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EXECUTIYt SUMMARY

The Unified Classification and Compensation Plan (UCCP) describes the job
valuing and compensation system for 1,165 administrative, technical and exe-
cutive employees distributed across 249 jobs (job grades 23 through 43).
The current salary cost for the system is approximately $41,164,000. A

study was made to evaluate the effectiveness of the UCCP in providing job
pay for job worth and the conclusion is that the plan has not suceeded as a
management tool.

The UCCP was somewhat deficient when it was first installed; and the circum-
stances, e.g., high rates.of inflation, under which it has operated have not
been conducive to its maintenance or improvement. Current knowledge and
modern technology commend that the UCCP be replaced at the earliest opportu-
nity by a more up-to-date, relevant program of management compensation which
can be internally and externally equitable, indivAually motivating, easily
administered and readily maintained.

Conceptually, the UCCP may be perceived as consisting of four interdependent
activities. These are,

1, developing and maintaining accurate job descriptions,

2. conducting the factor-point evaluations necessary to make recommen-
dations concerning the job's worth and grade;

3. developing and maintaining a grade-to-compensation schedule whereby
a job's value establishes its rate of compensation, and

4. performing a variety of administrative and maintenance tasks which
insure that the UCCP is timely, accurate, and internally and exter-
nally equitable.

The basic purposes of the UCCP are to establish job values/grades that re-
flect their worth to the District and to establish compensation rates which
mirror job values. The four preceding activities are requisites for achiev-
ing these purposes. Highlights of the rerall evaluation of each of the
four activities are given below.

1. Current job descriptions are often incomplete and do not have a lev-
el of detail sufficient to guarantee accurate evaluation and grad-
ing. Moreover, based on a small sample of interviews, there are
suggestions that the levels of responsibility, authority, etc. con-

tained in some job descriptions are higher than those actually re-
ported by job incumbents. Conversely, there is evidence that some
types of jobs tend to be undervalued by the current system.

2. The factors used to evaluate the jobs and determine their worth are
not appropriate for an educational system, and are ambiguous to an
extent that the accuracy of the evaluations is questionable for
many, perhaps most, jobs.

3. The grade-to-compensation conversion does not maintain a reasonable
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relationship between job grade/value and rate of compensation. As

judged by recommended compensation practice, there are too many
grades, too small a salary differential between grades, and an in-

creasing devaluation of e4ch higher grade with grades 40 and up be-

ing seriously undervaluee/undercompensated.

4. The administrative and maintenance activities are insufficient and

cannot insure that tho UCCP is current, and/or internally or exter-

nally equitable.* Mere are numerous reasons for this conclusion.
The more important Ire,

a. the entirl UCCP system was somewhat flawed at its incep-

tion;

b. high rates of inflation and an increase in the number of
participants made it difficult, perhaps impossible, to de-
velop and maintain a reasonable value-to-compensation rela-
tionship;

c. the number and training of staff responsible for the immedi-
ate administration of UCCP is and has been insufficient; and

d. several of the more important procedural requirements, e.g.,
conducting factor-point evzOuations for all job grade chang-
es and periodic reviews It external experts, have not been

closely followed.

Recommendations

The general recommendation is that the current system be replaced. This in..

volves creating new job descriptions; developing and implementing new job

evaluation factors; restructuring of the value to compensation components,

i.e., creating a new salary schedule; revising the UCCP procedures; and

more closely adhering to the new procedures, once developed. It is antici-

pated that this replacement will cost between $30,000 to $60,000 and it will

require six to nine months to effect. (This is a minimum estimate and as-
sumes that the District will provide approximately 3 man-years of personnel

assistance to help with the change.) Interim recommendations are listed be-

low.

1. Freeze all jobs at the current grades, i.e., :rant no reclassifica-

tions, until the new system is in effect.

2. Keep the number of new jobs to a minimum. And, when such jobs are
created, thiir job descriptions and grades should be provisional and
should be written in a manner that wi;1 not obligcte the district to
maintain the grade or salary beyond the time the new UCCP system is
installed. The current job title, Special Project Manager, may be
useful for this purpose.

Examples of administrative and maintenance activities include biennially

reviewing all classifications, conducting external salary surveys, and
maintaining a computer data base to effectively audit the system.

2
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3. Staff the administration of the UCCP appropriately. This will re-

quire a new position, as in 2 above, with at least a master's degree

in Personnel Management and Compensation (Industrial Psychology) and

two or three years' experience in business and/or industry as Fn of-
ficer for executive compensation, or an officer of one of the larger

and more well-known consulting firms specializing in factor -point

evaluation and compensation systems. This job should be described

and filled as soon as possible to help with the new system, and
should report directly to the Assistant Superintendent, Office of

Personnel.

Two or three lower level positions (one job) should be established

to help in writing and auditing the new job descriptions, in con-

ducting and securing the appropriate job pricing surveys, in insti-

tuting a computerized, function-based job coded system, and in con-

ducting annual studies of the UCCP and other evaluation and compen-
sation system(s) of the District which may require added support.

The new Compensation Officers may be initially assigned the task of

obtaining an estimate of the wage costs of a new compensation sys-

tem. These costs may not be as high as some may expect and may be

controlled by a wide variety of policy and procedure options. Spe-

cifically, jobs that are overpaid may have their responsibilities

expanded to match their salaries; or they may be "red circled" or

frozen until the overall wage scale increases to meet them. Incre-

ments budgeted (but not paid) for red circled positions can be used

to fund adjustments to underpaid positions. Adjustments may be
phased in over a period of time to ease the financial impact of any

major change.

4. Consider establishing an advisory group, perhaps composed of person-

nel officers from selected Dade Partners, to conduct periodic re-

views (no less than every third year) on all of the District's job

evaluation and compensation programs.

5. Develop preliminary rules and procedures for adjusting salaries on

the basis of the new system. It is believed that the value and com-
pensation rates for a number of jobs will change under a new evalua-

tionand compensation system and the effects of these changes should

be anticipated.

6. Reorganize the current Review Committee to make it more diverse and

more representative of the types of work and levels of jobs repre-

sented in the UCCP. The original Jacobs' recommendations might well

be followed here. (See pg. 12 of this report.)

7. Consider an immediate increase in the salary schedule for jobs in

the current UCCP grade range 40 and up. These are the grades that

have been seriously undervalued by the past changes in scheduled

compensation, and most of the affected jobs will be highly valued in



any reasonable factor-point system. Further, since there are com-

paratively few incumbents in these jobs (32 as of 2/1/83) and be-

cause of the need to expand the top of the current salary schedule,

these increases should be given priority over those for other

grades.

8. Any additional changes (to 7 above) in compensation rates for

1983-84 should be across the board, and should be based on a common

percentage increase.

9. The installation of a new UCCP will require external expertise.
While this external support should be secured on a bid basis, great.

care should be taken to insure that the potential contractors are
acknowledged experts in the field of factor-point job valuing and

compensation systems.

Note: Because of the complexity of the subject matter and the detailed

nature of the study, this executive summary should not supplant

the need for careful reading and review of the final report.
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PREFACE

This report focuses on the evaluation of the District's Unified Compensation
and Classification Plan (UCCP), the procedures and methpds by which adminis-
trative (managerial, supervisory, and technical) jobs are valued/graded and
job salary ranges established. As will subsequently be seen, the conclu-
sions from the study indicate that there are substantial inadequacies in
nearly every aspect of the UCCP. In essence, the report indicates that the
UCCP problems are both systemic afid environmental; that is, the UCCP was
somewhat flawed at'its inception and tne Mstorical environment, e.g. high
rates of inflation, in which it has "operatad" has been less than conducive
to either its maintenance or improvement.

