@Mﬁtfm

STUDY TO

ESTABLISH AN EVALUATION SYSTEM

FOR STATE OF IOWA MERIT EMPLOYMENT

SYSTEM CLASSIFICATIONS

CN THE BASIS OF COMPARARLE WORTH -

FINAL REPORT

April, 1984




A ARTHUR YOUNG

ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY /[ 777 EAST WISCONSIN AVENUE - SUITE 2100 / MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 53202



ARTHUR YOUNG

ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY
1400 FINANCIAL CENTER
DES MOINES, 10WA 50309

(515) 244-3162
April 3, 1984

Comparable Worth Steering
Committee

State Capitol Building

Des Moines, Iowa 50319

Dear Committee Members:

Arthur Young is pleased to submit this final report of our
engagement to establish an evaluation system for State of Iowa
Merit Employment System classifications on the basis of com-
parable worth. Included in the report are summaries of the
project's objectives, methods, analyses, findings, and recom-
mendations. All appendices referred to in this report have been
provided under separate cover in a technical supplement.

This report is organized in the following sections:
I. Introduction - The introdution provides the background that

led to the comparable worth project and an overview of the
project objectives. :

I1. Technical Approach - The technical approach provides a
description of each step in the project, including a summary
of the analysis and results of key points in the process,

ITI. Evaluation System - This section provides a more detailed
description of the system used to evaluate State of Iowa job
classifications and of the process and rationale used in
developing this system.

IV. Implementation Impact - This section provides several
alternative approaches for implementing the system and the
overall impact each approach would have in terms of classi-
fication grades changes for male-dominated and female-

dominated jobs.

V. Evaluation System Administration - This section provides
recommended procedures for ongoing maintenance of the evalua-
tion system in accordance with the concept of comparable
worth.
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VI. Recommended Pay Grade Assignment Appeal Procedure - This
section provides a recommended method for State of lIowa
Merit Employment System employees to appeal the grade to
which their classification was assigned.

We appreciated the opportunity to work with the State of Iowa.
We received an excellent level of cooperation from personnel
throughout the State government.

If we can be of further assistance in interpreting our
report, please feel free to contact us at (414) 273-3340.

Very truly yours,

MM+QM
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I. INTRODUCTION

In July of 1983, the State of Iowa requested proposals from consult-
ing firms to provide assistance to estahlish a single system to
evaluate Iowa Merit Employment System classifications on the basis
of comparable worth. A process of competitive bidding by several
consulting firms followed and Arthur Young was selected to perform
this project. The need for this study was generated by the require-
ments that compensation of state merit employment Jjobs be based

upon the concept of comparable worth and the perceived need for an
independent study to update and improve compensation systems and job
classifications. House File 313 establishes '"the policy of this
state that a state department, board, commission, or agency shall
not discriminate in compensation for work of comparable worth
between Jjobs held predominately by women and jobs held predominately
by men." House File 313 also directed that a Steering Committee be
established to oversee and direct the project. The Steering Commit-
tee members were: Co-Chairs Representative Minnette Doderer and

Ms. Jane Hogan; Senator Charles H. Bruner; Senator Julia B. Gentleman;
Representative Darrell Hanson; Ms. Susan Neely, Office of the
Governor; and Ms. Pat O'Shea.

Background

When viewed in aggregate, women's wages have historically fallen far
short of those received by men. This pattern of wage disparity has
continued to the present time, despite enactment of Title VII of the
Civil Rights Act, prohibiting employment discrimination; and the
Equal Pay Act, mandating "equal pay for equal work'" regardless of
sex. Likewise, recent social changes have apparently had little
effect on the prevailing differences between pay rates for the
typical male and female worker.

A variety of hypotheses have been advanced to explain sex-based
differentials in wages. Economic studies which have tested factors
relating to productivity capacity (e.g., education, experience,
absenteeism rates, etc.) including one conducted by the University
of Michigan Survey Research Center ('"Do Women Deserve to Earn Less
than Men?") have indicated that only one-~third of the male-female
wage differential can be accounted for by sex differences in such
factors. An alternative hypothesis suggests that the reason for
sex-related pay differentials is the traditional sex-segregation of
most Jjobs. Data regarding state employees suggests that job sex-
segregation has, in fact, contributed to pay differentials. 1In
August, 1982, Mr. Ta-Yu Yang, representing the Iowa Civil Rights
Commission, reported the following findings on job segregation:

"t. One of every two female State employées occupies a position in
office/clerical and paraprofessional job categories, the
lowest-paying job categories.
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2. Women represent 17.3% of the official/administrator category,
6.7% of the protective service worker category, and 12.9% of
the skilled craft workers category.

3. Women represent 73.1% of the paraprofessional job category and
94.6% of the office/clerical job category.

4. A male State employee is four times more likely to become an
official/administrator while a female State employee is 19
times more likely to be an office/clerical worker.

5. The lower the income bracket, the more concentrated are women
State employees.

6. In 1981, 95.2% of the State employees making more than $33,000
were men. Seventy-nine point three percent of the State
employees making less than $10,000 were women."

Further, traditional programs of salary administration, and par-
ticularly the job evaluation systems by which wage rates are deter-
mined, are seen as maintaining and contributing to pay discrimination.
Briefly, many such systems are seen as being biased in favor of jobs
held by males. These systems also contribute to the perpetuation of
wage discrimination by basing an employer's wage structures on the
existing labor market wage rates in the community, which presumably
incorporate the results of any past discrimination. By using the
labor market as a test of job evaluation system accuracy, organi-
zations may be perpetuating discriminatory pay practices.

Recently, the principle of comparable worth has been proposed as a
means by which inequitable pay rates could be remedied. The basic
tenet of comparable worth is that jobs should be compensated accord-
ing to the inherent ''value" of the work performed. Specifically,
this concept implies that all jobs can be ordered in terms of their
comparative value to the attainment of an organization's objectives,
and that this value ordering should be used as the primary basis by
which equitable pay relationships among jobs are established.

Project Objectives

Our overall concept and intent in this project was to develop a
compensation system for all State of Iowa Merit Employment System
employees which is internally eguitable and provides comparable pay
for positions of comparable value. A major problem in implementing
the comparable worth concept is establishing the appropriate mech-
anism for defining job value. Job evaluation is the term used for a
variety of methods aimed at determining the relative value of jobs
within an organization for purposes of pay administration. The
various methods share the common assumption that jobs contribute in
different ways to the success of an organization and should be paid



I. INTRODUCTION

in proportion to their contribution. The result of job evaluation
is an ordering of jobs on the basis of value. Further, job eval-
uation is a method for comparing job classifications rather than
individual positions, and is, in theory, not affected by individual
performance by job incumbents.

In the following sections of this report, we describe the technical
approach employed to accomplish the objective stated above, the
findings and conclusions drawn from our of job evaluations and
policy issues which should be addressed regarding program admin-
istration and maintenance.






I11. TECHNICAL APPROACH

The technical approach used by Arthur Young consultants in conduct-
ing the comparable worth study was designed to attain the objectives
discussed in the preceding section in an efficient and effective
manner. The approach used was characterized by the following:

A systematic, legical series of steps determined and agreed to
at the beginning of the project.

. Contact and consultation with the Steering Committee, the Gov-
ernor's Office, the Merit Employment Department and agency
management at key points throughout the project.

The planned technical approach was organized into ten major tasks.
Each of the ten major tasks is discussed below along with general
findings and results associated with each task., Statistical
analysis of the job evaluation results are summarized in Section
III of this report.

Task 1 - Project Initiation
ang Orientation

To facilitate the progress of the study and to provide a continuing
communication link, regular contact was made with the Steering
Committee. Meetings were held to discuss the objectives and results
expected from the project, to consider and approve approaches for
various work steps, to review and test the proposed evaluation
system, and to assist in communicating the project status.

Considerable effort was made to explain the purpose and limitations
of the study to the people whose positions were to be studied. The
first step in introducing the project to the employees was a letter
sent by the Governor at the onset of the project to explain the
purpose of the study. Orientation sessions with department heads
and agency personnel representatives were also held. Subsequent
contact included a progress report from Arthur Young to employees,
as well as interviews and meetings with employees and department
management staff at key points in the process.

To further our understanding of the State's Jjob classification
practices, we obtained and reviewed policy statements, procedures,
job specifications; organizational charts, & listing of current
job classifications by salary, grade, and number of male/female
incumbents; and other relevant documentation.
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Task 2 - Design and Implementation
of Position Analysis

One of the most important ingredients to determining the appropriate
worth of a job classification is a comprehensive understanding of
the jobs to be evaluated. Job analysis is the starting point of the
entire process. It must be done thoroughly and in a consistent
manner. If the classification to be evaluated is not fully under-
stood by the job analyst, and/or if the material defining or de-
scribing the classification is not accurate, there will likely be
breakdowns in subsequent steps. The purpose of this task was to
assure our full understanding of the approximately 810 state merit
job classifications under study. Furthermore, our previous experi-
ences indicated that evaluations of Jjobs held predominately by women
may be inaccurate because Jjobh descriptions of such Jjobs may be
incomplete, overly general, or contain language which negatively
influences evaluation. Therefore, rather than just using existing
merit system information, a major portion of the overall process
involved verifying the accuracy of classification descriptions and
classification specifications and standards, so as to accurately
document job content. OQur approach was tailored to provide clearly
defined and verified data for position evaluation. We have found
that providing detailed current accurate information in a consis-
tent format greatly improves the reliability and quality of the
evaluation process.

To accomplish this, a classification analysis questionnaire (see
Appendix A) was distributed to a selected sample of approximately
4,500 Merit System employees representing the 810 job classifica-~
tions. (Our sample of 4,572 represented over 25% of the total
State Merit System Employee work force.) This sample included
representatives from each job classification currently filled,
including all employees in classifications where there were less
than 5 incumbents. Our sampling criteria were established as
follows:

Number of employees

in classification Number sampled
5 or less All employees sampled
6 to 100 25%, but not less than 5
101 to 200 25% up to a maximum of 35
201 to 500 20% up to a maximum of 50
501 to 1,000 10% up to a maximum of 75
1,000+ 5%, but not less than 75
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OQur objective in selecting specific employees to receive question-
naires was to obtain a broad cross-section of employees repre-
sentative of the 810 job classifications, including employees from
many different departments and locations throughout the State of
Iowa. Therefore, we selected employees from within the same job
classification based on the following criteria:

. Agency
Building/Location

. County

.  Sex

. Salary Step
. Time in Position

A consultant took a listing with this information for all merit
system employees and selected those employees to be sampled on this

"basis.

The classification analysis questionnaire was used to assist the
employees in describing their jobs. The questionnaire requested
detailed information in a consistent format reducing the possibility
of evaluating the job classification on outdated, inaccurate,
incomplete or overly general information, The aquestionnaire was
also specifically designed to identify those aspects of jobs tradi-
tionally held by women, which are often overlooked or not credited
in determining worth. Instructions described procedures for com-
pleting the questionnaire and for dealing with aspects of jobs not
covered in job specifications, such as special duties and responsi-
bilities, experience requirements, purpose of the position, and
working conditions.

To verify factual accuracy and to ensure completeness, all completed
questionnaires were reviewed and commented on by the immediate
supervisors.

All completed classification analysis questionnaires were reviewed
by a member of the consulting team. Questionnaire responses were
systematically compared with Iowa Merit Emplcoyment Departiment
classification standards and specifications to verify job content.
We identified individual employees we considered to be clearly
misclassified and removed them from the sample. When a question-
naire response indicated a serious question or concern about

the existing classification description or duties, the consulting
team member designated that the respondent and classification be
subject to further job audit through interview. Furthermore,
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additional audits were conducted where information on the question-
naire prepared by the employee was either incomplete, unclear or
contained terminology, concepts or procedures not well understood by
the study team; and where there were unusual situations such as con-
flicts of responsibility between positions, or Jjobs which contained
several distinct occupational specialties. These interviews were
used to expand upon the information provided in the questionnaire
and to clarify instances where there appeared to be a discrepancy in
job countent, '

Field audit interviews were conducted with approximately 150 em-
ployees covering 124 job classifications, using a structured inter-
view guide developed for this purpose. A copy of the interview
guide utilized is included as Appendix B. Both individual and group
interviews were conducted. The interviews were useful in clarifying
job data and understanding the relationship of one job to another.
The interviews were also conducted to ensure that classifications
whose incumbents' writing skills were not as strong as other em-
ployees were not at a disadvantage. Interviews were conducted with
a cross~section of employees covering many departments. Appendix C
lists those classifications interviewed during the field audit
process. During the evaluation process, additional employees and/or
supervisors were contacted where further clarification was required,

As a result of the review and the interview process, questionnaires
were selected that would subsequently be used by the evaluation
teams. For each classification where more than five questionnaires
were received, our coansultants selected approximately five of these
gquestionnaires which they believed best described the overall
classification. This selection process was performed for two
reasons. First, it would have been impractical, counter-productive
and often confusing for evaluation teams to read through as many as
85 guestionnaires to do one evaluation. Second, we were able to
choose questiconnaires that were the most thoroughly completed and
that were most representative of the overall classification. 1In
addition, we were able to eliminate questionnaires potentially
confusing te evaluators due to an issue of apparent misclassifi-
cation or an unresolved dispute between subordinate and supervisor
as to what constitutes actual job duties.

It is important to note that the job analysis process was not
intended to determine the correct allocation of each of the more
than 18,000 State of Iowa Merit System employees to the appropriate
classification per se. While we did identify individuals we con-
sidered to be misclassified and did identify classifications that
we believe ought to be combined or re-titled (refer to Task 6 of
this section of the report), our efforts primarily were intended to
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provide current, accurate, complete information in a consistent
format to the job evaluation teams. The Iowa Merit Employment
Department will have to continue to review positions to determine
proper classification on an on-going basis. To assist them in this
process, we identified the questionnaires that we believe require
attention.

Task 3 - Develop and Test the
Evaluation System

The objective of this task was to develop appropriate methods for
examining and determining the relative value of each job classifi-
cation under study. Determination of relative job value was central
to this project because it addressed the issue of internal equity,
or the fair relationship among job classifications. Our prior
experience in performing similar studies for government entities
suggested that the most appropriate approach was to develop and use
a point factor evaluation plan.. In this approach, compensable
factors appropriate to the aims of the organization are identified,
developed, and weighted relative to each other in order of impor-
tance. For each factor, a scale is devised representing increasing
levels of "worth."  Specific degrees within each factor are defined
and point values for each degree are assigned within the appropriate
range of the factor. Rating is done by deciding which degree
definition best fits the job classification being considered, and
the corresponding point value is selected. When all factors have
been rated, the sum total of points represents a global index of the
value or overall worth of the job classification in question. In
developing a plan based on the concept of comparable worth, the
Steering Committee required the following criteria to be met:

Documented and capable of ocutside verification,

Based on principles outlined by House File 313,

. Equitable and consistent applicability for the range of job
classifications evaluated,

. FEasily understood by the personnel who wiil administer the
program,

. Flexibility in responding to changes in job functions and
organizational design,

. Facilitates periodic auditing,
+ Minimum maintenance required on an ongoing basis.

Specific subtasks required in the development and completion of the
evaluation system are described bhelow.
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~assisted us in developing the final evaluation system.

3.1 - Review and analyze
the "Iowa Plan"

Over the past few years, the Iowa Merit Employment Department
has been acutely aware of the need for a comprehensive job
evaluation system that could be effectively utilized to de-
lineate and validate salary relationships. During the past ten
years, a series of evaluation systems have been tested. Most
recently, a proposed point-factor system known as the "lowa
Plan" was developed and tested, but not impiemented. We found
that approximately 113 job classifications had been evaluated
utilizing this approach.

The first step in developing the evaluation system for the
comparable worth study was to assess the accuracy and appro-
priateness of the "Iowa Plan.'" The purpose of this review was
to identify any strengths or problems in the system to deter-
mine whether it could be used for the study.

We statistically analyzed the application of the "Iowa Plan"
evaluation methodology to identify the importance of factors in
class ratings and the inter-correlation between factors. We
conducted regression znalyses to identify the factor weights
resulting from these evaluations. Data were analyzed for all
classes as well as for male and female dominated classes. The
welghts defined for male classes were used to predict the
evaluations for female classes to determine if differences
existed. Additionally, the application and weighting of
factors was reviewed to determine if identified differences
result from a few factors. We also identified factors within
the evaluation system which required better definition. We
interviewed jobh analysts to determine which factors were
difficult for them to use, and applied our own experience.
Through this process, we developed considerable insgight which

3.2 - Develop evaluation
system

The use of multiple job evaluation plans within an organi-

zation, with differing value criteria for each "job family,"
precludes investigation of systematic inequity in pay, since
each plan provides a unique definition of Jjob value. There-
fore, it was determined that a single Jjob evaluation system
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needed to be developed for all merit system employees. Pre-
vious studies we have conducted, including a comparable worth
study for the State of Michigan, have shown that a single
comprehensive point factor job evaluation plan can be used
reliably and accurately across a hroad range of occupations
typical of state employment. It is generally accepted that no
absolute universal standard of job worth exists or is likely to
exist by which the value or worth of all jobs in our society
can be measured. We have concluded that a useful job evalua-
tion system should be custom-designed to fit a given organi-
zation, particularly where there is a diversity of Jjobs, and
where several levels of jobs must be evaluated. We believe it
is inappropriate to force jobs into a predetermined "off the
shelf"” evaluation system. Beyond being customized, the system
should be easy to use--it must make sense to employees and be
understood and accepted by the people who must continue to use
it over time. The ranking of jobs tends to be highly dependent
on which factors are used in the evaluation and how heavily
each factor is weighted. Therefore, it was necessary to
develop a system for the State of Iowa which established the
job characteristics worthy of compensation. House File 313
established the overall value judgment or policy for deter-
mining comparable worth in the state government. "As used in
this section, 'comparable worth' means the value of work as
measured by the composite of skill, effort, responsibility, and
working conditions normally required in the performance of
work."

In determining what specific factors ought to be included
within these four categories, it is important to ensure that
they correspond to the characteristics of the State's labor
force. A problem with traditional approaches to job evaluation
is that for the most part they reflect their industrial origin.
The factors selected take into account changes in the content
of jobs to reflect the nature of technical and service Jjobs
that did not exist when these plans were originally developed.

We were sensitive to selecting and defining factors from a
comparable worth standpoint. Some job evaluation methods
appear to be oriented in favor of "male" job duties and respon-
sibilities. For example, occasional 1lifting of heavy objects
or responsibility for money or materials (characteristics of
male-dominate jobs) are generally valued more than frequent
lifting of lighter objects, manual dexterity, or responsibility
for people (characteristics of female-dominated jobs).

10
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The scales of job value or "factors" in many job evaluation
plans tend to be conceptually and statistically redundant. If
the measures of job value provided by these redundant factors
are associated with jobs held primarily by individuals of one
sex, the evaluations of these jobs would be improperly inflated.
Male bias in language defining factors and degrees has also
been built into earlier systems. Our efforts were concentrated
to overcome these problems and identify factors that appro-
priately valued all types of State jobs, irrespective of sex.

The relative weight accorded the different compensable factors
used can also have substantial impact on the resulting hier-
archy of job worth. Different sets of weights can substan-
tiglly alter the ordering of jobs. Since men and women still
tend to be segregated into different types of jobs, significant
differences in pay can result. In most traditional approaches,
the weighting of the various factors in a job evaluation plan
is generally carried out so as to maximize the correspondence
between the resulting measure of job value and the wage rates
in the labor market. This type of system thus tends to preserve
the status quo, including any biases which existed in the pay
rates used as the criterion of appropriate pay (labor market
rates).

Our approach established an evaluation method which defined job
value without primary reliance on the prevailing labor market.
Such a plan constitutes an idealized concept of the value of
jobs to the State. Adjustments to compensation rates necessary
to bring actual pay into alignment with this conceptual plan
can then be considered, taking into account labor supply in
various occupations, competition for human resources, and the
ability of the State to -allocate resources for compensation
purposes. Both the development of the idealized concept of
value and the linkage of such value to actual pay rates are
properly a matter for review and decision by State policymakers.

