Boone County Purchasing

613 E. Ash St., Room 110
Columbia, MO 65201
Phone: (573) 886-4391
Fax: (573) 886-4390

Melinda Bobbitt, CPPO, CPPB
Director of Purchasing

MEMORANDUM
TO: Boone County Commission
FROM: Melinda Bobbitt, CPPO, CPPB
DATE: October 3, 2023
RE: Request for Proposal Award Recommendation: C000680 (Bid 29-

03AUG23) — Consultant Services for Salary Plan with McGrath
Consulting Group, Inc.

Request for Proposal 29-03AUG23 — Consultant Services for Salary Plan closed on
August 3, 2023. Six proposal responses were received.

The evaluation committee consisted of:
Angela Wehmeyer, Director of Human Resources
Jenna Redel, Boone County Treasurer
CJ Dykhouse, Legal Counsel

Recommendation for award is to McGrath Consulting Group, Inc. of Jamestown,
Tennessee per the attached Evaluation Report.

Award is as follows:

Compensation and Classification/Salary Plan $39,258
Benefits Add-on $4,500
Travel Expenses — not to exceed — only billed if incurred ~ $2,000
Total: $45,758
Additional Work Options, if needed:
Job Descriptions Documents $195 per document
Pay Grade Review for New Position/Position Changes $195 per document
Hourly Rates for Project Work outside Scope:
Principal $250

Senior Consultant $200
Consultant $150



Invoices will be paid from department 1192 — Recruitment & Retention, account 71101 —
Professional Services. $60,000 is budgeted.

ATT: Evaluation Committee Report

cc: RFQ File
Angela Wehmeyer, HR Director



Evaluation Report for Request for Proposal
29-03AUG23 — Consultant Services for Salary Plan

OFFEROR #1: Allen, Gibbs & Houlik, L.C.

__X__ It has been determined that Allen, Gibbs & Houlik, L.C.has submitted a
responsive RFP response meeting the requirements set forth in the original
Request for Proposal.

It has been determined that Allen, Gibbs & Houlik, L.C.has submitted a non-
responsive proposal response.

Consulting Services: $83,500. Hourly Charge: $150-$300/hour. Out of pocket

expenses billed as extra.
Work to be performed from the Wichita, KS office

Method of Performance (Project Approach)

Strengths:

Indicates flexibility in final deliverable.

Good information on how they address policy/procedure recommendations.
Communication/implementation plan for all employees

Includes information about financial impact.

Addressed preference for Job Families

Clear 10-month timeframe (pg. 15-16)

They offer implementation and training in their proposed scope (pg. 16).

Concerns:

® City of Manhattan, KS pay plan doesn’t appear to be similar job groups just
similar compensation ranges for various positions.
e Seems most focused on the comps side of the analysis and do not see much about
current compression and advancement through the pay arc.
e This makes it look like it’s a cookie cutter proposal response and perhaps they do
not understand our organization structure.
o “Our team is committed to meeting our needs and can present findings and
recommendations for the City Management or Council at the engagement
completion” (pg. 18).



Experience and Expertise

Strengths:

Founded in 1938; independently owned and managed since 1987.
Finance/Audit experience

Has both public and private industry knowledge

Team has public HR experience.

City of Manhattan is a decent comparable for us.

Concerns:

e No Missouri county compensation study clients: cities are very different entities.

e s all of their government experience with cities or non-profit organizations? Are
they familiar with the varying structure of County Governments?

e Seems to be primarily an accounting firm.



OFFEROR #2: CBIZ Compensation Consulting

____X_ It has been determined that CB1Z Compensation Consulting has submitted a
responsive RFP response meeting the requirements set forth in the original
Request for Proposal.

It has been determined that CB1Z Compensation Consulting has submitted a
non-responsive proposal response.

Consulting Services: $88,975. Hourly Charge: $300-$600/hour. Optional: Merrit
Matrix ($7,500; CBIZ CompVisuals $6,500); Presentations ($4,500). Total Fee:
$96,728 In addition, bill for direct project out-of-pocket expenses.

