	Language	Studies	and	Services	 1601 62,750 35.5 2 53,462 125,500 106,924 117%

1 Professor Liberal	Arts	and	Sciences,	General	Studies	and	Humanities	 2401 146,300 62.0 1 81,644 146,300 81,644 179%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Liberal	Arts	and	Sciences,	General	Studies	and	Humanities	 2401 79,900 44.8 4 72,180 319,600 288,720 111%
3 Asst.	Prof. Liberal	Arts	and	Sciences,	General	Studies	and	Humanities	 2401 62,550 33.5 2 60,126 125,100 120,252 104%

1 Professor Biology,	General	 2601 142,400 57.3 3 100,534 427,200 301,602 142%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Biology,	General	 2601 83,717 41.3 6 73,763 502,302 442,578 113%
3 Asst.	Prof. Biology,	General	 2601 74,040 39.8 10 61,880 740,400 618,800 120%

1 Professor Ecology,	Evolution,	Systematics,	and	Population	Biology	 2613 109,350 51.5 2 101,664 218,700 203,328 108%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Ecology,	Evolution,	Systematics,	and	Population	Biology	 2613 82,500 44.0 1 76,043 82,500 76,043 108%
3 Asst.	Prof. Ecology,	Evolution,	Systematics,	and	Population	Biology	 2613 78,750 37.5 4 62,961 315,000 251,844 125%

1 Professor Applied	Mathematics 99,235 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Applied	Mathematics 2703 82,000 38.3 4 b 73,779 328,000 295,118 111%
3 Asst.	Prof. Applied	Mathematics 2703 77,200 34.8 4 b 63,959 308,800 255,836 121%

**
1 Professor Cognitive	Science	 3025 119,000 45.0 2 c 102,533 238,000 205,066 116%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Cognitive	Science	 3025 85,550 44.5 2 c 71,728 171,100 143,456 119%
3 Asst.	Prof. Cognitive	Science	 3025 80,350 38.0 2 c 61,570 160,700 123,140 131%

1 Professor Chemistry	 4005 117,667 53.0 3 108,566 353,001 325,698 108%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Chemistry	 4005 88,650 44.0 2 75,693 177,300 151,386 117%
3 Asst.	Prof. Chemistry	 4005 74,667 35.2 6 62,480 448,002 374,880 120%

UC	Merced	(Actual)

Ladder	Rank



Table	7:	Faculty	Salary	Comparisons	Using	UC	Merced	Composition	and	OSU	Research	High	Activity	University	Average	Salaries	(2012‐2013)

Content	Area CIP4 Salary Age HC OSU	RU/H
UCM	

Expenditure

Comparator‐
Based	

Expenditure

UCM/	
OSU	

RU/H

UC	Merced	(Actual)

Ladder	Rank

1 Professor Physics	 4008 151,700 76.0 1 106,180 151,700 106,180 143%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Physics	 4008 85,425 38.8 4 76,353 341,700 305,412 112%
3 Asst.	Prof. Physics	 4008 78,960 37.0 5 65,141 394,800 325,705 121%

1 Professor Psychology,	General	 4201 126,500 56.0 5 103,978 632,500 519,890 122%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Psychology,	General	 72,077 0
3 Asst.	Prof. Psychology,	General	 4201 65,986 33.3 7 62,549 461,902 437,843 105%

1 Professor Anthropology	 91,998 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Anthropology	 4502 73,500 52.5 2 68,555 147,000 137,110 107%
3 Asst.	Prof. Anthropology	 4502 70,433 49.0 3 58,031 211,299 174,093 121%

1 Professor Economics	 4506 186,200 49.5 2 118,623 372,400 237,246 157%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Economics	 4506 92,300 39.0 1 94,626 92,300 94,626 98%
3 Asst.	Prof. Economics	 4506 105,150 32.0 2 88,066 210,300 176,132 119%

