
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

)
In the Matter of )
Perry Homes Building Company/ ) MUR 7710
Perry Homes, LLC; )

)

INTRODUCTION

Through counsel, Perry Homes1 provides the following response to the complaint 
filed by Elizabeth Guide (the “Complainant”) and designated by the Federal Election 
Commission (the “Commission”) as MUR 7710.2

In summary, the complaint alleges that Wesley Hunt knowingly violated 52 U.S.C. 
§ 30118(a) (formerly 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a)) by accepting “excessive payments [from Perry 
Homes] in 2018 in order to further his political campaign.” Compl. at ¶ 3. As explained below, 
the Complainant’s allegation is based on an incorrect employment date on Mr. Hunt’s 
LinkedIn profile and circumstantial evidence, whereas the actual facts make it apparent that 
the thrust of the complaint is without merit. Furthermore, when one compares such facts to 
the three conditions enumerated in 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(6)(iii), it is clear that Mr. Hunt’s
salary during the period of his candidacy is consistent with the Commission’s exemption for 
payments for bona fide employment under this regulation. Accordingly, the Commission 
should dismiss this complaint and summarily close the file in this matter.

THE “SUBSTANTIATION” FOR THE ALLEGATIONS

As an initial matter, it is important to inventory the documentation provided and/or 
cited by the Complainant to support the allegations:

1. Mr. Hunt’s LinkedIn.com profile, dated as of April 23, 2019. See Attachment 1.

2. Mr. Hunt’s personal financial disclosure report filed with the U.S. House Committee 
on Ethics on May 15, 2019. See Attachment 2.

1 The Commission’s letter was addressed to both Perry Homes Building Company (“PHBC”) and Perry Homes, 
LLC. PHBC is a subsidiary entity to Perry Homes, LLC and has no business activities that are relevant in any way 
to this matter.
2 Perry Homes received notice of the complaint on March 10, 2020 and was subsequently granted an extension 
to file a response on or before April 22, 2020. 

Digitally signed 
by Kathryn Ross 
Date: 2020.04.23 
08:01:45 -04'00'
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ALLEGATION 1: HUNT WAS PAID $51,722.53 FOR 2 MONTHS OF WORK

To support the allegation that Mr. Hunt received “$51,722.53 for 2 months of work”, 
the Complainant cites the $51,722.53 in total salary payments made by Perry Homes in 2018 
that were disclosed on Mr. Hunt’s personal financial disclosure report and the employment 
dates listed on Mr. Hunt’s LinkedIn profile. Importantly, Mr. Hunt’s period of employment 
with Perry Homes was listed on his LinkedIn profile (and cited by the Complainant) as being 
“November 2018 – present.” Upon review of company records, however, it has become clear 
that Mr. Hunt’s LinkedIn profile is simply incorrect. As explained below, the total
compensation reported on Mr. Hunt’s personal financial disclosure report reflects 
appropriate compensation paid to him from mid-April 2018 to December 2018, the time 
period in which Mr. Hunt was actually employed by Perry Homes in 2018.

Mr. Hunt began his employment with Perry Homes as a “Phase II Construction 
Manager” in mid-April 2018, which is evidenced by various employment records obtained 
from Perry Homes. See e.g., Attachment 3. According to his employment terms with Perry 
Homes, Mr. Hunt’s total compensation in 2018 consisted of a combination of (i) base pay, (ii) 
overtime premium payments, and (iii) incentive payments, with the total of the three 
components guaranteed to be at least $5,000 in any given month. See Attachment 4. Perry 
Homes also provided Mr. Hunt with a benefits package and vehicle allowance consistent with 
the company’s standard policies. See Attachment 5. These employment records support the 
fact that the $51,722.53 in total salary payments disclosed on Mr. Hunt’s personal financial 
disclosure report are accurate and, importantly, not excessive. See Attachment 6. 

