
AGENDA 
FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING

Kenosha Municipal Building - Room 204
Monday, April 6, 2015 - 6:00 PM

Chairperson:    Daniel Prozanski Jr.                  Vice-Chair:       Curt Wilson
Alderperson:    Rocco J. LaMacchia                  Alderperson:    Anthony Kennedy
Alderperson:    Bob Johnson          Alderperson:    Dave Paff

Call to Order
Roll Call   

1. Approval of the minutes of the regular meeting held March 16, 2015.   Pages 1-2

2. Proposed Resolution by the Committee on Finance  - To Rescind Special Charges for a Property 
Maintenance Reinspection Fee in the Amount of $280.00 for 6821 156th Avenue (Parcel #03-121-03-407-
102); Petitioner:  Staff; Owner:  M&I Regional Properties (Amends Resolution #32-15 passed on 03/16/15).
(District 16)  Pages 3-9

3. Proposed Resolution by Alderperson Jack Rose, Co-Sponsor Alderperson Jan Michalski -
To Urge the Wisconsin Joint Finance Committee to Remove Language from the Proposed Biennial Budget
for 2015-2017 that Would Prevent Low-Income Adults with Mental Illness from Receiving Badger Care.  
Pages 10-11

4. Proposed  Resolution by Alderperson Jack Rose, Co-Sponsor Alderperson Jan Michalski - To Urge the 
State Legislature to Continue Full-Service, Local Aging and Disability Resource Centers.  Pages 12-13

5. Proposed Resolution by the Mayor - To Create Tax Incremental District #18 (City of Kenosha, Wisconsin, 
Under Section 66.1105(4)(gm), Wisconsin Statutes) (Heritage House).  (District 2)  (CP - Ayes 6, Noes 1)
Pages 14-19

6. Proposed Resolution by the Mayor -To Adopt a Project Plan for Tax Incremental District #18 (City of 
Kenosha, Wisconsin, Under Section 66.1105(4)(g), Wisconsin Statutes (Heritage House).  (District 2)  (CP 
- Ayes 6, Noes 1)  Pages 20-42

7. Proposed Resolution by the Mayor -  To Dissolve Tax Incremental District #14 (City of Kenosha, 
Wisconsin) and Authorizing the City of Kenosha Clerk/Treasurer to Distribute Excess Increment to 
Overlying Taxing Districts.  (District 16)  Pages 43-45

8. Approval of the Second Amendment to Contingent Purchase Agreement by and between Gorman & 
Company, Inc. and the City of Kenosha, Wisconsin Regarding 5706-8th Avenue. (District 2) 
Pages 46-51

9. Second Amended and Restated Development Financing Agreement for Tax Incremental District #12. 
(District 16)  Pages 52-70

10. Disbursement Record #5 - $3,439,703.00.  Pages 71-104

11. City v. Wilson (Kenosha Co. Case No. 14CV0363).  CLOSED SESSION: The Finance Committee may 
go into Closed Session regarding this item, pursuant to §19.85(1)(g), Wisconsin Statutes to confer 
with legal counsel regarding this matter. The Finance Committee may or may not reconvene into 
open session.   Confidential Envelope

12. Proposed Resolution by the Mayor - To Adopt The Classification and Compensation Study 
Recommendations from Carlson Dettman Consulting LLC. Pages 105-106  (Please see additional back 
up attached to the end of the Common Council packet – after page 284)

CITIZENS' COMMENTS/ALDERPERSONS' COMMENTS/OTHER BUSINESS AS AUTHORIZED BY LAW

IF YOU ARE DISABLED AND IN NEED OF ASSISTANCE, PLEASE CALL 653-4020 BEFORE THIS MEETING.
 NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT A MAJORITY OF THE MEMBERS OF THE COMMON COUNCIL MAY BE PRESENT AT THE MEETING, AND 

ALTHOUGH THIS MAY CONSTITUTE A QUORUM OF THE COMMON COUNCIL, THE COUNCIL WILL NOT TAKE ANY ACTION AT THIS MEETING.



FINANCE COMMITTEE 
Minutes of Meeting Held March 16, 2015

A meeting of the Finance Committee held on Monday, March 16, 2015 in Room 204 at the Kenosha Municipal Building 
was called to order at 6:01 pm by Chairperson Prozanski. 

At roll call, the following members were present:  Vice-Chair Wilson, Alderpersons LaMacchia, Kennedy, Johnson and 
Paff.     

1. Approval of the minutes of the regular meeting held March 2, 2015.  It was moved by Alderperson LaMacchia,
seconded by Alderperson Wilson, to approve.  Motion carried unanimously.

2. Proposed Resolution by Alderperson Daniel Prozanski, Jr.; Co-Sponsors:  Alderperson Scott N. Gordon, Alderperson 
Jack Rose, Alderperson Bob Johnson, Alderperson Rocco J. LaMacchia, Sr., Alderperson Kurt Wicklund, Alderperson 
Curt Wilson - Resolution by the Kenosha Common Council Supporting the Kenosha Unified School District April 7, 
2015 Athletic Facilities Referendum.  PUBLIC HEARING:  No one spoke.  It was moved by Alderperson 
LaMacchia, seconded by Alderperson Wilson, to approve.  Motion carried unanimously.  

3. Proposed Resolutions by the Committee on Finance – to Levy Special Charges Upon Various Parcels of Property 
Located in the City (per List on File in the Office of the City Clerk):
a. Boarding and Securing - $1,424.33
b. Property Maintenance Reinspection Fees - $2,420.00
c. Raze/pre-raze  - $29,222.38
d. Trash & Debris Removal  - $310.00
PUBLIC HEARING:  No one spoke.  It was moved by Alderperson LaMacchia, seconded by Alderperson 
Kennedy, to approve.  Motion carried unanimously.  

4. Proposed Resolution by the Committee on Finance – to Rescind Special Charges for a Property Maintenance 
Reinspection Fee in the Amount of $172.00 for 6637 31st Avenue (Parcel #01-122-01-282-010);Petitioner:  Staff; 
Owner:  Tony DeLuisa. (Amends Resolution #05-15 passed on 01/21/15).  PUBLIC HEARING:  Jeff Labahn, Director 
of Community Development & Inspections, explained and recommended approval.  It was moved by 
Alderperson Wilson, seconded by Alderperson Kennedy, to approve.  Motion carried unanimously.

5. Proposed Resolution by the Committee on Finance – to Levy Special Assessments Against Benefited Property 
Based Upon Final Construction Costs Respecting Improvements in Street Right-of-Way (Sidewalks and/or Driveway 
Approaches) for Project 14-1208 Sidewalk & Curb/Gutter Program (Citywide Locations).  PUBLIC HEARING:  No one 
spoke.   It was moved by Alderperson LaMacchia, seconded by Alderperson Wilson, to approve.  Motion
carried unanimously.

6. Proposed Resolution by the Committee on Finance – to Levy a Special Charge Upon Certain Parcels of Land Within 
the City of Kenosha (Pursuant to §5.11F. of the Code of General Ordinances) Entitled "Sidewalks and Alleys to be 
Kept Clean by Responsible Party – Emergency Enforcement" (Snow Removal from Sidewalks) – If Invoices Therefor 
Are Not Paid Within Thirty (30) Days of Issuance.  PUBLIC HEARING: No one spoke.  It was moved by 
Alderperson Kennedy, seconded by Alderperson Wilson, to approve.  Motion carried unanimously.

7. Proposed Resolution by the Mayor - to Reauthorize the City of Kenosha to Self-Insure its Workers' Compensation 
Program.   PUBLIC HEARING:  It was moved by Alderperson Kennedy, seconded by Alderperson 
LaMacchia, to approve.  Motion carried unanimously.

8. Disbursement Record #4 - $4,026,044.28.  PUBLIC HEARING:  No one spoke.  It was moved by Alderperson 
Kennedy, seconded by Alderperson Paff, to approve.  Motion carried unanimously.

At 6:14 pm, it was moved by Alderperson Paff, seconded by Alderperson Wilson, to go into closed 
session for Items 9 through 11 after being read.  Motion carried unanimously.  At 6:32 pm, it was 
moved by Alderperson LaMacchia, seconded by Alderperson Wilson, to return to open session.  
Motion carried unanimously.

9. 2014 Claim for Excessive Assessment by Dairyland Park, Inc. pursuant to Wisconsin Statutes Section 74.37, Tax 
Parcel No. 08-222-31-401-001.  It was moved by Alderperson Kennedy, seconded by Alderperson Wilson, 
to deny.  Motion carried unanimously.

10. 2014 Claim for Excessive Assessment by Carisch Brothers, L.P. pursuant to Wisconsin Statutes Section 74.37, Tax 
Parcel No. 03-121-01-475-420 and No. 03-122-03-477-023.  It was moved by Alderperson Kennedy, seconded
by Alderperson LaMacchia, to deny.  Motion carried unanimously.
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Pg. 2
Finance Committee Meeting Minutes

March 16, 2015

11. 2014 Claim for Excessive Assessment by Walgreen Co. pursuant to Wisconsin Statutes Section 74.37, Tax Parcel 
No. 03-122-10-201-041, No. 06-123-07-130-020, No. 07-222-24-205-022, and No. 09-222-36-253-001.  It was 
moved by Alderperson Kennedy, seconded by Alderperson Wilson, to deny.  Motion carried 
unanimously.

ALDERPERSON'S COMMENTS:  Alderperson Kennedy spoke about Item G.1. on the Common Council agenda for this 
evening regarding regular meetings of the Common Council.

There being no further business to come before the Finance Committee, it was moved, seconded and unanimously 
carried to adjourn at 6:34 pm.