In cooperation with the Steering Committee, thirteen '"compen- :
sable factors" or "value components" of jobs were identified l
and defined. As described later, several of these factors

were comprised of subfactors (for example, Personal Contact

was comprised of 2 subfactors - Type of Contacts and Purpose

of Contacts). These factors were identified by first reviewing
a larger list of factors that define skill, effort, responsi-

bility, and working environment dimensions. The number of

degrees of value in each factor and the relative weight of each
factor was then determined, reviewed and decided upon with the
Steering Committee. The process used by the Steering Committee
in determining the weights is described later in this report.
The factors and factor weights determined by the Steering
Committee to be appropriate for use in this study are the
following:

11
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Skilil Weight
. Knowledge-from Formal Training/Education - 15%
Knowledge-from Experience 10%
Personal Contacts 10%
. Effort
dob Complexity, Judgment and Problem-Solving 12%
Guidelines/Supervision Available 5%
. Physical Demands 5%
. Mental/Visual Demands 5%
Work Pace/Pressures and Interruptions 5%
Responsibility
Supervision Exercised 8%
Scope and Effect 10%
. Impact of Errors 5%
Working Conditions
. Working Environment 5%
Unavoidable Hazards/Risks 5%

A much more detailed explanation of the development of the
evaluation system, including the statistical methodology and a
brief description of each factor, is provided in Section III of
this report. The complete job evaluation system is included in
Appendix D,

Task 4 - Assemble and Train
Evaluation Teams

4.1 - Organize evaluation teams

It was determined by the Steering Committee that the Jjob
evaluations should be conducted by a group of representative
State employees. Thirty-six State of Iowa employees were
selected to be members of evaluation teams. The selection was
done in .ccnsultation with the Merit Employment Department,
various state agencies and the Steering Committee, to assure
properly balanced teams of evaluators. Team member demographics
were analyzed and members were selected to include a broad
cross-section of employees on each team. These employees were
grouped into nine teams. Each team was composed of four in-
dviduals, two male and two female, to reduce possible rater
biases. Further, each team included one personnel specialist
employee, one technical/professional employee, one support staff
employee, and one supervisory/managerial employee. The teams

12
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included employees from 18 different departments. An attempt
was also made to have an appropriate balance of different age
groups on each team and a representative from a geographic
area outside of Des Moines on each team. Exhibit 1 provides a
listing of team members including their department and Jjob
classification title,

4,2 - Train evaluation teams

Even a fair and equitable job evaliuation system regquires
judgment on the part of the evaluator. The evaluation of jobs,
as is the case with any form of human Jjudgment, is subject to
error and unreliability of various types. Job analysis, as a
result of cultural stereotypes, may tend to devalue the work
typically performed by women. Therefore, we needed to estab-
lish procedures and sensitize the evaluators to minimize the
impact of any stereotyped perceptions of jobs.

After the employees were selected for the job evaluation teams,
we developed and conducted an intensive 3-day training session
to orient the team members to the concepts of comparable worth,
job evaluation, group dynamics, recognizing and coping with
biases, and the point factor evaluation plan developed for this
project. The training was intended to reduce the problem of
subtle sex stereotyping and bias in job evaluation. Appendix E
shows the training session agenda and outline. In addition, a
structured procedure was established to minimize evaluator
error or bias. A good job evaluation technigue requires the
job evaluator to apply his/her judgment in a very rigorous,
systematic, disciplined way to determine the relative impor-
tance of jobs. Appendix D is a copy of the evaluation handbook
which included evaluation instructions designed to minimize the
rater error and bias. Team members were also provided with
appropriate forms and materials to document results. The
training continued as the teams began the evaluation process.
Our consultants worked on-site as facilitators to ensure that
the evaluation system and procedures were followed consistently.
Reliability between the teams is also critical. So that job
evaluation factor reliability could be assessed, multiple
evaluations were scheduled.

Task 5 - Perform Job Evaluation

The State of Iowa evaluation team members independently evaluated
all State merit job classifications utilizing the single evaluation
system and the detailed information gathered on each job classifi-
cation. Our consultants assisted and guided the teams when dealing
with questions or problems as they arose, and coordinated the entire
process.

13



Team

Personnel Analysts

Judi Stark
Personnel Mgmt. Specialist
Human Services

Chuck Patton
Executive Assistant
Corrections

Judy Cochran
Personnel Mgmt. Specialist
Commerce

. Keith Hyland

Personnel Mgmt. Specialist
Public Health

Gayla Craven
Personnel Mgmt. Specialist
Merit Employment

Phyllis Watson
Personnel Mgmt. Specialist
Merit Employment

Jerry Groff
Personnel Mgmt. Specialist
Merit Employment

Gene Johnson
Personnel Mgmt. Specialist
Merit Employment

Mike Prey
Personnel Mgmt. Specialist
Merit Employment

*Served as alternate and replaced

STATE OF IOWA

Comparable Worth Study

Evaluation Teams

Support Staff

Jim Meisch
Nursery Worker 2
General Services

Clemens J. Gerhard
Maintenance Worker 2
Public Defense

Jo Ann Elliott
Secretary 1
Transportation

Judy Allen
Design Technician 2
Transportation

Robert M. Day
Resident Treatment Worker
Woodward

Al Hackney
¥Warehouse Opns. Wkr.
Beer & Liquor

Audrey Reinhold
Resident Treatment Worker
Independence

dan Ruble
Secretary 1
Public Instruction

Jogette Carroll
Clerk 3
Revenue

Technical /Professional

Supervisory/Managerial

Rebecca McCreary
Hevenue Auditor 2
Revenue

Darrel Campbell
Highway Engineer 4
Transportation

Vernell Hall
Civil Rights Spec. 3
Civil Rights

Ruth Oberhauser
Office Services Supervisor 1
Revenue

Ken Hartman
Training Qfficer 2
General Services

Mark Boley
Income Maint. wkr. 4 (Supv.})
Human Services

Diane Melberg
Programmer/Analyst
Public Instruction

Bob Haxton
Administrative Officer 1
Agriculture

Ross Orr
Management Analyst 2
Human Services

Nancy Exline
Associate Superintendent
Conservation

Geneva Davis
Aff. Act. Comp. Off, 2
Job Service

Marion Conover
Fisheries Supervisor
Conservation

Loren Jacobson
Dist. Coanstruction Tech.
Transportation

Carol Hice
Administrative Officer 2
Public Healtn

Ron Kozel
Environmental Spec., 2

Jan Hardy
Public sService Executive 1

Water & Waste Management Transportation

Bill Holin
Food Sanitation Inspec-
tor, Agriculture

Janet Specht
Nursing Director
Human Services

~And-
Martha Gelbhaus#*
Personnel Management Specialist 2
Human Services

Hollin during evaluation process.
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II.

TECHNICAIL APPROACH

5.1 - Conduct evaluations

Utilizing all sources of information regarding the job classi-
fications under study and the frame of reference established in
the training sessions, teams were assigned job classifications
to evaluate. OQOur consultants worked closely with teams to
facilitate the evaluation process. One consultant was assigned
to three teams to serve as a resource person and to help bring
a consistent frame of reference from her/his work with the
other groups. The three team leaders met on a regular basis to
ensure that the teams were utilizing the system in a consis-
tent, uniform manner.

In order to analyze and evaluate inter-group reliability,
there was some overlap of job classifications assigned to the
teams. That is, Jjob classifications were evaluated by more
than one team and the results of their evaluations were com-
pared. Although we have found reliability to be fairly high in
previous studies, we believed this analysis served several im-
portant functions. First, it provided an early indicator if
there was a systematic difference in evaluation by any team.
Second, it served to provide confidence in the system and
documentation in establishing that Jjob classifications were
being evaluated in accordance with the concept of comparable
worth. These comparisons of team ratings provided the data
needed to test inter-rater reliability.

Data collection for the inter-rater team rellability analysis
was structured so that during the first few weeks of evaluation,
20 job classifications were evaluated by 2 teams, 6 job clas-
gifications were evaluated by 3 teams, and 2 job classifications
were evaluated by all 9 teams. ‘To continuously test reliability,
we had the teams evaluate at least one job c¢lassification each
day that had been done by another team. In total, 90 job
classifications (98 separate pairs of comparisons), represent-
ing both male- and female-dominated classes, were evaluated by
more than one team. The results of this analysis showed that
most factors were assessed with acceptable reliability.

Exhibit 2 sets forth the reliability coefficients for each
factor. The inter-team job evaluation reliabilities for 13 of
the 17 initial factors (or an aspect of a factor) were above
.70, and the reliability of determining total points or the
overall global value or worth of the job (based upon committee
assigned factor weights) was .89. For those three factors
where the reliabilities fell below .70, changes were subse-
quently made either by reducing the degree levels utilized
(Mental/Visual Demands; Work Pace/Pressures; and Interrup-
tions) or by eliminating the factor (Supervision Exercised-
Location).
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Comparable Worth Study

Exhibit 2

Reliability Between Teams in Job Evaluations

Knowledge From Formal
Training/Education

Knowledge From Experience

Complexity, Judgment, and Problem-Solving

Guidelines/Supervision Available

Personal Contacts--Purpose
Personal Contacts--Type
Physical Demands
Mental/Visual Demands
Supervision Exercised--Nature
Supervision Exercised--Number
Supervision Exercised-—Location
Scope and Effect

Impact of Errors

Working Environment
Unavoidable Hazards/Risks
Work Pace/Pressures
Interruptions

Total Points

*Reliability estimated from 98 team pairs.

Reliability Coefficient*

.92

.75
.85_
.13
N e
.78
.84
.55
.91
.94
.49
.73
.74
71
.86
.61
.48

.89



1I.

TECHNICAL APPROACH

The evaluation teams were supplied with updated print-outs of
the evaluation results periodically throughout the process.
These print-outs arranged the results of the evaluations of all
teams by class code, in a total Jjob evaluation point hierarchy,
and by individual factor/degree. This process allowed each
team to gain a uniform perspective of the entire process and
provided for a more consistent application of the job evalua-
tion system. This also allowed them to review results and make
changes to 1nitial evaluations, where Justified.

5.2 - Review and revise

evaluations

The Arthur Young consultants reviewed and analyzed all eval-
uations to ensure a uniform application of the evaluation
system, and monitored and interpreted the results to identify
any potential problems with the evaluation process. Any
potential inconsistencies were discussed by the consulting team
leaders and referred back to the respective teams for reconsid-
eration during the last week of their work. Results of the job
evaluations were then presented to the Steering Committee

and the Iowa Merit Employment Department for review and com-
ment. In addition, Department Heads with five or more job
clagssifications included within this project were consulted on
two occasions to hear their perception of the tentative rela-
tionships of the classifications within their areas of respon-
sibility. Questions or concerns raised by the Department Heads
or Committee members were discussed and appropriate revisions
in the job evaluations were made by the consultants, based upon
the additional information and a review of the questionnaires
and other source documents to confirm the need for change. The
consultants ensured that the nine teams had conducted their
evaluations in a consistent and uniform manner.

Degree levels and point values have now been ascribed to each
position using the single evaluation system. These degree
levels assigned to each classification through the job eval-
uation process are documented so that the results of the
evaluation and the system can be verified by others., Exhibit 3
gsets forth the job evaluation results in total point order.

We were able to obtain questionnaire data from 758 of the
current total of 810 State Merit System job classifications.
There were either no incumbents at the time of the study or no
questionnaires returned for the remaining 52 classifications.
0f these 52 classifications, 12 have been or will soon be
deleted from the current Merit system leaving 798 active State
Merit job classifications at the time of the study. The
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II. TECHNICAL APPROACH

remaining 40 classifications were tentatively evaluated by Jjob
analysts from the Merit Employment Department, based upon their
perceptions and the existing class specifications, and reviewed
by Arthur Young consultants. We recommend that at such time as
detailed position analysis data can be obtained from incum-
bents, these Jjob classifications should be reviewed for con-
sistent application of the system.

Task 6 -~ Develop Job
Classification
Pay Grade Structure

Final evaluation results were tabulated based upon the evaluation
system. With the completed job evaluations in hand, it was possible
to develop a hierarchy of job classifications. The hierarchy served
28 the basis for development of the job classification pay grade
gstructure.

The initial step in developing recommended job classification pay
grade structure involves the development of a structure which
classifies or groups similar job classifications. Rationales for
developing these groups or divisions are that: (1) relatively
modest differences in evaluation results may not indicate true
differences in value of positions (partially the function of the
judgment inherent in any measuring system), (2) salary adminis-
tration is simplified when there is a Jimited number of job clas-
sification grades and associated rates, and (3) there must be a
sufficient number of salary grades or groups of job classifications
to reflect differences in pay levels that would normally be expected
hased on differences in overall job worth.

The basis for developing the job classification pay grade groupings
was the evaluation results generated earlier by the evaluation
teams, which were reviewed by our consultants and the Steering
Committee. An effort was made to develop logical groupings

of job classifications based on a systematic sequence of job eval-
uation values so that the breaks in job c¢lassifications would occur
at points where job classifications appeared to differ most clearly
in their overall relative value.

When all factors have been rated, the total points accrued by a job
represent a global index of the value of the job classification in
question. The job classification is assigned to a grade according
to the points accumulated. The higher the points, the higher the
grade assigned. The point values are considered in constructing the
job pay grade structure, and are then used only for future
evaluations to place a new or changed job into an appropriate job
pay grade.

16



IT. TECHNICAL APPROACH

The job pay grade structure which best provides internal equity,
while at the same time creating distinctions among job classifica-
tions that are sensible and logical based on changes in job wvalue
is provided in Exhibit 4.% The job classification grades were
determined using a standard approximate 5.2% increase in evaluation
points. The resulting structure of 35 grades (grades 10 through
44) is somewhat less than the current structure with 39 grades
(grades 8 through 46). There are, however, several vacant grades
in the current structure. We recommend that the State retain

both the upper and lower grades for possible future use even though
they are currently vacant.

Task 7 - Determine Impact
of Proposed System

To understand the impact of the proposed job classification system
on employees and the State, we assessed potential impact in several
ways. More detailed descriptions of these analyses are found in
Section III and IV of this report.

For example, we examined the distribution of degree assignments on
each evaluation factor to identify possible peculiarities or prob-
lems in degree utilization. We also conducted various regression
analyses to identify the statistical weight being carried by each
factor in determining total evaluation point scores and to identify
factor weights that would generally represent the State's historical
pay policy in a manner that is free from any possible sex bias.
Intercorrelations and possible redundancy between the job evaluation
factors also were examined.

Further, the impact on pay grade of various pay policy models was
examined. Specifically, statistically predicted pay grades for
jobs were computed for various models and were compared to the
jobs' current pay grades. These analyses were conducted separately
for female-dominated and male-dominated jobs and are discussed in
Section IV of this report.

* As described in Section IV of this report, a number of statistical
models also were used to develop classification pay grade struc-
tures based on statistically predicted pay grades. One issue
.with the statistically-derived structures was a slight tendency
for "over-prediction" in pay grade to occur for jobs at the ex-
tremes of the job value hierarchy when a linear model was used.

The grade structurer presented in Exhibit 4 attempts to correct
for this over-prediction.

17



II. TECHNICAL APPROACH

For several reasons, these analyses focused primarily on the
prediction of pay grade (i.e., grades 8 through 46) rather than
salary dollars (i.e., salary range maximum). For example, the
State currently has seven different salary plans in the merit
employment system. A given pay grade in one plan is intended to
represent an equivalent ievel of job worth as the same grade in
another pay plan. However, as a result of collective bargaining
and other policy decisions, there is as much as a 5% difference
between the pay plans in salary range maximums for identical pay
grades. Further, it is not unusual to find curvilinear relation-
ships between measures of job value and salary (in dollars) when
analyzing a range of jobs as broad as in this study. This may
result, in part, from the common practice in compensation admin-
istration of using "percentage" rather "constant dollar" differ-
entials between salary ranges for adjacent pay grades.

Thus, for the purposes of these statistical analyses, it appeared
more appropriate to predict pay grade rather than salary range
dollars.

We also performed a "post-study" analysis of the proposed pay grade
assignments. Exhibit 5 compares the number of male-dominated,
female-dominated and mixed classifications in each of the existing
pay grades with the number of each category that would exist under
our recommended system as set forth in Exhibit 4. This exhibit
also compares the percentage of all three types found in each
existing pay grade with the percentages resulting from the proposed
approach. These data demonstrate that female-dominated classifica-
tions would no longer be disproportionately represented in the
lower pay grades. Under the current system, female-dominated
classifications account for more than 80% or more of the total in 3
of the 4 lower pay grades. This would not be true under the
proposed system.

18



Comparable Worth Study

State of Iowa

Proposed Job Classification Pay Grade Structure

Grade

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

Point Ranges

142-149
150-157
158-165
166-174
175-183
184-193
194-~203
204-213
214-224
225-236
237-248
249--261
262-275
276-289
290-304
305-320
321-336
337-354
355-372
373-392
393-412
413-433
434-456
457-480
481-504
505-531
532-558
559-587
588-618

619-650

651-684
685-719
720~-757
758-796
797-837

Exhibit 4
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STATE OF IOWA

Comparable Worth Study

Classification Changes by Grade
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Grade

STATE OF IOWA

Comparable Worth Study

Classification Changes by Grade
for Male-Dominated, Female-Dominated
and Mixed Classifications (Contd.)

Number in : Number in % in Current
Current Classifications Proposed Classifications Classifications

Male Female Mixed Total Male Female Mixed Total Male Female Mixed

16 16 10 1 2 13 100.0
7 7 8 1 9 100.0
9 9 8 2 10 100.0
5 o 4 4 100.0
1 1 6 6 100.0
3 3 2 1 3 100.0
5 1 1 7 3 3 71.4 14.3 14.3

1 1 2 :
1 w1 2 2 100.0
3 3
1 1
1 1 1 100.0

438 180 140 756

% in Proposed
Classifications

Male Female

Mixed

6.9
88.9
80.0
100.0
100.0
66.7
100.0
50.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0

7.7

20.0

50.0

15.4
1.1

33.3
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II. TECHNICAL APPROACH

We also analyzed the relative change in pay grade assignments, That
is, we determined to what extent, if any, each male-doiminated,
female-dominated and mixed classification's pay grade was increased
or decreased as a result of the job evaluation results. Again, we
found that female-dominated classifications were favorably affected.
One hundred and forty two (78.9%) female-dominated classifications
would be placed in a higher pay grade, 18 (10.0%) would stay in the
same grade, and 20 (11.1%) classifications would be placed in a
lower pay grade. This compares with male-dominated classifications
where 236 (53.9%) would be increased and 123 (28.1%) would be
decreased; and mixed classifications where 67 (47.6%) would be
increased and 48 (34.2%) would be decreased. In total, there was a
tendency for classifications to be increased. Four hundred and
forty five (58.7%) of all classifications would be increased,

while only 191 (25.2%) would be decreased. You would expect some
movement in any reevaluation process, especially with the introduc-
tion of a new approach. A one or two grade shifting is not uncommon.
Therefore, the extent that any classification changes by more than

2 pay grades is particularly relevant. Seventy two (40.0%) of the
female-dominated classifications would be increased by more than 2
grades, 104 (57.8%) would be within 2 pay grades, and only 4 (2.2%)
would be decreased by more than two pay grades. Seventy six (17.4%)
male-dominated classifications would be increased by more than two
grades, 330 (75.3%) would be within 2 grades, and 32 (7.3%) would be
decreased by more than 2 grades. Twenty seven (19.3%) of the mixed
classifications would be increased by more than 2 pay grades, 104
(74.3%) would be within 2 grades, and 9 (6.4%) would be decreased by
more than 2 pay grades. The total results of this analysis are set

forth in Exhibit 6.

The preliminary conclusions of the implication of project results
were reviewed with the Steering Committee. Options for resolving
any defined problems with the results or process were identified as
well as identifying any necessary additional analysis.