While it is not known why Mr. Hunt’s LinkedIn profile incorrectly lists November 
2018 as the beginning of his employment with Perry Homes, the Commission should rely 
solely on the employment records attached to this response because—at least with respect 
to verifying a person’s employment history—contemporaneous employment records and 
executed contracts have much more validity and evidentiary value than a LinkedIn profile.3

It is also worth mentioning that 11 C.F.R. § 111.4(d)(3)-(4) requires a complaint to 
conform to the following provisions:

(3) It should contain a clear and concise recitation of the facts which describe 
a violation of a statute or regulation over which the Commission has 
jurisdiction; and

3 It is worth noting that Mr. Hunt was transferred from the “Sienna 50” project to the “Aliana 55” project in 
November 2018. See Attachment 7. Therefore, it is conceivable that Mr. Hunt made a mistake completing or 
editing his LinkedIn profile while he was updating it to reflect his transfer, but it is unknown to Perry Homes 
regarding whether this is the actual explanation for the error.
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(4) It should be accompanied by any documentation supporting the facts 
alleged if such documentation is known of, or available to, the complainant.

Given that the Complainant’s only “substantiation” for the allegation that Mr. Hunt 
received “$51,722.53 for 2 months of work” has proven to be incorrect, the copy of the 
LinkedIn profile proffered by the Complainant cannot possibly constitute a “clear and 
concise recitation of the facts.” And it certainly cannot be considered “documentation 
supporting the facts.” 

Therefore, even though Perry Homes has proven that the allegation that Mr. Hunt 
received “$51,722.53 for 2 months of work” is substantively false, this allegation should also 
be dismissed by the Commission as a matter of procedure.

ALLEGATION 2: HUNT BECAME A PART-TIME EMPLOYEE TO ALLOW HIM TO FOCUS 
ON HIS CONGRESSIONAL CAMPAIGN

To support the allegation that “[i]n January 2019, Mr. Hunt became a part-time 
employee of Perry homes [sic] to allow him to focus on his congressional campaign,” the 
Complainant cites Schedule F of Mr. Hunt’s personal financial disclosure report. In that 
section of the personal financial disclosure report, which lists Mr. Hunt’s agreements with 
third parties, Mr. Hunt essentially discloses the fact that, as of the time he filed the report, he 
was no longer a full-time employee of Perry Homes.

Without providing any more facts or evidence to support the allegation, the 
Complainant makes an incredible leap to wrongly assume that Perry Homes transitioned Mr. 
Hunt to part-time employment status for the benefit of his congressional campaign. In 
reality, and quite ironically given the allegation, Perry Homes began paying Mr. Hunt as a 
part-time employee precisely to comply with campaign-finance laws. The preparation, 
repeated assessments, and resulting changes made by Perry Homes to ensure compliance 
are discussed in more detail below, and they demonstrate exactly the sort of corporate 
behavior that the Commission seeks to encourage.

A. The Applicable Legal Standard

The Act prohibits corporations from contributing to candidates. See 52 U.S.C. § 
30118(a) (formerly 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a)). The term “contribution” includes “any gift, 
subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money or anything of value made by any person 
for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office,” id. § 30101(8)(A), and also 
“any direct or indirect payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money, or any 
services, or anything of value . . . to any candidate . . . in connection with any election to 
[federal office]”. 11 C.F.R. § 114.1(a)(1).
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There are a number of exceptions to the definition of contribution, including salary 
payments related to an individual’s employment, when the following three conditions are 
met:  

(A) The compensation results from bona fide employment that is genuinely 
independent of the candidacy; 

(B) The compensation is exclusively in consideration of services provided by 
the employee as part of this employment; and 

(C) The compensation does not exceed the amount of compensation which 
would be paid to any other similarly qualified person for the same work over 
the same period of time. 

11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(6)(iii).

B. The First Condition

The first condition of the Commission’s three-part test is whether Mr. Hunt’s 
“compensation results from bona fide employment that is genuinely independent of the 
candidacy.” 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(6)(iii)(A). The “absence of any evidence tending to show that 
[a company and a candidate] entered into their arrangement with the intent to subsidize 
[the] campaign” supports dismissing a matter at the reason to believe stage. MUR 6023 (The 
Loeffler Group, LP and Susan Nelson), Factual and Legal Analysis at 5.

In the instant case, the relevant facts are as follows:

Mr. Hunt was hired by Perry Homes into its construction management program, 
which is the standard promotion path for management responsibilities within the company. 

The decision by Perry Homes to hire Mr. Hunt was made in April 2018, a year prior 
to Mr. Hunt announcing his candidacy for the U.S. House of Representatives. See, e.g., General 
Counsel’s Report #2, MUR 5571, at 11 (Tanonaka for Congress) (Sept. 20, 2007) 
(employment agreement entered into more than one year before candidate announced was 
evidence of a bona fide employment arrangement).

