
 
 
 

E L  D O R A D O  L A F C O  
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

 
 

A G E N D A  O F  M A R C H  2 8 ,  2 0 1 8  
 

R E G U L A R  M E E T I N G  
 
 
 
TO: Shiva Frentzen, Chair, and 
 Members of the El Dorado County Local Agency Formation 

Commission 
 
FROM: José C. Henríquez, Executive Officer 
 
AGENDA ITEM #7: CONSIDER AND APPROVE LAFCO RESOLUTION L-2018-07 

SETTING THE LAFCO SALARIES FOR ALL POSITIONS 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION   
Staff recommends that the Commission consider and approve Resolution L-2018-07, setting the 
salaries for all LAFCO staff positions starting July 1, 2018. 

REASON FOR RECOMMENDED ACTION 
The current salaries for all staff are set by LAFCO Resolution L-2015-07.  The Commission’s 
budget ad hoc committee reviewed staff salaries at its December 2017 and January 2018 
meetings.  The results of its research showed that the salaries for almost all of the LAFCO 
positions were below market.  The ad hoc committee recommends a three-year phase-in to 
bring all salaries up to or closer to market. 

BACKGROUND 
The current staff salaries were set in 2015, with a modification in 2017 to set the compensation 
for the Assistant Policy Analyst; however, the changes incorporated in LAFCO Resolution L-
2015-07 were to give staff a 2.5% cost of living adjustment.  The last time staff salaries were 
studied to a measurable extent was in 2012.  At the time, the staff salaries were slightly below 
market but still competitive.  In addition, the 2012 rates were based on and built upon 2007 
salary schedule.   
Methodology 

In the intervening years, the El Dorado LAFCO salary steps are not just below market, but for 
some positions, well below market in comparison to not just other LAFCOs but also of the 
sibling agencies in this county.  In order to attract and retain qualified staff members, LAFCO 
should offer a competitive salary and benefits.  Your Executive Officer believes this agency is on 
target for the latter, but looking at the numbers, it is obvious that it is not on compensation 
levels.  Given that it takes approximately a year to fully train LAFCO staff members to a level 
where the investment starts to pay off in productivity, this agency  does  not  want  to  be  in  the  
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position where it is reduced to the role of a training ground (people join the team, learn a new 
skill and then promptly leave for another employer that then reaps the benefits). 
In order to make as close to an apples-to-apples comparison as possible, the ad hoc committee 
reviewed the compensation levels along the following parameters and the results of the survey 
are found in Attachment A. 
Comparisons With Other LAFCOs 
El Dorado LAFCO was compared to other LAFCOs that had one or more of the following 
characteristics: 
- Staff size 
- Similarly-sized budget 
- Served a county with similar demographics (population size, terrain, suburban/rural, 

residents’ median income) 
- Similar project activity level (annexations or reorganizations) 
The logic behind choosing these characteristics was to weed out smaller LAFCOs that usually 
have low levels of activity and/or use contractors for staffing or LAFCOs that serve big, urban 
area where salaries have to be larger by necessity.  This resulted in looking at ten LAFCOs plus 
Sacramento LAFCO since it is the regional competitor for talent (please refer to Attachment A).  
Of these eleven LAFCOs, three LAFCOs were included with some hesitation (Alameda, Napa 
and Solano) because of the “Bay Area effect” on their respective salaries; however, other 
factors justified their inclusion. 
Comparisons With Sibling Agencies 
Other local agencies are also competitors for talent.  Because of the scope of LAFCO’s work, it 
is possible to have a person with a given set of skills be competitive for a variety of roles in other 
agencies.  For example, a planner can be a LAFCO staffer (in fact, a lot of LAFCOs have staff 
with a planning background).  The same can be said of an administrative analyst in a city 
manager’s office or the County’s Chief Administrative Office.  Consequently, it was important to 
review the job descriptions of various roles to ensure there was a sufficient overlap in skills, 
knowledge, responsibilities and education so that an appropriate evaluation can be made 
whether it was valid to include that position in this survey.  Ultimately, the committee found that 
the County, the City of Placerville, El Dorado Irrigation District and the Georgetown Divide 
Public Utility District would be the appropriate comparable agencies. 
Position Breakdown 
The last metric used was to link each LAFCO position with analogous roles with other LAFCOs 
and agencies.  In the LAFCO world, it is easier to compare the positions because the number of 
titles and roles is limited.  For the sibling agencies, the “sufficient overlap” evaluation was used.  
This led to the following links:  