*NOTE: Minutes are unofficial until approval by the Finance Committee at the meeting scheduled for Monday, April 6, 
2015.
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RESOLUTION                  

SPONSOR:  ALDERPERSON JACK ROSE
CO-SPONSOR: ALDERPERSON JAN MICHALSKI

TO URGE WISCONSIN JOINT FINANCE COMMITTEE TO REMOVE LANGUAGE 
FROM THE PROPOSED STATE BIENNIAL BUDGET FOR 2015 – 2017 THAT WOULD
PREVENT LOW-INCOME ADULTS WITH MENTAL ILLNESS FROM RECEIVING 
BADGER CARE

WHEREAS, over two thousand, low-income, childless adults from Kenosha County, at
least  twenty  percent  (20%) of  whom have mental  illness,  rely  on  Badger  Care for  medical,
dental, and psychiatric care as well as for the access to prescription medication; and

WHEREAS, Badger  Care  provides  access  to  care  and  services  to  help  individuals
manage their symptoms, avoid crises, and move toward recovery and productive lives; and

WHEREAS,  the Governor  Scott  Walker's  proposed 2015-2017 budget  would impose
premiums on Badger Care for adults without children and limit enrollment to forty-eight months,
leaving many people without insurance to manage their illness; and

WHEREAS,  without  access  to  appropriate  care  and  medicine,  conditions  for  these
individuals may exacerbate, increasing police and rescue calls, emergency room visits, hospital
stays, and/or jail incarceration; and

WHEREAS, without access to appropriate care and medicine,   intervention by Adult
Crisis  Services  and  responses  by  the  City  of  Kenosha  Police  to  transport  individuals  to
emergency rooms in state hospitals, and admissions to state institutions will cost the County and
the City millions of dollars annually.

NOW THEREFORE  BE  RESOLVED that  the  Common  Council  for  the  City  of
Kenosha does urge the Governor and the Joint Finance Committee of the State Legislature to
remove  proposed  budget  language  in  the  2015-2017  Biennial  Budget  that  would  impose
premiums  and  a  forty-eight-month  enrollment  limit  in  Badger  Care  for  low  income  adults
without children.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Clerk/Treasurer is directed to send a copy
of this resolution to the Governor of the State of Wisconsin, to the co-chairs of the Joint Finance
Committee for the state legislature, and to Senator Robert Wirch, Assemblypersons Peter Barca,
Tod Ohnstad, and Samantha Kerkman.
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Adopted this             day of April, 2015.

ATTEST: __________________________
DEBRA SALAS, City Clerk/Treasurer

APPROVED: _________________________                
KEITH G. BOSMAN, Mayor  

Drafted By:
EDWARD R. ANTARAMIAN
City Attorney
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RESOLUTION  _______

TO URGE THE STATE LEGISLATURE TO CONTINUE FULL-
SERVICE, LOCAL AGING AND DISABILITY RESOURCE CENTERS

SPONSOR: ALDERPERSON JACK ROSE 
CO-SPONSOR: ALDERPERSON JAN MICHALSKI

WHEREAS,   Governor  Walker's  2015-2017  budget  proposal  allows  the  state  to
dismantle county-based aging and disability resource centers (“ADRCs”); and 

WHEREAS,  Kenosha County served as a model for the development of ADRCs and
continues to provide one-stop access for older adults, persons with disabilities and their families
to  professional,  unbiased  information,  assistance,  consultation  and  entry  to  long  term  care
services; and 

WHEREAS,  the Kenosha County Aging and Disability Resource Center last year had
13,000  contacts  with  county  residents,  staff  made  1,082  home  visits,  loaned  medical
equipment to 711 people, helped people obtain over $1.3 million in benefits, conducted 123
educational sessions and enrolled 357 persons in long term care programs; and
 

WHEREAS, the Kenosha County Aging and Disability Resource Center provide 
service to the citizens of the City of Kenosha; and

WHEREAS, one-to-one contact with people who know Kenosha's needs and resources
cannot be adequately replaced by an impersonal, statewide 800 number; and 

WHEREAS, Aging & Disability Resource Centers help people understand their options
so that they make smarter financial decisions delaying the need for Medicaid; and 

WHEREAS, retaining the ability to enroll people into Family Care programs assures that
Kenosha  County  residents  have  timely  access  to  services  and funding  thereby  avoiding  the
potential drain on local tax dollars for institutional or residential costs; and 

WHEREAS,  Kenosha  County  welcomes  the  public  accountability  provided  by  our
citizen advisory committees, the Kenosha County Board and our state legislators but which is
eliminated by the Governor's proposed budget.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Common Council for the City of
Kenosha,  convey to the governor and state  legislators  their  request  that  the language of the
budget bill pertaining to ADRCs be removed and a commitment be made by the state to continue
fullservice, county-based Aging and Disability Resource Centers. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Clerk/Treasurer is directed to send a copy
of this resolution to the Governor of the State of Wisconsin, to the co-chairs of the Joint Finance
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Committee  for  the  state  legislature,  and  to  Senators  Robert  Wirch  and  Van  Wanggaard,
Assemblypersons Peter Barca, Tod Ohnstad, and Samantha Kerkman.

Adopted this             day of April, 2015.

ATTEST: __________________________
DEBRA SALAS, City Clerk/Treasurer

APPROVED: _________________________                
KEITH G. BOSMAN, Mayor  

Drafted By:
EDWARD R. ANTARAMIAN
City Attorney
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SECOND AMENDMENT TO CONTINGENT PURCHASE AGREEMENT

By and Between

GORMAN & COMPANY, INC.
a Wisconsin Corporation

And

THE CITY OF KENOSHA, WISCONSIN
a Municipal Corporation

WHEREAS, Gorman & Company, Inc. ("BUYER") and the City of Kenosha, Wisconsin
("CITY" or "SELLER") entered into an agreement ("Agreement") whereby BUYER agreed to
purchase from  CITY the property commonly known as 5706 8th Ave.,  Kenosha, Wisconsin,
which  is  described  therein  on  Exhibit  "A"  ("Property") (capitalized  terms  used  but  not
otherwise defined in this Amendment shall have the meaning given to them in the Agreement);

WHEREAS,  pursuant to the terms of the Agreement BUYER was to satisfy all of the
BUYER'S contingencies and provide an Exercise Notice at any time before October 31, 2014;

WHEREAS, the Agreement was amended on October 24, 2014, (“Amendment”); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Amendment the Financing Contingency Date, Buyer Due
diligence Date and Exercise Notice Date were all changed to March 31, 2015; and

WHEREAS,  BUYER needs  additional  time  to  obtain  financing  and  close  on  the
purchase of the Property.

NOW,  THEREFORE, in  consideration  of  the  mutual  promises  and  agreements
contained herein, and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which
are  hereby  acknowledged,  it  is  hereby  agreed  by  and  among  the  undersigned,  each  being
represented by legal counsel, and intending to be legally bound hereby, as follows:

1. Revised Buyer Diligence Date and Exercise Notice Date.  The date in which
BUYER  must provide  CITY with an  Exercise Notice and the Buyer Diligence Date shall be
changed to July 31, 2015.  

2. Revised  Financing  Contingency  Date.   Section  7.c.ii.  of  the  Agreement  is
amended to change the Financing Contingency Date to July 31, 2015.  

3. Closing Date.  Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in the Agreement, Buyer
may waive any remaining contingencies and establish a Closing Date by giving CITY written

1
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notice of such waiver and Closing Date no less than twenty (20) days before BUYER'S desired
Closing Date which shall be no later than December 31, 2015.

4. Waiver. CITY waives any right or claim to the $25, 000.00 sum it  may have
pursuant to Section 5 of the Amendment.  

5. Remaining Terms.  All other terms of the Agreement shall remain the same.

Signature pages follow

2
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Contract to be executed
by their duly authorized officers, sealed, and delivered as of the day and year first above written. 

BUYER: 

GORMAN & COMPANY, INC, 
A Wisconsin Corporation

BY:_________________________    
       GARY GORMAN, President
          
Date:________________________ 

STATE OF WISCONSIN)
   :SS.

COUNTY OF DANE      )

Personally came before me this ____ day of ___________, 2015, GARY GORMAN,  
President of GORMAN & COMPANY, INC. a Wisconsin corporation, to me known to be such 
President of said corporation and acknowledged to me that he executed the foregoing 
instrument as such officer as the agreement of said corporation, by its authority.  

Name ______________________________
Notary Public, ______________ County, WI
My Commission expires/is:_____________

3
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CITY OF KENOSHA, WISCONSIN,
A Municipal Corporation 

BY:______________________                      
       KEITH BOSMAN, Mayor 

Date:_____________________ 

BY:______________________               
          DEBRA L. SALAS 

       City Clerk/Treasurer 

Date:_____________________ 

STATE OF WISCONSIN )      
      :SS. 

COUNTY OF KENOSHA) 

Personally came before me this _____ day of ____________________ 2015, KEITH G. 
BOSMAN, Mayor, and DEBRA L. SALAS, City Clerk/Treasurer, of the CITY OF KENOSHA, 
WISCONSIN, a Wisconsin municipal corporation, to me known to be such Mayor and City 
Clerk/Treasurer of said municipal corporation, and acknowledged to me that they executed the 
foregoing instrument as such officers as the agreement of said City, by its authority. 

 Name ______________________________
Notary Public, Kenosha County, WI 
My Commission expires/is:_____________

4
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

BY:______________________________________      
       EDWARD R. ANTARAMIAN,  City Attorney 

Date:_________________________ 

5
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Part of Block 40 described as follows: Commencing at a point on the south line of
Lot 3 in said Block 40 which is 84 feet east of the southwest corner of said Block;
thence north to the north line of said Lot 3; thence east on the north line of said
Block, 3, 44 feet; thence north, parallel with the west line of said Block; 99 feet,
more or less, and to the north line of lot 2; thence east 4.1 feet; thence north,
parallel with the west line of said block 99 feet, more or less, to the north line
of Lot 1; thence east on the north line of Lot 1 to the northeast corner of said
Lot; thence south on the east line of said Block, across Lots 1, 2, and 3, 297 feet,
more or less, to the southeast corner of said Block; thence west, along and upon the
south line of said Block, to a point of 84 feet east of the southwest corner of said
Block and the place of beginning, EXCEPTING the south 16.5 feet thereof, in the
southeast 1/4 section 31, town 2 north, range 23 east of the fourth principal
meridian, lying and being in the City of Kenosha, County of Kenosha and State
of Wisconsin.