1 Professor Political	Science	and	Government	 96,304 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Political	Science	and	Government	 4510 99,475 39.0 4 71,777 397,900 287,108 139%
3 Asst.	Prof. Political	Science	and	Government	 4510 75,725 32.5 4 58,847 302,900 235,388 129%

1 Professor Sociology	 95,335 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Sociology	 4511 92,533 43.0 3 68,976 277,599 206,928 134%
3 Asst.	Prof. Sociology	 4511 68,033 34.7 3 57,490 204,099 172,470 118%

1 Professor Business	Administration,	Management	and	Operations	 5202 178,000 50.0 1 140,930 178,000 140,930 126%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Business	Administration,	Management	and	Operations	 117,577 0
3 Asst.	Prof. Business	Administration,	Management	and	Operations	 111,363 0

1 Professor History	 5401 102,400 54.5 2 92,651 204,800 185,302 111%
2 Assoc.	Prof. History	 5401 78,200 45.3 3 67,479 234,600 202,437 116%
3 Asst.	Prof. History	 5401 70,200 36.0 2 54,847 140,400 109,694 128%

155 14,577,803 12,345,549

1 Professor Overall 134,561 109,149 123%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Overall 87,798 77,316 114%
3 Asst.	Prof. Overall 77,593 66,110 117%

Weighted	Mean 94,050 79,649
UCM	as	Percent	of	RU/H 118%

Increase	required	to	reach	mean ‐15.3%

a Comparison	group	too	small.	Comparison	was	made	to	Civil	Engineering	(14.08).
b Comparison	group	too	small.	Comparison	was	made	to	all	27.00	category	programs.
c Comparison	group	too	small.	Comparison	was	made	to	all	42.00	category	programs.



Table	8:	Faculty	Salary	Comparisons	Using	UC	Merced	Composition	and	OSU	Research	Very	High	Activity	University	Average	Salaries	(2012‐2013)

Content	Area CIP4 Salary Age HC OSU	RU/VH
UCM	

Expenditure

Comparator‐
Based	

Expenditure

UCM/	
OSU	

RU/VH

1 Professor Biomedical/Medical	Engineering 1405 149,400 50.0 1 155,250 149,400 155,250 96%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Biomedical/Medical	Engineering 1405 99,300 47.0 1 104,157 99,300 104,157 95%
3 Asst.	Prof. Biomedical/Medical	Engineering 1405 89,400 39.5 2 83,843 178,800 167,686 107%

1 Professor Computer	Engineering	 1409 158,300 50.7 3 150,501 474,900 451,503 105%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Computer	Engineering	 1409 101,400 41.8 4 102,933 405,600 411,732 99%
3 Asst.	Prof. Computer	Engineering	 1409 96,167 39.0 3 85,406 288,501 256,218 113%

1 Professor Environmental/Environmental	Health	Engineering	 1414 144,925 60.8 4 a 132,584 579,700 530,336 109%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Environmental/Environmental	Health	Engineering	 1414 96,150 45.3 4 a 95,790 384,600 383,160 100%
3 Asst.	Prof. Environmental/Environmental	Health	Engineering	 1414 91,900 36.0 1 a 82,115 91,900 82,115 112%

1 Professor Materials	Engineering	 1418 133,100 53.0 1 150,210 133,100 150,210 89%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Materials	Engineering	 1418 101,000 51.0 1 100,125 101,000 100,125 101%
3 Asst.	Prof. Materials	Engineering	 1418 88,833 42.3 3 85,924 266,499 257,772 103%

1 Professor Mechanical	Engineering	 1419 142,500 62.0 2 138,471 285,000 276,942 103%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Mechanical	Engineering	 1419 95,400 42.0 1 97,325 95,400 97,325 98%
3 Asst.	Prof. Mechanical	Engineering	 1419 91,320 39.4 5 84,784 456,600 423,920 108%

1 Professor Linguistic,	Comparative,	and	Related	Language	Studies	and	Services	 1601 99,833 49.3 3 113,778 299,499 341,334 88%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Linguistic,	Comparative,	and	Related	Language	Studies	and	Services	 1601 72,150 49.5 2 72,083 144,300 144,166 100%
3 Asst.	Prof. Linguistic,	Comparative,	and	Related	Language	Studies	and	Services	 1601 62,750 35.5 2 61,273 125,500 122,546 102%

