
Developing a Vision for the Future 

Advance Work:  Questions for Reflection 

STRATEGIC VISIONING RETREAT 

1. What are the key issues facing our community?

2. What is the Board’s/your interest in this particular issue?

3. What is the ability for Board/staff to influence the issue?

4. What other stakeholders have an interest in this issue?  Can make (or block) decisions
about this issue?

Things to consider: 

• Demographic changes

• Local, State, Federal
policy changes

• Growth pressures

• Infrastructure needs

• Key Partnerships

• Organizational
Implications

• Resource allocations

• Environmental
Implications

GUIDELINES FOR PRODUCTIVE MEETINGS 

The following ground rules have helped make meetings more productive: 

1. Participate fully.  It’s alright to disagree.  Everyone should have the opportunity to
state his or her own views, regardless of rank or other differences.

2. Work on the problem.  Put other issues aside, including personalities, offices, or
other differences.  Show respect for each other.

3. Focus on interests, not positions.  Explain why you favor a particular course of
action.  Invite questions so you can explain your reasons fully.  Balance advocacy and
inquiry.

4. Share all relevant information.  Be specific.  Agree on what important words mean.
Discuss “undiscussable” issues.

5. Stay focused.  Discuss a topic long enough for everybody to be clear about it.

6. Decide how the group will make decisions.  Strive for consensus.

Adapted from The Skilled Facilitator:  Practical Wisdom for Developing Effective Groups by Roger Schwarz. 
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Appendix 1 

SWANSBORO BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS RETREAT 

Hampton Inn, 215 Old Hammock Rd, Swansboro, NC 28584 

Wednesday, March 2, 2022 – 8:30 am to 4:00 pm 

Creating the Foundation for Effective Work Together 

FACILITATOR’S AGENDA 

Attendees:  Mayor, Mayor Pro Tem, Council members (4), Town Manager, Clerk, 

Finance Director 

Retreat Objectives: 

• To recognize our successes over the last few years.

• To assess the implications of upcoming changes (in our community and beyond)

• To develop a prioritized list of actions to guide our work for the next 12-18 months.

• To develop a set of operating principles that help guide how the council wants to work
together and with senior staff.

8:30 Coffee & Gather 

8:45 Welcome        Mayor John Davis 

1. Overview of the retreat  Lydian Altman, SOG Facilitator 
A. Plan for the retreat, Housekeeping
B. Suggested guidelines for effective groups

2. Introductions and inventory
A. Name, length of residency here, tenure on the Board
B. What’s happened in the last year or so of which you are most proud?

o For example, a new business, a winning team, a time when people helped each
other out, a community event.... 

9:15-10:00 
3. Setting Context: What changes are coming and how might they impact the Town?

A. Check-in on Update on Current Projects (10 min) Manager Paula Webb 

• Questions, clarifications?

• How does the amount of work underway offer any limitation to what we can
commit to going forward?

B. What are the big changes getting ready to happen, and how will these changes

impact your community (external) and your organization (internal)?
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10:00-10:15 

4. What are our short-term goals?

A. Aligning Long and Short-term priorities (15 min)

• How do our short-term priorities (identified 1-31-22) address the coming
changes?

• Do we have agreement that these are the top priorities for focus, discussion, and
action today?

• Are these framing questions the right ones for discussion?

10:15-10:30 Break 

10:30-12:00 
B. Setting Short-term Priorities and Actions for the next 12-18 months

Historic District Preservation: (30 min) 

• What is the relationship between the Historical Preservation Commission and
the Town Board of Commissioners? (see Defining Mutual Accountability
Handout)

• What question(s) stand out as appropriate for discussion today?

Employee Pay: (30 min) 

• How would you rate your individual level of support for this idea/topic/issue?

• What concerns do you have related to the revised Employee Pay Study?

Full support or 

agreement with the 

proposal. 

Agreement with most 

aspects of the 

proposal, and, despite 

continued concerns 

with some elements, 

willingness to go along 

with the proposal. 

Significant concerns or 

outright disagreement 

with some or all 

elements of the 

proposal, but will not 

oppose the action or 

decision (“standing 

aside”). 

Continued 

strong 

disagreement 

with the 

proposal

Sidewalks: (30 min) 

• Where do we stand in completing our previously-identified priority sidewalk
areas?

o Priority 1 (NC24 connections) complete.

o Priority 2 (two sections along Old Hammock Rd.)  Section 1 is ready for

installation.  Section 2 – some easement work pending and additional

funding needed.

o Priority 3 – not funded and no surveying/design work done

• Do these priorities still stand?

• What are our immediate next steps to complete our priorities?

Appendix 2 
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• Do we want to set additional priorities?

12:00-12:45 lunch on site 

12:45-2:15 

5. Creating an Effective Governing Team: How will we get this work done?
A. If I overheard people talking positively about how this group does their work together,

what would you hope I hear? 30 min 
B. What might this group have to do differently to generate these compliments?

(Handout: Getting the Work Done)  30 min 
C. What is your level of support/concerns for any recommended changes? 30 min

2:15-2:30 Break 

2:30-3:45 
6. Setting Short-term Priorities and Actions for the next 12-18 months -- Continued

Emergency Operations Center: (45 min) 

• What is a general outline of steps needed to establish the EOC? (location, funds,
permits, etc.)      Manager Paula Web

• What’s the best way to develop guidance for the use of EOC space?  E.g., committee,
staff, consultant

• What’s needed next (from Board and Staff) to develop the scope of work plan for
the EOC?

Economic Development Strategic Plan and Committee: (30 min) 

• What’s the Board’s relationship to the Committee? What do we expect the group
to be doing for Swansboro? (see Defining Mutual Accountability Handout)

• Does this plan continue to offer helpful guidance? Does it still represent your
priorities for economic development?

• If not, what do you want to do to make it more relevant and useful? What next
steps are needed to bring the plan up to date and actionable?

3:45-4:00 

7. What next steps need to be taken as a result of today?

A. How will the Commissioner’s work be influenced?

B. How will the staff’s work be influenced?

8. Evaluation of the Day

A. What worked well?

B. What would you do differently?

4:00 Adjourn 
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DEFINING (OR RE-DEFINING) MUTUAL ACCOUNTABILITY IN A 

COLLABORATIVE RELATIONSHIP 

1. What is the overall purpose of this relationship?

2. What specifically do you hope to accomplish by having this relationship?
Consider benefits for both members of the group and any stakeholders outside the group.

• Communication

• Interaction

• Tasks

• Events

• Products

• Processes

• Other outcomes

3. Who can or should participate regularly in this group’s meetings?
• Are there others who can or should periodically participate in meetings or provide feedback

to guide the actions of this group?

• Will leadership be assigned or rotated?

• Who can bring issues to the group’s attention through either the formal agenda or informal
discussion?

4. Who is expected to carry out which actions, and for whom?
• Logistical arrangements for convening meetings

• Financial management

• Communicating with group members or external stakeholders

• Implementing new or revised service or support activities

5. Who can invoke or alter these expectations?  Under what circumstances?

6. How will decisions be made within the group?
• About the group

• About group finances

• About the group’s service population or desired outcomes

• About the group’s joint or coordinated service or support activities

7. How will resources be shared or allocated?

8. How will the group report on its activities, responsibilities, or progress?
• Content and format of information

• Who collects the information?

• Who prepares the information?

• Who receives the information?

• How can this information be used outside the group?

9. How will the group evaluate its success?
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Concerns:  What will help you move further up into the green? 

Facilitator’s note:  Level of support 

If all members of the group express approval at levels A, B or C, then they have reached 

consensus. If some members continue to disagree strongly (level D), then consensus has not 

been reached. The challenge to the group is to see what interest must be addressed in the 

proposal to move people at D to C (or higher) and from C to B (or higher) and from B to A. 

In addition, it is important to find out the nature of disagreements with a proposal. It is often 

helpful to characterize concerns as follows: 

• Minor concerns with wording or editing.

• Agreement with the main thrust of the proposal, but concerns with specific elements

which, if changed, would lead to agreement.

• Major concerns: principles disagreement with the overall direction of the proposal,

which if not addressed, would lead the member to block the consensus (level D).

Source: Hustedde, Smutko, and Kapsa, Turning Lemons into Lemonade (n.d.) 

Levels of Support

Rate your individual level of support for this idea/topic/issue.   

We’re using a spectrum to gauge support, not a vote of YES or NO. 

a b c d 

Full support or 

agreement with the 

proposal. 

Agreement with most 

aspects of the 

proposal, and, despite 

continued concerns 

with some elements, 

willingness to go along 

with the proposal. 

Significant concerns or 

outright disagreement 

with some or all 

elements of the 

proposal, but will not 

oppose the action or 

decision (“standing 

aside”). 

