MEMORANDUM

To: Members of the City Commission

From: Lisa Agnor, City Manager

Date: July 26, 2016

Subject: Presentation from Ray Associates, Inc. regarding a Compensation, Classification,

and Benefit Study for the City of Marshall

At the March 24, 2016 meeting, the City Commission approved entering into an agreement
with Ray Associates, Inc. of Austin, Texas, to conduct a Compensation, Classification, and
Benefit Study for the City of Marshall. Representatives from Ray Associates, Inc. will be present
at the meeting to bring a report regarding the process involved for conducting the study.

Ray Associates, Inc. has provided the attached information which contains information
regarding the process followed and their recommendations for benchmarks to use in the
market survey of the study.

Foliowing the presentation, the Commission will consider action to provide guidance to Ray
Associates, Inc. for conducting the study. Please see Page 3 of the attached information for
details regarding the action requested.
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: July 28, 2016
TO: Members of the City Commission and Lisa Agnor, City Manager
FROM: Katherine Ray, SPHR

SUBJECT:  Benchmark Employers to Use in the City’s Market Surveys and the City of
Marshall’s Desired Position in the Market

This memorandum and its attachment contain Ray Associates’ recommendations to the City of
Marshall for benchmarks to use in the market survey phase of the compensation study. We are
making recommendations as to the employers to use in the survey.

Process Followed

We prepared a matrix using selected comparative data so the City Commission can make an
informed decision about the appropriate cities to include in the salary and benefits surveys.
The matrix is attached. To evaluate how closely the potential market employers compare to
the City of Marshall, we established a range of tolerance, or low and high parameters, to
reflect a closer comparability to Marshall.

In analyzing other cities” comparability to the City of Marshall, we placed the greatest
emphasis whether the other cities provide similar services (at least having a municipal building
and operating library, parks, and water and sewer services, in addition to the standard
administrative and public safety services, including paid Fire and EMS services) and
geographic proximity to the City. The parameters used and the number of points assigned to
each parameter are shown in the table on the following page. Other factors to which we
applied a higher number of points (up to 2.0 points) included those within a reasonable range
of the City of Marshall’s operating budget (excluding capital outlay but including enterprise
funds), ad valorem net taxable value, median household income, median housing value, and
growth rate.

Since 1977
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No. of Criteria for Weighting Points (Range of Tolerance for Each Factor
Points Considered and Weight Applied)

1.0 Population - 15,000-40,000

1.0 Between 130 and 350 Total Employees

2.0 $15-$50 Million Operating Budget

2.0 $500 to $1.5 Billion Ad Valorem Taxable Value

1.5 0.4500 - 0.7000 Tax Rate

1.0 Less Than 5% Unemployment Rate

2.0 $25,000-$45,000 Median Household Income in 2013

2.0 $70,000-$110,000 Median Housing Value in 2013

4.0 At least a Municipal Building, Library, Parks, Water & Sewer

20 EMS Services
10r2 Paid Fire Staff - 1 point if use a combination of paid & volunteer; 4 pts if all
paid staff
2.0 Growth Rate between 2-10% from 2000-2014

2o0or4 Geographic Proximity - 4 points if w/i 30 miles; 2 if w/i 80 miles of Marshall

Recommendation for Benchmark Cities to Survey

Ray Associates’ contract with the City of Marshall calls for surveying 40 of the City’s jobs and
10-12 employers. After the weights were applied and totaled (see the attached matrix), the
following cities clearly had the highest comparability scores (listed in the order of their
comparability):

City of Jacksonville
City of Denison
City of Palestine
City of Texarkana

b
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5. City of Paris
6. City of Mount Pleasant
7. City of Nacogdoches
8. City of Balch Springs

9. City of Copperas Cove
10. City of Greenville

11. City of Longview

12. City of Lufkin

These cities’” weighted likeness scores totaled between 23 and 15 of a possible maximum 26,
using the weights listed in the table on page 2. If a city met the criteria parameters, the cell
containing the data is highlighted in blue on the attached matrix. The only exception to this is
for cities in close proximity to the City of Marshall. We considered this sufficiently important,
that those cities located within 30 miles were given 4 points (cells highlighted in red),
considering them to be an easy commute, and cities within 80 miles (cells highlighted in blue)
were given 2 points, as not uncommon for a commute. The points applicable to each colored
cell were totaled for each city, and the total points of comparability are reflected in the second
column (Total Score). The cities listed in the attached matrix are arranged in score order, and
the 10 cities receiving the highest point scores are indicated with a check mark in the column
headed “Ray Assoc. Recommends™ (third column from the left).

We consider this to be a good mix of employers for comparison of salaries with the City of
Marshall. Some of these cities are a little smaller, and others are larger, with other factors
making them the cities most like the City of Marshall and, therefore, the most cities in which we
are most likely to find matches for the City of Marshall’s jobs.

The survey will be conducted electronically, with each participant given a password that will
allow them to go on-line and complete and submit their data. To ensure accurate matches, we
will summarize the duties and responsibilities of each City of Marshall benchmark job, as well
as the qualifications required to hold the job.

Action Requested

1. Ray Associates requests authorization to proceed with the market survey, using either our
recommended list of 12 benchmark employers or an amended list where other employers
have been substituted for some of the ones on this recommended list.

2. In addition, we would like to hear the Mayor’s and Members of the City Commission’s
thoughts on the desired compensation philosophy for the City of Marshall. That is to say, at
what level does the City of Marshall want to compete in the selected market? Does the City
want to lead the market, and if so by how much? Does the City want to meet the market
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(paying at or near the 50th percentile, with half of the cities paying more and half paying
less)? Or does the City want to trail the market (paying below mid-markef), and if so, by
how much?

Thank you for the opportunity to work with you and the City of Marshall staff on this engagement.
Our firm looks forward to a positive experience.

W-Qg %yf—

IKatherine B. Ray, SPHR ¢/

KBR:cc

Attachment: Matrix Showing How the City of Marshall Compares with Other Cities for the 2016
Salary Survey
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Criteria satisfie:
Located within 30 miles of Marshal
Recommended by Ray Associates, Inc.

== ===1

;‘;;1“’: Criteria for Points (Range of Tolerance for Each Factor Conssdered)
1.0 ulation - 15,000-40,000
10 el mployees
2.0 [$15-$50 Million Operating Budget
2.0  |$500 Million to $1.5 Billion Ad Valorem Taxable Value
1.5 ]0.4600 - 0.7000 Tax Rate
1.0  JLess Than 5.5% Unemployment Rate
2.0 |$25,000-345,000 Median Household Ircome fn 2013
2.0  |$70,000-$110,000 Median Housing Value in 2013
4.0  |Atleasta Municipal Building, Library, Parks, Water & Sewer
2.0 |EMS Services
Tor2 (Paid Fire Staff - 1 point If use a combination of paid & volunteer; 4 pts if all paid staff
2.0 |Growth Rate between 2-10% from 2000-2014
2or4_|Geographic Proximity - 4 points if wi 30 milles: 2 if wif 80 miles of Marshal
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