Work to be performed from the St. Louis office.

Method of Performance (Project Approach)

Strengths:

e Recognize that different segments of the County may have separate compensation
philosophy/needs (pg.8).

e Have a web-based job analysis questionnaire (pg. 9).

e For the job analysis questionnaire, supervisors can review and comment but
cannot change the employee submissions. Commenting would be important since
a new employee or disgruntled employee may not provide accurate information
(Pg. 9).

e Provide an annual letter of salary trend market intelligence for up to five years at
no additional charge (pg. 12).

e Seems to have a good understanding of goal for end result of job families
classification system (p. 9 or p.12 of the PDF).

e Annual salary planning letter process to assist with multi-year implementation (p.
12 or p. 15 of the PDF) and 5-year support (p. 16 or p. 19 of PDF)

e CompVisuals web tool seems to have potential to be helpful (p. 14 or p. 17 of the
PDF)

e Ability to pick and choose optional services.

e Starts with JAQ for positions. More comprehensive program, career development,
title consistency, promotion policies, career streams, career levels. Comps are
good (drop Greene County, replace with Douglas or one of the ones we used
previously).

Concerns:

e Charge additional for presentations ($4,500) (pg. 16).
o Clarification #1 question: Tell us how you define job family groups. We
anticipate moving to a family group pay plan. Please discuss “pros and cons” of



using family groups as an organizational principle. Can you provide work
samples that show deliverable with “job families” organization approach?

Job Families are broad occupational categories tat group closely related jobs to
aid organizations in peer comparisons and career paths/progression. Can bring
consistency, transparency, and efficiency to compensation decisions. Can ensure
similar jobs are compensated in a similar manner, helps employees see career
paths, defines skills/experienced need for career progression. If used incorrectly
and the job architecture developed in a rigid or overcomplicated manner, benefits
may be limited.

e Philosophy on how to benchmark data seems one-size fits all. Clarification #1
question: Describe how you determine comparable positions should be bench
marked together.

Match the County’s positions to aggregate employment data (published survey
data) based upon the job duties and responsibilities. When comparing the County
to public agencies, comparisons are on job titles unless job documentation is
available.

e Need more clarification on “target comp placement” of midpoint. Clarification #1
question: Provide clarification on how you determine competitive entry level
placement, midpoint and maximum including whether you are using specific
agency comparables for our organization or aggregate employment data.
Midpoint — align on the County’s desired market placement (e.g., 50" percentile).
Minimum: with a 50" percentile, position the salary range minimum to
approximate the 25" percentile of the market.

Maximum: with a 50" percentile, position the salary range maximum to
approximate the 75" percentile of the market.

e Timeline seems unrealistic and doesn’t really align with budget cycle (we don’t
need it wrapped up by Feb 18). If this is their expected timeline, we’d likely have
to devote 75-100% of staff time for key team for this whole period. Clarification
#1 question: Is your proposed timeline flexible? We anticipate a longer timeline
than proposed. What impact does that have on your proposal?

Yes, flexible.

e Clarification #1 question: Describe the merit matrix on page 13 of your proposal
response and explain whether that includes a plan to address any wage
compression issues.

An option for use in performance management and compensation systems. Helps
prevent wage compression on an on-going basis while rewarding employees
based upon performance.

Experience and Expertise

Strengths:



St. Louis office, founded in 1991, developed the human resources and
compensation consulting practice in 1993 and became part of CBIZ in 1998 (pg.
1).

Missouri county government experience, including a 1% class statutory county (St.
Francois) & 1% class charter counties (St. Charles & St. Louis). Perry & Ste.
Genevieve are also some 3" class county past clients.

Clients included State of Missouri Office of Administration

County experience with small and large counties

Robust list of Missouri clients. Lots of experience with similar agencies etc.
They proposed a large team of compensation analysts and specialists that we
anticipate would be able to help with processing our data.

Concerns:

How long have the proposed team members been with CBIZ?