Given the essentially negative' conclusions, several issues logically arise
concerning the personnel responsible for administration of the UCCP and
those responsible for the evaluation, i.e., those who are also "covered by
the UCCP.

Regarding DEA staff, the authors of the study were aware of the possibility
of bias from the onset. Whether or not the possibility of bias was well
handled is a judgement each reader must inevitably make for him/herself,
given the report and the following considerations:

I. The UCCP grades for the authors are 31, 33, and 36. Each has
been a UCCP participant, respectively, for less than one-half
year, less than two years, and nine years.

2.. One part of the report, the critique of the eleven Jacobs' factors
used to establish the recommended job grades/values, is based in
large measure on a "contracted" critique by Dr. Richard Henderson,
the author of several leading texts on job evaluation and job com-
pensation. A copy of Dr. Henderson's report is on file in OEA and
will be made available for inspection by any interested reader.

Regarding staff from the Bureau of Personnel Management, the UCCP evaluation
was requested by the current Assistant Superintendent, Office of Personnel
after one full year's experience in dealing with the system. Moreover, the
request was given a "highest priority" rating by personnel from all manage-
ment areas. In a very real sense, the request to initiate the study and its
priority rating were based on a se-9!e of frustration with the current sys-
tem. And, when information was requested regarding the UCCP's history or
current functioning, it was, in so far as possible, provided without hesita-
tion and with candor.

Concerning the specific content of the report, two topics that might be con-
sidered related to the UCCP evaluation are not addressed. The first of
these is Performance Planning and Appraisal, i.e., the evaluation of indivi-
duals. The focus of the study is on the procedures for evaluating and com-
pensating jobs, and these are considerations quite apart from the evaluation
and compensation of individuals holding the jobs.



The second topic is external equity, one of the two equity issues fundamen-

tal to job evaluation and compensation. The general notion of equity focus-

es on the extent to which the jobs are appropriately valued and then compen-

sated according to their worth. External equity addresses the parity be-
tween the value/compensation of jobs covered by the system and those not

covered by the system. In the case of the UCCP, external equity considera-
tions would focus on at least three external groups; other "bargaining*

units within the district, groups similar to UCCP participants in other
large districts, and similar public and private sector jobs within the imme-

diate geographic vicinity. An extension of the current study ilito these
areas was judged impractical given time and cost considerations. Thus, the
principle focus of the study is on internal equity, the extent to which the
UCCP provides a reasonable basis for valuing and compensating one UCCP job

comparatively more or less than another.

In a different vein, notes of appreciation are extended to:

1. Mr. Iry Madnikoff, Personnel Manager of the Omni's J. C. Penny
Store, who described the personnel compensation system for Ais
company;

0

2. Ms. Beth Kleinman, of Florida, Power and Light Compary, who des-
cribed the personnel classification and compensation system used
by F P b L, and who recommended that we 'ontact the Hay Group for
further elaboration on the F P 1-L system;

3. Ms. Cristine Morrison, Chief Persoanel Compensation Officer, City
of Boca Raton, who acquainted us with the Factor Evaluation System
(FES) used by the Federal Government and who described in detail
the importance of an appropriately staffed job evaluation review
committee;

4. Dr. John Mueller and Mr. Robert Statton of the Atlanta Office of

the Hay Group who provided three "uncharged" hours of consulting
time; and who recommended Dr. Richard Henderson as the "expert" on
the comparisons of the various factor point evaluation systems;

5. Dr. Bernard Ingster, a private job evaluation consultant who as-
sisted Dr. Richard Henderson In his critique of the Jacobs fac-
tors; and to,

6. Dr. Richard Henderson who not only provided the "Jacobs critique"
but also spent several hours providing additional 'background for
his findings and offering information and advice well beyond the
limits of his contract.

ii
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BACKGROUND, SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The basic purposes of the UCCP, or any rationally blsed job evaluation and
compensation system, are to establish job values/grades that reflect their
worth to the diStrict and to establish compensation rates which mirror job
values. The conclusion of the current study is that the UCCP, as currrently
designed andladministered, does not and cannot reasonably fulfill its basic
purposes.

The job evaluation and compensation process may be
four interdepebdent activities which are:

1. developing comprehensive job descriptions,
terize the. major duties, responsibilities
each job;

viewed as, consisting of

which accurately charac-
and accountabilities of

2. establishing each job's worth by evaluating its description on the
various compensable factors thought to accurately represent the
district's major considerations for calculating job worth, e.g.,
knowledge and skills required, decision-making authority;

3. establishing a worth-to-compensation conversion such that the com-
pensation level (and range) for each job is a valid reflection of
its worth; and

4. conducting administrative and maintenance activities which insure
the accuracy, objectivity, and equity of the system.

The evaluation of the UCCP focused on each of these components and each was
found to be "problematic". Background information and a summary of th7
evaluation results are given 'Below.

I. The Job Descriptions

The job description is the basic datum of the UCCP system. Only is its des-
cription is accurate can a job be appropriately valued and compensated. To

assess the accuracy of the job descriptions, six jobs were selected and
standard job-description interviews were conducted with two to three incum-
bents in each job.* On the basis of the interviews, more complete descrip-
tions were written for the jobs and wens sent to the interviewees for fur-
ther revision and/or endorsement. The resulting descriptions were then com-
pared with the official descriptions, and each was evaluated on the UCCP
factors and on the Hay Group factors.

A job is a set of duties, responsibilities, etc. sufficiently similar
to be covered by a single job evaluation. A position is an instance of

a job held by one incumbent. The UCCP manual generally.uses the term
"position" where *job" should be used.

1
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The comparisons indicated that the official descriptions for two of the six
jobs conttlned levels of responsibility and authority considerably greater
than those reported by the interviewees. Another official job description
covered diverse activities, some of which were conducted by one specialist
grade incumbent, others by the second specialist. Interview responses indi-
cated that there were probably two jobs rather than one, and subsequent fac-
tor-point evaluations indicated that the two jobs might receive different
UCCP grades. A fourth ,nior executive job presented a different problem.
In this case the official 'ascription did not clearly distinguish between
those portions of the job carrying supervisory responsibility or accounta-
bility and those carrying advisory responsibility. This lack of clarity
makes it difficult to evaluate the worth of the job, and perhaps more impor-
tantly, would make it very difficult to defend one's evaluation of an incum-
'bent's performance on the job, should such be contested.

The l':,%Llts of the factor-point evaluations of the jobs followed the pat-
terns .sated above. Three of the six jobs were line administrators and three
were staff specialists. The three line jobs currently have UCCP grades of
36, 38 and 39. The three staff jobs' have grades of 28, 31 and 32. The fac-
tor-point evaluations indicated that the grades for the three line jobs were
compressed. The three grade difference (36 to 39) would more appropriately
have been a five to seven grade difference, depending on the job description
and the factor evaluation system used. While the order of the grades was
correct, the spacing between the grades was substantially incorrect. In ef-

fect, the current job value and corresponding compensation rates for at
least two of the three executive jobs are inappropriate.

For the staff jobs, the order was not appropriate. The UCCP 32 and 28 jobs
were found to be somewhat similar in value by hoth the UCCP/Jacobs' factor
and the Hay Group factor evaluations. And when the interview-based descrip-
tions were used, the jobs were found to be either equivalent or at most one
grade apart in job value, both at UCCP grade 30 or lower.

