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ACTION PLAN AND BUDGET COMMITTEE MEETING 
 
R-24-145 
December 10, 2024 

AGENDA ITEM 2 
AGENDA ITEM   
 
Additional Information and Analysis for, and Recommended Amendments to, the Compensation 
Philosophy  
 
GENERAL MANAGER’S RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
1. Receive additional information and analysis relevant to and about Board Policy 2.03 

Employee Compensation Guiding Principles, also referred to as the “compensation 
philosophy.”  
 

2. Review and affirm, with any changes requested by the Action Plan and Budget Committee, 
that the recommended amendments to Board Policy 2.03 Employee Compensation Guiding 
Principles are ready to be forwarded to the full Board of Directors for consideration. 

 
SUMMARY 
 
This report presents additional information and analysis pertaining to potential updates to the 
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District’s (District) compensation philosophy and associated 
comparator agencies. The intent is to provide the Action Plan and Budget Committee (ABC) an 
opportunity to review the information and affirm, with any requested changes, that the 
recommended amendments to Board Policy 2.03 Employee Compensation Guiding Principles 
are ready to be forwarded to the full Board of Directors for consideration. 
 
DISCUSSION   
 
Background 
 
The District’s mission is to acquire and preserve a regional greenbelt of open space land in 
perpetuity, protect and restore the natural environment, and provide opportunities for 
ecologically sensitive public enjoyment and education. On the coastside, this mission is 
expanded to include the preservation of agricultural lands of significance, protection of rural 
character, and encouragement of agricultural use of land resources. The District relies on a 
dedicated professional staff to fulfill this mission and recognizes the importance of offering 
competitive compensation and benefits to attract and retain top talent. 
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Since adopting its initial compensation philosophy in 2015, the District has implemented a 
comprehensive strategy that includes regular market analysis, cost-of-living adjustments, and 
adherence to legal standards. This strategy aims to reflect the value of employee contributions 
while also considering the financial responsibilities inherent in public sector employment. 
 
To ensure competitive and equitable compensation, the District regularly reviews market data 
and industry benchmarks. This includes considering the cost of living in the Bay Area, which the 
District recognizes as one of the most dynamic and high-cost regions in the country. Salary 
surveys of comparable public sector agencies help maintain competitive pay that keeps pace with 
inflation and living costs. 
 
The District is committed to equitable pay practices, ensuring that employees in similar roles 
with comparable experience are compensated fairly based on the comparable public sector labor 
market. Transparency in compensation practices fosters trust and helps employees understand 
how their pay is determined. The District adheres to federal, state, and local minimum wage 
laws, which may be higher in high-cost areas, and complies with regulations regarding overtime 
pay and other labor standards to avoid legal issues and ensure fair treatment of employees. 
 
In addition to base wages, the District offers a comprehensive benefits package to support 
employees' overall wellbeing, including retirement plans, health programs, and flexible work 
options. The classification system is designed to meet the District’s program and project delivery 
service expectations, and the District invests in employee development and career growth to 
retain talent and encourage high performance. 
 
While striving to meet employee compensation expectations, the District must balance this with 
its fiscal responsibilities and scrutiny as a local government public entity. Ultimately, the goal is 
to create a supportive and rewarding work environment where all employees can thrive. The 
District appreciates all employees and their hard work and dedication to the mission. The District 
believes that competitive wages combined with comprehensive benefits provide a holistic 
approach to supporting employees’ professional and personal lives. 
 
On September 25, 2024, the Board received an informational presentation on the District’s 
Compensation Philosophy (R-24-120, minutes) with several exploratory options for updating and 
amending the comparable agencies list and agency-wide compensation target. During the 
presentation, the Board asked several questions and directed staff to present additional 
information and a recommendation to the Action Plan and Budget Committee (ABC) prior to 
returning to the full Board with a final recommendation.  
 
Additionally, the Compensation Philosophy informational presentation was presented to District 
staff during an All Staff Meeting on October 2, 2024. Additional questions were raised by staff 
during this presentation. 
 
The intent of this report is to remind the ABC of what was presented at the September 25, 2024 
Board meeting, share additional information collected and analyzed based on questions from the 
Board and staff, and affirm, with any requested changes requested by the ABC, that the 
recommended amendments to Board Policy 2.03 Employee Compensation Guiding Principles 
are ready to be forwarded to the full Board of Directors for consideration. 
 
Compensation Philosophy 

https://portal.laserfiche.com/Portal/DocView.aspx?id=39223&repo=r-5197d798
https://portal.laserfiche.com/Portal/DocView.aspx?id=39652&repo=r-5197d798
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In March of 2015, the Board adopted the Employee Compensation Guiding Principles (R-15-43, 
minutes) (Attachment 1) and established a philosophy to maintain “competitive compensation” 
as a tool to attract and retain high-quality employees. Key elements of the policy include: 
 

• The Board of Directors shall consider salary and benefits as key factors comprising 
competitive compensation.   

• When comparing to benchmark agencies using ‘top-range salary,’ a competitive salary is 
defined as median to 55th percentile of the comparator agencies plus or minus five 
percent, with no employee’s top-range salary below median or above 60th percentile.  

