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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA

VETO AND VETO MESSAGE

To: Honorable Chairwoman Rebeca Sosa and
Members of the Board of County Commissioners
Miami-Dade County, Florida

From:

Miami- Dade County, Florida

Pursuant to the authority vested In me under the provisions of Section 2.02.D of the Miami-Dade
County Home Rule Charter, | hereby veto Resolution No. R-1027-13 adopted at the December
5, 2013 Board of County Commissioners Special Meeting:

RESOLUTION RESOLVING COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IMPASSE BETWEEN
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY AND THE GOVERNMENT SUPERVISORS
ASSOCIATION OF FLORIDA, OPEIU, LOCAL 100- SUPERVISORY
EMPLOYEES UNIT

VETO MESSAGE

On Thursday, December 5, 2013, the Board of County Commissioners {Board) approved seven
resolutions, Resolution No. R-1024-13; Resolution No. R-1023-13; Resolution No. R-1026-13;
Resolution No. R-1025-13; Resolution No. R-1027-13; Resolution No. R-1028-13; and
Resolution No. R-1029-13, which eliminated the current 5% contribution of base wages that
employees covered by the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees,
General Employees (AFSCME) Local 199, AFSCME Local 121, Police Benevolent Association
(PBA) Rank & File, PBA Supervisory, Government Supervisors Association of Florida (GSAF)
Supervisory, GSAF Professjonals, and Transport Workers Union (TWU) Local 281 {collectively,
“Unions"), respectively, pay towards the County’s cost of healthcare, effective January 1, 2014.

By rejecting the Administration’s recommendation that employees continue contributing 5% of
their base salary towards the County’s total cost of healthcare, these Board actions provide for
$56 million in pay raises. Members of the Board stated their decisions were influenced by the
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notion that all employees should be treated equally and referred to their action of September 17,
2013, which gave AFSCME 3262 —Solid Waste employees a 5% pay raise. The Administration
had recommended the continuation of the contribution of 5% of their base wages.

ironically, the across-the-board 5% pay raise does not treat employees the same. In fact, it
exacerbates the pay inequity the Board based its decision on for the AFSCME 3292-Sgiid
Waste impasse hearing. For example, 5% for an employee earning $30,000 per year is $1,500,
for an employee earning $100,000 per year that figure is $5,000, for $150,000 it is $7,500, and
for $200,000 it is $10,000. While the Board wants o treat every employee the same, this is not
the case. Those at the higher end of the pay scale will receive a greater benefit. (Graph 1)

The elimination of the 5% contribution is in fact a pay raise and therefore presents numerous
problems. First and foremost, one of the key components of the Board-approved Fiscal Year
2013-2014 budget is the continuation of the employees’ 5% confribution. Per State law, the
County’s approved budget must be balanced. | have been very clear from the outset about the
importance of this contribution to the balancing of the budget. In fact, beginning last March, 1
advised the Board, collectively and individually, many times in writing, at Board meetings, and in
personal briefings that the budget did not have funding for the elimination of the 5% contribution
After much public input and debate, it was with this information that the Board, less than three
months ago, overwhelming approved, by a vote of 12-1, a balanced Countywide budget that
kept the millage rate the same as last year and preserved critical services to our residents. The
balanced Unincorporated Municipal Service Area (UMSA) budget was approved by a vote of 11-
1 and also kept the millage rate the same as last year. We all agreed that our residents could
not afford ah increase in their tax rates at a time when so many families continue to struggle and
make sactrifices.

One of the greatest responsibilities we have as elected officials is to be prudent and wise in how
we spend the taxpayers’ hard earned money. Together, we have done just that in the past two
and a half years. We have reduced the County’s overall budget by $1 billion, re-organized and
reduced the number of departments from 43 to 25, and streamlined our processes to help
businesses start and expand. The list of our accomplishments is one of which we can all be
proud. However, as we continue to make difficult budgetary decisions, we must always
remember that we are accountable to the more than 2.5 million residents of our great county.
They place their trust in Us to be responsible stewards of their money and | will always place the
interests of the residents first.

