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OMCE testimony thIs year focuses on gaining support for our Retiree Parity bill A2462 S899 and discussion of thoseItems In the Governor’s Executive Budget that we find most objectionable.

Last year M/C employees still on the payroll received the last 1% of the 7% salary increases withheld in 2009 & loin,Legislative support of providing some measure of fairness to M/C employees is much appreciated.While M/C employees who are still working received the 7% payment, M/C’s who retired between 2009 and 2017 havereceived none or only a portion of the 7% salary Increase that was withheld In 2009 and 2010, depending on the timingof their retirement.

We believe these retirees have been treated unfairly and over the years we have presented a number of differentproposals to provide them some relief. Last year our parity proposal was well on its way to passage in both houses whenit was stopped at the last minute,

ThIs year we re5ubmit our pr6posal:
1) Each M/C retiree whose 2009 & 2010 salary increase was withheld shall receive a $70 dollar per month rebate for everymonth of withholdings from April 1, 2009 until the date of retirement or 3/31/2015, not to exceed $5000 —OR —2) Any M/C retiree who retired between April 1, 2015 & June 30,2017 whose salary Increase for 2009 & 2010 waswithheld shall receive $5000 less any parity salary increases received during the specified time period.

The Comptroller shall certify to the NYS DOS a listing of all such retirees deemed eligible.
We estimate less than a $8 million cost by which retirees would get only a small portion of the dollar amount they lost. Itis The Right Thing To Do -and — would provide them some recognition of their forced sacrifice.
This year we submitted our proposal to GOER & DOB for inclusion in the Executive Budget — but It was not included. Thebills have been introduced A2462, 500899.

We have begun discussions with the fiscal and Government Employees & Civil Service & Pensions committees on thisproposal and look for your support. We hope that the Senate & Assembly will include this proposal in your one housebudgets.

Retiree Health Insurance
This year again the governor is proposing several measures that would negatively impact M/C retirees along with otherstate retirees, These proposals are:
- Implement Differential Health Care Premium Contributions for new civilian hires at retirement based on years ofservice (PPGG Part A).
- Eliminate Taxpayer Subsidy for the Medicare Part B income Related Monthly Adjustment amounts (IRMAA) for HighIncome State Retirees (PPGG Part B).
- Maintain Reimbursement of the Medicare Part B Standard Premium for State Retirees at Current Levels (PPGG PartC).

We opposed these proposals last year and the Legislature rejected them. We oppose the proposals this year and urgeyou to again reject them.

aover 37 Years of Outstanding Management Committed to Excellence*
e
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The Executive Budget Proposals on Retiree Health insurance and Reimbursements
State Retiree Health Insurance Reforms. The Executive Budget includes three proposals (Article VII Part PPGG (Public
Protection and General Government) Sections A, B, and C) to help restrain the growth In State retIree health care costs.

Medicare Part B Reimbursement Cap (Section C— PPGG)
Under current law, the State provides full reimbursement of the Medicare Part B standard premium up to $135.50 per
month to all eligible retirees. The Governor’s proposal seeks to çgpstate reimbursement to eiigible retirees and their
dependents effective April 1, 2019 at that $135.50 rate.
In future years any Increases in premiums would not be automatically reimbursed but would be subject to budget
negotiations which would put reimbursement of the increases In jeopardy. The Governors proposal estimates that the
Medicare Part B Cap would reduce the State’s Other Postemployment Benefits (OPEB) liability by $10.2 billion through
the next 30 years GASB period.

Income Related Medicare Adiustment Amount (IRMAA) Reimbursement (Section B — PP6G)
The Governors proposal would amend Section 167-a of the Civil Service Law to cease reimbursement of additional
Income Related Medicare Adjustment Amount premiums paid by higher-Income retirees retroactive to January 1, 2019.
To minimize employee health benefit costs, the State requires all retirees participating In the NYSHIP to enroll In
Medicare Part B upon turning age 65. After enrolling In Medicare Part B, the federal government requires enrollees to
pay a monthly premium ($135.50 —2019 maximum). State retirees pay this monthly premium to the federal
government (typically taken as a Social Security check deduction) but are later reimbursed the full amount by the state
as a credit in their monthly pension allowance.
In 2007, the federal government implemented an additional income-related Part B premium requiring higher Income
enrollees to pay higher monthly premiums. These higher monthly premiums are called Income Related Medicare
Adjustment Amounts (IRMAA).