• Regarding the employee benefits part of compensation, it is the intent of the Board of 
Directors to provide a benefits package, when combined with salary, that helps attract 
and retain quality employees over the long term. 
 

Since being established, this policy has served as a guide for the General Manager’s employee 
compensation recommendations. 
 
Using Median versus Mean/Average of Comparable Agency Salaries 
 
As noted above, the District’s compensation philosophy has based the top-range of its salaries to 
the median of the comparable agencies. One of the questions previously raised relates to the use 
of median versus mean.  The median and mean (or average) are both measures of central 
tendency used to summarize a set of compensation data, but they are calculated differently and 
can tell different stories about the data. 
 
Mean: The mean is calculated by adding up all the values in a dataset and then dividing by the 
number of values. The mean is sensitive to outliers (extremely high or low values). 
 

Example:  
For the dataset [10, 20, 30, 40, 50], the mean is (10 + 20 + 30 + 40 + 50) / 5 = 30.  
 
High Outlier: If the dataset is [10, 20, 30, 40, 1000], the mean becomes (10 + 20 + 30 + 
40 + 1000) / 5 = 220, which does not accurately represent the central tendency of the 
data. 
 
Low Outlier: If the dataset is [1, 10, 20, 30, 40], the mean becomes (1+10 + 20 + 30 + 40) 
/ 5 = 20.2, which does not accurately represent the central tendency of the data. 
 

 
Median:  The median is the middle value in a dataset when it is ordered from smallest to largest. 
If there is an even number of values, the median is the average of the two middle numbers. The 
median is not affected by outliers. It provides a better measure of central tendency when the data 
includes extreme values.  
 

Example:  
For the dataset [10, 20, 30, 40, 50], the median is 30.  
 
High Outlier: If the dataset is [10, 20, 30, 40, 1000], the median is still 30. 

https://portal.laserfiche.com/Portal/DocView.aspx?id=6487&repo=r-5197d798
https://portal.laserfiche.com/Portal/DocView.aspx?id=6634&repo=r-5197d798
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Low Outlier: If the dataset is [1, 20, 30, 40, 50], the median is still 30. 
 

Median Continues to be Recommended for Compensation Decisions: Compensation data 
often includes outlier comparators that pay very high or very low in relation to most 
comparators. The median is not skewed by these outliers and provides a more accurate 
representation of the typical salary.  The median ensures that the compensation decision reflects 
the central tendency of the majority of comparators, rather than being influenced by a few 
extreme values. Using the median can help in making fairer compensation decisions, as it avoids 
the distortion that can occur with the mean. The median also provides a clearer and more 
straightforward measure of central tendency. 
 
In summary, while both the mean and median are useful, using the median is recommended 
because it provides a more accurate and fair representation of the typical salary, especially in the 
presence of outliers. 
 
Living Wage 
 
The Living Wage Calculator was originally created in 2003 by Amy Glasmeier and Tracey 
Farrigan at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology to more comprehensively estimate the 
employment earnings – or the living wage – that a full-time worker requires to cover or support 
the costs of their basic needs where they live. The calculator features geographically specific 
costs for food, health care, housing, transportation, other basic needs, and taxes at the county, 
metro, and state levels. 
 
Based on the total compensation package paid by the District, including contributions to 
healthcare and the CalPERS retirement package, the District is confident that all full-time 
employees are earning well over the Bay Area hourly living wage as individual workers. 
 
Use of Personal Consumption Expenditures (PCE) Price Index versus Consumer Price Index (CPI) 
 
The Consumer Price Index (CPI) is the most widely used measure of inflation. CPI is one tool 
organizations often use as a guide in making economic decisions, such as annual base wage 
adjustments. 
 
The Personal Consumption Expenditures Price Index (PCE) is a measure of the prices that 
people pay for goods and services in the United States. The PCE price index is known for 
capturing inflation (or deflation) across a wide range of consumer expenses and reflecting 
changes in consumer behavior. It is similar to the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ consumer price 
index for urban consumers. The two indexes, which have their own purposes and uses, are 
constructed differently, resulting in different inflation rates. There are four main reasons for this 
difference: 

• Formulas: the growth in the two indices from one time period (month, quarter, year) are 
computed using substantively different formulas; 

• Weights: they apply different weights to their consumption categories; 
• Scope: they measure the prices of somewhat different consumer items and who purchases 

them; 
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• Other reasons: A grab bag of other differences, including different price data for what is 
conceptually the same product. For example, both CPI and PCE measure the price of 
airfare, but CPI calculates it using a fixed basket of air routes, while PCE calculates it 
using data on airline passenger revenues and passenger miles traveled. Also, the two 
incorporate different patterns of seasonal adjustment. 