1 Professor Liberal	Arts	and	Sciences,	General	Studies	and	Humanities	 2401 146,300 62.0 1 111,984 146,300 111,984 131%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Liberal	Arts	and	Sciences,	General	Studies	and	Humanities	 2401 79,900 44.8 4 73,626 319,600 294,504 109%
3 Asst.	Prof. Liberal	Arts	and	Sciences,	General	Studies	and	Humanities	 2401 62,550 33.5 2 55,199 125,100 110,398 113%

1 Professor Biology,	General	 2601 142,400 57.3 3 126,463 427,200 379,389 113%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Biology,	General	 2601 83,717 41.3 6 84,375 502,302 506,250 99%
3 Asst.	Prof. Biology,	General	 2601 74,040 39.8 10 72,848 740,400 728,480 102%

1 Professor Ecology,	Evolution,	Systematics,	and	Population	Biology	 2613 109,350 51.5 2 128,697 218,700 257,394 85%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Ecology,	Evolution,	Systematics,	and	Population	Biology	 2613 82,500 44.0 1 91,106 82,500 91,106 91%
3 Asst.	Prof. Ecology,	Evolution,	Systematics,	and	Population	Biology	 2613 78,750 37.5 4 77,694 315,000 310,776 101%

1 Professor Applied	Mathematics 122,866 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Applied	Mathematics 2703 82,000 38.3 4 b 83,941 328,000 335,764 98%
3 Asst.	Prof. Applied	Mathematics 2703 77,200 34.8 4 b 73,884 308,800 295,536 104%

**
1 Professor Cognitive	Science	 3025 119,000 45.0 2 c 126,452 238,000 252,904 94%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Cognitive	Science	 3025 85,550 44.5 2 c 80,566 171,100 161,132 106%
3 Asst.	Prof. Cognitive	Science	 3025 80,350 38.0 2 c 69,696 160,700 139,392 115%

1 Professor Chemistry	 4005 117,667 53.0 3 135,046 353,001 405,138 87%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Chemistry	 4005 88,650 44.0 2 84,958 177,300 169,916 104%
3 Asst.	Prof. Chemistry	 4005 74,667 35.2 6 74,369 448,002 446,214 100%

UC	Merced	(Actual)

Ladder	Rank



Table	8:	Faculty	Salary	Comparisons	Using	UC	Merced	Composition	and	OSU	Research	Very	High	Activity	University	Average	Salaries	(2012‐2013)

Content	Area CIP4 Salary Age HC OSU	RU/VH
UCM	

Expenditure

Comparator‐
Based	

Expenditure

UCM/	
OSU	

RU/VH

UC	Merced	(Actual)

Ladder	Rank

1 Professor Physics	 4008 151,700 76.0 1 122,345 151,700 122,345 124%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Physics	 4008 85,425 38.8 4 84,901 341,700 339,604 101%
3 Asst.	Prof. Physics	 4008 78,960 37.0 5 75,386 394,800 376,930 105%

1 Professor Psychology,	General	 4201 126,500 56.0 5 129,901 632,500 649,505 97%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Psychology,	General	 81,749 0
3 Asst.	Prof. Psychology,	General	 4201 65,986 33.3 7 70,688 461,902 494,816 93%

1 Professor Anthropology	 107,420 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Anthropology	 4502 73,500 52.5 2 75,388 147,000 150,776 97%
3 Asst.	Prof. Anthropology	 4502 70,433 49.0 3 64,106 211,299 192,318 110%

1 Professor Economics	 4506 186,200 49.5 2 167,605 372,400 335,210 111%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Economics	 4506 92,300 39.0 1 116,507 92,300 116,507 79%
3 Asst.	Prof. Economics	 4506 105,150 32.0 2 102,051 210,300 204,102 103%