• Executive Officer – Compared only to other EOs in the LAFCOs included in the survey.  No 
attempt was made to compare with the chief administrators of other agencies or to the 
County’s department heads. 
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• Assistant EO – Compared to other Assistant EOs, if applicable, and to “senior” or “principal” 
analysts in other agencies. 

• Policy Analyst – Compared to the senior analysts from other LAFCOs, if applicable, or 
analysts II in other agencies. 

• Assistant Policy Analyst – Compared to analysts I from other LAFCOs, if applicable, or in 
other agencies. 

• Commission Clerk – Compared to Clerks, if applicable, or senior/deputy administrative aides 
in other agencies 

• Administrative Assistant – Compared to admin assistants from other LAFCOs and in other 
agencies. 

Salary Comparison 

After the salary data were gathered, it became apparent that only the Clerk salary was on par to 
market.  All others were below market by varying percentages.  With these data points, the ad 
hoc committee first sought to look at the steps for each position and then find a way to structure 
the compensation levels in a way that made career advancement both possible and flow 
logically.  The results were compiled and included in Attachment B.   
As it can be seen, there are four rows for each position.  The top rows reflect the current LAFCO 
salaries found in Resolutions L-2015-07 (setting the compensation for most of staff) and L-2017-
12 (the position and compensation for the Assistant Policy Analyst was added, but the 
compensation levels for all other staff remained the same) in italics.  The white-on-black bars on 
the second rows contain the average/mean salary from the survey.  The bolded third rows 
contain the ultimate, proposed salary level for each position.  The fourth row includes the 
percentage increase for Steps 1 and 5.  It should be noted that LAFCO is not seeking to fill all 
six authorized positions; however, LAFCO should establish a relationship from one position to 
the next as responsibilities and expectations are set for each employee as he/she grows in 
his/her role.   
This relationship can be seen from the bottom to the top of Attachment B.  It would be 
theoretically possible for one individual to be initially hired as a Commission Clerk and be 
promoted “up” as he/she grows into roles with increasingly higher and more complex 
responsibilities.  An opportunity for advancement could help attract and retain talent.  This would 
work to the benefit of both the individual and LAFCO.  
Budget Implications 

Because there are increases for all positions, the ad hoc committee recognizes the impact the 
proposed salary schedule would have on the budget and on the contributing agencies who 
provide the bulk of LAFCO’s revenues.  If adopted wholesale, and assuming all operating costs 
and revenue assumptions as detailed in Agenda Item 9 remain the same, the LAFCO budget 
would be $537,126, a $55,171 increase over the current year.  This would result in an increase 
in a $114,774 in agency contributions over the current year.   
The ad hoc committee felt this increase to be too large at this time.  The proposal is to phase in 
the increase across three years for the Executive Officer, Assistant Executive Officer, and the 
Assistant Policy Analyst.  Each position’s salary would increase by the following amounts per 

Agenda Item #8 
Attachment A 

Page 3 of 12



 
 
 
 

 
AGENDA ITEM #7 Page 4 of 5 March 28, 2018 
 

 

year, with each increase taking effect on July 1, 2018, July 1, 2019, and the last phased-in 
increase occurring on July 1, 2020: 