The following chart has been presented to staff and the Board before, but this version compares 
PCE to CPI to see how the District has kept up to pace with its annual Base Wage Adjustments 
(BWA) overtime.  The chart shows PCE (12-month span, February to February) along with 
BWA and Consumer Price Index per the All-Urban Consumers (CPI-U) data for the San 
Francisco-Oakland-Hayward, California (12-month span, February to February). Over the past 
13 years, the District’s BWA (increases) have exceeded both the CPI and PCE.  Moreover, the 
CPI-U over the last 13 years has more closely reflected the BWA as compared to PCE, which 
has been lower.  Therefore, continuing to use CPI-U versus PCE to inform the District’s future 
BWA is recommended. 
 

 
 
Compensation Studies and Comparator Agency Analysis 
 
A Compensation Study is the process of thoroughly reviewing comparator agencies’ 
compensation (salary and benefits) for the same or similar classifications (positions) to ensure 
that the District’s compensation remains consistent with best practices, and more specifically 
confirm that District compensation is externally competitive based on a comparable public sector 
labor market. In the recent Compensation Studies completed (also referred to as Salary Surveys), 
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both salary and benefits data were gathered and reviewed for comparison, however, the primary 
focus has been the salaries to confirm that salaries for District classifications meet the definition 
of competitive salary as detailed in the current compensation philosophy.  
 
For compensation studies to be effective, it is essential to select the most suitable comparators to 
ensure that the data collected is accurate, relevant and useful.  
 
Since 2013, compensation studies have been conducted using the District’s current Board-
approved list of 14 comparators agencies: 
 

• City of Palo Alto 
• City of Walnut Creek 
• County of Marin 
• County of Sacramento* 
• County of San Mateo 
• County of Santa Clara 
• County of Santa Cruz* 
• East Bay Regional Parks District 
• Livermore Area Recreation and Parks 

District 

• Marin Municipal Water District 
• Riverside County Regional Park and 

Open Space District* 
• Santa Clara Valley Open Space 

Authority 
• Santa Clara Valley Water District 
• Sonoma County Agriculture Preserve 

and Open Space District* 

 
Of the 14 comparator agencies, four are considered outside the District’s geographic area (*), 
resulting in cost of labor adjustments. A cost of labor adjustment is a percentage difference in 
wages obtained from the Economic Research Institute (ERI), for those comparator agencies that 
are located outside of the District’s geographic area. ERI is a nationally recognized research firm 
(engaged in research, not marketing/sales) and has been collecting and analyzing data from 
thousands of salary surveys for over 30 years. Note: cost of labor adjustments vary by location 
with a different multiplier applied to each agency as appropriate based on local data for that 
agency. Please refer to Attachment 1 for more information. Cost of labor modifiers do change 
over time.   
 
An initial comparator agency analysis was conducted by an outside human resources firm, 
Gallagher, who was selected through a competitive Request for Proposal (RFP) process. 
Gallagher evaluated several comparative indicators related to the District’s demographics, 
financials, and scope of services to develop a list of potential updated comparator agencies. After 
review of all 28 agencies, their overall comparison score, and consideration of their location, 13 
agencies were identified as top ranked comparator agencies based on a lower overall comparison 
score, indicating the comparator agency is more similar to the District (i.e., the lower the score, 
the closer the agency compares to the District) (Attachment 2).  
 

• City of Mountain View  
• City of Palo Alto  
• City of San Jose 
• City of Santa Cruz* 
• County of Marin  
• County of San Mateo  
• County of Santa Clara  
• East Bay Municipal Utility District 

• East Bay Regional Park District 
• Marin Municipal Water District  
• Santa Clara Valley Open Space 

Authority  
• Santa Clara Valley Water District  
• Sonoma County Agriculture Preserve 

and Open Space District*  
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Of the 13 comparator agencies, two (2) are considered outside the District’s geographic area (*), 
although they are both located with the nine (9) (plus Santa Cruz County) Bay Area Counties, 
resulting in a cost of labor adjustment.  
 
During the September 25, 2024 board meeting, suggestions from the Board included adding the 
San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans) and other special districts to the comparator 
analysis. 
 
Gallagher was asked to update their analysis to also evaluate SamTrans, Santa Clara Valley 
Transit Authority (VTA), and any other suitable comparable special districts in the Bay Area 
(refer to Attachment 3). After a search of the local special districts in multiple bay area counties, 
no additional special districts within the geographic area were identified as suitable candidates 
for inclusion in the analysis. SamTrans ranked 25 of 30 and VTA ranked 28 or 30, both 
substantially lower than the top 13. 
 
Additionally, Gallagher was asked to update the compensation survey they recently conducted 
(using the current compensation philosophy) for 12 sample classifications to include the next two 
highest ranking agencies on the list, Hayward Area Recreation District and City & County of San 
Francisco (both located within the geographic area) as noted below with one asterisk (*) for a 
total of 15 comparator agencies.

• City of Mountain View 
• City of Palo Alto 

• City of San Jose 
• City of Santa Cruz** 

• City/County of San Francisco (Park and 
Rec & PUC)* 

• County of Marin 
• County of San Mateo 
• County of Santa Clara 
• East Bay Municipal Utility District 
• East Bay Regional Park District 

• Hayward Area Recreation District* 
• Marin Municipal Water District 
• Santa Clara Valley Open Space 

Authority 
• Santa Clara Valley Water District 
• Sonoma County Agriculture Preserve 

and Open Space District**

Of the 15 comparator agencies, two (2) are considered outside the District’s geographic area (**) 
although they are both located with the nine (9) (plus Santa Cruz County) Bay Area Counties, 
resulting in a cost of labor adjustment.  
 