Listed staff with ranges from 1 to 20 years.

Would like to know what work they do for the City of Columbia and surprised
they were not on their reference list. Question: Tell us about your work for the
City of Columbia, Missouri.

Conducted a comprehensive Classification and Compensation Plan Review in
2013. In 2017, they conducted an analysis of compression.

Larger Missouri counties are charter counties. Will they be familiar with our
organization structure? Clarification #1 question: Discuss your experience
working for an agency with decentralized leadership like a statutory County.
Worked with many organizations with decentralized leadership.



OFFEROR #3: Evergreen Solutions, LLC

_ X

It has been determined that Evergreen Solutions, LLC has submitted a
responsive RFP response meeting the requirements set forth in the original
Request for Proposal.

It has been determined that Evergreen Solutions, LL.C has submitted a non-
responsive proposal response.

Consulting Services: $32,500. Hourly Charge: $150/hour
Believe the work will be performed from the Tallahassee, FL office.

Method of Performance (Project Approach)

Strengths:

Within our budget of $60,000

Focused on buy-in from Administrative Authorities. Communication plan with
meetings/conference calls and submission of written progress reports. Believe for
buy-in at implementation, administrators, department heads and employees need
to be involved in every step of the process (cover letter).

Stressed throughout proposal that they believe there is not a “one size fits all”
solution to compensation management (pg. 3-1).

They do not proceed with the study until the County has approved the survey
targets chosen for comparison (pg. 3-8).

Detailed work plan and timeline.

Flexibility of work plan based on our needs.

Concerns:

While they provided a detailed list of agencies that they performed similar scopes
of work for, they did not include dates for all of them so difficult to tell if some of
these are out of date.

Paragraph 9.3 on page 3-28: “Present the Final Report to the Mayor and County
Commissioners.” And page 5-1, “Should the City...” This makes it look like it’s
a cookie cutter proposal response.

Unclear if vendor has created a pay plan organized by “job families as references
seem to be a review of existing job family structures. (Search “family” in PDF).
Maybe that is what they mean by “class descriptions” in Task 11.0 (p. 3-20).
Clarification #1 question: Tell us how you define job family groups. We anticipate
moving to a family group pay plan. Please discuss “pros and cons” of using family
groups as an organizational principle. Can you provide work samples that show
deliverable with “job families” organization approach?



o Discussed pros and cons in Clarification #1 response. Have done job families for
Spokane County, Washington in 2020.

e Unclear if JobForce Manager tool (p. 3-10) is more than a laddered pay plan
similar to the County’s existing pay plan. I am concerned that we’ll be fighting
against their normal process to just produce market comps. | am more interested
in the issue of reorganizing into job families and getting longer tenured employees
advanced through the pay plan, or promoting into higher level positions.
Clarification #1 question: To what extent do you anticipate proposing solutions for
reorganizing positions into job families and getting longer tenured employees advanced
through the pay plan, wage compression, and promoting into higher level positions?

o Now would be a good opportunity to redefine mobility methods and implement
other changes in compensation placement.

e Vendor’s Job Assessment Tool seems to require a lot of data from individual
employees and supervisors be typed into their website portal. Data submissions
from many different county employees could result in wide quality disparities in
said data. Clarification #1 question: How do you ensure quality data in the use of
your Job Assessment Tool and how much employee participation do you anticipate
necessary to calibrate said tool?

o JAT process is employee drive, but responses are reviewed by each respondent’s
supervisors. When discrepancies exist, both parties are contacted for resolution.
Then reviewed by senior leadership for additional review. ldeally, obtain 75%
response rate.