Continued 

strong 

disagreement 

with the 

proposal

✓ If all members of the group are at levels a-c, then there is some degree of
consensus.
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Handout:  Getting the Work Done 

Behavior Suggested Change 

1. Preparation for meetings

2. Time spent during the
meetings

3. Communication between
meetings

4. Making and upholding
decisions

5. Stewardship of resources

6. Considering new or
different types of
information

7. Interpersonal relationships

8. Relationships with people
from other organizations or
jurisdictions

9. Holding each other
accountable
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Possible Criteria to Prioritize: 

1. Meets legal mandates – required by state or federal statute, court order, or

regulation, or a project that moves a local government into further compliance

with mandates

2. Removes or reduces hazards/Safety or environmental impact – eliminates or

reduces obvious hazards or threats to public health and safety

3. Advances the Council’s goals/Consistency with Comp Plan – addresses the

goals approved by the Council

4. Addresses maintenance and replacement – extends the useful life of a capital

asset or replaces the asset, which continues or expands service provision

5. Supports economic development – directly supports or benefits economic

development, job growth, and increased local government revenues

6. Improves efficiency – Lowers operating costs or increases productivity

7. Facilitates new services – makes possible new services or programs

8. Offers convenience – item that is convenient for the users or staff

Source: Marlowe, Justin, William C. Rivenbark, and A. John Vogt. Capital 
Budgeting and Finance. Second ed. Washington, DC: ICMA, 2009. 
Print. 
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Eight Behaviors

Smarter Teams
Roger Schwarz

Eight Behaviors for

Smarter Teams
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Why can some teams come together, tackle 
challenging issues, and produce excellent 
results, while others can’t? Why is it that 

when smart leaders try to function as a team, the 
team so often gets stuck? Why does the team as a 
whole seem less smart than the sum of the talents of 
its individual members? 

One reason is that many team interactions don’t 
reflect a Mutual Learning approach, which includes 
the mindset and eight behaviors I describe in this 
article. This mindset and set of behaviors helps 
teams make better decisions and stick to them, 
decreases the time needed to implement those 
decisions effectively, improves working relationships, 
and increases team member well-being. 

You and other leaders can use the Mutual 
Learning approach to work together more 
effectively, whether in one-on-one, executive team, 
board, network, project team, committee, task 
force, or union-management team interactions.1  

Eight Behaviors for Smarter Teams
Roger Schwarz

Start with Your Mindset: Core Values and 
Assumptions

The behaviors described in this article are simply 
skills. Your ability to use the skills effectively depends 
on the mindset you start with. By mindset, I mean the 
values and assumptions you use to put the behaviors 
into action. Practicing the behaviors successfully 
requires that you have a Mutual Learning mindset, 
reflecting particular core values and assumptions. The 
core values of this Mutual Learning mindset are: 

 Transparency 

 Curiosity

 Informed choice

 Accountability

 Compassion

When you’re transparent, you share all relevant 
information, including your thoughts, feelings, and 
strategies. When you’re curious, you are genuinely 
interested in others’ views and seek them out so that 
you and others can learn. When you value informed 
choice, you act in ways that maximize your own and 
others’ abilities to make decisions based on relevant 
information. When you’re accountable, you take 
responsibility for your actions and their short- and 
long-term consequences. You expect to be asked to 
explain your beliefs, actions, and decisions to your 
team and others.  When you’re compassionate, you 
understand others’ concerns and connect and respond 
to others. You suspend judgment temporarily so that 
you can appreciate other people’s situations. When 
you act with compassion, you infuse the other core 
values with your intent to understand, empathize 
with, and help others.

Your core values and your assumptions generate your 
behaviors. The assumptions of the Mutual Learning 
mindset are: 

  I have some information; so do other people.

  Each of us may see things that others don’t.

Roger Schwarz is a recognized thought 
leader in team leadership and improving 
team effectiveness. An organizational 
psychologist and President and CEO of 
Roger Schwarz & Associates, he is a sought-
after advisor to global companies, federal 
government agencies and international non-
profit organizations. He is author of Smart 

Leaders, Smarter Teams:  How You and Your Team Get Unstuck to Get 
Results (Jossey-Bass, 2013), the seminal work The Skilled Facilitator: 
A Comprehensive Resource for Consultants, Facilitators, Managers, 
Trainers and Coaches, New and Revised Edition (Jossey-Bass, 2002), 
and co-author of The Skilled Facilitator Fieldbook (Jossey-Bass, 
2005). Through his work and writing, Roger’s mission is to help 
create teams and organizations that are innovative, successful, 
and that honor the best of who we are as human beings. He 
accomplishes this by enabling leaders to change the way they 
think and how they work so that they can raise and resolve the 
tough issues, work with their teams to get unstuck, and get better 
results. You can reach Roger at info@schwarzassociates.com or 
919.932.3343. Follow Roger on Twitter @LeadSmarter.

Agenda Packet Page 10 of 32

https://twitter.com/LeadSmarter


2 Eight Behaviors for Smarter Teams © 2013 Roger Schwarz & Associates. All rights reserved.

  I may be contributing to the problem.

  Differences are opportunities for learning.

  People may disagree with me and have pure motives.

With these assumptions, you’re curious about 
what others know that you don’t, you’re open to 
exploring and learning from conflicts instead of 
trying to control and win them, and you’re more 
generous in thinking about what may motivate others 
to act differently from you.

Many of us operate from the Mutual Learning core 
values and assumptions, and we practice the eight 
behaviors with relative ease when we work with people 
who share our views and with whom we have strong 
working relationships. Unfortunately, we often don’t 
practice the behaviors when they are most needed—
with people who hold views different from our own 
and with whom we want to improve our relationship. 
That’s because when the stakes are high we often aren’t 
transparent, curious or compassionate, and we are 
not making the Mutual Learning assumptions. Even 
if you practice the eight behaviors for smarter teams 
without fail, if you are doing so without the underlying 
Mutual Learning core values and assumptions, you are 
just enacting another superficial technique or method, 
another fad-of-the-month that won’t help your team 
become more effective. However, when you practice the 
eight behaviors with the core values and assumptions, 
you apply a powerful, values-based approach for 
significantly increasing team effectiveness. You generate 
higher performance, build better relationships and 
create greater well-being for you and your team.

The Eight Behaviors for Smarter Teams

These are specific behaviors that improve how team 
members work together. They provide more guidance 
than relatively abstract notions such as “Treat everyone 
with respect” and “Be constructive.” They are also 
less procedural than “Put your cell phones on vibrate” 
and “Start meetings on time, end on time.” Below, I 
describe what each behavior means, how to apply it, 
and what results the behavior will help you achieve. By 
making the eight behaviors explicit, you and your team 
members are able to apply them consistently. To learn 
more about the eight behaviors and the mindset that 
makes them work, see Smart Leaders, Smarter Teams: 
How You and Your Team Get Unstuck to Get Results by 

Roger Schwarz (Jossey-Bass, 2013).2

One:  State Views and Ask Genuine Questions

Stating your views and asking genuine questions 
means sharing your thinking, including your 

reasoning and intent, and inviting others to comment. 
For example, you might say, “I think it would be 
helpful if we initially limit the program to about 20 
key customers so that we can see how it works and 
eliminate any problems before scaling up. What are 
your thoughts about starting with a small group?”

For this behavior to be effective, your questions 
need to be genuine. A genuine question is one that 
stems from curiosity; you ask so that you may learn 
something you don’t already know. In contrast, a 
rhetorical or leading question is one you ask to make 
your point of view known without explicitly stating 
it. For example, the question, “Do you really think 
that will work?” is not a genuine question because 
embedded in your question is your own view that you 
doubt it will work. However, you can easily convert it 
to a genuine question by first stating your views. You 
might say, “I’m not seeing how this will work because . 
. . . What are you seeing that leads you to think it will 
work?”

Stating your views and asking genuine questions 
leads to better performance. It changes a meeting from 
a series of unconnected monologues in which people 
try to persuade one another, to a focused conversation 

1 State views and ask genuine questions

2  Share all relevant information

3  Use specific examples and agree on what  
important words mean

4 Explain reasoning and intent

5 Focus on interests, not positions

6 Test assumptions and inferences

7 Jointly design next steps

8 Discuss undiscussable issues

The Eight Behaviors for Smarter Teams are:
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that generates increased understanding. When you 
follow your statements with genuine questions, you 
increase the chance that the next speaker will address 
your questions. If each person in the team asks genuine 
questions, the conversation will flow more easily and 
people will be responding to each other. As a result, 
relevant information is presented, issues are addressed 
more thoroughly, and better decisions are made.

Stating views and asking genuine questions also 
leads to better working relationships. When you 
express your views, including explaining how you 
arrived at your conclusions, your information and your 
thinking process are transparent. This helps others 
understand what you think and enables them to make 
more informed choices. By asking genuine questions, 
you reveal your curiosity and learn what others are 
thinking. As you learn others’ reasoning, you may 
reach agreement on an issue that you had previously 
disagreed about. When you don’t agree, you quickly 
identify where your information or reasoning differ 
from others’. This awareness allows the team to resolve 
differences and generate better solutions. 

Behavior 1 is especially helpful when you’re 
concerned that expressing your views or asking 
questions may shut down conversation or be seen as 
confrontational. Suppose you are talking with your 
team and you are concerned that the team’s plans 
don’t respond to stakeholder needs. Rather than ease 
into the conversation by saying, “How do you think 
this new plan responds to other stakeholders’ needs?” 
you could start by stating your view: “I’d like to talk 
about my concerns that the plan doesn’t address some 
of our stakeholders’ needs. Let me give you a couple 
of examples of what I mean and get your reactions.” 
After sharing your view,  ask a genuine question, such 
as, “What, if anything, do you see differently or think 
I’ve missed?” By posing this question, you increase 
the chance that others on the team will share different 
views, if they have them.