The number of classification matches for the 12 samples positions, and the net change from the 
current 14 comparator agencies, are listed in the chart below: 



R-24-145 Page 8 

 
 

By including Hayward Area Recreation District and City/County of San Francisco, the 
percentage above or below median shifts from an average of 0.8% above median (i.e., District 
average salaries for the 12 sample classifications are 0.8% above the median of current 
comparator agencies) to 0.4% above the median. 
 

 
 
As shared in the September 25, 2024 Board report and presentation, based on this sample survey, 
updating the comparator agencies only without any changes to the compensation philosophy, is 
not likely to result in meaningful base wage increases to classifications throughout the 
organization. This remains true with the inclusion of Hayward Area Recreation District and City 
and County of San Francisco (includes Parks and Recreation & PUC), the next two highest 
ranking agencies on the list (both located within the geographic area). 
 
Gallagher recommends using the same group of comparators for all classifications within an 
organization for compensation surveys because each of the District’s service areas are part of one 
organization.  The comparator agencies should be selected to ensure the District is competitive in 
retaining and recruiting talent. Each comparator agency operates under their own unique 
compensation philosophy and utilizing a different mix of comparators within the District will 
likely produce inconsistent results. The reality is that some agencies opt to be a market leader in 
pay practices and their inclusion (or not) as a comparator for some benchmarks and not others 
can be advantageous (or not). The result is inconsistent data and a perception of inequity and 
unfairness. A different mix of agencies also blurs the logic of internal relationships that are likely 
observed when surveying the same agencies for all benchmark positions. Consistency is key.   
 
Utilizing a consistent group of comparators that represents the District’s competitive labor 
market for the entire workforce also provides cost effectiveness by reducing the need to 

Current 14
Agencies

Proposed 13
Agencies

(5 removed, 
4 added)

Net Change 
from 14 to 13

Proposed 15
Agencies

(5 removed, 
6 added)

Net Change 
from 14 to 15

14 13 -1 15 1
14 13 -1 15 1
11 11 0 11 0
12 11 -1 12 0
12 12 0 14 2
13 11 -2 14 1
10 10 0 10 0
12 12 0 14 2
7 10 3 10 3

12 11 -1 12 0
11 11 0 12 1
6 5 -1 6 0

Current 14
Agencies

Proposed 13
Agencies

(5 removed, 4 added)

Proposed 15
Agencies

(5 removed, 6 added)
AVERAGE 2.0% 0.8% 0.4%

% Above or Below
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continually seek out and negotiate new data sources every time the District seeks updated market 
data.  
 
Finally, when data is collected from the same sources over time, it becomes easier to compare 
results across different periods. This perspective provides value by identifying trends in the labor 
market and the District’s relative competitiveness. 
 
Compensation Philosophy Analysis 
 
Gallagher used the compensation surveys conducted in 2022-2024 to provide statistical data 
representing various market positions to evaluate the District’s philosophy for employee 
compensation. As a reminder, the 2022–2024 compensation surveys evaluated 52 positions 
within the Office, Supervisory, and Management (OSM), Field Employee Association (FEA), 
and Midpeninsula Ranger Peace Officer Association (MRPOA) classifications. When conducting 
a comprehensive compensation survey, not all classifications on the salary plan are studied, 
rather “benchmark classifications” are normally chosen to reflect a spectrum of classification 
levels. In addition, those that are selected normally include classes that are most likely to be 
found in other similar agencies, and therefore provide a sufficient valid sample for analysis. 
These classifications are used as a means of anchoring the District’s overall compensation plan 
to the market. Other job classifications not surveyed are aligned using internal equity principals. 
 
The compensation philosophy analysis presented on September 25, 2024 included changes that 
would occur if the compensation philosophy moved to the 60th, 65th, and 70th percentile as well 
as to median plus 5%, 10%, and 15%. Gallagher was asked to update their analysis to also 
include 75th, 80th, 85th, 90th and 100th percentiles.  
 
The following chart illustrates the average of the 52 “benchmark” positions as a percent above or 
below the current comparable agency list as compared to various potential compensation targets 
that are under study: 
 
Average percent above or below the comparable agency list based on various potential 
compensation targets that are under study: 
 

  Percentile 

Philosophy 
Median of 

Comparator 
(CURRENT) 

60th  65th  70th  75th  80th  85th  90th 95th  100th 

% above or 
below 

(Average) 
3.3% 1.0% -0.3% -1.5% -2.8% -4.8% -7.1% -9.3% -12.1% -15.2% 

 
  Median Plus 

Philosophy 
Median of 

Comparators  
(CURRENT) 

5% 10% 15% 

% above or 
below 

(Average) 
3.3% -1.6% -6.4% -11.3% 
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General Manager’s Recommendation 
Based on a review of the current compensation philosophy and an evaluation of potential options 
for enhancing District recruitment and retention, the General Manager recommends the 
following: 
 

• When comparing to benchmark agencies using “top-range salary”, define a competitive 
salary as median plus 10 percent. 
 