The actions of the Board on December 5 have put our budget out of balance. By giving a 5%
pay raise to the Unions and insisting that all employees be treated the same; the Board has
created a $56 million gap in the budget for the nine months remaining in the fiscal year, $27
miflion of which are in tax-supported funds. As part of our decision-making process, we must
also consider the upcoming negotiations with all ten of the County's unions for the new three-
year contracts. One of the best indicators of the future is past actions, and given the Board's
actions to date in resolving impasse items, we cannot assume that any additional concessions
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will be attained by the Administration, and that all of the Union concessions currently in place
will automatically “snap back” at the end of the current contract. That said, the estimated gap in
just our tax-supported funds for the FY2014-2015 will be approximately $177 million in the
General Fund; $21 million in Library; and $17 million in Fire, for a total of $215 million, which
takes into account the 5% raise as a recurring cost, the discontinuation of all current
concessions by the Unions, our projected cost increases and limited revenue growth. For the
proprietary departments that number will be close to $100 million. However, if the 5%
contribution is continued, along with the current concessions, Fire would no ionger have a gap
next year, the General Fund gap wouid be $65 million and $18 million for Library, lowering the
total to $83 million. (Graph 2)

The Administration is looking at these financial challenges in a manner that addresses them
immediately and is sustainable for the future. Difficult decisions that wili affect services our
residents rely upon and expect, and that affect the livelihood of employees must be well-thought
out and not rushed to meet an arbitrary deadiine. We are committed to making decisions that
result in structural soundness and sustainability, not only for the current budget, but for our
future budgets.

White we are optimistic that our economy will continue to recover, | believe we must proceed
cautiously and responsibly. We cannot, and should not, add recurring costs that we cannot
afford to our budget based on an unrealistic expectation that our economy will rebound to levels
before the recession in the upcoming year. We must address these budgetary issues in a
responsible manner that is structurally sound so that we do not lurch from one crisis to another
in thé coming year.

In the Board’s December 5" resolutions, the Administration was instructed to present a plan
identifying available funds to pay for the Unions' raises subject to the following:

1) Any funds in the Self-Insurance Fund exceeding the amount of 60 days safe harbor
established by the State Office of Insurance Reguiations shall first be used to fund the
cost of this resolution;

2) The remaining costs shall be funded from savings and efficiencies provided there is no
impact to direct services to the public;

3} No letter of credit or line of credit shali be used o support the Se f-lnsurance Fund; and

4) No funding shall be taken from the County’s reserves.

Though the Board is to be recognized for its attempt to fund these pay raises, this cannot be
done within the parameters that have been put forth.

As previously stated, the Self-Insurance Fund currently has approximately $8 million above the
80-day safe harbor amount, however only $3.2 million is from the General Fund. The remainder
is from proprietary departments and must be used in those departments. This falis far short of
the $56 million needed. Furthermore, | strongly oppose using these funds, even as a one-time
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source for a one-time expense, for any purpose other than what it is collected for — paying
health insurance claims. Even with the 38 million, given our current projections of revenues and
expenses for the Self-Insurance Fund, in FY 2013-14 the County will fall below the 80-day safe
harbor threshold. Thig projected deficit will need to be funded in next year's budget in order for
the County to remain self-insured, which has, and continues to be, economically advantageous.
It also bears repeating that this would be a one-time source of revenue and the employees’ 5%
pay raise is a recurring cost.

| agree with the Board not to raid reserves to fund the 5% pay raise. The Board recognizes that
our reserves are meant to handle unexpected and unforeseen emergencies and that they are
very low; significantly lower than what is required by our own County ordinance.

In fact, as | have advised the Board, we are faced with an unexpected and extraordinary
number of refunds to property owners processed in Fiscal Year 2012-2013 by the Value
Adiustment Board, which has created a $24 million gap in the General Fund that we must
address in this fiscal year. The Administration has been looking for ways to tackle this issue
since we became aware of it. Department Directors have already been instructed to implement
budget saving actions, such as a hiring freeze, and delaying purchases. We are working hard
to absorb the $24 million without going into our reserves. This is but one example of
unexpected and unforeseen emergencies that we face.

It cannot be emphasized enough that reserves are a one-time source and should not be used to
fund recurring expenses such as the 5% pay raise. Their use would only exacerbate next year's
budgetary chalienges as the reserve would need to be replenished and the 5% wouid need o
be funded again.