The interview-based descriptions were also compared to the official descrip-
tions. The results of this comparison indicate that the official descrip-
tions do not sufficiently describe the content of the six jobs. Moreover,
the inadequacies were such that accurate evaluations of the jobs would be
difficult to conduct.

Overall, the analyses and comparisons indicated that at least three of the
official job descriptions were of questionable accuracy and that all six
were incomplete. To the extent that these findings are characteristic of
other job descriptions, there is reason to question the not only of
many of the job descriptions but also of their current gr es and compensa-
tion rates.

II. The Factor-Point Evaluation System

The second portion of the UCCP system focuses on the factors used to deter-
mine job worth or value. In this portion, the job content from the job des-
cription is analyzed on each of the eleven UCCP job evaluation factors, and

2
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the sum of the value/points from each factor represents the worth of the

job.

The factors used in the UCCP are those recommended by The Jacobs Company and

adopted by the district in 1973. The appropriateness of the factors to edu-

cational activities; their clarity and ease of application; the extent 'o

which the factors produce unbiased evaluation for jobs of differing types,

e.g. , managerial versus technical; and the extent to which the factors re-
represent the "state df the art" were the main evaluation considerations.

To conduct an adequate evaluation of the eleven Jacobs' factors requires not

only an analysis of the eleven factors but also knowledge of other factor-

point evaluation systems. For this reason, the major portions of this part

of the current study were conducted under contract by Dr. Richard Henderson,

a recognized authority on job valuing and compensation systems. Concerning

the appropriateness for evaluating educational jobs, the Jacobs' factors

were judged to be inappropriate for reasons of omission and commission. Re-

garding omission, the eleven Jacobs' factors do not adequately represent

such critical educational dimensions as leadership and program development.

Regarding commission, several activities of questioned educational impor-

tance are represented in the factors "safety of others" and "physical de-

mands*. (A listing of the 'Jacobs' factors is provided in Appendix A.)

Regarding clarity, all the eleven factors are problematic, i.e., "the words

and terms used to describe the factors...are at best, misleading, and ambig-

uous" (Henderson, 1982, P.5).

Regarding the possibility of bias in the factors where some types of jobs

may be favored, the Jacobs' factors were judged to overvalue executive and

administrative jobs while undervaluing administrative-technical and techni-

cal jobs.

Concerning the extent to which UCCP factors represent "the state of the

art", "...the kind [factor-point] of job evaluation system currently used

is...the best Wron available to Dade County Public Schools.... [However]

the concepts presented in the [UCCP] manual relate to ideas and technology

developed and implemented between middle 30's and 50's. The entire process

is much better understood today...." (Henderson, 1982, p. 29).

Finally, "...the ambiguity [in the Jacobs' factors] makes it difficult...

to make the critical inferential leap from the job content information to a

specific degree of a factor. This problem casts a cloud on the evaluation

of any job" (Henderson, 1982, P. .

tli. Job Value and Job Compensation

The third step in the UCCP job valuing and compensation system establishes

the relationship between job value and job compensation. The basic thesis

of this relationship is that there should be a one-to-one relationship be-

tween the value of a job and the rate at which it is compensated. More for-

mally, this relationship is described by a linear equation where the lowest

valued and compensated job(s) establish the intercept, and the ratio of sal-

3
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ary-dollars to factor-points establishes the slope. For example, if the
lowest valued job has a salary of $10,000 and each additional factor-point
value is worth $100, a job valued at ten points more than the $10,000 job
would have a salary of $11,000 ($10,000 plus 10 x $100).

The facts that the factor-point evaluation of the job determines its worth
and this worth translates directly to the compensation rate for the job are
the major reasons the adequacy and accuracy of the factors and job descrip-
tions are so important. If jobs are not evaluated correctly, they cannot
be compehsated correctly. Stated differently, if the jobs are not described
and evaluated correctly, the organization has an insufficient basis for in-
suring the job is worth its compensation rate, and the employee has an in-
sufficient basis for perceiving that he/she is being appropriately compensa-
ted for the work required by the job.

Over and above the linear relationship between value and compensation, stan-
dard personnel practice also, recommends that four secondary principles gov-

ern compensation policy. The four major principles are described below.

First, there should be a range above and below the midpoint salary on which
the linear, value-to-compensation, equation is based. The recommended sala-

ry range is 30 to 40 percent from the low to the high salary points for any

job or grade.

Second, the salary overlap should encompass no more than four grades with

progression through the range as a function of performance and/or experi-
ence. As a current example, the maximum salary for a UCCP 30 should just
overlap the minimum salary for a UCCP 33 but no higher grade.

Third, the promotional increment should be ten to fifteen percent of the
pre-promotional salary. In effect, the increase should be enough to alter
the employee's perception of job worth.

Fourth, the number of grades in the compensation system should be sufficient
to meet the three previous criteria and to provide a clear distinction be-
tween the grades' values/salaries, and the corresponding jobs' duties, re-
sponsibilities and accountabilities.* (References for these criteria come
from Henderson, 1979 and 1981; Hay Group and FES publications; and Rock,
1972.)

The four above requirements are static state criteria. However, the nine

years since the UCCP was adopted have not been static but rather have been
characterized by unusually high rates of inflation and by increases in the
number of UCCP staff.** Since each of these factors increases the dollar

Some systems also use "working conditions" as a compensation considera-
tion.

** In addition, the conversion of elementary and junior high school prin-
cipals from ten to twelve month contracts. in 1976 is not considered in
this report, but did increase the annual UCCP cost by perhaps three
percent over and above summer school.

4
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requirements for the UCCP, they tend to stress the relationship between job
value and compensation, and for this reason are included in this portion of

the evaluation. (The Federal GS salary schedule, Appendix B, illustrates
several of the above criteria.)

Consider first the effects of inflation. From 1973-74 through December,
1982, the Consumer Price Index, the standard measure of inflation rates, has
increased by 110 percent. Stated differently, the 1973 dollar is now worth

about 47.54.

The UCCP and most other compensation systems use grade and experience (per-
formance and/or working conditions are also used in some systems) to set
salary schedules. To stay on a par with inflation, both the basic salaries
and t'- experience increments would have to increase comparably with the
rate of inflation. For example, consider a basic salary of $25,000, an ex-
perience increment of 5 percent ($1,250) and an annual inflation rate of 10
percent. To account for inflation and provide the experience increment, the
salary the following year would be $28,875, an increase of 15.5 percent,
i.e., [(100% + 5%) x 1.10] - 100%. In effect, the $1250 experience incre-
ment at zero inflation must be increased to $3,875 in order to adjust for

the effects of 10% inflation on both the base salary and the experience in-

crement. Moreover, continued inflation compounds itself and amplifies the
needed "par" adjustments each successive year.

For the UCCP to have kept up with inflation and also have provided growth/
experience increments across the nine years would have required an increase
of more than 110 percent. A reasonable estimate of the required increase is
130 to 135 percent, assuming an average of four growth increments by employ-

ees and depending on the four yeiams the increments were given.*

In addition to the effects of inflation, the number of UCCP incumbents in-

creased from 1,017 in 1973-74 to 1,165 in 1982-83, an increase of about 15

percent. This increase would also be compounded by the 130 to 135 percent
and would yield an aggregated "needed" increase of 150 to 155 percent. In

effect, to remain on a par with inflation, to provide for four experience
increments and to absorb a staff increase of 15percent, the needed percent-
age increase in the UCCP "budget" from 1973-74 through 1982-83 would have

been from 150 to 155 percent.

