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PROJECT SCOPE

• Survey the City’s competitive labor market to determine its level of
competitiveness.

• Develop a salary plan that is internally equitable and externally
competitive.
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PROJECT GOALS

• Develop a competitive salary plan and fiscally responsible salary
administration policy.

• “Price” jobs to be both externally competitive and internally equitable.

• Develop a salary administration policy that is readily understood by
employees and easy to administer.



SURVEY OBJECTIVES
• Compare the City’s compensation to the “Competitive market”

• Modify existing or develop a new compensation plan that is
• Externally competitive
• Internally equitable
• Affordable
• Sustainable

• Identify the City’s desired competitiveness policy

• Develop implementation strategies to move the City’s compensation offerings closer to the prevailing rates



SURVEY COMPARATORS

Apache Junction Maricopa
Buckeye Oro Valley

Casa Grande Prescott Valley
Florence Sierra Vista

Lake Havasu City Yuma
Marana

Private sector salary data for the San Luis area was obtained from Economic Research Institute’s (ERI)
salary assessor.



SALARY SURVEY

• Data gathered from comparators pay plans

• Org charts, budgets, and job descriptions used to identify similar jobs

• The salary survey will answer the question of “where are we?”

• Implementation answers the question “where do we want to be?”



SALARY SURVEY METHODOLOGY

• Salary plans were collected during 1st quarter of 2024

• Pay plans in effect at the time of collection – no adjustments to data have been made

• Salary range Midpoints were averaged to calculate the prevailing rates for each survey
benchmark

• Midpoint represents the value of a journey-level, competent performer in an occupation



SURVEY RESULTS

• PSPC surveyed:
• 11 comparators
• 93 job classes benchmarked
• 780+ comparable jobs included in

survey

• The City is more than 5% below
the market for 83% of the
benchmarked job classes.

Salary Only Summary # of
Benchmarks % of Survey

More than 5% Below Market 77 83%

Comparable – within 5% of Market 14 15%

More than 5% Ahead of Market 2 2%



CURRENT SALARY STRUCTURE



CHARACTERISTICS OF CURRENT STRUCTURE

Salary Schedule No. of Grades Approx. Grade Width Approx. % Between Grades No. of Steps

Administrative/Operative 7 33% to 44% 4% to 7% N/A

Professional/Management 10 50% 10% to 13% N/A

Executive 3 50% to 65% 10% N/A



PROPOSED SALARY STRUCTURE

• 75 ranges encompass the 2024 prevailing rates

•Range separation is 2.5% at the Midpoint

• Widths vary similar to the City’s current structure

• Salary range 1 Minimum updated to reflect the
new Minimum wage of $15.00 per hour effective
January 1, 2025.

• Salary range 1 Midpoint and Maximum were not
recalculated to maintain the structures consistency.



SALARY RANGE ASSIGNMENTS

City Human Resources has reviewed to verify the internal relationships still
appropriate.

Relative worth as determined by current internal relationships.

Assignment of Non-benchmark Jobs – Each non-benchmark job will be assigned a
salary range based on its relationship to other benchmark jobs in its job family.

Assignment of a Job to a Salary Range – Each benchmark job was assigned to the
salary range Midpoint  is closest to the Market.
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ASSIGNING RANGE PLACEMENTS TO
BENCHMARK JOBS

Sample Job: Widget Analyst I

• Market = $45,272

 (average of the Market Midpoints)

• Closest Midpoint in structure = Range 9
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Market $45,272
Range 9 MP $45,459

Diff
($187)  Range 9 closer

Market $45,272
Range 8 MP $44,350

Diff 
$922

75 Ranges

Salary Range Minimum Midpoint Maximum

 
1 $31,200 $37,310 $41,638
2 $31,741 $38,243 $42,679
3 $32,535 $39,199 $43,746
4 $33,348 $40,179 $44,840
5 $34,182 $41,183 $45,961
6 $35,037 $42,213 $47,110
7 $35,913 $43,268 $48,287
8 $36,810 $44,350 $49,494
9 $37,731 $45,459 $50,732

10 $38,674 $46,595 $52,000
11 $39,641 $47,760 $53,300
12 $40,632 $48,954 $54,633
13 $41,648 $50,178 $55,998
14 $42,689 $51,432 $57,398
15 $43,756 $52,718 $58,833
16 $44,850 $54,036 $60,304
17 $44,310 $55,387 $66,464
18 $45,417 $56,772 $68,126



SAMPLE RANGE ASSIGNMENT PROCESS

Move benchmark job class to the range whose Midpoint is closest to the Market.
Adjust jobs in the series, if needed, to maintain current internal alignment.