Finally, using cash reserves for recurring operating expenses wili be viewed by the national
sredit rating agencies in a negative light. Moody's investor Services recently downgraded the
credit cutlook of our general obligation bonds from ‘stable’ {0 'negative.’ This was done as they
believe our credit is under pressure. F urther deterioration of our financial health may, and
probably will, lead to a credit rating downgrade. Should our general obligation debt be
downgraded just one nofch from its current “AA-"to a "A+” level, we conservatively project that
our taxpayers would be forced to pay about $148 million of additional interest cost for the $1.9
billion of Building Better Communities and $850 million of PHT/Jackson Memotial Hospltal
general obligation bonds that will be issued over the next ten years.

We also strongly agree with the Board to reject the use of a line of credit or letter of credit to
support the Self-Insurance Fund, as was proposed by the Unions and their financial experts.
This reckless suggestion would have worsened our financial outlook as rating agencies would
view the line or letter of credit as a new contingent fability. Moreover, the State of Florida’s
‘Office of Insurance Regulation (OIR) has stated they will not accept lines or letters of credit as
an appropriate substitute for real cash in a reserve for a rainy day event. Attached is
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~ correspondence from OIR Commissioner Kevin McCarty to one of the unions (Attachment 1), as
well as a letter to Deputy Mayor Edward Marquez (Attachment 2), addressing this issue.

Like the Board, we do not want {o impact direct services {o our residents. If it would have been
possible to have a balanced budget that maintained direct services to our residents, kept our
millage rates flat, and provided the 5% raise io the employees, the Administration would have
proposed it. We are here because this was, and is still, not possible.

Since being elected, my Administration has continuously worked to impiement efficiencies and
find savings. However, as | stated earlier, filling the budgetary gap caused by the Board’s
actions, bringing the budget back into balance, and addressing the $24 million VAB issue
requires difficult decisions. The top priorities that will guide our decisions are public safety and
those “on the street” direct service functions and personnel. We are committed to minimizing
the impact to services and employees to the greatest extent possible, but cannot altogether
avoid impacts. There are consequences that will be felt immediately and others that will be felt
in the future,

Those departments that are reliant on General Fund monies, such as Police; Parks, Recreation
and Open Spaces; Community Information and Outreach; Public Works and Waste
Management; Human Resources; Internal Services; and Finance; among others, will be
impacted. Civilian positions at Police will be reduced; mowing and maintenance cycles at parks
will be reduced; 311 hours will be reduced; repairs fo facilities delayed; procurements and

“human resource processes will take longer; responding to potholes will take longer. iIn addition
to the service impacts, a significant number — that could reach more than 100 — of full-time
employees could be laid-off, hours for part-time employees reduced, and private sector contract
employees will be impacted. ‘

The unnecessary and damaging conseguences to our residents and employees are why the
Administration recommended the continuation of the employees’ 5% contribution. It is within
our collective ability to avoid defrimental cuts. | believe it is our coliective responsibility to do so;
especially in light of the fact that we can address the Board's concerns in a responsible
compromise.

The Board has expressed its concerns about pay inequities and especially, the hardships of our
lower-paid employees. Although the Administration opposed the Board's action of September
17, 2013, which gave members of AFSCME 3292 ~ Solid Waste a 5% pay raise effective
January 1, 2014, | acknowledge the Board's desire to act upon their concerns. |, too, was
moved by many of the personal stories of our employees who are suffering economic hardship.
As stated in my September 8, 2013 veto message, | believe the issue of lower-paid employees
should be addressed through the collective bargaining process and | remain committed to
warking in good-faith with all of the County’s unions to address this issue.
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While we are not in a financial position for a 5% raise across the board, | believe that there is
room for compromise and the ability to assist those employees at the lower end of the pay
scale; those that the Board has expressed their desire to help. | am committed {o finding the
funds to provide those full-time employees whose adjusted salaries are below $40,000, a one-
time payment of $1,500; and those eaming between $40,001 and $50,000, a one-time payment
of $1,000. .

| believe this to be a responsible compromise for a number of reasons. First and foremost, this
would be a one-time expense of approximately $2.7 million in the tax-supported funds and $7.5
million in proprietary funds and not a recurring cost. Secondly, it begins to address the pay
inequity. The one-time payment would directly focus on employees at the lower-end. In fact,
approximately 7,800 employees would receive this one-time payment; that equates to more
than one-third of all employees. (This one-time payment would not include members of
AFSCME 3292 ~ Solid Waste, nor AFSCME 1452 — Aviation, as the Board voted on September
17, 2013 to end their 5% contribution, effective January 1, 2014. Members of IAFF Local 1403
are also not included as they do not make the 5% contribution.)