Tax Key No: 12-223-31-466-001
Address: 5706 8TH AVENUE

EXHIBIT A
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RESOLUTION NO. _________

BY: THE MAYOR

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT THE CLASSIFICATION AND COMPENSATION STUDY
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM CARLSON DETTMAN CONSULTING LLC

WHEREAS, the Common Council of the City of Kenosha approved funds within the City's 
2014 operating budget to engage services with a compensation consulting firm to review its 
current classification and compensation plan;  and 

WHEREAS, the City hired the consulting firm  of Carlson Dettmann Consulting, LLC(CDC) to 
perform a Classification and Compensation Study to review its current classification and 
compensation plans and propose a performance evaluation system for full-time, general non-
represented and former AFSCME employees of the City of Kenosha;  and

WHEREAS, CDC has submitted its recommendations to the City regarding a comprehensive 
review of City job classifications and compensation plan which are attached hereto as Exhibits A 
and B;  and 

WHEREAS,  CDC's recommendations within the report include replacing the existing 
classification and compensation plan for covered classifications identified within the scope of the
RFP with a proposed new compensation structure that includes classifications and compensation 
steps within the classifications;  and 

WHEREAS,  CDC's recommendations within the report include amendment of the Table of 
Organization for the City of Kenosha; and

WHEREAS, the City Administration recommends that this new classification and compensation
plan be implemented July 1, 2015, and that the Table of Organization for the City of Kenosha be 
modified accordingly;  and

WHEREAS, The 2015 City operating budget adopted by the Common Council has sufficient 
funds allocated within to allow for implementation of the recommendations of CDC after July 1, 
2015; and

WHEREAS, CDC recommends that the City allow for a formal appeal process as set forth in 
CDC's report.   

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Common Council of the City of Kenosha 
hereby adopts the written report of Carlson Dettmann Consulting, LLC, which is as attached 
hereto as Exhibit A, and directs that recommendations within it to amend the Table of 
Organization and the to replace the existing full-time employee compensation structure be 
implemented by City Administration effective July 1, 2015; and,
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that all prior pay plans for affected employees are hereby 
rescinded effective June 30, 2015;  and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the position title changes and/or removal from the 
Classification Plan as identified in Exhibit B, which is attached hereto, are hereby approved;  and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the implementation of this compensation structure will be 
accomplished by moving employees whose rate of pay as of June 30, 2015, does not exceed the 
maximum, proposed rate after July 1, 2015, for their classification either to the step that provides
for at least a one and a half percent (1.5%) increase over their existing compensation before the 
implementation of the recommendation, with a minimum of two years City experience within an 
employee's current job classification to Step 3 of their classification, whichever is greater;  and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that any affected employee whose rate of pay as of June 30, 
2015, exceeds the maximum adopted rate for their classification shall have their wages frozen 
(“red circled”) until such time that the pay structure, through future amendments or 
compensation increases for their classification, meets or exceeds their rate of pay as of June 30, 
2015;  and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City of Kenosha Common Council authorizes the 
Director of Finance to reserve the balances of 2015 budget dollars reserved in the various 
budgetary funds for implementation of the new compensation plan remaining after the plan 
implementation in 2015 to be used to continue the implementation of the plan in 2016.

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that the City’s determinations regarding position grading after 
the appeal process shall be final, except for those positions for which adjustments are made 
pursuant to the formal position classification review and for future modification in the future for 
good and substantial reasons by the City.

Adopted this _____ day of ____________________, 2015

ATTEST:                                                       , (City Clerk/Treasurer) 
                      Debra Salas      

APPROVED:                                                  , (Mayor)
                                Keith Bosman
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FISCAL NOTE
CITY OF KENOSHA

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE

PREPARED FOR: Finance Committee
Common Council

ITEM:  Resolution regarding the Implementation of the 
Compensation and Classification Study

As part of the overall 2015 Operating Budget for the City of Kenosha which was adopted by the Common 
Council on November 25, 2014, $515,000 was placed in various salary reserves in order to fund the ultimate 
implementation of the Compensation and Classification Study.

Based on the estimated implementation total of $239,000 for the period July 1, 2015 through December 31, 
2015, there are sufficient funds available in the 2015 Operating Budget.  The result of a July 1, 2015 
implementation will be a remaining balance of $276,000 in the salary reserve accounts at December 31, 2015.

SHARE.FIN/FISCALNOTES-15/res.comp.class.study.3.31.15)
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Executive Summary 

We have completed our comprehensive review of job classifications and compensation for 
approximately 212 City of Kenosha staff in accordance with the Scope of Work agreed upon by 
the City and Carlson Dettmann Consulting, LLC (CDC).  This is the final report on our 
processes, findings, and recommendations of this project.   

In terms of inclusion and exclusion, we need to note that following employees were not 
included in the project: library staff; unionized transit, police and firefighter staff; seasonal 
employees; and other positions specifically excluded by the City.  Due to the independent 
decision-making authority of their governing bodies, employees of the Kenosha Water Utility 
and Kenosha Museum staff were covered under separate studies. 1 

The policy direction from the City was to develop a pay plan that is fair and competitive.  In 
conjunction with this project, we have been working with the Human Resources Department on 
a comprehensive performance management system and work on this piece is expected to be 
completed in the near future.  

The features of this pay plan and our policy recommendations are summarized as follows: 

1. A pay plan that reduces the number of pay ranges and job classifications. The final 
number of pay ranges is 21, and the final number of classifications will be clearer as 
we finalize our work with the City. 

2. The pay plan is anchored at the calculated range Control Points, using market 
estimates, for 46 City/Utility benchmark positions representing over 38% of the 
employee population and approximately 31% of the job classifications.  

3. Market estimates are based on a thorough analysis of both private and public sector 
wage comparisons.  Overall, the City is estimated to be paying at 98% of the average 
market estimate. 

4. The pay plan is designed to maintain stability by providing a step-based system; each 
range has a spread of 28.6% (28.5% in some cases). 

5. There are eleven pay steps from the pay range minimum rates to the maximum rates.  
Each step is 2.5% of the Control Point and progression through the range would 
occur annually, provided employee performance at least meets expectations. 

6. All positions have been allocated to pay grades based upon current job 
documentation and the objective application of our point factor job evaluation 
system. 

7. Excepting those that are deemed to be “red circled”, employees shall be placed at the 
step in the proposed compensation plan that is the greater of the following: (1) Step 3, 
provided the employee has a minimum of 2 years in their current position; OR (2) the 
step that provides a minimum of a 1.5% increase from their current rate of pay. If a 
1.5% increase would cause an employee to exceed the maximum rate of pay for their 

																																																								
1  Although separate boards statutorily provide the oversight—and compensation decision-making—for both the Water Utility 

and Museum, we considered the possibility of using identical data and methodologies in arriving at our recommendations. 
However, the final product(s) ended in two different recommendations: (1) A pay plan utilizing the same regression line and 
market data for the City and Water Utility, and (2) a pay plan utilizing a different pay line and industry-specific data for the 
Museum. The rationale is discussed in more detail in the reports for these entities. 
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job, and they would not have been red-circled under the first option, they shall be 
placed at Step 11. 

8. Employees currently paid at or above pay grade maximums would have their pay 
frozen, or “red-circled”, until such time that their rate of pay falls within the wage 
schedule. 

9. All employees affected by the compensation plan implementation would be eligible 
for their next Step increase on July 1, 2016. 

10. We have reviewed the classification of positions according to the standards of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act (FLSA) as “exempt” or “non-exempt” from FLSA requirements. 

11. As we wind down the project, we will also complete the review of the proper Equal 
Employment Opportunity (EEO) codes for purposes of federal reporting and 
recordkeeping, as well as providing recommended wording for updates to the Civil 
Service Ordinance and personnel policies consistent with the recommendations 
contained herein. 

12. An appeals process, following adoption by the Common Council (“Council”), is being 
proposed to handle any corrections to classification allocations with final decisions on 
appeals to be made by the City. 

Based on the City’s costing estimates, the distribution of employees by step placement in the 
new pay plan would be as follows: 

 Number of  
 Employees  

Step 1 23 11% 

Step 2 4 2% 

Step 3 37 17% 

Step 4 8 4% 

Step 5 45 21% 

Step 6 16 8% 

Step 7 12 6% 

Step 8 7 3% 

Step 9 12 6% 

Step 10 10 5% 

Step 11 16 8% 

Above 22 10% 

   
Total 212  

 

The City is recommending implementation of the schedule on the first pay period in July 
2015, according to the decision-rules stated above.  The City estimates that the total cost of 
implementing this plan would be less than $250,000 in 2015, which we understand falls within 
the parameters established by the Council.   Of course, as with any mid-year implementation, the 
full cost of implementation will be realized in the following year. 
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Introduction 

The City of Kenosha retained Carlson Dettmann Consulting, LLC (CDC) to conduct a 
comprehensive review of its compensation system.  The City and CDC agreed upon the 
following set of tasks to be completed in this project: 

1. Quantitatively evaluate the job content of each job using a methodology that will 
construct a relative ranking of jobs. 

2. Produce new classification and compensation plans, including pay, structure and 
fringe benefit schedules. These schedules should be internally equitable and 
competitive in external markets both public and private. Separate plans shall be 
provided for both the City of Kenosha and the Kenosha Water Utility. 

3. Review all subject jobs and properly classify those jobs in accordance with current 
FLSA provisions relative to exempt and non-exempt status. 

4. Recommend EEO classification codes. 

5. Develop a best practices performance evaluation system creating a value added 
system for employees. 

6. Review and recommend any changes to the current fringe benefit and compensation 
policies and administrative procedures, including the existing Civil Service Ordinance 
(Rules and Regulations). 

