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SUBJECT 

Resolutions to Indicate Intent to Approve or Reject the County government employee collective 
bargaining agreements 
Lead Sponsors: County Council 

 
EXPECTED ATTENDEES 
 None 
 
COUNCIL DECISION POINTS & COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

• Worksession followed by Action – Council vote required 
 
DESCRIPTION/ISSUE   

Resolution to indicate the Council’s intent to approve or reject provisions of the Collective Bargaining 
Agreement with the Municipal and County Government Employees’ Organization (MCGEO). 
 
Resolution to indicate the Council’s intent to approve or reject provisions of the Collective Bargaining 
Agreement with the Fraternal Order of Police (FOP). 

 
Resolution to indicate the Council’s intent to approve or reject provisions of the Collective Bargaining 
Agreement with the Montgomery County Career Fire Fighters Association of the International Association 
of Fire Fighters (IAFF). 

 
SUMMARY OF KEY DISCUSSION POINTS 
 

This report contains:        Page 
 

Staff Report         1 
Proposed MCGEO Resolution       A-1 
 MCGEO Memo from County Executive    A-4 
 Summary of MCGEO Agreements     A-5 
 Fiscal Impact Statement      A-8 
 Proposed Salary Schedules      A-9 
 MCGEO Agreements       A-13 
Proposed FOP Resolution       B-1 
 FOP Memo from County Executive     B-3 
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 Summary of FOP Agreements      B-4 
 Fiscal Impact statement      B-5 
 Proposed Police Uniform Salary Schedules    B-6 
 FOP Agreements       B-7 
Proposed IAFF Resolution       C-1 
 IAFF Memo from County Executive     C-3 
 Summary of IAFF Agreement      C-4 
 Fiscal Impact Statement      C-5 
 Proposed Salary Schedules      C-6 
 IAFF Agreements       C-7 
FY22 Council Decision Chart       D-1 
Executive Branch Answers to Council staff questions   E-1 
 
Alternative format requests for people with disabilities.  If you need assistance accessing this report 
you may submit alternative format requests to the ADA Compliance Manager. The ADA 
Compliance Manager can also be reached at 240-777-6197 (TTY 240-777-6196) or at 
adacompliance@montgomerycountymd.gov 
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    AGENDA ITEMS 8 
     April 27, 2021 

     Worksession/Action 
 
 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 

      April 22, 2021 
 
 

TO:  County Council 
 
FROM: Robert H. Drummer, Senior Legislative Attorney 
  Christine Wellons, Legislative Attorney 
 
SUBJECT: Resolutions to Indicate Intent to Approve or Reject the County government employee 

collective bargaining agreements1 
 
PURPOSE: Worksession/Action – Council vote expected 
 
  Under the County Employees Labor Relations Laws (Police: County Code §§33-75 through 33-
85; County employees: County Code §§33-101 through 33-112; Fire and Rescue employees: County Code 
§§33-147 through 33-157), the County Council must review any term or condition of each final collective 
bargaining agreement requiring an appropriation of funds or enactment, repeal, or modification of a county 
law or regulation.  On or before May 1, unless the Council extends this deadline, the Council must indicate 
by resolution its intention to appropriate funds for or otherwise implement the agreement or its intention 
not to do so, and state its reasons for any intent to reject any part of an agreement.  The Council is not 
bound by the agreement on those matters over which the Council has final approval.  The Council may 
address contract items individually rather than on an all-or-nothing basis.  See County Code §33-80(g); 
§33-108(g)-(j); §33-153(l)-(p). 
 
 If the Council indicates its intention to reject or opts not to fund any item, it must designate a 
representative to meet with the parties and present the Council's views in their further negotiations.  The 
parties must submit the results of any further negotiations, or impasse procedures if the parties cannot 
agree on a revised contract, to the Council by May 10 (unless the May 1 date was extended).   
 