From 1973-74 through 1982-83, the revenues for the district increased an es-

* 130-135 percent assumes that the statistically average employee
could or would have received four increments over the nine year period
and that the increments would have increased according to the average
annual inflation rate over the nine year period. If all employees
could have received seveh increments, the "required" increase would
have exceded 155 percent. The statistically average employee, however,
could not have received seven increments due to turnover, new employ-
ees, new positions, etc. during the nine year period.

5



timated 123 percent.* Given this, the UCCP wage bill could not have been
maintained at the needed level (150% to 155%) without increasing its share
of the district's total revenues. While the 123 percent increase was more
than sufficient to keep salaries on a par with inflation (110%), it was not
enough to provide an average of four experience increments (costing 20+
percent) or to accommodate a 15 percent increase in staff.**

From 1973-74 through 1982-83, the aggregate salaries for the UCCP increased
from approximately $19,233,000 to $41,164,000. This increase of 114 percent
while above the inflation rate (110%), was insufficient to accomodate the
additional factors of increased staff, experience increments or promotional
increments. Further, the 114 percent increase is nine percent below the es-
timated increase in revenues (123%); thus the UCCP's share of the district's
revenues decreased over the nine year period, despite the 15% increase in
staff.

These factors, inflation, staff increases, insufficient increases to accom-
modate experience and promotional increases and the comparative decrease in
the share of revenue, all mitigate against adequate maintenance of the UCCP
salaries and salary schedules, and thus have detrimentally affected the re-
lationship between job value and job compensation.

The remainder of this portion of the UCCP evaluation focuses on two broad
issues: how the salary schedules and salaries of UCCP incumbents were af-
fected, and the extent to which four standard practice criteria (pg. 3 and
4) are met in the current UCCP salary schedule. Each of these considera-
tions come to bear on the relationship between job value and job compensa-
tion, or correspondingly, between grade and salary. schedule. These issues
overlap to a considerable extent and for this reason the topical listing
below will mix the general considerations.

1. From 1974-75 through 1982-83, the average salary of the UCCP incum-
bents (not necessarily the same individuals) increased from $21,028
to $35,153, a percentage increase of 67.2.*** During this period,
the inflation increase was 88.9 percent as measured by the CPI.
Thus, the loss in the real dollar value of the UCCP increases in
salary over the eight years is substantial (approximately 22
percent) and would be even greater if the current salaries were
evaluated against both inflation and experience adjustments.

2. From 1974-75 to 1982-83 the average grade of UCCP incumbents in-
creased by eight-tenths, from 33.4 to 34.2. Thus the loss of real
income is even greater for long-term holders of those UCCP jobs
that have not been upgraded.

The estimate is based on the increase in general fund.

** It should be noted that promotional increments have not been considered
in any of the calculations.

*** All data involving the salary schedule date from 1973-74. When the
number of incumbent- is a factor, however, the data date from 1974-75,
since the computer file layout made access to incumbent data in 1973-74
impractical.
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3. Increases in the salary schedule and increases in the salaries

paid incumbents were compared. On the average, increases in the

schedule exceeded the increases for incumbents.

4. Changes in the UCCP salary schedules were examined across the nine

years. The changes evidenced the following characteristics:

a. The minimum salary for the lowest grade (UCCP 23) was in-

creased slightly above the 110 percent inflation rat; the
minimum salaries for the higher grades also increased but at

successively lower rates at each higher grade. The net ef-

fect of this variable rate of increase was that the higher

\ grades were being devalued, both in real dollar terms and as

\\compared to the lower grades.

b. The devaluation of the scheduled salaries was reasonably line-

ar between grades 25 and 39, with each successive grade's mid-

point salary showing an additional one-percent-per-grade re-

duction in purchasing power. At grades 40 and up, however,

the "loss" accelerated more rapidly at approximately an addi-

tional five percent per grade. Grade 42 jobs, for example,

have only three-quarters of the purchasing power they had in

1973-74. While the devaluation of the higher grades' sched-

uled salaries was effected in almost every annual salary

schedule, the primary devaluation occurred in the 1977-78

schedule with a secondary devaluation in the 1981-82 schedule.

As compared to these, other effects were comparatively minor,

c. The effects of "b", on the basic premise of a linear relation-

ship between job value and job compensation was examined in

the 1973-74 and 1982-83 salary schedules. In the earlier

schedule, each factor-point increase in job value produced a

linear salary increment of approximately $118 between both low

grade jobs and higher grade jobs. For 1982-83, however, the

relationship was decidedly curvilinear. Specifically, the

compensation rate of eath point increase in job value between

UCCP grades 24 and 25 is $244; and between grades 41 and 42 it

is $52. In effect, the premise of "job pay for job worth" has

been replaced by "job pay for job rank".

d. Adjustments to the salary schedules and their effects on em-

ployee salaries were examined for consistency. Over the nine

years there was little consistency in the approaches. The

approaches appear as attempts to resolve one problem in one

year and a different problem in the second year, and in the
third year, attempting to resolve problems created by earlier

"resolutions". In one year for example (1976-77), experienced

employees at the maximum salary for their grade were the only

incumbents to receive a full increment. Less experienced in-

cumbents were given an across the board $150 increase, while
entering employees were paid 20 percent more than similar em-

ployees the previous year. In another year (1981-82), adjust-

ments were made that benefited the experienced employee who

had remained in the same job for an extended period. However,
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this adjustment penalized employees with equivalent amounts of
experience but who had earlier received several promotions.
Stated differently, the attempts at adjusting the salary
schedules to deal with pressures caused by inflationary and
staff increases lacked consistency and a long-term rationale.

e. In addition to replacing the linear relationship between job
value and compensation with a (negatively accelerating) curvf
linear relationship (c. above),* other criteria were affected
as follows:

O The recommended ten to fifteen percent increase between '

the job values and the compensation rates for each succes-
sive grade was not achieved in the original Jacobs' sys-
tem; in the original system, the difference did tend to
increase across the grades reaching a maximum of 12 per-
cent between grades 39 and 40. In 1981-82 the grade-to-
grade difference in compensation rate was set at 4.375
percent. Thus, this recommended criteria is not satis-
fied.

O The criteria of a promotional increase of ten to fifteen
percent was, on the average, reasonably well satisfied in
the original system (too high in some cases, too low in
others). The current system, however, produces a 4.375
increase for some "promotions* but not for others. In the
current UCCP procedures, a distinction is made between
"promotion ", i.e., changing jobs (and grades) and "reclas-
sification", i.e., holding a job that has changed in
grade. In the former case, the 4.375 percent is given im-
mediately, in the latter case, it is given only after the
maximum salary for the old grade would have been exceeded.
Thus, not only is the current promotion increment too
small, the distinction regarding "when it is given" is ar-
tificial--having no basis in the standard practice of job
valuing, or in the compensation literature.

The recommended within-grade salary\ range of approximate-
ly 35 percent has been maintained.toughout the UCCP his-
tory.

O The recommendation that the salary overlap should encom-
pass no more than four,grades has never been met. Fur-

ther, it has been even less well met since 1981-82 when
the between-grade differential was set at the same 4.375
percent value as the experience-step differential. The

current overlap encompasses eilht grades. As examples,

The curvilinear relationship resulted from the compression of the sala-
ry range achieved by increasing the salaries for the lower grades much

more than for the higher grades.
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the maximum salary for a UCCP grade 30 Buyer is the same
as the minimum salary for :g Junior High School Principal
(UCCP 37); the maximum salary for an Elementary Principal

(UCCP 36) is the same as the minimum salary for an Associ-
ate Superintendent (UCCP 43). Simply put, the current
grade-to-grade salary differential is insufficient.