7. Produce an overall plan and forms and procedures that are clear and understandable, 
in order to promote employee acceptance of the results of this study and 
implementation of consultant recommendations. 

8. Review the current system and understand any problems with the current system and 
to present, in person, progress reports and/or issues to a committee (comprised of 
City/Utility staff) at critical points of the study. 

9. Present, in person, the final results of the classification and compensation study to the 
Board of Water Commissioners, the Finance Committee of the Common Council and 
to the subsequent meeting(s) of the Common Council. 

10. Make recommendations on keeping the classification and compensation plan current 
and equitable and up to date. Propose a management review process that will be used 
to find resolution to classification related disputes. 

I. Organizational Values and Policy Objectives 

We believe employers should focus on four major objectives in their employee relations 
program.  They are: 

1. Competitive pay distributed equitably and effectively 

2. A sound benefits program 

3. Excellent working conditions 

4. A reasonable level of job security 
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In general, it is fair to say that City of Kenosha employees can feel comfortable in knowing 
that their employer has addressed all four areas effectively.  Despite the economic uncertainty 
created by the recent recession and tighter municipal budgets, employment with the City 
continues to be stable relative to changes in the local economy. In addition, this study indicates 
City employee salaries and benefit programs are competitive with private sector base pay.  

In 2011, the Wisconsin legislature adopted sweeping changes in Acts 10/32, substantially 
revising the labor laws covering municipal employees.  With the exception of protective services 
and transit, the legislature limited the scope of collective bargaining to a base wage increase, 
provided it does not exceed the change in the Consumer Price Index, and employee safety 
concerns.  This represented a serious challenge for cities across the state because the legislature 
changed the employment laws for some, but not all employees, and reduced state funding for 
municipal services at the same time. 

For the most part, public sector occupations continue to be career-level occupations. In other 
words, employees tend to view their positions as destinations rather than transitional jobs found 
in many private sector occupations.  Even with the turmoil associated with the recession and 
implementation of Acts 10/32, City employment appears to be relatively stable.  With this 
culture in mind, CDC developed a pay plan that is internally fair and focuses the City on 
managed pay ranges based on median market estimates.  This was the policy directive given to us 
by the Council, and this pay plan is consistent with their instructions. 

The City’s overall objectives in this project have been to (1) reduce its multiple, inconsistently 
structured pay plans into a more manageable number that are both market competitive and 
internally logical; and (2) provide an opportunity for the City to link some portion of 
compensation to levels of performance at some point in the foreseeable future.   

II. Employee Benefits 

Our responsibility in this project has been to consider the quality of the current City benefits 
programs in designing a new pay plan. Overall, the City of Kenosha has an excellent benefits 
plan that has already been brought under tighter fiscal control in the wake of the recent 
legislative changes.  More specifically, and in addition to the mandated pension changes, the City 
revamped its overtime policies to more closely align with the federal standards and has 
redesigned its health insurance program to include, significantly higher deductibles in lieu of 
mandatory premium contributions 2 and co-pay restructuring. Further, the City has 
implemented many wellness components to encourage “consumeristic” behavior and impact on 
employee lifestyle choices affecting health claims.  

The City implemented the legislative mandate that many employees pay half of the payroll 
charges for the state’s excellent retirement system. This mandated contribution equals 6.8% of 
wage compensation for general category employees in 2015.  When these changes were 
implemented, employee take-home pay for the majority of City staff decreased by a substantial 
amount without any wage offset to buffer the impact. 

																																																								
2  The City has a 5% employee contribution, which is waived if the employee meets the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) 

requirements established by the City.  The overwhelming majority of employees participate in the HRA, thereby resulting in 
a 0% employee contribution. 
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What the legislature did not do, however, was extend this pension contribution requirement 
to all City staff, so the impact of the law was not immediately equitable.  Specific groups of 
employees were exempted from all (i.e. transit) or part (i.e. police and fire) of these laws.  Since 
implementation of Acts 10/32, the City and its Police and Firefighter unions have bargained 
contributions to their pension costs commensurate to that which is required of General 
employees; something the City was able to obtain through negotiated wage offsets to mitigate the 
financial impact for this group of employees.  Further, the transit workers union only contributes 
2.0% of the 13.6% pension costs.  We note this pension issue because the negotiated wage offsets 
for police/fire and the continued favorable treatment of transit employees has not gone 
unnoticed.  The continued favorable and disparate treatment for transit will likely be an internal 
irritant until it is resolved.  We have not made any adjustments in our base pay recommendations 
that reflect this disparate treatment because we expect the City will resolve it in the near term. 

A good way to benchmark the City’s health insurance costs is to compare City plan costs and 
contribution rates with data compiled by the Kaiser Family Foundation (KFF).  Their annual 
report provides a useful guide on absolute levels and trends  (www.kff.org).  The table below 
shows premium amounts paid by the City are disproportionate with the national/regional 
averages.  This is a common occurrence in much of the Wisconsin public sector, but the City has 
engaged in efforts to significantly revamp its health insurance program to curb future increases.  
Because there are so many facets to a health insurance program, it is not our intention to state 
that City’s rates or contributions should equal that of the national/regional averages.  

For purposes of conducting this comparison, we have utilized the City’s COBRA rates—less 
the 2% administrative fee. These rates are the best indication as to what the premiums might be 
if the City did indeed break them out into single and family rates for purposes of employee 
contributions. 
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The City’s approach to budgeting for its health insurance costs is unique due to the fact that 
employees do not contribute to the premium.  Instead, the City currently budgets $18,100 per 
employee irrespective if they take a single or family plan.  The fact that the employees do not 
have a premium contribution is increasingly rare, even in the public sector.  However, the City’s 
view is that employee contributions encourage utilization.  Therefore, the approach has been to 
focus on deductibles and wellness, which tend to emphasize consumerism.  There is nothing 
necessarily wrong with this approach, but our view is that it is a matter of “when”, and not “if”, 
employee contributions become a necessary element of health insurance funding. 3 

It is clear, however, that the City’s 100% contribution to premiums is higher than the norm 
of around 80%.  We also note that the KFF numbers don’t specifically compare out-of-pocket 
elements although, arguably, most plans are designed with elements of out-of-pocket 
contributions. 4 If the City concurs that its contribution rate is too high, then our 
recommendation would be to move to an 80%/20% contribution ratio as a planned effort over 
several years (e.g. sharing premium increases until that ratio is achieved). 

That is not to say, however, that the City hasn’t made significant changes to its health 
insurance program—it most certainly has.  Most notably, the City has adopted an HSA-
qualifying High-Deductible Health Plan (HDHP) with a single deductible of $2,600 and $5,000 
for a family plan, and the City does not contribute anything toward the deductible; it is entirely 
the employee’s responsibility. These changes—in addition to the pension changes—have had a 
measurable impact on the employees’ compensation and should be weighed heavily as the City 
continues its strategic discussions regarding employee benefits. Further, these changes have 
altered the level of health insurance claim dollars to the benefit of the City.  If the City 
determines that a leveling of the employee premium sharing is indeed appropriate, we don’t 
think an immediate move is advisable, but rather a longer view is in the City’s best interests.   

The following table and graph are based on City payroll data from 2014 and indicates that 
there appears to be a significant misalignment with market on overall total compensation costs.  
The City continues to intend to be a career employer of choice, and the benefits programs are 
consistent with a career-focused model. 

																																																								
3  It should be noted, however, that the challenges associated with negotiating premium contributions with police/fire 

employees may cause the City to review—and possibly increase—the employee deductibles for this group.  State law 
mandates negotiations for “employee premium contribution[s]”, but all other elements relating to the “design and selection of health care 
coverage plans” and the “impact of such costs and payments and the design and selection of the health care coverage plans” are not mandatory 
subjects of bargaining. Also, transit employees were unaffected by the legislative changes, and any health insurance changes 
must be negotiated. 

4  “In addition to any required premium contributions, most covered workers face cost sharing for the medical services they use. Cost sharing for medical 
services can take a variety of forms, including deductibles (an amount that must be paid before most services are covered by the plan), copayments 
(fixed dollar amounts), and/or coinsurance (a percentage of the charge for services). The type and level of cost sharing often vary by the type of plan 
in which the worker is enrolled. Cost sharing may also vary by the type of service, such as office visits, hospitalizations, or prescription drugs. 

 The cost-sharing amounts reported here are for covered workers using services provided in-network by participating providers. Plan enrollees receiving 
services from providers that do not participate in plan networks often face higher cost sharing and may be responsible for charges that exceed plan 
allowable amounts. The framework of this survey does not allow us to capture all of the complex cost-sharing requirements in modern plans, 
particularly for ancillary services (such as durable medical equipment or physical therapy) or cost-sharing arrangements that vary across different 
settings (such as tiered networks). Therefore, we do not collect information on all plan provisions and limits that affect enrollee out-of-pocket 
liability.” KFF Employer Health Benefits: 2014 Annual Survey 
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The disparity of total compensation between the represented positions and the remainder of 
city staff, the majority of whom are covered by this study, is best represented in the table below. 
It should be noted that the percentages are for the City’s costs of total compensation and not the 
percentage of payroll (e.g. WRS contribution). 
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We frequently advise our clients faced with these decisions that these problems (such as they 
are viewed as problems) didn’t grow overnight nor should they be solved overnight. We strongly 
urge the City to actively continue its strategic dialogue so that a more detailed assessment can be 
made and make changes in benefit levels (e.g. premium sharing) in a thoughtful, fair manner over 
a longer period of time until the right balance is found. 

III. Project Orientation and Job Documentation 

The foundation of all excellent human resource systems is excellent job documentation.  At 
the beginning of the project, we conducted several orientation sessions to explain the steps we 
would follow in the project and review the absolute necessity of accurate Job Description 
Questionnaires (JDQ’s).  Based on our years of experience, spanning hundreds of projects, we 
know that employees are the best source of accurate job documentation because they know their 
jobs better than anyone and are willing to spend the time required to document accurately. 

