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Orange County Attorneys Association 

Bacirground 

); i£>-;1:q~.1~nt to an unsuccessful medfatfon process, the Orange County Attcrneys 
1~.sst•,:i ::-~tio11 tOCM) requested fact-Finding pursuam to Government Cc;di:: 
SC'ctio:1 3504.(a) on October 29, 2012. By letter of t~ovember 13~ 2012, F£RB'$ 
Matice 'Has sent indicating that Steve Danley would be the Employers pane-i 
11~e~i:>~~~-, B~rnadette Cemort~ would be the Exclusive Representathes p~riet 
r..t~trber, ~nd 1'ony Butka would serve as the neutral Chafr. 

Tn,'} Panel met at the Orange County Hall of Adm1nistrat10n on December ~O, 
1012. ~t 9am. 

As background informat1on, the Cha1r observes that Partie~ often balieve that 
a-: t• Fuct-Fnidmg procedures under the Meyers-Mil.fas-Brown Ac.t arc designed tr;_, 
cletern:~ne who is right and who is wrong. Actually, the purpose of the entir•: 
A:.·~ h: 
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ScJ ev::n though the statute pro.,ide~ a set of eight crite11a to be used by the 
Fa.. jc-t_. the underlying pLirpose of th1s exerc1~e 1s to assist the parties ir: 
re.~cn~m~ un agreement to their labor dispute. W1th that in· mind ••. 

The Disp11te: 

lnltiaHy, the County listed seventeen (17) items in dispute prior to the Fact· 
Finding: · 

1. Term 
2. Premium Pay 
3. Rc·employment of employees on Disability Retirement 
4. Merit Increases within Range 
5 , Le~ve ProVlsions 
6. /~nnual Leave 



7. NtH~age Re1mbursement 
~. l));;c1phnary Action 
9 . L~;'Cf'f Procedure 
W . Wnf'f{ers Comp Suppleinental Pay 
·J ·1 . ~{rn1cliscrfmtnation 

1 ·~ . lnsurn.nce 
t 3. Eniptoyee Retirement Contr1but;on 
·1 4, ')ai&ries 
·j 5. t.xtrn Help Pos1Uons1Employee~ 
~ 6. C.a1?:stro1~h1c Leave S1de Letter 
17. Educat10nal ft Professional Re1mbur~ment 

N t-:~r <': preliminary meeting of rhe Panel and discussions with each party .• both 
:.!d~~~ whHtted down the1r llst into a more manage.able s1x (6) 1tems. ::md th.:!y 
afi:: '..c be commended for their efforts. Those rev;sed 1ssues are: 

; . ~niployee Retirement Contribution -
-~. ME-r} t tncr€ases 
J. £a~ar~' Increases 
4. lilyoff Prov1sior:s 
:J. Advisciry Arbitrction 
f: . T~rro of Agreement 

Analysis 

'i ) Rt;tk.::ment: Clearly the issue of Retirement contributions and ptar:s "is lht~ 
hHgcst di~vii1g force beh"ind the parties dispute. And it is equally dG?f t~E:t 
n1er..: i:s ilC ~\mple ~·Jlution to resolve their dispute. 

orc~age County is not immunE to the statewide public sector problem c'Y 
s~~n!'ili:,\PUy decrensed revenue stream::; coupled w;th s1gnif1cantl~1 incn~a:>li1g 
pe·n~dvn co~ts. Specific examples to Orange County include: 

• ST:M VLF lawsu1t Wlth State 
• fl,toudy's recent ratings cut in County Pension Obligat10n Bonds frnm $f\a2 

tc Aa3 
• Property Tax Administrat1on lawsuit loss 
• \for a full list see others in County handout binder) 

Li ;·; iq~~e Vl Orange Counly. however, is the patchwork of pension pi.?ces. 
de1:!:?.:1ding on the tif re datP. and I or choice of the employee: 

fj ) Until 2005 there was a 401(a) plan ava1lable to which was capped li 
froz::)n, 



{h.l There was a different1ation between rates in the plans between 
~:1iployees hired prior to and after September 20~ 1979, 

H.:) The majority of non-safety County employees were provided wkh "1n 
.enhanced 2. 7% @ 55 retirement plan but had to pay the d1fferemce 
iH":f erred to as "Reverse Pickup~') between the previous plan and the 
i.: i~n~nced plan. 