 The agreements before the Council this year are with the Fraternal Order of Police (police 
bargaining unit), the Municipal and County Government Employees Organization (County employees 
bargaining units), and the International Association of Fire Fighters (fire and rescue employees).  Each 
agreement is an amendment to the current agreement, was negotiated this year, and would cover the period 
between July 1, 2021 and June 30, 2022.  The underlying FOP and the MCGEO Agreements expire on 
June 30, 2023.  The underlying IAFF Agreement expires on June 30, 2022.  The Council must review and 
act on each of the provisions of these amended agreements that requires an appropriation of funds for 
FY22 or requires a change in law or regulation. 

 
1#ContractsFY2022 
Search terms: collective bargaining, police, fire rescue, county government employees and volunteer firefighters. 
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 The Council is tentatively scheduled to review and vote on each of these Resolutions in a Council 
worksession on April 27.  These proposed resolutions will be amended to reflect the decisions of the 
Council after the worksession.  Each of the resolutions summarizes the provisions of each Agreement that 
the Council must act on for FY22.  Council staff submitted a list of questions to the Executive Branch 
about these Agreements.  The questions and the responses from the Executive Branch are at ©E-1–E-3.  
 

The Provisions of the FY22 Collective Bargaining Agreements Subject to Council Review 
 

A chart showing the provisions in each Agreement that requires Council approval for FY22 is at 
©D1-D3.  These provisions are described below.  
 

(1) General Wage Adjustment (GWA) 
A1 MCGEO – $1684 increase on the last pay period in June 2022. The FY22 fiscal 

impact is $348,000.  The FY23 would be $10,401,161. 
 

A2 MCGEO - $.50 per hour increase for seasonal employees.  The FY22 fiscal impact 
is $89,288.  The FY23 impact would also be $89,288. 

 
B FOP – 2.5% GWA on the first pay period beginning after January 1, 2022. The 

FY22 fiscal impact is $1,435,494.  The FY23 impact would be $2,870,988. 
 
C IAFF – 1.5% in June 2022.  The FY22 fiscal impact is $51,547.  The FY23 impact 

would be $1,534,410. 
 

The FY22 fiscal impact of each of these GWA’s is artificially low because they start after the 
beginning of the fiscal year.  Each of these wage increases would be added to an employee’s salary when 
shown and would continue for all future years.  The GWA also permanently raises the minimum and 
maximum salary for each salary grade.  Therefore, the FY23 fiscal impact is a better indication of the long 
term cost for each GWA listed above.   

 
It must also be noted that the flat $1684 raise for MCGEO would be a significant change in the 

method of allocating the GWA among employees.  Although the flat GWA of $1684 would raise an 
employee’s salary for future years by that amount, it would pivot away from the percentage increases in 
past years.  The flat $1684 raise for these employees would allocate a larger percentage raise for an 
employee in a lower graded position and a lower percentage raise for an employee in a higher graded 
position.  The total dollars needed for the $1684 flat GWA would support a 2.39% increase for all.  For 
MCGEO (and recommended to be passed through to non-represented employees by the CE) the flat $1684 
GWA would reduce the difference in the salary ranges between different graded positions and would, over 
time, create wage compression issues if repeated year after year.  Although the negotiated FY23 GWA is 
not before the Council for approval this year, the MCGEO Agreement would repeat a flat GWA again in 
FY23 of $1988 or the statutory CPI increase for Councilmembers in December 2021, whichever is greater. 

 
This is the justification for the flat $1684 GWA we received from the Executive Branch: 
 

What is the justification for moving away from a percentage increase for MCGEO to a flat dollar increase 
for all? MCGEO proposed a flat dollar increase, which was acceptable to the County Executive. 
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(2) Service Increments: Each of the agreements provides a 3.5% service increment in FY22 

on the employee’s anniversary date for any employee who is below the top of his or her 
grade.   

 
A1 MCGEO – 3.5% on anniversary.  The fiscal impact in FY22 is $4,212,458.  The 

FY23 impact would be $8,007,342. 
 
A2 MCGEO - $600 lump sum if not eligible for a service increment.  The fiscal impact 

in FY22 would be $1,055,791.  It would not go into base and has no FY23 fiscal 
impact. The Agreement includes a second $600 lump sum for these employees in 
FY23 that will be subject to Council review next year. 