Accurate job documentation is necessary for an effective understanding of job responsibilities, 
support for valid performance measurement management, staff development, and job 
classification.  Furthermore, the process of establishing accurate job documentation opens up 
communication between employees and managers and causes management to assess how work 
should be organized and performance measured.   

We instructed managers and supervisors to never tell an employee what to write or to change 
what they have written.  Instead, supervisors were to make separate comments on the form.  
Finally, we followed up with various parties throughout our review to receive clarification and/or 
supplemental information to assist with our evaluation of the positions. 

IV. Job Evaluation and Internal Equity 

Our approach to compensation plan design is to balance the objective measurement of 
internal relationships and with reliable statistics on external markets.  Accordingly, we measure 
internal relationships using CDC’s Point Factor Job Evaluation System.  Next, we assess external 
markets through data collection and review of reliable pay surveys.  In this section of our report, 
we describe the job evaluation portion of the project. 
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It has been our experience that employee perceptions of internal fairness in public 
organizations may be as important to morale as external competitiveness.  Public pay is public, so 
there is no privacy in this regard.  Because public organizations tend to underuse performance 
management and individual rewards as a basis for pay, pay grade assignments take on added 
significance, and job classification becomes a scorecard. 

Job evaluation is a systematic process used to establish internal equity among positions as a 
foundation for the development of an overall classification hierarchy.  It measures “the job,” 
rather than the performance of an individual doing the job.  Thus, it is not performance 
evaluation. 

The process has evolved from basic job slotting (or ranking) to a systematic application of 
defined compensable factors to position documentation. 

Once employees and managers completed the job documentation process, we applied our 
point-factor job evaluation methodology.  The five overall factors in CDC’s system are:  Formal 
Preparation and Experience, Decision Making, Thinking Challenges and Problem Solving, Interactions and 
Communications, and Work Environment. 

Each factor includes definitions of various levels that we can apply to job content to 
determine the appropriate “score” on that factor.  The evaluation factors and the defined levels 
for each factor correspond to sections of the JDQ, so the evaluation is verifiable in the sense that 
we actually could observe work being performed that corresponds to the written description.  In 
other words, the abstraction has meaning in the real world of work. 

When finished, we total the scores on each factor to obtain the overall point value for the job.  
Having a point score allows us to compare and contrast jobs that are frequently quite dissimilar 
in order to establish a job hierarchy and classification system. 

To achieve and maintain effective and bias-free job evaluation, as evaluators, we: 

 Applied the system consistently, based on our experience and understanding of 
the concepts of internal equity and position classification.  

 Committed ourselves to addressing and removing any process bias that would 
result in over-evaluating or under-evaluating a position. 

 Made every effort to ensure that no evaluations were completed without current 
and complete job documentation and relevant background information. 

 Submitted results to review by department heads for comment. 

In greater detail, the five major factors in our job evaluation system are: 

Factor 1:  Formal Preparation and Experience 

In applying this factor, the evaluator determines the most representative combination of 
formal preparation and experience typically required to qualify for the position being evaluated.  
It is important to verify the minimum acceptable qualifications of the position by reviewing the 
current job description questionnaire and any additional job documentation available to 
evaluators.  

Sub Factor 1—Formal Education 
The knowledge accumulated through formal preparation/training/education that is 

distinguished by a curriculum and testing of that accumulated knowledge. 
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Sub Factor 2—Experience 
The most representative profile of relevant prior experience required to qualify for the 

position being evaluated. 

Factor 2:  Decision Making 

In applying this factor, the evaluator determines the freedom to act that is delegated to the 
position, the extent of the organization affected by those actions, and the best characterization of 
decision making typical of the position being evaluated. 

Sub Factor 1—Freedom to Act 
The most representative level of autonomy delegated to the position for initiating actions or 

making decisions. 

Sub Factor 2—Extent of Actions Taken 
The breadth of the organization effected by actions taken that would be typical for the 

position—from jobs where actions affect only their job to jobs where effects are seen organization 
wide. 

Sub Factor 3—Impact of Judgments 
The degree of decision making that is most representative, from jobs where information is 

provided to others for their decision making to jobs where the responsibility for decisions is 
shared by the employee and others. 

Factor 3:  Thinking Challenges and Problem Solving 

In applying this factor, the evaluator first determines the representative thinking challenges and 
problem solving required on an ongoing basis, and then determines the depth of intellectual 
response to those challenges and the creativity involved in solving problems.  The focus is on 
representative thinking challenges and problem solving as opposed to possible, but highly 
unlikely, situations. 

Sub Factor 1—Context and Complexity 
The context and complexity of challenges/problems in relation to established procedures, 

protocols, and policies—from jobs with minimally complex procedures to jobs with considerable 
complexity and only very broad guidance. 

Sub Factor 2—Required Response 
The depth of response required by the position—from jobs with generally clear-cut responses 

to jobs where responses require the development of original, creative solutions at the level of 
scientist, composer, or similar profession. 

Factor 4:  Interactions and Communications 

Sub Factor 1—Context and Complexity 
In applying this factor, the evaluator first determines the context of business interactions and 

communications that are an ongoing part of performing the position being evaluated—from 
answering requests for basic information to the most critical operational and governance issues in 
the organization.  

Sub Factor 2—Outcomes  
Second, the evaluator determines the outcomes, effects, and impacts of these interactions and 

communications in the organization—from jobs where the impact is generally limited to effective 
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working relationships to jobs where interaction and communications primarily and regularly deal 
with the most major operational and/or governance issues in the organization.  The evaluator 
recognizes the impact of such communications both inside and outside of the organization. 

Factor 5:  Work Environment 

Sub Factor 1—Exposure to Hazards 
In applying this factor, the evaluator first determines the potential for injury in performing 

the job, including the identification of what recognized health hazards regularly exist in the 
typical work environment. 

Sub Factor 2—Required Physical Effort 
The second sub-factor measures the physical requirements to perform the job being evaluated as 

expected and within established organizational policies related to good safety practices—from 
jobs with a low degree of physical effort to jobs that require physical activity which is a 
continuous, major effort that could comprise most, if not all, of the position’s work time. 

Evaluation Results 

Having completed the evaluation of each job objectively based on our understanding of 
position responsibilities obtained from the JDQ’s and department head interviews, we grouped 
jobs with similar total point scores into pay grades with a set number of points per grade interval.  
The result is called a Grade Order List.   

The Grade Order List embodies the concept that jobs of similar overall responsibility should 
have the same pay opportunities.  Jobs with discernibly different levels of responsibility should be 
in higher or lower grades.  Because there are five factors of job worth, jobs can end up in the 
same grade even with differences in point scores among some of the factors.   

In an internally equitable pay plan, the more difficult or complex the job, we find higher 
levels of responsibility and skill requirements, and therefore expect pay levels to increase 
accordingly.  In general, salaries should rise with job evaluation scores.  In the section below on 
pay plan design, we have recommended how job evaluation results and market data come 
together to create a pay structure for the City of Kenosha. 

Replacing multiple pay plans, many of which were established through the political process of 
collective bargaining, with a single compensation structure means substantial change for many 
employees.  Accordingly, internal relationships between positions frequently are altered, and 
change is not embraced without preparation and follow-through.  

Therefore, the City had an opportunity to review an original grade order list, without pay 
attached, and request us to review any initial questions.  In addition, we invited Department 
Heads to provide any questions regarding pay grade placement so we could review these 
inquiries, as well.  We took this obligation very seriously and considered the information 
presented in an objective, consistent manner.   

We want to make it absolutely clear that the recommendations contained in our report to the 
Council, all job evaluation ratings and pay range placements, as well as the pay plan structure, 
are our firm’s independent recommendations.  While we sought input from department heads 
and administrative staff, this final report is our work product. 

In addition, we are recommending an employee classification appeal process following 
adoption of a new pay plan by the Council (see Attachment C). We think this step supports 
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accuracy and integrity.  Our role in the appeal process would be to review and comment on the 
appeal with a formal recommendation.  The final decision on any classification would be the 
City’s responsibility. 

Finally, we recommend the City continue to have a process of annual review for those jobs 
that change.  We provide this service to our clients at a very reasonable cost, and it helps ensure 
the plan stays current.  The human resources policies that will be recommended to the City will 
include pay plan maintenance provisions. 

V.  Workforce Demographics 

Kenosha, like most public employers, does not have a great deal of voluntary turnover, other 
than retirements.  For the most part, losing employees has not been a significant concern, and we 
think this is a key strength.  The public sector model emphasizes career-based employment, and 
the Wisconsin Retirement System supports that objective. 

The City has seen a wave of turnover in the wake of Act 10/32, and faces substantial future 
turnover. Further, experts continue to predict the “silver tsunami” of baby boomers phasing out 
of the workforce with an insufficient workforce to provide suitable replacements. 5 The 
demographics of the City’s workforce illustrates that the City will not be immune to this trend, 
and this is likely to present a significant challenge. As skilled staff retire, there is likely to be 
intense competition for good replacements across the public sector. The challenge in the future 
will be to manage a compensation system that enables the City to recruit skilled employees.   

The following chart clearly shows that, despite the turnover experienced over the last few 
years, 55% of the City’s workforce affected by this study is age 50 or older. 

 
 
 

Profile: Employee Age 

Grouping Number Percent of 
Whole 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Age 60 or Older 24 11.9% 11.9% 

Age 55 to Age 60 53 26.2% 38.1% 

Age 50 to Age 55 34 16.8% 55.0% 

Age 45 to Age 50 28 13.9% 68.8% 

Age 40 to Age 45 19 9.4% 78.2% 

Age 40 or Less 44 21.8% 100.0% 

Total 202 100%  
 

The following chart further illustrates the City’s age demographics across the proposed grade 
structure. While the numbers indicate distribution across all grades, it is clear that City will have 
challenges in the management-level grades (typically Grade L and up) with 72% (18 out of 25) of 
those employees being age 50 or older. 