We cannot, and should not, add to an already bad budgetary situation and make things worse,
If the Board insists on providing the 5% raise fo the Unions and creating the $56 million budget
shortfall, [ will not follow. [ am committed to leading by example and the approximately 2000
non-bargaining employees under my purview will, regrettably, be treated differently and
continue to make the 5% contribution. This is a difficult and painful decision to make, however,
we find ourselves in a hole and | will not continue to dig. Their continued sacrifice and
contribution of the 5% will make up $9.6 million of the $56 million gap, with $4 million of the $27
million in the tax-supporied funds.

CLOSING

We must continue restoring a government that is built on transparency, efficiency, and fiscal
responsibility; a government that balances the needs of our residents with what they can afford
to pay, @ government that is fiscally sustainable and structurally sound. Since being elected, this
has been a guiding principle for my Administration. This has meant the need for shared
sactrifice by all of us as we work towards a sustainable budget. As a public servant and elected
official, | have sought to lead by example, which is why one of my first acts as Mayor was to
reduce my salary in half. Unfortunately, the actions of the Board on December 5" take us off
this path and take us backward. However, | believe we can get back on course and | stand
ready to work with the Board and the Unions to find a way for all of us to move our community
forward. '
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Attachment 1

FINANCIAL SERVICES
CoMMISON

RICK 8COTY
GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF INSURANCE REGULATION R TN A AL OFFICER.

PAM RGNDI
ATTCRNEY GENERAL

KEVIN M, MGCARTY" : ADAM PUTNAM
COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER OF

AGRICULYURE
December 12, 2013

Andrew M. Axelrad

General Counse]

Dade County Police Benevolent Association
10680 PBA Memorial Boulevard

Miami, FL, 33172-2108

RE: 60-Day Healthcare Reserves
Dear Mr, Axelrad,

Thark you for your email on December 3, 2013, inquiring as to whether a line of credit can be used to
satisfy the 60-day surphus requirement of Miami Dade’s Self Funded Health Plan,

Based on the information provided, a line of credit will not satisfy the 60-day claim reserve requirement,
A line of credit is a promise by the lender for a future payment of funds and is not the equivalent of
having cash on hand for this purpose. Additionally, if lines of credit are accessed, they must be repaid
immediately or over a pre-specified period of time, which would call into question the County’s ability to
pay the funds back. And, funds derived from lines of credit also carry interest charges or fees. Therefore,
if a line of credit is used 2s & substitute to maintain the required surplus of at least 60 days of claims then
other questions may be asked of the plan for the purpose of determining actuarial soundness pursuant to
Section 112.08 (2), Florida Statutes. The failure of the plan to hold the required claims reserve would then
call into question whether its claims reserves wers adequate and whether the plan was sufficiently funded
to immediately respond to adverse loss development. '

I hope this information answers your questions. Please do not hesitate to contact me or my staff should
you have any additional questions or require further clarification. :

Kevin M, McCarty”

Ce: The Honorabie Carlos A. Gimenez, Mayor of Miami-Dade County, Florida

: EEVIN M, McCARTY + COMMISSIGNER.
200 EAST GAINES STREET « TALLAHASSER, FLORIDA 32399.0305 « (B50) 413-5514 « Bax (850) 488-3334
WEBSITE: WWW.FLOIR.COM * EMATL: KEVIN.MCCARTY(@FLOIR, COM

Affirmative Actlon / Equnl Opportunity Employer



FINANCIAL SERVICES
COMVISSION

RICK SCOTT
GOVERNOR

JEFF ATWATER
CHIEF FINANGIAL OFFICER

PAM BONDI
ATTORNEY GENERAL

KEVIN M. MCCARTY ADAM PUTNAM
: . COMMISSIONER OF
COMMISSIGNER AGRICOLTURE

December 12, 2013

Edward Marquez

Deputy Mayor, Miami-Dade County
Stephen P. Claik Center

111 N.W. First Street, 29" Floor
Miami, Florida 33128-1930

RE: Surplus Requirements for Self-Funded Health Plans

Dear Deputy Mayor Marquez:

Thank you for your letter on December 10, 2013, inquiting as to whether a line of credit can be
used to safisfy the 60-day surplus requirement of Miami Dade’s Self-Funded Health Plan.