However, if you only share your view without 
inviting differing opinions, others will likely push only 
their own views as well. This creates a discussion in 
which participants spend their time trying to persuade 
each other, ultimately resulting in a stalemate or a 
decision with winners and losers—with losers who are 
not committed to following through with the decision. 
If you only ask questions, you don’t help others 

understand your reasoning and they may become 
suspicious. Privately, they may wonder, Why is he asking 
me these questions? Where is he going in this conversation?  
As a result, they may be unwilling to give you complete 
or accurate answers.

Stating views and asking genuine questions is the 
foundation on which the other seven behaviors are 
based, because all the other behaviors require that you 
state your views and ask genuine questions. What 
information do you share when you are expressing your 
views? The next four behaviors address that question.

TwO:  Share All Relevant Information

This is the practice of presenting all information 
that might affect how your team solves a 

problem or makes a decision. It ensures that all team 
members have a common pool of knowledge from 
which to make informed choices. 

When your team members are responsible for 
making decisions yet learn after a decision is made 
that you withheld relevant information from them, 
they will feel deprived of having made an informed 
choice. As a result, they may fail to follow through 
on the decision, may implement the decision half-
heartedly, or may even withdraw their support.

Sharing relevant information includes presenting 
details that don’t support your preferred solution. 
Suppose that you’re a member of a leadership team 
deciding how to restructure your organization 
and move into a new facility. You are the leader of 
one particular manufacturing process and want to 
continue in your role. Yet you also see that in the new 
facility, several manufacturing processes could easily 
be merged for greater efficiency, which could mean 
losing your role. In this situation, sharing all relevant 
information requires that you tell the team about 
the increased efficiency opportunities you see, even 
though doing so may hurt your chances of retaining 
your role. 

In challenging situations, there is usually a 
significant gap between what you say and what you 
think and feel. The example on the following page 
shows how people withhold relevant information. 
The right column shows a conversation between 
Paula and Ted; the left column shows Paula’s thoughts 
and feelings as she talks with Ted. Paula doesn’t share 
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with Ted all the relevant thoughts and feelings she 
has. For example, she doesn’t say that others had 
concerns or that she believes the directors did not get 
answers to some basic questions. At the end of the 
conversation, Paula thinks to herself, I’ve got to get you 
to understand what you’ve done! Yet by withholding 
her concerns, Paula contributed to Ted’s lack of 
understanding and increased her own frustration. 

The point of this example is not that Paula should 
share her thoughts and feelings exactly as they appear 
in the left column. To be effective, Paula would 

need to shift her core values so that she is more 
transparent, more curious, and more accountable. 
Then she could share the relevant information she 
has (and also apply the other behaviors). She might 
begin by saying, “Ted, I am really concerned about 
the presentation you did yesterday. I’d like to give you 
some specific examples about what concerned me and 
get your reactions. How does that sound?”

Three:  Use Specific Examples and Agree on 
What Important Words Mean

When you state your views, it’s essential to 
use specific examples and agree on what 

important words mean. When you give specific 
examples, you name people, places, things, events, 
and report what people said and did. This enables 
others to independently determine whether they 
agree with your information and reasoning. 

For example, if you make the general statement, 
“I think some of us aren’t following through on our 
project commitments,” other team members don’t 
have enough information to determine whether they 
agree with you. You haven’t stated who “some of 
us” are or described what behaviors you have seen 
that led you to believe that others aren’t “following 
through.” As a result, the people you are referring to 
may incorrectly infer that you are not talking about 
them, and the people you are not talking about may 
incorrectly infer that you are talking about them and 
as a result feel resentful or unfairly judged.

In contrast, if you say, “Jay and Lily, I didn’t 
receive your sections of the project report. Did you 
complete and email them to everyone on the team?” 
Jay and Lily can report whether they completed their 
assignment. If Jay and Lily agree that they did not 
complete the project report, then they and the team 
can talk about what led this to happen, its impact on 
the team, and what people will do differently in the 
future.

You may be concerned that by identifying specific 
people on the team, they or others may feel that 
you’re putting them on the spot. This is another 
example of how the eight behaviors involve changing 
how you think. Instead of thinking that when 
you identify people you are putting them on the 
spot, you could view this step as being transparent, 

Withholding Relevant Information

The Conversation

Paula: How do you think 
your presentation to the 
directors went yesterday? 

Ted: I think it went OK, 
although there were some 
rough spots. Some of the 
directors can really get 
nit-picky. 

Paula: We’ve got some 
really important reasons 
for doing it. Do you think 
they will OK the project 
now, or do we need to give 
them more answers?

Ted: I think we’re in 
OK shape. A couple of 
them came up to me 
after the meeting and 
said they appreciated the 
presentation. I think we 
should just wait and see. 

Paula: Maybe, but I think 
we might want to give 
the members some more 
information.

Paula’s Thoughts and  
Feelings

I thought the presentation 
was a disaster and so did 
three others I spoke with. 

Do you really believe it 
went OK, or are you just 
trying to put a good face on 
it? Nit-picky! You couldn’t 
answer some basic cost 
questions. 

I don’t understand why you 
didn’t emphasize why we 
wanted to do the project. 
The directors won’t approve 
a project like this if they can’t 
get answers to some basic 
questions.  

I don’t want to wait while 
this project dies on the 
vine. Besides, my reputa-
tion is at stake here too. 

I hope the directors don’t 
think I’m responsible 
for your not having the 
answers to those questions. 
Why didn’t you use the 
information I gave you? 
I’ve got to get you to under-
stand what you’ve done! 
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accountable, curious, and compassionate—that is, 
reflecting Mutual Learning core values. With this 
new mindset you give people an opportunity to 
address your concerns, including whether they view 
the situation the same way as you do. 

Using specific examples also helps you agree on 
what important words mean. Often, team members 
can use the same word in different ways and still 
assume that they agree when they really don’t, or 
vice versa. For example, suppose your team agrees to 
treat each member with respect, which initially seems 
pretty straightforward and helpful. Now consider the 
following situation: You are in a meeting with several 
team members and people from other parts of your 
organization. During the meeting, Alan doesn’t say 
much. Afterwards, he comes to you and says, “Out 
of respect, I didn’t want to say anything to you in 
front of the other divisions, but I don’t think your 
proposal will work.” You respond, “I think it would 
have been more respectful to tell me in the meeting 
that my proposal had problems. Now, if you’re right, 
I may have to call another meeting and take more of 
my own time and the team’s time. To me, one sign 
of respect is that you’re willing to tell me when you 
see a problem and assume I am more interested in 
serving the organization well than in trying to look 
good. How are you thinking about respect in this 
situation?” 

One way to determine whether all team members 
are using a word or phrase to mean the same thing 
is to state your view and ask a genuine question 
(Behavior 1). You can say, “You used the word 
respect. If we are in situation X, and I’m acting 
with respect toward you, I would do Y. Does your 
definition of respect differ from mine, and if it does, 
how so?”

FOur:  Explain Reasoning and Intent

Think about the last time your formal leader’s 
boss asked you to come to his or her office and 

didn’t explain why. You probably wondered what 
the meeting was about and then thought up some 
possible explanations for why he or she wanted to 
talk with you. As human beings, we are hardwired to 
seek meaning in events. If people don’t tell us what 
they are thinking, we make up our own stories, and 

often those stories are wrong.
Explaining your reasoning and intent is another 

part of effectively stating your view. When you share 
your reasoning and intent, you reduce the chance 
that others will make up stories about why you are 
doing what you’re doing. Let’s assume that your 
team works relatively well together, but you think 
they can do even better. If you say to your team, “I’d 
like to introduce a set of behaviors that I think will 
make us more effective,” team members may quickly 
start to think that you are dissatisfied with the team’s 
performance or that they are dysfunctional. You 
reduce the chance of misinterpretation if you also say, 
“I want to be clear about why I’m suggesting this. I 
don’t think we’re dysfunctional. I think we perform 
well and that we can be more efficient and generate 
even better ideas with more support. I’m happy to 
give you examples of what I mean.”  

Reasoning and intent are similar but different. 
Your intent is your purpose for doing something. 
Your reasoning is the logical process you use to 
reach conclusions based on information, values, and 
assumptions. For example, your intent may be to get 
commitment to a decision. Your reasoning may be 
that you value different views and you know people 
have different opinions on this topic; you assume that 
if everyone participates, the decision will be better 
and people will be more committed to it.

When you share your reasoning and intent, you 
make your private thoughts public. This helps people 
understand what led you to make the comments you 
made, ask the questions you asked, or take the actions 
you took. When you share your reasoning and intent, 
others can ask you questions and explain how their 
views differ from yours. And you can do the same 
with them. This is exactly the conversation that teams 
must have in order to understand members’ differing 
views and to move forward as one. 

If you are trying to control the conversation so 
that your point of view will triumph, then fully 
explaining your reasoning will be risky: others might 
identify flaws in your reasoning, thus reducing the 
chance that you will prevail. But if you genuinely 
want to learn, explaining your reasoning and intent 
provides opportunities to learn where others have 
different views and where you may have missed 
something that others see.
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Five:  Focus on Interests, Not Positions

Chances are you have been in a team meeting 
where people try unsuccessfully to get buy-

in to their solutions. The first person shares his 
solution and people tell him why it won’t work. 
Then the second person speaks and her idea is shot 
down. When it’s your turn, the same thing happens. 
The team either reaches an impasse, agrees on a 
compromise that pleases no one, or the formal leader 
takes the decision away from the team.