• Set the District’s updated comparator agencies list to encompass the following 15 
agencies.  
 
o County of Santa Clara 
o Santa Clara Valley Water District 
o County of Marin 
o County of Sonoma 
o City of Palo Alto 

o County of San Mateo 
o City of Mountain View 
o Marin Municipal Water District 
o Santa Clara Valley Open Space 

Authority 

o East Bay Municipal Utility District 
o City of San Jose 
o City of Santa Cruz 

 
o East Bay Regional Park District 
o Hayward Area Recreation District* 
o City and County of San Francisco (Park 

and Rec & PUC)* 

 
• Capture the proposed changes within Board Policy 2.03 Employee Compensation 

Guiding Principles as shown in Attachment 3, including eliminating the 60th percentile 
cap and the practice of Y-Rating employees (Y-rating involves not applying any base 
wage adjustments to an employee until comparable agency salaries have caught up and 
the employee’s salary again falls within the appropriate salary range, which typically 
happens over a few years). 

 
Implementation 
 
It is important to note that any change in the District’s compensation philosophy will not result in 
an automatic increase to an individual employee’s compensation. Instead, Gallagher will be 
asked to complete new compensation surveys using the updated, Board-approved comparators 
and new compensation philosophy target. Gallagher will be able to conduct rapid compensation 
surveys for all benchmark positions within three (3) months given the upfront work conducted 
between 2022 and 2024 to confirm matches for positions during the recent salary surveys. The 
new compensation survey results will then be used to determine if a classification needs to be 
reassigned to a new salary range in the classification and compensation plan. How these changes 
apply to individual employees are explained in the following two outcomes: 
 

• When the salary survey shows compensation is at or above the new compensation 
philosophy target – no equity adjustment is needed, and no Y-rating will be made to an 
individual employee. Instead, active employees will continue to be eligible for all 
applicable pay practices (base wage adjustments, merit increases, longevity, etc.) 

 
• When the salary survey shows compensation is below the new compensation 

philosophy target – an equity adjustment will be applied to the classification (the 
classification will be assigned a new salary range, e.g.., move from range 30 to range 32). 
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Individual employees will be moved to the step in the new range closest to, but not less 
than, their current hourly rate.  Employees continue to be eligible for all other applicable 
pay practices (base wage adjustments & merit increases). If an employee who is currently 
eligible for longevity pay (which equals 1% or 2%, depending on years of service, of the 
annual wage provided as a lump sum) is moved from step 10 to a lower step in the new 
range, they will be eligible for merit increases (which are normally 2.5% to 5% for 
employees who meet performance standards) until they reach step 10 of the new range. 
They will not be eligible for longevity pay until after they reach step 10 in the new range. 

 
Pending review and affirmation from the ABC, staff intends to present the General Manager’s 
recommendations with any requested changes from the ABC to the full Board on January 25, 
2025. If the Board approves the changes to the comparators and/or compensation philosophy, the 
timeline and next steps include: 
 
February through early April  
Gallagher conducts new compensation surveys for 52 “benchmark” classifications.  
 
Through end of April 
Human Resources will review and analyze the Gallagher results and revise the District’s 
classification and compensation plan, accordingly, to prepare for its approval by the Board.  
 
June 
The Board considers the applicable changes to the classification and compensation plan, with 
salary changes becoming effective the pay period that includes July 1, 2025. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT   
 
There is no direct fiscal impact on receiving this information, until such time as the Board 
decides to implement a change to the compensation philosophy and/or the comparator agencies. 
That said, the impact of the recommended median plus 10 percent compensation philosophy 
presented in this report was calculated to have the following estimated fiscal impact on salary 
cost at the high end, once all salaries reach the new top-step (dollars based on 2024 pay rates). 
Given that the increases will be incremental, depending on where salaries fall within their new 
ranges, the total cost to Fiscal Year 2025-26 (FY26), which is the first fiscal year when these 
changes would become effective, would be less than the amount shown below. 
  

Philosophy 10% above 
median 

% 
$ 

-7.7% 
$2,009K 

  
 
The information presented in this report was shared and discussed with the Controller, who did 
not raise a specific concern regarding the fiscal and monetary information at this point. The 
Controller has vetted the specific General Manager’s recommendations in the 30-year cash flow 
model to ensure affordability.  
 
 



R-24-145 Page 12 

PRIOR BOARD AND COMMITTEE REVIEW 
• September 25, 2024: Board Received a Compensation Philosophy Informational 

Presentation (R-24-120, minutes) 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE   
 
Public notice was provided as required by the Brown Act.   

