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The purpose of this study was to examine local government compensation practices across
the United States and to explore possible correlations of these practices to service deliv-
ery. One hundred twenty of the largest cities and counties responded to a mail survey,
for a response rate of 40%. The data suggest a large percentage (86%) of local govern-
ments faced financial difficulties in the form of a budget shortfall since 2000. In
response to these shortfalls, local governments were more likely to reduce their work-
force, reduce or eliminate services, and/or raise taxes or user fees rather than scale back
wages and benefits. Because of this reaction, more than one half of the respondents
experienced a decrease in full-time equivalent employment per 1,000 residents. Collective
bargaining status, geographical region, and type of government (county or city) were
found to be significant factors in determining compensation practices. Implications for
practice and policy are advanced.
Keywords: public sector compensation; service delivery
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attributable to rising employee health care and pension costs; declines in sales,
income, and tourist tax revenues; and cuts in state aid (Clark, 2003).

Currently, there is a great deal of debate and dialogue about the issue of public sec-
tor compensation and retirement benefits. It is difficult to pick up a local newspaper
without reading about concerns regarding public sector wages, benefits, and/or pen-
sion programs. Concerns have not been limited solely to local media outlets. Major
national print publications such as the Los Angeles Times and The New York Times have
underscored the widespread nature of the issue and have weighed in on the benefit
levels granted to public sector employees (Saillant, 2004a; Walsh, 2004). This scrutiny
has surfaced as state and local governments face revenue shortfalls, service reductions
to citizens, and underfunded pension programs.

Some journalists and economists have suggested that state and local governments
themselves have brought on the fiscal crisis by their own lack of restraint rooted in
excessive increases in employment and compensation of government workers
(Broder, 2004; G. H. Miller, 1993; “Public Pensions,” 2004; “Spike,” 2004). Others
have asserted that the drop in revenues, a faltering economy, and increased service
demands are largely to blame for the fiscal crisis of local governments (Berman,
2005; Kearney, 2005).

Many potential factors can affect the level of compensation and benefits received
by public sector employees. The first purpose of this article is to examine public sec-
tor compensation practices and related issues currently confronting local govern-
ment throughout the United States.

The second purpose of this article is to explore whether there is a correlation
between public sector compensation practices and changes in service delivery in
those local governments that have experienced budget shortfalls in the past few
years.

Conceptual Frameworks

There are several frameworks available to assist in conceptualizing public sector
compensation and in determining what relationship compensation may have to ser-
vice delivery in local governments. The generally accepted principle for determining
pay in the public sector is that public employees should be compensated in a man-
ner comparable to their private sector counterparts (Kroncke & Long, 1998). This is
consistent with economic and efficiency principles and with concepts of fairness and
equity (Smith, 1977a; Venti, 1987).

A well-designed compensation system includes economic and nonmonetary com-
ponents, includes criteria of fair pay for fair work, and has important social and sym-
bolic roles in the organization, such as employee commitment and performance
(Bloom, 2004). Many common features of a public sector compensation system
include seniority contributions (longevity), competency measures, and pay-for-
performance plans such as merit pay and bonuses. The public sector has traditionally
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relied on job tenure, cost-of-living increases, and average general increases for its
compensation practices. In addition, benefit packages typically include health, pen-
sion, vacation, and paid time-off benefits. Seniority usually plays a central role in
traditional compensation systems where movement through the pay scale is tied to
rank. Merit pay programs reward individual performance and performance differ-
ences by granting different increases to base wage or salary. New pay concepts have
been emerging in the public sector, such as skill-based pay or competency-based
pay, which place greater emphasis on individuals and their capabilities (Risher &
Fay, 1997; Roberts, 2004).

There have been several studies comparing the compensation levels of public and
private sector employees (Blanchflower & Bryson, 2004; Braden & Hyland, 1993;
Gyourko & Tracy, 1988; G. H. Miller, 1993; M. A. Miller, 1996; Nigro & Nigro,
1994; Smith, 2001). Although this area has been the focus of considerable research,
there is little consensus on what pay differentials exist and whether these differ-
entials are justified. Public–private comparisons can prove challenging because
of confounding factors, such as worker characteristics and wage dispersions
(Borjas, 2002).

Pay differentials between the private and public sector vary depending on the spe-
cific level of government. Previous research has examined the differences between sim-
ilar positions in the federal government and private industry (Moore & Raisin, 1991;
Smith, 1977a). Most studies have a positive differential for federal government workers
as opposed to their private sector counterparts. This effect has been prevalent even
though pay for many federal positions is based explicitly on equivalent private sector
compensation.

Compensation for state and local government employees typically shows smaller
differences when compared to private industry (Braden & Hyland, 1993; M. A.
Miller, 1996). However, when comparisons between public and private sector
employees include benefits along with wages, the gap between the two groups
widens, with a positive differential for the public sector (Quinn, 1982; Roberts,
2004). Pay differentials also vary across states, with some state and local govern-
mental employees even showing a negative wage differential with their private sec-
tor equivalents (Kroncke & Long, 1998). Differences have been observed when
making comparisons between white-collar and blue-collar jobs (M. A. Miller, 1996;
Nigro & Nigro, 1994), gender (Choudhury, 1994; Smith, 1977b), and racial cate-
gories (Asher & Pophin, 1984). Nigro and Nigro (1994) found compensation for
many executive-level and professional employees was lower in the public sector,
whereas compensation for lower-level positions in the public sector exceeded the
private sector. Several reasons for this variance have been proposed, including
occupational mix and the types of compensation packages provided (Braden &
Hyland, 1993).

A full private–public comparison analysis is beyond the scope of this article;
however, it may be helpful to look at recent differences between public and private
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compensation at the state and local level. The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS)
collects annual data on compensation costs for private industry and state and local
government. Figure 1 presents differences in compensation levels between the pri-
vate sector and state and local government, whereas Figure 2 shows the recent rates
of change in the two sectors.

According to the latest compensation figures collected by the BLS, public sector
employees on the average earn US $11 an hour more than their private sector coun-
terparts ($10 for white-collar jobs and $5 for blue-collar jobs; BLS, 2005a). Figure 2
shows that the recent rates of change for the public and private sectors are roughly
the same. These data tend to suggest that the difference in compensation for state and
local government employees does not appear to be a passing trend.

Various explanations have been set forth to explain the higher compensation
levels of public sector employees. Some researchers propose this higher pay is jus-
tified based on worker characteristics, whereas others propose it is because of the
earnings dispersion of government pay (Belman & Heywood, 2004; Borjas, 2002).
Whether the differences between the public and private sectors are justified is unset-
tled and continues to spark debate among notable observers (Wiatrowski, 1994).

A more recent area of study addresses the growing importance of benefits to
public sector workers. Public sector employees typically collect higher benefits as
a percentage of final pay than do those in the private sector (Peterson, 2004). The
average benefit cost to employers as a percentage of wages and salaries is 31% in
the public sector and 24% in the private sector (BLS, 2005b). The near-complete
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Figure 1
Cost of Compensation, Private Versus Public Sector
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enrollment in retirement plans by public sector employees is in sharp contrast to the
roughly 50% of private workers enrolled in similar plans (BLS, 2005a). Moreover,
90% of public employees have fixed benefit plans (i.e., defined benefit plans) com-
pared to 17% of private employees (Peterson, 2004). As a result, compared to pri-
vate sector employees, public employees typically bear none of the investment risk
of their pensions (Schneider, 2005). In addition, public sector employees can retire
on full pensions an average of 5 years earlier than their private sector counterparts
can (Clowes, 2004).