1 Professor Political	Science	and	Government	 129,327 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Political	Science	and	Government	 4510 99,475 39.0 4 84,147 397,900 336,588 118%
3 Asst.	Prof. Political	Science	and	Government	 4510 75,725 32.5 4 69,219 302,900 276,876 109%

1 Professor Sociology	 126,224 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Sociology	 4511 92,533 43.0 3 80,309 277,599 240,927 115%
3 Asst.	Prof. Sociology	 4511 68,033 34.7 3 67,807 204,099 203,421 100%

1 Professor Business	Administration,	Management	and	Operations	 5202 178,000 50.0 1 196,452 178,000 196,452 91%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Business	Administration,	Management	and	Operations	 146,515 0
3 Asst.	Prof. Business	Administration,	Management	and	Operations	 137,738 0

1 Professor History	 5401 102,400 54.5 2 113,697 204,800 227,394 90%
2 Assoc.	Prof. History	 5401 78,200 45.3 3 75,439 234,600 226,317 104%
3 Asst.	Prof. History	 5401 70,200 36.0 2 61,283 140,400 122,566 115%

155 14,577,803 14,265,428

1 Professor Overall 134,561 134,536 100%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Overall 87,798 85,920 102%
3 Asst.	Prof. Overall 77,593 74,458 104%

Weighted	Mean 94,050 92,035
UCM	as	Percent	of	OSU	RU/VH 102%

Increase	required	to	reach	mean ‐2.1%

a Comparison	group	too	small.	Comparison	was	made	to	Civil	Engineering	(14.08).
b Comparison	group	too	small.	Comparison	was	made	to	all	27.00	category	programs.
c Comparison	group	too	small.	Comparison	was	made	to	all	42.00	category	programs.



Table	9:	Faculty	Salary	Comparisons	Using	UC	Merced	Composition	and	CUPA	HR	Research	University	Average	Salaries	(2012‐2013)