Why does this happen?
First, people are natural problem-solvers. Give 

team members a problem, and they will quickly 
generate solutions for it. Often they come to a 
meeting with solutions already in hand, or they 
quickly propose them. 

Second, when people have strong feelings about 
the topic, they often think of the meeting as a contest 
where their view—which they see as the correct 
one—should prevail. That leads them to try to 
convince others that their solution is the right one. 
But that doesn’t explain why one person’s solution is 
often unacceptable to others on the team. 

To understand this, we need to understand how 
we arrive at our preferred solutions. Basically, we 
generate a solution that meets our needs, because 
those are the needs we know about. When our 
solutions don’t take into account other stakeholders’ 
needs, the other stakeholders reject the solutions.

Positions are like solutions that people identify to 
address an issue. Interests are the underlying needs that 
people use to generate their solutions or positions.3 To 
illustrate with a very simple example, if you and I are 
sitting in a conference room, and I want the window 
open and you want it closed, those are our positions.4  
If I asked you, “What leads you to want the window 
closed?” you might say that the wind is blowing your 
papers around and you want the papers together. If 
you asked what leads me to want the window open, 
I might say that I’m warm and I want to be cooler. 
These are our interests. My solution to open the 
window and your solution to shut it are simply ways 
for each of us to meet our interests. The problem here 
is that the window can’t be open and closed at the 
same time. But if we focus on our interests, we can 
find a solution that meets both of our interests.

The difficulty with solving problems by focusing 
first on positions is that people’s positions are often 
in conflict, even when their underlying interests are 
compatible. This happens because people tend to offer 
positions that meet their own interests but do not take 
into account other people’s interests. In the conference 
room example, you would probably reject my solution, 
and I would probably reject yours, because neither 
solution meets the other’s interests. Often leaders 
unknowingly encourage team members to focus on 
positions when they say to their team members, “Don’t 
come to the team with a problem unless you have a 
solution.” It’s presumptuous to expect that a solution 
will work for others until their interests are known.

If instead we focus on interests, we could identify 
them and then ask the question, “How can we solve 
this problem in a way that meets these interests?” 
With a little thought and creativity, we might decide 
to open the top part of the window so that your 
papers were not being blown by the wind and I still 
got the benefit of cool air. Or we could switch places 
so that I was closer to the open window and you were 
away from it. When we focus on interests, we are 
being transparent by explaining the reasoning and 
intent underlying our preferences, and we are being 
curious by learning about others’ interests.

These are the key steps for focusing on interests:

1. Identify interests. Ask team members to complete 
this or a similar sentence as many times as possible: 
“No matter what the specifics of the solution are, 
we need to do this in a way that . . . .” If people 
keep identifying positions, ask them, “What is it 
about your solution that’s important to you?” This 
helps identify their underlying interests.

2. Clarify and agree on interests. Make sure each 
team member understands what an expressed 
interest means (apply Behavior 3, “Agree on what 
important words mean”) and that they consider it 
an interest that should be taken into account in the 
solution. This doesn’t mean that the interest is one 
that each team member shares; it means only that 
they consider it relevant.

3. Generate potential solutions that meet the 
interests. If you can’t find a solution that meets 
all the interests the team members have decided 
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should be taken into account, consider whether the 
proposed solutions have a common unnecessary 
assumption embedded in them. For example, if the 
proposed solutions assume that the work has to be 
performed in-house, try relaxing that assumption 
and see if the team can generate other solutions 
that will meet all the interests. If this does not help, 
then the team can prioritize or weight the different 
interests to find a solution that addresses the most 
important interests.

4. Select a solution and implement it. Using this 
approach does not guarantee that the team
will reach a decision that meets all of everyone’s 
interests. It does, however, increase the chance that 
you will find a solution that everyone can support.

Six:  Test Assumptions and Inferences

Remember I said that we are all hardwired to 
seek meaning in events? That includes you. For 

example, if your boss says, “You’re doing a great job, 
but the project has been slowing your team down. 
I’m going to give the new project to Brenda’s team,” 
your mind immediately jumps into action. You may 
wonder, What does he really mean when he says that? 
Why is he saying that? Then you attempt to answer 
your own questions by telling yourself a story. You 
might tell yourself your boss is concerned about your 
team’s performance and isn’t telling you the truth. 
Or you may think he is afraid to confront Brenda 
with the fact that she keeps generating inaccurate 
cost projections that slow down the project. You’re 
probably not even aware you’re asking and answering 
these questions in your mind. However, your 
response to the situation will be based on the story 
you tell yourself. If this story is a negative one, you 
will likely respond in a negative way. For example, 
you might react defensively the next time your boss 
asks you about your team’s performance.

When you draw a conclusion about things you 
don’t know based on things you do know, you 
are making an inference. When you simply take 
something for granted, without any information, 
you are making an assumption. We naturally make 
inferences and assumptions all the time. You have 
to make inferences to get through the day. Also, you 

can’t test out every inference you make; if you did, 
you would drive people crazy and you wouldn’t get 
anything accomplished. Still, the problem is that 
when you make inferences, you don’t know whether 
your inferences are correct. And if you act on your 
inferences as if they were true when they are false, 
then you create problems for yourself and others. 
The only way you can determine if your inference is 
accurate is to test it with the person about whom you 
have made the inference. That’s what this behavior 
encourages you to do. 

To test your inference, you first need to be aware 
that you’re making one. Then identify what the 
other person(s) said or did that led you to make 
your inference. Now you’re ready to test it. “I think 
you said that you were going to give the project to 
Brenda’s team instead of my team. Did I understand 
you correctly?” If your boss says yes, you continue, 
“I’m thinking that you’re concerned about my team’s 
ability to succeed with the project. Am I mistaken?” 

When you apply this “test assumptions and 
interests” behavior, you practice transparency and 
accountability with your thinking and reveal a 
curiosity about what others think. Demonstrating 
the Mutual Learning core values of transparency, 
accountability, and curiosity can encourage others to 
do the same.  

Seven:  Jointly Design Next Steps

When you jointly design next steps, you make 
decisions about what to do next by involving 

others rather than deciding unilaterally. Joint design 
is yet another way to be transparent, curious, and 
enable others to make informed choices. Applying 
this behavior increases the likelihood that people 
will be committed to the next steps of your project. 
In practice, it involves applying the first behavior, 
“State views and ask genuine questions,” to specific 
situations. Decide with others what topics to discuss, 
when and how to discuss them, and when to switch 
topics, as well as how to resolve certain kinds of 
disagreements.

Want to know what it feels like when you’re not 
involved in jointly designing next steps? Think about 
a meeting you attended where the outcome was really 
important to you, yet the person calling the meeting 
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set the agenda, decided who talked and for how long, 
and determined what information attendees could 
share and what information was not relevant. If your 
views differed from that person’s views, you probably 
quickly realized that you wouldn’t influence the 
outcome because you couldn’t influence the process. 
You probably felt that decisions weren’t as good as 
they could have been because everyone didn’t get 
to share their relevant information. As a result, you 
and others felt little commitment to follow through 
with the decisions. Now that you remember your 
own experience, imagine how others react when you 
unilaterally control a meeting or conversation.

Jointly designing a series of next steps can create 
much more effective meetings. For example, when 
developing the agenda for a meeting, write a draft 
of the agenda, explain your reasoning for the topics 
you included, and then ask others if they want to 
add items relevant to the purpose of the meeting. 
Then at the beginning of the meeting ask, “What 
changes, if any, do you think we need to make to the 
agenda?” This ensures that participants believe that 
the meeting will cover all the relevant topics. 

In the meeting, when deciding how to discuss 
a particular agenda item, you might say, “For this 
next item, I suggest we first agree on the problem, 
then identify criteria for solving it, and then generate 
possible solutions before evaluating them. Does 
anyone have any questions or concerns about doing it 
this way?”

Before moving to the next agenda item, you might 
check in with your team members to make sure 
that everyone else is ready to go forward. Instead of 
simply announcing the next topic, you might say, “I 
think we’re ready to move to the next item. Is there 
anything else on this item before we move on?”

If, during the meeting, you think that Roy is off 
track in the conversation, rather than unilaterally 
controlling the conversation by stating, “Let’s get 
back on track” or “That’s not what we’re talking 
about today,” try being more curious with Roy. 
Consider saying something like, “I don’t see how 
your point about outsourcing is related to the 
topic of accomplishing this initiative. Am I missing 
something? Can you help me understand how you 
see them related?” 

When Roy responds, you and other team 
members might learn about a connection between 
the two topics that you had not previously seen. For 
example, Roy might say that outsourcing will free up 
internal resources so that the team can accomplish 
the initiative in less time. If there is a connection, 
the team can decide whether it makes more sense to 
explore Roy’s idea now or later. If it turns out that 
Roy’s comment is not related, you can ask him to 
place it on a future agenda.

When the interaction is jointly designed, people 
have a larger common pool of information that can 
help them make better decisions, and they are more 
likely to commit to any decision made. The same 
holds true when you disagree with others.

Usually, when team members find themselves 
disagreeing, each member tries to convince the 
others that his or her own position is correct. The 
disagreement escalates as each person offers evidence 
to support his or her position and no one offers 
information that might weaken his or her own 
position. In the end, the “losers” still believe they are 
right.