 
B FOP – 3.5% on anniversary.  The fiscal impact in FY22 is $1,176481.  The FY23 

impact would be $1,720,575. 
  
C IAFF – 3.5% on anniversary.  The fiscal impact in FY22 is $829,756.  The FY23 

impact would be $1,604,960. 
 

(3) Additional Service Increments 
 

A MCGEO – 1.25% additional increment in for any employee who was eligible for 
a service increment in FY11 that was not funded by the Council.  The FY22 fiscal 
impact would be $734,274. 

 
B FOP – None. 
 
C IAFF – None. 
 

The Council did not fund service increments for any County employees in FY11, FY12, and FY13.  
IAFF members received additional service increments in FY14 and FY15 to make up for missed service 
increments in FY11 and FY12.  FOP members received an additional 1.75% service increment in FY14 
and an additional 1.75% service increment in FY15 to make up for one of the missed increments.  The 
Executive agreed to an additional 3.5% service increment to be paid in FY17 for both the FOP and 
MCGEO, but the Council rejected funding for both make-up increments.  MCGEO members at the 
top of grade received a .5% lump sum in both FY14 and FY15.  Unrepresented employees have never 
received any make-up service increments for the service increments missed in FY11, FY12, and 
FY13. 

 
Although the service increments for all employees were either rejected by the Council or simply 

not funded by the Council in FY11, FY12, and FY13 due to fiscal constraints, each collective bargaining 
agreement refers to these “missed” service increments as “deferred.”  The Council budget resolution for 
FY11 states that service and longevity increments for FOP and IAFF members are “rejected.”  The 
MCGEO Agreement for FY11 did not contain service or longevity increments and the Council budget 
resolution approved this lack of increments in the MCGEO Agreement.  The FY12 FOP Agreement 
contained a service increment that the Council “rejected.”  The FY12 MCGEO and IAFF Agreements 
contained no service or longevity increments and the Council approved that provision.  In FY13, none of 
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the Agreements contained a service increment and the Council approved no service increments in each 
Agreement.  

 
 For FY20, the Executive and MCGEO agreed to a 3.5% make-up service increment that the 
Council rejected.  The Council ultimately approved a 1% make-up step for FY11 payable in FY20.  For 
FY21, the Executive agreed to a 1.25% make-up service increment for MCGEO and a 3.5% make-up step 
for the FOP.  The Council rejected both make-up service increments. 

 
 

The following Table shows the additional service increments that were funded by the 
Council (or rejected) in FY14 through FY21 
 
 

Employee 
Group 

FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 

FOP 1.75% 1.75% 0 3.5% 
rejected 

by 
Council 

0 $1,000 
lump 
sum 

3.5% 3.5% 
rejected 

by 
Council 

IAFF 3.5% 3.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MCGEO .5% at 

max 
.5% at 
max 

0 3.5% 
rejected 

by 
Council 

0 0 1% 1.25% 
rejected 

by 
Council 

Unrepresented 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
 

The FOP Agreement for FY19 included a $1,000 lump sum payment for FOP members “whose 
service increment was deferred during FY2012 and/or FY2013, has not yet received it, and who is 
otherwise eligible…”  Although eligibility for this lump sum is based on missing service increments in 
FY12 and/or FY13, the provision ends with the following statement: 

 
“This shall not replace the FY2012 and FY2013 service increment.” 
 

The Council approved a 3.5% make-up service increment in the FOP Agreement for FY20. 
 
The Executive explained the reason for recommending the extra 1.25% make-up step for MCGEO as 
follows: 
 

What is the reason for the extra makeup 1.25% service increment for MCGEO?  The additional 1.25% service 
increment is a “catch-up” payment for the increments that were initially not funded by the Council in FY11.  
The parties previously agreed that the missed increment would be phased in over three years in partial 
increments of 1.0%, 1.25%, and 1.25%.  While most of the full “catch-up” payments have been approved for 
the other bargaining units, the second phase of the first “catch-up” increment was not approved by the 
Council for MCGEO bargaining unit members as submitted in FY21.  This provides the MCGEO bargaining unit 
members this second phase of their first missed increment. 
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(4) Longevity Increments. 