c,d) ~ihi!> d~':'1S not apply to Attorney'> as they never previously agreed to L62 
til$.i. ; as a rest1lt1 n~w employees as of Jan 1 wm SJet the PEP!lA 2@62 
p1~~n 

Currently~ took1ng at al.l of the (non-safety) bargaining un1ts ~n the County. 
tl~0~ c: fa: u !imall percentage of employees who have chosen th~ l·l\f~"fb 
r~rdr~ rr;cnt formula rather than the f...?~1~.;i formula. Only two bargair~ing 
on l~> u·:c Attorneys and ASFSCME's Management Umt, d1d not agree to t he ~ J:.2 
® 65 1; lcn so they are 1):1ly c.ovei"ed by the ~~.?~.Uj_~ formula. Durmg its c ~.ffn:.:nt 
11·::g,oti-~tbns with all bargaining units, the County has requested all bar~.ai~:ir.g 
r.m'.r.s who ~ire not currently paying the full employee's share cf rctir~ment 
costs {U; .1 P~ckups 1 ft 2) to do so. The first group to ieach agr·eement ~s the 
Or:-.:ig~,~ C'mnty Managers Assonation_, whCJ will pay Pic.kup 1 in January 20; 3 ;~rn~ 
F·K:r.up 2 ln July 20'13. Needless to say, th1s has impllcat1ons for tt:e County's 
bargc:!';;jng f:OSitfon that all empl.oyees are to pay the full member contrib1.1tic1~s 
{Pk:~u;:;;; "l. ft2 ) effectwe the f irst pay period after Board adoption of ari 

Thwe -~~(e differer.ces, however, m the unit compos1t1on of these twee 
~;~:~af:·1:n~ L:nits. To illustrate the d1fference1 1f you look at the practical 
:r:1pdcations of this proposttl in comparing the Attorneys Unit w1th the 
Ad;; rinb.trative/Managt:·ment Umt, the range of increased costs lo Tier II 
<i:· r~: pk:yc:-es under the County's proposal would be: 

.+\{i ~·1~fri~'::trnt~ve I Management Umt: 
AU/Jrnc-ys Unit 

3. 56% - 10.52% 
5 .42% • 11 • 3 39': 

The5i: r1;·~: not tnv1al amounts. To somewhat offset the fmpa::t of the mcreass-d 
1.:o:;t~, L~ie Panel 1s recommendmg the.it the mcre~sed costs be pha:::ed m~ t~,.ritl~ 
~Jn-;.-~ ·hdf of the increases coming with the mid-February pay period, 20'i3, and 
: lK.: oih~:- one-half of the inc1eases effective July 12, 2013. 

'l.) .Medl Increases: N1erit increa~s, whtch are defir.ed as salary increa.s·~s 
'N~chi:i a range, arc not automatic~ and require an atflrmalive recommenci;)ti.on 
of the Dein•rtment Head. Under the current Memorand•Jm of Und~rstanding, 
ti:~~;: irn~r~ases may iJc granted for betwetm one (1 ) and four (4) steps vn!Mln :; 



The t:ci.mt:/s position is that new hires should not be ellg1ble for raises untn 
th~y havt:' worked for 2080 hours (one year), as opposed to the CLJrrerit ;>rnctice 
o~ bcct:ming eligible after 1040 hours (six months). Further, the County 
p.;qx.i~~r~ to change from a ·1.4 Step system (2. 75% - 11.0%) to 1 ·2 stt~p systt'1n 
! :.'. . 75'~ - 5.574) within the ran~e. 

At frc:r~n~, the Assoc1ation argued that the range of ment inc.mases b~ 
1..:-~::c:·~~~J to no more than three (3) steps maximum, elimmatmg the ,(f. st~p 
C, •'"r·~-·'. ! · ~" ' ~· ~1 ··1·l.,.bln .~ . . .... i • •.• , u a a ~. 

Tf1e Panel recommends that the Employers position on Nierit lncrease5 bt· 
.:.ir,,_ .. ,~ .,-,.~ .-i 
::~· \ JJ . , __ , ,. ... 

3. Salar;~· l ru;r~a:;~s : It is cleiir tt1at the parties have had limited d1sc:.;ssinns 
rcgr:rdlng satary increases. It appears that the Employers positio:1 1s for a 2.:{f, 
ori~ ·time lump sum payment, and the OCAA's pC1sition has b~en for a 2. 5·~~ 
i i:cr:;'a~:;~ for 2012i13 and a formula based on a blend of property ta;.; n:'venu.es 
.r.nd f;i'up. 172 sales tax revenues in any succeedfng y~ars. 