Consider a situation in which you and your team 
members disagree about whether proposed changes 
to your customer service will lead to increased or 
decreased costs. Together, you and the team could 
develop a test to figure out how the proposed changes 
could potentially increase or decrease costs and 
by how much. Jointly designing the test includes 
agreeing on what data to collect and what process 
to use in collecting the data. Team members would 
decide together who to speak with, what questions to 
ask, what sources to use, and what statistical data to 
consider relevant. Whatever test method you use, it 
is critical that the team members involved agree to it 
and agree about how to use the information gathered. 

As with all the other behaviors for smarter teams, to 
practice this seventh behavior effectively, you need to 
change your mindset. You need to shift from thinking 
that you are right and those who disagree are wrong, 
and instead assume that each of you may be missing 
something that the other sees. By jointly designing 
how you resolve disagreements, your team members 
make more informed choices, and they are more likely 
to commit to the outcome because they helped design 
the test and agreed to abide by its results. 
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This seventh behavior doesn’t mean that teams 
must make decisions by consensus, or use any other 
particular decision-making rule. Leaders and teams 
can practice jointly designing next steps—and all the 
other behaviors—using a range of decision-making 
rules.   

eighT:  Discuss Undiscussable Issues

Think about the last time you were walking to 
a meeting while complaining to a fellow team 

member about how the meeting was going to be a 
waste of time. You might have complained that one 
team member is never prepared, or that one member 
dominates the conversation, or that everyone in the 
meeting acts as if they will meet the project deadline, 
when privately everyone knows they won’t. In the 
meeting, the situation unfolded just as you predicted, 
but no one said anything about the problem, 
including you. Walking back to your office with your 
teammate, you may have again expressed frustration 
that the meeting wasn’t a good use of time.

Is this a recent memory for you? If so, you’re 
facing an undiscussable issue. Undiscussable issues are 
topics relevant to the team’s work that team members 
don’t address in the team, the one place where they 
can be resolved. Instead, undiscussable issues are 
usually discussed in other places, such as one-on-one 
with people you trust and who agree with you.  

People usually don’t raise undiscussable issues 
in the team because they’re concerned that doing 
so will make some team members feel embarrassed 
or defensive. They try to save face for these team 
members as well as for themselves. In short, they 
see raising undiscussable issues as not being very 
compassionate. Another reason people don’t like to 
raise undiscussable issues in the team is that they think 
it will generate conflict, and they don’t like conflict.

Unfortunately, many people overestimate the risk 
of raising an undiscussable issue and underestimate 
the risk of not raising it. Specifically, they overlook 
the negative systemic—and often cruel—
consequences they create by not raising undiscussable 
issues in the team. 

Consider three team members—Heather, Carlos, 
and Stan—who are concerned about how the poor 

performance of two other team members—Lynn 
and Jim—affects the ability of the rest of the team 
to excel. If Heather, Carlos, and Stan don’t raise 
this issue directly with Lynn and Jim, they will 
likely continue to talk about Lynn and Jim behind 
their backs. Lynn and Jim won’t know what the 
others’ concerns are, and so will be unable to make 
an informed choice about whether to change 
their behavior. Because Lynn’s and Jim’s behavior 
remains unchanged, Heather, Carlos, and Stan will 
continue to privately complain about them while 
simultaneously withholding the very information 
that could change the situation. Heather, Carlos, 
and Stan will probably be unaware that they, too, 
may be contributing to the problem by not telling 
Jim and Lynn their concerns. They will also miss the 
opportunity to learn whether there are valid reasons 
Jim and Lynn behave as they do. Over time, the 
team’s working relationships and its performance 
are likely to suffer. Avoiding the issue is clearly not 
compassionate behavior. 

Why is it important for Heather, Carlos and Stan 
to raise the issue in the team? Why isn’t it enough just 
to talk with Lynn alone? Or Jim alone? Because if you 
only raise the issue one-on-one with Lynn (or Jim), 
you unilaterally assume that your view about her 
behavior is accurate and that all the team members 
want Lynn’s behavior to change, too. If you and Lynn 
arrive at a solution, and Lynn changes her behavior, 
other members will wonder what has happened, 
and you will have created another undiscussable 
issue on top of the original one. However, if you 
raise the issue in the team, you may find that your 
assumptions were in error; other team members may 
not see fault with Lynn. Instead they may believe her 
behavior results, in part, from other team members 
not following through on their tasks. 

While undiscussable issues that involve the team 
need to be addressed in the team, you can start one-
on-one. You might approach Lynn, saying that you 
have concerns about how her work is affecting you 
and the team in general. You can do the same with 
Jim. You can state with each of them that you didn’t 
want to raise this issue initially in the team because 
you didn’t want them to feel defensive. Instead, you 
want to jointly develop with them a way to raise the 
issue in the team that meets their needs and yours.
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Although discussing undiscussable issues is 
emotionally more difficult to practice than the 
other eight behaviors, mechanically speaking 
there is nothing new in this behavior. To discuss 
undiscussable issues, you use all the previous 
behaviors. You state your views and ask genuine 
questions, share relevant information and give 
specific examples, test assumptions and inferences, 
jointly design next steps, and so on. Perhaps the most 
important element of discussing undiscussable issues 
is to approach them with the Mutual Learning core 
value of compassion and avoid making premature 
negative judgments about how others acted or why 
they acted that way.

Putting the Eight Behaviors into Use

Putting these eight behaviors into regular practice 
is often harder than it sounds. Because most 

people consider these behaviors just common sense, 
they mistakenly assume they should be easy. They are 
common sense, but they are not common practice—
particularly when a challenge occurs, when you and 
your team are facing an important issue and have 
different views on the matter. That’s why making the 
eight behaviors for smarter teams common practice 
requires a Mutual Learning mindset.

You can practice these eight behaviors, even 
if other people do not, in team and one-on-one 
interactions. Yet the impact on your team’s results 
is most powerful when everyone understands the 
Mutual Learning mindset and the eight behaviors, 
agrees on their meanings, and commits to them. 

When you introduce the eight behaviors for 
smarter teams to others, it is important that you 
do so in a manner consistent with the Mutual 
Learning core values. Explain how you believe the 
eight behaviors can help the team be more effective. 
Give specific examples of times when you and others 
might have applied one of the behaviors to reach a 
better decision. Invite others to share their views, 
including questions and concerns they have about 
the behaviors. Above all, people need to make an 
informed choice about adopting the eight behaviors. 

People often ask me whether they can use a subset 
of the eight behaviors for smarter teams and still 
get the same results. Each of the eight behaviors 
helps the team in a different way, and together they 
support each other; omitting one of the behaviors 
reduces your ability to use the power of the set. Still, 
it is more effective to use some of the behaviors than 
none. 

If you decide to use these behaviors for smarter 
teams, don’t assume your team members will 
continue to respond to you in the same way that they 
always have. Behavior is interactive and systemic; 
if you have acted in ways that are inconsistent with 
these eight behaviors, you may have contributed 
to others reacting ineffectively and attributed 
their ineffective behavior solely to them, without 
recognizing that you also played a part. If this has 
happened, your information about the team is 
flawed. For example, if you think that team members 
are defensive, you may have unwittingly acted in 
ways that contributed to their defensiveness—
perhaps by making assumptions about them without 
testing the assumptions, or by stating your views 
without asking genuine questions.

If you and your team use these eight behaviors 
together, you’ll make better decisions, you’ll increase 
team members’ commitment to implementing 
those decisions, you’ll get better performance faster, 
working relationships will improve and team member 
well-being will increase.
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Examples of the Eight Behaviors for Smarter Teams

Example

“I think we should start the project with a small number of key customers so that we can 
identify the problems and fix them before we scale up the program. What concerns, if any, 
do you have with starting small?”

“Although I think we should delay the project until January because it will balance our 
workload, Maureen says that our costs will increase by 4 percent if we wait.”

“Let me give you an example of what I mean by taking initiative. Yesterday in the team 
meeting, when I asked if the project figures had been updated since last week, you said 
no. I think if you had taken initiative, you would be updating them regularly without my 
asking.”

“When I say consensus, I mean that everyone on this team can say they will support and 
implement the decision, given their roles and responsibilities.”

“The reason I am asking is . . . ”

“Here’s how I reached my decision: . . .”

“Here’s what led me to do this: . . .”

To identify interests: “No matter what the specifics of the solution are, the solution needs to 
be one that . . .”

To craft a solution: “Given the interests we’ve agreed on, what are some potential solutions 
that meet these interests?”

When someone is focused on a position: “What is it about that solution that’s important to 
you? I’m asking because if we can identify this, we can help meet your needs.”

“I think you said that you were taking away the project from my team. Did I understand 
you correctly?” [If the answer is yes, continue] “I’m thinking that you’re concerned about 
my team’s performance on this. Am I mistaken?”

To jointly design the purpose of a meeting: “My understanding is that the purpose of this 
meeting is to agree on criteria for selection, but not to select candidates. Does anyone have 
a different understanding of the purpose?”

To jointly design the process: “For this next item, I suggest we first agree on the problem, 
then identify criteria for solving it, and then generate possible solutions before evaluating 
them. Does anyone have any questions or concerns about doing it this way?”

To move to the next agenda item: “I think we’re ready to move to the next item. Is anyone 
not ready to move on?”