																																																								
5  Governing Magazine: “The Public Employee 'Silver Tsunami' Looms for Governments” (http://tinyurl.com/nkr7v55); 

“State and Local Government Retirements Are on the Rise” (http://tinyurl.com/okcb9h5)  
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The table that follows demonstrates just how stable the City’s employment has been. Despite 
a wave of turnover over the course of the turmoil of the last few years, it is clear that the City is 
able to retain a large portion of its workforce on an ongoing basis.  Whether this remains the case 
moving forward remains to be seen.  

Profile: Employee Years of Service 

Grouping Number 
Percent of 

Whole 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Greater than 30 Years of Service 15 7.1% 7.1% 

25 Years to 30 Years 18 8.5% 15.6% 

20 Years to 25 Years 25 11.8% 27.5% 

15 Years to 20 Years 30 14.2% 41.7% 

10 Years to 15 Years 24 11.4% 53.1% 

5 Years to 10 Years 29 13.7% 66.8% 

Less than 5 Years of Service 70 33.2% 100.0% 

Total 211 6 100%  

																																																								
6  The discrepancy between the total employees in the Years of Service data and Age data is not a typographical error.  

Because there are unfilled vacancies included in the data, in order to provide a more accurate cost-estimate, we included 
those positions in the Years of Service data. However, since we’re not able to predict the age of the incoming employees, we 
did not include an estimate for that data set. 
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The following chart further illustrates the City’s Years of Service demographics across the 
proposed grade structure. 

 

What does all of this mean? Simply stated, the challenges that the City will face with the 
anticipated turnover in the workforce cannot be emphasized enough. The need to focus on 
employee development—both from a performance and training standpoint—is more important 
than ever. Like in the past, many of the City’s future managers will rise from within.  The 
window of opportunity to equip these future managers with the appropriate management skills is 
quickly closing, and it is incumbent on the City to prepare these future leaders. 

VI.  Market Targets and Analysis 

We asked the Council to answer three primary policy questions related to this study: 

1. What labor markets does the City want to use for its pay plan review? 

2. What position does the City want to take in those markets? 

3. How should the pay plan be structured and administered? 

The City directed CDC to develop survey data for a defined public sector market, and we 
supplemented the data as necessary to have a valid sample size.   Our primary data source is the 
custom survey database that we collect and maintain for this purpose. 

We also analyzed public and private sector data from excellent published survey sources, 
including:   
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 Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Statistics Metropolitan Area 
Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates, Lake County-Kenosha County, 
IL/WI Metro Area. 

 Towers Watson Compensation Survey Library, Wisconsin/Great Lakes. 

 American Water Works Association Water Utility Compensation Survey 

It was important for us to recognize that, while the Water Utility maintains its independence 
from a decision-making standpoint, there is a common interest between the City and the Water 
Utility.  As such, we developed the pay structure using a uniform set of benchmark positions and 
a common market analysis. The public sector employers utilized for comparison purposes are 
provided in Attachment A. 

Key policy questions for our data analysis were:  How should the market data be weighted?  
What position does the City want to take in its markets?   

Our objective in this project is to present a pay plan that reflects current conditions, yet gives 
the City the flexibility to adjust with changes in market conditions.  To operationalize this in 
terms of recruitment, we developed our analysis around the three primary occupational levels:  
(1) department heads and managers, (2) professional staff and first line supervisors, and (3) 
hourly-based staff. 

Department heads and managers are most likely to be found in the public sector, given the 
specialized types of functions they are leading.  For example, protective service leaders are going 
to be found in police and fire departments.  More often than not, given the unique management 
challenges in a public agency, a finance or human resource director will be recruited from 
another public organization.  In contrast, a city engineer or information technology director 
could be found in an engineering firm.  Accordingly, we have based our analysis on market 
weights for this group at 75% in favor of public sector data and 25% in favor of the private 
sector. 

Recruits to middle level occupations could come from either the public or private sector.  
Jobs at this level would include nurses, accountants, information technology professionals, 
analysts, etc.  Therefore, we have developed our pay plan recommendations based on weighting 
of 50/50 – public sector/private sector. 

The City tends to recruit its hourly-based workforce in the local economy, either with job-
related experience or as new graduates from technical colleges or high school.  These employees 
tend to start with the City in the most basic positions, receive training and experience on the job, 
and are promoted as their skills and the opportunities warrant.  The survey weighting we are 
using for these jobs is 25% for public sector data and 75% for primarily private sector area-based 
wages. 

We benchmarked 46 job classifications representing the array of job classifications employed 
by the City in positions covered by this study.  The benchmarks are representative over 31 
percent of the job classifications and 38 percent of the employee population.  This is a strong 
sample. 

In our analysis, we compared average actual salaries of City employees in benchmark 
positions to the median (average) market estimates developed from our survey analysis.  Overall, 
for the 46 benchmark positions, City pay averages 97.9% of the measured marketplace.  Thus, 
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for all practical purposes, this City’s current pay plan is competitive.  Of course, there are 
adjustments needed in individual positions, and we summarize those below. 

Finally, the third policy question:  How should the pay plan be structured and administered? 

The City’s policy direction was to develop a step-based pay. The pay structure that we 
present here supports this policy direction. 

VII.  A New Uniform Pay Plan 

CDC consistently recommends pay plans balanced for (1) internal equity, as measured by 
objective job evaluation, and (2) competitiveness, as measured by our market data.  We also tailor 
our recommendations to the organizational culture and affordability. 

How do we achieve this balance? A scatter graph of job evaluation scores and market rates 
for the City’s benchmarks are below.  The graph shows that as the internal value of jobs increase, 
measured by job evaluation scores, market pay increases, as well.  As the graph indicates, the 
trend is very clear. 

Each data point on the graph is one of the benchmark positions, representing the job 
evaluation score for that benchmark and the corresponding measured market estimate.  The 
trend line through these data points for the benchmark jobs is called a line of best fit, or 
regression line.  The regression line for the City’s benchmark positions is represented by the 
equation: Y (predicted pay) = {$.0478 times job evaluation points} + $2.4849.  

In this regression equation, $.0478 is the slope of the trend line and means that each single 
job evaluation point is worth $.0478. 7 Therefore, if the score goes up one point, pay rises $.0478.  
The $2.4849 amount is the line’s y-axis intercept, so if the line were extended downward to y-
axis of the graph (measuring market pay rates), it would intersect that axis at $2.4849. 

The r2 = 0.96009 shown below the equation on the graph is the correlation coefficient.  This 
correlation coefficient of 0.96009 is very high and means that the job evaluation scores are 
predicting market pay. One way to interpret the result is that 96% of the variance in pay is 
explained by differences in job evaluation values.  The significance is that we can use these 
relationships to develop a pay plan solution for the City that is strong internally and externally. 

																																																								
7   For purposes of pay plan determination, the slope of .047834 was utilized. The graphing features of Excel use a truncated 

number. 



City of Kenosha:  Classification/Compensation Study Final Report  

April 2, 2015            	19

 

Arguably, we could use this regression equation to develop a unique pay grade for every job 
classification.  We could take every position point score, insert it into the equation, and develop a 
unique pay range.  However, this would be very unmanageable because it would result in 
reclassifications whenever job duties increased or decreased to a small degree. Instead, we utilize 
point intervals for each pay grade.  In this plan, we recommend the following point groupings:  

 Grades B-E 25 points/grade 
 Grades F-R 50 points/grade 
 Grades S-U 100 points/grade 

The higher-level management positions in Grades S to U have broader point ranges that 
reflect broader responsibility and pay ranges.  The middle level grades typically cover managers, 
supervisors, professionals and technical staff.  Grades B through E are mostly non-exempt 
workers as defined by the Fair Labor Standards Act, meaning they must receive overtime pay for 
hours worked in excess of forty per week. 

Next, we created a pay range concept that fulfills the City’s direction to have a managed pay 
structure that is tied to average market estimates. Accordingly, we are recommending pay ranges 
for each grade that have the following features: 

1. Pay grade midpoints would be “Control Points” created from the market equations so 
range Control Points, or midpoints, are linked to the market. 

2. Uniform pay range spreads of 28.6% with the range minimum set at 87.5% of the 
range control point and the range maximum at 112.5% 

3. Five pay steps to the range Control Point equal to 2.5% of each range control point 
that can be earned at annual intervals provided evaluated performance at least meets 
established expectations. 

4. Five pay steps beyond the range Control Point equal to 2.5% of each range control 
point that can be earned in annual intervals, again, provided evaluated performance 
at least meets established expectations. 
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5. All City job classifications covered by this study would be allocated to this structure.  

The following example illustrates how we use the regression analysis to create a pay plan that 
balances internal equity:  

Grade I has a job evaluation point interval of 600 to 649 points.  The middle value of that 
interval is 624.5 points, and substituting that value into the regression equation yields the 
following outcome: 

y (Range Control Point, or C/P) = {624.5 points times $.047834/per point} + $2.4849 = 
$32.36 (allowing for rounding). Further, it is necessary to age our market data forward to keep 
the plan current for 2015, and we used an aging factor of 2.1% for this structure. 8 As a result, 
the control point Grade I becomes $33.04. {$32.36 times 102.1%, allowing for rounding.}  

The pay range of Range I, therefore would be:  $28.91 (87.5% of C/P) to $37.17 (112.5% of 
C/P). 

To create a pay plan, we repeat the formula process for each set of point intervals.  The 
resulting pay matrix is included as Attachment B. 

We frequently are questioned during the course of deliberations of our pay plans as to why an 
employer would pay more than the Control Point (market estimate).  Using the example above, 
our intent in recommending a range of pay of $28.91 to $37.17 for Grade I is to make the City 
competitive across the entire measured market.   If the City were to stop the range at $32.36 – 
the Control Point – then it only would be competitive with the lower half of the market.  Having 
the range reflect the breadth of the measured market will keep the City competitive for some 
time without having to re-measure the market annually. 