Another principle used in setting public sector wages and benefits deals with con-
sideration of the impact wages and benefits will have on future generations of
elected officials, public administrators, and citizens. Peng (2004), utilizing the
theory of intergenerational equity, suggests, for example, that delaying pension pay-
ments in the context of structural or other budget problems or granting wage and
benefit increases that government cannot afford simply shifts the financial obligation
from the current taxpayers at an increasing cost, thus violating the intergenerational
equity principle. Some local governments increased pension benefits (either in flush
economic times or as an alternative to wage increases in depressed economic times)
in an attempt to be seen as partners with union and employee groups rather than as
adversaries. These changes resulted in employees being able to retire at an earlier
age, to receive a larger percentage of their working salary, and/or to have a portion
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Figure 2
Trends in Total Compensation, Private vs. Public Sector
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or all of their health care covered on retirement. As the financial impact of these
commitments became apparent, governments found themselves turning to tax
increases, service reductions, and/or borrowing to cover these costs (Metha, 2004;
“Pension Spike,” 2004; Saillant, 2004b). The $1.4 billion pension deficit in the city
of San Diego, California, is an example of what can occur when there is a combina-
tion of questionable investment practices, deliberate underfunding, and increased
benefits. A report completed by Vinson and Elkins L.L.P., the law firm hired to
investigate why the growing pension deficit was not disclosed until it was out of con-
trol, states, “This situation evolved in a piecemeal fashion through trade-offs
between the city and its municipal unions, in each instance reflecting the short-term
horizon of the City’s budgetary process” (Maco & Sauer, 2004, p. 5).

The “union power” thesis advanced by Wellington and Winter (1971) holds that
labor unions in the public sector have the ability to create government wage differen-
tials through political action rather than through collective bargaining. Building on
this thesis, Hunter and Rankin’s (1988) compensation model suggests that public
employees are compensated for providing two sets of services: public services and
political services. Public services are those the public expects employees to provide,
and political services include activities such as endorsing candidates, raising money
or giving campaign donations, and/or providing staffing for particular elections. The
authors contended that this helps explain why fringe benefits have grown substan-
tially in the public sector and are larger as a percentage of wages and salaries than the
private sector. As previously noted, the average benefit cost for the public sector is
approximately 31%, whereas the average benefit package for the private sector is 24%
(BLS, 2005b). According to Hunter and Rankin, fringe benefits provide the perfect
avenue for political payment because they are usually invisible or unknown to the
public. The political power of public sector unions will have a greater impact on
fringe benefits than on wages if compensation in that form is least likely to be sub-
jected to public scrutiny (Hunter & Rankin, 1988).

Research conducted by Benecki (1978), Vallenta (1989), and Zax and Ichniowski
(1988) found that local government unionism can increase department and city
expenditures. However, O’Brien (1994) found that although increased union politi-
cal activity leads to greater department expenditures, it did not necessarily lead to
greater municipal expenditures or revenues.

Finally, in Freeman and Medoff’s (1984) book What Do Unions Do, the authors
posited that there are two faces of unions. One face is the undesirable monopoly,
which enables unions to raise wages above the competitive level, resulting in a loss
of economic efficiency. The inefficiency arises because employers adjust to the
higher union wages by hiring too few workers in the employment place. The other
face is the more desirable face that allows them to channel worker discontent into
improved workplace conditions and productivity (Blanchflower & Bryson, 2004).
Under the undesirable monopoly premise, the financial flexibility of local and state
government is compromised because of commitments to existing wage and benefit
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levels, and thus, they are unable to add more employees to meet service demands.
There is some empirical evidence to support this thesis (Bryson, 2001; Leonard,
1992).

Compensation for public sector employees continues to be an area of interest
among researchers, policy makers, and practitioners. Determining appropriate com-
pensation levels for public sector employees can be a challenge because of economic
conditions and the structure of governmental institutions.

Method/Measures

A survey dealing with public sector compensation and related issues confronting
local governments throughout the United States was administered to human resource
directors in the largest 150 cities (populations more than 160,000) and 150 counties
(populations more than 360,000) in October 2004. Each mailing contained an intro-
duction letter and a survey instrument as well as a prestamped return envelope.
Those not responding to the initial mailings received follow-up phone calls and
e-mail reminders. Data collection ended in February 2005. Of the 300 survey recipients,
120 responded, for a response rate of 40%. Analysis of responding and nonresponding
local governments can be found in Table 1. A similar number of counties versus cities
responded; however, there was an underrepresentation of respondents from the
northeast region of the United States. The survey instrument addressed questions on
the general fiscal conditions of the local government as well as on compensation,
benefits, health insurance, retirement and/or pension plans, merit performance sys-
tems, and collective bargaining status. The survey targeted general fund budget
expenditures only and did not include schools. In addition, respondents were asked
to respond to their largest employee union, if there were multiple plans. The instrument
was pretested on financial and human resource directors in local governments.

Results

Survey Responses

Table 2 provides a summary of the survey responses. The data suggest that an
overwhelming number of governments, 86%, faced financial difficulties in the form
of a budget shortfall since 2000. The economic recession of 2000-2001 is an obvi-
ous contributor.

With regard to strategies to address budget shortfalls, governments appeared to rely on
a combination approach. The three most popular strategies dealt with reducing their labor
force: elimination of vacant positions (79%), instituting a hiring freeze (78%), and
employee layoffs (51%). These approaches were followed by reducing and/or eliminat-
ing services to the public (39%) and raising taxes and/or user fees (31%). Fourteen
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percent of governments chose to reduce wages and/or benefits for current employees.
Kearney (2005) found similar results in responses to shortfalls experienced in the early
2000s. Municipalities typically raised service fees (88%), froze vacant positions (83%),
used reserves (82%), and increased taxes (73%). These statistics clearly indicate govern-
ments were more likely to reduce their labor force, reduce services, and raise taxes than
cut wages and benefits in response to budgetary shortfalls. Along similar lines, 54% of
governments stated they had a decrease in full-time equivalent (FTE) employees per
1,000 citizens since 2000.

The average benefit costs as a percentage of wages and/or salaries were approxi-
mately 37%, whereas the average percentage of the government budget dedicated to
salaries and benefits was 58%. This relatively high percentage was consistent with
expectations, as salaries and benefits usually make up the largest share of local and
state government budgets (BLS, 2005b). More interesting was the change in this per-
centage since 2000. Of responders, 59% stated that wage and benefit cost percent-
ages had increased since 2000, whereas about 33% said this percentage stayed
constant. Only 8% of the governments responding indicated a percentage decrease
since 2000. This again indicates a strong tendency toward increased wage and ben-
efit preservation in the face of a budget shortfall.

About one half of the governments surveyed offered longevity payments to their
employees. A small percentage of governments, 14%, eliminated longevity pay-
ments to certain employees since 2000. A larger percentage, 47%, altered the
longevity payments in other ways.