Task 8 - Develop System
Update Procedures

No evaluation system can survive in a static state. Positions
change and job re-~evaluation must occur. As a part of our work, we
have provided a means for maintaining the job classification system.
We have prepared a job evaluation handbook similar to the one used
by the evaluation teams for future reference. The job evaluation
handbook is shown in Appendix D. In addition; the final evaluation
ratings have been reflected in computer print-outs in the same
manner that was used for the teams, so that the Iowa Merit Employ-
ment Department can apply the system in a consistent manner in the
future. The adjustments, when needed, can then be systematically
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STATE OF IOWA

Comparable Worth Study

Relative Change in Pay Grade Assignments
for Male-Dominated, Female-Dominated

and Mixed Classifications
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II. TECHNICAL APPROACH

reviewed and resolved hy the professionals in the Iowa Merit Em-
ployment Department. Our recommendations for on-going maintenance
and administration are included in Section V of this report. In
addition to our recommendations, we believe the active involvement
of personnel professionals from most departments in the State during
this study has greatly enhanced their ability to use this system in
years to come.

Task 9 - Implementation of
Classification Plan

In adopting an implementation strategy for this study, several
important policy decisions need to be made.

9.1 - Changes in job
classifications/titles

During the course of the study, we found a number of instances
where there was little difference in duties and responsibili-
ties between two job classifications. Our procedure was to
have each job classification evaluated by the teams indepen-
dently. Where the resulting evaluations indicated the job
classifications were very similar, we further reviewed the
duties and responsibilities to determine i1f a merger of the two
job classifications was possible. Exhibit 7 provides a listing
of the job classifications recommended for merging. If our
recommendations were implemented, the total number of State of
Iowa job classifications would be reduced by 59. The job
clagssifications, as merged, have not heen reflected in Exhi-
bit 3, the job evaluation results. The State will have to act
upon this separately. We have, however, evaluated the result-
ing classification for your reference. The recommended job
evaluation points are listed next to the proposed new or
combined classification.

Title changes are also recommended to more appropriately
describe the work being done and to renumber classifications
where one level of g series is being proposed for merger.
Exhibit 8 sets forth a list of proposed title changes. These
changes have not been reflected in Exhibit 3.

9.2 -~ Determining
salary levels

This involves translating job evaluation points into actual
salaries-~-or determining how many dollars in salary each Jjob
evaluation point is worth. Several statistical approaches can
be used. For example, based on evaluations and salaries for all
State jobs, an equation could be developed that best predicts
jobs ' current maximum monthly salaries. However, with this
approach, the predicted salary may reflect any sex bias present
in the State's current pay plan.

' 20



Current

Class

Code

02522

02521

00470

00472

02066
04545

04538

00454

00455

03021

03022

01022

01021

04025

04224

03094

03093

05313

05333

STATE OF IOWA

Comparable Worth Study

Classifications Proposed for

Exhibit 7

Job Classification Title

Public Health Service Chief 2

Public Health Service Chief 1

Securities Examiner

Securities Dealer Examiner

Hospital Nursing Consultant
Medical Facilities Consultant

Health Facilities Surveyor

Insurance Complaints Analyst

Insurance Policy Analyst

Social Worker 4 (Supervisor)

Social Worker 5 (Supervisor)

Education Supervisor 2

Education Supervisor 1

Program & Planning Adm. 2

Program & Planning Adm. 1

Income Maintenance Worker 5

Income Maintenance Worker 4

Fisheries Biologist 2

Wildlife Biologist 2

Page 1 of b
Merging
Eval. Recommended Eval.
Points Merged Title Points
792 Public Health
Service Chief 792
792
446 Securities
Examiner 446
446
435
Medical
437 Facilities 435
Surveyor
435
425 Insurance
Policy 425
425 Analyst
413 Soc. Wrkr 4
(Supervisor) 413
413
398
Educ. Supv. 398
398
386 Program &
Planning 386
386 Admin.
329 Income Maint.
Worker 4 329
329
319 Conservation
Biologist 2 319
319



Exhibit 7
Page 2 of 5

Current
Class Eval. Recommended Eval,
Code Job Classgification Title Points Merged Title Points
01016 Educator 2 331
Educator 1 331
01015 Educator 1 331
08136 Bridge Inspector 2 302
Bridge 302
08135 Bridge Inspector 1 302 Inspector
00808 Manpower Specialist 3 277
Job Service
00806 Manpower Specialist 2 277 Interviewer 2 277
00853 Claims Specialist 2 277
05312 Fisheries Biclogist 1 277 Conservation
Biologist 1 277
05332 Wildlife Biologist 1 277
08416 Power Plant Engineer 3 247 Power Plant
Engineer 3 247
08315 Heating Plant Mechanic 247
04381 Engineering Office Assistant 2 237 Engineering
Office 237
04380 Engineering Office Assistant 1 237 Assistant
00852 Claims Specialist 1 242 Job Service
Interviewer 1 242
00840 Manpower Specialist 1 242
05331 Wildlife Technicilan 235 Conservation
Technician 224
05303 Figheries Technician 224
00048 Redemption Clerk 1 187
Accounting
00275 Treasurer's Asst. Cashier 179 Clerk 172

00305 Accounting Clerk 1 172



Current
Class

Code

00022

00025

00467

00469

00021

00012

04352

04353

02134
02125

02575

04112

04113

00546

00550

07111

07112

08672
04735
04750
08677

Job Classification Title

Clerk Steno 3

Secretary 1

Property Casualty Ins. Div. Dir.

Life/Health Ins. Div. Dir.

Clerk Steno 2
Clerk Typist 2
Mat. Tech., Supv. 1
Mat. Tech.

Supv. 2

Speech Therapy Technician
Physical Therapy Aide

Voc. Rehab. Assistant

Right of Way Agent 2

Right of Way Agent 3

Util. Reg. Eng. 3

Chief Util. Reg. Engr.

Security Guard 2

Military Security Guard

Electronics Tech.
Communications Tech. 1
Traffic Signal Tech. 1

Office Machine Repairer 2

Exhibit 7

Page 3 of 5
Eval. Recommended Eval.
Points Merged Title Points

217

Secretary 1 217
217
393 Senior

Policy 393
393 Analyst
187

Clerk Typist 2 175
167
424 Mat. Tech.

Supv. 384
379
209

Therapy
222 Assistant 211
200
327 Right of

Way 327
327 Agent 2
449 Util. Reg.

Engr. 3 449
438
203 Security

Guard 2 203
203
275
248 Electronics

Technician 253
248
253



Exhibit 7

Page 4 of 5
Current
Class Eval. Recommended Eval.,
Code Job Classification Title Points Merged Title Points
05317 Fisheries Supv. 431
05337 Wildlife Supv. 435 Assoc. Supt.,
Conserv. 435
05420 Asst. State Forester 435
05225 Assoc. Supt. Conserv. 429
05220 Parks Supv. 382 Environmental
Conservation 382
05360 Conserv. Enforce. Supv. 360 Supervisor
05334 Wildliife Bicl. 3 377 Conservation
Supervisor 377
05417 Forester 3 377
02085 Central Supply Worker 1 158
Storekeeper 1 173
00235 Storekeeper 1 169
02086 Central Supply Worker 2 208
Storekeeper 2 204
0023 Storekeeper 2 211
00708 Administrative Asst. 1 269
Admin, Asst., 1 269
04007 Planning Aide 3 255
04008 Planning Aide 4 . 281
Admin. Officer 1 292
00621 Administrative Officer 1 292
04006 Planning Aide 2 196
00072 Military Graves Regist., 2 229 Clerk 4 218
00018 Clerk 4 219
03166 Income Maint. Worker 4 (Supv.) 347 Income Maint.

Worker 4 347
03167 Income Maint. Worker 5 (Supv.) 353 (Supv.)



Exhibit 7

Page 5 of 5
Current
Class Eval. Recommended Eval.
Code Job Classification Title Points Merged Title Points
3012 Social Worker 1 295 Social
Worker 1 295
03016 Social Worker 2 302
03030 County Soc. Serv. Dir. 1 413 County Soc.
_ Serv. Dir. 1 419
03031 County Soc. Serv. Dir. 2 425
03352 Vol. Serv. Dir., 1 291 Volunteer
: Serv. Dir. 298
03353 Vol. Serv. bir. 2 298
04005 Planning Aide 1 _159
00071 Mil. Graves Regist. 1 134 Clerk 2 158
00016 Clerk 2 158
08112 Asphalt Pav. Mach. Oper. 248
Equip.
08230 Heavy Equip. Oper. 231 Oper. 3 243
08113 Equip. Oper. 3 - 259
05319 Fisheries Supt. 491
05339 Wildlife Supt. 491
Conserv.
05230 Parks Supt. 478 Supt. 478
05421 State Forester 478
05365 Conserv. Enf. Supt, 461
00276 Treaéurer's Cashier 223
00307 Accounting Clerk 3 230
Accounting 223
00047 Redemption Clerk 2 216 Tech., 1

00290 Accounting Tech. 1 219



Current Title

Meatcutter 1

Bridge Inspector 3
Highway Engineer 6
~Income Maintenance Worker

Income Maintenance Worker

STATE OF IOWA

Comparable Worth Study

Proposed Title Changes

Exhibit 8

Suggested Title

Meat Supplies Worker

Senior

Bridge Inspector

Highway Engineer 5

6 (Supervisor) Income

Maintenance Worker 5

(Supervisor)

6 Income

Social Worker 6 (Supervisor) Social

Social Worker 3
Social Worker 4
Social Worker 5
Social Worker 6
County Social Services Di

Manpower Aide 1
Manpower Aide 2
Manpower Research Economi

Manpower Research Economist 3
Homemaker Services Supervisor 2

Communications Technician
Linen Room Attendant 1
Linen Room Attendant 2
Ingredient Room Worker 1
Ingredient Room Worker 2
Sewing Room Attendant 1
Sewing Room Attendant 2
Right of Way Agent 5
Office Machine Repairer 1
Right of Way Agent 4

Social
Social
Social
Social
rector 3 County

Maintenance Worker 5
Worker 5 (Supervisor)
Worker 2

Worker 3

Worker 4

Worker 5

Social Services

Director 2
Job Service Aide 1
Job Service Aide 2
st 2 Job Serv. Research Economist

Job Serv. Research Economist
Homemaker /Home Health Admin-

istrator
2 Communications Technician
Linen Worker 1
Linen Worker 2
Ingredient Worker 1
Ingredient Worker 2

Sewing
Sewing

Worker 1
Worker 2

Right of Way Agent 4

Office

Machine Repairer

Right of Way Agent 3
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TECHNICAL APPROACH

Two statistical approaches which will eliminate this bias will
be described. The first approach assumes that there has been
no prior discrimination in the pay for jobs held predominately
by males. Therefore, a salary prediction equation is developed
based on salaries and evaluation points for male-dominated Jjobs
only. When this equation is applied to female-dominated jobs,
it is contended that it provides fair, unbiased estimates of
salaries for these jobs, too. The other approach is to derive
a prediction equation based on salaries, evaluation results,
and job sex composition (i.e., percent of incumbents who are
female). When the resulting equation is evaluated, the average
"percent female'" over all jobs (i.e., 33.5%) is substituted in
the equation. This equation estimates appropriate salaries

from job evaluation points, with job sex composition statistically

held constant.

The equations to predict the maximum salary for each of the
three approaches are as follows:

MAXSAL = 89.78 + 2,489 (total eval. pts.) -—- (ALL JOBS)
MAXSAL = 109.56 + 2.467 (total eval. pts.) -- (MALE EQUATION)
MAXSAL = 127.75 + 2.426 (total eval. pts.) ~- (PERCENT FEMALE

CONSTANT)
+ (-.529) (% Female)

NOTE for prediction, replace
"% Female” with 33.5
(this is the mean across all jobs)

To determine maximum salaries for specific classification
grades, these equations could be applied to the "midpoint" of
evaluation points associated with each of the 35 classification
grades described earlier (See Exhibit 4).

Exhibit 9 sets forth the predicted bi-weekly maximum salaries
utilizing the three approaches for implementation.

9.3 - Establishing a
single pay plan

Current differences in salaries among the seven different pay
plans in the merit system for classifications evaluated as
being in the same salary grade (or as having "comparable
worth'") is an issue which must be resolved.

21




Exhibit 9
STATE OF IOWA

Comparable Worth Study

Summary of Predicted
Salary Grade Maximums
Using Alternative Formulas

Line
Equation

+ (-.529) (33.5)

Grade Percent Female All Jobs Male Equation
10 $ 463.01 $ 451.93 $ 477.14
11 482.42 471.84 488,24
12 501.83 491.75 507.98
13 522.45 512.91 528.95.
14 544.28 535.31 551.15
15 567.33 558.96 577.05
16 591.59 583.85 599.26
17 615.85 608.74 623.93
18 641.32 634.87 649.83
19 669.22 663.49 678.20
20 698.33 693.36 707.81
21 728 .66 724.48 738.65
22 761.41 758.08 771.95
23 794.16 791.68 805.25
24 830.55 829.01 842.26
25 868.15 867.59 880.50
26 906.97 907 .42 919.97
27 948.21 949.73 961.91
28 989.45 992.04 1003.85
29 - 1037.97 1033.41 1053.19
30 1086.49 1091.60 1102.53
31 1136.23 1142.63 1153.10
32 1189.60 1197.39 1207.38
33 1246.61 1255.88 1265.30
34 1304.83 1315.61 1324.58
35 1366.70 1379.08 1387.47
36 - 1432.20 1446.29 1454.08
37 1500.13 1515.98 1523.15
38 1572.91 1580.65 1597.16
39 1649.33 1669.05 1674.87
40 1729.38 1751.19 1756.28
41 1813.08 1837.06 1841.39
42 1901.63 1927.91 1931.44
43 1995.03 2023.73 2026.42
44 2092.07 2123.29 2125.10

Salary 127.75 + 2.426(pt) 89,78 + 2.489 (pt) 109.56 + 2.467 (pt)
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TECHNICAL APPROACH

There 1s currently a unique pay plan for each of the seven "job
families"™ in the merit system:

Professional /Managerial
Clerical/Support
Technical
Blue Collar

. Fiscal & Staff

. Security

. Public Safety

The actual salaries for the various steps at each grade level
can vary considerably. For example, at grade 25 (the highest
level found in all 7 plans), the bi-weekly rate for the sixth
step ranges from 863.20 to 907.20, a difference of $1,144 on an

annual basis.

It appears to us that considerahle attention need be paid to
this issue. Logically, we submit that under a comparable worth
policy, there should be but a single pay plan.

This could create a problem for state policy makers. Currently,
several of these pay plans are estahlished by collective
bargaining agreements. Presumably, under comparable worth, no
group could negotiate a higher rate for its members than the
worth (job evaluation results) of their classifications would
allow, without subjecting the State to a potential comparabile
worth discrimination claim. We believe the State needs to
consider if a change in Chapter 20 of the statutes is necessary
or if perhaps the legislature should receognize that collectively
bargained rates constitute a valid defense. We believe a

legal opinion is necessary from the Attorney General in this

matter.

9.4 - Adjusting individual
salaries

After modifying the salary structure, procedures must be
established for adjusting individual salaries. Steps must be.
created for each range and individuals must be placed on the
appropriate step. We recommend the use of a uniform six step
structure with a 5% differeance between each step. In order to
initially implement the revised structure, a variety of alter-
natives are available. One approach is placing each individual
at the step they are currently on in their respective pay grade.
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TECHNICAL APPROACH

Grant no additional increases until the established maximum
rate reaches the incumbent's rate of pay (through structure
increases, grade changes, etc.).

Reduce the employee's salary to the maximum of the wage or
salary grade immediately.

. Reduce the employee's salary in a series of steps (for
example, 5% every six months) to the maximum pay rate.

Given the particular situations involved, we would recommend
that you implement the first option.

9.6 - Appeals procedure

Effective communication of the evaluation system is a vital
component in this project. To that end, we have reviewed
implementation needs and special problems. In particular, we
recommend the use of a formal appeals process at the conclusion
of the study to allow employees an opportunity to provide
further input. Our recommendations for the appeals process
have been presented to the Steering Committee for review and
consideration. We recommend the establishment of an indepen-
dent Appeals Committee that will review and make determinations
of appeals that are received. We have also suggested a letter
for notifying employees of the impact of the study on their
classification, and recommended an appeals form for use by the
State. This process is set forth in Section VI.

9.7 - Retroactivity

Another issue which must be addressed is retroactivity of any
increase (or decrease) in salary level.

It is our understanding that over the last year a number of re-
quests have been received requesting a re-evaluation. Some of
these requests are the result of administrative reorganization
and others are a matter of individual interest by employees or
their departments to have their classifications reviewed. In
many instances, changes in pay grade assignment for these
classifications have not been able to be implemented.
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TECHNICAL APPROACH

Grant no additional increases until the established maximum
rate reaches the incumbent's rate of pay (through structure
increases, grade changes, etc.).

Reduce the employee’'s salary to the maximum of the wage or
salary grade immediately.

. Reduce the employee's salary in a series of steps (for
example, 5% every six months) to the maximum pay rate.

Given the particular situations involved, we would recommend
that you implement the first option.

9.6 — Appeals procedure

Effective communication of the evaluation system is a vital
component in this project. To that end, we have reviewed
implementation needs and special problems. In particular, we
recommend the use of a formal appeals process at the conclusion
of the study to allow employees an opportunity to provide
further input. Our recommendations for the appeals process
have been presented to the Steering Committee for review and
consideration. We recommend the establishment of an indepen-
dent Appeals Committee that will review and make determinations
of appeals that are received. We have also suggested a letter
for notifying employees of the impact of the study on their
classification, and recommended an appeals form for use by the
State. This process is set forth in Section VI.

9.7 - Retroactivity

Another issue which must be addressed is retroactivity of any
increase (or decrease) in salary level.

Retroactive pay is typically not provided in the implementation
of a new compensation program. Because the methods and factors
for determining the worth of a job are new, any evaluation of
an individual's position should only reflect what the current
job responsibilities are in relation to the new job evaluation
plan. In other words, retroactive pay would assume that the
job would have been evaluated the same in the past as it was
under the new job evaluation plan. We do not believe that
assumption should he made and, consequently, retroactive pay
should not be given. Pay differences should be effective in
accordance with the general implementation strategy adopted by
the State.
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Task 10 - Prepare and Present
Final Report

A draft final report was prepared and reviewed with the Steering
Committee, the Governor, and the lowa Merit Employment Department.
Following the review, this final report of work accomplished was
prepared, including a description of our methods, analyses, find-
ings and recommendations. Presentations to the legislative leader-
ship, the employees, and various civic and professional organiza-
tions have been conducted to explain the study and to answer
questions. Work papers and other documents required for effective
maintenance of the system have been turned over to the Iowa Merit
Employment Department.
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I1I. EVALUATION SYSTEM

An important component of the Comparable Worth study was the devel-
opment of an evaluation system to determine the relative value of
State job classifications. Determination of relative value is
important in developing a compensation program because it addresses
the need for internal equity. Also, it is important that the
compensation program recognize differences between job classifi-
cations on the basis of a numbher of factors, not on whole job

ranking.

Job evaluation results in the placement of all job classifications
into an appropriate rank order of relative value to the organization
and in an estimate of the degree of difference between job classifi-
cations. The procedure provides a means for systematically judging
internal responsibility relationships between the organization's
various job classifications (not the incumbents). By developing a
means of systematically appraising the value of each job classifica-
tion in relation to all others on a common basis, fair and equitable
internal relationships among the job classifications can be deter-
mined and maintained.

Because of the importance of job evaluation to this study, statisti-
cal procedures were conducted to analyze the application of the plan
and relationship between job evaluation results and other variables
(e.g., current pay grade). This section of the report describes

the job evaluation plan and the results of the analyses.

Selection of Job
Evaluation System

OQur prior experience in performing similar studies suggested that
the most appropriate evaluation approach was a ""point factor"
evaluation plan. In this appreoach, compensable factors appropriate
to the aims of the organization must be identified, developed and
weighted relative to each other in order of importance. Specific
degrees within each factor are then defined and point wvalues for
each degree are assigned within the appropriate range of the factor.
Rating is done by deciding which degree definition best fits

the job classification being considered, and the corresponding point
value is selected.