Under the current law, the State also fully reimburses affected retirees if they are required to pay the additional IRMM
premiums. Under the Governors proposal, state reimbursement of IRMM would be eilmInated effective January 2,
2019 and retirees paying the IRMAA would no longer be reimbursed. (Appellate Court ruled against this In 2006 when
nan-payment of the surcharge was administratively attempted).

The Governors proposal estimates that elimination of IRMAA reimbursement would reduce the State’s OPEB (Other
than Payroll Employee Benefits) liability by $450 million again over the next 30 years.

NYSHIP Retiree Health Insurance Premium Differential — Section A — PPGG

Under current law, the state reimburses retirees for their NYSHIP Health insurance costs after 10 years of service and
NYSHIP participation. For state retirees with at least 10 years of service at grade 10 or higher, the state pays 84% of the
cast of Individual Coverage and 69% of the cost of Dependent Coverage — the retiree pays 16% and 31% respectively. For
state retirees with at least 10 years of service at grade 9 or lower, the state pays 88% of the cost of individual Coverage
and 73% of the cost of Dependent Coverage — the retiree pays 12% and 27% respectively.

The Governor’s proposal seeks to establish a graduated health Insurance reimbursement system for civilian state
employees hired on/after 4/1/2019 whereby retirees would contribute a greater share toward health insurance costs.
The Governor’s proposal does not apply to members of the NYS local Police and Fire Retirement Sy5tem, members of
the uniformed personnel in the Department of Corrections and Community Supervision, and/or a state employee who Is
determined to have retired with an ordinary, acddental, or performance of duty disability retirement.
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The Go’erno?s proposal seeks to enact the following contribution levels:

Years of Grade 9 or Lower Grade 10 or Higher
Service

NYS Individual NYS Dependent NYS Individual 1415 Dependent
Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution

10 54% 39% 50% 35%
11 56% 41% 52% 37%
12 58% 43% 54% 39%
13 60% 45% 56% 41%
14 62% 47% 58% 43%
15 64% 49% 60% 45%
16 66% 51% 62% 47%
17 68% 53% 64% 49%
18 70% 55% 66% 51%
19 72% 57% 68% 53%
20 78% 63% 74% 59%
21 79% 64% 75% 69%
22 80% 65% 76% 61%
23 81% 66% 77% 62%
24 82% 57% 78% 63%
25 83% 68% 79% 64%
26 84% 69% 80% 65%
27 85% 70% 81% 66%
28 86% 71% 82% 67%
29 87% 72% 83% 68%
30 88% 73% 84% 69%

The Governor’s proposal estimates the graduated retmbursement system will reduce the state’s OPEB liabiLity by
roughly $17.6 billion, (over next 30 year GASB period).

(The current formula used to convert accumulated sick leave into an employee retirement health Insurance fund
already addresses this issue of parIty and equity. The fewer years worked means fewer years you have to acaue
unused sick days. Additional adverse impact Is felt by those designated MC since they only earw$sfyk days per year
and are further disadvantaged sInce It takes them 38% longer to accrue unused sick days).

Civil Service & Workforce Issues

The Governor’s discussion of the 5tate workforce is spare and touts what he sees as success, a focus on performance
management using Lean processes, and improving government efficiency — the state workiorce under Eiecutlve control
has declined since Governor Cuomo took office as agencies streamline operations and enhance efficiencies. Improving
productivity and efficiency is positive but no mention is made oF caring for employees and providing those employees
with the resources and support services they need. While clearly the workforce has been reduced and we hear about it
from our members who are required to manage with insufficient resources, the composition of the workforce —

specifically the M/Cworkforce has changed.
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The Departmentof Civil Service is charged with carrying out and ensuring compliance with the constitutional and
statutory requirements for a civil service system. Unfortunately, the department is so under resourced and compliant
with Executive Agency requests that the constitutional requirements seem to go by the wayside or are considered
optional. The Department reeds to be staffed to carry out Its responsibilities. The administration of the Merit System
needs to be bolstered and needs closer oversight.