To Perry Homes’ knowledge, Mr. Hunt was not contemplating running for Texas’s 
7th Congressional District in 2020 when the company hired him in April 2018.

In summary, Perry Homes decision to hire Mr. Hunt in April 2018 was made genuinely 
independent of his future candidacy. In contrast, the Complainant has not offered “any 
evidence tending to show that [Perry Homes and Mr. Hunt] entered into their arrangement 
with the intent to subsidize [the] campaign.”
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C. The Second Condition

The second condition of the Commission’s test is whether the compensation paid “is 
exclusively in consideration of services provided by the employee as part of [his] 
employment.” 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(6)(iii)(B). This condition is met where the complaint fails 
to supply evidence that compensation was provided for something other than the services 
provided as part of employment, Factual and Legal Analysis, MUR 6855 (Justin Amash) at 5. 
Moreover, in considering this second condition, the Commission has emphasized that it does 
not matter whether an employee works remotely or on a non-traditional schedule so long as 
the employee “fulfilled all of the duties and responsibilities of his employment,” MUR 6853 
(Wamp for Congress), Factual and Legal Analysis at 3, and—“[m]ore importantly”—that 
corporate officials were satisfied with employee’s performance and believed they “received 
good value for the money paid”. MUR 5571 MUR 5014 (Tanonaka for Congress), General 
Counsel’s Report #2 at 12. 

In the instant case, the relevant facts are as follows:

Mr. Hunt’s compensation received while employed as a Phase II Construction 
Manager from mid-April 2018 through January 2019 complied with the terms of his original 
employment agreement in that role, and it was consistent with compensation paid to 
similarly situated employees. By design, the monthly compensation paid to Phase II 
construction managers varies with production levels. 

In or around the time Mr. Hunt announced his candidacy for the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the in-house General Counsel for Perry Homes consulted experienced 
campaign-finance counsel for two reasons.

o First, Perry Homes wanted an expert on federal campaign-finance laws to 
review the terms of Mr. Hunt’s ongoing employment and, if necessary, recommend 
changes to his employment status and/or compensation to ensure that the 
arrangement was beyond reproach. 

o Second, the company wanted to retain an expert on federal campaign-
finance laws to draft an “Employee Political Activity Policy” for its Employee 
Handbook to help employees understand what political activities are permissible and 
which are not permissible (e.g., activities that would result in an in-kind contribution 
from Perry Homes). See Attachment 8. 

Following consultations that involved the in-house General Counsel for Perry 
Homes, the Human Resources department for Perry Homes, and the experienced campaign-
finance counsel retained by Perry Homes, no changes to Mr. Hunt’s employment status 
and/or compensation were made immediately following his announced candidacy. In the 
ensuing months, Perry Homes repeatedly assessed Mr. Hunt’s employment status, while also 
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working with its experienced campaign-finance counsel and implementing the Employee 
Political Activity Policy, to ensure Perry Homes was compliant with applicable campaign-
finance laws. 

In October 2019, Perry Homes anticipated that Mr. Hunt might spend additional 
time campaigning in the lead-up to the March 3, 2020 primary election, which could impact 
his ability to fulfill his work obligations. Again, Perry Homes sought out experienced 
campaign-finance counsel to review the terms of Mr. Hunt’s ongoing employment and, if 
necessary, recommend changes to his employment status and/or compensation to ensure 
that the arrangement was beyond reproach. 

Following consultations that involved the in-house General Counsel for Perry 
Homes, the Human Resources department for Perry Homes, and the experienced campaign-
finance counsel retained by Perry Homes, no immediate changes were made to Mr. Hunt’s 
employment status and/or compensation. In January 2020, however, Perry Homes made the 
decision to terminate Mr. Hunt’s status as a W-2 employee (i.e., Perry Homes modified Mr. 
Hunt’s employment status, in part, to comply with campaign-finance laws). As of the date of 
this writing, Mr. Hunt provides training services to Perry Homes as an independent 
contractor, without employee benefits, on a part-time basis.

In summary, Perry Homes has consistently worked to ensure its relationship with Mr. 
Hunt was beyond reproach, repeatedly assessing whether Mr. Hunt “fulfilled all of the duties 
and responsibilities of his employment” and “that corporate officials were satisfied with [Mr. 
Hunt’s] performance and believed they received good value for the money paid.”