The requirement that the number of grades be sufficient to

provide sufficient differentials between corresponding
salaries and duties/responsibilities has never been met by

the UCCP. Since its inception there have been too many

UCCP grades, here has been too little difference
between the job

i.e.,
alues (and salaries) of adjacent grades.

And, with the compression in the salary range over the

nine years, the problem has been amplified. The magnitude

of this problem is best illustrated with the salary over-

lap figures earlier noted, i.e., a Junior High Principal

with maximum experience making the same salary as a begin-

ning Associate Superintendent. Standard practice recom-

mends a ten to fifteen percent difference between the av-

erage job values and salaries of adjacent grades. The

current salary differential of 4.375 percent, which does

not adequately reflect job value, is too small.

The lack of a sufficient difference between the factor-

point values of adjacent grades is also problematic be-

cause it does not provide a clear distinction between the

values of jobs in the various grades. In effect, the in-

cumbent (and personnel-function administrators) may not be

able to perceive such small differences and may be able to

develop an arguable case that his/her job is not a UCCP xx

but is really one or two 'grades higher.' This impercepti-

blity may be one of the reasons that approximately one-
third of the UCCP jobs (not positions) have been upgraded
over the last two years.

Regarding the overall job-value-to-compensation system, the number of UCCP

grades is too large and should be reduced. The current 4.375 percent salary
difference between adjacent grades is too small and should be increased.

The overall salary range (from UCCP 23 through UCCP 43) has been compressed

and should be increased, especially at the highest grades. And most impor-

tantly, a linear relationship between job value and job compensation should

be reestablished.

IV. Administration and Maintenance of the UCCP

Appropriate admionistration and maintenance of the system is the fourth and

final sequential requirement. If the UCCP were optimal in each of the three

preceeding elements, its end results could be seriously flawed by insuffi-

cient administration and maintenance.

While a listing of optimum conditions for appropriate administration and

maintenance would be quite long, there are at least five conditions which
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should be met by the factor-point compensation system of a public sector or-

ganization. These are:

1. an adequate number of sufficiently trained staff--for the purpose

of training others to write job descriptions, reviewing job des-

criptions, objectively grading the jobs on the various factors,

conducting periodic job audits, conducting periodic market surveys

to insure reasonable job pricing, etc.;

2. dissemination and training activities so that those responsible

for and those affected by the system understand its purpose, com-

position, and application and thus have a vested interest in its

maintenance;

3. a review committee, of sufficiently diverse composition to repre-

sent the major job families (e.g., principals, auditors) and of

either mid or varied grade levels so that the various grades and

types of employees feel represented in the review and recommenda-

tion processes;

4. a logical, exhaustive and consistent set of procedures for defin-

ing and specifying the administrative authority for the system;

5. a committment from top management and policy makers to insure ne
continued integrity, equity and objectivity of the system.*

While these five requirements are conceptually distinct, in practice they

are threads of a common cloth. And, for this reason there will be some

overlap in the following sections which assess the UCCP on each require-

ment.

1, The Number and Training of Staff

Currently, there are two positions charged with responsibility for di-

rect administration of the UCCP. These positions are the Assistant Su-
perintendent, Office of Personnel, and the Wage and Salary Administra-

tor. Each of these positions has other numerous and diverse responsi-

bilities, and each incumbent reports spending less than 20 percent of

his time dealing directly with the administration of the UCCP. In ef-

fect, the grade and compensation system for 1100+ individuals, occupying

almost 250 different jobs, and "costing" approximately $41,164,000, is

administered by the equivalent of less than one-half a full time profes-

sional position.

Regarding training, a similar situation exists. Neither of the job des-

criptions of the two above noted incumbents require advanced degrees/

These five requirements are not listed in any single document but are

based on interviews with private and public-sector personnel officers,

university professors, textbooks, and literature produced by personnel

management firms.
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training in the management of compensation systems and neither of the in-
cumbents have such training. Rather, both have advalced degrees (and ex-
perience) in administration and/or supervision.

2. Dissemination and Training

The factor-point evaluation system should be not only adequate and equi-
table but also understandable. Being "understandable" is a characteris-
tic of the system (albeit one on which the "Jacobs* is somewhat lacking);
dissemination and training are activities that maximize the likelihood
that incumbents and the policymakers will understand the system and as a
consequence perceive its objectivity and equity.

Currently, the primary dissemination of information on the UCCP occurs in
the annually issued document, Unified Compensation and Classification
Plan for Exempt Personnel: 1982-83. The number of copies of the document
is sufficient for the number of personnel covered by the UCCP. The con-
tent covers such topics as policies and procedures, job description com-
ponents, classification appeal procedures, etc. However, the only refer-
ences to the factor-point system state essentially that a factor point
system is used in recommending pay grades for various "positions".* The
eleven Jacobs' factors are neither listed nor described; no rationale is
provided for the use of a factor-point system, the need for accurate job
descriptions, etc.

No formal attempt is made to describe the "system" to new employees, no
inservice activities are undertaken to explain the procedures to new man-
agers, e.g., supervisors, directors. In effect, the dissemination of the
system is inadequate.

3. The Review Committee

In most, if not all, personnel "grading" functions, a review committee
external to the Personnel Department is used. The purposes served by
such committees are several but the principal ones include:

providing an independent review of the decisions made by the Person-
nel Department, and

o serving as a two-way communication link between top management and
the rank and file of the various job groups covered by the compensa-
tion system, the purpose being not only to provide representation of
and to the various job groups and levels but also to pi-ovide the
perception of this representation.

* By contrast, FP I I. has a six page brochure describing the essentials of
their factor-point grading system and general methods of compensation.
Their personnel staff holds two open inservice sessions annually and at-
tempts are made to provide new managers with an understanding of the ba-
sics of the system.

11



The review committee recommended by The Jacobs Company consisted of three
pairs of individUals, one member of each pair from an "instructional" and
the other from non-instructional occupation. The three pairs were to come
from three different grade ranges: UCCP 37 and above, UCCP 32.5 to 36.5,
and UCCP 32 and below. One additional member acting as secretary and tech-
nical advisor to the committee, who was able to vote only in case of a tie,
was to represent the Division of Personnel (Jacobs, pg. 29).

The current Review Committee consists of the three associate superintendents
(Personnel, Business and Education). Given the composition, grade levels,
and responsibilities of the current committee, it is doubtful that its mem-
bers can serve either of the two basic functions well, no matter how well
intended they may be.

First of all, each member has a very demanding job so the amount of time
that can be devoted to the review process is probably less than optimal.
Secondly, their numbers are too few to be able to represent the diverse job
groups covered by the UCCP. Thirdly, each reports directly to the Superin-
tendent and one is the chief personnel officer, so their independence from
both the personnel function and top management can be perceived as difficult
to maintain. And finally, their UCCP grades are too high to be perceived as
reasonably representative of various grade-levels covered by the UCCP.

4. The Authority and Procedures for Administering the System

The authority to establish jobs and rates of compensation rests, by law,
with the Board which acts on recommendations made by the Superintendent.
By policy, the recommendations for new jobs and grades are made to the Su-
perintendent by the Assistant Superantendent, Office of Personnel.* Also
by policy, recommendations for reclassification, i.e., changing the grade of
an existing job, are made to the Superintendent by the Review Committee
(UCCP, 1982-83). These reclassification recommendations are made after the
Assistant Superintendent, Office of Personnel, has submitted his/her recom-
mendation to the Committee. In the case of both new and old positions, the
Assistant Superintendent's recommendations are to be based on the factor-
point evaluation results (UCCP,. pg. 2).