• Executive Officer: $0.82 per hour/$1,700 per year* 

• Assistant EO: $2.32 per hour/$4,833 per year* 

• Assistant Policy Analyst: $1.13 per hour/$2,343 per year* 
* The actual yearly amount will likely be less due to furloughs should the Commission follow 
staff’s recommendation on Agenda Item 9. 
These increases would be in lieu of any merit increases during this time period.  The 
Administrative Assistant would be the only position that would see her hourly wage increase 
closer to market as she will not be with the agency for the full length of the phase-in. 
For purposes of planning, the costs in the following charts provide a good-faith effort to estimate 
employee costs for the next three years, assuming:  
1) The CalPERS rates stay roughly the same as those listed on the last (August 2017) 

valuation report; 
2) Healthcare costs increase no more than 15% a year; 
3) There are no changes to the percentages or charges for all other items; and 
4) LAFCO maintains its existing practice of requiring employees to take three days unpaid 

each fiscal year. 

 FY2018-19 FY2019-20 FY2020-21 
Employee Wage - Regular  $243,297   $240,704   $238,023  

Employee Wage - Overtime  $1,307   $896   $485  

Flex Benefits  $6,000   $6,000   $6,000  

Employee Assistance  $471   $412   $353  

Health Insurance (Less In Lieu)  $67,932   $63,887   $51,508  

Retirement - CALPERS  $38,296   $40,650   $42,522  

Payroll Tax - Medicare (1.45% of Base)  $3,528   $3,490   $3,451  

Payroll Tax - SUI/ETT  $1,300   $1,300   $1,300  

Disability Insurance (.53% of Base)  $1,289   $1,276   $1,262  

Accrued Leave  $19,363   $18,818   $19,563  

Sub-Total Employee Expenses  $382,783   $377,432   $364,468  

As it can be seen, the increase in cost is not just due in the salaries but also because FY2018-
19 is the only full year in which LAFCO will be staffed at 3.5 individuals.  LAFCO will go to a 3-
person staffing model in the second half of FY2019-20 as the Administrative Assistant retires.  
Employee expenses are projected to go down again in FY2020-21 even as the salaries of the 
remaining three staffers are up to market. 
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Other Considerations 

Should the Commission approve this phased-in approach, it should also review its fee schedule 
to ensure it is capturing the hourly rates it charges for staff correctly.  This would be earlier than 
its periodic approach, but it would ensure that the agency fully captures its costs. 
In addition, the Commission should also direct staff to review the salaries periodically to ensure 
that its salary schedule remains fairly competitive to market.  The recommendation is that the 
review should not be for a period longer than five years. 

Attachments 
Attachment A: Salary Survey 
Attachment B: Proposed Salary Schedule 
Attachment C: LAFCO Resolution L-2018-07 
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2018 Executive Officer Salary Survey

Salary Range Salary Range Actual Salary Budget
Agency 
Apportionment Number of Staff

(Low) (High) FY2017-18 FY2017-18 (including EO)
LAFCOs
Alameda $87,785 $134,534 $134,534 $768,345 $196,115 2

Butte $105,000 $128,000 $664,272 $201,457* 4

El Dorado 84,323$         107,682$       106,439$      $481,955 $150,412 2.5

Madera $71,428 $145,212 $44,429 2

Napa $106,038 $128,918 $116,043 $498,713 $213,724 3

Placer $107,878 $131,123 $131,123 $527,111 $145,909 2

Sacramento $135,425 148,715$        $148,715 $1,032,320 $718,500 2***

San Joaquin $130,475 3

Solano $108,154 $131,462 $140,000 $459,319 $223,660 2

Sonoma $100,387 $120,444 $118,175 $625,830 $206,943** 3

Tulare $91,884 $261,092 $232,985 1.5

Yolo $114,275 $138,904 $116,313 $498,535 $211,139 3

Salary Range Low High * Average; County/city share is 45% each
Average $111,022 $132,509 ** Average; County/city share is 40% each
Median $107,878 $131,123 *** In the process of analyzing whether to staff at 3