When you think someone is off the topic: “I don’t see how your point about outsourcing 
is related to the topic of our planning process. Can you help me understand how you 
think they are related? Or if it isn’t related, can we decide whether and when to address 
outsourcing?” 

“I want to raise what might be a difficult issue and get your reactions. I’m not trying to put 
anyone on the spot, but instead trying for us to work better as a team. Here is what I’ve 
seen and what I think the issue is. [State your relevant information]. How do others see 
this?” 

Eight Behaviors

Discuss undiscussable issues

Jointly design next steps

Test assumptions and 
inferences

Focus on interests, not positions

Explain reasoning and intent

Share all relevant information

State views and ask genuine 
questions

Use specific examples and agree 
on what important words mean

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
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Endnotes

1.  The Mutual Learning approach draws from Chris Argyris and Don Schön’s 
Model II work, as well as the work of Bob Putnam, Diana Smith and Phil 
McArthur at Action Design, who originally used the term Mutual Learning 
in this context.

2.  I have also discussed these behaviors in my book The Skilled Facilitator:  A 
Comprehensive Resource for Consultants, Facilitators, Managers, Trainers and 
Coaches (Jossey-Bass, 2002). In general these behaviors, which I previously 
referred to as Ground Rules for Effective Teams, build on the work of 
Chris Argyris and Don Schön

3.  This behavior is from Roger Fisher, William Ury, and Bruce Patton’s book 
Getting to Yes (Penguin, 1991). The idea was developed originally by Mary 
Parker Follett in the early 1900s.

4.  I have adapted this story from one that originally appeared in Mary 
Parker Follett’s 1925 paper “Constructive Conflict” and was published  in 
Dynamic Administration: The Collected Papers of Mary Parker Follett, edited 
by Henry C. Metcalf and L. Urwick (HarperCollins, 1941). The story also 
appears in Fisher, Ury, and Patton’s book Getting To Yes.
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Current and On-Going Projects 
(Project does not require extreme management/labor by Manager/Staff and/or is 

initiated by an outside source/entity) 
 

  
• Swansboro Causeway Living Shoreline Project* 

 

• Public Safety Building Restoration/Relocation Planning Project/ Swansboro Alternate  

Emergency Operations Center (Swansboro United Methodist Church-SUMC) -1   

 

• NC DCM Resilient Coastal Communities Program (RCCP) Grant 1 

   

• NC State Historic Preservation Office Florence and Michael ESHPF Hurricane Disaster  

Relief Grant – Emmerton School 2-3 

 

• Swansboro Historic Architectural Survey Grant 2-3        

 

• 2020 NC Public Beach and Coastal Waterfront Access Grant Project 1  

 

• FY 2020 Stormwater Outfall Retrofit Project – Walnut Street  2   

 

• Sidewalk Priority Projects (those currently under construction) 1-3 

 

• Traffic Light Synchronization Project* 

 

• Swansboro ADA Plan 2 

 

• Visitor’s Center Improvement 1 

 

Project management is the application of processes, methods, skills, knowledge and experience to 

achieve specific project objectives according to the project acceptance criteria within agreed 

parameters (contract document).  Project management has final deliverables that are constrained to a 

finite timescale and budget. 

 

 

Appendix 1 
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Excerpts from John Barlow’s February 2021 Pay Study 

Revised 2022  

                                  STUDY METHODOLOGY 

 
This study establishes a classification and pay plan for Town of Swansboro. 

 
Classification. The study assigns positions to classifications based on their degree of 

similarity and difference in the following factors: 

 

• Difficulty of work (complexity and variety). 

• Judgement and responsibility. 

• Education and experience requirements. 

• Nature and extent of public contact. 

• Physical effort and hazards; and  

• Supervision given and received. 

 

Each job description was reviewed to clarify duties and responsibilities. Questions to 

accurately confirm the function of each class specification was discussed with 

management.  Using Existing Class specifications, a market survey was conducted with 

seven (7) area local government employers to identify appropriate pay rates. 

 
Compensation. As part of this study, recommendations are being made for a salary 

schedule, position classification plan, and costs for implementing the salary plan. 

 
The labor market was selected to provide the following information: 

 

• The prevailing rate of pay in the immediate geographic area. 

• Comparison of jobs similar to those in the Town of Swansboro; and 

• Prevailing rates of pay with employers who directly compete with the Town for 

the same or similar pool of workers with specific job skills. 

 

The prevailing rate of pay in the immediate geographic area is important because these 

wage rates reflect the cost of living in the area and the employment rate. Employers in the 

same geographic area who hire for similar jobs are also those employers with whom the 

Town competes most directly for skilled workers. Setting competitive salaries that allow 

the Town to hire qualified employees and retain the experienced and valuable workforce 

it has are important components of any salary survey. Salary grade assignments are based 

on an analysis of the labor market as to which comparison positions are stronger, weaker, 

and the closest match, and on reporting relationships of which positions within the Town 

are stronger, weaker, and similar and the degree of these differences. 

 

 

Appendix 2 
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Report Summary 

 

Administration 

 

Because the Town Manager role is not classified, we have provided a separate letter with a 

salary range recommendation.  

 

One position performs a combination of the Assistant Town Manager and Town Clerk roles. Work 

includes performing the statutory responsibilities of Town Clerk including taking and preparing 

minutes and serving as official custodian of all Town records; This role supervises the other 3 

positions located in Administration; Deputy Clerk, Permit Technician, and Administrative 

Services Representative.  Last, this position takes on the role of the Town Manager in his absence.  

The comparative towns did not have an exact match.  The closest comparable was the Assistant 

Town Manager/Finance Director for the Town of Manteo. Based on these duties, recommend 

classification remain Assistant Town Manager/Town Clerk. Comparative salary data analysis 

closely aligned to this position leads to a salary grade 27.  At this time, this position (as described) is 

not being utilized.  The role of Assistant Town Manager has not been reassigned. (2/20/2022) 

 

The Planning Director position was reclassed in 2019 for statutory compliance.  Work includes the 

overall responsibility of long-term and daily planning activities related to growth as well as directing 

permitting and inspections, and zoning code compliance.  In the event this position is reestablished, the 

salary grade data analysis for this position leads to a salary grade 22. 

 

The Human Resources and Benefits Manager position was dissolved in 2016.  Its functions were divided 

between the Finance Director and the Assistant Town Manager/Town Clerk.  In the event this position 

is reauthorized the comparative salary data analysis for this position leads to an increase in salary grade 

from 17 to 20.   

 

Finance 

The Finance Officer role includes maintaining the general ledger, processing payroll and accounts 

payable, preparing various financial records and reports and participating in customer service and 

accounts receivable.  The role also supervises the Finance Technician and Finance Clerk. The role 

requires strong financial, advanced administrative support, and fiscal knowledges, advanced office 

technology skill, and broad knowledge of municipal functions.  Additional Human Resource 

functions were added when the HR and Benefits Manager position was dissolved.  Based on these 

duties, recommend classification to remain Finance Director. Salary data analysis for this position 

leads to a salary grade increase from 22 to 24. 

 

The Finance Clerk supports the financial management of the Town with tasks such as preparing 

purchase orders, accounts payable, accounts receivable, collecting fees and maintaining files and 

records.  This position involves considerable contact with other employees involving the accounting 
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and collections functions as well as considerable public contact requiring tack and courtesy.  Salary 

data analysis for this position leads to a salary grade increase from 11 to 12. 

 

Parks and Recreation 

The Recreation Programs Supervisor is primarily responsible for planning, organizing, and promoting 

recreation programs for all ages.  Work involves extensive contact with participants of all ages. It also 

supervises the work of the part-time Recreation Coordinator.  Salary data analysis for this position 

leads to a salary grade increase from 11 to 12.   

 

Fire Department 

The Fire Chief is responsible for all managerial, administrative, and supervisory functions for both paid 

and volunteer staff.  The Chief prepares and monitors departmental budget; ensures equipment 

functionality and safety and may participate in the operation of the equipment.  The position requires 

extensive communication with employees from other departments and the public as well.  Salary data 

analysis for this position leads to a salary grade increase from 22 to 24. 

 

The Fire Captain is responsible for overseeing all operational matters on each respective 24-hour shift.  

Work involves supervising all paid and volunteer staff in preparing for and responding to departmental 

activities.  Position has a number of distinguishing special requirements.  Salary data analysis for this 

position leads to a salary grade increase from 15 to 17 16.  (Salary range shown indicates at grade 16) 

 

The Fire Equipment Operator is responsible for responding to fire and rescue related incidents as well 

as operating equipment on the scene.  Requires thorough knowledge of fire suppression techniques and 

rescue operations.  Required to make decisions under pressure particularly related to the operation of 

equipment.  This class is staffed with both full-time and part time employees.  Salary data analysis for 

this position leads to a salary grade increase from 12 to 13. 

 

The Firefighter position responds to fire, medical, rescue and other emergency calls with the fire 

department.  This position requires extensive training and certification including emergency vehicle 

operator, NC firefighter level II certification, EMT-B certification, and NIMS incident command 

training.  This class is staffed with 8 part-time firefighters.  Salary data analysis for this position leads 

to an hourly rate range increase from a minimum of $12/hr. to a maximum of $14.71 to a range of $14.42/hr. 

to $21.63. 