We allocated each job classification covered by this pay plan to the appropriate pay grade 
based on the job evaluation score.  This document is called a Grade Order List, and it has been 
provided separately from this report. 

VIII.  Implementation Recommendations 

How do these pay ranges correspond to current City pay practices for the benchmark 
positions? The following is a graph of the market pay line, and the City’s current pay practice 
line.  Overall, the differences between the market and the current rates are negligible.  Of course 
there will be pay discrepancies requiring attention despite the tight relationship between current 
and market pay.  

																																																								
8  The aging factor is aligned with the results of the WorldatWork 2014-2015 Salary Budget Survey, using data for salary structure 

increases in the Central Region. 
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The City administrative staff has recommended that the pay plan go into effect the first 
payroll in July 2015.  Doing so would mitigate the financial impact for 2015, and allow the City 
to more easily allocate the funds moving into full-year implementation in 2016. Our 
implementation recommendations are as follows: 

1. Any employee paid above the Maximum of the new range would have their base pay 
rate frozen until the range is increased to include the rate. 

2. Excepting those that are deemed to be “red circled”, employees shall be placed at the 
step in the proposed compensation plan that is the greater of the following:  

a. Step 3, provided the employee has a minimum of 2 years in their current 
position; OR  

b. The step that provides a minimum of a 1.5% increase from their current rate 
of pay.  

c. If a 1.5% increase would cause an employee to exceed the maximum rate of 
pay for their job, and they would not have been red-circled under the first 
option, they shall be placed at Step 11. 

3. All pay step increases should be based upon annual performance evaluations that at 
least meet defined performance expectations. 

4. The City should annually review the pay structure for adjustment based upon market 
conditions, changes in the cost-of-living, and the City’s ability to pay for any resulting 
changes in base salary costs.  Employees on steps would be eligible for the structure 
adjustment, provided individual performance at least meets expectations. 

5. The Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) establishes criteria for paying overtime to 
employees based on their duties.  Accordingly, we continue our work to recommend 
Exempt and Non-exempt FLSA classifications for all employees covered by this study.   
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In addition, the City should periodically measure the benchmark positions to the established 
marketplace to ensure the pay plan remains current and functioning as intended. A best-practice 
approach would be to reassess the marketplace at least every two to three years, which lessens the 
long-term need for a comprehensive project such as this one. Our recommendation is that the 
City should re-measure the market in 2017 for the 2018 fiscal year. 

Beyond the core recommendation that an employee must meet the expectations of their job 
in order to receive a step increase, we are not recommending a variable pay-for-performance 
system for the City at this time.  In order for that to ever become a possibility, performance 
management has to be a very immediate policy objective.  A meaningful performance 
management system will be a significant cultural change and challenge, and the City has begun 
to lay the groundwork.  Any conversations about variable pay-for-performance should only occur 
when the City has a high degree of comfort administering regular and consistent performance 
evaluations for its employees.  As the City prepares itself for the possibility of this conversation, 
there are substantial commitments required: 

1. Continued accurate measurement of duties and performance using the appropriate 
tools and processes. 

2. Substantial on-going training for supervisors and managers. 

3. Consistent political and financial support from the Council. 

These elements are crucial to a successful performance management system, regardless if pay 
is ever linked to performance. 

We are prepared to answer questions regarding our findings and recommendations.  The 
application of CDC’s Point Factor Job Evaluation System and the survey analysis of market 
conditions for this study are CDC’s intellectual product protected by trade secrets regulations.  
CDC understands the City may wish to learn more about the underlying analysis, and we are 
prepared to make background details available to City officials upon request in a format that 
protects CDC’s intellectual property and trade secrets. 

IX.  Conclusion 

We want to thank the City of Kenosha for the opportunity to conduct this project.  It will be 
very satisfying to see the City adopt a uniform plan. 

We always explain to our clients that our methods of analysis don’t vary.  We know what 
works and how to apply professional technique.  However, the requirements of each client do 
vary, and every engagement provides unique opportunities to create policies that will solve that 
client’s problems and open new avenues to better management.  We approached this 
engagement with this intent.  

We hope the Council will approve the new plan and the supporting policy changes.  We will 
be present for that consideration and welcome the chance to answer any questions that arise. 
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Attachment A.  Comparable Employers 

 
Municipality Management Professional Non-Exempt 

Appleton (City) X 
  

Beloit (City) X 
  

Eau Claire (City) X 
  

Evanston, IL (City) X X 
 

Fond du Lac (City) X 
  

Franklin (City) X X X 

Gateway Technical College X X X 

Green Bay (City) X 
  

Greenfield (City) X X X 

Janesville (City) X X 
 

Kenosha County X X X 

Kenosha Unified School District X X X 

La Crosse (City) X 
  

Lake County, IL X X X 

Madison (City) X 
  

Manitowoc (City) X 
  

Oak Creek (City) X X X 

Oshkosh (City) X 
  

Racine (City) X X X 

Racine County X X X 

Racine Unified School District X X X 

Sheboygan (City) X X X 

UW-Parkside X X X 

Waukegan, IL (City) X X X 

Waukesha (City) X X 
 

Wauwatosa (City) X 
  

West Allis (City) X X 
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Attachment B.  Grade Structure – Step Plan 
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Attachment C.  Appeals Process 
 

CLASSIFICATION AND COMPENSATION STUDY 

APPEAL PROCESS 

 

The following information outlines the process for employee appeals of position allocations 
resulting from the City of Kenosha Classification and Compensation Study: 

 

Basis For Appeal 

If an employee feels dissatisfied with their pay grade classification, the first step is to submit a 
notice of Intent to Appeal to the Human Resources Department by May 1, 2015.  The 
employee will be required to sign a trade secrets non-disclosure form prior to reviewing the 
evaluation levels, agreeing not to disclose or discuss their rating levels with anyone other 
than the Human Resources Department.  The Department will arrange an appointment for 
the employee to review the rating levels for their position and the Job Description 
Questionnaire prepared by the employee for this study.   

Having considered the rating levels and the JDQ, if the employee then concludes that rating 
is incorrect and the Consultant: 1) committed an error in evaluating his/her position, or 2) 
the employee’s job changed significantly since the original Job Description Questionnaire 
(JDQ) response making the original evaluation incorrect, then the employee may supply 
additional information and request a re-evaluation by submitting a formal appeal. 

 

Grade Review Guidelines 

Grade reviews must be focused on the JDQ and the rating levels. If an employee believes 
their job has been incorrectly evaluated, the employee must read through their JDQ and 
determine which areas they feel were evaluated incorrectly and indicate why they feel a 
different level is appropriate.  In presenting this analysis, please remember that the question 
is not whether an employee ever performs a duty at a higher level on any factor; the 
question is whether the duties are typically at the higher level. 

 

Note:  Governing body policy decisions on pay structure, market comparisons, and pay plan 
implementation are not subject to appeal.   

 

How To Appeal 

The appeal form must include a statement for the appeal limited to the two criteria 
previously explained above, which are: 1) The consultant committed an error in classifying 
his/her position, or 2) The employee’s job has changed significantly since the original JDQ 
response.  
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If the appeal involves a claim of additional responsibilities or significant changes to the 
position since the completion of the JDQ, the employee must attach a hard copy of their 
original JDQ, with any changes indicated on the JDQ itself.  Changes can either be shown 
in handwriting, or if the employee uses the electronic form of the JDQ, changes should be 
made very clear using underlining or some other demarcation.  

The Department Head will sign a non-disclosure form and then review the information 
provided by the employee, certify whether it is factual and correct, sign the Department 
Head appeal review portion of the form and provide comments. Department Heads will 
then submit the appeals to Human Resources.  Human Resources will forward the appeal to 
the Consultant for review and a recommendation.   

The Consultant will meet with the Human Resources Department and the employee’s 
Department Head to consider the substance and merits of each appeal.  The Consultant will 
make a recommendation on each appeal indicating if he/she feels the appeal should be 
upheld, or if not, the reason for recommending denial of the appeal. 

 

The final decision on all appeals will be the responsibility of the City Administrator / 
Mayor. 

 

All appeals must be filed in Human Resources by April 17, 2015. 
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RECOMMENDED 2015 GRADE ORDER LIST
Minimum Control Point Maximum

Recomm. 87.5% 90.0% 92.5% 95.0% 97.5% 100.0% 102.5% 105.0% 107.5% 110.0% 112.5%
GRADE JOB TITLE POSSIBLE REVISED TITLE DEPARTMENT Status Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 Step 9 Step 10 Step 11

U City Administrator Administration E $64.58 $66.42 $68.27 $70.11 $71.96 $73.80 $75.65 $77.49 $79.34 $81.18 $83.03

T VACANT GRADE $59.93 $61.64 $63.35 $65.07 $66.78 $68.49 $70.20 $71.91 $73.63 $75.34 $77.05

S VACANT GRADE $55.62 $57.20 $58.79 $60.38 $61.97 $63.56 $65.15 $66.74 $68.33 $69.92 $71.51

R Director Of Public Works Director‐Public Works PW Administration & Engineering E $50.28 $51.71 $53.15 $54.59 $56.02 $57.46 $58.90 $60.33 $61.77 $63.21 $64.64
City Attorney City Attorney E
Director Of Finance Director‐Finance Finance E
Director Of Personnel Director‐Human Resources Human Resources E
Police Chief Police E
Fire Chief Fire E
Dir Of Community Development & Inspectio Director‐Community Dev & Insp Community Development & Inspection E

Q Deputy Director Of Public Works Deputy Director‐Public Works PW Administration & Engineering E $46.00 $47.31 $48.63 $49.94 $51.26 $52.57 $53.88 $55.20 $56.51 $57.83 $59.14