The average cost-of-living adjustments (COLAs) for fiscal years 2001 through
2005 were 1.96. In both fiscal years 2001 and 2002, the average was 2.23. The aver-
age COLA fell to between 1.60 and 1.86 for the next 3 fiscal years. There were also
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Table 1
Respondent and Nonrespondent Characteristics

Survey Sample Survey Nonrespondents

N % N %

Type of government
County 50 41.7 89 49.4
City 62 51.7 87 48.3
Combined 8 6.7 4 .3
Total 120 100.0 180 100.0

Region
Northeast 10 8.3 35 19.4
Midwest 27 22.5 30 16.7
South 42 35.0 62 34.4
West 41 34.2 53 29.4
Total 120 100.0 180 100.0
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Table 2
Summary Statistics

Na %

Budget shortfall since July 2000? 117 86

Local government response
Eliminated vacant positions 101 79
Imposed a hiring freeze 101 78
Laid off employees 101 51
Offered early retirement incentives 101 27
Furloughed employees 101 13
Reduced and/or eliminated services to the public 101 39
Raised taxes and/or increased user fees 101 31
Reduced benefits and/or wages to existing employees 101 14
Other 101 20

Decline in the number of FTE per 1,000 citizens < July 2000? 114 54
Benefit costs (as a percentage of wages and/or salaries)? 98 37
% overall budget dedicated to salaries and/or benefits? 97 58

Since July 2000 has this % increased 80 59
Since July 2000 has this % decreased 80 8
Since July 2000 has this % constant 80 33

Offer longevity payments? 117 50
Average COLAs FY 2001–2005 113 1.96

COLA FY 2001 112 2.23
COLA FY 2002 113 2.23
COLA FY 2003 112 1.86
COLA FY 2004 112 1.73
COLA FY 2005 86 1.60

Health insurance
Employees contribute to the health coverage? 115 70

If yes, what percentage? 63 14.82
Health insurance contributions risen since July 2000? 112 68

If yes, by what percentage? 81 15.56
Increased employee premium contributions 114 56
Increased employee copayments 114 71
Increased employee coinsurance percentage 114 30
Increased deductible amounts 114 56
Increased and/or revised drug formulary 114 56

Retirement
Participate in a defined contribution plan (DC)? 118 17
Participate in a defined benefit plan (DB)? 118 67
Participate in other retirement plans? 118 3
Contribute toward retiree health care coverage? 116 63
Has the percentage risen since July 2000? 54 24
Increased employer contribution rate 108 39
Increased employee contribution rate 108 24
Increased retirement age 108 3

(continued)
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fewer responses for fiscal year 2005, as COLAs for that year may have not been deter-
mined at the time of the survey.

Regarding health insurance, approximately 70% of governments had employees
contribute to their health insurance. A large percentage of governments, 68%, stated
that their employer health contributions as a percentage of salaries had increased
since 2000. Rising health care costs are not unique to government, and the data paint
a portrait of governments shifting some of these rising costs to the employees. Of
governments, 56% increased employee premiums, whereas 71% increased employee
copayments. A smaller percentage, 30%, increased the coinsurance percentage. Of
governments, 56% increased deductible amounts, whereas the same percentage also
increased or revised their drug formulary. It is interesting to note, 50% of all gov-
ernments did opt out of their current plan, suggesting many governments were
searching for better alternatives. A small number of governments chose other mea-
sures with respect to health insurance, such as eliminating some previously covered
services or eliminating duplication of benefits.

Concerning retirement plans for employees, 95% of respondents offered retire-
ment plans, whereas two thirds of the responders stated they offered a defined ben-
efit plan. A smaller percentage, 17%, offered a defined contribution plan. An even
smaller number of governments offered a combination plan or other retirement
options. With respect to changes in retirement plans, 39% of responders stated they
had increased the employer contribution rate, whereas 24% said they had increased
the employee contribution rate. Fewer governments chose to either increase (3%) or
decrease (6%) the retirement age for their retirement plan. Approximately 36% of
governments made other changes to their retirement plans, such as decreasing the
contribution or vesting time. Of governments, 63% contributed to their retirees’
health care coverage. Only 22% of governments experienced difficulty in funding
their pension plan.

Finally, 57% of respondents indicated their city and/or county offered a “pay-for-
performance” system and/or merit performance system, whereas 64% of responders
stated that their government allows for collective bargaining for wages and salaries.

48 Review of Public Personnel Administration

Table 2 (continued)

Na %

Decreased retirement age 108 6
Other changes to retirement 108 36
Experienced any difficulty in funding pension plan? 113 22

Offer a “pay for performance” and/or merit performance system? 116 57
Allow for collective bargaining for wages and benefits? 117 64
Survey responses 120

Note: FTE = full-time equivalent; COLA = cost-of-living adjustments; FY = fiscal years.
a. N = total responses to question.
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Decline in FTEs

A decrease in FTE employment per 1,000 citizens since 2000 was cited by 54%
of the respondents. Because of this finding, additional empirical analysis was per-
formed. This is an important result, as fewer employees per citizen may lead to lower
quality public services.

The dependent variable for this analysis is FTE. Independent variables are as fol-
lows: other expenditure-related variables such as benefits costs as a percentage of wages
and salaries (BENPERC), longevity (LONG), average cost-of-living adjustments
(AVECOLA), participation in a defined contribution program (DEFCON), participa-
tion in a defined benefit program (DEFBEN), an employer’s health care contribution
to retirees (RETIREECON), a variable for governments experiencing a budget shortfall
(SHORTFALL); and other variables such as type of government, that is, county and/
or city (TYPE), geographical region (REGION), and collective bargaining status
(COLLECTIVE). The empirical formula is as follows:

FTE = ∃’X1 + γ1

The results of this logit analysis are presented in Table 3.
The SHORTFALL variable is highly significant (p < .001), and it has a positive

coefficient. This follows from the above analysis that governments faced with a bud-
get shortfall often choose to reduce their labor force as the primary response. The
RETIREECON variable is also statistically significant (p < .05) and has a posi-
tive coefficient. This result suggests that governments contributing to retiree
health care may be more likely to have a decline in FTEs. This is consistent with
expectations, as payments for retirees leave fewer funds available for current
wage and salary outlays.

The COLLECTIVE variable is highly significant (p < .001) and has a large pos-
itive coefficient. This suggests a relationship between collective bargaining ability
and a decline in FTEs. Again, this is consistent with expectations and the discussion
provided above involving unionization and compensation. It appears that govern-
ments often choose to lay off employees rather than cut wages and benefits, and even
more so when a collective bargaining agreement is in place.

Collective Bargaining, Geographical Region,
and Type of Government

Additional analyses were performed comparing collective bargaining (COLLEC-
TIVE), geographical region (REGION), and type of government (TYPE) and their
effect on overall budget shortfalls and compensation practices, such as average
COLA, merit pay, and longevity payments. A high percentage, 86% of local gov-
ernments, indicated they had experienced a budget shortfall since 2000. A logit
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analysis was performed (Table 4.1) to see if collective bargaining, geographical
region, and type of government may have contributed to budget shortfalls. The inde-
pendent variable for the analysis was SHORTFALL. The type of government
(county vs. city) variable is highly significant (p < .01). The coefficient is negative,
suggesting an inverse relationship between type of local government and budget
shortfalls. Stated differently, county governments tended to have fewer budget short-
falls than city governments did.

