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Policy Discussion Agenda 

m Job evaluation review 
•  Factors 
•  Examples 

m Market measurement 
•  Sources and benchmarks 
•  Data Weighting 

m Pay plan design review 
•  Regression analysis 
•  Pay structure 

m Pay policy considerations 
2 



Our Recommended Approach 

m In general, balance internal 
consistency with market 
competitiveness 

m Consistent pay plan for all staff 
•  Except police, fire, and transit unions 
•  Library addressed separately per 

statute 

m Emphasize performance 
management 
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Internal Consistency - Job Evaluation 

m Evaluations based on documentation 
m Five factors 

•  Education & required experience 
•  Decision-making 
•  Thinking challenges 
•  Communications 
•  Working conditions 

m Objective analysis and application 
•  Internal review and adjustments 

m Appeals following adoption 
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Evaluation Results 

m Dozens job classifications, each 
with a point score 
•  Unique pay range for each 

classification is unworkable 
m Instead, allocate positions into 

grades with point intervals 
•  Presently dozens and not uniform 
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Market Measurement Method 
m Sources 

•  Custom public sector survey 
•  Bureau of Labor Statistics 
•  Towers Watson 
•  Fox Valley Chambers Survey 

m Results  
•  35 of 85 job classifications (covering 

over 50% of employees) matched 
•  Sample covers thousands of area 

employees 
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Public Sector Measurement 

m For most positions 
•  Cities of Fond du Lac, Green Bay, 

Oshkosh, Sheboygan, Stevens Point, 
Superior, Two Rivers, Watertown, 
Wausau, and West Bend.  Plus 
Manitowoc County 

m For selected others 
•  Cities of Appleton, Beloit, De Pere, and 

Neenah; Brown, Calumet, Kewaunee, 
and Sheboygan Counties 
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Policy Question #2 
m  Where does the City want to position 

itself in its labor markets? 
•  High? 
•  Low? 
•  Average? 

m  Data weighting 
•  Depends on recruitment/retention experience 

m  Do benefits matter? 
•  Yes; health insurance is key 
•  Manitowoc has implemented significant 

changes 
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Weighting the Data 
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JOB	  LEVEL	   PRIVATE	   PUBLIC	  

Department	  Heads	  &	  
Managers	   25%	  	   75%	  	  

Supervisors,	  Professionals	  
&	  Advanced	  Technical	   	  50%	   	  50%	  

Non-‐exempt	   	  75%	   25%	  



City of Manitowoc Health Insurance (2013) 
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PPO Plan Family 
Premium 

Employer 
% 

Employer Cost Employee 
Cost 

Kaiser Avg. (200+ Employees) $16,860 73% $12,312 $4,548 

Kaiser Avg. (Midwest) $16,656 71% $11,820 $4,836 

Kaiser Avg. (State/Local Gov’t) $15,792 73% $11,532 $4,260 

City of Manitowoc $16,308 87.5% $14,269 $2,038 

PPO Plan Single 
Premium 

Employer 
% 

Employer Cost Employee 
Cost 

Kaiser Avg. (200+ Employees) $6,108 81% $4,944 $1,164 

Kaiser Avg. (Midwest) $5,928 79% $4,680 $1,248 

Kaiser Avg. (State/Local Gov’t) $6,204 88% $5,460 $744 

City of Manitowoc $6,648 87.5% $5,817 $831 



Creating Pay Grades 
m  Each pay grade in the proposed matrices have 

point intervals 
•  Grades B thru e are 25-point intervals 
•  Grades F thru R are 50-point intervals 
•  Grades S and T, the two highest management 

grades, have 100-point intervals 
m  Individual job classifications are assigned to 

grades according to their job evaluation score 
m  The Control Point of each grade equals  

•  Y (predicted salary) =  ($.039 times grade middle 
point value) + $4.60 

m  Important to note that overlap between ranges 
•  So when someone says the next higher range is 

more appropriate, there is overlap 



Trend Line Data 

m Equation for line: 
•  y (predicted pay) = $.039 times x (job 

evaluation score) + $4.60 
•  .039 is line slope (every point = $.039) 
•  $4.60 is the y-axis intercept 
•  Correlation coefficient is 0.96 

¬ Can be interpreted as job evaluation system explains 
96.0% of the variance in market pay 

¬ This is a very high coefficient; tight fit 
¬ Excellent basis for designing a pay plan 

m Data aged by 1% to be relevant for 2014 
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Example of How We Use the Line Data 

m Objective is to create range Control 
Points linked to market data  

m Example:   
•  Job evaluation score = 580 
•  Allocated to Grade J (550-599 pts.) 
•  Middle value is 574.5 pts 

m Using the line equation 
•  {($.39 times 574.5 pts) + $4.60} + 1% = 

$27.34 
•  Becomes the Gr J Control Point (Step 6) 
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Designing a Pay Structure 
m Currently  