In both cases the recommendations to the Superintendent are advisory. The
Superintendent's recommendations to the Board may be made on factors over
and above the recommendations from the Assistant Superintendent or the Re-
view Committee. Procedures for appealing the reclassification recommenda-
tions directly to the Superintendent also exist.

In addition to the above, other UCCP procedural elements include the follow-
ing:

a. no position shall be filled until it has been classified (factor
point evaluated) by the Assistant Superintendent, Office of Per-
sonnel (pg. 1, 4);

* In the UCCP manual, this position is also referred to as "the Assistant
Superintendent for Personnel".
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b. all classifications shall be reviewed biennially (pg. 2);

c. periodic studies shall be conducted to insure that the UCCP is
current and uniform (pg. 2);

d. an established position may be reclassified as a result of a

change in duties and responsibilities; (however) reclassifications
do not apply to situations involving the assignment of new duties
and responsibilities that in effect create new positions, (pg. 4,
5);

e. job-codes--the official number--shall be used to identify each
job (pg. 3);

f. no position shall be reclassified within six months...or more than
once within a twelve month period (pg. 5); and

recommendations for maintaining a competitive compensation plan
shall be made, and actions in respect to all other salary plans
must take this into account (pg. 10).

Consider first the administrative authority for the UCCP. The Assistant Su-
perintendent, Office of Personnel, is responsible for the administration of
the U.C.C.P. and for making certain recommendations to the Superintendent.
The Assistant Superintendent also reports directly to the Associate Superin-
tendent, Bureau of Personnel Management, who is a member of the Review Com-
mittee. The possibility of an authority problem occurs should the Assistant
Superintendent's recommendation differ from that of the Associate Superin-
tendent. Second, grade recommendations for new jobs are given to the Super-
intendent by the Assistant Superintendent but those for reclassification
come from the Review Committee. In effect, for reclassifications, the Re-
view Committee assumes the personnel department's function, rather than op-
erating in an advisory capacity as it should and was intended in the origi-
nal Jacob's recommendations (Zacobs, pg. 29). Third, from time to time the
grades for various jobs and the grade-to-compensation conversions have been
subject to negotiation with the Administrator's Association, outside of the
approved procedures for requesting reclassification. While the Superinten-
dent and Board clearly have the authority to engage in such negotiations, it
is unclear as to whether such negotiations can occur without suspending the
UCCP procedures. In any case, such negotiations'weaken the authority of the
office responsible for the administration of the UCCP and may well produce
different results than would be obtained from the factor point evaluations.
A fourth problem occurs during the periods of reorganization. During these
periods, numerous 'changes in duties and responsibilities may occur, espe-
cially at the higher grades. And when the number of changes are large, they
may exceed the personnel functions' capacity to follow adopted procedures,
i.e., develop new job descriptions, and determine the recommended job gra'
by the application of factor-point evaluation procedures. In such case.,
job worth is determined on other bases, and both the control over the system

g.

* All citations are from the 1982-83 UCCP manual.
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and the parity/ equity within the system are weakene6.

Consider next the procedural elements of the UCCP (a-g previously listed):

a. No position shall be filled until it has been classified. Both classification
and reclassification recommendations for job grades are to be based on the factor-
point evaluation of the job. Thus, it would be reasonable to assume that such
evaluations are available for each of the UCCP jobs, even if the current grades
are different from those resulting from the factor-point evaluations. However,
according to the Assistant Superintendent, Office of Personnel, only 26 jobs have
such evaluations in current form, and the majority of these are the result of recent
requests for reclassification. In effect, only ten percent of the UCCP jobs have
current and immediately accessible factor-point evaluations.* (Appendix C is an
analysis of the data generated by the reclassification of these 26 jobs.)

In addition, the information from a variety of sources reveal that a number of
jobs on the UCCP may not be accurately valued. Four such sources warrant note.
First, both the current and past Assistant Superintendents, Office of Personnel,
have indicated that grades of many, perhaps most, positions are one to two grades
higher than the grades suggested by the, factor-point evaluations, and that the
evaluations are rarely used to downgrade Jobs. Second, the job analysis and revised
factor-point evaluations for at least two of the six positions discussed in the
section on job descriptions (pg. 2) are lower than the current grades would
indicate. Third, a computer analysis of all UCCP positions in June of 1915 and
December of 1982 indicate that the average grade for the later year is 0.8 units
higher (33.4 to 34.2).** Fourth, by-year analysis of the 12 "example" jobs used by
The Jacobs Company to train the initial review committee also shows an average
increase in grade.*** (The history for these twelve positions is provided in

Appendix O.)

b. All classifications shall be reviewed bienially. According to both current and past
assistant Superintendents, Office of Personnel, these biennial reviews have never
occurred, principally because, with limited staff, other responsibilities took pre-
cedence.

* *

Historical records of the evaluations for all positions prior to 1980 did exist,
but were stored in warehouses and were not immediately accessible. The above
records were examined in November, 1982.

Approximately 30 percent of the jobs were upgraded in 1982-83. Some upgrades were
substantial, four to six grades. The number of positions affected was not calcula-
ted but would be less than 30 percent since the "reaiignment" did not include school
administrators, most of whom had been upgraded in 1981-82.

***Consideration was given to computerized tracking of all UCCP jobs to determine which
jobs or job types had changed the most and the least over the seven year period.
Such tracking would have to be conducted on the basis of job codes, the four digit
number characterizing each job. The codes, however, have changed in a non-systema-
tic manner over time, and for this reason the task was judged to be impractical.
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c. Periodic studies shall be conducted to insure that the UCCP is current and uni-

form.* Only one study has been attempted since Jacobs/UCCP was adopted in T14 73.

TRT-Study was conducted in 1980 by the local office of Peat, Marwick and Mitch-

ell.** No action was taken on the firm's recommendation to the effect that the

UCCP needed substantial improvement.

d. An established osition be reclassified as a result of change in duties and

respons les; owever, rec ass ca cis do not apply to situations involv-

ing new duties and responsibilities that In effect create a new position. There

are many problems related to this requirement. However, the basic one has to do

with the conceptual basis of the distinction. Conceptually, neither the UCCP

nor any other job valuing system distinguishes between a reclassified job and a

new job. Simply put, jobs are valued on the basis of worth; old or new is imma-

terial."*

e. Job codes shall be used to identify each job. As the procedures stipulate, job

codes exist for each authorized Al,. However, the codes have changed several

times over the years, and most of the changes were asystemic. For this reason,

it is not possible to trace, other than through manual procedures, the histories.

of jobs. More importantly, the job codes are unique identification numbers ra-

ther than functional numbers such as used in the Dictionary of Occupational Ti-

tles. The advantage of functional numbers is that they are useful for purposes

of data extraction. Suppose, for example, that certain digits indicated the

primary function of the job (e.g., instruction, finance); other digits indicated

the secondary function; still other digits the level of supervision exercised

by the job, and so on. Given such codes, one could determine, for example, the

distribution of personnel across any primary function, the salary costs by func-

tion, etc. Moreover, changes along these dimensions could be investigated

across varying points in time.

In a related sense, job code information could be included in the job code

file, especially factor point results for each separate job. Such information

would be exceedingly useful in reviewing requests for reclassification. If, for

example, an incumbent in a job requested a reclassification, it would be useful

be useful to know about the factor point profiles of other jobs requiring simi-

lar levels of training and experience.. Indeed, current UCCP policy requires a

factor-by-factor comparison between the job under scrutiny and its job class.