 

Police Department 

 

The Police Chief is responsible for all activities of the Police Department and acts as the Emergency Manager 

for the Town during major incidents.  Work involves extensive law enforcement skill and knowledge, ability 

to think critically and independently and exercise sound judgement particularly during times of crisis.  Work 
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requires considerable public contact and the ability to build and maintain relationships internal and external to 

the Police Department.  Salary data analysis for this position leads to a salary grade increase from 22 

to 24. 

 

The Police Lieutenant/Investigator position is no longer a combined position but none the less it remains 

on the Pay and Classification Plan.  This position is responsible for overseeing both the patrol division 

and the investigative division as well as the lead investigator on major crimes.  This class acts as the 

Chief of Police in his absence.  Salary data analysis for this position leads to a salary grade increase 

from 17 to 19. 

 

The Lieutenant is responsible for supervising the patrol division and serves as the evidence custodian.  

Work requires extensive skill and law enforcement knowledge.  Work assumes the responsibilities of 

the Chief of Police in his absences.  Salary data analysis for this position leads to a salary grade 

increase from 17 to 19. 

 

The Investigator is responsible for overseeing all aspects of investigations as well as serving as the 

investigator for major crimes.  Work requires considerable knowledge of modern investigative 

techniques.  Requires extensive contact with other law enforcement agencies and interaction with the 

public.  Salary data analysis for this position leads to a salary grade increase from 16 to 18. 

 

The Sergeant class performs a full range of law enforcement work within the patrol division.  This class 

may also assist in the investigation of crimes.  Special requirements include the ability to supervise at 

least two other officers on a shift and 120 hours of commission approved training.  Salary data analysis 

for this position leads to a salary grade increase from 15 to 17. 

 

The Corporal class is essentially the same as the Sergeant expect that it only requires the ability to 

supervise junior officers and 100 hours of commission approved training.  Currently there are not any 

staff assigned to the class.  Salary data analysis for this position leads to a salary grade increase from 

14 to 16. 

 

The Police Officer II class essentially described the same as the Sergeant and Corporal only differenced 

by the lack of supervisory ability and requiring 2+ years of experience.  Currently there are not any staff 

assigned to the class.  Recommendation is to move those police officers that meet to standards into the 

class. Salary data analysis for this position leads to a salary grade increase from 14 to 15. 

 

Public Works 

 

The Public Works Director/Building Inspector is responsible for a wide range of activities critical in 

the operation of the Town.  Work is highly technically in both fields of responsibility requiring 
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knowledge and certification to conduct inspections within the scope of State Building codes. This 

class is unique to the Town of Swansboro.  Use of the comparative salary data did not give an exact 

match.  Based on the complexity of the class and the level of responsibility and decision-making 

necessary my analysis would increase the salary grade from 23 to 26.   

 

The Public Works Maintenance Technician II class is primarily responsible for the repair and 

maintenance of Town buildings, grounds, streets and operation of heavy equipment as needed.  Class 

does need to possess the ability to lead a small crew of staff in the perform of operations.  Class requires 

valid class A NC driver’s license.  Currently there are not any staff assigned to the class.  Salary data 

analysis for this position leads to a salary grade increase from 12 to 13. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(Space Left Blank Intentionally) 
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PAY PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

 

The salary ranges in the recommended pay table are approximately 50% from minimum 

to maximum salary. The hiring rate or probationary rate is 5% less than the minimum.  

This reflects the prevailing trend for municipalities in the state. Grades 5% apart have been 

established. The ranges are divided into hiring rate, minimum rate (where employees 

should move upon probation completion), midpoint, and maximum rates. These ranges 

allow for merit pay increases and allow flexibility in implementing and administering the 

system. The range provides for employee advancement because of increased value to the 

Town because of increased experience, and as an incentive and reward for increased 

performance. 

 

Implementation Strategy 

 

I have recommended a new pay table reflecting a 2% increase for all salary grades.  This 

recommendation is the result of a comprehensive market survey with 7 other local 

municipal jurisdictions.  These recommendations put Swansboro in a better position with 

salary grades that are competitive with the market. An implementation strategy is 

presented below: (The 2% recommendation was accomplished with the 2% COLA 

given/effective July 1, 2021, but still leaves the pay scale 2% behind the competitive 

market unless an additional 2% was added.)   

 

• Employee salaries are placed in the range to meet the following criteria: 1) at least 

to the new hiring rate for the recommended salary grade for employees who have 

not completed probation 2) at least to the minimum of the range for employees who 

have passed probation as of 2/1/2022; and 3) In the event an employee’s position 

was reclassified, the employee’s salary will be at least the minimum of the range or 

2%, whichever is greater.  No employees were reclassified to a lower grade or 

received a salary reduction. 

 

Cost to Implement  -  $55,300 (minus FICA, Retirement and 401K contribution) 

Cost to Implement (2022) - $37,757.89  (minus FICA, Retirement and 401K contribution)                 

(Refer to Spreadsheet for total cost breakdown) - $46,396.08) 

Important Notes: 

1. The costs reflected above represent salary cost only and do not reflect the 

cost of benefits associated with salaries.  See attached spreadsheet.  

2. Because the Town Manager role is not a classified position, any cost for 

that role, or for other new positions, is not included in the total above. 

3. The recommendations are for the remainder of fiscal year 2021-22. In 

July, other competitors will adjust their salary ranges and Swansboro will 

need to do the same. 
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Town of Swansboro 

Salary Schedule 

2021-2022  

(Reference Implementation Strategy – red note) 
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Pay Study 2021 (Not adopted)                                                 

Revised 2022 Proposed

 FULL 

TIME/PART 

TIME 

 CURRENT 

CLASSIFICATION 

 CURRENT 

ANNUAL 

SALARY 

 CURRENT 

SALARY/HOURLY 

RATE 

 2% INCREASE-BASED 

ON CURRENT 

ANNUAL SALARY 

 2% INCREASE-

BASED ON 

CURRENT ANNUAL 

SALARY 

 RECOMMENDED 

CLASSIFICATION 

 ADJUSTMENT DUE 

TO 

RECLASSIFICATION 

 INCREASE DUE TO 

RECOMMENDED 

ADJUSTMENT 

FICA

 TOTAL INCREASE 

DUE TO 

RECOMMENDED 

ADJUSTMENT 

ADMINISTRATION 7.65% 11.43% 12.04% 3.00% 5%

ANSELL, JENNIFER FULL TIME 21                            62,573        2,406.66                   1,251.46                         1,251.46                    1,251.46                     95.74                         143.04     37.54       1,527.79                      

FENDER, ALISSA FULL TIME 22                            53,198        2,046.07                   1,063.96                         1,063.96                    1,063.96                     81.39                         121.61     31.92       1,298.88                      

HOWARD, DARLA FULL TIME 13                            36,192        17.40                        723.84                            723.84                       723.84                        55.37                         82.73       21.72       883.66                         

SPARR, LISA FULL TIME 11                            33,654        16.18                        673.09                            673.09                       673.09                        51.49                         76.93       20.19       821.71                         

CUADRO, ALIETTE M (PROBATION) FULL TIME 14                            36,005        17.31                        -                                  -                             -                             -          -                               

FINANCE

JOHNSON, SONIA FULL TIME 22                            68,430        2,631.91                   1,368.59                         1,368.59                    24                            1,368.59                     104.70                       156.43     41.06       1,670.78                      

MASTRACCO, ASHLEY FULL TIME 11                            34,320        16.50                        686.40                            686.40                       12                            686.40                        52.51                         78.46       20.59       837.96                         

STEWART, ANGELA FULL TIME 14                            38,272        18.40                        765.44                            765.44                       765.44                        58.56                         87.49       22.96       934.45                         

FIRE

ALLEMAN, CHARLES PART TIME 14.03          14.03                        14.31                              197.82                       77.13                            274.95                        21.03                         -          -          295.98                         

BUHR, MOLLIE K FULL TIME 12                            32,659        1,256.10                   653.17                            -                             13                            2,318.52                       2,318.52                     -                             265.01     69.56       2,653.08                      

CECI, MATT PART TIME 15.68          15.68                        15.99                              221.09                       221.09                        16.91                         -          6.63         244.63                         

DEGNAN, DAVID (PROBATION) FULL TIME 22                            58,000        2,230.77                   -                                  -                             24                            1,822.73                       1,822.73                     139.44                       208.34     54.68       2,225.19                      

EARLES, BETTIE ASHLEIGH FULL TIME 15                            44,092        1,695.83                   881.83                            881.83                       16                            881.83                        67.46                         100.79     26.45       1,076.54                      

GRAHAM, JAMES J PART TIME 13.25          13.25                        13.52                              186.83                       638.03                          824.85                        63.10                         -          24.75       912.70                         

HANNON, ROBERT FULL TIME 15                            43,297        1,665.28                   865.95                            865.95                       16                            865.95                        66.24                         98.98       25.98       1,057.15                      

HUNTER, KYLE R FULL TIME 12                            32,659        1,256.10                   653.17                            -                             13                            2,318.52                       2,318.52                     177.37                       265.01     69.56       2,830.45                      

JOHNSON III,  WILLIAM F (PROBATION) PART TIME 13.26          13.26                        13.53                              -                             630.83                          630.83                        48.26                         -          18.93       698.02                         

LYNCH, CHRISTOPHER P PART TIME 14.03          14.03                        14.31                              197.82                       77.13                            274.95                        21.03                         -          8.25         304.23                         