Experience and Expertise

Strengths:

e Significant local market experience.

e Experience with several Missouri political subdivisions and it appears at least
three are first-class charter counties (St. Charles, Jefferson, and Jackson)

e Has provided work for many Missouri agencies: City of Lee’s Summit; City of
Branson; City of Fulton; City of Dardenne Prairie; City of Jefferson; City of
Columbia; City of Troy; Public School District #51; Raytown C-2 School
District; Northwestern Missouri State University; Missouri Western State
University; Missouri Southern State University; Metropolitan Community
College; and the Jackson County 16" Judicial Circuit (cover letter).

e Has provided similar work for multiple counties across other states (cover letter).

e Have provided similar in scope projects to more than 1,100 local governments
(pg. 1-1, 1-4). Details for many of these projects provided (starting on pg. 1-4)

e Formed in 2004 (pg. 1-1).

e Knowledge of relevant Missouri statutes and regulations as well as federal
regulations (pg. 1-2).

e Proposed Project Principal and Project Consultants have many years of relevant
experience (pg. 2.2. — 2.9.).

e Has experience in designing and calibrating “benchmarks” for market survey
competition analysis for salary plans



Indicates an understanding of both market competitiveness and internal equity as
polestarts (See Alachua County, Florida write-up on p. 1-36)

Robust list of previous work projects from other entities — wide variety of needs.
Has done lots of comp market evaluations of local government agencies.

concerns:

Project Manager TBD so cannot review their qualifications (pg. 2-1).
Clarification #1 question: How and when will you determine who the proposed Project
Manager will be for the County’s project?
o They were referring to the Project Manager as on our side. Their Project
Director is Mark Holcombe.
Discuss your recent experience working for an agency with decentralized leadership like
a statutory County.
o Have worked with hundreds of counties during their 18 year history.
Accustomed to working with elected and appointed officials. Provided large list
of County clients.



OFFEROR #4: Gallagher Benefit Services, Inc.

__X__ It has been determined that Gallagher Benefit Services, Inc. has submitted a
responsive RFP response meeting the requirements set forth in the original
Request for Proposal.

It has been determined that Gallagher Benefit Services, Inc.has submitted a
non-responsive proposal response.

Consulting Services: $141,238. Hourly Charge: $210-$520/hour

Included: Market Comparison (benchmark job classes), Salary Structure Development &
Implementation Analysis

Work performed from three different offices: Richmond, VA, Brentwood, TN,
Minneapolis, MN

Method of Performance (Project Approach)

Strengths:

e Stress employee involvement so that they will accept the results better (pg. 8).

e Will provide the necessary documentation and other materials so County can
maintain the system independent of the consultants following implementation (pg.
11).

e Conduct weekly and bi-weekly calls to touch-base and keep project on track (pg.
11).

e Draws on large data capability due to size of company/resources

Concerns:

e Limitation of liability must be “except to the extent of required insurance
coverages” (PDF p. 3)

e Unclear if Vendor understood the goal of creating a pay plan based on similar job
families or groupings.

e The proposed project team of three are in three different offices in three different
states (pg. 4).

e Job Description Review and internal Equity are optional add-ons. For the large
price tag of this proposal, that was surprising. $550/job description.

¢ No on-site meetings included. Can be included for an additional charge of
$4,000/day (pg. 9, 17).

e “Identification of hard to recruit positions and assessment of the relevance of
compensation for recruiting” (pg. 10). What does that mean? Compensation is
not relevant for recruiting?

e Proposed price for their scope of work

e Work plan may be one-size-fits-all approach



e Seems to send out surveys to other agencies to get comps instead of doing internal
review and identification. Mostly focused on market comps and not much
attention to structure/grades/range progression.

Experience and Expertise

Strengths:

e Experience with many types of government entities. Has experience in relevant
organizations doing comp studies.

e Have completed over 500 classification and compensation studies for public
sector clients and educational organizations in the last 10 years (pg. 1, 6).

e Providing HR consulting services since 1961 (pg. 2).

e They specialize in classification and compensation studies (pg. 3).

Concerns:

e Proposed Project Manager’s background is primarily higher education (pg. 4).
e Only Missouri reference provided is Jefferson College (pg. 13).
e May not be as flexible.



OFFEROR #5: JER HR Group LLC

_ X

It has been determined that JER HR Group LLC has submitted a responsive
RFP response meeting the requirements set forth in the original Request for
Proposal.