There are numerous advantages in utilizing the point factor system
over other methods of job evalution. It is easier and more objec-
tive to independently evaluate a job on a number of relatively
narrow compensable factors than to attempt an overall evaluation of
the total job. The use of multiple factors also allows more facets
of job worth to be explicitly represented, thus suggesting greater
equity. .
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By using predetermined standards against which all job classifi-
cations are compared, there is greater objectivity, a feature which
appeals to employees and improves acceptance of the evaluation
system. In addition, the factors and their weighting have stability
which lends further credihility to the evaluation system. Point
factor evaluation permits a variety of diverse job classifications
to be compared to a stable standard. New job classifications are
easily integrated into the system. The ease with which a point
factor plan can be administered has made it the most prevalent
approach to job evaluation.

Selection of
Evaluation Factors

In designing and using a point factor Jjob evaluation system, it is
important to assure the evaluation factors employed are relevant and
applicable to the job classifications undergoing evaluation.

Factors need to be identified that can be used to distinguish
between the skill, effort, responsibility, or working conditions
found in different job classifications.

As previously stated, our first step was to analyze the "Iowa Plan."
Based upon this analysis, we were able to identify areas that
required further development. We also met with several groups to
identify other potential factors necessary to capture the nature of
the myriad of jobs under study. Specifically, we met separately
with the Steering Committee, supervisors and analysts from the

Iowa Merit Employment Department, and persconnel representatives from
the various agencies. From these meetings, we identified a very
comprehensive list of potential factors or dimensions that could
measure skill, effort, responsibility and working conditions.

We worked with the Steering Committee to prioritize these aspectis
of job worth. Our consulting team then developed 19 potential
factors. The Steering Committee and the Iowa Merit Employment
Department reviewed these 19 factors and determined that 13 major
factors (including some factors which combined elements of the
larger lists) appeared to be most appropriate for use in this
study. Several of these 13 factors were comprised of subfactors.
We defined these factors and established degree levels which we
felt would measure the range of jobs to be evaluated.

The following factors were determined to be appropriate compensable
factors for initial use in this study with further refinement to
these factor subject to the outcome of the statistical analysis
conducted on the evaluations resulting from application of the
factors:
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Factor

Knowledge--from Formal Training/Education.

Factor

Factor 1 measures the academic preparation and/or
technical training at the entry level considered to bhe
"normal' or '"typically required' to perform the work.
Factor 1 represents the requirements for the job, not
the particular educational! background of the person
helding the job.

Knowledge-~from Experience

Factor

Factor 2 evaluates the least amount of time normally
required for a person with the "typically required”
training/education to acquire the knowledge and skills
to perform the job satisfactorily.

Job Complexity, Judgment and Problem-Solving

Factor

Factor 3 measures the complexity of duties, and the
frequency and extent of judgment used in decision-making
and problem-scolving.

Guidelines/Supervision Available

Factor

Factor 4 covers the nature of guidelines and the judg-
ment needed for application. Included are the extent
and closeness of supervision required and received for
methods to be followed, results to be obtained, and
frequency of work progress review.

Personal Contacts

Factor

Factor 5 measures the responsibility for effective
handling of personal contacts with persons not in the
supervisory chain. Discussed is the frequency, purpose,
importance, setting and person{(s) contacted.

Physical Demands

Factor

Factor 6 measures physical effort and fatigue. Consid-
ered is the effort, strength, stamina, and endurance
necessary to perform the job.

Mental /Visual Demands

Factor 7 measures the coordination and dexterity of
mind, eye and hand. Factor 7 includes duration and
intensity of the coordination and not intelligence or
mental development.
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Factor 8: Supervision Exercised
Factor 8 measures the nature and magnitude for super-
vising subordinates. Indicated are the number of people
supervised and the type of supervisory responsibility.

Factor 9: Scope and Effect
Factor 9 measures the relationship between the nature of
the work, its purpose, breadth and depth, and the effect
of work products or services within and outside the
organizational unit.

Factor 10: Impact of Errors
Factor 10 measures the likely effect or probable con-
sequences of potential errors made by an individual in
the regular course of the work and the opportunity for
making such errors.

Factor 11: Working Environment
Factor 11 evaluates the conditions under which the job
must be performed and the extent to which conditions,
i.e., heat, cold, rain, snow, dirty or bloody condi-
tionsg, fumes, noises, unpleasant social encounters,
etc., make the job unpleasant.

Factor 12: Unavoidable Hazards/Risks
Factor 12 measures the hazards connected with the
performance of the job or the extent and seriousness of
potential bodily injury that normally exists in perform-
ing the jobh.

Factor 13: Work Pace/Pressures

and Interruptions

Factor 13 measures the degree to which the employee is
able to maintain continuity of work and to plan the
scheduling and priority of job tasks in advance.
Indicated are the changes in work volume and frequency
of interruption.
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The committee and the consultants also selected preliminary a priori
weights to be assigned to each factor based upon their perception of
relative importance.

In order to test the system and weights prior to completing all 800
plus job evaluations, a sample of 138 classifications (69 male- and
69 female-dominated jobs) were selected to be evaluated early on in
the process. The team evaluation results were then analyzed in the
same manner described below for the overall final results. As a
result of this initial analysis, it was determined not to change any
factors or degrees, but to reassign the a priori weights.

The remainder of the job evaluations were completed and the same
statistical analysis was performed. Inter-team reliabilities of
the factors were presented earlier in Exhibit 2. Again, it was
determined that the factors were appropriate and could measure job
worth in the manner intended. However, it became apparent that
specific degrees within certain factors were either underutilized
or were not reflecting the policy intended by the committee.
Therefore, the committee determined that several factors should be
modified. Specifically, the following changes were made:

Physical Demands - Eliminate 5th Degree,
Supervision Exer-
cised-~-Location - Eliminate entirely,
Work Pace/Pressures - Eliminate 4th Degrée on each subfactor,
Interruptions - BEliminate Degree D,
Mental /Visual Demands — Eliminate 1lst Degree,

Personal Contacts-~Type - Eliminaté Degree E, and

-~ Redefine contacts with clients,
residents, inmates and patients
as being equivalent to the general
public.

Furthermore, upon reviewing the results of the statistical analysis,
the committee determined that the preliminary weights again needed
to be refined. The Steering Committee established, as their policy,
a final set of weights for each factor. In making their determi-
nation, they considered the different impacts on male and female
jobs, the reliability in the use of the factors, intercorrelation
among factors or factor redundancy, the statistically derived
weights for predicting current grade levels, and the ways the
factors actually acted in determining the final point totals for all
jobs.
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The compensable factors were assigned weights as listed below:

Factor
Percent
of Total
1. Knowledge-from Formal Training/Education 15%
2. EKnowledge-from Experience 10%
3. Complexity, Judgment, and Problem-Solving 12%
4. Guidelines/Supervision Available 5%
5. Personal Contacts 10%
6. Physical Demands 5%
7. Mental/Visual Demands 5%
8. Supervision Exercised 8%
9. Scope and Effect 10%
10. Impact of Errors 5%
11. Working Environment 5%
12, Unavoidable Hazards/Risks 5%
13. Work Pace/Pressures and Interruptions 5%
100%

Weighting the job evaluation factors creates a set of important
interrelationships among the factors; that is, the more important
the factor, the higher the relative percentage assigned. The
specific weight assigned to each factor represents the relative
difference in value or worth to the organization among the factors
and becomes the yardstick against which each job classification is
measured.

Examinations of the relative weights for each job evaluation factor
shown above indicates that greater weight was given to factors
related to the content of work as opposed to qualities which define
the environment of the job. Accordingly, such content factors as
Complexity, Judgment and Problem-Solving; Knowledge-from Formal
Training/Education; and Knowledge-from Experience tended to be
weighted higher than such factors as Working Environment and
Unavoidable Hazards/Risks.

After the relative weight of each factor was determined, each
percentage was applied to the total number of points available for
the evaluation system (1,000 points), thus establishing the total
points for each factor. Point totals were assigned to ecach degree
within the factor based upon the number of degrees within the
factor. A geometric percentage relationship was developed among the
degrees within a factor. We chose to utilize a geometric progres-
sion rather than a straight linear relationship because we believe
that this more accurately reflects the relative nature or value of
the degrees as they have been defined and as they are found in an

organization,
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A geometric relatiomnship or progression is one in which a base
value increases or decreases as a function of multiplication or
division by a constant. The alternatives would have been an
arithmetic (adding on constant value) or random (no set value)
progression. We do not consider normalizing factors to be as
appropriate an approach, although some plans have utilized this
method.

Specifically, when developing the points for each degree, the
percentage weight assigned the factor determines the number of
points assigned to the highest degree in the factor. For instance,
Scope and Effect has a factor weight of 10%; therefore, the highest
degree (5th) would have a value of 100 points (1,000 x 10%). We
then determined how to assign points to the other degrees by a
rather pragmatic apprcach. The system must provide a sufficient
number of points and differentiations so that points total will
reflect different levels of worth in a way that can later be
translated into a money value of the job. Because we are using a
single job evaluation system and will recommend a form of linear
salary relationship, it is necessary to have a sufficient point
spread within the degrees to permit the jobs of greatest worth or
value to receive an evaluation point total correspondingly higher
than those jobs of least worth or value. Therefore, we divided the
maximum salary for the highest paid job {(maximum level grade 47 pay
plan 000) by the maximum salary for the lowest paid job (step 6
grade 7 pay plan 001), this process resulted in a multiple of 6.478
($2,612/%$403.20). We also considered these same relationships for
grades 42 and 8, since they more closely correspond with actual
usage of the pay grades. This relationship was a multiple of 4.839
($2044/$422.40). Thus, we have a relationship where we need to
have a nmultiple of approximately 3 to 6.5 in our point spreads.

Because it is unlikely that the very lowest rated jobs would
receive the minimum rating in every factor, and equally unlikely
that the highest rated job would receive the highest rating in
every factor; we determined that a multiple of approximately 8 to
10 would be most appropriate. Therefore, we identified the constant
that could be used to multiply or divide a base value to achieve
this spread from the highest to lowest degree on most factors.
This would, of course, vary depending somewhat upon the differing
number of degrees between factors. We determined that a coanstant
value of 1.66 was most apppropriate. Therefore, the total points
for the highest degree was divided by 1.66. Succeeding values are
then divided by 1.66 until a value is obtained for all degrees.
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Several of the factors contain multiple subfactors and are set up
on a matrix. 1In these instances the same multiple is used along
the diagonals and the square roots of the multiple /1.66 = 1.288)
is used for the intervening steps.

There is, of course, some rounding associated with this process.
There is also cne deviation from this process on Factor 1, Knowledge-
from Formal Training/Education. We used our professional judgment

to change the relationship between the 7th and 8th degrees based

upon experience in developing evaluation systems. We did this for
two reasons: first the overall multiple for the factors would

be too great and second we do not helieve the difference between
these two steps is as great as it is in the preceding steps.

When the Steering Committee ultimately finalized the system and
eliminated degrees on several factors and caused the points to be
redistributed, the multiples on these factors were reduced.
Furthermore, the final assignments of weights caused the multiples
on some factors to be expanded. However, the end result was
satisfactory. The system provided an overall multiple of 5.52
(800/145 points) between final job evaluation point totals of the
highest rated job and the lowest rated job. The final point
structure is set forth in Exhibit 10,
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Exhibit 10

STATE OF IOWA

JOB EVALUATION SYSTEM
FINAL POINT STRUCTURE

6.

9.
10.
11.
12,
13.

Degree
Matrix
Factor 1 2 3 4 5 3] 7 8 Maximum
Knowledge-Education 6 10 17 29 46 77 129 150 150
Knowledge-Experience 8 13 22 36 60 100 100
Complexity Judgement- 6 10 186 26 43 72 120 120
Proidlem Solving
Guideline/Supervisor 6 11 18 30 50 50
Personal Contacts
A B C D
1. 17 22 28 36
2. 22 28 36 47
3. 28 36 47 60
4. 36 47 60 78
5. a7 60 78 100 100
Physical Demands 11 18 30 50 50
. Mental Visual 11 18 30 50 50
Superv. Exercised
A B D E  F
1. 0 0 0 0 0 0
2. 0 11 14 17 23 29
3. 0 14 17 23 29 37
4, 0 17 23 29 37 48
5. 0 ‘23 29 37 48 62
6. 0 29 37 48 62 80 80
Scope and Effect 13 22 36 60 100 100
Impact Errors 6 11 18 30 50 50
Work Environment 11 i8 30 50 50
Hazards-Risks 6 11 18 30 S0 50
Pace/Interruptions
A B C
1. 18 23 30
2. 23 30 39
3. 30 39 50 50
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To examine the final results of application of the State of Iowa

Job Evaluation Plan, as revised and approved by the Steering
Committee, the same statistical analyses were again conducted. The
purpose of these analyses was to identify any potential problems or
sex biases in the application of the job evaluation plan. Therefore,
analyses were conducted:

. To examine the distribution of degree of assignments on each job
evaluation factor.

To determine the average degree assignment on each factor for
jobs of differing sex composition.

To identify the importance or the statistical weight that each
job evaluation factor carried in predicting current pay grade and
current job salary under various models. '

. To identify the average job evaluation point score on each factor
for jobs of differing sex composition.

To identify the relative internal weights that each of the
factors carried (in a statistical sense) in determining total
point scores (based upon Steering Committee factor weights) for
jobs of different sex composition.

To examine factor redundancy by reviewing intercorrelations
between factors and conducting a "factor analysis."”

. To estimate the impact on grade assignments associated with
various statistical schemes for weighting the job evaluation
factors.

For purposes of these analyses, job sex composition was determined
using the "70% rule." That is, a job was defined as being female-
- dominated if 70% or more of the incumbents were females. A job was
defined as male-dominated if 70% or more of the incumbents were
males. All other jobs were defined as mixed. In all, 758 jobs
were included in the analyses. One hundred and eighty of these
were defined as female-dominated by the above definition. Four
hundred and thirty eight were male-dominated, and 140 were mixed.
Across the 758 jobs, the average percent of incumbents who were
female was 33.5%.

The jobs ranged in current pay grade from grade 8 to grade 46. The
average current pay grade for the 180 female-dominated jobs was

19.2, The average current pay grade for the 438 male-dominated jobs
was 25.8. The average current pay grade for the 140 mixed jobs was
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Distribution of Evaluations
Across Factor Degrees

The purpose of these first analyses was to determine whether each of
the possible degrees on a given job evaluation factor was being
used. If a given degree level was unused or very infrequently used,
consideration should he given in eliminating that degree. In fact,
across the 758 jobs in this analysis, all degree levels were used
for each of the job evaluation factors. Typically, the distribution
of the assignments across the degrees approximated a normal curve.
That is, there were relatively few jobs at the low degree levels,
relatively few jobs at the high degree levels, and the bulk of the
jobs were evaluated at the middle degree levels. Even though some
degrees had already been deleted, several factors still showed
skewed distributions of evaluations across degree levels. One such
factor was Personal Contacts-Type. In this case, 52% of the jobs
were evaluated at the highest degree level (i.e., degree D); 54%

of the female-dominated jobs were at degree D, 51% of the male-
dominated jobs were at degree D, and 51% of the mixed jobs were

at degree D. Similarly, 52% of all jobs were evaluated at degree 1
on the Physical Demands factor.

For the factor Mental/Visual Demands, 85% of the jobs were evaluated
at the lowest degree level. Further, only five jobs were evaluated
at the highest degree level on Mental/Visual Demands; however,
these five jobs seem sufficiently distinct from those jobs at the
second to highest degree level to warrant retention of the distinc-
tion between these degree levels. For both Supervision Exercised-
Nature and Supervision Exercised-Number, about one half of the jobs
were evaluated at the lowest degree level. (That is, one half of
the jobs have no supervisory responsibility.) Only three jobs were
assigned to the highest degree level on Supervision Exercised-
Number. However, these jobs have such very large numbers of
subordinates when compared to those at the second highest degree
level that, again, retention of the distinction between these
degrees seems appropriate. For the factor Working Environment, 44%
of the jobs were assigned to the first degree and only eight jobs
were assigned to degree 4. Examination of the content of those
eight jobs at degree 4 supports the retention of that degree. For
the factor Unavoidable Hazards/Risks, 57% of the jobs were evaluated
at the first degree level and only four jobs were assigned to
degree 5. Once again, however, the hazards and risks associated
with the jobs assigned to degree 5 appear to be sufficiently severe
to warrant the distinction currently being made between degree 4
and degree 5 on that factor.

Therefore, even though there is a skewed distribution on some of the
job evaluation factors, these distributions appear reasoconable when
consideration is given to the content of the specific jobs falling
at extreme degree levels on the skewed factors. Appendix F presents
the distribution of degree assignments on each evaluation factor for
Jjobs of each sex composition.

35



ITI. EVALUATION SYSTEM

To summarize the job evaluation results, the average degree assign-
ment on each job evaluation factor was computed separately for
male-dominated jobs, female-dominated Jjobs and mixed jobs. Gen-
erally, for a given factor, the average degree assigned to male-
dominated jobs was higher than that assigned female-dominated
jobs--although in some cases, the averages were quite close.
However, for two of the job evaluation factors, the average degree
assignment for female-dominated jobs was higher than that for
male-dominated jobs. These two evaluation factors were:

Personal Contacts-Type (mean degree assignment for female-
dominated jobs equals 3.30; mean degree assignment for male-
dominated jobs equals 3.21).

Mental/Visual Demands (mean degree assignment for female-
dominated jobs equals 2.29; mean degree assignment for male-

dominated jobs equals 2.13).

Appendix G presents summary statistics (e.g., mean, standard
deviation) for degree assignments on evaluation factors. Summary
results are present for all jobs of each sex composition.

Prediction of Current Pay Grade

Regression analyses were conducted to determine the importance and
relative weight of each of the job evaluation factors in predicting
the current pay grade. The purpose of these analyses was to iden-
tify those factors which appear to be most important in determining
the pay grades.* As we previously stated, the statistics derived
from these regressions can assist in identifying weights to be
applied to the evaluation factors that are free from sex bias and
yet which estimate current State pay policy. The results of these
regressions were provided to the Steering Committee as a reference
when establishing the final weight to be assigned to each job
evaluation factor. In their book, Women, Work and Wages: Equal Pay
for Jobs of Equal Value, Treiman and Hartmann suggest two possible
statistical methods for determining factor weights which are un-
biased in terms of sex. The authors suggest these procedures may be
used to create bias-free job evaluation plans. The procedures may
also prove helpful in identifying specific instances of pay dis-
crimination. The first method suggested by the authors is to use a
multiple regression approach in which current pay or pay grade is
predicted from job evaluation factors and an additional variable
defined as the percent of female incumbency in each job classifi-
cation under study. The second approach uses the pay or pay grades
of jobs held mainly by men as the standard of '"fair" wages.

* As described in Section III, pay grade was predicted rather than
salary dollars in an attempt to correct for salary range differences
between the state's seven pay plans and to avoid the strong curvi-
linear relationships commonly found between job value measures and

salary when analyzing a very broad range of jobs.
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Each of these approaches was used in the study. The results suggest
that a job's current pay grade is highly predictable for fthe job
evaluation factors included in the study. For example, multiple
correlations of .96 between current pay grade and the job evaluation
factors were found for male-dominated jobs and for female-dominated
jobs. In fact, seven of the job evaluation factors individually
correlate with current pay grade in the total job sample at .70 or
above. These seven factors were:

Complexity, Judgment and Prohlem-Solving
Guidelines/Supervision Available
Scope and Effect

. Impact of Errors

. Knowledge-From Formal Training/Education
Personal Contacts--Purpose
Knowledge-From Experience

In addition, four of the job evaluation factors had negative corre-
lations with current pay grade in the total job sample. These were:

Physical Demands

. Working Environoment
Unavoidable Hazards/Risks
Mental/Visual Demands

Finally, the variable "percent of female incumbents" also had a
negative correlation with pay grade; this correlation was -.41. A
negative correlation means the higher the value on one variable in
the correlation, the lower the value on the other variable in the
correlation. Therefore, the larger the percentage of the incumbents
who are female in a given job, the lower is likely to be its pay
grade.