ORR II, JOHN PART TIME 14.03          14.03                        14.31                              197.82                       77.13                            274.95                        21.03                         -          8.25         304.23                         

PIMENTA, DAVID PART TIME 12.48          12.48                        12.73                              175.97                       1,191.73                       1,367.70                     104.63                       -          41.03       1,513.36                      

POLK, ETHAN PART TIME 15.22          15.22                        15.52                              214.60                       214.60                        16.42                         -          6.44         237.46                         

REESE, CHASE (PROBATION) FULL TIME 12                            32,659        1,256.10                   653.17                            -                             13                            2,318.52                       2,318.52                     177.37                       265.01     69.56       2,830.45                      

SEBBY, JONATHAN (PROBATION) PART TIME 13.25          13.25                        13.52                              -                             638.03                          638.03                        48.81                         -          19.14       705.97                         

STANLEY, JR. WILLIAM PART TIME 15.69          15.68                        16.00                              228.28                       228.28                        17.46                         -          6.85         252.59                         

TAVERINE, KEVIN FULL TIME 15                            49,344        1,897.83                   986.87                            986.87                       16                            986.87                        75.50                         112.80     29.61       1,204.77                      

WEBSTER, CLAYTON A PART TIME 14.46          14.46                        14.75                              203.89                       203.89                        15.60                         -          6.12         225.60                         

WEST, JOSEPH PART TIME 14.03          14.03                        14.31                              197.82                       77.13                            274.95                        21.03                         -          8.25         304.23                         

VACANT PART TIME 12.00          12.00                        12.24                              -                             1,706.10                       1,706.10                     130.52                       -          51.18       1,887.80                      

VACANT PART TIME 12.00          12.00                        12.24                              -                             1,706.10                       1,706.10                     130.52                       -          51.18       1,887.80                      

VACANT PART TIME 12.00          12.00                        12.24                              -                             1,706.10                       1,706.10                     130.52                       -          51.18       1,887.80                      

-          -         

PUBLIC WORKS

BATES, GERALD FULL TIME 14                            37,835        18.19                        756.70                            756.70                       756.70                        57.89                         86.49       22.70       923.78                         

BROWN, III, PAUL FULL TIME 12                            38,272        18.40                        765.44                            765.44                       765.44                        58.56                         87.49       22.96       934.45                         

WETHERINGTON, BRADLEY J FULL TIME 12                            34,299        16.49                        685.98                            685.98                       685.98                        52.48                         78.41       20.58       837.45                         

HERRING, FRED A. FULL TIME 12                            34,320        16.50                        686.40                            686.40                       686.40                        52.51                         78.46       20.59       837.96                         

STIPE, JIM FULL TIME 23                            72,784        2,799.40                   1,455.69                         1,455.69                    26                            1,455.69                     111.36                       166.39     43.67       1,777.10                      

WEBB, JUSTIN B FULL TIME 14                            39,021        18.76                        780.42                            780.42                       780.42                        59.70                         89.20       23.41       952.73                         

PARKS & RECREATION

BOTINOVCH, JAMIE (EVENT ATTENDANT) PART TIME 9.51            9.51                          9.70                                190.20                       190.20                        14.55                         -          5.71         210.46                         

BRINKLEY, SCOTT FULL TIME 12                            37,586        18.07                        751.71                            751.71                       751.71                        57.51                         85.92       22.55       917.69                         

BRITT, PATRICIA C (EVENT ATTENDANT) PART TIME  9.69            9.69                          9.88                                193.80                       193.80                        14.83                         -          5.81         214.44                         

CREASEY, JESSICA (EVENT ATTENDANT) PART TIME 9.70            9.70                          9.89                                194.00                       194.00                        14.84                         -          5.82         214.66                         

FELLOWS, ROBERT FULL TIME 11                            36,005        17.31                        720.10                            720.10                       12                            720.10                        55.09                         82.31       21.60       879.09                         

FENDER, MADISON P (EVENT ATTENDANT) PART TIME 9.50            9.50                          9.69                                190.00                       190.00                        14.54                         -          5.70         210.23                         

FICKEY, CHRISTOPHER (EVENT ATTENDANT) PART TIME 9.41            9.41                          9.60                                188.20                       188.20                        14.40                         -          5.65         208.24                         

JEHUE, DENISE M (EVENT ATTENDANT) PART TIME 10.20          10.20                        10.40                              204.00                       204.00                        15.61                         -          6.12         225.73                         

MANRIQUEZ, TAMMY M (EVENT ATTENDANT) PART TIME 9.88            9.88                          10.08                              197.60                       197.60                        15.12                         -          5.93         218.64                         

PYLYPIW, DEBRA (EVENT ATTENDANT) PART TIME 9.79            9.79                          9.99                                195.80                       195.80                        14.98                         -          5.87         216.65                         

SIMMONS, KATHRYN R (EVENT ATTENDANT) PART TIME 9.43            9.46                          9.62                                158.60                       158.60                        12.13                         -          4.76         175.49                         

STANLEY, ANNA FULL TIME 21                            58,651        2,255.80                   1,173.02                         1,173.02                             1,173.02                     89.74                         134.08     35.19       1,432.02                      

STILLMAN, HALEY (EVENT ATTENDANT) (PROBATION) PART TIME 9.50            9.50                          9.69                                -                             -                             -                             -          -          -                               

POLICE

BRIM, BENJAMIN FULL TIME 14                            37,829        1,454.98                   756.59                            756.59                       756.59                        57.88                         91.09       37.83      943.39                         

EDWARDS, ZACHARY W (PROBATION) FULL TIME 14                            36,007        1,384.87                   720.13                            -                             719.36                          719.36                        55.03                         86.61       35.97      896.97                         

FICKEY, ANTON FULL TIME 16                            51,695        1,988.26                   1,033.90                         1,033.90                    18                            1,033.90                     79.09                         124.48     51.69      1,289.16                      

JACKSON, KEN FULL TIME 22                            67,970        2,614.23                   1,440.97                         1,440.97                    24                            1,440.97                     110.23                       173.49     72.05      1,796.74                      

KACKIEMIESTER, KYLE FULL TIME 15                            44,533        1,712.81                   890.66                            890.66                       17                            107.60                          998.26                        76.37                         120.19     49.91      1,244.73                      

 NC ORBIT 

RETIREMENT 
401K
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Pay Study 2021 (Not adopted)                                                 

Revised 2022 Proposed

 FULL 

TIME/PART 

TIME 

 CURRENT 

CLASSIFICATION 

 CURRENT 

ANNUAL 

SALARY 

 CURRENT 

SALARY/HOURLY 

RATE 

 2% INCREASE-BASED 

ON CURRENT 

ANNUAL SALARY 

 2% INCREASE-

BASED ON 

CURRENT ANNUAL 

SALARY 

 RECOMMENDED 

CLASSIFICATION 

 ADJUSTMENT DUE 

TO 

RECLASSIFICATION 

 INCREASE DUE TO 

RECOMMENDED 

ADJUSTMENT 

FICA

 TOTAL INCREASE 

DUE TO 

RECOMMENDED 

ADJUSTMENT 

 NC ORBIT 

RETIREMENT 
401K

MCLEAN, JOHN FULL TIME 14                            37,807        1,454.12                   756.14                            756.14                       756.14                        57.84                         91.04       37.81      942.83                         

MCNEIL, JEREMY (PROBATION) FULL TIME 16                            47,351        1,821.18                   947.01                            -                             18                            -                             -                             -          -         -                               

RUTH, KRYSTAL P FULL TIME 14                            37,807        1,454.11                   756.14                            756.14                       756.14                        57.84                         91.04       37.81      942.83                         

SHOTWELL, KYLE P (PROBATION) FULL TIME 14                            36,007        1,384.87                   720.13                            -                             719.36                          719.36                        55.03                         86.61       35.97      896.97                         

STANLEY, TERESA FULL TIME 11                            36,608        17.60                        732.16                            732.16                       732.16                        56.01                         88.15       36.61      912.93                         

TALLMAN, RYAN FULL TIME 14                            40,483        1,557.02                   809.65                            809.65                       809.65                        61.94                         97.48       40.48      1,009.55                      

TAYLOR DWAYNE FULL TIME 17                            61,675        2,372.12                   1,233.50                         1,233.50                    19                            1,233.50                     94.36                         148.51     61.68      1,538.05                      

WATT, BRENNA (PROBATION) FULL TIME 15                            44,533        1,712.81                   890.66                            -                             17                            -                             -                             -          -         -                               

WELLMER, KYLE FULL TIME 14                            38,177        1,468.33                   763.53                            763.53                       763.53                        58.41                         91.93       38.18      952.05                         

TOTAL FULL TIME 38 29,950.27                  18,850.03                     48,800.30                   3,555.86                    2,951.36  1,290.63  1,134.17  535.98    58,268.30                    

TOTAL PART TIME 25

**MANAGER POSITION NOT ON PAY PLAN- SEE SEPARATE LETTER FROM JOHN BARLOW, FEBRUARY 12,2021

INCREASE IN SALARIES 48,800.30   

NC ORBIT RETIREMENT 4,242.00     

401K 3% 1,134.17     

401K 5% 535.98        

FICA 3,555.86     

TOTAL INCREASE WITH FICA AND RETIREMENT BENEFITS 58,268.30   
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