Tb..: 20'i 2113 fiscal year is already half ov~r and the County w1ll soc:n ba 
stmt ing th~ fiscal 13/14 budget deliberat10ns. And the issue of wage lr.crnt:~t'~. 
ff rH!Y; :ffe inexorably tied to what a settlement agreement would lo~k lif.e as 
w ernpi0yt:e reurement c:ontribut10ns over the term of the agreement. for· 
fixn! J•?ar 2G12/13 a salary increase is simply not reali~tic. 

A;; <:: µ;1.'"ti~! recognition of the relatively higher cost to employees m thfa l!f~ !t of 
hf: 1~2·w employee contribution rates to retlf'ement, we reco1r.mend that th,2 
L :D.~ dmclmt once off~red be split 50/50 between a lump sum and an amcui:t 
c;ppliE<l tc. base compensation. 

4. Layoff Provisions: The County proposes to eliminate seniority from the 
cur:-tmt threa criteria for order of layoff t. performance status~ pa~t 
per"forn;?~·lt:e, ilnd length of continuous service with the CountyL Ev1dt:ri tiy 
barga~nm~ over layoff terms 1s done on a un1t by unft basis~ d$ opposed to 
hr::.vfog a charter provision or Civil Service Rule applymg to all employees 
c-i:-i ~~C}U7. 

Cn.h~., r t tmn indicating that this prvposal has been made to all bargaimng t.!mt~ 
ir: :he County, there is no ~vtdence that the employer has had diff1cutties ¥.11th 
i.h;_, 1";;:1i&aming unit over tr.t:- 1ssue of layoffs. 

n.1n:i1i:r, ~he County has at least two major areas of flex1bihty under the 
ct;rrent ccntract language to allow a sigmficant amount of flexibility in liSin~ 
cr~teri;.•1 0ther than strict seniority to determine who wfll be laid •)ff: 



- The ~·::q.:ired agreement clearly states at Article XI SE'ction 1{b} [L3yofis] th:?.t: 

"This procedure shall not apply to employees who have ;;pedaf 
Or unique knowledge or skills which are of special value in t fiE 
operation of County businPss. ", and 

• S.::t:t.:on {2) of the same Article does not assign any particutar weight er uhfo( 
tr: tht- r.hree f'r1um~rateJ cr iterid for layoff: 

'" ... shall be laid off fn an order based on consideratfon of 
(1) employment statvs, 
(2) past pe1formances, 
(3) length cf continuous service wfthin the· Co:Jniy. ·~ 

It '•;,'ot.ik~ sciem to be premature for the Co1mty to modify a ra1rly fl~xible layuff 
::;y.:;·:;e:n in the absence of a demonstrated need. 

5. Ao..,i3ory Arbitration: Currently the Memorandum of UnrJerstandir.g co1ttaim 
·iinai 8: bin<lmg arb1tr.ation. The County proposes to carve out dtsciphmuy 
r.t tb ns nnd to rrmke that section of the Agreement subject to advisory 
a: bitr,:t~ 1cn. 

"T!~:= rat b 'icle foi· the proposed change is that "The C'>unty has been vict1mi2eti 
by p,Jst arbitration decisions in other units which appear to be irrat1or1al, 
linfair1 and ur.reasonabte." [see County Binder J]. 

On th~ otliN hand, m the Attorneys barga1n1ng unlt then? is no stich dctm of 
ridverse d;:-dsions, and the •\mU language provides for fairly standard l~mg!.iage 
1..11: :.:•z,:Ju:;ior1s, jotnt subrrr1ssion«i, just cause~ and .strike Lists to !:elect the' 
orb'itrator. 

in UghL (•f there b~m~ no problems w1th the c•Jrrent structure of the gnev::~r.-te 
U: rdJttr~'.t'ion procedure for the Attorneys bargaming umtJ is i,ot re~:sonab~f· to 
11 1crm·y the e~fst1ng i'Aemorancium of Understanding. 

A~ t:1c ::;;~me time, it would seem that somethmg may be am1$S m the existir.g 
~r~i?v~rn:e «11d arbitration machtnery, certami.y from the County's v1ew. As i': 
~:..:~g-=~ted i111.:ertm sollltion, wt: would urge the part1es to mclude a med:ation 
:::.tC!p prnir to arb1trat10n, triggered b·y either party. 