This trend of diminishing the competitive class management group bodes Ill for the future of the state workforce and
ensuring that the public Is well served. Adherence to professional and ethical standards, continuity of service, training,
competence and Institutional knowledge, and loyalty to the public service rather than to the elected official of the day is
the right prescription for flow to effectively manage.

Agencies justify exempt classification by using phrases such as:
- “Exemptjurisdictionai classification is needed for the Special Assistant due to the fad that the Incumbent will

report to the Executive Deputy Commissioner or designee and must maintain a high degree of diplomacy and
discretion to guarantee the confidentiality of sensitive information”. This describes why the position should be M/C
but does not justify exempt classificatIon.

• “Placement of the requested position in the exempt jurisdictional class is appropriate due to the confidential and
sensitive nature of the duties associated with investigations of violations and enforcement proceedings” — this again
justifies placement in the M/C category but not justification for no examination.

- “Placement of the position outside of the competitive class will assist the department in considering candidates
from diverse backgrounds who could be able to successfully perform the duties”. Are we to believe that diverse
candidates would not be identified through the competitive class mute?

- “We believe It Is impractical to test for the requirements necessary forsuccesslul performance in this position. The
incumbents must have strong technical, (testable), effective communication skills, (testable) the character and
personality traits necessary to properly handle the tasks and information, and they must be supportIve of the
overall goals, objectives and policies of the Commissioner of our agency. In view of this, it is essential that the
Commissioner have the flexibility necessary to appoint candidates in whom he can have full faith and confidence”.

What a sad commentary that state agencies and the civil service department actively engage In avoiding the
constitutional requirements for employee selection and use the “diversify our workforce” and “need for flexibility” as
“legitimate” criteria for avoiding competitive seiectlon processes.

Rarely do these kinds of requests get rejected by the Civil Service Department and the CSD itself has used the same
reasoning for staffing that agency. Another indication of the civil service department’s inability to do its job because of
understaffing is the volume of calls we get from M/C employees who have tried to get the information they need from
Civil Service but either can’t get through on the phone or are told by the person they eventually talk to “call QMCE, we
can’t helD you”. As a matter of fact, program and control agencies, such as Civil Service frequently refer the employees
to OMCE to answer their questions. We do that, but employees are ill-served by the system which is not functioning
efficiently or effectively.

While the Governor and his administration tout the reorganization and centralization of human resources, finance and
ITS functions into the Business Service Center so agencies can focus on their program missions, we get many questions
from employees on Issues that the Business Services Center should be able to answer but doesn’t. Further, human
resources staff in many agencies are poorly or untrained and employees do not trust that the information they receive
from their agency HR offices or the Business Service Center Is correct.

Succession Planning

Inmost state agencies there is no real succession planning underway for the training and replacement of those in critical
M/C positions. Couple that with a reticence by union represented employees to ascend to M/C positions given the
history of compensation woes and we have a “Pipeline” to M/C positions that is broken. This is complicated by the
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demographic fact that those union represented employees eligible for advancement are nearly the same age as those in
the MIC positions.

Our review of the Civil Service Department workiorce management report provides the following breakdown of the
state workforce as of January 2017 (Latest Available).

Number of Employees Total Percent Total M/C M/C Percent
148,884 100% 10,017 6.1

Competitive Class 120,077 80.7% 5317 542
Noncompetitive Class 20,373 13.7% 1512 15.4
Exempt 314g 2.1% 2985 30.42
Labor 5046 3.4%
Other 239 0.2% 203

This comparison clearly shows that the M/C class Is being populated by employees whose fitness has not been
determined by competitive examination and/or where no minimum training and experience requirements are
established. The determination that it is not practicable to determine merit & fitness of applicants by competitive
examination appears to be based on understaffing and a lack of Interest in developing and/or implementing effective
screening and evaluation tools coupled with an attitude that, despite what the governor says about protecting public
employees, is particularly uncaring about treating career public servants with dignity, respect and acknowledging their
value in serving the public

As indicated in the 2017 Cs Workforce Management Report (P 11) there remains little incentive to give up bargaining
unit security and raises to accept a M/C position where increased responsibilities have been coupled with an artificially
diminished pay schedule. It is repetitive but bears repeating-the system Is broken....broken....broken. We have discussed
succession planning proposals with Governor’s staff and hope to make progress this year. We note that $500,000 is
Included in the Civil Service Department budget to achieve efficiencies in recruitment testing and retention in up to 5
agencies through development of competitive tests, skills development, knowledge transfer and succession planning
activities.