In summary, job codes identifying each job do exist, but by virtue of their

"identification-only" design, they do not support any other information need of

Under the UCCP Manual's section for "Technical Personnel" (a distinction which

will be discoqpinued), it also states that salary surveys and studies of all pay

grade assignments will be made at least every three years (UCCP, pg. 10).

PM A M is a management consulting firm, apparently not well known in job compen-

sation and evaluation.

One might respond that a change in job codes is the differentiation. But such a

response "begs the question" as rules defining the point at which a job's code

can be changed are not stipulated in current procedures; and if they were, they

still face the problem noted under "a".
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the district and the personnel function.*

f. No position shalt be reclassified within six montha...or more than once in a
twelve month period. At the beginning of the 1982-83 fiscal year, approxf.
mately thirty percent of the 249 UCCP jobs were upgraded.** Based on memoran-
da submitted to the Superintendent by the Bureau of Personnel Management, the
upgrades were accomplished in one or more of four Board items. The dates for
the four memoranda were May 27, 1982; June 11, 1982; June 16, 1982; and July
6, 1982. The memoranda were initially reviewed in order to determine the num-
ber and types of job classification changes made for the new fiscal year. The
purpose of this review was subsequently changed when it was found that various
memoranda (and the resulting Board action) were not consistent. Specifically,
some jobs were listed as reclassification upgrades when they were not; other
jobs were at one time listed as new jobs-and at other times listed as reclas-
sified jobs.*** In effect, it became impossible to get an exact count of the
number and types of job changes, a condition caused in part by a lack of so-
phisticated, computer - based, data -management procedures.

Given these problems, the job codes for several "positions" were manually
tracked across the four memoranda. Two were found to have been changed twice
within a six months interval. The first of these, job code 0225, was upgraded
from a UCCP 34 to a UCCP 36 by Board action on June 9, 1982 and was upgraded
again on July 7, from UCCP 36 to UCCP 37. The second job, code 0222, was up-
graded from a UCCP 37 to a UCCP 38 on June 9, 1982 and was later (prior to mid
December, 1982) upgraded again to a UCCP 39.

As earlier noted, current UCCP procedures prohibit more than one reclassifica-
tion of a job within a twelve month period. It may be that these latter up-
grades were intended as promotions to new jobs rather than reclassifications
of old jobs. In this case, however, the job codes should have changel. The

* The current ji, code is a four digit number. If functional job codes were
used the number of digits would hay,: to be expanded to six or perhaps eight
digits.

** According to the Assistant Superintendent, Office of Personnel, the majority
of these changes occurred at Board direction through a process termed "rea-
lignment". However, this process has no basis in job valuing literature; and
it is unclear whether it can be accomplished without the suspension of these
UCCP procedures which require that grade recommendations be based on factor-
point evaluations.

***The major problem here lies in the disagreement between earlier memoranda (and
Board actions) and the one of July 6, 1982. As an example vf the disagree-
ments, the Supervisor I, Office of Educational Accountability, was listed as a
new job on June 11, 1982 and as a reclassified job on July 6, 1982. The Eval-
uation Specialist II job was listed on July 6, 1982 as a reclassification from
UCCP grade 31 to UCCP grade 33. However, this job has been a UCCP 33 since
1974-75. While several jobs from ()the,' responsibility areas were similarly
affected, the OEA positions are used as examples % because their histories are
known and do not require a substantial search of historical records.
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old code should have been removed from the listing of Authorized Positions and
a new job code should have been added. And, in both cases, Board action would

be logically preferred, if not required. Moreover, these changes in job codes

would seem to be mandatory, given: (a) the current distinction between reclas-
sification and promotion, (b) the need to have an accurate and exhaustive list
of authorized positions--filled and unfilled--and (c) the need to monitor both

the type and quantity of job changes.

g. The Maintainence of a Competitive Salary Plan is a necessary step in insuring

the external equity of the UCCP.* There are several sources of information
which may be use to monitor external equity. These are market or job pricing
surveys conducted by the district; similar surveys conducted by other organi-
zations, such as, Computerworid for data processing; area wage surveys by the
U.S. Department of Labor; research agency reports, such as, the Educational
Research Service reports en teacher, principals, salaries, etc.; and reports
produced for the users of specific factor-point evaluation systems-- both the
Hay Group and the Factor Evaluation Systems produce annual factor point salary
survey results.

Currently, with the exception of the Educational Research Service Reports, the
staff responsible for administration of the UCCP do .not avail themselves of
these sources of information. Thus, the information necessary to monitor
external equity is insufficient. And, given the relative lack of appropriate
information, it is doubtful that a truly competitive and externally equitable
salary plan can be maintained.

The commitment from to management and colic makers to insure that the inte r

y, equi y an ec y Or the p s reasona y ma ne

In a general sense this commitment has been the subject of previous portions of

this report. As has been seen, the level of support has not been sufficient to
adequately maintain the system; and as a consequence, the current UCCP is in a
state of disrepair.

As noted in the Preface, this evaluation makes no attempt to determine whether
the UCCP is externally equitable. The above discussion focuses on information-
al requirements to monitor external equity, not on external equity per se.
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APPENDIX A

JACOBS' FACTORS

Factor Number

1. Education - kind and mimimum amount required

2. Previous Experience - kind and minimum amount
required

3. Supervision Exercised - number and complexity
of positions supervised

4. Policy and Methods - explanation, enforcement,
interpretation, participation
in development

5. Assets - materials and supplies, facilities and
equipment, money

6. Personal Contacts -

7. Records and Reports

8. Safety of Others -

with officials of other units,
civic organizations, parents,
general public

- volume, complexity, impor-
tance, confidentiality

kind and extent of care which
must be exercised, probability,
and severity of accidents or
illness which may result from
lack of care and attention

Maximum Relative
Points Value

9. Problem Solving - variety and complexity of tasks,
importance of decisions made,
frequenCy and difficulty of prob-
lems; extent of planning, initia-
tive, innovation and creativity
required

10. Mental Demands - attention, concentration and other
pressure? resulting in mental fa-
tigue

11. Physical Demands - severity of exertion required,
frequency and duration of physical
effort, amount of dexterity re-
quired

TOTALS

20

22 (0914)

34 (14%)

16 (07%)

32 (14%)

32 (14%)

21 (09%)

21 (09%)

06 (02%)

37 (16%)

11 (05%)

05 (02%)

235 (1001)
NIMWOMMOI



APPENDIX B

Comparison of
Salaries in Private Industry
with Salaries of Federal
Employees under the General
Schedule*

. .

The survey was designed to provide a basis for cam.
paring salaries under the Genus Schacht% classification and

pay system with =lades in private enterprise. To amuse
contains of pay data for work kris equivalent to the
General Schedule cede leveb, the Moe of Personnel
Manassnent (orst), in cooperation with the Bureau of

BEST M77 r", IDLE

Labor Statistics, prepared the occupational work lewd
definitions used, In the savvy. Definitions were waded by
oat according to standards established ibr each ipde

Tabu D4 shows the surveyed Jobs grouped by work
levels equivalent to General Schedule grade levels.
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APPENDIX C

AN ANALYSIS OF THE FACTOR-POINT JOB EVALUATIONS ON FILE IN THE OFFICE OF PERSONNEL

Only twenty-six jobs on the UCCP had factor-point evaluations on file in the Office

of Personnel. Despite this limited number, it was thought that useful indices of the

states of the UCCP might be developed from this sample. Specifically, the existing

(pre-evaluation) grade at the time of the reclassification request, the new grade re-

quested by the incumbent, the recommended grade based on the factor-point evaluation,

and the actual grade finally *given" were of interest. Of the 26 positions, 14 had

all four elements of information.* A by-grade listing of the 14 follows. Each list-

ing represents a different job even though some pre-evaluation grades are the same.