Actual Salary
Average 118,240$       
Median 118,175$       
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2018 Assistant/Deputy Executive Officer Salary Survey

Salary Range Salary Range Actual Salary
(Low) (High)

LAFCOs
Butte 70,251$         94,143$         

El Dorado 61,838$         75,150$         61,125$         

Sacramento 114,721$       

Sonoma $91,478 111,201$       

Tulare $72,423 $88,264

Salary Range - LAFCOs Low High
Average $78,051 $97,869
Median $72,423 $94,143

Comparable Local Agencies
EID
Senior Administrative Analyst $82,014 $99,674

County
Principal Administrative Analyst $99,778 $121,285
Principal Planner $80,309 $97,635
Senior Department Analyst $72,322 $87,922
Senior Planner $71,178 $86,528

Salary Range - Locals Low High
Average $81,120 $98,609
Median $80,309 $97,635
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2018 Senior Analyst Salary Survey

Salary Range Salary Range Actual Salary
(Low) (High)

LAFCOs
Alameda $79,810 122,300$       

Butte $56,525 $75,749

El Dorado 47,237$         58,885$         -$                

Fresno $60,000 $72,924

Napa $70,595 84,385$         

San Joaquin 81,848$         99,528$         99,459$         

Solano $74,922 91,062$         

Sonoma $80,959 98,428$         

Tulare 63,192$         77,104$         

Salary Range - LAFCOs Low High
Average $70,981 $90,185
Median $72,758 $84,385

Comparable Local Agencies
EID
Administrative Analyst II $74,214 $90,251
Fiscal Analyst $78,832 $95,826

GDPUD
Management Analyst $66,019 $80,267

Placerville
City Planner $68,040 $82,704
Senior Management Analyst $66,972 $81,404

County
Administrative Analyst II $64,750 $78,707
Associate Planner $61,610 $74,880
CAO Administrative Planner II $80,829 $98,238
Department Analyst II $62,878 $76,440
GIS Analyst II $72,696 $88,379

Salary Range - Locals Low High
Average $69,684 $84,710
Median $67,506 $82,054
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2018 Analyst Salary Survey

Salary Range Salary Range Actual Salary
(Low) (High)

LAFCOs
Alameda

El Dorado 44,637$         51,958$         -$               

Fresno $40,992 $52,992

Napa $64,188 76,752$         

San Joaquin 80,959$         98,428$         

Sonoma $71,922 87,408$         

Tulare $56,170 $68,456

Yolo $66,296 $80,571 $67,643

Salary Range - LAFCOs Low High
Average $63,421 $77,435
Median $65,242 $78,662

Comparable Local Agencies
EID
Administrative Analyst I $67,163 $81,640

GDPUD $66,019 $80,267
Office Manager $61,610 $74,880

Placerville
Associate Planner $56,712 $68,916

County
Administrative Analyst I $58,282 $70,824
Assistant Planner $55,453 $67,392
CAO Administrative Planner I $72,758 $88,462
Department Analyst I $56,597 $68,806
GIS Analyst I $65,437 $79,518

Salary Range - Locals Low High
Average $62,226 $75,634
Median $61,610 $74,880
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2018 Commission Clerk Salary Survey

Salary Range Salary Range Actual Salary
(Low) (High)

LAFCOs
Alameda $60,486 74,277$         

El Dorado 42,515$         51,667$         -$               

Fresno 42,765$         52,000$         

Madera 24,785$         

San Joaquin $25,865

Tulare $36,578 $44,579

Yolo $40,521 $57,573

Salary Range - LAFCOs Low High
Average $45,087 $57,107
Median $41,643 $54,787

Comparable Local Agencies
EID
Administrative Assistant II $40,851 $49,670

GDPUD
Administrative Aide III $42,224 $56,618

County
Deputy Clerk of the Board I $35,006 $42,536
Deputy Clerk of the Board II $38,917 $47,299

