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Residual Dispute .on
Contributory Pay-
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Partisan Member representing Local #502-M:
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The Board of Arbitration
an award on 7-21-72 (Joint Ex.

Local 502-M

J. Akhtar, President
A. Robertson, V.P.

H. Laesch, Bd. Member
T. Fitzgerald, Witness
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residing over this dispute issued
) which directed certain im-

provements in the Pension Plan covering Members of the affected

Bargaining Unit.
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In the decision, the Board retained jurisdiction



over possible disputes arising out of actuarial projections for
underwriting costs of the benefit. .On 2-14-73, the Union appealed
to have the Board recanvene tq,resojve a dispute over the costs

of implementing the program.

The hearing on the above, captioned dispute transpired on
June 21, 1973. A transcript of the proceedings was kept by a
court reporter. Upon receipt of this record, the hearing closed
on June 29, 1973. Meetings of the Board of Arbitration took
place on August 6, September 10 and September 17, 1973 during
which the principals of the award.were considered and, finally,
adopted. A : o

e
.
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Discussion

The award fssued on 7-21-73 set forth the following directives:

1 - The Schedule for Attained Age at Retirement

A}  Effective with neceipt of this Awand by the Princi-
pals the Attained Age forn eligibility for Retirement

(but with no other established Qualification being theneby
affected) is hereby directed to be neduced §rom Age

55 to Age 54.

B) Similarly, effective with June 30, 1973, said eligi-
gizity Age for Retinement is heneby decreed o be Age
2., R '

C) Finally, effective with June 30, 1974, the eligi-
gility Age for Retinement is hereby establfished to be

11 - Financing the CoatA,o%;Paoviding’the Benefit of
Alfained Age fon Relinemen: - ‘

A) The Benegit of Attained Age for Retinement of Wayne
County VDeputy Sheriffs is to be actuarily f{unded, separately
grom and in addition to the funding of the General Multi-
Unit Pension Plan fon all County EmplLoyees, in accoadance
with sound and equitable principles fon protecting the
integnity of the Plan. : o |

B) The Employer is directed to undenwrite the costs of

Lhis Supplement to the General Plan, applying only to
Deputies in the Local 502-M Bargaining Unit, to the full
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extent presently permissible unden nulings of the Pay
Board, taking into account all alfowable aceretions, be
Zhese nesidual sums, unused beneath the 5.5 ceiling

for structurning salanies, of $31.00 §on the contract
year of 1971-72; $128.00 forn the contract yean of 1972-73
and $215,00 fon the contract yean 1973-74 744 explicity
set forth in Pant 11 of this Award) and, as well, the
007 percent annual increment peamissible in applying

%o fringe improvements, ’

C) The Union is dinected to contribute, through appropni-
ate paynoff deductions from the pay of each Employee covered
by this Agreement and eligible for participation in the
Pension Plan, the precise pontion of the costs for unden-
writing this Supplement which is oven and above the

costs assessed on the Employenr,

111 - Geneaal

This Board of Arbitration netains furisdiction over any
possible dispute which may arise as to a sound and
neasonable actuarial projection fon underwrniting this
Supplementary PLan on Retinement Age,

00000O0O0O0O0CO

Basic CostjDefrayal

The criterfa established in II-B of the foregoing award
are clear and unambiguous. The salary ranges, as set for each of
the three-year; of the Agreement by award of this Board, sequestered
certain sums khich otherwise would have been incorporated in the
salary schedule and instead ear-markeé them as available ac-
cretions to be appliied in underwriting the cost of the disputed
fringe. In addition the .007 annual fringe increment was also
allocated to this purpose. | |

The sum total’value of these built-in cost absorbers for
each respective year of the benefit's applicability during the

term of the Agreement, <taking into account all allowable accretions
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are: , ,

1. For the first year of‘the‘RéV1sed Plan‘s existence
{7-1-72 to 6-30-73): | |

A. $31.00 reserved from the contract year 1971-72 and

thereby available for use in 1972-73;
B. $128.00 set aside in the contract year of 1972-73, and
cC. $8§>ﬁ0 representing the value of the .007 annual

fringéxincrement {(which is determinable by multiplying
the $12213.00 annual average per capita tncome in the

group by .007).

Clearly, thén $245.00 is gﬁé aggregate 1972-73 Employer
contribution which the award dirééts;, | '

2. For the second (and fihal) year of this Plan's existence
under the term of the Agreement: |

A. '$2;s.oo blocked off in the contract year of 1973-74,
an : '

B. $92.00 representing the value of the .007 annual
fringe increment (which derfves from multiplying the
new $13,053.00 annual average per capita income in

the group by .007).
‘Indubitably. $307.00 1sithe aggregate 1973-74 Employer
gontribution which the award directs.