Tli{? rea~-0:i for such sle p is for a number of rc~asons. First, c.urrently the 
Nkti ia~ ion ft Conc1liat10n sen-1cE' Divismn of the Pubhc Employment Relat~<.1~~ 
bo.:;.rd provides such a serv1ce at no cost, and even private med1at1on ~{?:-v1ces 
arc rnJ t hat costly as compared to an adverse arbitration dec1sio11. 



5t-t'~:id. a mediation step provides the opportunity for bot:h parties to havi:: an 
ou~"-:~•J~: obs: rver take a look at their dispute, evaluatin'l the strer.gths and 
·Nc::knesses of each sides position, and possibly resolving the dfspute on a 
(;1vtt.1t:Hy ~cceptable basis. Ever. 1f the exercise does not resolve tl.e matt.er, 
oath sKier. W!ll be better prepared in their selection of af'l arbitrat!>r l-l.nd 
prep;m~1;·;011 tor hearing. 

FmuUy z ff the mediation step dc~s not work for the parties, lt i3 easily rienmved 
from tht:' C:!grei.~:w~nt without fundam~ntally changing the finality of the 
t\rbR~ation procedure. 

6. Term of .~greeme:it: The term of agre~ment 1s usually a rC"tat rv'eiy 
str;~igh tfo:··r·"'ffd issue. In th1s case, the County wants the llgreernent to "~xp1re 
n·il Ju;1t:': 27~ 2C13, and the Associat1on wants the agreement to exp1re on Jurw 
Zfi, 2I.n4. 
Ne:H.hcr ddo. µrcv1ded a gn~at deal of detail on the rat1onale for their pos~ti:nn, 
~u tht= Chi:~\r is u$Suming that th~ Association's pos1t ion of a two year agre<.?:r:er.t 
wu~ p~·cdKated or1 ·i:hE:·ir obtaming a full agreement for the term w1th no 
c nu-?1ct r~operiers. 

Durfrig ~hQ course of these procP.edings. it has become clear that Oran~c 
-C1;J1.ff;p; f.?.ces a number of f 1scai challenges which could adversely imr>act foeir 
S-;,ratc~:c Plcm in the very near future. For eli.ample, th: outcome cf the VLF 
iit?gn~IGf; ~s net predictable, how the ratings agenaes will treat the P>en'51cn 
Ot'ti£aton 8.onds in hght ot the changes to employee rettrement contributi on~ 
is not ~~r.ov:n, and the short term Impact over the lost lltigatlon regarding 
r1rope;ty Tax Adm1mstrat10n may not be fully factored mat the moment • 

• '.\£ i.!l ff;'.'Wit} 1t ~ems clear tllat even if tha p;,irt1es could agr~e to a mt~!.t;·year 
fr;;.m~e"''"rk> the County would msist on econom1c reopeners during the term of 
the ag.-,110ment. thus defeating the Assoc1at1on 's interest m a longer agrae-r11<:>nt. 

!r! ~hon, che:·e are simply too many unknown economic variables to attow mud~ 
i:;:rta-imy i!"! a longer agre.ement. Thus 1t makes realisttc sense that t h"" term 1:Jf 

::.gn:~er.i1:mt start w1th June 17~ 2011 (the expiration of the prior agreement} and 
~xpfr~ wm1 the end of the 2012/ 13 fiscal year .. in this case July 12. ZO'l3 {which 
Y•'<n.:id L~ the effective date of the second mcrease in employee retirement 
crn1tnba~kms;. 



Recommendations 

Emptoyee Ri.?tire.nent Contributions: Employees to pay the full cost of t he 
emplo}'t:·: sha!·e of retirement costs (Pickups 1 ft 2). Wlth one-half of the 
~ncrr-1:":Sf.' .i effec.tive February 1, 2013, and the other one· half of the fm:reac;~s 
·~·ff~Ktive .July 1, 2013. 

