
To:  Executive Committee 
  R. T. Rybak, Mayor 
  Barbara Johnson, Council President 
  Scott Benson, Council Member 
  Cam Gordon, Council Member 
  Robert Lilligren, Council Member 
 
From:   Pamela French, Director 
  Human Resources 
 
Cc:  Steven Bosacker, City Coordinator 
  Timothy Giles, Director, Employee Services 
 
Subject: Appointed Employee Salary Survey Results 
 
 
Background Information 
 
The City of Minneapolis has commissioned regular studies of national pay practices 
for appointed level jobs at three year intervals since 1993. The purpose of the studies 
is to determine the relative market position of Minneapolis as compared to other 
comparable jurisdictions.   
 
In July of 1995, the Minneapolis City Council adopted the “Appointed Employee 
Salary Administration Plan” to establish the philosophy and administrative 
procedures governing pay structure for non-represented, appointed personnel.  The 
administrative procedures set forth an expectation that every three (3) years a market 
salary study would be conducted to determine and recommend appropriate structure 
changes to the appointed salary schedules.   
 
The current study is dated January of 2006.  The closest previous comprehensive 
study was completed in 2000.  Several smaller updates have been performed between 
2000 and 2006, but were focused on specific market information needed for 
recruiting or other purposes.  The relatively long gap between comprehensive studies 
can be attributed to the policy decision capping increases, which as a practical matter 
rendered market information unusable. 
 
The following information has been provided by Mr. Gmach to help prepare you for 
discussion at the next Executive Committee meeting. 
 
Method of Setting Appointed Salaries 
 
Appointed salaries are determined by a regression formula that uses Cresap points 
and market data.  The formula that is derived from a “line of best fit” between the 
points and market is used to establish step B, which is the one-year step.  A start step 
is calculated as 95% of step B.  The third and fourth steps allow appointed staff to 



reach a point that is 105% of market after six years in the job, or sooner if exceptions 
have been granted for prior experience. 
 
A very small number of jobs are paid above the regression range if market data for 
their specific job measures 10% or more above the line.  The statutory cap remains as 
a limiting factor. 
 
In years between studies a percentage adjustment is applied to maintain the system.  
Through 2000 these adjustments served to keep the appointed staff on pace with the 
market. 
 
2006 Survey Findings 
 
Based on the salary plan adopted by the City Council in 1995, non-represented, 
appointed positions in the City of Minneapolis have lost ground since 2000.  The 
exact percent varies a bit by point level but the overall cash value of the loss is 
approximately $12,000.  The two regression lines on the following chart visually 
illustrate the change. 
 
The red dots on the chart represent 2006 actual Minneapolis pay rates.  Because many 
appointed are paid on the third or fourth step, the difference between the average 
market line and the average Minneapolis rate is about $6,000 to $8,000. 
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The above graph compares the 2006 policy line in blue with a 2006 market line in 
green.  If the plan is updated per past practice the formula is as follows: 
 
Step B = (Cresap points x $146.38) + $11,260 
 
Thus, for a job at 600 points the 2006 salary at step B is: 
 
(600 points x $146.38) + $11,260 = $99,088 
 
The 2006 range is thus $94,134 to $104,042, since the minimum is 95% of step B and 
the maximum is 105% of step B.  Since this summary report is being presented in 
2007 and a typical market increase is 3%, the illustration and formula shown above 
would require a 3% update to approximate the 2007 market. 
 
Individual Jurisdictions 
 
Jurisdictions that were invited to participate in the study based on their status as core 
city in a major metropolitan area.  The study considers some smaller and some larger 
markets in the blend of cities.  Extremes of geographic cost of living differences are 
avoided. 
 
Matching Individual Jobs 
 
The relative strength of comparability of matched jobs varies.  Organizations use 
different distributions of duties and responsibilities, thus causing some Minneapolis 
jobs to appear higher or lower relative to the mix of jobs matched.  The highest 
reliability for individual jobs is for those that are “benchmark” jobs with the largest 
number of matches.  On the whole, the “law of large numbers” says that differences 
in jobs that are matched on the low side are offset by differences in jobs that are 
matched on the high side.  Thus the accuracy of comparison of the overall 
Minneapolis pay program to the market is reasonably close, but caution should be 
used when viewing individual jobs. 
The market survey is a survey of non-represented, appointed positions in the City of 
Minneapolis which have been functionally matched to jobs in other jurisdictions that 
are similarly situated to the City of Minneapolis.  The survey group includes 
primarily cities; however, it also includes Hennepin County and Nashville Davidson 
County.  Hennepin County is included because of proximity, and Nashville Davidson 
County is included because of budget similarity.   
 
Attached for your review are a listing of the jurisdictions that participated in the 
survey and a listing of the positions surveyed.  Mr. Gmach has been invited to present 
his findings to the Executive Committee as has been customarily done in the past.  At 
that time the Executive Committee may question him about options and begin to 
decide how to address the findings for appointed employees. 