IPP-tncome Protection Plan
The M/C Income Protection Plan (1PP), begun In January of 1986 is mandated by the New York State Department of Civil
Service to eligible management confidential-designated executive branch New York State employees working on at least
a halftime basis. This benefit program offers both short (< S months @50% of salary) and long term (>6 months at 60%
of salary) disability at no cost to the employee, ThIs taxable coverage Is underwritten through MetLife, M/C employees
earn 8 days of sick leave per year rather than the 13 sick days of mo5t State employees. The IPP is also the carrier of the
M/C Family Leave coverage. Our issue Is that the State’s Investment in this program needs Increased scrutiny and
oversight.

Recently we have seen an unprecedented array of claims being bungled (carrier claiming that the agencies are at fault
and vice versa), rejected claims involving differing medical opinions and untimely handled appeals. The result Is that
another promise made to MJC’s — short- and long-term limited salary protection during disability — Is being broken. Too
many M/C employees are waiting for weeks to months to have their claims approved and the limited IPP payments to
begin.

We work with our members, the agencies, and the carrier to assist in resolving these disputes but are concerned about
an unprecedented increase in bungled and rejected claims. Now that the Famiiy Leave for M/C’s has been added to the
IPP portfolio, we are even more skeptical of the carrier’s ability to perform In a fair and adequate fashion.
There isa need for improved oversight of this IPP program in both its timeliness in handling claims and the rejection
rationale which ultimately gets reversed on appeal.
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We have urged before and urge again that M/C’s be allowed to “opt-out” of IPP coverage and be restored to full 13 daysof annual sick leave. There are M/C’s who feel the IPP works for them and those who want out. To be ill and trying tosuMve on the PP Income that comes late or not at all Is NOT a promise kept. The IPP Is not fulfilling the proml5e madeto the M/C employees.

Expand State IS Authority and Strengthen Procurement Rules and Oversight
The Governor proposes expanding the authority of the State Inspector General to include oversight of nonprofitorganizations and foundations that are created forthe benefit of or controlled by SUNY or CUNY. The governor alsoproposes broadenIng the 16’s authority to Include all state— related procurement and the implementation andenforcement of financial controls at SUNY and CUNY. This is similar to proposals we objected to last year.The governor is also advancing new measures that will grant authority to the State Comptroller and the In5pectorGeneral to approve certain SUNY and CUNY Construction Fund contracts, SUNY Research Foundation contracts and OGScentralized contracts.

We agree that the State Comptroller should have the authority to audit and approve these contracts — However, wequestion why the IS should be duplicating the Comptroller’s work, lithe 16’s responsIbility Is to investigate complaintsof corruption, fraud, criminal activity, conflicts of interest or abuse and to refer criminal findings for prosecution, the 16should not be reviewing and auditing the same materials that the Comptroller is at the same time. The IS should“Investigate” complaints referred by the Comptroller or another agency and the contract should not be approved ifthere isa referral to the IC. Further the 16 should not have the power to approve such contracts — but should report theresults of the IC investigation to the Comptroller. If wrongdoIng Is found, the contract would be given final disapprovalby the Comptroller.