For purposes of determining the relative importance of the job
evaluation factors in predicting pay grade, Hoffman's "relative
weights'" were computed as follows:

Relative Weight = (Beta) (Correlation)
R2

The sum of all relative weights for a given set of variables in-
cluded in a multiple regression eguals 100 (within rounding error).
This fact allows comparisons to be made between the weights derived
from various equations or models. In some cases, negative relative
weights may be obtained due to very high correlations between the
predictor variables. Such was the case with the current data set.
However, where negative weights are obtained, they frequently are
for variables which made very little contribution to prediction and
thus can be interpreted as approximately zero.
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Exhibit 11 presents relative weights for various models. Appendix H
presents the regression analyses separately for '"percent female,"
all jobs, female-dominated jobs, male-dominated jobs (male model),
and mixed Jjobs.

The regression analyses and relative weights suggest the same six
job evaluation factors are the most important for predicting current
grade regardless of whether one uses the '"percent female" model for
determining factor importance or the '"'male model'" approach. In each
case, the most important factors were:

. Knowledge-From Formal Training/Education
Complexity, Judgment, and Problem-Solving
Knowledge-From Experience
Impact of Errors

. Scope and Effect

. Personal Contacts--Purpose

Not only do the same six factors prove to be the most important
under either model, but their relative rank of importance was nearly
identical. The exception was that Scope and Effect was ranked fifth
and Impact of Errors was ranked fourth under the "percent female"
model, while these two factors were in the reverse order under the
"male model."

An important finding from the multiple regression conducted for all
jobs with ''percent female' included as a predictor is the contri-
bution of job sex composition to pay. The results of this regres-
sion suggest that, holding job content constant (or equal), pay
grade decreases at the rate of .0245 pay grades for every one
percent increase in the percentage of female incumbents in a job.
Therefore, if two jobs were evaluated as having identical job value,
but one of them had 100% male and the other job was 100% femaie
incumbents, we would expect under the current pay system to find
that these two Jjobs differ by approximately 2.5 pay grades--even
though their worth as measured by the Jjob evaluation system is
identical. Similarly, if two jobs had identical worth as determined
by the job evaluation system, but exactly 70% of the incumbents in
one job were female while exactly 70% of the incumbents in the other
job were male, we would expect to find under the current pay struc-
ture that these jobs differ by exactly one pay grade.
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Comparable Worth Study

Comparison of Statistically
Derived Relative Weights

(Based on Prediction of Current Pay Grade)

Sex Composition of Jobs

All Female- Male-
Johsg¥* Dominated Dominated
Knowledge-From Formal

Training/Education 24,51 28.81 27.01
Knowledge-From Experience 12.93 8.2 15,93
Complexity, Judgment, and

Problem-Solving 18.32 15,82 18.72
Guidelines/Supervision

Available 6.6 11.69 1.6
Personal Contacts--Purpose  9.56 13.34 7.86
Personal Contacts--Type - .1 - 1.0 1.6
Physical Demands . 2 - .4 - .2
Mental Demands - .6 T 0
Supervision Exercised--

Nature 1.2 - 1,5 4.6
Supervision Exercised--

Number .9 3.8 - 1.1
Scope and Effect 9.9% 15,13 13.64
Impact of Errors 10.04 8,96 9.79
Working Environment 0 - .1 1.1
Unavoidable Hazards/Risks - .1 0 - 1.0
Working Pace/Pressures .2 - .6 - .6
Interruptions 0 - 2.4 1.3

Percent Female Incumbents (6.3) - -

Footnote: The number in superscript indicates the six most important
job evaluation factors in each column.

¥*"Percent Female" included in equation.



IJI. EVALUATION SYSTEM

Analysis of Committee Assigned Factor Weights

The Comparable Worth Steering Committee assigned weights to each
job evaluation factor which resulted in point scores for each job
being analyzed. As already mentioned, several factors were comprised
of subfactors; in converting from degree agsignments to point score,
single point scores were obtained for each of these that reflected
the degree assignment on each dimension. As would be expected
given the degree assignments described earlier, female-dominated
jobs on average received a lower number of points on each job
evaluation factor except one; on the factor Mental/Visual Demands,
female-dominated jobs on average received a higher number of points
than male-dominated jobs. Male-dominated jobs also received a
higher number of total points than female-dominated jobs on average
("total points" represents the sum of points accumulated across
factors).

To determine whether the committee-assigned weights were in fact
operating in the intended ways statistically, regression analyses
were conducted. Specifically, point scores on each of the job
evaluation factors were used to predict the total point score for
each job. Relative weights for each Jjob evaluation facior were then
computed. Exhibit 12 summarizes this analysis. The six factors
with the largest relative weights were identical to the six most
heaviy weighted factors by the committee. The committee weighted
Knowledge-From Formal Training/Education as most important, and

that was found also to have the largest relative weight. The
committee weighted Complexity, Knowledge-From Experience, Personal
Contacts and Scope and Effect as the next four most heavily weighted
factors. The statistically derived relative weights also showed
these four to be the next four most heavily weighted factors.
Supervision Exercised was the sixth most heavily weighted factor
both by the committee and in terms of the statistically derived
relative weights. Generally, the same factors were of most
importance for female-dominated jobs and for male-dominated jobs,
although there are some slight inversions in the rank order of
relative weights.

These analyses suggest the factors which the committee intended to
carry the most weight in determining total scores and Jjob worth were
in fact doing that in a statistical sense. Appendix 1 contains
statistics used in this analysis.

Factor Intercorrelations

Although the job evaluation plan consisted of sixteen conceptually
distinct factors or subfactors on which jobs are evaluated, it is
likely that some of these factors or subfactors are somewhat
redundant statistically. To examine this, two things were done.
First, the intercorrelation matrix among all factors and subfactors
was examined. Second, a statistical procedure known as "factor
analysis'" was conducted to identify the major dimensions underlying
the sixteen job evaluation factors. '
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bxhibit 12

Relétive Weights of Job Evaluation Factors¥

Knowledge-From Formal
Training/Education

Knowledge-From Experience

Complexity, Judgment,
and Problem-Solving

Guidelines/Supervision
. Available

Persconal Contacts
Physical Demands
-Mental/Visual Demands
Supervision Exercised
Scope and Effect
Impact of Errors
Working Environment

Unavoidable Hazards/
Risks

Work Pace/Pressures and
Interruptions

All
Jobs

23.71
15.12

14.63

11.95

Sex Composition of Jobs

Female- Male-
Dominated Dominated
27.21 22,71
11.95 15,73
12.24 15.92
8.06 7.5
12,93 12.55
- 2.0 - 4.8
- 1.8 - .2

6.3 8.06
13.32 15,54
6.3 7.5
7 - 3.0
o6 bt 1-2
4.6 3.9

Footnote: The number in superscript indicates the six most important
job evaluation factors in each column.

¥*From regression with overall total peint scores,



ITI. EVALUATION SYSTEM

The intercorrelation matrix for the sixteen job evaluation factors
consisted of 120 correlations. Of these 120 correlations, twelve

were .7 or higher:

Complexity, Judgment, and Problem-Solving with Knowledge-From
Formal Training/Education

Complexity, Judgment, and Problem-Solving with Guidelines/
Supervision Available

Complexity, Judgment, and Problem-Solving with Personal
Contacts--Purpose

Complexity, Judgment, and Problem-Solving with Scope and Effect
. Complexity, Judgment, and Problem-S¢lving with Impact of Errors
Guidelines/Supervision Available with Personal Contacts-~-Purpose
Guidelines/Supervision Available with Scope and Effect
. Guidelines/Supervision Available with Impact of Errors
Guidelines/Supervision Available with Knowledge-From Experience

Supervision Exercised-Nature with Supervision Exercised-Number

.

. Scope and Effect with Personal Contacts--Purpose
Scope and Effect with Impact of Errors

Thirteen additional correlations were between .60 and .70 in size.
The factor degree correlation matrix is enclosed as Appendix J.

To more thoroughly analyze the statistical overlap between evaluation
factors, a '"factor analysis" was conducted. This statistical
procedure analyzes the intercorrelation matrix for the job evaluation
factors in an attempt to identify a more limited number of underly-
ing dimensions which account for the intercorrelations between the
job evaluation factors. Based on this analysis, five underlying
dimensions were obtained. For ease of communication, these dimen-
sions were labeled:

Complexity and cognitive demands. (This dimension was comprised
of the job evaluation factors: Complexity, Judgment and Problem-
Solving: Knowledge-From Formal Training/Education; Impact of
Errors; Guidelines/Supervision Available; Scope and Effect;
Personal Contacts-Purpose; and Knowledge-From Experience.)x*

* Entries within parenthesis are the job evaluation factors reflect-
ing each major underlying dimension.
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Supervisory responsibility (Supervision Exercised-Number,
Supervision Exercised-Nature).

Physical and environmental demands (Working Environment, Unavoid-
able Hazards/Risks, Physical Demands).

Interpersonal demands (Personal Contacts-Type, Mental/Visual
Demands; Personal Contacts-Type was positively related to this
dimension, while Mental/Visual Demands was negatively related

to this dimension).
Psychological demands (Work Pace/Pressures and Interruptions).

This factor analysis suggests that these are the five major aspects
of job content which the job evaluation factors measure. Clearly,
it suggests also there is some redundancy between the job evaluation
factors. Those job evaluation factors which all grouped together

to define one of these major dimensions are somewhat redundant.

For example, seven of the factors appear to measure, to some extent,
the jobs possessing complexity and cogniture demands. However, this
redundancy can be helpful because it can enhance the statistical
reliability and accuracy of job evaluation results. dJust as one

can get a better estimate of an individual's ability in mathematics
by giving them a 100-item math test (assuming the items are reliable
and valid) rather than a single item test, so too can one better
estimate a job's standing on an underlying aspect of the job wvalue
identified in that factor analysis (i.e., complexity; supervisory
respousibility; physical and environmental demands; psychological
demands; interpersonal demands) by measuring these aspects of the
job by several job evaluation factors (again providing these fac-
tors are reliable and valid) rather than by a single job evaluation
factor. Results of factor analysis are set forth in Appendix K.

In summary, based upon our analysis, we believe that the number of
factors and degrees utilized is appropriate for the very diverse
group of job classifications studied. The factors appear to be
present in different amounts in all Jjob classifications and do not

overlap excessively in meaning.
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IV, IMPLEMENTATION IMPACT

Estimated Impact on Grade Placement
for Various Statistical Pay Models

Prediction equations were developed to determine the grade predicted
for a given job based on its job content and based on various models
for weighting the job evaluation factors. Note that the predicted
pay grades discussed here are not based upon the use of the pay
grade structure set forth in Exhibit 4; rather they are based on
various statistical prediction models. Three of these models

used total point scores derived from the committee assigned
weighting schemes for the job evaluation factors, and three of

these models used purely statistically derived methods for weighting
the factors. (These statistically derived weighting schemes were
developed from regression equations involving all of the job
evaluation factors to predict current pay grade.) The six models
are described below:

A regression equation developed on all jobs in the study and
using total point scores derived from committee assigned factor
weights. (TOTALL)=*

A regression eguation based on male-dominated jobs only and using
the total point scores derived from committee assigned factor
weights. (TOTMALE)

A regression equation based on all jobs in the study using

total point scores derived from committee assigned factor weights
and including '"percent female" as a predictor; in determining
predicted grade, the regression weight for "percent female" was
multiplied times the average percent of female incumbents in all
jobs (i.e., 33.5%). (TOTPFEM)

. A regression equation based on all jobs in the study using
statistically derived weights for the job evaluation factors.
(STATALL)

. A regression equation based on male-dominated jobs only using
statistically derived weights for the job evaluation factors.
(STATMALE)

A regression equation based on all jobs in the study using
statistically derived weights for the job evaluation factors

and including "percent female'" as a predictor; in determining
predicted Jjob grade, the regression weight for "percent femaie"
was multiplied times the average percent of female incumbents in
2ll jobs (i.e., 33.5%). (STATPFEM)

Exhibit 13 sets forth a listing of the predicted grade for each
classification,.

*The entries in parentheses are the code names or labels assigned
to each model.
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COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PRED., PAY GRADES

JOB TITLE CODE SEX INCUMB GRADE  MAX SAL  ALL MALE FQ  %FEMALE ALL  MALE EQ  %FEMALE
COLERK T e VB o .8 422.40 13 15 13 10 1 t
COMMUNITY PROG. AIDE I 3005 B

LINEN ROOM ATTDT. T 7315
SEWING ROOM ATTOT. I 7320
SRR TS . it
TELEPHONE OPERATOR 35
MICROFILM OPERATOR I o B
FOOD SERVICE WORKER Fi00
RECEPTIONIST 6
CLERK Ty P LSt XL e N2
"MANPOWER ATIDE T I : 7o 's I
INGRED. ROOM WKR. 1 7215
CANTEEN CLERK e 1240
"LINEN ROOM ATTDY . 1T ’ 7316
SEWING ROOM ATTDT. Il 7321
CLERK TXL oo N T
"CLERK STENOD 11 29
DATA ENTRY OPERATOR I 103
CAPITOL GUIDE OO £ . . 5 S
“€ooK 1T T T ’ TTTYREGTTT
BAKER I 7225
BEAUTICIAN e BOOS
CLERK TYRPIST TTT~ ' ’ i3
CHIEF TELEPHONE OPER ar
JREDEMPTION CLERK I e A6
WORD PROCESSGR' T 60
MICROFILM OPERATOR I1 82
_TREASURER'S ASST CASHIER = 275
ACCGUNTING CLERK T 305
DENTAL ASSISTANT 2220
FOOD SERVICE LEADER ~  ......72%0
LAUNDRY WORKER 11 7306
BEAUTY SHOP OPERATOR 8610
CELERK STEND TTT e 22
. SECRETARY T~ o1
DATA ENTRY OPERATOR I} 104
MATL CLERK IX o 281
CSTATTSTICAU ASSTSTANT T 740
MANPOWER AIDE It 8014
EDUCATION AIDE S OO L. S
TACTIVITIES AIDE ™ T 2108
PHYSICAL THERAPY AIDE 2125
SPEECH THERAPY TECHNICIAN 2134
"PHARMACY ASSTSTANT o R 311
VOC. REHAB. ASSISTANT 2575
.RESIDENT TREATMENT WORKER 3201
CIVIL RIGHTS ASSISTANT 177 3435
CUSTODIAL LEADER _ 7010
_INGRED. ROOM WKR. IT . 7216
UNCLAIMED PROPERTY OFFICER 77777748
REDEMPTION CLERK II 47
_WORD_PROCESSOR II . &1
SYSTEM SUPPORT WORKER T 97
PURCHASING ASSISTANT 208
JACCOUNTING CLERK II ....0508
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COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PRED.

PAY GRADES

JoB T

SEX

FEFAL
INCUMB
96 D LR PY

CENTRAL SUPPLY WORKER 11
CHAPLAINCY ASSISTANT
NURSERY WORKER 1

BB
CANTEEN OPERATOR I
THERAPEUTIC TECHNICIAN

MMM

REP EQUIP OPER 1
CLERK TV

SECRETARY 11
MICROFILM OPERATOR III
TREASURER’S CASHIER

AT TS TTORL  ABSTEFANG T g e

PERSONNEL AIDE
LIBRARY ASSOCIATE

ACTIVITIES ASSISTANT
OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY ASST
LABORATORY ASST 11

"COMPOSITOR
WORD PROCESSOR 11X
DATA ENTRY SUPERVISOR 1

GRADE

15

e

15

CURRENT CURRENT
MAX SAL
570,
570
570.

..40 aaman
.40

40

280 ..
1)
.80

ALL
22

19
i6

g

16

BRED GRAGE - POINTS
MALE EQ

%FEMALE
22

B A | -

PRED GRADE - STAT WGT
ALL MALE EQ %FEMALE

ACCOUNTING TECHNICIAN I

EDUCATION ASSISTANT... LT R T T L T T T G T T R e R T LT e L LT T T

"MEDTICAU UAB . TECH
RADIOLOGIC TECHNOLOGIST 1
INSTITUTIONAL HOMEMAKER

BEETBENT TREATMENT TECHNTEIRN ™~ §aGa " E g g EE g

ORUG ABUSE COUNSELOR I
OFFICES SERVICES SUPR
"ACCOUNTING CLERK T11
LPN2

RESPIRATORY THERAPY TECH

RADIOLOGIC TECHNOLOGIST 11
DENTAL HYGIENIST
INCOME MAINT WKR I

"EHIEF TELETYPE GPERATOR™ g

DATA ENTRY SUPERVISOR II
JR. INSURANCE CO. EXAMINER

TINSURANCE LTCENSING "TECH™
PERSONNEL TECH

SIGN LANG INTERPRETER
RESTDENT TREATMENT SUPR 1
LAUNDRY SUPV. I

OFFICE SERV, SUPV. II

“COMBUTER PROGRAM FRATNEE

ACCOUNTING TECHNICIAN 1I
ADMINISTRATIVE ASST I

LPN3
SOCIAL WORKER 1

TENCOME MATNT wkR 11

RESIDENT TREATMENT SUPR 2

DAIRY TRADE PRAC. INV. s 2

MMM RTMMAAM MM YT AT T T

UL

BTt

14

R

30

g

L1128

Y1 Io g 93®g

€1 1TqTyxy



COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PRED. PAY GRADES
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JOB TITLE CODE  SEX  INCUMB GRADE  MAX SAL  ALL  MALE EQ  %FEMALE  ALL  MALE EQ  %FEMALE
_FOOD PRODUCTION SUPV, 7R3 25 20 739.20 22 23 22 22 23 22
NEORMATTON SPECTALTST T Eg 22 B0 . »

EDUCATOR I 1015
..pSYCHDLOGV ASSISTANT Fiarmrrsansara ---.-.........un.......3242.....--...
RIGHT OF WAY ATDE TIv 4107
MEDICAL RECORDS ADMIN 78
TREAS INVEST OFF ¢~~~ 685
TMANAGEMENT ANALYST T o I 4 1< B
PERSCNNEL MGMT SPEC I 790
..RETIRE BENEFIT SPEC I I B LT T T L LT T T T T rpuppuup—, 832..........
NURSE 2026
MEDICAL TECHNOLOGIST 2215
.SOCIAL WORKER IL . ...3013
VOUUNTEER SVCE SPECTALTST 3897
THERAPEUTIC DIETITIAN 7344
MTILITY ANALYST I o oo......D28
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER T ’ 6a{
EDUCATOR I1 1016
_VOLUNYEER SERVICE DIR I 3352
MICROBIGLOGIST 1 ’ T 4437TT
DATA PROCESSING SUPERVISOR 122
NURSE CLINICIAN 2020
NURSE "supv - - 36337
NURSING EDUCATOR : 2025
PUBLIC HEALTH DEN HYGIEN 2430
TNCOME MATNT WKR TiT T B [el- -2
INC MAINT WKR III (SUPV) 3165
(CHILD SUPPORT RECQVERY OFF 3345
TRANS PLANNER-TN-TRATN T 46487
INFORMATION SPECIALIST II 751
JASST RETIRE BENEFIT Supv . .833
HISTORICAL EDITOR ™™ 13357
SPEECH/LANG PATH I 2135
JAUDIOLOGIST I3 1< L S
CONSULTANT FOR HANDTCABPED 3150
VOLUNTEER SERVICE DIR II 3353
DIETITIAN 1L 1253
TREAS INVEST OFF 11 - " 686
NURSE SuUpv I1 2022
_HOMEMAKER SERVICES SUPV I 3084
WORK EVALUATOR 33260
OUTDOOR RECREAT PLAN I _ 4067
JEDUCATOR IV o YO8
OCCUPATTONAL THERAPIST 'IT 3118
SPEECH/LANG PATH I 2136
(CHILD SUPPORT RECOVERY, SUPR = 3346
MICROBIOLOGTISY T1 - 4423
DIETYITIAN III 7254
_INSURANCE PROGRAM SPEC. 483
LIBRARTAN TIT R < -1 N
NURSING EDUCATION DIR 2030
NURSING SERVICES DIR. 2035
PUB T HEALTH NGRS gupy- e S08%
NURSE CONSULTANT . 2065
HOSPITAL NURS, CONS .. 2086
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COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PRED. PAY GRADES