In the next analysis (Table 4.2), AVECOLA was the independent variable.
Collective bargaining was highly significant (p < .000), with collective bargaining
increasing the average COLA. When merit pay (MERITPAY) was used as the inde-
pendent variable (Table 4.3), collective bargaining was again significant (p < .01),
however, in this case had a negative effect. Regarding longevity payments (Table 4.4),
the region variable (REGION) was significant (p < .01) and negative; the Northeast
and Midwest appear less likely to offer longevity payments.

Discussion

The fiscal crisis facing local governments is occurring as citizens increasingly
demand more efficiency, better outcomes, increased services, and fewer taxes (Osborne
& Hutchinson, 2004). Aharoni (1981) characterized citizens as wanting a “no-risk
society” where they demand fewer regulations and lower taxes while simultaneously
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Table 3
FTE (Full-Time Equivalent) Employee Logit Analysis

b SE Wald Significance

SHORTFALL 3.792 1.148 10.912 .001*
BENPERC –.014 .027 .263 .608
LONG –1.221 .677 3.257 .071
AVECOLA –.062 .316 .039 .844
DEFCON 23.963 40193.183 .000 1.000
DEFBEN 24.766 40193.183 .000 1.000
RETIREECON 1.610 .786 4.201 .040**
TYPE .215 .375 .328 .567
COLLECTIVE 2.924 .900 10.555 .001*
REGION .253 .414 .374 .541

Note: SHORTFALL = budget shortfall; BENPERC = benefits costs as a percentage of wages and salaries;
LONG = longevity; AVECOLA = average cost-of-living adjustments; DEFCON = defined contribution
program; DEFBEN = defined-benefit program; RETIREECON = employer’s health care contribution to
retirees; TYPE = as type of government, that is, county/city; COLLECTIVE = bargaining status;
REGION = geographical region.
*p < .01. **p < .05.
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seeking increased protection and special interests. The need to prioritize scarce
resources is paramount, and although public scrutiny is not new, as state and local gov-
ernments face revenue shortfalls, service reductions to citizens, and underfunded pen-
sion programs, focus will undoubtedly turn to public sector compensation practices.

The findings that have emerged from the current study of public sector compen-
sation practices across large local governments in the United States produced several
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Table 4.1
SHORTFALL Logit Analysis

Variable Coefficient SE p <

TYPE –1.551 .569 .006*
REGION –.442 .514 .390
COLLECTIVE –.557 1.177 .636

Note: SHORTFALL = budget shortfall; TYPE = as type of government, that is, county/city; REGION =
geographical region; COLLECTIVE = bargaining status. Dependent variable:Yes/No, does county/city face
budget shortfall?
*p < .01.

Table 4.2
AVECOLA Logit Analysis

Variable Coefficient SE p <

TYPE –.032 .105 .764
REGION .070 .111 .530
COLLECTIVE 1.396 .209 .000*

Note: AVECOLA = average cost-of-living adjustments; TYPE = as type of government, that is, county/
city; REGION = geographical region; COLLECTIVE = bargaining status. Dependent variable: Average
of COLA, 2001 to 2005 fiscal years.
*p < .01.

Table 4.3
MERITPAY Logit Analysis

Variable Coefficient SE p <

TYPE .087 .207 .673
REGION .036 .209 .862
COLLECTIVE –1.167 .426 .006*

Note: MERITPAY = merit pay; TYPE = as type of government, that is, county/city; REGION = geo-
graphical region; COLLECTIVE = bargaining status. Dependent variable: Yes/No, does county/city offer
merit performance pay?
*p < .01.
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interesting findings. The significant number of governments facing a budget short-
fall since 2000 underscores the fiscal crisis facing local governments. In response to
these shortfalls, the data suggest that governments prefer to reduce their workforce,
reduce or eliminate services to citizens, and/or increase taxes and/or user fees, rather
than scale back wages and benefits. However, some local governments increased
employee contributions for higher health care costs. Because of these reactions,
more than one half of the responders experienced a decrease in FTE employment per
1,000 citizens. In addition, for more than 90% of governments responding to the sur-
vey, the percentage of the overall budget dedicated to salary and benefits increased
or stayed constant since 2000. These data reiterate the reluctance, or inability, of
local governments to reduce wages and benefits to employees in the face of finan-
cial difficulty.

During the study period, governments were also faced with rising health care
costs, as 68% of responders cited increases. It is not surprising to note, these health
care costs were often shifted to employees who faced higher premiums, copayments,
and deductibles. With regard to retirement plans, 95% of local governments surveyed
offered retirement plans to their employees, and the majority of governments offered
their employees a fixed or defined benefit plan. In addition, the majority of respon-
ders contributed to retirees’ health plans. This is clearly in contrast to the private sec-
tor, where roughly 50% of private workers are enrolled in retirement plans offered by
their employer, and contribution to retiree health plans is low (BLS, 2005b).

The results of the empirical analysis (logit analysis) set forth at the outset of the
current study found positive correlations concerning the decline in FTEs. Local gov-
ernments encountering a budget shortfall were more likely to face a decline in the
number of FTEs per 1,000 residents. As mentioned earlier, this was the preferred
response of local governments to fiscal difficulties. The reluctance to address wage
and benefit levels in the face of budget shortfalls and instead reduce service levels
and raise taxes will be increasingly difficult to defend as public awareness on the
growing disparity of wage and benefit levels between government workers and
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Table 4.4
LONG Logit Analysis

Selected Variables

Variable Coefficient SE p <

TYPE –.215 .206 .295
REGION –.476 .217 .028*
COLLECTIVE .314 .400 .432

Note: LONG = longevity; TYPE = as type of government, that is, county/city; REGION = geographical
region; COLLECTIVE = bargaining status. Dependent variable: Yes/No, offered longevity payments?
*p < .05.
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private sector workers becomes known. The impact of contracting-out strategies of
local governments facing fiscal stress was not measured. Fewer FTEs per 1,000 pop-
ulation may reflect a shift toward (private sector) contractor-provided services and
not a lowering of overall service levels. The contribution to retiree health care was
also significantly correlated to a decline in FTEs. The long-term financial obligation
suggests payments for retirees leave fewer funds available for current wage and
salary outlays.

The findings from this research also indicated that collective bargaining, geo-
graphical region, and type of government were significant factors in determining
compensation practices and local governments’ responses to budget shortfalls. The
local governments that responded to the survey had workforces that were much more
unionized than the public and private sectors were. Almost two thirds of responders
stated they participated in collective bargaining with their employees. Union mem-
bership as a percentage of state and local government employees has been between
38% and 40% for the past decade, whereas union membership in the private sector
is less than 10% (Hurd & Pinnock, 2004). This higher rate of unionization could be
a result of surveying larger counties and cities where collective bargaining practices
may be more common.

Local governments that had collective bargaining agreements were more likely to
face a decline in the number of FTEs per 1,000 residents. In addition, collective bar-
gaining was related to the increase in average COLAs and made it less likely that
local governments employed merit-based compensation practices. Hence, governments
may be more likely to reduce the labor force, through layoffs and elimination of vacant
positions, rather than to decrease salary and benefit levels (particularly where bargain-
ing power is strong). This interaction may lead to inefficient outcomes during times of
financial stress, with government employees receiving above-market wages and bene-
fits, and, in turn, citizens facing reduced service capacity.