 
A1 MCGEO – an employee eligible for a longevity increment in FY22 would receive 

a 2.5%, 3% or a 3.5% increment after 18 years of service.  The FY22 fiscal impact 
would be $160,963.  The FY23 impact would be $333,099. 

 
B1 FOP – an employee eligible for a longevity increment in FY22 after 16 years or 20 

years would receive a 3.5% increment.  The FY22 fiscal impact would be $144,797.  
The FY23 impact would be $241,031. 

 
C IAFF – an employee eligible for a longevity increment at 20 years or 24 years 

would receive a 3.5% longevity increment.  The FY22 fiscal impact would be 
$128,513.  The FY23 impact would be $238,108. 

 
 

(5) Tuition Assistance.  
 

A MCGEO – share $100,000 appropriated for tuition assistance that is not designated 
for the FOP with IAFF and unrepresented employees.   

 
B FOP - $135,000 is designated in FY22 for employees represented by the FOP.  This 

is the same as FY20.  
 
C IAFF – share $100,000 appropriated for tuition assistance with MCGEO and 

unrepresented employees.   
 

The Executive’s recommended FY22 budget would reduce the total appropriation for tuition 
assistance for all employees by $150,000. 
 

(6A, B, C) Group Insurance Benefits.   
 
In 2011, the Council rejected the provisions in each collective bargaining agreement providing for 

an 80/20 employer/employee cost share and changed it to 75/25 for all employees who do not select a 
health maintenance organization.  The collective bargaining agreements with the County’s three unions 
were never amended to reflect this change, but the Executive continued to include funding for the 75/25 
cost share in his recommended budgets for FY12-15.  Each union filed a prohibited practice charge against 
the Executive alleging that he was legally required to recommend approval of the collective bargaining 
agreement.  The Court of Special Appeals agreed and held that the Executive committed a prohibited 
practice by failing to recommend the 80/20 cost share to the Council.  However, the Council formally 
rejected the provisions in each agreement providing an 80/20 cost share and adopted the 75/25 cost share 
for FY12-15.  The FOP challenged the Council’s authority to reject the agreement, but the Maryland Court 
of Appeals upheld the Council’s rejection of the 80/20 cost share.  The Court held that the Council is not 
part of the collective bargaining process, is not bound by the collective bargaining agreement, and holds 
the ultimate power of the purse.   

 
For FY19, FOP Lodge 35 and MCGEO Local 1994 agreed in a side letter that they would not file 
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a prohibited practice charge against the Executive if he included the 75/25 split in his recommended budget 
despite the contrary language of the collective bargaining agreement.  IAFF Local 1664 did not 
agree.  There were no side letters on this submitted to the Council for FY21, but the Executive included 
funding for the 75/25 cost share for all employees in FY21. 

 
For FY22, the Executive agreed with MCGEO to submit the same 75/25 cost share in the 

recommended budget without amending the collective bargaining agreement.  The FOP and the IAFF did 
not agree to this.  The Executive’s FY22 recommended budget includes funding for the same 75/25 cost 
share that was approved by the Council for all employees each year since FY12 for MCGEO and non-
represented employees.  The Executive included funding with the 80/20 cost share for the FOP and 
the IAFF.  The total additional fiscal impact in FY22 for increasing the cost share for the FOP and 
the IAFF is $1,463,487.  Therefore, if the Council wants to continue to fund the same level of these 
benefits for all employees in FY22, the Council must formally indicate its intent to reject each of these 
provisions in each of the collective bargaining agreements.  The rejection of the benefit provisions in 
the 3 agreements would reduce expenditures from the Executive’s recommended FY22 budget by 
$1,463,487.   
 

(7) Increases in Special Pay 
 

A1 MCGEO – increase the shift differential from $1.40/hour to $1.42/hour and from 
$1.56/hour to $1.87/hour. The cost of this increase in FY22 would be $576,434.  
The fiscal impact for FY23 would also be $576,434. 