Content	Area CIP4 Salary Age HC
CUPA	

Research
UCM	

Expenditure

Comparator‐
Based	

Expenditure
UCM/	
CUPA

1 Professor Biomedical/Medical	Engineering 1405 149,400 50.0 1 118,048 149,400 118,048 127%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Biomedical/Medical	Engineering 1405 99,300 47.0 1 83,411 99,300 83,411 119%
3 Asst.	Prof. Biomedical/Medical	Engineering 1405 89,400 39.5 2 72,138 178,800 144,276 124%
1 Professor Computer	Engineering	 1409 158,300 50.7 3 131,036 474,900 393,108 121%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Computer	Engineering	 1409 101,400 41.8 4 104,153 405,600 416,612 97%
3 Asst.	Prof. Computer	Engineering	 1409 96,167 39.0 3 92,047 288,501 276,141 104%
1 Professor Environmental/Environmental	Health	Engineering	 1414 144,925 60.8 4 130,844 579,700 523,376 111%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Environmental/Environmental	Health	Engineering	 1414 96,150 45.3 4 96,459 384,600 385,836 100%
3 Asst.	Prof. Environmental/Environmental	Health	Engineering	 1414 91,900 36.0 1 83,667 91,900 83,667 110%
1 Professor Materials	Engineering	 1418 133,100 53.0 1 130,844 133,100 130,844 102%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Materials	Engineering	 1418 101,000 51.0 1 96,459 101,000 96,459 105%
3 Asst.	Prof. Materials	Engineering	 1418 88,833 42.3 3 83,667 266,499 251,001 106%
1 Professor Mechanical	Engineering	 1419 142,500 62.0 2 130,844 285,000 261,688 109%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Mechanical	Engineering	 1419 95,400 42.0 1 96,459 95,400 96,459 99%
3 Asst.	Prof. Mechanical	Engineering	 1419 91,320 39.4 5 83,667 456,600 418,335 109%
1 Professor Linguistic,	Comparative,	and	Related	Language	Studies	and	Services	 1601 99,833 49.3 3 97,253 299,499 291,759 103%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Linguistic,	Comparative,	and	Related	Language	Studies	and	Services	 1601 72,150 49.5 2 69,181 144,300 138,362 104%
3 Asst.	Prof. Linguistic,	Comparative,	and	Related	Language	Studies	and	Services	 1601 62,750 35.5 2 58,403 125,500 116,806 107%
1 Professor Liberal	Arts	and	Sciences,	General	Studies	and	Humanities	 2401 146,300 62.0 1 95,859 146,300 95,859 153%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Liberal	Arts	and	Sciences,	General	Studies	and	Humanities	 2401 79,900 44.8 4 72,958 319,600 291,832 110%
3 Asst.	Prof. Liberal	Arts	and	Sciences,	General	Studies	and	Humanities	 2401 62,550 33.5 2 60,672 125,100 121,344 103%
1 Professor Biology,	General	 2601 142,400 57.3 3 118,048 427,200 354,144 121%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Biology,	General	 2601 83,717 41.3 6 83,411 502,302 500,466 100%
3 Asst.	Prof. Biology,	General	 2601 74,040 39.8 10 72,138 740,400 721,380 103%
1 Professor Ecology,	Evolution,	Systematics,	and	Population	Biology	 2613 109,350 51.5 2 118,048 218,700 236,096 93%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Ecology,	Evolution,	Systematics,	and	Population	Biology	 2613 82,500 44.0 1 83,411 82,500 83,411 99%
3 Asst.	Prof. Ecology,	Evolution,	Systematics,	and	Population	Biology	 2613 78,750 37.5 4 72,138 315,000 288,552 109%
1 Professor Applied	Mathematics 106,095 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Applied	Mathematics 2703 82,000 38.3 4 77,877 328,000 311,508 105%
3 Asst.	Prof. Applied	Mathematics 2703 77,200 34.8 4 69,874 308,800 279,496 110%
1 Professor Cognitive	Science	 3025 119,000 45.0 2 109,012 238,000 218,024 109%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Cognitive	Science	 3025 85,550 44.5 2 76,717 171,100 153,434 112%
3 Asst.	Prof. Cognitive	Science	 3025 80,350 38.0 2 65,900 160,700 131,800 122%
1 Professor Chemistry	 4005 117,667 53.0 3 113,188 353,001 339,564 104%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Chemistry	 4005 88,650 44.0 2 80,735 177,300 161,470 110%
3 Asst.	Prof. Chemistry	 4005 74,667 35.2 6 70,466 448,002 422,796 106%
1 Professor Physics	 4008 151,700 76.0 1 113,188 151,700 113,188 134%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Physics	 4008 85,425 38.8 4 80,735 341,700 322,940 106%
3 Asst.	Prof. Physics	 4008 78,960 37.0 5 70,466 394,800 352,330 112%

UC	Merced	(Actual)

Ladder	Rank



Table	9:	Faculty	Salary	Comparisons	Using	UC	Merced	Composition	and	CUPA	HR	Research	University	Average	Salaries	(2012‐2013)

Content	Area CIP4 Salary Age HC
CUPA	

Research
UCM	

Expenditure

Comparator‐
Based	

Expenditure
UCM/	
CUPA

UC	Merced	(Actual)

Ladder	Rank

1 Professor Psychology,	General	 4201 126,500 56.0 5 109,012 632,500 545,060 116%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Psychology,	General	 76,717 0
3 Asst.	Prof. Psychology,	General	 4201 65,986 33.3 7 65,900 461,902 461,300 100%
1 Professor Anthropology	 110,032 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Anthropology	 4502 73,500 52.5 2 79,514 147,000 159,028 92%
3 Asst.	Prof. Anthropology	 4502 70,433 49.0 3 67,731 211,299 203,193 104%
1 Professor Economics	 4506 186,200 49.5 2 153,267 372,400 306,534 121%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Economics	 4506 92,300 39.0 1 123,768 92,300 123,768 75%
3 Asst.	Prof. Economics	 4506 105,150 32.0 2 122,314 210,300 244,628 86%