County governments tended to have fewer budget shortfalls than did city govern-
ments. There could be several reasons for this relationship. Counties may contain a
wider geographical area and therefore receive tax revenue from more diverse sources.
Counties tend to rely more heavily on property taxes, which is a more stable form of
taxation and is more likely not to have wide shifts compared to sales tax or similar fees
that are more sensitive to the economy. Alternatively, city governments may miss tax
revenue from some more affluent areas outside the city limits, or some cities may be at
a lower point in the public revenue waterfall. Regardless, county governments appeared
to be more insulated from shortfalls than did city governments. Longevity payments
appeared to take on a regional significance. The practice of awarding longevity pay-
ments to public employees seems more prevalent in the South and West. This could be
a result of the inability or reluctance to remove these practices from collective bargain-
ing agreements in these geographical areas.

In light of this discussion, it is important to consider limitations to this study. First,
data collection methods in this study relied on self-reports that may be susceptible to

Reilly et al. / Public Sector Compensation 53

 at SEIR on August 15, 2013rop.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://rop.sagepub.com/


response bias. Additionally, the survey sample focused on larger local governments. The
extent that smaller local governments have similar or different experiences and prac-
tices is not clear. As mentioned earlier, there was an underrepresentation from the
Northeast region of the United States when survey respondents and nonrespondents
were compared. Finally, the survey did not capture the size of the budget shortfall, and
this may have influenced the choice regarding some responses such as the labor
responses. Despite these limitations, this research offers important insight into public
sector compensation practices in the United States.

Conclusion

Economic, political, sociodemographic, and environmental conditions all have a
profound impact on local government budgets, compensation practices, and service
delivery, as well as their causes and available remedies. The results of this exploratory
research suggest that collective bargaining, geographical region, and type of govern-
ment may have important impacts on compensation practices, which in turn have an
impact on local government budgets because employee wages and benefits make up
such a significant portion of the budget. The research also suggests that local
governments, when faced with budget shortfalls, generally do not reduce employee
wages and benefits but take actions that result in reductions in service delivery (elim-
ination of services or a reduction in the labor force) and/or the raising of additional rev-
enue through increased taxes or user fees. Public sector compensation practices and the
relationship to service delivery will continue to be important issues in need of atten-
tion from academics and practitioners in the field of public administration. The reality
of permanent fiscal constraints on government (whether as a result of changes in eco-
nomic conditions or imposed spending and revenue limitations), coupled with the
escalation of wages and benefits in the public sector (compared to the private sector),
will result in serious ramifications if not addressed proactively. As the public becomes
increasingly aware of the increased cost of employee wage and benefit packages, the
reality that many public pension programs are underfunded, and the extent to which
governmental services are being reduced or eliminated, appropriate local government
responses to public questions and criticism will be critical. Although these issues can
be politically explosive to confront, ignoring them may have more serious ramifica-
tions and result in widespread public anger and hostility. An upset citizenry could lead
to increased pressure for spending limitations, voter disapproval of tax increases, and
even voter approval of changes to public sector compensation benefits. These direct
democracy techniques with respect to compensation benefits are already being realized
in cities such as Houston, Texas, and San Diego, California (Nissimov, 2004; Vigil,
2005). Therefore, local governments should begin to affirmatively address the follow-
ing issues related to public sector compensation.
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Public Versus Private Sector Compensation

In recent years, there have been many studies comparing the compensation levels
of public sector employees to those of private sector employees. Although this area
has been the focus of considerable research, there is little consensus about whether
pay differentials exist and whether these differentials are justified. Local governments
need to determine whether their compensation practices rely too much on internal
equity rather than on the market to determine the value of jobs and examine how
public sector compensation compares to the private sector to determine whether any
differential between the two is justified. Additional research that includes salary and
benefit comparisons and compares equivalent jobs and workers is needed. Strategies
utilizing market comparison studies should be required when considering public sec-
tor wage and benefit levels. This will ensure that equity and fairness principles are
incorporated into public sector compensation practices.

Increased Transparency

More transparency with the public concerning public sector compensation prac-
tices is warranted. Local governments should include more public discussion of
employee wage and benefit packages. In making decisions about public sector com-
pensation and benefits, the financial impact of changes must be clearly discussed
and analyzed to determine whether there is sufficient revenue to fund the changes
without the need to increase taxes or fees and/or the need to reduce or eliminate ser-
vices. COLA increases that exceed inflation and pay increases that are not based on
merit or performance will need to be more clearly justified. Local governments
need to be prepared to explain to their citizens why wage and benefits reductions
are not considered when dealing with budget shortfalls.

Public Sector Employee Retirement Benefits

Local governments must confront the issue of underfunded retirement and/or pen-
sion plans before the problem increases. Changes to retirement benefits, including
enhanced benefits, incentives to early retirement, and payment of retiree health care,
must be carefully considered prior to implementation, especially the long-term finan-
cial commitments that may affect future generations of public officials and citizens.

Reilly et al. / Public Sector Compensation 55

Downloaded 
References
Aharoni, Y. (1981). The no risk society. Chatham, NJ: Chatham House.
Asher, M., & Pophin, J. (1984). The effect of gender and race differentials of public-private wage compar-

isons: A study of postal workers. Industrial and Labor Review, 38, 16-25.
 at SEIR on August 15, 2013rop.sagepub.comfrom 

http://rop.sagepub.com/


56 Review of Public Personnel Administration
Belman, D., & Heywood, J. (2004). The structure of compensation in the public sector. Public Finance
Review, 32(6), 568-587.

Benecki, S. (1978). Municipal expenditure levels and collective bargaining. Industrial Relations, 27,
216-230.

Berman, D. (2005). State-local relations: Partnerships, conflict, and autonomy. In The municipal year-
book 2005 (pp. 43-61). Washington, DC: International City/County Management Association.

Blanchflower, D. A., & Bryson, A. (2004). What effect do unions have on wages now and would Freeman
and Medoff be surprised? Journal of Labor Research, 25(3), 383-415.

Bloom, M. (2004). The ethics of compensation systems. Journal of Business Ethics, 52, 149-152.
Borjas, G. J. (2002). The wage structure and the sorting of workers in the public sector (Working Paper

No. 9313). Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research.
Braden, B., & Hyland, S. L. (1993). Cost of employee compensation in public and private sectors.

Monthly Labor Review, 116(5), 14.
Broder, J. M. (2004, September 25). San Diego credit troubles intensify. The New York Times, p. 12.
Bryson, A. (2001). Employee voice, workplace closure and employment growth (Research Discussion

Paper No. 6). London: Policy Studies Institute.
Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2005a). National Compensation Survey: Employee benefits in the private

industry in the United States. Retrieved May 23, 2005, from http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/surveymost?cc
Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2005b). National Compensation Survey executive summary: Employee ben-

efits in the private industry in the United States. Retrieved May 23, 2005, from www.bls.gov/ncs/
ebs/sp/ebsm0002.pdf

Choudhury, S. (1994). New evidence on public sector wage differentials. Applied Economics, 26,
259-266.

Clark, R. (2003). Counties in crisis—A survey of current budgetary situations facing America’s counties
(prepared for the National Association of Counties). Athens: University of Georgia Carl Vinson
Institute of Government.