The allegations in this complaint are dripping with irony, as Perry Homes is a model 
for how companies should prepare, repeatedly assess, and adjust employment statuses and 
compensation packages when an employee runs for public office. In contrast, the 
Complainant has not “supplied evidence that [Mr. Hunt’s] compensation was provided for 
something other than services provided as part of employment.” In fact, the Complainant 
lacked the basic, good-faith basis necessary for making this allegation in the first place. 11 
C.F.R. § 111.4. 

D. The Third Condition

The third condition of the Commission’s three-part test is whether the compensation 
paid to Mr. Hunt is consistent with what would be paid to a similarly qualified person. See
11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(6)(iii)(C). In applying this criterion, the “Commission has recognized 
that various intangible factors such as unique qualifications may be considered in 
determining reasonableness of the amounts paid to [employees],” and that some employees’ 
activities on behalf of an employer “cannot easily be reduced to hours spent or the number 
of clients [one] tried to land for the company.” MUR 5571 (Tanonaka for Congress), General 
Counsel’s Report #2 at 11-12; see also MUR 6023 (John McCain 2008 Inc.), First General 
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Counsel’s Report at 9 (May 5, 2009) (noting that the “Commission has permitted
compensation plans that are tied to factors other than billable hours, such as seniority, the 
ability to attract clients, and other skills”). 

In the instant case, the relevant facts are as follows:

Mr. Hunt’s compensation as a Phase II Construction Manager was consistent with 
compensation paid to similarly situated employees, even though Mr. Hunt was more
experienced and qualified than the average employee in that position.

Mr. Hunt’s compensation in the Human Resources Department was established 
using an objective, third-party compensation study that took into account his experience and 
job responsibilities. See Attachment 9.

Again, Perry Homes is a model for how companies should set compensation packages 
when an employee runs for public office. In contrast, the Complainant has not provided any 
evidence tending to show that the compensation paid to Mr. Hunt is not consistent with what 
would be paid to a similarly qualified person. And again, the Complainant lacked the basic, 
good-faith basis necessary for making this allegation in the first place. 11 C.F.R. § 111.4.

CONCLUSION

Long ago, the Commission recognized that employment could coexist with 
campaigning and, in adopting 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(6)(iii), permitted an employee to continue 
working in a bona fide employment capacity. Therefore, because the compensation that 
Perry Homes has paid to Mr. Hunt has always remained consistent with the three conditions 
of that regulation (not to mention the fact that the complaint should be summarily dismissed 
as a matter of procedure), the Commission should find no reason to believe that Perry Homes 
violated the Act and promptly close the file in this matter.

Sincerely,

Chris K. Gober
Counsel to Perry Homes, LLC
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9000 Gulf Freeway
Houston, TX 77017

Pay Statement

Period Start Date 04/14/2018

Period End Date 04/27/2018

Pay Date 05/04/2018

Document 12407

Net Pay $1,256 37

Pay Details

WESLEY HUNT

 

Employee
Number

010740

SSN XXX-XX-XXXX

Job PHASE II
CONSTRUCTION MGR

Pay Rate $0.0000

Pay
Frequency

Biweekly

Pay Group Hourly

Location H6 Division

CITY HOU - Houston

DIVISION H6 - DIVISION H6

PROJECT GRP CONS - Construction

Federal Income Tax

TX State Income Tax (Residence)

TX  State Income Tax (Work)

Earnings

Pay Type Hours Current YTD

Regular Pay 40.0000 $720.00

Regular Pay 39.2500 $706.50 $1,426.50

Vehicle Allow $207.69 $207.69

Total Hours 79 2500

Deductions

Employee Employer

Deduction Based On Pre-Tax Current YTD Current YTD

401K $1,634.19 Yes $163.42 $163.42 $0.00 $0.00

Taxes

Tax Based On Current YTD

Federal Income Tax $1,470.77 $89.38 $89.38

Employee Medicare $1,634.19 $23.70 $23.70

Social Security Employee Tax $1,634.19 $101.32 $101.32

Paid Time Off Net Pay Distribution

Account Number Account Type Amount

$1,256.37

Total $1,256.37

Pay Summary

 Gross FIT Taxable Wages Taxes Deductions Net Pay

Current $1,634.19 $1,470.77 $214.40 $163.42 $1,256.37

YTD $1,634.19 $1,470.77 $214.40 $163.42 $1,256.37
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4.16 EMPLOYEE POLITICAL ACTIVITY.