JOB TITLE
PHYSICAL THERAPIST II

BTETARY GONGULTART e

EQUCATION CONSULTANT

EDUCATION SUPERVISOR II =~~~

"NURSTNG '$TDS REBR
HEALTH FAC. SURVEYOR
DIR OF VOTER REGISTRATION

ASST DIR PUB HEALTH NURS

STATE VOLUNTEER PROG DIR =~~~ ¢

"DIRTOF NURSING T
PHARMACY CONSULTANT
PUBLIC HEALTH NUTRITION DIR

"BIR OF PUB. THEALTH NURSING 77

STATE DIR EMPLOY RELATIONS
CENTRAL SUPPLY WORKER 1

T T

CODE
2131

1019
1022

-1e7 -

"MEATCUTTER Y
STOREKEEPER I
YOUTH SERVICES WORKER I

MAINT. WORKER I
AUTO SERVICE WORKER
"LAW CLERK

TRADES MELPER
_DRIVER

ENGINEERING AIDE I
MATERIALS INSPECTOR I

"GEOLDGICAL AIDE ™
PARK ATTENDANT
CONSERVATION WORKER

7agg T

TMATNT . WORKER TT
TOLL COLLECTOR 1
EQUIPMENT OPERATOR 1

“AUTH MECHANTE HELBER s g

POWER PLANT ENGR. I
_MILITARY GRAVES REG. II1
ASST "LTGUOR STORE MGR 1"
STOREKEEPER 11

SUIL CONSERVATION AIDE =~~~ &

CSECURITY GUARD 1T
MILITARY SECURITY GUARD
.FURNITURE UPHOLSTERER
PATNTER T

REST AREA ATTENDENT

PARTS WORKER

BOWER BLANT ENGR - FF g

ADMINISTRATIVE INTERN
_YOUTH SERVICES WORKER IIT
‘NURSERY WORKER IT

MASON

EQUIPMENT QPERATOR ITI

VEHICGLE DISPATCHER
HEATING PLANT MECHANIC

ASST LICUOR STORE MGR II oo

SEX
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JOB TITLE CODE SEX INCUMB GRADE  MAX SAL  ALL MALE EQ  Y%FEMALE ALL  MALE EQ  %FEMALE
_HIGHWAY ENGINEER TRAINEE =~~~ 4203 et s L. 881.60 19 21 21 22 21
ENGINEERING AIDE IT 43086 40 T S -1:7- D Vs B A ¥ - B -
ASST SOILS PARTY CHIEF 4308 2 i8 654.40 20 21 21 19 19 18
MATERIALS INSPECTOR IT 4349 35 18 654 .40 16 18 17 15 16 15
"FARM LEADER 5015 g G" ’
FISHERIES TECHNICIAN 5303
WILOLIFE TECHNICIAN o ......B331
TFORESTRY LEADERT ’ 5410
MAINTENANCE REPAIRER BO16
CARPENTER 1 e, BOAQ
PLUMBER 1 8045
TOLL COLLECTDR II 8102
EQUIPMENT DPERATOR III B113
TTRANSPORT DRIVEW o 78240
HEAVY EQUIPMENT OPERATOR 8230
MACHINI ST e 8305
"WELDERTTT 8310
ELECTRICIAN I 8325
SILK SCREEN FABRICATOR =~ .B347
TAUTOMOTIVE BODY REPAIRER™ #4355
AUTOMDTIVE ELECTRICIAN 8360
AUTOMOTIVE MECHANIC e 8378
TWATER B DISPOSAL PLY OB T 8406
POWER PLANT ENGR. III B416
 LOCKSMITH OO .. T
OFFICE WACHINE HEPATHER T B - - £
STOREKEEPER III 237
WAREHMOUSE LEADER 280
"GEOLOGICAL TECHNICIAN " 4401
PARK RANGER I 5210
MAINTENANCE LEADER = ....Boio
"MAINT REPATRS LEADER 8020 )
PAINTER Il 8044 M
ASPHALT PAVING MACH. OPER. = 8112 M
"BRIDGE INSP T - 8138 [

PHOT PRDC 11 8512 M
REVENUE EXAMINER I S -1 S N
"YOUTH SERVICES SUPERVISOR ™ 3050 ]
ENG.OFFICE ASST. I 4380 ('
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M
]
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w28 1B 850,40 18 20 . .18 18 18 18
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COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PRED. PAY GRADES

JOB 0B T TOFAL T CURRENT TCURRENT T PRED TSRADE TUBBTNTE T U BRED GRADE T UEFAT WaT
JOB TITLE CODE  SEX  INCUMB GRADE  MAX SAL  ALL  MALE EQ  %FEMALE ALL  MALE EQ  %FEMALE
_CONSTRUCTION TECH. I eeeeeetrerem e 3320 LAse 2\ . 737.60 22 22 .22 22 22 22
ST SURVEY BARSY GHIEF 3558 T3 R 1 -+ T
MATERIALS INSPECTOR III 4342 a9 21 737.60 21 22 22 20 21 20
DAIRY PRODUCTS INSP, o o....B112 ez R 744,80 22 22 22 22 . 23 22
"PARK RANGER IT 5395 -9 TUTYEEBG TTaa Ay B3 - | T R ¥ T
CONSERVATION QOFFICER 5355 74 732,00 22 23 22 21 21 21
.MOTOR VEHICLE OFFICER I ..6360 B ) 744,80 22 023 22 2% 22 24
CORRECTIONAL OFFICER 6408 F73 TTA4T80TTED 319 20077778 TRy
AIRPORT FIREFIGHTER 7130 17 744,80 20 21 21 21 22 21

LAUNDRY SUPY. IT o 1301
"CORR "BLDG 'SVCS COORD 7313

FACILITIES MAINT COORD 8012
CARPENTER L1 oo DO
"PLUMBER 1Y T 8046
ATR CONDITIONING MECH 8323

ELECTRICIAN II i, ..83z2e
TAUTO MECHANTC LEADER ’ BN - ¥ T+
GEOLOGY RESEARCH DRILLER 8650

ELECTRONICS TECH _ BET2
COFFTCE MACHTNE REPATRER TY " 877

REVENUE AGENT I1 355

REFUGEE SPECIALIST I~~~ 898
TMUSEUM TECHNTCIAN —— B F< 7 o I

DESIGN TECHNICIAN III 4357
LCOMMUNICATIONS TECH. 1 ..A7138

FOOD SANITATION SURVEY OFF TR OF

METROLDGIST 5104

H foa i : : :
JURSRYS R N S R 7 IR PN gy I O S

E-Y

IR R R R TR R T ETTTRRERIIIZRZE

M
FISHERIES BIOLOGIST I 5312 M
WILDLIFE BIDLOGIST 1. 5332 M o
~FORGETER" T 4+t | S
STATE INDUSTRIES TECHICIAN 6455 M
.COMM CORR SERVICES WKR I =~~~ 6502 M
MAINT REPATHS SUBV RG22 1
BRIDGE INSP II B136 ™
SCALE MECHANIC 8320 M
M
M
M
7]
M
M
Y]
M
M

=it bW

]
-

-
0 QN

ROWER Prant Eri i S M B ]
CHF POWER PLANT ENG 8421
_PHOTOGRAPHER . 8516

FIELD SAFETY TECHNICIAN 660
_INVESTIGATOR 1 e 695
CERTIFIED VOCATIONAL INSTR ™ 1037
RIGHT OF WAY AGENT I 4140
PHOTOGRAMMETRIST I N 4335
TMATERTALS FABRICATION TNSPEC T 4343
CHEMIST I 4415
EMVIRONMENTAL SPEC I ....A4517
"TRAFFIC SIGNAL TECH. 11 AR & £ - B
CORRECTIONS FARM MANAGER 5032
PESTICIDE INVESTIGATOR 5148
BARK RANGER TIT A X & A
MOTOR VEHICLE OFFICER II 6361

§R. CORMSCTIONAL OFFICER €409
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COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PRED. PAY GRADES

JOB TITLE CODE  SEX INCUMB GRADE  MAX SAL  ALL MALE EQ %FEMALE  ALL  MALE EQ  %FEMALE
_CORR. COUNSELOR I e BMT L4 23 813.60 24 24 24 23 24 23
STATE 'INOUST SALES REPR™ 6460 -1 3 TAGBTO0 T - -
CHIEF OF SECURITY 7118
HIGHWAY MAINTENANCE SUPERVISOR 1 8115
"PARTS MANAGER TTTUgigE”
LIQUOR STORE MANAGER III 227
_WAREHOUSE SUPERVISOR i 258
GRAIN DEALER & WHSE EXAN 487
UTILITIES REGULATION INSP 556
JEMPLOY LIAB COLL OFFCR ~  Bgg8
REFUGEE SPECTALTST Ti 894
CHAPLAIN 3310
AFF ACTION CUMP OFF I L T ----..3313.........
"PLANNING ATDE IV ' - 4008
RIGHT OF WaY AIDE Iv . 4108
SOILS PARTY SUPERVISOR 4342
"SURVEY PARTY CHIEF 4336
ARCHITECTURAL TECH I 4363
ENG.OFFICE ASSY. I o o.....4381
"RADTG STATION SUPV. ™™ 4735
GRAIN MARKET REPORTER 5135
ENTOMOLOGIST RN - 1. S
"TRATNING FACTUITTES SURV 6075
MOTOR VEHICLE INVEST 6340
_COMM CORR SERVICES WKR IT 6503
BLDG SERV SUPV 1T 7037
BLDG. & GROUNDS SUPV. 8025
GROUNDS MAINT SUPER . 8026
"CONSTRUCTION MAINT SUPER 8037
ELECTRICAL MAIN SUPER 8028
REPRODUCTION SUPV 8935
"REVENUE AGENT TIT 356
BAMK EXAMINER 11 405
TRACK CAR OPERATOR 683
TMANPOWER SPECTALTIST IV TT808
MANPOWER RESEARCH ECON. 11 871
VOCATIONAL INSTRUCTOR SUPV. 1040
TACTIVITIES SPEC. IT 2911
ACTIVITIES SPEC II (SUPV) 2112
PHYSICAL THERAPIST I 2130
‘ROADSIDE DEVELOP SPEC I 4335
CONSTRUCTION TECH. II 4321
MATERIALS INSPECTOR IV~~~ 4345
TMATERTALS TEGH. SUPR. "7 4352
DESIGN TECHNICIAN IV 4358
MAINT, OPNS, ASST.  ........A4%385
TPUBLTC HLTH SANTTARTAN TT™ 4571
COMMUNICATIONS TOWER WKR 4730
_COMMUNICATIONS TECH. I1 4736
AGRTCULTURE WKTG. "§PEC. o TR A4
FISHERIES BIQLOGIST II 5313
WILDLIFE BIOLOGIST 11 ..bazz
TFORESTER T T 7 KT
CORR CONSELOR IF 6418
AT INSPECTOR e 8443

1 23 838.40 22 23 22 24 24 24
22883840 25 .25 25 24 .28 23
x 3% 838,40 . I
18 24
i 8 28
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22 23 23 24 . 25 24
22 .23 22 22 23 22

21 22 21 22 22 22
S22 B 22 24 24 24

-l

-
N R
&

27 28 27 26 27 26

-

N DER O OEN s O NGB b Oy~ 00 & O
o
A

PR

Pl
-l ) W

nN

o

T UY CR o ino
BRI A - W NN N
MR R RN N AT A MR
ORI QNN UL O glen Gt

EXz PRSI RIS RS TEEESSEESSTEESSEITETEEETIEZEIXRRITIETES

B73.60 22 23 23

w
in
L

$1_JO 2 88wd
€1 3TqIUXy




COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PRED. PAY GRADES

JOB T JEE T OTAL T CURRENT T EURRENT T PRED GRADE T BOINTE T PRED TGRADE T USTAT WEE
JOB TITLE CODE  SEX INCUMB GRADE  MAX SAL  ALL  MALE EQ  %FEMALE ALL  MALE EQ  %FEMALE
_PARGLE BD LIAISON OFFICER ... Basz 2 25 874.40 24 25 24 28 26 25
SENTOR STATE INOUSTRYES TECHNTCTAN 6467 T o
AIRPORT FIREFIGHTER SUPV. 7131
BRIDGE INSP IIL o BABT
"DISTRICT MECHANTC™ Y - 1< 1- To B
PURCHASING AGENT II 211
LIQUOR STORE MANAGER IV 228
FIECD AUDITOR IT ™ - - A
REVENUE AUDITOR II 343
SMALL LOAN EXAMINER II ......A33s
"INSURANCE & CUATMS TNVEST 457
UTIL REG ENG I 543
_LABOR SAFETY & HEALTH CONS =~~~ 666
EVEVATOR 'TNSPECTOR 6787
TRAINING OFFICER I - 764
EMPLOYER LIARILITY AUD III 883
"COUNTY §0C SVE BIR T 30307
INCOME MAINT WKR IV 3093
INC MAINT WKR IV (SUPV) 3166
TPSYCHOLGGIST T 3245 77
RIGHT OF WAY AGENT 1I 4111
HIGHWAY ENG-IN-TRAINING 4205
PHOTOGHRAMMETRIST 11 433877
MATERIALS FABRICATION INSPEC.2 4344
ARCHITECTURAL TECH I 4364
ENVIRONMENTAL SPEC TT 4518
CHIEF COMM. TECH. 4740
PARKS SUPERVISOR . -1
TWILBLIFE BIOLOGYST 11T 5334777
CONSERVATION ENFORCE SUPV 5360
DRIVERS LIC HEARING OFFCR = 6302
"MOTOR VEHICLE OFFICER TIT 6362
CORRECTIONAL SUPV 1 6410
MECHANICAL MAINT SUPER ... Bo29
THIGRWAY MATNTENANCE SUPERVISOR 3 811 "
PLANT OPERATIONS MGR I 8425
BOILER INSP oo BA3Q
"COMPUTER OPER MGR I 47
CREDIT UNION EXAMINER II 421
WRHS/GRAIN DEALER EXAMINER SUPR 484
TEMERG.SERV. OFFTCERTIT T - 613
EMPLOYMENT SERVICE MANAGER 815
CLAIMS MANAGER - 844

3 25 907 .20 25 25 25 26 25 24
7 25 907.20 26 27 26 26 25 24

7 26 g12.00 23 24 23 23 26 24
18 .26 949.60 24 25 .24 25 26 25

75 26 912.00 25 25 25 27 28 27
26 912.00 21 22 21 25 25 25

26 949.60 22 23 23 25 25 25
L26....212.00 (22 .23 23 24 25 24

-

26 949.60 23 24 23 27 27 27
.26 ...912.00 25 25 a5 27 28 27

26 916.80 24 25 24 27 27 26
26 949.60 25 25 25 25 26 25

912 .00 24 24 24 26 26 26
26 949.60 21 22 21 22 23 22

26 916.80 25 26 25 25 26 25
26 916.80 21 22 21 24 25 25

L RF N ORI R - N JNPRTT - I A R
N
&

26 949.60 23 24 23 24 25 24
26 949.60 27 27 27 27 28 27

26 949.60 26 26 26 26 27 26
26 916.80 24 24 24 26 27 26

s

61 26 949.60 26 26 26 24 24 23
1 26 949.60 26 27 26 27 27 26

11 26 949.60 24 25 24 25 26 25
326 $15.20 23 24 23 24 24 23

4

8 27 957.60 23 24 23 26 26 26
3 27 992.00 26 26 26 26 26 25
1

31 27 992.00 26 26 26 27 28 27
L S ) 992.00 .28 2828 27 28 27
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13 27 992.00 24 . 25 24 25 27 25
T e B, 992,00 28 26 235 26 26 26

TVOCATIONAL SEH PRINCTRAL """ o4
SENIOR HIGHWAY ENG/TRAIN 4207
JLAND SURVEYOR I 8240 .
CONSTRUCTION TEGH. TT1 Bt -
DISTRICT CONSTRUCTION TECH 4323
.-CHEMIST 1 I ---—--------............u......................----4416---"“
PLANT PATHOLOGIST 5160
FORESTER I11 5447
STATE INDUSTRIES SUPERVISOR 6468 )
TCOMM CORE SERVICES SUPV TTTTTTEBOE T
RESTORATION PAINTER 8099

CHFE BRIDGE INSP e 8138

17 27 960.80 24 25 24 27 28 27
Az 27 992.00 23 24 24 27 27 26

i
5 27 992.00 27 27 27 27 28 27
8 2l 892,00 27 2T .02 .28 .28 2%
Bt o] TR 982.00 T3Y 37 27 28 28 ’ a7
2 27 948.80 22 23 22 az 23 21
1 W27, 99200 28 28 ...2B .28 .28 .21 .
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COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PRED. PAY GRADES

.maﬁﬁwnmm66émm"?ﬁfitm“MmmaaﬁﬁgnfméuﬁﬁgﬂTm""mmEﬁéﬁméﬁiﬁﬁ":mﬁﬁfﬁ?gm“mmMm_ﬁﬁE6“§ﬁhﬁé”:mgfa¥mwéfmmm_mm

JOB TITLE CODE  SEX INCUMB GRADE  #MAX SAL  ALL  MALE €Q  %FEMALE ALL  WMALE EQ  %FEMALE
JAUTO SHOP SUPERVISOR 8385 27T 992.00 26 26 26 27 27 26
REVENUE AUDITUR I I I - 344 ’ . U .