Clowes, M. (2004). Can public DB plans survive? Pensions and Investments, 32(20), 14-20.
Freeman, R., & Medoff, J. (1984). What do unions do? New York: Basic Books.
Gyourko, J., & Tracy, J. (1988). An analysis of public and private sector wages allowing for endogenous

choices of both government and union status. Journal of Labor Economics, 6(2), 229-253.
Hunter, W. J., & Rankin, C. H. (1988, Winter). The composition of public sector compensation: The

effects of unionization and bureaucratic size. Journal of Labor Research, 9, 29-42.
Hurd, R., & Pinnock, S. (2004). Public sector unions: Will they thrive or struggle to survive? Journal

of Labor Research, 25(2), 211-221.
Kearney, R. (2005). Reinventing government and battling budget crises: Manager and municipal govern-

ment actions in 2003 (pp. 27-32). In The municipal yearbook 2005 (pp. 27-32). Washington, DC:
International City/County Management Association.

Kroncke, C. O., & Long, J. E. (1998). Pay comparability in state governments. Journal of Labor
Research, 19(2), 371-385.

Leonard, J. (1992, Winter). Unions and employment growth. Industrial Relations, 31, 80-92.
Maco, P., & Sauer, R. (2004). The City of San Diego, California’s disclosures of obligations

to fund the San Diego city employees’ retirement system and related disclosure practices 1996-
2004 with recommended procedures and changes to the municipal code. Washington, DC: Vinson and
Elkins L.L.P.

Metha, S. (2004, September 24). Riverside County to review pensions—Supervisors are concerned about
how well the system is funded, in light of other jurisdictions’ problems. Los Angeles Times, p. B3.

Miller, G. H., Jr. (1993). Profligacy or prudence? Changes in employment and compensation of state and
local workers. Public Budgeting and Finance, 13(1), 95-106.

Miller, M. A. (1996). The public-private debate: What do the data show? Monthly Labor Review, 119(5),
18-29.
 at SEIR on August 15, 2013rop.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://rop.sagepub.com/


Reilly et al. / Public Sector Compensation 57
Moore, W. J., & Raisin, J. (1991). Government wage differentials revisited. Journal of Labor Research,
12(1), 13-33.

Nigro, L. G., & Nigro, F. A. (1994). The new public personnel administration. Itasca, IL: Peacock.
Nissimov, R. (2004, September 23). City Council delays vote on pension deal. Houston Chronicle,

p. B3.
O’Brien, K. (1994). The impact of union political activities on public sector pay, employment, and bud-

gets. Industrial Relations, 33(3), 322-345.
Osborne, D., & Hutchinson, P. (2004). The price of government getting the results we need in an age of

permanent fiscal crisis. New York: Basic Books.
Pagano, M. (2004). City fiscal conditions in 2004. Washington, DC: National League of Cities.
Peng, J. (2004). Public pension funds and operating budgets: A tale of three states. Public Budgeting and

Finance, 24(2), 59.
Pension spike is coming. (2004, September 20). The Orange County Register, p. L6.
Peterson, J. (2004, July). Retirement rage. Governing Magazine, p. 62.
Pierce, N. (2002). Perpetual fiscal crisis for state government? Government Finance Review, 8(2), 60.
Public pensions underwater. (2004, September 20). Los Angeles Times, p. B10.
Quinn, J. F. (1982). The pension wealth of government and private sector workers. American Economic

Review, 72(2), 283-287.
Risher, H., & Fay, C. (1997). New strategies for public pay. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Roberts, G. (2004). Municipal government benefit practices and personnel outcomes, results from a

national survey. Public Personnel Management, 33(1), 1-21.
Saillant, C. (2004a, July 12). Municipalities struggle to pay pensions. Los Angeles Times, p. B1.
Saillant, C. (2004b, September 23). Transit panel ups pensions for its staff. Los Angeles Times, p. B3.
Schneider, M. (2005). The status of U.S. public pension plans. Review of Public Personnel

Administration, 25(2), 107-137.
Smith, S. P. (1977a). Equal pay in the public sector: Fact or fantasy. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University

Industrial Relations Section.
Smith, S. P. (1977b, July). Government wage differentials. Journal of Urban Economics, 4, 179-197.
Smith, S. P. (2001). Past differentials between federal government and private worker. Industrial and

Labor Relations Review, 55, 179-197.
Spike in the growing pension crisis. (2004, October 10). The Orange County Register, p. C2.
Vallenta, R. (1989). The impact of unionism on municipal expenditures and revenues. Industrial and

Labor Relations Review, 42, 430-442.
Venti, S. (1987). Wages in the federal and private sectors. In D. Wise (Ed.), Public sector payrolls

(pp. 147-182). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Vigil, J. (2005, May 25). Group plans more ballot initiatives. San Diego Union Tribune, p. B2.
Walsh, M. W. (2004, September 17). Budget use of pensions sows trouble in San Diego. The New York

Times, p. 1.
Wellington, H., & Winter, R. K. (1971). The unions and the cities. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution.
Wiatrowski, W. (1994). On the disparity between private and public pensions. Monthly Labor Review,

117(4), 3-9.
Zax, J., & Ichniowski, C. (1988). The effects of public sector unionism on pay, employment, department

budgets and municipal expenditures. In R. Freeman & C. Ichniowski (Eds.), When public sector work-
ers unionize (pp. 81-106). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Thom Reilly is the county manager for Clark County, Nevada. Previously, he served as an associate pro-
fessor in the Schools of Public Administration and Social Work at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas,
and was the former head of the child welfare system in Nevada.

 at SEIR on August 15, 2013rop.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://rop.sagepub.com/


Shaun Schoener is a policy and communications manager for Strategic Solutions, a private consulting
agency in Las Vegas, Nevada. He holds a bachelor of arts in political science and is a candidate for a master
of public administration degree from the University of Nevada, Las Vegas.

Alice Bolin is a senior legislative analyst for Clark County, Nevada. She is the former deputy director for
Administration, Office of Legislative Legal Services for the state of Colorado, and assistant revisor of
statutes for the Office of Statutes for the state of Kansas.