A. General

Employees of the Company are free to support and/or engage with political 
organizations and candidates for public office in any manner consistent with 
federal, state, and local laws; however, since federal, state, and municipal laws 
regulate the political activities of companies, the Company has adopted this 
Employee Political Activity Policy to clarify the legal and ethical obligations 
associated with such activities. 

As you read this Policy, please note that its purpose is not to unduly restrict 
the political activities of Employees of the Company. In fact, it is anticipated 
that the Company will often grant exceptions to the general prohibitions listed 
below. However, because political activities involving the Company may implicate 
various laws and trigger reporting obligations, it is critical that you receive prior 
approval for such activities so we can ensure full compliance with applicable laws. 

If you wish to engage in a political activity that appears to be prohibited by 
the general prohibitions listed below, we simply ask that you seek guidance 
from the Legal Department prior to engaging in the activity.  

B. Political Activity Defined

For the purposes of this Policy, “Political Activity” is broadly defined as any activity 
supporting, opposing, or otherwise influencing the:

Selection, nomination, election, or appointment of any individual to any federal, 
state, or local public office; 
Qualification of a measure (also known in some states as a proposition) to be 
placed on the ballot of a state or local election; and
Passage or rejection of a measure (also known in some states as a proposition) 
that is on the ballot of a state or local election.

Political Activity generally includes, but is not limited to, the following actions:

Making contributions to (i) candidates for federal, state, or local office; (ii) 
political party committees; (iii) political action committees; and (iv) any other 
type of political organizations organized under Section 527 of the Internal 
Revenue Code. The definition of a “contribution” is broad and includes 
providing money, gifts, subscriptions, loans, advances, deposits, or anything 
of value, including goods and services, for the purpose of influencing the 
outcome of an election. 

Soliciting contributions on behalf of (i) candidates for federal, state, or local 
office; (ii) political party committees; (iii) political action committees; and (iv) 
any other type of political organizations organized under Section 527 of the 
Internal Revenue Code.

MUR771000043



Volunteering personal services on behalf of (i) candidates for federal, state, 
or local office; (ii) political party committees; (iii) political action committees; 
and (iv) any other type of political organizations organized under Section 527 
of the Internal Revenue Code.

Seeking and holding any political office at the federal, state, or local levels 
of government, including with national, state, and local political party 
committees. 

C. Activities Generally Prohibited Without Prior Approval

By maintaining employment with the Company, Employees must acknowledge and 
adhere to the following:

Employees shall only engage in Political Activity as permitted by law. It shall 
be the sole responsibility of the Employee to ensure that any Political Activity 
is lawful and that both the Employee and the Company remain in full 
compliance with any applicable federal, state, or municipal laws and 
regulations. Of course, Employees are encouraged to seek guidance from the 
Legal Department, if you have a question about the lawfulness of any Political 
Activity.

Employees are generally prohibited from engaging in Political Activity, whether 
personal or on behalf of the Company, during business hours and/or while 
utilizing Company Resources (defined below). 

“Company Resources” includes the tangible and intangible property and 
assets of the Company. This includes, but is not limited to, the internal 
confidential information of the Company, facilities, vehicles, email 
accounts, telephone services, printers, scanners, copiers, Internet access, 
intranets, electronic file systems, fax services, personal or tablet 
computers, servers, mainframes, instant messaging tools, personal digital 
assistants or PDAs, various “apps,” and computer networks. 

Employees cannot hold themselves out as representing the Company while 
engaging in Political Activities on personal time. 

Unless acting at the request or direction of the Company, Employees shall not 
communicate (including social media posts) or otherwise act in a manner that 
could mislead others into believing the Employee’s personal views are shared 
or sanctioned by the Company.

Employees cannot provide any Corporate Resources to (i) candidates for 
federal, state, or local office; (ii) political party committees; (iii) political action 
committees; and (iv) any other type of political organizations organized under 
Section 527 of the Internal Revenue Code. 