Based on the information provided, a line of credit will not satisfy the 60-day claim reserve
requirement. While there is nothing specifically enumerated in the nsurance Code as to this
issue, insurers are required fo follow statutory accounting principles as specified in the National
Association of Insurance Commissionets Accounting Practices & Procedures Manual. Statement
Four of the Statements of Statutory Accounting Principles determines whether an asset is
admissible. According to Paragraph Two of Statement Four, “An assef has thres essential
characteristics: (4) it embodies a probable future benefit that involves a capacity, singly or in
combination with other assefs, to contribute directly or indirectly fo future net cash inflows, (b) a
particular entity can obtain the benefit and control others’ access to it, and (c) the transaction or
other event giving rise to the entity’s right to or control of the benefit has already occurred.” A
line of credit fails the first requirement because it does not contribute to an entity’s cash flow,

If lines of credit are accessed, they must be repaid immediately or over a pre-specified petiod of
time, which would call into question the County’s ability to pay the funds back. And, funds
derived from lines of credit also carry interest charges or fees. Therefore, if a line of credit is
used as a substitute to maintain the required surplus of at least 60 days of claims then other
questions may be asked of the plan for the purpose of determining actuarial soundness pursuant

ERVIN M. McCARTY + COMMISSIONER
200 EAST GAINES STRRET * TALLATASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0305 « (850} 413-5914 + FAX (850) 488-3334
WEBSITE: WW® FLOIR.COM = EMAIL: KEVIN.MCCARTY@FLOTR.COM

Affirmative Action / Eqaal Opportunity Bmployar

(®



Edward Marquez
December 12, 2013
Page 3

to Section 112.08 (2), Flotida Statutes. The failure of the plan to hold the required claims rescrve
would then call into question whether its claims reserves were adequate and whether the plan
was sufficiently funded to immediately respond to adverse loss development.

I hope this information answers your questions. Please do not hesitate to contact me or mry staff
should you have any additional questions or require further clarification. '

Lty

Kevin M. McC.

Commissioner

Ce: The Honorable Carlos A. Gimenez, Mayor of Miami-Dade County, Florida

\\
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CLERE OF THE BOARD A
OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ; DAL
MIAME-BADE COUNTY, FLORIDA Memorandum =
Date: December 5, 2013
To: Honorable Chairwoman Rebeca Sosa émen":iei I
and Membets, Board of County {}ﬁymgssmners peclal [tem No. 5
From: Carios A. Gimenez f‘“ - L W
Mayor b - 7@*”; e
Subject: - Recommendation for Resoivmg e Sollective Bargainihg impasse Between Miami-

Dade County and the Government Stipetvisors Association of Florlda, OPEIU, Local
005 i Empl Unit .
1 upervisoty Employees Ll Resolution No. R-1027-13

Recormmendation '

it is recomrnended that the Board of County Commissicners (Board) resolve the Collsstive Bargaining
Impasse between Miami-Dade County and the Government Supervisors Association of Florida, CPEIU,
Local 100 Supervisory Employees Unit (Union), by approving the continuation of cancessions in the
form of the requirement 1o contribute flve percent (6%) of the employees' base wages toward the
County's cost of healthcare negotiated into the parties’ 2011-2014 Collective Bargaining Agreement.

Scope
The impact of this agenda itent is countywide.

Fiscal Impact/Fundiny Source

The FY 2013-14 Budget adopted by the Board on September 19, 2013 is predicated upon the
continuation of the five percent (5%) contribution of employees' base wages towards the County's cost
of healthcare implemented as a result of the 2011-2014 Collective Bargaining Agresment, if this five
percent (5%) employee base wage confribution does not continue as it relates to this Union, the fiscal
impact to the FY 2013-14 Budget will be $ 8.6 million.

During negetiations, the Adminisiration proposed the contribution of five percent (%) of base wages be
kept in place in light of our continued budgetary challenges., The Administration's position to retain the
current contribution I8 based on lts commitment to maintain the current level of service throughout FY
2013-14.

The Union disagrees with this propbsal. The parties have agreed to submit their dispute directly to the
Board as an impasse iiem for resciution in accardance with State law.

Track Record/Monitor

The Director of Labor Relations, Compensation, and Benefits, Michael Snyder, monitors and oversees
the administration of this Collective Bargaining Agreement.