Salary Range - Locals Low High
Average $39,250 $49,031
Median $39,884 $48,485
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2018 Admin Assistant Salary Survey

Salary Range Salary Range Actual Salary
(Low) (High)

LAFCOs
El Dorado 16,702$         20,790$         20,550$         

Fresno $19,000

Madera $24,785

Napa $23,411 27,831$         

San Joaquin $25,855

Salary Range - LAFCOs Low High
Average $23,411 27,831$         

Actual Salary
Average 23,213$         

Comparable Local Agencies
EID
Administrative Assistant I $18,512 $22,485

GDPUD
Administrative Aide II $18,699 $25,054

Placerville
Administrative Secretary $17,778 $21,612
Office Assistant $10,398 $11,712
Office Assistant I $14,148 $17,202
Office Assistant Ii $15,570 $18,924

County
Administrative Secretary $17,680 $21,486
Secretary $16,078 $18,606

Salary Range - Locals Low High
Average $16,108 $19,635
Median $16,879 $20,205
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Proposed Salary Schedule Realignment

Position Title Key

Executive Officer $40.54 $84,323 $42.57 $88,546 $44.70 $92,976 $46.95 $97,656 $51.77 $107,682 current

$51.86 $107,878 $54.46 $113,272 $57.18 $118,935 $60.04 $124,882 $63.04 $131,126 mean/average from survey

$44.61 $92,787 $46.84 $97,426 $49.18 $102,298 $51.64 $107,413 $54.22 $112,783 proposed salaries

10% 5% percentage increase

Assistant Executive Officer $29.73 $61,838 $31.21 $64,917 $32.77 $68,162 $34.41 $71,573 $36.13 $75,150

$36.71 $76,366 $38.55 $80,184 $40.48 $84,194 $42.50 $88,403 $44.63 $92,823

$36.70 $76,336 $38.54 $80,153 $40.46 $84,160 $42.48 $88,368 $44.61 $92,787
23% 23%

Policy Analyst $22.71 $47,237 $23.85 $49,608 $25.05 $52,104 $26.30 $54,704 $28.31 $58,885

$33.72 $70,132 $35.40 $73,639 $37.17 $77,321 $39.03 $81,187 $40.98 $85,246

$30.19 $62,802 $31.70 $65,942 $33.29 $69,239 $34.95 $72,701 $36.70 $76,336
33% 30%

Assistant Policy Analyst $21.46 $44,637 $22.53 $46,862 $23.21 $48,277 $24.25 $50,440 $24.98 $51,958

$30.49 $63,426 $32.02 $66,597 $33.62 $69,927 $35.30 $73,424 $37.06 $77,095

$24.84 $51,667 $26.08 $54,251 $27.39 $56,963 $28.76 $59,811 $30.19 $62,802
16% 21%

Commission Clerk $20.44 $42,515 $21.46 $44,637 $22.54 $46,883 $23.66 $49,213 $24.84 $51,667

$19.60 $40,764 $20.58 $42,802 $21.61 $44,942 $22.69 $47,189 $23.82 $49,548

$20.44 $42,515 $21.46 $44,641 $22.53 $46,873 $23.66 $49,216 $24.84 $51,677

Administrative Assistant $16.06 $16,702 $16.86 $17,534 $17.70 $18,408 $18.58 $19,323 $19.99 $20,790

$19.00 $19,760 $19.95 $20,747 $20.95 $21,785 $21.99 $22,874 $23.09 $24,018

$18.27 $19,000 $19.18 $19,950 $20.14 $20,948 $21.15 $21,995 $22.21 $23,095
14% 11%

The step salaries realign all salaries so that they are closer to the results of the survey, although the EO, PA and APA will still be below market

There is also little overlap between the positions, with only Step 1 and Step 5 of the position immediately being the same from Policy Analyst to Clerk

The Commission Clerk schedule aligned to the market well, so no adjustments to the salary for this position is recommended

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5
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