It is also imperative that decisions be made on objective criteria without any political persuasion, pressure, or influence.
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STATE OF NEW YORK

2462

2619.2079 Reuiar Sessions

IN ASSEMBLY
lantiary ii, 2919

Introduced by M. of A. FA4W -. read once and referred to the Cc.m.itte.
on Governmental Eaployces

AN act to aaend the civil service law, In relation to establishing a
retiree parity payment for certain employees who served in a position
or positions in the classified service of the state designated manage
rial or confidential

flu. People o5 the State of Mew Vork,flpnesented In Senate end Mst.
hll,., do enact a, follows,

I Section 1, mc civil service law is sanded by adding a new section
2 137 to read as Follows,

_fl7. Mangee.lt/tonf*dentlal retire. DjrUyfl)ept. 1. Notwith
4 stand&ng_Jjiy_pfovjston of l, rule or regulation to the contra y,jy
S retiree .dnq served in a position or_positions in tJe classified aervice
6 of th state dfliaqltqd manpg.rial or confidential Dunuant to aeticfl
7 4o’rtqcn. o this charter rd who retired between tcru first. two U,ou.
S s;pd nine and March thirty, t e,qweand fifteen, aW bad a salary
9 intrease authorized lauder cheater te, of the laws of Iwo tSousand lift19 which Iqa withheld for state fiscal years two P10* •OdiOr two11 thousand ten shall receive a seventy dollar rVoste preqt cor every

U month of withholding fro. earl first. two thousand nine with such
13 rettrns dat. oF retirement or march thirty-first. two thousand
14 fiftee,whjchev.r is nrUer_t to exceed a total of five thousand
15 dollars, The cptroller shall cgrtifr to the division of the bvdgej,
i6 jflj of all such rmtiree deemed *1 ith ..purslrngt to this subdivi..
l7
U 2. Notwithstanding_y_provi,jpm oF law, rule or regulotien to the
19 contrerv,,jy retire, who served ii, a easitlon or positions in the eta.
10 sifted service of the stats decimpated sanaprial pr confidential pulsu
It ant to article fourteen of this chaoter and who retired between Aonil
21 two thousanØ fifteen Md jun. thirtieth. two thousand seventeen,
23 and bad a salarvJjsire,se authorized wider chanter ten of the Itw cf

EXPI.flffllON--Matter in italics (underscored) is new; matter in brackets
[—3 Is old low to he mltt,’d.
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eight whicb wgs wlthbld fer state fiscal flarr t thou- “p
a wd nine aM)er tw, thoosand te,, hfl receive liv. lhqqs.nd dollars3 tess the party salary i,crnsst received
4 period. lt co.ptntler shall certify tQ the division of the bU4521.j5 Unln ef an such retired desed d1ib1punuept to this ,ub4Lti-6 i!2!.
7 S 2. This ;ct shall take effect ireadiately.
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i/292O19 New Yodc StaLe Asswnbiy I BII Search and LegisIatva InformatIon
Afl402 M.n,o;

PSI VOfl STATE ASSOIBLY
PSCRIIgDU, Th WPPCM OF LEGISLAIION

subsitted in accardance ,dth Assembly Rule ft1 Sec 1(f)

PILL SflER: 12462

5PV46’ FaI.y

TITLE OF flit: An act to aced the civil senEca law, in relatto to
establishing a retiree parity payment for certain erployees who served
in a position or positions in the classified service of the state desig
nated managerial or confidential

PV!(Pt$E OP GENERAi IOfl OF Pttt

ihis bill provides certain employees designated sanageiqal or confide,,
tial to receive a rebate payment for salary Increases that were author.
fled, yet ulciaately withheld by New York State.

sw.av OF PR0V151016: I
This bill accnds the civil service law by adding a new section 137 to
provide a rebate payment to certain employees designated managerial or
confidential and retired be6een April 1, 2009 and March 21, 2017.

For those employees that retired between April 2, 2609 ltd Parch 31,
2925 and had a,, authorized salary increase that Cs withheld, the
employee shall receive a monthly rebate of In for each ecnth such
increase was withheld, which shall not etceed $5,809 per eloyee.