58 Review of Public Personnel Administration

 at SEIR on August 15, 2013rop.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://rop.sagepub.com/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /ACaslon-Ornaments
    /AGaramond-BoldScaps
    /AGaramond-Italic
    /AGaramond-Regular
    /AGaramond-RomanScaps
    /AGaramond-Semibold
    /AGaramond-SemiboldItalic
    /AGar-Special
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Bold
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-It
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Light
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightOsF
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Md
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Regular
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Super
    /AlbertusMT
    /AlbertusMT-Italic
    /AlbertusMT-Light
    /Aldine401BT-BoldA
    /Aldine401BT-BoldItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-ItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-RomanA
    /Aldine401BTSPL-RomanA
    /Aldine721BT-Bold
    /Aldine721BT-BoldItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Italic
    /Aldine721BT-Light
    /Aldine721BT-LightItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Roman
    /Aldus-Italic
    /Aldus-Roman
    /AlternateGothicNo2BT-Regular
    /Anna
    /AntiqueOlive-Bold
    /AntiqueOlive-Compact
    /AntiqueOlive-Italic
    /AntiqueOlive-Roman
    /Arcadia
    /Arcadia-A
    /Arkona-Medium
    /Arkona-Regular
    /AssemblyLightSSK
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /BakerSignetBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleBE-Italic
    /BaskervilleBE-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-MediumItalic
    /BaskervilleBE-Regular
    /BaskervilleBook-Italic
    /BaskervilleBook-MedItalic
    /BaskervilleBook-Medium
    /BaskervilleBook-Regular
    /BaskervilleBT-Bold
    /BaskervilleBT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleBT-Italic
    /BaskervilleBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleMT
    /BaskervilleMT-Bold
    /BaskervilleMT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleMT-Italic
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBold
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Bold
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Italic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Roman
    /Bauhaus-Bold
    /Bauhaus-Demi
    /Bauhaus-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Bold
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Medium
    /Bauhaus-Light
    /Bauhaus-Medium
    /BellCentennial-Address
    /BellGothic-Black
    /BellGothic-Bold
    /Bell-GothicBoldItalicBT
    /BellGothicBT-Bold
    /BellGothicBT-Roman
    /BellGothic-Light
    /Bembo
    /Bembo-Bold
    /Bembo-BoldExpert
    /Bembo-BoldItalic
    /Bembo-BoldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Expert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Bembo-Italic
    /Bembo-ItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Semibold
    /Bembo-SemiboldItalic
    /Berkeley-Black
    /Berkeley-BlackItalic
    /Berkeley-Bold
    /Berkeley-BoldItalic
    /Berkeley-Book
    /Berkeley-BookItalic
    /Berkeley-Italic
    /Berkeley-Medium
    /Berling-Bold
    /Berling-BoldItalic
    /Berling-Italic
    /Berling-Roman
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /Bodoni
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /Bodoni-Poster
    /Bodoni-PosterCompressed
    /Bookman-Demi
    /Bookman-DemiItalic
    /Bookman-Light
    /Bookman-LightItalic
    /Boton-Italic
    /Boton-Medium
    /Boton-MediumItalic
    /Boton-Regular
    /Boulevard
    /BremenBT-Black
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Regular
    /Carta
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Bold
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Book
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Caslon540BT-Italic
    /Caslon540BT-Roman
    /CaslonBT-Bold
    /CaslonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Black
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BlackIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Bold
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BoldIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Book
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BookIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Medium
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-MediumIt
    /CastleT-Bold
    /CastleT-Book
    /Caxton-Bold
    /Caxton-BoldItalic
    /Caxton-Book
    /Caxton-BookItalic
    /Caxton-Light
    /Caxton-LightItalic
    /CelestiaAntiqua-Ornaments
    /Centennial-BlackItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BlackOsF
    /Centennial-BoldItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BoldOsF
    /Centennial-ItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightSC
    /Centennial-RomanSC
    /CenturyOldStyle-Bold
    /CenturyOldStyle-Italic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Regular
    /CheltenhamBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-Italic
    /CheltenhamBT-Roman
    /Christiana-Bold
    /Christiana-BoldItalic
    /Christiana-Italic
    /Christiana-Medium
    /Christiana-MediumItalic
    /Christiana-Regular
    /Christiana-RegularExpert
    /Christiana-RegularSC
    /Clarendon
    /Clarendon-Bold
    /Clarendon-Light
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Bold
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Italic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Roman
    /CMTI10
    /CommonBullets
    /ConduitITC-Bold
    /ConduitITC-BoldItalic
    /ConduitITC-Light
    /ConduitITC-LightItalic
    /ConduitITC-Medium
    /ConduitITC-MediumItalic
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBlack-Italic
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Bold
    /CopperplateGothicBT-BoldCond
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Heavy
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Roman
    /CopperplateGothicBT-RomanCond
    /Copperplate-ThirtyThreeBC
    /Copperplate-ThirtyTwoBC
    /Coronet-Regular
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Critter
    /CS-Special-font
    /DextorD
    /DextorOutD
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsOne
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsTwo
    /DINEngschrift
    /DINEngschrift-Alternate
    /DINMittelschrift
    /DINMittelschrift-Alternate
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-BoldCond
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-Light
    /Dom-CasItalic
    /Dom-CasualBT
    /Ehrhard-Italic
    /Ehrhard-Regular
    /EhrhardSemi-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT
    /EhrhardtMT-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBold
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /EhrharSemi
    /ElectraLH-Bold
    /ElectraLH-BoldCursive
    /ElectraLH-Cursive
    /ElectraLH-Regular
    /EnglischeSchT-Bold
    /EnglischeSchT-Regu
    /ErasContour
    /ErasITCbyBT-Bold
    /ErasITCbyBT-Book
    /ErasITCbyBT-Demi
    /ErasITCbyBT-Light
    /ErasITCbyBT-Medium
    /ErasITCbyBT-Ultra
    /EUEX10
    /EUFB10
    /EUFB5
    /EUFB7
    /EUFM10
    /EUFM5
    /EUFM7
    /EURB10
    /EURB5
    /EURB7
    /EURM10
    /EURM5
    /EURM7
    /EuropeanPi-Four
    /EuropeanPi-One
    /EuropeanPi-Three
    /EuropeanPi-Two
    /Eurostile
    /Eurostile-Bold
    /Eurostile-BoldExtendedTwo
    /Eurostile-ExtendedTwo
    /EUSB10
    /EUSB5
    /EUSB7
    /EUSM10
    /EUSM5
    /EUSM7
    /ExPonto-Regular
    /Fenice-Bold
    /Fenice-BoldOblique
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Bold
    /FeniceITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Regular
    /FeniceITCbyBT-RegularItalic
    /Fenice-Light
    /Fenice-LightOblique
    /Fenice-Regular
    /Fenice-RegularOblique
    /Fenice-Ultra
    /Fenice-UltraOblique
    /FlashD-Ligh
    /Folio-Bold
    /Folio-BoldCondensed
    /Folio-ExtraBold
    /Folio-Light
    /Folio-Medium
    /FontanaNDEeOsF
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Semibold
    /FormalScript421BT-Regular
    /Formata-Bold
    /Formata-MediumCondensed
    /FournierMT-Ornaments
    /FrakturBT-Regular
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItal
    /FranklinGothic-BookOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Condensed
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothic-DemiOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItal
    /FranklinGothic-Roman
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Bold
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Roman
    /Frutiger-Black
    /Frutiger-BlackCn
    /Frutiger-BlackItalic
    /Frutiger-Bold
    /Frutiger-BoldCn
    /Frutiger-BoldItalic
    /Frutiger-Cn
    /Frutiger-ExtraBlackCn
    /Frutiger-Italic
    /Frutiger-Light
    /Frutiger-LightCn
    /Frutiger-LightItalic
    /Frutiger-Roman
    /Frutiger-UltraBlack
    /Futura
    /FuturaBlackBT-Regular
    /Futura-Bold
    /Futura-BoldOblique
    /Futura-Book
    /Futura-BookOblique
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensed
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlack
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondensed
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackItalic
    /FuturaBT-Heavy
    /FuturaBT-HeavyItalic
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightCondensed
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /FuturaBT-Medium
    /FuturaBT-MediumCondensed
    /FuturaBT-MediumItalic
    /Futura-ExtraBold
    /Futura-ExtraBoldOblique
    /Futura-Heavy
    /Futura-HeavyOblique
    /Futura-Light
    /Futura-LightOblique
    /Futura-Oblique
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Roman
    /Garamond-Antiqua
    /Garamond-BoldCondensed
    /Garamond-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BookCondensed
    /Garamond-BookCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-Halbfett
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Bold
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Book
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Light
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Ultra
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Kursiv
    /Garamond-KursivHalbfett
    /Garamond-LightCondensed
    /Garamond-LightCondensedItalic
    /GaramondThree
    /GaramondThree-Bold
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalic
    /GaramondThree-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSspl
    /GaramondThreespl
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Bold
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Italic
    /GarthGraphic
    /GarthGraphic-Black
    /GarthGraphic-Bold
    /GarthGraphic-BoldCondensed
    /GarthGraphic-BoldItalic
    /GarthGraphic-Condensed
    /GarthGraphic-ExtraBold
    /GarthGraphic-Italic
    /Geometric231BT-HeavyC
    /GeometricSlab712BT-BoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-ExtraBoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightItalicA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumItalA
    /Giddyup
    /Giddyup-Thangs
    /GillSans
    /GillSans-Bold
    /GillSans-BoldCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSans-Condensed
    /GillSans-ExtraBold
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSans-Light
    /GillSans-LightItalic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /Gill-Special
    /Giovanni-Bold
    /Giovanni-BoldItalic
    /Giovanni-Book
    /Giovanni-BookItalic
    /Glypha
    /Glypha-Bold
    /Glypha-BoldOblique
    /Glypha-Oblique
    /Goudy
    /Goudy-Bold
    /Goudy-BoldItalic
    /Goudy-ExtraBold
    /Goudy-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-ExtraBold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudySans-Bold
    /GoudySans-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Bold
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Medium
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-MediumItalic
    /GoudySans-Medium
    /GoudySans-MediumItalic
    /Granjon
    /Granjon-Bold
    /Granjon-BoldOsF
    /Granjon-Italic
    /Granjon-ItalicOsF
    /Granjon-SC
    /GreymantleMVB-Ornaments
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Black
    /Helvetica-BlackOblique
    /Helvetica-Black-SemiBold
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Condensed
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Black
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BlackObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Bold
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BoldObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-LightObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Oblique
    /Helvetica-Light
    /Helvetica-LightOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Bold
    /Helvetica-Narrow-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Oblique
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Bold
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Condensed
    /HelveticaNeue-CondensedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Extended
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtendedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Heavy
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCond
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExt
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Italic
    /HelveticaNeue-Light
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCond
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-Md
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-MdIt
    /HelveticaNeue-Medium
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCond
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExt
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Roman
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCond
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCondObl
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /HelvLight
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-ExtraBold
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-UltraBold
    /Humanist521BT-XtraBoldCondensed
    /Humanist777BT-BlackB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-ItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-LightB
    /Humanist777BT-LightItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanB
    /ICMEX10
    /ICMMI8
    /ICMSY8
    /ICMTT8
    /ILASY8
    /ILCMSS8
    /ILCMSSB8
    /ILCMSSI8
    /Imago-Book
    /Imago-BookItalic
    /Imago-ExtraBold
    /Imago-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Imago-Medium
    /Imago-MediumItalic
    /Industria-Inline
    /Industria-InlineA
    /Industria-Solid
    /Industria-SolidA
    /Insignia
    /Insignia-A
    /IPAExtras
    /IPAHighLow
    /IPAKiel
    /IPAKielSeven
    /IPAsans
    /JoannaMT
    /JoannaMT-Bold
    /JoannaMT-BoldItalic
    /JoannaMT-Italic
    /KlangMT
    /Kuenstler480BT-Black
    /Kuenstler480BT-Bold
    /Kuenstler480BT-BoldItalic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Italic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Roman
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Bold
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Medi
    /Lapidary333BT-Black
    /Lapidary333BT-Bold
    /Lapidary333BT-BoldItalic
    /Lapidary333BT-Italic
    /Lapidary333BT-Roman
    /LASY10
    /LASY5
    /LASY6
    /LASY7
    /LASY8
    /LASY9
    /LASYB10
    /LatinMT-Condensed
    /LCIRCLE10
    /LCIRCLEW10
    /LCMSS8
    /LCMSSB8
    /LCMSSI8
    /LDecorationPi-One
    /LDecorationPi-Two
    /Leawood-Black
    /Leawood-BlackItalic
    /Leawood-Bold
    /Leawood-BoldItalic
    /Leawood-Book
    /Leawood-BookItalic
    /Leawood-Medium
    /Leawood-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Bold
    /LegacySans-BoldItalic
    /LegacySans-Book
    /LegacySans-BookItalic
    /LegacySans-Medium
    /LegacySans-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Ultra
    /LegacySerif-Bold
    /LegacySerif-BoldItalic
    /LegacySerif-Book
    /LegacySerif-BookItalic
    /LegacySerif-Medium
    /LegacySerif-MediumItalic
    /LegacySerif-Ultra
    /LetterGothic
    /LetterGothic-Bold
    /LetterGothic-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothic-Slanted
    /Life-Bold
    /Life-Italic
    /Life-Roman
    /LINE10
    /LINEW10
    /Lithos-Black
    /Lithos-Regular
    /LOGO10
    /LOGO8
    /LOGO9
    /LOGOBF10
    /LOGOSL10
    /LOMD-Normal
    /LubalinGraph-Book
    /LubalinGraph-BookOblique
    /LubalinGraph-Demi
    /LubalinGraph-DemiOblique
    /LucidaMath-Symbol
    /LydianBT-Bold
    /LydianBT-BoldItalic
    /LydianBT-Italic
    /LydianBT-Roman
    /LydianCursiveBT-Regular
    /Marigold
    /MathematicalPi-Five
    /MathematicalPi-Four
    /MathematicalPi-One
    /MathematicalPi-Six
    /MathematicalPi-Three
    /MathematicalPi-Two
    /Melior
    /Melior-Bold
    /Melior-BoldItalic
    /Melior-Italic
    /MercuriusCT-Black
    /MercuriusCT-BlackItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Light
    /MercuriusCT-LightItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Medium
    /MercuriusCT-MediumItalic
    /MercuriusMT-BoldScript
    /Meridien-Medium
    /Meridien-MediumItalic
    /Meridien-Roman
    /Minion-Black
    /Minion-Bold
    /Minion-BoldCondensed
    /Minion-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Minion-BoldItalic
    /Minion-Condensed
    /Minion-CondensedItalic
    /MinionExp-Italic
    /MinionExp-Semibold
    /MinionExp-SemiboldItalic
    /Minion-Italic
    /Minion-Ornaments
    /Minion-Regular
    /Minion-Semibold
    /Minion-SemiboldItalic
    /MonaLisa-Recut
    /MSAM10
    /MSAM10A
    /MSAM5
    /MSAM6
    /MSAM7
    /MSAM8
    /MSAM9
    /MSBM10
    /MSBM10A
    /MSBM5
    /MSBM6
    /MSBM7
    /MSBM8
    /MSBM9
    /MTEX
    /MTEXB
    /MTEXH
    /MTGU
    /MTGUB
    /MTMI
    /MTMIB
    /MTMIH
    /MTMS
    /MTMSB
    /MTMUB
    /MTMUH
    /MTSY
    /MTSYB
    /MTSYH
    /MTSYN
    /MusicalSymbols-Normal
    /Myriad-Bold
    /Myriad-BoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnBold
    /Myriad-CnBoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnItalic
    /Myriad-CnSemibold
    /Myriad-CnSemiboldItalic
    /Myriad-Condensed
    /Myriad-Italic
    /Myriad-Roman
    /Myriad-Sketch
    /Myriad-Tilt
    /NeuzeitS-Book
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