 
A2 MCGEO – increase the positions eligible for field training pay. The cost of this 

increase in FY22 would be $19,522.  The fiscal year impact for FY23 would also 
be $19,522. 

 
A3 MCGEO – adjust holiday pay.  The FY22 cost would be $104,574 and the same 

$104,574 in FY23. 
 
A4 MCGEO – increase standby pay for fire marshals to 30% on weekdays and 50% 

of pay for weekends.  The FY22 fiscal impact would be $57,247 and the same 
$57,247 in FY23. 

 
A5 MCGEO – $1500 stipend for HHS Crisis Center employees.  The FY22 fiscal 

impact would be $50,057 and the same $50,057 in FY23. 
 
A6 MCGEO – DOCR extra ½ hour pay for Group E members for lunch at facility.  

The FY22 fiscal impact would be $171,634 and the same $171,634 in FY23. 
 
A7 MCGEO – additional $5/hour for acting pay.  The Executive has not yet provided 

a fiscal impact for this. 
 
A8 MCGEO – increase meal allowance from $10 to $15.  The fiscal impact would be 

$5,000 in FY22 and in FY23. 
 
B FOP – none. 
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C IAFF – increase in pay for travel expenses.  The Executive has not yet provided a 
fiscal impact for this. 

 
(8) Increases in clothing, equipment, vehicle use, and transit subsidy 
 

A1 MCGEO - increase boot subsidy for highway services employees from $145 to 
$200.  The cost for this increase in FY22 and FY23 would be $13,750. 

 
A2 MCGEO – increase the uniform allowance for DOCR and new show allowance 

for Resident Supervisors.  The cost for this in FY22 would be $49,363.  The FY23 
fiscal impact would be $37,679. 

 
A3 MCGEO – increase the Get-In Program transit subsidy from $75/month to 

$265/month.  The cost for this increase would be $150,000 in FY22 and FY23. 
 
A4 MCGEO – increase in DGS shoe allowance for Fleet Services.  The Executive 

stated that this was previously included in a side letter and is now being 
incorporated into the Agreement. 

 
B FOP – provide cell phones for all police officers in unit.  The Police Department 

issued cell phones to all officers in FY21.  There is no fiscal impact for FY22. 
 
C. IAFF – none. 

 
(9) Retirement Plan Increases 
 

A MCGEO - Establish a new sick leave payout for employees in the GRIP or RSP 
upon leaving County service of either $5,000 or $10,000 depending on the sick 
leave balance.  The cost would be $225,000 in both FY22 and FY23. 

 
The sick leave payout is not based on an employee’s hourly wage.  It works out to $41.67 per hour 
which is higher than the average salary for MCGEO employees. 

 
B FOP – no change.   
 
C1 IAFF – pay for unused sick leave at retirement.  IAFF members are able to use up 

to 2 years of sick leave at retirement for additional years of service for calculating 
a pension.  This provision would pay members for unused sick leave at retirement.  
The fiscal impact in FY22 and FY23 would be $239,146.  The Executive explained 
this provision as follows: 

 
Please explain how the unused sick leave at retirement paid to deferred compensation in the IAFF 
Agreement would work?  This provision allows unused sick leave credits in increments of less than one-month 
to be converted by the County to cash and credited to a member’s deferred compensation account up to the 
Internal Revenue Code limit upon retirement or exiting the DROP.  The amount credited will be based on the 
member’s hourly rate of pay at retirement, or upon exiting the DROP, whichever is higher. Currently, members 
received one month of credited service toward their pension for every 176 hours of unused sick leave, 
however credit for accumulated hours in increments of less than 176 hours is not provided.   



 8 

 
 
C2 IAFF – The Executive agreed with the IAFF to submit legislation to the Council in 

FY22 to provide a 5% credit for accumulated sick leave to the calculation of 
average final earnings at retirement to calculate a pension.  The Executive did not 
submit the legislation or an actuarial report estimating the cost of this change 
to the defined benefit retirement plan for IAFF members.  