No.

Pre-evaluation
UCCP Grade

Requested
UCCP Grade

Factor-Point
Recommendation

Final

UCCP Grade

1 ?4 33 30 30

2 27 31 29 29

3 27 31 30 30

4 29 34 31 31

5 29 33 32 32

6 32 34.5 34 34

7 33 36 31 34

8 33 36 31 33

9 34 36 32 34

10 34 36 33 34

11 35 36 33 36

12 35 36 33 35

13 35 37 34 35

14 38 40 38 38

Average 31.6 35.0 32.4 33.2

The averages and related data indicate the following:

The pre-evaluation grades of the various jobs represent reasonably well

the UCCP range (24 to 38).

The average increase requested is 3.4 grades, a slightly larger differ-

ence. than exists between the principal and the assistant principal at

each school level. Thus, on the average, the holders of these jobs felt

that they were substantially undervalued.

The factor-point results were considerably more conservative than the re-
quests, representing an average increase of slightly less than one grade

(0.8).

' The final grade decisions were, on the average, somewhat higher (0.8)

than those recommended by the factor-point evaluation, but still nearly

two grades lower than those requested.

At pay grades 32 and below, the final grade and factor-point recommenda-

tions were identical. At 33 and above the differences were significant.

Some of the 26 positions were new and had no existing grade; other requests had

not been formally "acteeupon" and so on. The 14 positions, however, do not dif-

fer to an appreciable extent from the 26.
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APPENDIX C (continued) 2.

In this latter case six of the eight factor-point results were lower than
the final grade and two were the same.

In the seven cases (UCCP 33 and above) where the factor point results
were lower than the pre-evaluation grades, no downward adjustments were
made in the final grade.

These 14 (or 26) jobs are, of course, an "available" sample and have all the prob-
lem associated with such samples. The results above are, however, reasonably con-
sistent with other sources of information.

24
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JACOB'S MOON( JOBS

Associate Superintendent

Arse Superiatendent

Ares Director I

Ares Director 11

Senior High Principal 1

Senior High Principal II

Elementary Principal 1

Elementary Principal 11

Elementary Principal III

Senior High Assistant Principal

n)
to A/V Consultant

Budget Analyst 1

Budget Analyst II

Budget Analyst III

S
Buyer

instructional Recruiter

intormstIon Specialist 1

IntormatIon Specialist 11

Information Specialist III

Duplicating Service Supervisor

J

P A YEAR
Gr

R 0

8 73-74 74-75 7546 76-77 77-78* 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83

Change from
73-74 to 82-83-..

41 42 42 42 42 42 42 CON- 42 43 43 +1.0

TRACT

41 41 41 41 41 41 41 CON- 41 41 41 0

TRACT

37 37 37 37 39 39 39 39 39 +2.0

38 se 38 38 38 38 39 39 39 39 39 +1.0

37 37 37 37 37 37.5 37.5 37.5 38 38 +1.0

37.5 37.5 37.5 37.3 37.5 37.5 37.5 38 38 40.5

34.5 54.5 34.5 34.5 35.5 33.5 35.5 36 -36 +1.5

35 35 35 35 35 35.5 35.5 ,355 36 36 +1.0

35.5 35.5 55.5 35.5 - 35.5 35.5 30.5 36 36 40.5

33 33.5 33.4 33.5 33.5 33.5 33.5 35.5 35 35 +1.5

35 35 35 35 33 **XX XXXX XXXX XXXX /000( **XX

25 23 25 25 32 32 32 32 32 +7.0

28 28 28 28 28 32 32 32 32 32 +4.0

30 30 30 30 30 30 32 32 32 32 32 +2.0

28 28 28 28 28 30 30 30 30 30 +2.0

31 31 31 31 31 **XX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX **XX

25 25 25 25 31 31 31 31 31 +6.0

28 28 28 28 28 31 31 31 31 31 +3.0

31 31 31 31 -.I 31 31 31 31 31 0

27 27 27 27 27 31 31 34 34 34 +7.0

, - .. , 6-

'Pay grades In the 1977-78 U.C.C.P, manual were Incomplete. Several job consolidations that became effective in 1978-79 are noted by the

breasts.

**Job liminatd
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APPENDIX E

1982-83 SALARY SCHEDULE, X-7

FOR ADMINISTRATORS AND SUPERVISORS

PAY
GRADE

MIN.
STEP 1 STEP 2 STEP 3 STEP 4 STEP 5 STEP 6 STEP 7

MAX.
STEP

23 $18,184 18,980 19,811 20,677 21,582 22,527 23,511 24,541

24 18,980 19,811 20,677 21,582 22,527 23,511 24,541 25,614

25 19,811 20,677 21,582 22,527 23,511 24,541 25,614 26,735

26 20,677 21,582 22,527 23,511 24,541 4 26,735 27,905

27 21,582 2!,527 23,511 24,541 25,61 735 27,905 29,125

28 22,527 23,511 24,541 25,614 26,7 27,905 29,125 30,400

29 23,511 24,541 25,614 26,735 27 29,125 30,400 31,730

30 24,541 25,614 26,735' 27,905 29,125 30,400 31,730 33,118

31 25,614 26,735 27,905 29,125 30,400 31,730 33,118 34,567

32 26,735 27,905 29,125 30,400 31,730, 33,118 34,567 36,110

33 27,905 29,125 30 31,730 33,118. 34,567 36,110 37,657

33* 24,992 26,086 28,41 29,662 30,960 32,314 33,728

34 29,125 30,400

.27

31,730 33,118 34,567 36,110 37,657 39,405

34* 26,086 27,227 28,418 29,662 30,960 32,314 33,728 35,202

35 30,400 31,730 33,118 34,567 36,110 37,657 39,305 41,025

35* 27,227 28,418 29,662 30,960 32,314 33,728 35,202 36,743

36 31,730 33,118 34,567 36,110 37,657 39,305 41,025 42,820

37 33,118 34,567 36,110 37,657 39,305 41,025 42,820 44,693

38 34,567 36,110 37,657 39,305 41,025 42,820 44,693 46,648

39 36,110 37,657 39,305 41,025 42,820 44,693 46,648 48,689

40 37,657 39,305 41,025 42,820 44,693 46,648 48,689 50,820

41 39,305 41,025 42,820 44,693 46,648 48,689 50,820 53,043

42 41,025 42,820 44,693 46,648 48,689 -50,E20 53,043 55,364

43 42,820 44,693 46,648 48,689 50,820 53,043 55,364 57,786

*10-Month

Effective: July 1, 1982
26
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The School Board of Dade County. Florida adheres to a policy of
nondiscrimination in educetional prograrnsfactivities" and employment
and strives affirmatively to provide equal opportunity for ell as required
by:

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 - prohibits discrimination
on the basis of race, color, relation, or national origin.

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1984. es amended - prohibits
discrimination in employment on the basis of race, color, religion.
sex, or national origin.

Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 - prohibits
discrimination on the basis of sex.

Age Discrimination Act of 1967, n amended - prohibits
discrimination on the basis of age between 40 and 70.

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 - prohibits
discrimination against the handicapped.

Veteran, are provided reemployment rights in accordance with P.L.
93-506 (Federal) and Florida State Law, Chapter 77422, which also
stipulates categorical preferences for employment