The Compensation Philosophy informational presentation was presented to District staff during 
an All Staff Meeting on October 2, 2024. The main themes in the questions and comments raised 
by staff revolved around balancing fair, equitable pay and benefits with the realities of market 
conditions, local living costs, and workforce needs as summarized by the following key 
concerns: 

1. Equity and Fair Compensation: Questions about whether the compensation structure is 
equitable, and how compensation compares to regional norms, particularly in areas with 
high housing costs (e.g., San Francisco, East Bay). 

2. Cost of Living and Housing: Questions about whether compensation adjustments 
consider local living costs, particularly the high cost of housing in certain areas, and how 
these compares to general inflation metrics like the Consumer Price Index (CPI). 

3. Labor Market Dynamics: Inquiries about whether pay scales reflect the actual demand 
and small pool for specialized positions (e.g., field biology) and how the District is 
effectively competing in the job market to attract and retain talent.  

The presentation for the December 10, 2024 Action Plan and Budget Committee meeting was 
previewed with District Staff during an All Staff Meeting on November 21, 2024. The main 
themes in the questions and comments raised by staff are summarized as follows: 

1. Living Wage Factors and Analysis:  Questions about the factors that establish a living 
wage and the datasets (e.g., MIT data) used to calculate it.  

2. Statistical Measures for Salary Comparisons: Further discussion and explanation on using 
median versus mean to address salary outliers.  

3. Longevity Eligibility and Policy Considerations: Questions and explanations regarding 
longevity pay when an employee at top step moves to a lower step within a new salary 
range.  Explanation included information on the ability for the employee to increase their 
base salary pay based on how many additional steps are added to their salary range, and 
the ability to become eligible again for longevity pay once they reach top step. 

4. Negotiation and Implementation Processes: Question about the timing and process for 
implementing changes across different staff groups (e.g., POA and FEA). Changes for 
represented staff require a meet-and-confer process.  

CEQA COMPLIANCE   
 
This item is not a project subject to the California Environmental Quality Act.   
 
 
 
 
 

https://portal.laserfiche.com/Portal/DocView.aspx?id=39223&repo=r-5197d798
https://portal.laserfiche.com/Portal/DocView.aspx?id=39652&repo=r-5197d798
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NEXT STEPS 

Following this presentation to the ABC, staff will collate ABC input on the General Manager’s 
recommendation. Staff will present the General Manger’s final recommendations, with any input 
from the ABC, on January 25, 2025. 

Attachment(s)  
1. Economic Research Institute, Inc. Geographic Assessor, Comparison List – Cost of 

Labor dated August 12, 2024
2. Gallagher Comparator Agency Analysis 01.23.24
3. Gallagher Comparator Agency Analysis 10.09.24
4. Proposed changes to Board Policy 2.03 Employee Compensation Guiding Principles

Responsible Department Head:  
Stefan Jaskulak, Chief Financial Officer/Director of Administrative Services 
Candice Basnight, Human Resources Manager 

Prepared by/Contact person: 
Rebecca Wolfe, Human Resources Supervisor 



Data as of: 8/12/2024

Salary Structure Percentages

Comparison Cities vs. Los Altos, California 75,00 100,000 150,000 175,000
Boulder, Colorado 85.4 84.6 83.5 83.4
Riverside, California 84.1 83.0 82.5 82.6

Corte Madera, California 98.6 97.7 95.7 94.9
Livermore, California 93.6 93.1 91.6 91.0
San Mateo, California 101.3 100.1 98.6 98.0
San Rafael, California 98.9 98.1 96.2 95.3

Walnut Creek, California 95.9 95.2 93.5 92.9
Sacramento, California 86.7 85.4 84.2 84.0

Mountain View, California 100.7 100.5 100.6 100.6
Santa Cruz, California 88.2 86.5 84.7 84.4
Santa Rosa, California 90.3 88.4 86.0 85.3
San Jose, California 100.5 100.5 100.5 100.6
Palo Alto, California 100.5 100.6 100.6 100.6
Oakland, California 95.9 94.7 93.0 92.4

San Francisco, California 101.9 100.5 99.0 98.4

All Values in United States Dollars
1 United States Dollar = 1 United States Dollars

Assessor Series data licensed to subscriber.
Re‐sale of Assessor data is prohibited.

Copyright © 2024 ERI Economic Research Institute, Inc.

ERI's Geographic Assessor ®
Comparison List ‐ Labor
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Gallagher evaluated several comparative indicators related to Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District (‘District’) 
demographics, financials, and scope of services to develop a list of potential agencies for the compensation study.  
The methodology and specific criteria used in the analysis follows. 

1. Organizational type and structure: Gallagher generally recommends that agencies of a similar size and structure 
providing similar services to that of the District be used as comparators.   

Note: Because technical job classifications perform similar work across agencies, organizational size is not 
critical.  The difference in size of an organization becomes more important when comparing management 
classes.  Factors such as management of a large staff, consequence of error, the political nature of the job and 
its visibility all increase with organizational size.  When it is difficult to find agencies that are similar in size, a 
good balance of smaller and larger agencies is used instead. 