P VACANT GRADE $43.86 $45.12 $46.37 $47.62 $48.88 $50.13 $51.38 $52.64 $53.89 $55.14 $56.40

O Deputy City Attorney City Attorney E $41.73 $42.92 $44.11 $45.31 $46.50 $47.69 $48.88 $50.07 $51.27 $52.46 $53.65
Director Of Information Technology Director‐Information Technology Information Technology E
Director Of Transportation Director‐Transportation Transit E
Airport Director Director‐Airport Municipal Airport E
City Clerk/Treasurer City Clerk‐Treasurer City Clerk‐Treasurer E
City Assessor City Assessor E

N Deputy Director Community Develop & Insp Deputy Director‐Community Dev & Insp Community Development & Inspection E $39.59 $40.73 $41.86 $42.99 $44.12 $45.25 $46.38 $47.51 $48.64 $49.78 $50.91
Deputy Director ‐ Engineering Division Deputy Director‐Engineering Division PW Administration & Engineering E

M Assistant City Attorney II City Attorney E $37.45 $38.52 $39.59 $40.66 $41.73 $42.80 $43.87 $44.94 $46.01 $47.08 $48.15

L Superintendent‐Street Division PW Administration & Engineering E $35.32 $36.32 $37.33 $38.34 $39.35 $40.36 $41.37 $42.38 $43.39 $44.40 $45.41
Superintendent‐Parks Division PW Parks E
Superintendent Of Fleet Maintenance Superintendent‐Fleet Maintenance PW Administration & Engineering E
Superintendent‐Waste Division PW Administration & Engineering E
Deputy Director Of Finance Deputy Director‐Finance Finance E

K Civil Engineer III‐PW PW Administration & Engineering E $33.18 $34.13 $35.08 $36.02 $36.97 $37.92 $38.87 $39.82 $40.76 $41.71 $42.66
Assistant City Attorney I City Attorney E
Deputy City Assessor City Assessor E

J Purchasing Manager Finance E $31.05 $31.93 $32.82 $33.71 $34.59 $35.48 $36.37 $37.25 $38.14 $39.03 $39.92
Supervisor Of Operations‐Airport Operations Supervisor‐Airport Municipal Airport E
Mechanic Supervisor‐Transit Transit E
Mechanic Supervisor‐Fire Fire E
Supervisor Of Operations‐Transit Operations Supervisor‐Transit Transit E

Carlson Dettmann Consulting

4/2/2015

NOTE: The timing and process for movement across the steps has yet to be determined by the City. Page 1 of 3
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RECOMMENDED 2015 GRADE ORDER LIST
Minimum Control Point Maximum

Recomm. 87.5% 90.0% 92.5% 95.0% 97.5% 100.0% 102.5% 105.0% 107.5% 110.0% 112.5%
GRADE JOB TITLE POSSIBLE REVISED TITLE DEPARTMENT Status Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 Step 9 Step 10 Step 11

I Equal Employment Coordinator Human Resource Analyst Human Resources E $28.91 $29.74 $30.56 $31.39 $32.21 $33.04 $33.87 $34.69 $35.52 $36.34 $37.17
Human Resource Analyst Human Resources E
Civil Engineer II‐PW PW Administration & Engineering E
Clerical Supervisor‐Police Police E
Field Supervisor‐Electrical Repair PW Administration & Engineering E
Field Supervisor‐Streets PW Administration & Engineering E
Field Supervisor‐Parks Dept Field Supervisor‐Parks PW Parks E
Planner II Community Development & Inspection E
Community Development Specialist II Community Development Specialist Community Development & Inspection E
Community Development Specialist III Community Development Specialist Community Development & Inspection E
Construction Project Manager PW Administration & Engineering E

H Route Supervisor‐Transit Transit E $26.78 $27.54 $28.31 $29.07 $29.84 $30.60 $31.37 $32.13 $32.90 $33.66 $34.43
Supervisor Of Central Equipment & Stores Supervisor‐Fleet Maintenance PW Fleet Maintenance E
Senior Inspector Community Development & Inspection NE
Accountant‐Finance Finance E
Appraiser II Appraiser City Assessor E
GIS Specialist‐PW PW Administration & Engineering NE
Deputy City Clerk‐Treasurer City Clerk‐Treasurer NE
Field Supervisor‐Waste PW Administration & Engineering E
Engineering Technician V‐PW Engineering Technician IV‐PW PW Administration & Engineering NE
Programmer Analyst Information Technology E
Electrical Repairer PW Streets NE

G Mechanic II‐Fire Mechanic‐Fire Fire NE $24.63 $25.34 $26.04 $26.74 $27.45 $28.15 $28.85 $29.56 $30.26 $30.97 $31.67
Construction & Maint Wkr III Construction & Maint Lead  PW Streets NE
Senior Property Maintenance Insp Community Development & Inspection NE
Inspector II‐Community Development Community Development & Inspection NE
Planner I Community Development & Inspection NE
Community Relations Liaison Administration NE
Mechanic II‐Service Dept Mechanic PW Fleet Maintenance NE
Account Clerk Coordinator Finance NE
Engineering Technician III‐PW PW Administration & Engineering NE
Engineering Technician Iv‐PW Engineering Technician III‐PW PW Administration & Engineering NE
Soil Erosion Inspector PW Administration & Engineering NE

F Administrative Secretary Administrative Assistant PW Administration & Engineering NE $22.50 $23.14 $23.78 $24.42 $25.07 $25.71 $26.35 $27.00 $27.64 $28.28 $28.92
Engineering Technician II‐PW PW Administration & Engineering NE
Planning Technician Community Development & Inspection NE
City Clerk Information Coordinator City Clerk‐Treasurer NE
Legal Secretary (Non‐Rep) Legal Assistant City Attorney NE
Administrative Assistant‐Administration Administrative Assistant Administration NE
Executive Assistant‐Administration Administrative Assistant Administration NE
Civil Engineer I‐PW PW Administration & Engineering NE
Chief Custodian‐Public Works PW Administration & Engineering NE
Equipment Operator‐Waste Equipment Operator PW Waste NE
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City of Kenosha
Grade Order List ‐ Step Plan Exhibit B

RECOMMENDED 2015 GRADE ORDER LIST
Minimum Control Point Maximum

Recomm. 87.5% 90.0% 92.5% 95.0% 97.5% 100.0% 102.5% 105.0% 107.5% 110.0% 112.5%
GRADE JOB TITLE POSSIBLE REVISED TITLE DEPARTMENT Status Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 Step 9 Step 10 Step 11

Equipment Operator‐Park Equipment Operator‐Parks PW Parks NE
Equipment Operator‐Streets Equipment Operator PW Streets NE
Arborist II PW Parks NE
Inspector I‐Community Development Community Development & Inspection NE
Housing Inspector II After 2000 Housing Inspector Community Development & Inspection NE
Housing Inspector II Housing Inspector Community Development & Inspection NE
Skilled Maintenance Repairer I‐Parks Skilled Maintenance Repairer PW Parks NE
Skilled Maintenance Rep II‐Parks Skilled Maintenance Repairer PW Parks NE

E Arborist I PW Parks NE $20.36 $20.94 $21.52 $22.11 $22.69 $23.27 $23.85 $24.43 $25.02 $25.60 $26.18
Court Clerk II‐Municipal Court Court Clerk‐Lead Municipal Court NE
Risk Assistant Human Resource Assistant Human Resources NE
Human Resource Assistant Human Resources NE
Help Desk Technician Information Technology NE
Technology & Media Specialist Information Technology NE
Account Clerk II‐Finance Account Clerk‐Finance Finance NE
Construction & Maintenance Worker I Construction & Maint Worker‐Street PW Streets NE
Construction & Maintenance Worker II Construction & Maint Worker‐Street PW Streets NE

D Clerk Typist II‐Community Dev. & Insp Office Associate II Community Development & Inspection NE $18.23 $18.75 $19.27 $19.79 $20.31 $20.83 $21.35 $21.87 $22.39 $22.91 $23.43
Secretary II‐Community Dev & Insp Office Associate II Community Development & Inspection NE
Secretary III‐Community Dev & Insp Office Associate II Community Development & Inspection NE
Engineering Technician I‐PW PW Administration & Engineering NE
Dispatcher II‐Streets Dispatcher‐Streets PW Streets NE
Assessment Aide II Assessment Aide City Assessor NE
Waste Collector PW Waste NE
Airport Maintenance Tech Municipal Airport NE
Stockroom Clerk PW Fleet Maintenance NE
Clerk Typist III‐Public Works Office Associate II PW Administration & Engineering NE
Clerk Typist II‐(Police Chief Secretary) Office Associate II Police NE
Administrative Secretary Administrative Assistant Transit NE
Clerk Typist II‐Fire Office Associate II Fire NE
Clerk Typist III‐City Clerk Office Associate II City Clerk‐Treasurer NE
Transit Dispatcher Dispatcher‐Transit Transit NE
Clerk Typist I‐(Police Detective Bureau Secrear Office Associate II Police NE
Construction & Maintenance Worker I Construction & Maint Worker‐Street PW Parks NE
Construction & Maintenance Worker II Construction & Maint Worker‐Street PW Parks NE
Court Clerk I‐Municipal Court Court Clerk Municipal Court NE

C Community Service Officer (4‐2) Community Service Officer Police NE $16.88 $17.36 $17.84 $18.33 $18.81 $19.29 $19.77 $20.25 $20.74 $21.22 $21.70
Clerk Typist I‐Public Works Office Associate I PW Administration & Engineering NE
Clerk Typist I‐City Clerk Office Associate I City Clerk‐Treasurer NE

B VACANT GRADE $15.63 $16.07 $16.52 $16.97 $17.41 $17.86 $18.31 $18.75 $19.20 $19.65 $20.09

A VACANT GRADE $14.47 $14.89 $15.30 $15.71 $16.13 $16.54 $16.95 $17.37 $17.78 $18.19 $18.61
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