It has been determined that JER HR Group LLC has submitted a non-

responsive proposal response.

Consulting Services: $86,500. Hourly Charge: $200/hour
Work to be done from the Fayetteville, AR office.

Method of Performance (Project Approach)

Strengths:

Market comparisons appear to be done at the position level with concern for
internal equity considerations as well as market competitiveness.

Will compare up to eight competitive employers with input from County on
choice of competitive set. Selection of the eight are not just comparable
size/government but based also on their likelihood to be recruitment competitors
(pg. 11).

Allow County to review job evaluation values to see if they have been understated
or overstated (pg. 10).

Clear pricing structure and120- day timeline of work

Focus on compliance/FLSA audits/internal equity

Clear step process to complete the comp study process.

Concerns:

Focused on market comparables. No real discussion of job families, pay range
progression, compression, advancement. FLSA and benefits review aren’t really a
priority. Sample deliverable beginning at page 25 does not appear to be organized
by job groups or families.

Use of proprietary database after project will require licensing fees that do not
appear to be quoted with any firm pricing for a term of years.

® Note: if enter into a contract, will need to obtain E-Verify Certification

Experience and Expertise

Strengths:

Firm in business 33 years, since 1990 (pg. 4, 17).



e Proposed Project Lead completed 15 compensation projects in 2022 (pg. 21). He
has 30 years of experience with compensation systems (pg. 19).

e Mix of small and large counties.

e Experience with relevant market comp studies.

concerns:

¢ No history of work in MO/local market. Only Missouri county listed as a client is
Greene County and that was from a firm that was acquired by the vendor (p. 23).

e Not sure they can do what we need them to do with job families, range
progression, compression etc.



OFFEROR #6: McGrath Human Resources Group, Inc.

__X__ It has been determined that McGrath Human Resources Group, Inc.has
submitted a responsive RFP response meeting the requirements set forth in the
original Request for Proposal.

It has been determined that McGrath Human Resources Group, Inc.has
submitted a non-responsive proposal response.

Consulting Services: $45,758. Hourly Charge: $150-$250/hour

Project team working from different offices: Jamestown, TN, Chippewa Falls, W1,
Strongsville, OH, Columbia, MO.

Method of Performance (Project Approach)

Strengths:

e Within our budget of $60,000

o Flexibility of tasks/goals based on needs of the County. Do not offer “off-the-
shelf but rather seek to understand our needs and design compensation solutions
unique to us (pg. 5-6). Customized solutions; recognizes that other governmental
entities could be very different despite similar job titles

e Clear outline of proposed work (pg. 14-21).

e Clear proposed timeline of six months with start date of October 2023 (pg. 22).

e The consulting team will identify the strengths, concerns of our current program
and future opportunities in structuring total compensation recommendations (pg.
16).

e They not only look at the turnover rate but at local geographic and economic
factors impacting the attraction and retention of employees (pg. 18).

e Their proposal was so clear, precise, and easy to read, it seems as though their
work product /deliverables would probably be the same.

e Will collaborate with County on competitive data set

e Options for benefits/other reviews as needed — price does not include job
descriptions

e Communications plan / involvement of supervisory review

e Addresses the broader scope of what we’re asking for- structural analysis and
recommendations, compression issues, career progression. Seeks county input on
the comps that will be used.

Concerns:

1) Clarification #1 question: Tell us how you define job family groups. We
anticipate moving to a family group pay plan. Please discuss “pros and cons” of



2)

using family groups as an organizational principle. Can you provide work
samples that show deliverable with “job families” organization approach?

Two ways: Have one salary schedule with the job families utilizing same structure
but positions are in columns of families. The other is having separate salary
scheduled for each job family.

McGrath has not yet developed a true job family compensation plan.

Positives and Challenges addressed in Clarification #1 response.

Short timeline that will likely take significant staff time for six months.
Clarification question #1: Is your proposed timeline flexible? We anticipate a
longer timeline than proposed. What impact does that have on your proposal?
An extended timeline is beneficial. No impact on the proposal or the price of the
project.