For those employees that retired between April 1, aIS and Hard, 31.
2017 and had an authorized salary increase that was withheld, the
em,ployee shall receive a rebate of $s,eee less any salary increases
received during that time period.

llJSnflcATioW:

During the 2888 recession, managerent confidential employees (N/Cs) had
their authorized salary increase. witItield by the nate in an effort to
reduce eependitures.

smile many h/ts ultimately recnived their withheld pay raises, thousands
of H/Cs retired during the withheld period’ end thus were deqied this
rightful benefit. This seasure provides a rebate to those ma4agneot
confidential enpioyees that retired after having salary increase, with
held ftp 2ua and/or 1019. New York saved aver $450,000 ailtian in sale
ries and fringe benefits fron the withholding of salary ircreases ftr
low and 2010. No more than h,600 eliplibie retirees we espectod to take
advantage of this rebate.

smile this neasure does rot wholly recover those lost wages, it is only
fair to restore cone of the lost valise of the withreld salaries.

PRIOP LEGISLATIVE HISTv;

New Bill

FTSCAL WtICATIO’(S;

For the 4/i/2009—3/Ji/26i5 acrid the WS Division of the Budget
utilized an average PVC ann,,al salary of $71,600. using dets and service
records from Mew York State and incal Employees Retirement System there
were isea li/C retirees whose salary restoration through this propocal

would cost approzipsately $6.5 million. The total cost for this proposal
is cstis,ated at $9 million.

EFFECTIVE DATE;
Ineediately

hUp&/nyaesantIy.govflegfldotauftfidcMog_s,Edeo&bn=AO2462&temi=O&Swmnary=Y&Moynoay&Tgy 2,t4
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Jurisdictional C’asses

Jurisdictional Clasie. Jurigdlctianai Class Code,
CompebtIve 0

Ncn-cumpetitNe I
Exempt 2
labor 3

undasflcd Service 4
5

Pending r4on-Compeduve 6
Pending Exempt 7
Pending Labor B

Competitive Jurlsdlãlonai Class (Competitive Clan) - The Jurisdictional Class under the Classifled CMI Service (CiassinedService) composed of positions for wNd, it Is pruct1cabe to detennine the merit and Atness of applicants by competitive examination.
Non—competitive Jurisdictional Cins (Non—Competitive Class) - The Jurisdictional Cias5 under the Classified Cvii Service(CiassUled Service) designating positions not In the Exempt or Labor Classes and for which it Is fuur by the Civil Service Commissionto be not practicable to ascertain the merit and fitness of applicants by competitive examination.
exempt Jurisdictional Class (Exempt Class) - The Jurisdictional Class under the Classified Civil Service (Classified Service) ofpositions deemed Impracticable to flH by tests of any kind, No minimum training and experience requirements are estabflshed forexempt positions.

Labor Jurisdictional Class (Labor Cbss) - The Jurisdicbonai CLass under the Classified Clvii Service (Ciassified Service) designatedfor positions for which competitive tests are impracticable because of the unskiiied nature of the duties. Minimum qualifications forLabor Class positions other than the physical ability to perform the duties or the position are generally not established.
Unclassified Clvii Service (UnclassIfied Service) - Positions specified under Section 35 oF the Civil Service Law. Examples are:elected officais, appointees of the Governor or tagisiature (Indudlng heads of Departments and legislative employees), andemployees In professional positlon5 in certain colleges whose pdnclpai functions are teaching or supervision of teachIng in a publicschoo’, academy or college, or in the State University.

52MM 0600 Jurlsdlct:onai Ciassificarion

Civil Service Law Jurisdlctonai CiassMc4hpn

Swtcu of Stoic Plri 34MW—I.
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THE ORGANIZATION OF NYS
MANAGEMENT CONFIDENTIAL EMPLOYEES

An Alfiiiate of OPEIU Local 153, AFL-CIO
SPINE WEST PLAZA • SUITE 513 • AI.BANY. NEW YORK 12205-5587TELEPHONE (518)456-5241 — 1400-826-OMCE— Fax. (518) 4563638

Mr. Michael Volforte
Director
Caveman Office of Employee Relations
Budding 2, Empire State Plaza
Albany, NY 12223

Mr. Robert MujIca IDirector
NYS Division of the Budget
254 Washington Avenue
Albany, NY 122W

Gentlemen:
As you prepare the agency call letter for the 2019-2020 budget we wish to share those issuespertInent to the State’s MC employees that we feel need addressing in the upcoming executivebudget submission.