• Parks Caretaker is “at Market” so no change to series
• Mechanic I moves up one range to reflect Market, so Mechanic II moves up one grade also
• Lead Mechanic stays adjusting separation to more appropriate 10% between each level.

• If current job content supports a 20% pay separation, then Lead Mechanic would also
move up one range.

PCI “at Market” already.  No change
to series.



COST TO IMPLEMENT PROPOSED 2.5% STRUCTURE AT WITH A
100% SALARY COMPETITIVENESS POLICY

100% Prevailing Rates Competitiveness Policy means
jobs assigned to a job class closest to the Market.

$1.5m (9.1%) of current base payroll

Cost for payroll related benefits NOT included in this
estimate

Only 5 employees above Midpoint.

Note: 321 below Midpoint includes the 257 below Minimum



 
Salary Competitiveness Policy

 
No of EE’s

Below Minimum

 
Cost to Increase to

Minimum

 
As % of current

base payroll

100% of Prevailing Rates 257 $1.5 m 9.3%

97.5% of Prevailing Rates 235 $1.2 m 7.4%

95% of Prevailing Rates 206 $940 k 5.8%

92.5% of Prevailing Rates 181 $713 k 4.4%

COST TO ADOPT LESS THAN 100%
COMPETITIVENESS POLICY

There is 2.5% between each salary range.
At 100%, the closest range is assigned.
At 97.5%, one range less than the closest range is assigned
at 95%, two ranges less than the closest range is assigned
at 92.5%, three less than the closest range is assigned.

Multi-year approach:
Each year, every job class is bumped up one range until 100% of Market is achieved.



No current employees with more than 19 years.

Table continues at a rate of 2.5% per year
until 100% SRP.

Years in
Position (YIP)

No. of
Employees Target SRP

 
0 108 0.0%
1 62 0.0%
2 30 0.0%
3 13 2.5%
4 16 5.0%
5 23 7.5%
6 13 10.0%
7 14 12.5%
8 7 15.0%
9 6 17.5%

10 7 20.0%
11 6 22.5%
12 1 25.0%
13 2 27.5%
14 3 30.0%
15 0 32.5%
16 0 35.0%
17 3 37.5%
18 5 40.0%
19 4 42.5%



• Option 1 - Maintenance of SRP places employees in the new range according to their current salary range progression.  This
approach does not correct any existing SRP inconsistencies.

• Option 2 - Adjustment of SRP places employees in the range according to the number of years they have been in their current
position.  This approach will adjust any existing SRP inconsistencies.

• Costs are in addition to the below minimum costs.  SRP adjustments are made after the market adjustments are applied.

Salary Competitiveness Policies
100% 97.5% 95% 92.5%

In-Range Adjustment Total % of P/R Total % of P/R Total % of P/R Total % of P/R

Option 1 - Maintain SRP $1.1m 6.8% $985k 6.1% $861k 5.3% $687k 4.2%

Option 2 - Adjust SRP $307k 1.9% $247k 1.5% $181k 1.1% $121k 0.8%

OPTIONAL IN-RANGE ADJUSTMENTS COST



INITIAL IMPLEMENTATION STEPS

• Adopt the proposed 2.5% Salary Structure

• Adopt a market competitiveness policy: 100%, 97.5%, 95%, or 92.5%

• Adopt the recommended salary ranges for the chosen market competitiveness policy.

• Increase employee salaries so no employee is below the proposed, new Minimum
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SALARY PLAN MAINTENANCE

• Periodically refresh the market data using the City’s comparators.

• Compute the prevailing rates.

• Confirm the desired salary competitiveness policy.

• Adjust salary ranges based on the prevailing rates.

• Increase all salaries to the new minimum.

• Determine if in-range adjustments are needed to mitigate compression.
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QUESTIONS?