Note: if enter into a contract, will need to obtain E-Verify Certification

Experience and Expertise

Strengths:

Created in 2000. Have 20 professional consultants. Have conducted hundreds of
comprehensive compensation and classification studies nationwide (pg. 5).
Specialize in public sector consulting with team members with city and county
experience (pg. 6).

The proposed project manager has been a previous County HR Director so is
familiar with County government (pg. 9).

Local market experience on project team. Project Consultant for Position
Analysis is working from the Columbia, MO office (pg. 10).

McGrath Human Resources will partner with the parent company — McGrath
Consulting Group for areas of public safety so can utilized Dr. Tim McGrath who
has over 30 years of experience in fire, EMS, communications and emergency
management and Ron Moser with over 30 years in law enforcement (pg. 11).
Have worked with multiple cities in Missouri: Cities of Carthage, Excelsior
Springs, Kirkwood, Union, Kansas City, Platte, Smithville, St. Charles. Have
worked with an extensive list of counties nationwide (pg. 13).

16 references provided (pg 24-25) and 50 + clients listed on their web page which
they said they would be glad to provide contact information (pg. 24).

Public Safety resources

Significant relevant experience.

Concerns:

Does not appear to have any recent Missouri counties as clients. Clarification #1
question: Discuss your experience working for an agency with decentralized
leadership like a statutory County.



Have worked with decentralized agencies. An example is Geary County, KS with
the same governmental structure. Do request a designed point person such as HR.
No discussion of step and grade experience or plan. Clarification #1 question:
Provide clarification on how you determine minimum, midpoint and maximum
and any step and grade progression within range.

Depends on the type of compensation structure that is designed, and the goals of
the study. Minimum, Midpoints, and Maximums are set by a combination of the
market indicators as well as the organization’s desired compensation structure.
Position placement within a grade use four factors: Point Factor system external
market data, internal equity and compression.



SUMMARY::

The evaluation committee met for the first time to review proposal responses received on
August 14, 2023. Following the initial review of the proposal responses, the committee
scored and short-listed to three Offerors: CB1Z Compensation Consulting, Evergreen
Solutions LLC, and McGrath Human Resources Group.

The committee met again on August 22, 2023 to determine the clarification questions to
send to each Offeror from the short-list. Clarification #1 was sent to CB1Z Compensation
Consulting, Evergreen Solutions LLC, and McGrath Human Resources Group.

Interviews/Presentations were conducted on August 30 & 31 with all three vendors on the
short-list.

The committee met again on August 31 to discuss the interviews/presentations. They
requested that Melinda check references. References were checked the week of
Septemberll. The committee met again on September 22..

Recommendation for Award: McGrath Human Resources Group
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EVALUATION REPORT FORM - scoring the short-list following presentations and further evaluation
PURCHASING DEPARTMENT - BOONE COUNTY - MISSOURI!

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL (RFP) # 29-03AUG23 - Consulting Services for Salary Plan
Melinda Bobbitt, CPPO, CPPB

For Purchasing Use Only
TOTAL
METHOD OF EXPERIENCE &
NAME OF OFFEROR | PERFORMANCE EXPERTISE SUBJECTIVE | COSTPOINTS | TOTAL POINTS
(30 Points) (20 points) POINTS (50 points) (Max 100 points)
(50 points)
S .
Evergreen Solutions 50
1 |[LLC 20 10 30 80
McGrath Human
2 |Resources Group 30 20 50 35 85
CBIZ Compensation 19
5 |Consulting 25 20 45 64

We hereby attest that the subjective points assigned to each offeror above were scored pursuant to the established evaluation criteria and
represent our best judgement of the subjective areas of the offerors’ proposals. We have attached a brief narrative which highlights some, but
not necessarily all, of the reasons for our evaluation of the proposals as indicated by the scores above. Our comments represent our opinions
only wzq do not represent the position of the Purchasing Dmhm;imi of Boone County, Missouri, or any other party.
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Evaluation Scoring Form