~ril Increases new hffes should not be elig1ble for raises until they bc:we 
w::irkeci for 2080 hours {one year). as opposed to the current practice f1f 

bectJtning t)! i~ible after ·i040 hours (six months). Further, the County prop.c,ses 
~o ch;;,ngt: from a 1-4 Step :;ystem (2.75% • 11.0%) to 1-2 step sys.tern {2.75~ -
r,.~;.·~ } ·;.i1t hln the range • 

.. ~~i.ary im:r~ases: 2.5~'f upon the effective date of agreement, split 50/50 
bE·~\V~·S: i"i a lui'!ip sum and an amount applied to base compensat~o:i 

IJ'Y . ff Provisions: Mo chang~ to curre11l agreement 

Adv·lsofy Arbitraticm: Mo change to the current bind1ng arbitration lang~:age, 
but ~:dd :J. ;-r!cdiation step m tne grievance I arb1tration language pno:· to 
mbitr~t~on, witl1 the provision that mediation takes place only if eithc-r ~id~ 
rm.p.1.::sts it. 

T6rm of Agreement: June 17, 2011 through July 12, 2013. 

:~ . .:'spectfr1Hy submitted: on this 18th day of February, 2013, by: 



County of Orange and 
Orange County Attorneys Association 

(Case No. LA-IM-115-M) 

Association Representative to Factfinding Panel 
Bernadette Cemore 

Partial Dissent to the Findings of Fact and Recommended Terms of Settlement: 

While as the representative of the Orange County Attorneys Association (OCAA) to the 
Factfinding Panel, I agree with some portions of the Findings of Fact and the 
Recommended Terms of Settlement (the Report) drafted by the Impartial Chairperson, 
there are several very significant points with which I disagree and for that reason I am 
providing this partial dissent. 

The Report does not appear to recognize that OCAA agreed, at the County's request, to 
the County's paying a portion of employee retirement in lieu of a salary increase offered 
and paid to other bargaining units. The decision on the part of the County in the 2000 
negotiations between the parties to offer to begin paying the remaining portion of the 
employee retirement contributions effective June of 2002, was a County proposal no 
doubt because beginning to do so was a benefit to the County. While there was also 
some benefit to the attorneys in the bargaining unit, that financial benefit to the 
bargaining unit was offset for the attorneys by the County's not paying the attorneys a 
3 12% across the board raise which was paid at that time to other bargaining units of 
County employees. In actuality the County's proposal was a wash for the members of the 
bargaining unit-they did not get a raise of 3 Y2% in their wages, but the County began 
making the remaining portion of the employee retirement contributions thereby resulting 
in more money in their paychecks. 

Thus, the County has had the benefit it derived from proposing that it would assume 
responsibility for making the employee contributions at the very least because all 
attorneys in the bargaining unit have a salary which--since the time that the change was 
made--is roughly 3 Y2% lower than it would otherwise have been. This is a benefit which 
the County will continue to "enjoy" going forward as it will continue to pay the members 
of this bargaining unit less in comparison to other bargaining units. The benefit the 
County derives from the attorneys' lower salaries will now be compounded in its effect 
by the County's "change of philosophy" reflected in the County's making the demand 
that OCAA' s bargaining unit members begin making the employee contributions. In 
essence, the County has derived "the benefit" of making the employee contributions 
while OCAA members receive 3 12% less across the board in their salaries and now due 
to a "change in philosophy", the County wants OCAA members to begin making the 
employee contributions, but certainly is not offering to increase the pay of all the 
members by 3 Y2% in light of the employees assuming the responsibility for the 



contributions (which was the bargained for exchange at the time that the County 
proposed making the retirement contributions on behalf of the attorneys). 

In the initial go round of bargaining the County had taken the position that the obligation 
on the part of the attorneys to begin paying the retirement contributions would be phased 
in over a two year period. As the Report recognizes the financial impact on the members 
of the bargaining unit is extremely significant. After the hiatus in bargaining, the 
County's new bargaining spokesperson took the position that perhaps not all of the 
contributions would have to be paid immediately, however at the time of the County's 
last, best, and final offer on August 24, 2012, the County's final proposal was that the 
attorneys begin immediately making all contributions upon ratification of the agreement. 
The Report recognizes that this demand is unrealistic and inconsistent with the County' s 
position with other bargaining units. However, the Report does not recognize that merely 
postponing the second pick-up until July, 2013 is still problematic when the attorneys­
who have forgone raises and agreed to furloughs-are receiving no real or even token 
offsetting increase in their salaries. 