1 Professor Political	Science	and	Government	 110,032 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Political	Science	and	Government	 4510 99,475 39.0 4 79,514 397,900 318,056 125%
3 Asst.	Prof. Political	Science	and	Government	 4510 75,725 32.5 4 67,731 302,900 270,924 112%
1 Professor Sociology	 110,032 0
2 Assoc.	Prof. Sociology	 4511 92,533 43.0 3 79,514 277,599 238,542 116%
3 Asst.	Prof. Sociology	 4511 68,033 34.7 3 67,731 204,099 203,193 100%
1 Professor Business	Administration,	Management	and	Operations	 5202 178,000 50.0 1 153,267 178,000 153,267 116%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Business	Administration,	Management	and	Operations	 123,768 0
3 Asst.	Prof. Business	Administration,	Management	and	Operations	 122,314 0
1 Professor History	 5401 102,400 54.5 2 99,817 204,800 199,634 103%
2 Assoc.	Prof. History	 5401 78,200 45.3 3 70,911 234,600 212,733 110%
3 Asst.	Prof. History	 5401 70,200 36.0 2 59,373 140,400 118,746 118%

155 14,577,803 13,484,428
1 Professor Overall 134,561 118,894 113%
2 Assoc.	Prof. Overall 87,798 83,558 105%
3 Asst.	Prof. Overall 77,593 72,999 106%

Weighted	Mean 94,050 86,996
UCM	as	Percent	of	CUPA	HR	Doctoral/Research 108%

Increase	required	to	reach	mean ‐7.5%



Table	10:	Cost	of	Living	Adjustment	Using	2013	AAUP	Faculty	Salary	Survey	for	Professors	at	Proposed	Peer	Set

City	for	Comparison
Equivalent	Salary	at	

$133,200

Actual	
Professorial	

Salary

Adjusted	
Professorial	

Salary

Rutgers	University‐New	Brunswick Newark‐Elizabeth,	NJ 105,414 151,000 119,501
University	of	Delaware Wilmington,	DE 124,785 146,300 137,057
The	University	of	Texas	at	Austin Austin,	TX 149,557 144,000 161,683
University	of	California‐Santa	Barbara Orange	County,	CA 99,171 140,600 104,680
Pennsylvania	State	University‐Main	Campus Harrisburg,	PA 138,738 138,700 144,467
The	University	of	Alabama Tuscalosa,	AL 139,681 132,900 139,367
University	of	California‐Riverside Riverside,	CA 124,197 131,300 122,425
University	of	Massachusetts	Amherst Fitchburg‐Leominster,	PA 134,094 131,100 131,980
University	of	California‐Santa	Cruz Orange	County,	CA 99,171 128,700 95,820
University	of	Colorado	Boulder Colorado	Springs,	CO 146,195 127,800 140,268
SUNY	at	Binghamton Utica‐Rome,	NY 136,945 127,300 130,880
Clemson	University Greenville,	SC 158,402 123,600 146,985
The	University	of	Texas	at	San	Antonio San	Antonio,	TX 158,724 115,800 137,990
Texas	Tech	University Lubbock,	TX 158,294 110,800 131,674
San	Diego	State	University San	Diego,	CA 106,913 98,800 79,302

Peer	Institutions	Unweighted 132,019 129,913 128,272
Peer	Institutions	Weighted 131,334 134,185 131,904

UC	Merced	(AAUP) Fresno,	CA 133,200 133,200 133,200
UCM/Peers	Unweighted 101% 103% 104%

Increase	Required	to	Reach	Mean	Unweighted ‐0.9% ‐2.5% ‐3.7%
UCM/Peers	Weighted 101% 99% 101%

* Increase	Required	to	Reach	Mean	Weighted ‐1.4% 0.7% ‐1.0%

Using	the	CNN	Money	Cost	of	Living	Calculator	at	http://money.cnn.com/calculator/pf/cost‐of‐living/