REVENUE SUPV. I 76
JINSURANCE RATE ANALYST I ... 457
HEARTNGS COMPLU OFFCR T 77777777 g 40
INVESTIGATOR I11I 697
JEMPLOYER LIABILITY AUD IV ~  ggd4
EDUCATION SUPERVISOR 1T~ 1621
STATE ARCHIVIST 1328
.DISEASE PREV SPEC I ~ ...2428
CHAPLATN EDUCATGR e 33
OUTDOOR RECREAT PLAN Il 4068
.ROADSIDE DEVELOP SPEC IT 4236
SURVEYS SUPV. R . L [o
MATERIALS TECH.SUPR.2 4353
DESIGN TECHNICIAN &5 ) _..4361
"GEOLOGIST IT Y P T, ¥4
MILK SANITATION RATING OFF 4515
ELECTRONIC ENGINEER TECH 4742
CORRECTTONAL SUBV TT 6471
CONTROL CENTER SUPERVISOR ‘ 8001
HIGHWAY MAINTENANCE SUPERVISOR 3 8117
PLANT OPERATIONS MGR 11 T {1
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMER 166
DATA PROCESSING SPEC T 187
TASST DIR OF VOTER REGIST 201
PURCHASING AGENT III 212
FIELD AUDITOR III o o .......328
"REVENUE EXAMINER 4 ' " ) 358
TECHNICAL TAX SPECIALIST 1 360
JINSURANCE POLICY ANALYST 4585
TSECURITIES EXAMINER . 470
SECURITIES DEALER EXAM. 472
SAFETY INSPECTION SUPV  .....58718
TINVESTIGATOR TV 698
INFORMATION SPECIALIST IlI 754
PUBLIC SERV EXEC 1 @ o 1B
"JOB SERVICE SPECIALTSY - 874
SCHOLARSHIP & LOAN SUPYV 1105
DIRECTOR OF ACTIVITIES 2198
THEALTH PROFESSTONS TNVESTIGATOR 22330
ADJUTANT, IOWA VETERANS HOMES 3320
TRANSPORTATION PLANNER I 4050
CRIGHT OF WAY "AGENT TIY T 4712
HIGHWAY ENGINEER I 4210
CHI EF AARCH TECH PP et EeBrusmmrmm e aa b Ay s .......4365.........
TENV.ENGTT o ’ AR 2Y
FISHERIES SUPERVISOR 5317
WILDLIFE SUPERVISOR " SR - - 2 X A
TASSISTANT STATE FORESTER TTTTTUEARG T
CRIMINALISY II 6021
CORRECTIDNAL SECURITY MGR . &8415
TCORRECTTONAL TREATMENT MGR ™~ 77"""gdz0
AIRCRAFT PILOT 8640
ACCOUNTANT TII e B2

i

28 1040.80 26 26 26 27 28 27
.28  1005.60 24 24 24 25 27 26

i

28 100%5.60 27 27 27 29 29 29
.28  1040.80 27 27 27 28 28 28

28 1040.80 28 29 28 30 at 30
28 1040.80 23 24 24 24 .25 25

28 1005.60 25 25 25 27 28 27
.28  1040.80 24 25 24 25 26 25

28 1040.80 27 27 27 27 28 27
.28 1040.80 27 27 27 28 29 28

A -

28 1040.80 25 26 25 26 27 26
.28 ..1010.40 23 24 23 27 .27 .28

)

28 1040.80 24 25 24 27 27 27
28 1040.80 27 27 27 26 27 25

7

29 1091.20 27 27 27 29 29 28
28 4055.20 24 25 24 27 28 27

29 1055.20 28 28 28 29 30 29
23  1091.20 27 27 27 29 29 29

29 1091.20 25 25 25 28 28 28
.29 1055.20 29 29 29 29 30 29

29 1055,20 30 30 30 3i 31 31
=29 109120 28 0 28 28 29 29 28

29 1091.20 29 29 29 31 31 20
29 1091.20 28 28 28 30 31 30
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3 et O SR
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COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PRED. PAY GRADES

JOB TITLE
REVENUE AUDITOR 1V

“BROPERTY APBRATSER TR

BANK EXAMINER III
CREDIT UNION EXAMINER IT1

TINSURANCE RATE ANALYSY Ty o

SENIOR UTILITY ANALYST
MIN PROGRAM COORDINATOR
EDUCATION PRINCIPAL
SOCIAL WORKER VI

INCOME MAINT WKR VI

SRERT SERVIGES PR

RIGHT OF WAY AGENT IV
LAND SURVEYOR 1I

“ENVTRONMENTAL §PEC 1T~ """

MED. FAC. CONSULTANT
AERD, STDS. OFFICER

TCOMMUNT CATTONS "ENGTNEER

LAW ENF. INSTRUCTOR

CORRECTIONAL SERVICES MANAGER =

"SENIGRTSYSTEMS TANALYST
PURCHASING AGENT 1V
UTIL REG ENG I1I

TTRANSPORTATION PUANNER JF ™

OUTDOOR RECREAT PLAN ITIX
RIGHT OF WAY AGENT V

THIGHWAY ENGINEER TT (SUBVy

HIGHWAY ENGINEER I1

ROADSIDE DEVELDP SPEQUIII_NMNNMNMNN

"FACTLITIFS "ENGINEER
GEOLOGIST 3
COMMUNICATIONS MANAGER

NAT RESOURCE ENG III B Ll T LT PP PE TP

ASST DIR-MOTOR VEM ENFORCE
CORR, SECURITY DIR.

EORE T TREATRENT BIR s

PLANT OPER MGR 111

DATA PROCESSING SPEC TT

"REVENUE "AUBTTOR V'
TECHNICAL TAX SPECIALIST 2

PROP/CASUALTY INS DIV.DIR

"TRACK INSPECTOR ™
BUDGET ANALYST IV

PUBLIC SERV EXEC I s

"EDUCATTION ADMIN
PHARMACIST SUPR.
_SOCIAL WORK ADMIN 1
TREATMENT PROGRAM ADMIN
PSYCHOLDGIST II1
VETERINARIAN

EUBERVISORT VETERTRARTAN """

PARKS SUPERINTENDENT )
FISHERIES SUPERINTENDENT

CONSERVATION ENFORCE SUPT
_STATE FORESTER o

T

CODE
347

406
422

534
825

T T

3019
3085

4143
4241

45987

4545
4605

AFFE T

6068

-6507 EOTYSLTEN
187

215
545

ABETT

4068
4114

4214
4237

~4BEE

4407
4747

BAAF

6363
6416

843777

8427
188

Hag

361
457

EEATT

725
782

EEF

2232

L3937
3533

3248
5138

Eigg

5230
5319

E55G

53656

L3421

[

4587

G55

42087
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. -

MAX SAL
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COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PRED. PAY GRADES

JdoB TITLE

STATE WATERS SUPT oo

TERIMINALTST TIT

LAW ENF ACAD TRAIN COORD
_DATA PRDCESSING MGR .
STATE PAYROLL SUPERVISOR ™
BANK EXAMINER 4

SMALL LOAN SUPERVISOR

TNSURANGE €8 EXAMINER TTT """ §4& "

UTEILITY SPECIALIST
MAMAGEMENT ANALYST 1V

TTRANSPORTATION PLANNER Tii

HIGHWAY ENGINEER III
ENV. ENG, III

GERUFE AR ENG GG g

COMM DEVELOPMENT DIR
CHIEF COMM. ENGINEER
TASET UULAW ENF T TACAD DIRT
LEGAL INSTRUCTOR

_CORR. DEPUTY SUPT,

CORR T EVAL . PROGRAM BTR "R

DATA PROCESS ADM 1
ACCOUNTANT 1V

TTECHNTCAL TAX "SPECTALTST 8" "@gy

PROPERTY APPRAISER 1V

CREDIT UNION EXAMINATION SUPERVISGR 4

TLIFE HEALTH INSUR DIV DIR
UTIL REG ENG III
UTIlL REG ENG III {SUPV)

“OEBUTY TNOUS FRTAT COMM =g

HEARINGS COMPLIANCE OFFICER III
LAW LIBRARIAN

CCHIEF HEALTH PROFESSTON TNVESTIGATO 2338

PSYCHOLOGIST IV
GEQLOGIST 4

“ENV T RBNMENTAL  BREE SUBY " FE e

NAT RESOURCE ENG IV
CHIEF INSURANCE CO. EXAM.
LABOR SAFETY OFEICER™™
SR BUDGET & FISCAL ANAL

PUBLIC SERV EXEC III

TRANS PLANNER TV
HIGHWAY ENGINEER 1V
HEALTH FAC. OFFICER

BATA PHOGESS ADW T s g

TECHNICAL TAX SPECIALIST 4
BANK EXAMINER &

TBANK EXAMINATION ANACYSY

UTILITY ADMINISTRATOR I
LCHIEF UTILITIES REG. ENG.,
PERSOGNNEL MGMT SPEC v~
DENTIST

CRIME LABORATORY ADMIN e

THANK EXAMINATION, SUPR.
ASS‘'T TO SUPERINDENT OF BANKING

(PRIN BUDGET & FISCAL ANAL . ...

R

COpE

..243%
6023

6069
161

T T

408
4414

JGE

SEX

FETAT

INCUMB
1

7 S

1

O

25085

8025 .
415
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JT28

T2zzzzzzezezzz TR TR ZT T T LT E T T E T LT ET T TR T T EXTREIZTTIETEETE

: ; é i : i ; H : : { : :
WA sia N i TWOD = B R =0 = W=D OO N e B WA =io o Waa il = iR - R

CURRENT "SURRENT

GRADE

32 ..

MAX SAL

1256,
{2568
1256.
..‘$317.:...
731776
1317.
...1317.:.....
131766773
1317.
Li317.80
1317.60 72
1317.
A..1317.:...
1397,
1317,
1317.
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COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PRED. PAY GRADES

JOB TITLE
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COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PRED. PAY GRADES

JOB TITLE CODE  SEX  INCUMB GRADE  MAX SAL  ALL MALE EQ  %FEMALE ALL  MALE EQ  %FEMALE
.DRUG ABUSE COUNSELOR I1I 3282 A2 2 737.60 24 22 21 22 23 22
BLOG SERV SUPV 1 7625 -
AUDIG-VISUAL ATDE TECH 8645
JPURCHASING AGENT I 210
ACCOUNTANT/AUDITOR Y 309
STAT RESEARCH ANAL I 743
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CLAIMS SPECIALIST I1I 853
LLIBRARIAN I . 1.1 - S
CIVIL RIGHTS SPEC I 3438
COMMUNICATIONS OPERATOR II 4717
ASST . DIETITIAN e 1280
GRAPHIC ARTIST 8518
COMPUTER PROGRAMMER 151
_ACCOUNTING TECHNICIAN III 204
REVENUE EXAMINER TT 351
BUDGET ANALYST I 721
_PROGRAM PLANNER 1 4020
CONSERVATION PROGRAM COORD 5358
SENIDR DRIVERS LIC EXAM 6301
DIETITIAN I o eeereeoeeseeeeseeree e ] 2D
ENERGY MaGMT . "TECH, " ' 8004
COMPUTER OPERATOR III 137
ADMINISTRATIVE ASST 1l _ 709
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HISTORICAL PRESERV SPEC 1337
.SOCIAL_WORKER IV e 300
SOCTAL WKR IV (sUPVY T 3024
PROGRAM PLANNER I1 4022
JINDUSTRIAL HYGIENIST o B13
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COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PRED. PAY GRADES
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Iv. IMPLEMENTATION IMPACT

Under the current classification system, there is a 6.6 pay grade
difference on average between male-dominated and female-dominated
jobs. Under each of the models described above in order, this 6.6
average grade difference decreases to 4.6 grades, 4.1 grades, 4.5
grades, 5 grades, 4.3 grades and 4.4 grades, respectively. Thus,
these results suggest that 1.5 to 2.5 of the grades observed in
this 6.6 grade difference are the result of the factors other than
~job worth; rather when job worth is considered, the average pay
grade difference between male-dominated and female-~dominated jobs
decreases to a range from 4.1 to 5 pay grades depending upon the
particular prediction model examined. This information is summar-
ized in Exhibit 14.

An analysis also was done on each of the models described above to
determine how many pay grades on average female-dominated jobs
would increase over their current pay grade. The results suggest
that for the committee assigned weights across the three prediction
models examined, female-dominated Jjobs would increase in pay grade
from 1.4 grades on average to 2.4 grades on average. When statis-
tically derived weights are applied, female-dominated Jjobs would
increase in pay grade, depending on which model is examined, from
1.1 pay grades on average to 2.3 pay grades on average. Similarly,
for the committee assigned weights, male-dominated ‘jobs would go
down in pay grade on average from .1 pay grade to .6 pay grades.
When the statistically derived weights are applied, the average
change in pay grade from male-dominated Jjobs ranges from a O change
on average to a .7 pay grade decrease in pay grade, depending on
the particular model examined.

The impact analysis just described considers grade movement for
female-dominated and male-dominated jobs on average. The use of
averages, however, canh be misleading. For example, if one half of
the male-dominated jobs went up 10 pay grades and the other half of
the jobs went down 10 pay grades, on average, there would be a 0
pay grade difference. Therefore, to further explore the impact of
the models on the predicted pay grade, an analysis was conducted to
determine the percentage of male-~dominated jobs and the percentage
of female-dominated jobs that went up one or more pay grades for
each model and that went down one or more pay grades under each
model. This information is summarized in Exhibit 15.

For the three models that utilize committee assigned factor weights
from 66% to 73% of the female-dominated jobs showed an increase of
one pay grade or more. In contrast, from 32% to 40% of the male-
dominated jobs showed a one grade increase or greater. Under the
committee assigned weight models, from 17% to 25% of the female-
dominated jobs went down one pay grade or more, and from 43% to 51%
of the male-dominated jobs went down one pay grade or more. The
greatest percentage of jobs increasing one pay grade or more
occurred for the model that derived from the equation for male-
dominated jobs only.
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Exhibit 14

STATE OF IOWA

Comparable Worth Study

Difference in Mean Grade by
Sex Composition for Various Models

Mean Predicted Pay Grade

Male- Female-
Model Dominated Dominated Difference
TOTALL 25,2 20.6 4.6
TOTMALE 25.7 21.6 4.1
TOTPFEM 25.3 20.8 4.5
STATALL 25,3 - 20.3 5.0
STATMALE 25.8 21.5 4.3
STATPFEM 25.1 20.7 4.4
Current System 25.8 19.2 6.6

Footnote: These models are defined on page 42.



TOTALL

TOTMALE

TOTPFEM

STATALL

STATMALE

STATPFEM

STATE OF IOWA

Comparable Worth Study

Gross Impact of Grade Changes

Female

66.10
0 8.89
d 24.98

A 72.79
10.56
d 16.88

O

68.90
7.78
& 23.34

(=

4 63.89
0 15.00
d 21.11

T 81.11
10.00
L 8.90

(]

71.66

o

12.22
J 16.12

Footnote:

Male

31.73
17.35
50.91

39.96
16.87
43.38

34.69
15.98
49.32

28.31
22.83
48.87

37.89
23.97
38.14

23.07
21.69
55.24

1= up one grade or more
0 = same grade
Y= down one grade or more

These models are defined on page 42.



IvVv. IMPLEMENTATION IMPACT

Under the three models using the purely statistically derived factor
weights, from 64% to 81% of the female-dominated jobs increased one
pay grade or more and from 23% to 38% of the male-dominated jobs
increased one pay grade or more. In contrast, for the three statis-
tically derived models, from 9% to 21% of the female-dominated Jjobs
decreased one pay grade or more and from 38% to 55% of the male-
dominated decreased one pay grade or more. Again, the greatest
percentage of female-dominated and male-dominated Jjobs increased
under the statistically derived model that was developed on male-
dominated jobs only. Appendix L sets forth the total results of

these analyses.

These results suggest that for both statistically derived weights

and committee assigned weights the greatest cost impact occurs for
prediction models that are derived from male-dominated jobs only.
Models based on the inclusion of "percent female™ are second most
costly, and equations based on all jobs (without inclusion of per-
cent female) are least costly. However, this latter approach does

not necessarily produce a bias free estimate of the relationship
between Jjob evaluation points and pay grade. Further, there are
statistical reasons to believe that the models based on '"'male~
dominated jobs only" may incorrectly exaggerate the amount by which
female-dominated jobs should be increased. Specifically, when there
is any unreliability in the job evaluation factors (as there is likely
to be with any judgment based system) and when one subgroup (e.g.,
male-dominated jobs) scores on an average higher than another (e.g.,
female-dominated jobs) on these evaluation factors, a statistical

bias will occur which can suggest pay discrimination when none exist
or can overestimate the amount of the discrimination.* Roberts (1980)
has pointed out the concept underlying this bias is "...elementary

but easy. It relates to what is usually called the regression
fallacy, a subject that has ensnared many a scientifiec investigator

and that [ have always found hard to explain to students.' For a
numerical example of this bias, refer to Roberts (1980). For these
reasons, it is recommended that models based on the 1nclus1on of

"percent female'" be given most consideration.

Should the State decide not to use the pay grades set forth in
Exhibit 4, and instead want to rely upon one of the three predic-
tion models, information regarding the actual point ranges for each
pay grade for each respective prediction model is set forth in
Exhibit 16. Exhibit 17, 18 and 19 set forth the three alternative
methods of predicting bi-weekly maximum salaries described earlier

in Task 9.2 of Section II of this report for the all jobs line, the
male equation, and the percent female constant approach, respectively.

* See Roberts, H.V.,, Statistical Biases in the Measurement of
Employment Dlscrlmlnation, INLIVERNASH, E.R. (Ed) Comparable
Worth: TIssue and Alternatives, Washlngton D.C.: E.E.0.C, 1980.
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Predicted
"Pay Grade'

13
14
15
16
17
18
- 19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

STATE OF IOWA

Comparable Worth Study

Job Evaluation Point Ranges

Associated with Pay Grades Predicted

Under Three Models

Evaluation Point Range

Exhibit 16

TOTALL TOTMALE TOTPFEM
124-141 —— 115-132
142-159 ——— 133-151
160~-176 127-146 152-169
177-194 147-166 170-188
195-212 167-186 189-207
213-230 187-206 208-225
231-247 2-7-226 226-244
248-265 227-246 245-262
266-283 247-265 263-281
284-301 266-285 282-300
302-318 286-305 301-318
319-336 306-325 319-337
337-354 326-345 338-355
355-371 346-365 356-374
372-389 366-384 375-393
320-407 385-404 394-411
408-425 405-424 412-430
426-442 425-444 431-448
443-460 445-464 449-467
461-478 465-484 468-485
479-496 485-503 486-504
497-513 504-523 505-523
514-531 524-543 524-541
532-549 544-563 542-560
550-567 564-583 561-578
568~-584 584-603 579-597
585-602 604-623 598-616
603-620 624-642 617-634
621-637 643-662 635-653
638-655 663-682 654-671
656-673 683-702 672-690
674-691 703-722 691-708
692-708 723-742 709-727
709-726 743-761 728-746
727-744 762781 747-765
745-762 782-801 765-783
763-779 802-821 784-801
780-797 822-841 802-820
798-815 842-861 821-839



STATE OF IOWA

COMPARABLE WORTH STUDY

Exhibit 17

Summary of Predicted Salary Grade Maximums
for the Statistically Derived "All Jobs"

Pay Grade Structure Using Alternative Formulas

Predicted Maximum Salaries

Predicted Break Points Percent Male

Pay Grade Using Range Midpoint Female All Jobs Equation
13 124-141 132.5 332.47 419,57 436.44
14 142-159 150.5 376.14 464. 37 480.84
i5 160-176 168 418.60 507.93 524,01
16 177-194 i85.56 461.05 551,49 567.19
17 195-212 203.5 504.72 596.29 611,59
18 213-230 221.56 548,39 641,09 656.00
19 231-247 239 590,84 684.65 699.17
20 248-265 - 256.5 633.30 728.21 742,35
21 266-283 274.5 676.97 773.01 786.75
22 284-301 292.5 720.63 817.81 831.16
23 302-318 310 763.09 861.37 874.33
24 319-336 327.5 805.54 904.93 917.50
25 337-354 345.95 849.21 949.73 961.91
26 355-371 363 891.67 993.29 1,005.08
27 372-389 380.5 934.12 1,036.85 1,048.25
28 390-407 398.5 977.80 1,081.65 1,092.66
29 408-425 416.5 1,021.46 1,126.45 1,137.07
30 426-442 434 1,063.91 1,170.01 1,180.24
31 443460 451 .5 1,106.37 1,213.56 1,223.41
32 461-478 469.5 1,150.04 1,258.37 1,267.82
33 479-496 487.5 1,193.70 1,303.17 1,312.22
34 497-513 505 1,236.16 1,346.73 1,355.40
35 514-531 522.5 1,278.61 1,390.28 1,398.56
36 532-549 540.5 1,322,28 1,435.09 1,442.97
37 550-567 558.5 1,365.95 1,479.89 1,487.38
38 568-584 576 1,408.41 1,523.44 1,530.55
39 585-602 593.5 1,450.86 1,567.00 1,573.73
40 603-620 611.5 1,494.53 1,611.30 1,618.13
41 621-637 629 1,536.98 1,655.36 1,661.30
42 638-655 646.5 1,579.44 1,698,902 1,704.47
43 656-673 664.5 1,623.11 1,743.72 1,748.88
44 674-691 682.5 1,666.77 1,788.52 1,793.29
45 692-708 700 1,709.23 1,832.08 1,836.43
46 708-726 717.5 1,751.68 1,875.64 1,879.63
47 727-744 735.5 1,795.35 1,920.44 1,924.04
48 745-762 753.5 1,839.02 1,9865.24 1,968.45
49 763-779 771 1,881.48 2,008.80 2,011.62
50 780-797 788.5 1,923.93 2,052.36 2,054.79
51 798-815 808.5 1,967.60 2,097.186 2,099.20

Formula: 127.75 + 89.78 + 109.56 +

2.426 (pts.) 2.489 (pts.) 2.467 (pts.)
+ (-.529)(33.5)



Exhibit 18

STATE OF IOWA
COMPARABLE WORTH STUDY
Summary of Predicted Salary Grade Maximums
for the Statistically Derived "Male Equation"

Pay Grade Structure Using Alternative Formulas

Predicted Maximum Salaries

Predicted Break Points Percent Male

Pay Grade Using Range Midpoint Female All Jobs Equation
13
14
15 127-146 136.5 441 .18 429,53 446.31
16 147-166 156.5 489.70 479.31 495.65
17 167-186 176.5 538.22 529.09 544,99
18 187-206 196.5 588.74 578.87 594.33
19 207-226 216.5 635.26 628.65 643.67
20 227-246 236.5 683.78 678.43 693.01
21 247-285 256 731.09 726.96 741.11
22 266-285 275.5 778.39 775.50 789.22
23 286-305 295.5 826.91 825,28 838.56
24 306-325 315.5 875.43 875.06 887.90
25 326-345 335.5 923.95 924,84 937.24
26 346-365 355.5 972.47 974.62 986.58
27 366-384 375 1,019.78 1,023.16 1,034.69
28 385-404 394.5 1,067.09 1,071.69 1,082.79
29 405-424 414.5 1,115,861 1,121.47 1,132.13
30 425-444 434.5 1,164.13 1,171.25 1,181.47
31 445-464 454.5 1,212.65 1,221.03 1,230.81
32 465-484 474 .5 1.261.17 1,270.81 1,280.15
33 485-503 494 1,308.47 1,319.35 1,328.26
34 504-523 513.5 1,355.78 1,367.88 1,376.30
35 524-543 533.5 1,404.30 1,417.66 1,425.70
36 544-563 553.5 1,452.82 1,467.44 1,474.98
37 564-583 573.5 1,501.34 1,517.22 1,524.32
38 584-603 593.5 1,549.86 1,567.00 1,573.72
39 604-623 613.5 1,588.38 1,616.78 1,623.06
40 624-642 633 1,645.69 1,665.32 1,671.17
41 643-662 652.5 1,692.99 1,713.85 1,719.28
42 663-682 672.5 1,741.51 1,763.63 1,786.62
43 683-702 692.5 1,790.03 1,813.41 1,817.96
44 703-722 712.5 1,838.55 1,863.19 1,867.30
45 723-742 732.5 1,887.07 1,912.97 1,916.64
46 743-761 752 1,934.38 1,961.51 1,964.74
47 762-781 771.5 1,981.69 2,010.04 2,012.85
48 782-801 791.5 2,030.21 2,059.82 2,062.19
49 802-821 811.5 2,078.73 2,109.60 2,111.53
50 822-841 831.5 2,127.25 2,159.38 2,160.87
51 842-861 851.5 2,175.77 2,209.16 2,210.21

Formula: 127.75 + 89.78 + 109.56 +

2.426 (pts.)
+ (~.529)(33.5)

2.489 (pts.)