00000600O0CO

Override Cost Absqrbtion

The County offered a prnjgction which forecasted a per
capita cost of $550.00, ostensibly resulting in an Employee
assessment of,$422.00 . % -

‘The Union cﬁallengéd the assumptions on which this estimate

was structured. However, it does appear that the presumptions were
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valid...but the dollar amounts derived therefrom were blatantly

| in error.
The County's actual dhllar trahslation evolved from a
recondite formula under which an empirical percentage of .0328 was
| representative of new costs attributable to the Plan which was
then equated tq\$200,179,00. Here, at the outset, the figures
are distorted an&\do not reflect an accurate projection, even if
the percéntage multipliér‘is tolerated. 'The improvised figures
applied to the entife Sheriffs Department and, cbnsequently, broke
the dyke of the Bargaining Unit whfch, alone, should have contained
ihe computatfon. Further, since the Commahd‘Officers and Admin-
istrative Staff obviously inflate the across-the-board Weighted
pay average, the validity of the .0328 percent must be suspect.
On this count, since érroi is implicit in the Management prognosis,
and this must be construed against the advocating party, it seems
reasonable and fair to allow a 10 percent margin of error assump-
tion and to assess this against the Employer s computation, thereby
reducing the key multiplier percentage by .00328, adjusting it,
then, to .02952. |
The gross cost of $200,179.00 for the Plan was arrived at

by factoring the .0328 againstkthe Departmental Payroll of $6,103,
000.00. The result is utterly‘vaIUeless as the basis for factoring
a genuine per-capita cost within the periphery of the Bargaining
Unit. The estimate of $550.00 came from diViding the Departmental
cost by the Unit quptavof 364 as it existed at the time of the

Award. In itself, this figu}e is faulty because the projection was
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based on a Bargaintﬁg‘Uﬁit Staffquk402'to 410, with superimposed
Command and Administrétive 3d§-6hs.g.so‘that the true division
would certainly:be ﬁﬁre épéfbpriately,sdd,'by conservative as-
sumption. Therefore, the $200*179 00‘31ready inflated by in-
clusion of top echelon salaries. would more 1ogically factor to
a departmentatkper capita average of $400 00 instead of $522.00.
And, at that, the\quotient is indisputably overbalanced by improper
inclusions in the base diviSIble sum and consequently not to be
credi ted. |

The Union came up with a Bargaining Unit payroll of $4,500,
000.00, for the original 364 members which was uncontroverted on
the reéord. This factors out, at the ;6328 percentage, to $147,
600.00 rather than $200,197.00 as Management's over-populated
computation would have it. Discounted by the assumed 10 percent
margin-of-error assessed against the Employer's imprecise pro-
jection, the gross cost would appear to be $132,840.00 or
an Unit-peﬁ~capit§-average of $365.00. Despite the obvious de-
ficiencies of this computation, it appears much more solidly grounded
than does the Employer's. If this latter projection could be
described as muddy, 1t contrasts to Management‘s presentation

which offers no more firmness than quick-sand.

~ The conclusion of the Board is that the most realistic

Projection_is7that\constructe& hekeinabove which establishes a
per-capita Unitkcost of $365.00, of which the Employer is to pay
$245.00 during the 1972-73 contract year and $307.00 duriﬁg the

1973-74 contract year. The assessment levied against the Employee
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amounts to the residual sums of $120.00 for 1972-73 and $58.00 for
1973-74. The total.a¢ghmulated tWo-yeaf liabiiity of the Employees
fs $178.00 against the Employer's contribution through the
period of §552.00. |
| 06000 oio 000

The prqglem in this case arose out of the logica1 con-
tention that, unTess the costs of the new Pian were isolated to
fall on the benefiting group, non participants would be assuming
the cost burden unfairly Th1s apparent truth gives rise to the
counter possibility that. after these Emp10yees carny thedn
own waten, the flood gates are opened and the Employer allows
the benefit to f}ow,to alI.. Then when the multi-Unit reaps the
fruit, theiébbt p%dblem wauldwbe\reversed:  these Employees would
be paying disproportionately.7 To\insuréiCOrrection bf this
possib!e developing 1nequity,’this Board must retain continuing
jurisdiction over disputes arising over the Employee -assessments
set herein, if, when and as the~County,extends access to this

fringe to Employees béyond the confines of this Bargaining Unit.
* K ok ® *'*’ * *'
| THE‘AwARn"

1. The Employer, commencing with the next pay after receipt
of this award is authorized to pro rate the sum of $l78 00 against
the pay-periods remaining in the course of the Agreement in satis-

faction of the Employees' liability under the formula adopted

herein. This, based on 20 pay periods, factors out to 8.90 per pay

period.
-




2. The Board of Arbitration retains jurisdiction over any
dispute arising over thé EmployeefasseSSménts‘diretted herein,
if, when and a5~the“Cpaﬁty‘extehdé‘aCCegs'to‘this~ffinge to
Employees beybndthe'confinés bf3£his‘ﬁékgéinjﬁg Unit,
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wﬁ' David Keefe.

Dissentiﬁb\_ S : ‘Eéﬁéﬁfring

Impa r ChatF

DATED: September 17, 1973