2. Staff, and operational budgets, and scope of services and population: Staff and operational budget size 
determine the amount of resources available for the agencies to provide services, and population size accounts 
for the ratio of resources to constituents served.  Organizations providing the same services are ideal for 
comparison; therefore, most comparator agencies included provide similar services to the District.  Specifically, 
Gallagher focused on whether agencies provide the following: 

• Ranger Services 
• Visitor Services 
• Natural Resources 
• Real Property Management 
• Grants Management 
• Planning 
• Public Affairs 

3. Geographic location and Labor market: Today’s labor market reality is that many agencies are in competition for 
the same pool of qualified employees because large portions of the workforce don’t live in the communities they 
serve, are accustomed to lengthy commutes, and are more likely to consider changing jobs in a larger 
geographic area than in the past.  Therefore, the geographic labor market area where the District may be 
recruiting from or losing employees to, is taken into consideration when selecting comparator organizations. 

The comparator agency analysis includes specific data for each proposed agency:  

1. Geographic Proximity 

2. Open Space Acreage 

3. Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) 

4. Agency Financials (Expenditures) 

5. Cost of Living 

6. Services provided 
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Each potential comparator is ranked based on the overall similarity to the District, and the Recommended List of 
Comparators represents a summary of the rankings for each of the following data factors listed above. The top 
ranked agencies are those agencies that were identified as being most similar in profile to the District.  

This analysis is intended to assist the District in choosing the comparator group. However, the District should reflect 
on other factors that apply to their labor market that could potentially override these quantitative considerations.  
Other factors that are often considered are recruitment, retention, and/or alignment of operations.  For example, are 
there Districts or agencies that don’t rank as well but are consistently recruiting your employees?   

The District has indicated that having a local comparator group is important to help mitigate cost of labor factors. 
District management report the application of a cost of labor modifier to out of area comparators has reduced staff 
confidence that the compensation data is truly representative of their work.  In our assessment, maintaining a 
comparator group of only local agencies should be sufficient to provide enough relevant data points for a robust 
market comparison. With this approach, the recommendation to remove the four out of area agencies that ranked in 
the top twelve and replacing them with the next highest ranked local agencies will provide sufficient market data. 
Taking this approach, the District’s Recommended List of Comparators would be as follows: 

• County of Santa Clara 
• Santa Clara Valley Water District 
• County of Marin 
• County of Sonoma 
• City of Palo Alto 
• County of San Mateo 
• City of Mountain View 
• Marin Municipal Water District 
• Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority 
• East Bay Municipal Utility District 
• City of San Jose 
• City of Santa Cruz 
• East Bay Regional Park District 
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Proposed List of Comparators
Total Compensation Study

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District

Ranking Comparator Agency 
Overall  

Comparison Score
Recommendations

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District 6

1 County of Santa Clara 43

2 County of San Diego 55 out of area ‐ not recommended

3 Santa Clara Valley Water District 55

4 County of Marin 67

5 County of Sonoma 72

6 City of Palo Alto 75

7 County of San Mateo 77

8 City of Mountain View 79

9 County of Boulder 80 out of area ‐ not recommended

10 Marin Municipal Water District 81

11 Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority 84

12 City of Boulder 85 out of area ‐ not recommended

13 County of Riverside 85 out of area ‐ not recommended

14 East Bay Municipal Utility District 89 bay area agency ‐ recommended agency

15 City of San Jose 92 bay area agency ‐ recommended agency

16 City of Santa Cruz 93 bay area agency ‐ recommended agency

17 East Bay Regional Park District 96 bay area agency ‐ recommended agency

18 County of Sacramento 98

19 Hayward Area Recreation District 101

20 City and County of San Francisco (Park and Rec & PUC) 104

21 City of San Luis Obispo 104

22 Livermore Area Recreation and Park District 104

23 City of Santa Clara 105

24 City of Walnut Creek 116

25 San Mateo County Transit District 120 new addition to analysis, bay area agency.

26 Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District 121

27 County of Santa Cruz 125

28 Valley Transportation Agency 128 new addition to analysis, bay area agency.

29 Cordova Recreation and Park District 139

30 Napa County Regional Park and Open Space District 142

Top Ranked Comparator Agencies

Column A: Ranking based upon comparison score.
Column B: Agency Name
Column C: The Overall Criteria Comparison Score is equal to the sum of  ranking for each criteria.

The Overall Comparison Score is comprised of the following criteria:
1- Geographic Proximity Comparison
2- Open Space Acreage
3- Full Time Equivalents Comparison
4- Agency Expenditure Comparison
5- Cost of Living Comparison
6 - Comparable Services

Legend: A lower Overall Comparison Score indicates that the comparator agency is more similar to the Midpeninsula 
Regional Open Space District

Page 1 of 1 Top Ranked List of Comparators
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Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District 

Board Policy Manual 

Employee Compensation 
Guiding Principles 

Policy 2.03 
Chapter 2 – District Personnel & Board Support 

Effective Date:  3/11/2015  Revised Date:  Not Applicable01/25/2025 
(proposed) 

Prior Versions:  Not Applicable 

Attachments: 
A ‐ Excerpt from Meyers Milias Brown Act 

Purpose: 

The District’s Board of Directors values high‐quality employees dedicated to fulfilling the 
mission of the District in service to the public.  Competitive compensation is one important tool 
to attract and retain high‐quality employees.  By clearly setting forth Employee Compensation 
Guiding Principles in this policy, the District’s Board of Directors is establishing its compensation 
philosophy for represented and unrepresented employees, through a transparent and public 
process, to guide the General Manager’s employee compensation recommendations into the 
future.  These guiding principles are flexible.  Factors may prove to be more or less important in 
particular negotiations or situations. 