Background ,

Cn December 19, 2011, the Board ratified the successor 2011-14 Collective Bargaining Agresment
between this Union and the County. The Collective Bargaining Agreement, in-part, provided for the
healthcare contribution to be eliminated effective January 1, 2014, but gave the County the right to
reopen the contraci on this issue for the purpose of negotiating whether the employee contribution
would be continued. The January 1, 2014 date was chosen because that was the date the Affordable
Care Act {Act) was due to go into effect and the parties were uncertain of the impact of the Act, Ih the
event that agreement on the continued contribution to the cost of healthcare could not be reached, the
Collective Bargaining Agreement provides that the Special Magisirate process be waived and that the
dispute be submitted to the Board.

\'>
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Impasse

The parties are at impasse over the continuation of the employees' five percent {5%) healthcare
confribution effective January 1, 2014, The partles have agresd fo walve the Speclal Magistrate
process and submit theiy dispuie directly to the Board for resolution. As such, the Administration is
presenting to ihe Board its recommendation for the continuation of the employees’ five percent (5%)
healthcare conttibution,

This recommendation is not made lightly. The continuation of the five percent (5%) healthcare
contribution will continue to have a financial impact on employees, but it is necessary in order to
maintain the same service levels at our current projected revenues. The County's FY 2013-14 Budget
adopted by the Board assumes that the contribution wotdd continue for FY 2013-14. Potentfial Impasts
can be mitigated by adopting the Administration’s impasse recommendation.

Under Florida law, the actlon taken by the Board will be presented to the bargaining unit members for a
ratification vote. A successful ratification vote will result in the continuation of the five percent (5%)
heaithcare contributlon on and after January 1, 2014, If the bargaining unit fails to ratify the action taken
by the Boatd at impasse, the decision of the Board will take effect as of the date of the legislative action
resulting in the continuation of the five percent (5%) healthcare contribution on and after January 1,
2014 for the remainder of FY 2013-14,

Below is a summary of the contractual change affecting the employees covered by this Collective
Bargaining Agreement. The terms of this change do not affect employees’ base pay and employess
will contirue to be eligible for merit Increases and longevity bonuses during the third year of the:
Coliective Bargaining Agreement Upon ratification or implementation of the Collective Bargaining
Agreement the following provision will continue:

Term of Adreement
This is a three year contract for the petiod of October 1, 2011 through September 30, 2014,

s  Wages
o Al employees In Bargaining Unit classifications will continue to contribute five percent

{5%) of base wages towards the Counly's cost of healthcare on and after January 1,
2014,

Board Regolution

At the Board's speclal meeting of December 5, 2013, the Board amended the ftem to provide that the
required five percent (5%) healthcare contﬂbutlon ba eliminated effective January 1, 2014, The Mayor
is directed fo develop and present to the Board a plan identifying available funds to pay for the costs of
this impasse resolution subject to the following conditions: (a) any funds in the Seif-Insurance Fund
exceeding the amount of 80 days safe harbor established by the State Office of Insurance Regulations
shall first be used to fund the costs of this resolution, (b) the remaining costs shall be funded from
savings and efficiencles provided there Is no impact to direct services to the public, (c} no letter of credit
or line of credit shall be used to support the Self-Insurance Fund, and (d) ho funding shall be taken from
the County's reserves,
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TO: Hoenotable Chairwoman Rebeca Sosa I}ATE: Decenber 5, 2013
and Membets, Board of County Commissioners

%‘Q Amended
FROM: R.A. Cudvag, Jr, SUBJECT: Special Item No. 5

County Attorney

Please mote any items ehecked.

“3-Day Rule” for comnmittees applicable if raised
6 weeks required between first reading and public hearing

4 weeks nofification to municipal officials required prior to public
hearing :

Decreases revenucs or increases expenditures without balancing budget
Budget required
Statement of fiseal impact required

‘ Ordinance creating a new board requires detailed County Mayor’s
V/ repert for public hearing
No committes review

Applieable legislation requires more than a majority vote (i.e., 2/3%
3/8%s , Unanimeons ) to approve

—e?