1. General Salary increa5e — 2% for 2019-20, 2020-21, 2021-2022.
In keeping with the current cost of living as well as other settlements with state wide
cclective bargaining agents a 2% annual across the-board Increase wil keep the
?Aaragc2rnent Confidential workiorce at a proper level avoiding salary compression withthose that they supervise. -

This percentage increase is well-established it bath private and public sector
settlements across the United States and we are happy to provide additional
documentation to supaort our contention if necessary

2. Reestablish Vacation Exchange Program.
One of the states most successful programs offered has been the Vacation Exchange
Program We propose that the program be reinstituted allowing MC personnel the
opportunity to cash in up to tOdays of accumulated annual leave,
Participation would be limited to those Indisiduals that have at least 30 vacation days or
more accrued days at the time of application.
We tstimate that this could cost appraimateiy S9M (30G0 eligibe xt0 days x $300 avg
MC per diem).
We believe this could be considered a productivity bonus as well. Since yielding these
vacatIon days the MC workforce would be on the job for those additional days. Lees not
kid ourselves It 15 a well-known fact that some upon separatng from state service will
“burn” their time priorto separation. This is counterproductive for both productivity
arid morale since not a! are given that opportunity. We believe that the states financidi
conditIon can certainly allow the reinstitution of this program.

3. The Creation of Longevity 5teps for grades 18 and above in the MC unit -

Every year we read the CivIl Service Work Force Report that clearly demonstrates the
salary compression beLween the MC employees and their subordinates. One way of
alleviating this compression without resorting to a complete restructuring of the salary
grades would be to allow longevity increases for MC’s grade 18 and above once they
reach 5, 10, or IS years at the top step for their graded or NS/equateU to grade position.
As the civil service reports Indicate there is little financial advantage for someone to
leave their union position to become a MC.

‘Over 37 Years of OutstandIng Management Committed to Excellence’
e

JulyG, 2018



We propose that a $1500 performance award be granted at the hI, 10th, and 15’h yearthresholds after one has achieved job rate for all Mc’s at grade 18 and above including
M” grades.

4. CreatIng an “Opt Our for the Income Protection Plan (IPP).
The income protection plan works far some Mc’s and for others it does little. We
propose that a time perod be created every 5Ih year allowing those in the program to
“Opt Out” of participation in this program! Those that choose to opt out would go back
to the lull accruals of 13 sick days per year and the use of half paid sick leave as defined
in the attendance rules. Once somebody opts out they cannot return.

it takes an IPP participant almost 40% longer to accrue sick days to be used as part of
the formuta for retiree health insurance benefits. In some cases this has resulted in iP
individuals forcing themselves to come to work when they shouid’ve stayed home.
Creating an option where Individuals get the opportunity to opt out would be fair to
both the State and the employees. Employees would be able to sooner maximize their
sick time for use in computIng bath their own and the State’s cast for their retiree
health insurance.
There Is no financial Increase to the State since the State’s share of retiree health
Insurance coming sooner Is offset by not paying salary, retirement and other salary
based expenses as one hangs on to maximize accruals. 11W has become counter
productve In practice and it Is long overdue for attention and modification.

5. SuccessIon Planning.
We propose a Succession Planning Initiative similar to tnat used by the federal
government the last five years. We’ve attached the document that we have shared In
the past that explains how we think a program of planning and mentorship can benefit
both the state and the retirees. We believe that the limited succession planning done by
the state is woefully inadequate. We believe a succession planning Initiative will drive anew era In planning for future needs.

6. Retiree Parity Award.
We are grateful that we have worked together to restore the 2009 and 2010 withheld
7% general salary increases,
Yet there are Mc’s, now retired who were unable to receive any or minimal restoration
of that pay.
We had 2018 legislation introduced that provides a minimum restitution of $70 per each
month the retiree worked without receipt of the 2009-107% monies with a maximum
$5,000 award fA-10909, S 7771A). We’ve attached the 2028 hegisiation and urge the
Governor to adopt the concept into his budget to finally end this chapter of employee
financial disparity.

Thank you For your attention to these matters and we remain availabia to discuss the
issues we’ve raised in this letter.

President

‘aria
Executive Director

JDS/BZ/eg
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