•  Short step system for 
represented positions 

•  Longer step plan for traditional 
non-represented staff 

m Direction for new plan 
•  How much emphasis to be placed 

on performance management? 
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What Are Options? 

m Public employers across Wisconsin 
are moving to more performance 
management 

m Quick movement to variable pay for 
performance is relatively rare 

m  Interest is intense in making at 
least some compensation 
performance driven 
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Option A – Step Plan 
m  Step system 

•  Steps = 2.5% of range C/P 
•  Range spread = 28.5% 

m  Progression based on performance at 
least meeting expectations 
•  Steps to Control Point (Market) at one-year 

intervals 
•  Steps beyond Control Point could be in 

intervals > annual 

m  When increase structure, increase steps 
m  This is a very typical Wisconsin plan 
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Option A: Pro’s and Con’s 

m Pro’s 
•  Simple to manage 
•  Costs predictable and controlled 
•  Employees know what to expect 

m Con’s 
•  Not flexible 
•  Costs fixed (unless steps suspended) 
•  Every employee treated the same 

regardless of contribution 
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Option B – Open Range Plan 

m Structure 
•  Minimum, Control Point, and Maximum 
•  50% range spread 
•  No fixed steps 

m Establish a merit pay matrix to 
manage progression 
•  Very similar to what the City of Neenah 

has utilized 

m Adjust schedule periodically based 
on market changes 
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Option B:  Pro’s and Con’s 

m Pro’s 
•  Maximum flexibility to recognize 

contribution differences 
•  No fixed costs 

m Con’s 
•  More uncertainty for employees 
•  Pressure on administration and Board 

to fund adequately and stay the course 
•  More work for managers and 

supervisors 
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Option C - Combination Plan 

m Spread of 137% 
•  Minimum = 87.5% of C/P 
•  Maximum = 120% of C/P 

m Steps over 5 years to Control Point 
•  Step = 2.5% of C/P 

m Use merit between Control Point 
and Maximum 
•  Like with Open range plan 

m When increase structure, increase 
steps 

29 



30 



Option C:  Pro’s and Con’s 
m Pro’s 

•  Less work and known expectations 
from Minimum to Control Point 
(market estimate) 

•  Raises beyond the Control Point for 
performance exceeding expectation 

m Con’s 
•  Pressure on administration and Board 

to fund adequately and stay the course 
•  Have to make sure employees aren’t 

being evaluated highly just to qualify 
for raises 
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Pay-for-Performance Requirements 

m  Strong form of government with authority 
delegated for centralized decision-making 
•  Consistent administrative support 
•  Department head accountability 

m  Accurate performance measurement 
•  Forms need to be developed 
•  Skilled, trained managers and supervisors 
•  Auditing and re-training 

m  Consistent political support from the City Council 
•  Can’t be a fad 
•  Adequate funding 
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Our Recommendation 

m Select either Option A (Step Plan) 
or Option C (Combination) 
•  More realistic and predictable than an 

open range plan 
•  Provides plenty of emphasis on 

performance management 

m  Implementation 
•  If below minimum, move to minimum 

on a plan 
•  If between steps, move to step that 

provides an increase 
•  If above maximum, pay “red-circled” 33 
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Experienced Staff 
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Aging Staff – Turnover Will Be Critical 
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Final Analysis –Pay Plan Makes Sense If.. 

m Plan is internally equitable 
m Pay ranges reasonably reflect what 

employees can earn in your labor 
market performing similar duties 

m Supports employee development 
m Employees have opportunity to 

make more based upon contribution 
m Can be funded and maintained 

consistently 
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Economic Development 
Staffing Review  



Findings 

m  Internal capacity to achieve the level of 
desired improvements DOES NOT exist. 

m Current strengths include: 
•  Various functions related to development 

are consolidated into a single department 
•  Experienced staff in each of the functional 

areas. 
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Findings (cont.) 

m Current weaknesses include: 
•  Economic development leadership is primarily 

transactional, not outreach. 
•  Due to reduced resources, the City cannot 

keep up with current level of service demands 
let alone adding a new level of service. 

•  No agreement that there is an economic 
development problem, or how to resolve this 
lack of agreement. 
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Recommendations 

m Challenges only can be overcome with 
leadership, strategic planning, and  a 
combination of additional funding and 
internal realignment. 
•  Develop a broad political agreement on 

both strategy and finances. 
•  In order to grow out of the problem, the 

City will have to invest in leadership and 
services related to Community 
Development. 
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Recommendations (cont.) 

m City should consider replacing on City 
Planner position with a Director of 
Community and Economic Development. 

m Due to recent resignation of the 
Associate Planner, we recommend that 
the City replace that position with a 
Economic Development Expediter/
Planning Associate 
•  We further recommend investigating the 

possibility of contracting out all or part of its 
GIS function. 

43 