The position of the County coming into the factfinding process that OCAA's members 
should not receive any basebuilding increases to their salaries and the County's insistence 
that attorneys should be artificially limited henceforth in the amount of a raise (or the 
steps) a newer attorney was entitled to receive is not recognized in the Report as the 
serious problem that these proposals represent. Despite the fact that nontopped out 
attorneys only receive a steps/raise based upon their particular departments' assessment 
of their performance, the County nonetheless is desirous of putting a limit on the 
steps/raise an attorney receives based on the quality of their job performance. This 
County proposal-particularly when combined with the County's position of no base 
building raise for this bargaining unit-demonstrates that the only desire of the Board is to 
unnecessarily and unjustifiably cut or limit the compensation of the attorneys. Given that 
steps/raises are only given to attorneys based upon a supervisor's assessment of their 
performance, it is clear that the Board does not support the basic concept of rewarding 
exemplary performance. This is evident since the Board is unwilling to permit the 
managers of the attorneys to determine the amount of the attorneys' step increases/raises 
even in circumstances where the attorneys' supervisors have complete control over the 
amount of an increase the attorney receives and that increase is explicitly tied to the 
quality of the attorneys' job performance. This change will be extremely significant to 
the attorneys in the bargaining unit and I must dissent from the Report's recommendation 
that the step increases be limited to 2 steps and that new hires will only be eligible for a 
step increase after 2050 hours. 

To help offset the financial hit the County wished the attorneys to take and in keeping 
with OCAA 's willingness to be a responsible partner with the County in addressing its 
financial concerns, OCAA proposed to the County to condition any across-the-board 
increases in salaries upon the County's financial condition as part of the bargaining prior 
to the hiatus and proposed the concept again after the hiatus. In the summer of2012, 
OCAA put forward a more specific formula for calculating whether or not there was an 
improvement in financial conditions which would trigger an obligation to share the 



increased revenue with the employees of the County, and this concept was summarily 
rejected by the Board of Supervisors without any attempt to explore the potential for 
establishing a formula the parties could agree upon. Rather, the County rejected the 
concept without any discussion and announced the parties were at impasse in August of 
2012. This conduct again reflects a total lack of desire to reach an agreement and instead 
a desire on the part of the County to cut the compensation of attorneys. 

OCAA has repeatedly demonstrated that it wishes to be a partner with the County in 
addressing the County's financial concerns, however, it is extremely problematic that the 
Board of Supervisors first delays negotiations, then repeatedly changes its positions and 
refuses to honor prior commitments and engages in regressive bargaining. OCAA has 
sought, and I believe, that its members should receive 100% basebuilding raises to offset 
the financial hit the attorneys would be taking· upon having to pay the retirement 
contributions, and that raise should be greater than 2 Y2 % assuming the County's 
financial picture has in fact improved, which all data indicates that it has and that it is in 
fact continuing to improve. 

The combined actions of the Board in substituting the County's obligation to pay the 
employee contributions to retirement for a 
3 Y2% raise and now deciding there has been a change in philosophy has resulted in the 
salaries of all the attorneys being depressed by 3 1/2%, which is further exacerbated by 
the requirement the attorneys now begin making the employee contribution to retirement. 
This loss in income on the part of the attorneys is further compounded by the other 
change in philosophy of the Board whereby attorneys' pay increases are from the Board's 
perspective no longer going to be base building. All of these shifts in positions on the 
part of the Board make for a very unsettling environment for the attorneys and for 
OCAA. It is not sound labor relations to fail to honor prior agreements, to constantly 
change "philosophies" particularly when OCAA has repeatedly taken steps to assist the 
County in addressing its fiscal concerns. Such conduct on the part of the Board creates 
unnecessary uncertainty going forward and breeds skepticism and distrust. For all of 
these reasons I believe that the Report's recommendation that only half of a 2 Y2% 
increase to attorneys should be base building should at the very minimum be altered to 
reflect that 100% of the increase sh6uld be base building. Otherwise, attorneys for the 
most part will experience a loss in salary that amounts to between 4% and 10% based 
upon the precise amount of the retirement contributions they will have to begin making. 
Even making the 2 1/2% increase all base building still greatly harms the pocketbooks of 
the attorneys. Such a decrease in salaries coming on top of rounds of furloughs and prior 
postponements of raises is not supported by the County's fiscal picture and will wreck 
havoc on the family and personal finances of the members of this bargaining unit. 
lmposing such a financial hit when in fact the fiscal picture of the County is looking up, 
is simply not wise in the long term if the County desires to recruit and retain the kind of 
attorneys who are capable of doing the extremely important work performed by the 
several departments and offices employing the attorneys who work for the County. 