Employees cannot engage in Political Activity (including soliciting and making
contributions) as a means of influencing the official actions of an individual 
holding a public office or legal duty.  
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Compliance with this policy may have the effect of prohibiting Employees and
their family members from engaging in certain Political Activity or requiring
disclosure of Political Activity to the Company. Employees must immediately
report to their manager any and all potential violations of this Policy and assist
the Company with taking any and all necessary steps to ensure compliance
with this Policy. Violations of this Policy will subject an Employee to disciplinary
action, up to and including termination.

D. Grassroots Advocacy Activities

In addition to permitting personal Political Activity in accordance with the terms of
this Policy, the Company may also request that its Employees support and/or
engage in Grassroots Advocacy (defined below) that is important to the business
and affairs of the Company. For the purposes of this Policy, “Grassroots Advocacy”
is the process of communicating with the general public and asking them to contact
their local, state or federal officials regarding a certain issue.

E. Political Activity Not Required

IMPORTANT: If the Company contacts one or more Employees about engaging
in Political Activity or engaging in Grassroots Advocacy, such activities are
completely voluntary and at the discretion of Employees. In no instance shall an
Employee’s participation in such activities be required as a condition of
employment.

F. Seeking Additional Guidance or Assistance

Employees are encouraged to reach out to management, human resources
representatives, internal legal counsel, or compliance officers to seek additional
guidance or assistance with questions about complying with this Policy.  By signing
this Handbook, the undersigned Employee acknowledges that they have received,
read, and do understand the Employee Political Activity Policy of the Company
and agree to abide by its terms. If the undersigned Employee has any questions
or concerns about how this Policy applies to a specific situation, then the Employee
further agrees to contact management, human resources representatives, or
internal legal counsel so they can be advised as to the Company’s views on the
particular situation.
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Memorandum 
Date:     February 12, 2019 
To:         File 
From:    LaKeisha Jones, Sr VP Human Resources 
Re:         Training Manager Position 

Since starting in my role, I have observed that the company has a need to devote more resources to 
leadership development.  As a construction management organization, the quality of our leadership is 
important to our overall success.  Traditionally, the company has relied on a combination of on-the-job 
training by tenured employees and technical training on construction and other techniques needed for a 
person’s job.  As the company has grown, it has stretched the ability of our existing leaders to develop the 
company’s future leaders.  This need is particularly noticeable in the middle levels of the company’s 
organizational chart, where people are either promoted without as much time in the organization or are 
hired into the organization in more of a supervisory role. 
 
As background, I have learned that, about 5 years ago, an outside consultant was engaged to provide basic 
leadership training modules to various construction managers throughout the company.  Due to the cost 
involved and the consultant’s inability to hold meaningful small group and individual sessions, that training 
was brought in-house and provided via our Human Resources department.  However, no person in the 
department was dedicated to this function, so the program continued, with modifications, being mostly 
the introductory class that the outside consultant developed.  When I was hired, one of my priorities was 
to develop a more comprehensive leadership training program that can be used to not only set minimum 
expectations for the organization, as before, but also provide additional ongoing development resources 
for both current and up-and-coming leaders.  As the planning for 2019 began, I decided to move one of 
my existing HR staff members into a new training specialist role as the first step in developing a more well-
rounded internal leadership program.   has already begun assessing the existing program and 
reviewing possible enhancements.  She has a working draft of a course outline that we presented at our 
HR leadership meeting on February 11.   
 
Wesley is already a Perry Homes employee and possesses an exemplary leadership training background.  
Due to his experience, he has been identified as someone who could fill a new role to provide the overall 
leadership development project with more human capital, hands-on leadership, and more ability to 
deliver results in a shorter time frame.  To establish the parameters for the position, I conducted a salary 
survey (attached) for a training manager position.  The results showed the national average salary to be 
approximately $116,000 for a person with 9 years experience.  In my opinion, if I were hiring Wesley from 
outside the organization, I would expect to give him credit for 9 years of experience due to his military 
service and educational credentials.  I would also pay higher than the 50% band, given I pay above that 
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level for many positions in my department.  However, putting him at the 50% level is both fair to him and 
to the company.  As a result, the position I’ve offered to Wesley is at the annual pay rate for the national 
average, reduced commensurately to the extent the position requires less than 40 hours of work per 
week.  Because this is a new position, I did not offer him a bonus at the outset, although that could change 
over time as it is customary within the organization to pay bonus incentives for other comparable 
positions at this type of level.  
 
 
 
 
 

Training Manager Market Data 
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