Guiding Principles: 

1. As stewards of public funds, the District shall hold accountability to the public as a
cornerstone value in maintaining competitive, fair, and equitable compensation for its
employees for their high‐quality and hard work in delivering excellent services to the
public;

2. Employee compensation decisions shall be considered in the context of short and long‐ 
term affordability, and shall not negatively impact the District’s ability to fulfill its
mission with excellent service into the future;

3. The Board of Directors shall always retain flexibility to address circumstances that may
be negatively impacting the District’s ability to attract and retain high‐quality employees
and deliver excellent services to the public;

4. The Board will refer to the California Meyers Milias Brown Act (MMBA) to determine
what, if any, factors the law identifies related to determining appropriate compensation
through labor negotiations in local public agencies. An excerpt from the MMBA, as of
the effective date of this policy and subject to future changes in the MMBA, is provided
as an Attachment to the policy to partially show factors in the law at this time related to
determining compensation, but is not intended to represent the full extent of the law.

ATTACHMENT 4



Board Policy 2.03  Page 2 of 3  

5. The Board of Directors shall consider the appropriateness of certain benefits between 
different groups of employees. 

6. The Board of Directors shall consider salary and benefits as key factors comprising 
competitive compensation.  Periodically, salaries and benefits may be evaluated in 
comparison to benchmark agencies that are determined through a combination of 
factors, typically including organizational type and structure, similarity of population, 
staff, budget, scope of services provided and geographic location, labor market, and 
compensation philosophy. When comparing to benchmark agencies using “top‐range 
salary”, a competitive salary is defined as median to 55th percentileplus ten percent of 
the comparator agencies., plus or minus five percent, with no employee’s top‐range 
salary below median or above 60th percentile unless under the Board’s decision‐making 
flexibility as provided in this policy. Regarding the employee benefits part of 
compensation, it is the intent of the Board of Directors to provide a benefits package, 
when combined with salary, as well as other benefits described in Principle #7 below, 
that helps attract and retain quality employees over the long term. 

The plus or minus five percent from the compensation target is a range that tThe Board 
acknowledges as the importancet to give of giving the General Manager flexibility in 
achieving internal alignment within the organization on compensation 
recommendations, yet still remaining competitive. To that end, the Board grants the 
General Manager authority to adjust base wages for a classification or classifications to 
allow for appropriate internal alignment between classifications so long as those wages 
are not below median plus ten percent of the comparator agencies. 

 
7. The Board of Directors also considers one‐time and individual monetary benefits and 

non‐monetary benefits as factors in remaining competitive within the District’s labor 
market; 

8. The Board of Directors acknowledges that the high Cost of Living in the Bay Area is an 
ongoing challenge for public sector recruitment and retention. While the guiding 
principles above that relate to maintaining competitive compensation within the 
District’s labor market help to partially address the Cost of Living challenges, the District 
is willing to explore innovative ideas, alone or in concert with other public agencies, to 
improve this regional challenge. 

9. To determine competitive salaries and benefits in the District’s labor market in response 
to unforeseen, dramatic changes in the labor market or as new positions or work groups 
are established, and with the intent of managing potential “drift” of District 
compensation, the General Manager may periodically direct that a compensation study 
be performed, organization‐wide or for specific departments, work groups or 
classifications. When conducting a compensation study, benchmark comparator 
agencies will remain as consistent as possible from study to study. 
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Board Policy 2.03 (a) 
Meyers Milias Brown Act 

 
The following is an excerpt from the Meyers Milias Brown Act and is intended to partially show 
factors in the law as of October 2014 related to determining compensation.  This excerpt is not 
intended to represent the full extent of the law. 

Excerpt from California Government Code section 3505.4: 

(1) State and federal laws that are applicable to the employer. 
(2) Local rules, regulations, or ordinances. 
(3) Stipulations of the parties. 
(4) The interests and welfare of the public and the financial ability of the public agency. 
(5) Comparison of the wages, hours, and conditions of employment of the employees involved 
in the factfinding proceeding with the wages, hours, and conditions of employment of other 
employees performing similar services in comparable public agencies. 
(6) The consumer price index for goods and services, commonly known as the cost of living. 
(7) The overall compensation presently received by the employees, including direct wage 
compensation, vacations, holidays, and other excused time, insurance and pensions, medical 
and hospitalization benefits, the continuity and stability of employment, and all other benefits 
received. 
(8) Any other facts, not confined to those specified in paragraphs (1) to (7), inclusive, which are 
normally or traditionally taken into consideration in making the findings and recommendations. 
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