2.467 (pts.)



Exhibit 19

STATE OF IOWA
COMPARABLE WORTH STUDY
Summary of Predicted Salary Grade Maximums
for the Statistically Derived "Per Female' Equation

Pay Grade Structure Using Alternative Formulas

Predicted Maximum Salaries

Predicted Break Points

Percent Male
Pay Grade Using Range Midpoint Female All Jobs Equation
13 115-132 123.5 409.64 397.17 414.23
14 133-151 142 454.52 443.22 459 .87
15 152-169 160.5 499,40 489.26 505.51
16 170-188 179 544.28 535.31 551.15
17 189-207 198 590.38 582.60 598.03
18 208~225 216.5 635.26 628.65 643.67
19 226--244 235 680.14 674.70 689.31
20 245-262 253.5 725.02 720.74 734.94
21 263-281 272 769.90 766.79 780.58
22 282-300 291 815.99 814.08 827.46
23 301-318 309.5 860.88 860.13 873.10
24 319-337 328 905.76 906.17 918.74
25 338-355 346 .5 950.64 952.22 964,38
26 356-374 365 995.52 998 .27 1,010.02
27 375-393 384 1,041.61 1,045.56 1,0b6.89
28 394-411 402.5 1,086.49 '1,091.60 1,102.53
29 412-430 421 1,131.37 1,137.65 1,148.17
30 . 431-448 439.5 1,175.04 1,183.70 1,193.81
31 449467 458 1.,221.14 1,229.74 1,239.45
32 468-485 476.5 1,266.02 1,2795.79 1,285.09
33 486-504 496 1,313.32 1,324.32 1,333.1¢
34 505-523 514 1,356.99 1,369.13 1,377.60
35 524..541 532.5 1,401.87 1,415.17 1,423.24
36 542-560 551 1,446.75 1,461.22 1,468.88
37 561-578 569.5 1,491.64 1,507.27 1,514.52
38 579-597 588 1,536.52 1,553.31 1,560.16
39 598-616 607 1,582.61 1,600.60 1,607.03
40 617-634 625.5 1,627.49 1,646.65 1,852.67
41 635-653 644 1,672.37 1,692.70 1,698.31
42 654-671 662.5 1,717.25 1,738.74 1,743.95
43 672-690 681 1,762.13 1,784.79 1,789.59
44 691~-708 699.5 1,807.02 1,830.84 1,835.23
45 709-727 718 1,851.90 1,876.88 1,880.87
46 728-746 737 1,897.99 1,924.17 1,927.74
a7 747-764 755.5 1,942.87 1,970.22 1,973.38
48 765-783 774 1,937.75. 2,016.27 2,018.02
49 784-801 792.5 2,032.63 2,062.32 2,064.66
50 802-820 811 2,077.52 2,108,386 2,110.30
51 -
127.75 + 892,78 + 109.56 +

Formula:

2.426 (pts.)
+ (-.529)(33.5)

2.489 (pts.)

2.467 (pts.)
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V. EVALUATION SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION

The ongoing maintenance of the recommended evaluation system re-
quires several procedures. In this section of our report, we
recommend procedures to govern the administration of the evaluation
system. The recommended procedures are similar in many respects to
those currently in effect, as outlined in the "Rules of the Iowa
Merit System.' We have reviewed this document with particular
emphasis given to identifying any areas that may need revision to
fully meet the objectives of comparable worth. Specific sections of
the "Rules of the Iowa Merit System,' hereinafter referred to as the
"Rules,'" are cited for reference purposes. '

Where appropriate, we present our recommendations in a format that
addresses and prescribes a recommended procedure. It should be
noted that specific procedures are merely suggested and can be
modified as required to enhance clarity and implementation.

Procedures

1. Evaluation System
Policy or Philosophy

The objectives of the evaluation system shall be:

a. To provide an overall job evaluation plan for all State of
Iowa Merit System employees which is internally equitable
and which provides comparable pay for positions of com-
parable worth.

b. To ensure that pay grades shall be determined with regard
to such factors as skill, effort, responsibility, and
working conditions.

c. To provide personnel who are trained to use and understand
the recommended position analysis and evaluation methods and

procedures.

d. To provide for continued application of the system over a
number of years and to ensure an impartial means for assign-
ing new positions to the pay plan as they are established or
as existing positions are modified.

e. To provide for clear communication of the evaluation system
to affected employees.

We recommend that Section 570-3.1(19A) of the "Rules'" incor-
porate a reference to the objectives of comparable worth as
indicated above.
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V. EVALUATION SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION

2. Responsibility for
Administration

We recommend that the Iowa Merit Employment Department be respon-
gsible for administering job evaluation matters. It is important
that the recommendations concerning job evaluations be prepared by
individuals with direct knowledge about (1) the content of job
classifications under evaluation, and (2) the impact the decisions
may have on the internal equity of the established job classifi-
cation system. The personnel function in each agency should have
responsibility for analyzing and evaluating these job classifica-
tions using the evaluation plan in cooperation with the Iowa Merit
Employment Department. The current procedures for allocating and
reallocating positions, as identified in section 570 3.2(19A) and
570 3.3(19A) are consistent with our recommendations.

We recommend that the Iowa Merit Employment Department establish an
ongoing system to maintain the factors and degrees corresponding
with job evaluation ratings. Maintaining the job evaluation ratings
data base will be valuable for future evaluations. The types of
reports generated for this study are recommended.

3. Labor Market Issues

There may be periods of time when a scarcity of labor supply in
certain Jjob classifications makes it difficult to attract and retain
qualified personnel at existing salary grade levels. Such external
salary comparison problems should be resolved without altering the
salary grade assignments, unless there is a justified change in job
responsibilities. We recommend, instead, establishing a temporary
market adjustment rate for the affected job classification grade
that would remain in place only as long as the scarcity existed.
Any market adjustments would require documentation and approval to
be established and to remain in force. Specifically, we recommend
reviewing the need for the adjustment, at minimum, on an annual
basis. :

Section 570-4.5(19A) f(4) of the "Rules"™ provides for starting rates
of pay below the minimum of the salary range for certain types of
work in certain geographic areas. We recommend that the Merit
Employment Department review this policy from both a comparable
worth perspective and in light of EEOC guidelines issued in 1981.

In general, the EEOC guidelines, as specified in 29CFR Part 1620.3(a)
bhave taken a very restrictive view on when and how such geographic
policies may be used.
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V. EVALUATION SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION

4, Adding New Jobs
to the Classification
Structure

In order to carry out the goals and objectives of the State Merit
Employment System and its various departments, new job classifications
are sometimes created or the organization structure is modified and
duties and responsibilities are redistributed., The evaluation of

new job classifications for placement in the appropriate pay grade

is the responsibility of the Iowa Merit Employment Department. The
evaluation system is utilized to determine grade placement of a new
job classification or an existing job classification which has
undergone significant change.

The Jowa Merit Employment Pepartment should recommend pay grade
placement based on applying the job evaluation system. It should be
remembered in the case of reorganization or redistribution of duties
and responsibilities, that duties added to one position are most
often accompanied by a reduction in responsibilities to another
position. Reclassifications should be made both upward and downward

in these instances,

5. Reclassification
Procedures for Individual Positions

If the duties and responsibilities of an established position are
permanently and significantly changed, or if the immediate super-
visor believes a position is misclassified, the following actions
should be taken: '

The employee or the responsible immediate supervisor should
request a position re-evaluation, documenting completely the
reasons for a position re-evaluation.

The Iowa Merit Employment Department should review and evaluate
the position. The responsible immediate supervisor shall be
notified of the results. The position incumbent or represen-
tative position incumbent and the incumbent's immediate super-
visor may be asked to explain or document the position's job
duties and responsibilities, if necessary.

6. Job Re-Evaluation
and Reclassification

Should an existing classification be re-assigned to a higher grade,

the employees in that classification should be immediately placed in
the new grade at the employee's current salary or at the minimum of

the range, whichever is greater.
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V. EVALUATION SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION

When a classification is re-assigned to a lower grade because

a re-evaluation indicates reduced duties (e.g., staff reduction due
to program cutback), no salary reductions should immediately occur.
If an employee's salary is above the maximum of the new grade, the

following guideline should apply:

. Grant no salary increments or general structure increases until
the maximum for the new grade equals or exceeds the employee's
salary.

The above recommendation is consistent with current policy with
respect to "red-circle" rates as stated in 570-4.5(7)d. The current
policy also provides for a maximum of two years at the "red-circled"
rate. EEQOC guidelines place a strong emphasis on the word "tem-
porary' when applied to '"red-circle' rates. While no specific
definition of temporary has been provided, the Iowa Merit Employment
Department should thoroughly review any requests to deviate from
their two year policy.

7. Periodic Review

Each year, the Iowa Merit Employment Department should select
approximately 20% of the Merit System job classifications for
review. The selected job classifications should be examined to
determine if any changes in duties have occurred that Jjustify
reclassification. This periodic review process permits an exami-
nation of each job classification at least one time in every five
years.
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VI. RECOMMENDED PAY GRADE ASSIGNMENT APPEAL PROCEDURE

We recommend that employees be notified of the impact of this study
on their classification as soon as possible and that they be given
an opportunity to question the appropriateness of their rating if
they believe an error has been made.

The appeal procedure should include the following steps:
1. Establish an Appeals Committee.

We recommend the Appeals Committee be composed of departmental
Personnel representatives from five to seven different depart-
ments, since they are the ones who will be responsible for

ongoing administration, and they are already experienced 1in

basic compensation administration. Committee members should

first receive thorough training in the use of the new evaluation
system. When appeals involve a job classification found primarily
(or exclusively) in a particular Committee member's department,
that member would not bhe involved in the appeal decision.

2. Notify Department Management of Study Results and Provide
Documentation to Departmental Personnel Representatives.

The departmental Personnel representatives will need to be
supplied with a copy of the classificaticon plan showing the
new pay grade assignment, copies of the appeals forms, and a
description of the appeals process.

3. Notify Employees of Study Results.

Exhibit 20 provides a sample draft letter to employees on the
study results.

4. Employees Submit Appeals.

A stated deadline date for submitting appeals will be on the
letter to employees. We suggest a date two weeks from noti-
fication. Appeals will be transmitted through the depart-
mental Personnel representatives to the Appeals Committee.

Exhibit 21 provides a sample draft appeals form to be used in
the appeals process.

5. Department Head Review.
All appeals must inciude a review by department heads, including
a recommendation on the merits of the appeal, before they are .

submitted to the Appeals Committee. Employees should be able to
see supervisory recommendations and comments. '
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Committee Review of Appeals.

Only appeals that relate to the pay grade assignment will be
considered. Appeals that concern an individual's belief

that he/she should be placed in a different job classification
will be referred to the Merit Employment Department.

The Appeals Committee will review the appeals in accordance with
the job evaluation system to arrive at a final evaluation. If
the new points result in a lower or higher pay grade assignment,
a change will be made accordingly. There may be circumstances
where the Appeals Committee changes one degree in a factor, but
it doesn't result in a change in pay grade assignment. Such
changes should be made to the evaluation results to maintain the
integrity of the system. The Appeals Committee may request a
personal meeting with an employee or a group of employees to
gather further data or clarification of duties.

Notify Employees and Departments of Results.

After the Appeals Committee's work is completed, the individual
employees affected and the departments should be notified of
results. We suggest that the Merit Employment Department
perform this function, as well as providing staff support to the
Appeals Committee and ensuring that they have all necessary
information for conducting their reviews.

50



Exhibit 20
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DRAFT LETTER TO EMPLOYEES

STATE OF IOWA

To: All Employees
From:
Subject: Results of Comparable Worth Study

The State of Iowa has adopted a new job evaluation system and
new pay grade assignments for all Merit Employment System employees,
based upon the recommendations of Arthur Young & Company in their

study of Comparable Worth.

All of the Merit Employment System job classifications were eval-
uated in accordance with House File 313 based upon their relative
skill, effort, responsibility and working conditions, which were

further defined using the following thirteen factors:

Knowledge- From Formal Training/Education
Knowledge- From Experience

Job Complexity, Judgment, and Problem-Sclving
Guidelines/Supervision Available

Personal Contacts

Physical Demands

Mental/Visual Demands

G =~ G o W N e

Supervision Exercised

w0

Scope and Effect

10. Impact of Errors

11. Working Environment

12. Unavoidable Hazards or Risks

13. Work Pace/Pressures and Interruptions

More detailed descriptions of each of these factors is available

from your department's Personnel representative.
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We emphasize that the evaluations are hased upon the content of the
job classifications as a whole, and not on individual positions or
individual job performance. As a result of this process, all
classifications were placed into one salary grade structure. Note
that the new grade structure and corresponding pay grade numbers do
not necessarily match that used under the previous system. Your
department's Personnel representative has a copy of the new pay
grades and classifications assignments to those grades.

The results of the study on your classification are as follows:

Your Jjob classification has been assigned to pay grade R
which will have a pay range of $ to $ ,

bi-weekly.

The new system provides that any employee may appeal the pay grade
to which her/his job classification has been assigned. To exercise

this option, you must submit a written statement of the reasons for

the appeal to no later than , 1984.

This "Pay Grade Assignment Appeal Form" can be obtained from your
department’'s Personnel office for this purpose. The appeal form
provides for review and comment by your department head.

The work of the Appeals Committee will be fo review the placement of
your classification into an appropriate pay grade and not the
appropriateness of your allocation to a given job classification.
The assignment of your classification to the proper pay grade will
be determined by the nature of the work performed by you and others

with the same job classification title.
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PAY GRADE ASSIGNMENT APPEAL FORM

Name: Date:

Employee Number:

Current Job Classification Title:

Did you previcusly complete an Arthur Young Position Analysis Ques-

tionnaire as part of the Comparable Worth study? Yes No

Directions: In the spaces below, describe the basis of your appeal,
Indicate the ways in which you believe your job is different from,
or similar to, comparable Jjob c¢lassifications. The committee
reviewing the appeals will have copies of completed questionnaires,
job specifications and interview notes representative of your
overall Jjob classification.

Submit the appeal to your department's Personnel representative by
, 1984, Your department head will review and

comment on appeals submitted.

Please complete the information as requested below. Attach addi-
tional pages if necessary.

APPEAL JUSTIFICATION

Factor 1: Knowledge—-—-from Formal Training/Education.

Factor 1 measures the academic preparation and/or
technical training at the entry level considered to be
"normal'" or "typically required" to perform the work.
Factor 1 represents the knowledge requirements for the
job, not the particular educational background of the
person holding the job. ‘

Comments:




Factor 2:

Comments:

Factor 3:

Comments:

Factor 4:

Comments:

Exhibit 21
Page 2 of 6

Knowledge--from Experience

Factor 2 evaluates the least amount of time normally
required for a person with the "typically required”
training/education to acquire the knowledge and skills
to perform the job competently.

Job Complexity, Judgment and Problem Solving

Factor 3 measures the complexity of duties, and the
frequency and extent of judgment used in decision making
and problem solving.

Guidelines/Supervision Available

Factor 4 covers the nature of guidelines and the judg-
ment needed for application. Include the extent and
closeness of supervision required and received for
methods to be followed, results to be obtained, and
frequency of work progress review,.




Factor 5:

Comments:

Factor 6:

Comments:

Factor 7:

Comments:

Exhibit 21
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Personal Contacts

Factor 5 measures the responsibility for effective
handling of personal contacts with persons NOT in your
supervisory chain. Discuss the freguency, purpose,
importance, setting and with whom you have contact.

Physical Demands

Factor 6 measures physical effort and fatigue. Indicate
effort, strength, stamina, and endurance necessary to
perform your job.

Mental/Visual Demands

Factor 7 measures the coordination and dexterity of
mind, eye and hand. Factor 7 includes duration and
intensity of the coordination or concentration and not
intelligence or mental development.




Factor &8:

Comments:

Factor 9:

Comments:

Factor 10:

Comments:

Exhibit 21
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Supervision Exercised

Factor 8 measures the nature and magnitude for super-
vising subordinates. Indicate the number of people
supervised, and the type of supervisory responsibility.
Indicate where the subordinates are located,; i.e., same
buiiding, region, state wide, or beyond.

Scope and Effect

Factor 9 measures the relationship between the nature of
the work, its purpose, breadth and depth, and the effect
of work products or services within and outside the
organizational unit.

Impact of Errors

Factor 10 measures the likely effect or probablie conse-
quences of potential errors made by an individual in the
regular course of the work and the opportunity for
making such errors.




Factor 11:

Comments:

Factor 12:

Comments:

Factor 13:

Comments:

Exhibit 21
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Working Environment

Factor 11 evaluates the conditions under which the job
must be performed and the extent to which conditions,
i.e., heat, cold, rain, snow, dirty or bloody condi-
tions, fumes, noises, unpleasant person-to-person
encounters, etc., make the job unpleasant.

Unavoidable Hazards/Risks

Factor 12 measures the hazards connected with the
performance of the job or the extent and seriousness of
potential bodily injury that normally exists in perform-
ing the job.

Work Pace/Pressures and Interruptions

Factor 13 measures the degree to which you are able to
maintain continuity of work and to plan the scheduling
and priority of job tasks in advance. Indicate the
changes in work volume and freguency of interruption.
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Department Review

Please review the statements made to support this appeal. Comment
below on any factors that require clarification, modification, or
otherwise need to bhe put in perspective.

Factor No.: Comments:

Please check the appropriate statement.

I do not believe this appeal merits further consideration.

I agree with the statements on the appeal as written and
recommend the appeal for consideration.

The above modifications have been discussed with the incumbent,
and the incumbent agrees with these modifications. I recom-
mend the appeal, as amended, for consideration.

The above modifications have been discussed with the incumbent,
and the incumbent disagrees with these modifications. I
recommend the appeal, as amended, for consideration.

Department
Head's
Signature Date

I have noted the modifications in the Comments Section above.

Employee's
Signature. Date

When the review 1is completed, please return to the Personnel repre-
sentative by ,» 1984,