Current information regarding funding source, index eode and available
balance, and available capacity (if debt is contemplated) requived



Amended

Approved ./ Mayor Special Item No, 5
Veto gﬁéf{éﬁ AL 12-5-13
Override 7 :

RESOLUTION NO. 1027-13

RESOLUTION RESOLVING COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
IMPASSE BETWEEN MIAMI-DADE COUNTY AND THE
GOVERNMENT  SUPERVISORS  ASSOCIATION  OF
FLORIDA, OPEIU, LOCAL 100 SUPERVISORY EMPLOYEES
UNIT
WHEREAS, Miami-Dade County and the Government Supervisors Association of
Florida, OPEIU, Local 100 (GSAF) Supervisory Employees Unit, entered into a Collective
Bargaining Agreement for the period 2011-2014; and
WHEREAS, the parties” agreement included a reopener regarding the continuation of the
five percent (5%) contribution of employees’ base wages towards the County’s cost of healthcare
contained in Article 34 Wages of the Agreement; and
WHEREAS, the County and GSAF Supervisory Employees Unit, have negotiated for a
reasonable period of time on whether the continuation of the five percent (5%) contribution of
employee’s base wages towards the County’s cost of healthcare impiemented as a result of the
2011-2014 Collective Bargaining Agreement would continue as of January 1, 2014; and
WHEREAS, the parties have reached an impasse in their negotiations on the
continuation of the five percent (5%) contribution of employees’ base wages towards the
County’s cost of healthcare; and
WHEREAS, the parties have jointly agreed in writing to waive the appointment of a

special magistrate and proceed directly to resolution of the impasse by the Board of County

Commissioners; and



Amended
Special Item No. 5
Page No. 2

WHEREAS, this Board has conducfed a public hearing at which the parties were
required to explain their positions regarding the impaése in negotiations; and |

WHEREAS, this Board, pursuant to Fla. Stat. Sec. 447.403, is required to take such
action as it deems to be in the public interest, including the interest of the public employees
involved, to resolve the disputed impasse issues,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA, that this Board resolves the
disputed impasse issue as follows: The requirement that bargaining unit employees of the GSAF
Supervisory Employees Unit contribute five percent (3%) of their base wages toward the
County’s cost of health care shall be eliminated effective January 1, 2014.  The Mayor or the
Mayor’s designee on behalf of the County ahd the GSAF Supervisory Employees Unitf shall
reduce to writing an agreement which includes the disputed impasse issue resolved herein. The
written agreement shall be signed by the County Mayor and submitted to the bargaining unit for
signature and ratification. A successful ratification vote will result; in elimination of the five
percent (5%) employee contribution toward the County’s cost of healthcare effective January 1,
2014. If the bargaining unit fails to ratify the action taken by the Board to resolve the impasse,
the decision of the Board will take effect as of the date of the legislative action resolving the
impasse and eliminating the five percent (5%) employee healthcare contribution effective
January 1, 2014. Further, the Mayor is directed to develop and present to this Board a plan
identifying available funds to pay for the costs of this impasse resolution subject to the following
conditions: (a) any funds in the Self-Insurance Fund exceeding the 60-day safe harbor amount
established by the State Office of Insurance Regulations shall first be used to fund the costs of

this resolution, (b) the remaining costs shall be funded from savings and efficiencies provided

/b
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there is no impact 1o direct services to the public, {c) no letter of credif or line of credit shall be
used to support the Self-Tnsorance Fund, and (d) no fanding shall be taken from fhe County’s
TeseIves.
The foregoing resolution was offered by Commissioner Xavier L. Snarez

who moved its adoption. The motion was seconded by Commissioner ~ Barbara J. Jordan

and upon being put to a vote, the vote was as follows:

Rebeca Sosa, Charrwoman aye

Lynda Bell, Vice Chair nay

Bruno A. Barreito aye Bateban L. Bovo, Jr. nay

Tose "Pepe" Diaz absent Andrey M. Edmonson ~ aye

Sally A. Heyman nay Barbara J. Jordan aye

Tean Monestime aye Dennis C. Moss aye

Sen. Javier D). Souto aye Kavier L. Suarez aye
Juen C. Zapata absent

The Chairperson thereupon declared the tesolution duly passed and adopted this 5™ day
of December, 2013. This tesolution shall become effective ten (10) days after the date of iis

adoption unless vetoed by the Mayor, and if vetoed, shall become effective only upon an

override by this Board,

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA
BYITS BOARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

HARVEY RUVIN, CLERK

B Christopher Agrippa
Y :
Deputy Clerk

Approved by County Attorey as :

to form and legal snfficiency. _@
Eric A, Rodriguez

William X. Candela
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