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Brian Niehaus
City Employees Associates
2918E.7th Street
Long Beach, CA 90804

FACT FINDING HEARING

)
)

IN THE MATTER OF FACT FINDING ) 
OPIMON.

BETWEEN THE REDONDO BEACH ) CONCURRING IN PART,

) DISSENTING IN PART
PROFESSIONAL AND SUPERVISORY 

'EMPLOYEES'ASSOCIATION ]

AND l
TI{E CITY OF REDONDO BEACH I

/t/

Serving as a Fact Finding Panelist at the request of the REDONDO BEACH

PROFESSIONAL AND SUPERVISORY EMPLOYEES' ASSOCIATION, I hereby submit my

opinion, concuring in part and dissenting in part, to the recommendations of neutral Panelist

Tony Butka.

ilt

ANALYSIS

I concur with Mr. Butka's findings that the City seems to want it both ways in regards to

the categorizatronof the Crty's proposed 3olo restoration of wage cuts. As a surnmary, in July

2010 the Association agreed to a60/o reduction in pay when the City faced a decline in revenue.

This was not a permanent reduction in the salary schedule. It was clearly a temporary measure

agreed to by the Association, implemented as unpaid furlough time and a reduction in the

Concurrinq In Part, Dissenting In Part
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number of paid holidays, to assist the City in the temporary revenue down swing caused by the

larger global recession.

At the Fact Finding hearing the City touted its proposal to give the employees aiVo

compensation inuease; while in its Last Best and Final offer it clearly recognized the adjustment

as a partial restoration ofthe recessionary 6%o cuts.

What some may dismiss as mere semantics, whether the3% bump is categorized as a

salary increase or merely a partial restoration of the 60lo seems to be the source of much of the

dispute of the parties. This needs to be resolved if the parties hope to come to agreement in the

present impasse and possibly future negotiations. As such, the Panel's recommendation needs to

offer a way forward in resolving this categorization.

t//

I concur with Mr. Butka in the assessment that the City needs to pay more attention to

CPI in future negotiations. However, the Panel needs to apply the CPI data and City revenue to

the current dispute and include this in the Panel's final recommendations to the parties.

The Association provided clear facts at the hearing showing City revenue increased by

roughly 14% since the Association agreed to the 60lo cuts in 2010. Furthermore, CPI increased

by 6% since 2010. So even if the City agrees to restore 3Yo of the 2010 cuts (as it cunently

proposes), the employees will still suffer under agYo wage loss in real dollars since 2010. Given

the City enjoyed al4o/o jvrry in revenueo the Association seems reasonable, and fiscally

responsible, in proposing at least a restoration of the full6%. Even with the 6Yo reduction, the

employees will still be 6Yo behind in real dollars from 2010.

///

Concurring In Part, Dissenting In Part
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Finally, it needs to be highlighted that the parties did not reach impasse in 2010 when

agreement was reached on the 6oh reduction in pay. In 2010, when City revenue suffered a real

decline caused by the larger recession, the Association agteed to a temporary cut in pay to assist

the City in a financial pinch. Now, when City revenue rebounds, the City refuses to reinstate

those cuts and forces the parties into impasse.

Inexplicably, at the Fact Finding hearing City representatives seemed to refuse to recognize

the sacrifice the employees made by agreeing to temporary cuts in 2010, and presentedtheS/o

restoration as a generous raise; ignoring the larger context for short-term expediency.

ill

RECOMMENDATION

Given the financial rebound of the City and the employee's loss of real wages, I recommend

the City restore the entire 604 cuts the employees originally agreed to as a temporary measure.

The Association stepped up and agreed to the temporary cuts the City proposed in 2010,

when the economy made it financially necessary. The Cif should step up and agree to the

restoration tn2014,when the City is now financially able.

At a minimum, the City should agree to restore 3% of the cuts retroactive to the first day of

the 2013/2014 fiscal year and restore the rernaining 3o/o onthe last day of the fiscal year, which

would coincide with the last day of the MOU. This would resolve the current impasse without

impacting the current fiscal year budget of the City. Furthernore, when the parties return to

negotiations for fiscal year 201412015 the dispute over how to categorizethe 67o recessionary

cuts will be offthe table. The parties can then return to the negotiating table without the

of this current dispute, putting the parties in a much better position to reach agreement and avoid

future impasse.

Concurring In Part, Dissenting In Part
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Dated: February 4,2014 City Employees Associates

Field Representative

Concurring In Part, Dissenting In Part










	PSA Neutral Opinion
	PSA Association Opinion
	PSA City Council Opinion