 
The Executive Branch explained this provision as follows: 
 
Please explain the Agreement to provide a 5% credit to average final earnings for pension calculation 
in the IAFF Agreement? Currently members receive a 2.5% credit for each year of accumulated unused 
sick leave at retirement for those retiring with 0-20 years, and 2.0% credit for each year of accumulated 
unused sick leave for those retiring with more than 20 years of service.  The County Executive has agreed 
to transmit legislation before June 30, 2022 to increase the credit for each year of accumulated unused 
sick leave to 5% of average final earnings.  In the interim, the pension work group will review the viability 
of this and other changes to the Group G retirement benefit.  Language in the side letter allows the County 
Executive and the Union President to change the timing or the content of the legislation transmitted by 
mutual consent. 

What is the fiscal impact for the change described in question 18?  Please provide the actuarial 
evaluation for this? The estimated annual actuarial impact of increasing the percent applied to 
accumulated unused sick leave to 5% is $1,360,740. 

Although this side letter is part of the IAFF Agreement, absent proposed legislation and an 
actuarial report estimating its cost over time, the provision is not ready for Council approval.  If the 
Council rejects this provision now, the Executive can submit proposed legislation along with an 
actuarial report and supplemental appropriation later during FY22 for Council consideration. 

 
 
 
This packet contains:  Circle # 
 
Proposed MCGEO Resolution A-1 
 MCGEO Memo from County Executive A-4 
 Summary of MCGEO Agreements A-5 
 Fiscal Impact Statement A-8 
 Proposed Salary Schedules A-9 
 MCGEO Agreements A-13 
Proposed FOP Resolution B-1 
 FOP Memo from County Executive B-3 
 Summary of FOP Agreements B-4 
 Fiscal Impact statement B-5 
 Proposed Police Uniform Salary Schedules B-6 
 FOP Agreements B-7 
Proposed IAFF Resolution C-1 
 IAFF Memo from County Executive C-3 
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 Summary of IAFF Agreement C-4 
 Fiscal Impact Statement C-5 
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 IAFF Agreements C-7 
FY22 Council Decision Chart D-1 
Executive Branch Responses to Council staff questions E-1 
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Resolution No.:   
Introduced:  
Adopted:  

 
 

COUNTY COUNCIL 
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

 
 

Lead Sponsor: County Council 
 

 
SUBJECT: Collective Bargaining Agreement with Municipal & County Government 

Employees Organization 
   

 
Background 

 
1. Section 511 of the County Charter authorizes the County Council to provide by law for 

collective bargaining, with arbitration or other impasse resolution procedures, with 
authorized representatives of County Government employees. 

 
2. Chapter 33, Article VII of the County Code implements Section 511 of the Charter and 

provides for collective bargaining by the County Executive with the certified 
representatives of County employees and for review of the resulting contract by the County 
Council. 

 
3. On March 31, 2021, the County Executive submitted to the Council a collective bargaining 

agreement between the County government and Municipal and County Government 
Employees Organization effective July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2023 with Amendments 
agreed to for July 1, 2021 to June 30, 2022.  A copy of the Amendments to the Agreement 
is attached to this Resolution. 

 
4. The Executive has submitted to the Council the terms and conditions of the Agreement that 

require or may require an appropriation of funds or changes in any County law or regulation 
for FY2022. 

 
5. The County Council considered the Agreement at a worksession and made 

recommendations on April 27, 2021. 
 
6. The County Council is required by law to indicate on or before May 1 its intention 

regarding the appropriation of funds or any legislation or regulations required to implement 
the agreements unless the Council extends the date. 

 



Page 2  Resolution No.:   
 

 

 

A-2 
 

Action 
 
 The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland approves the following 
resolution: 
 

The County Council intends to approve/reject the following provisions for FY2022: 
 

1. $1684 general wage adjustment payable on the last pay period in June 2022. 
 
2. 3.5% service increments for all eligible bargaining unit members on their anniversary date. 
 
3. 1.25% service increment for all eligible bargaining unit members who were eligible to 

receive a service increment in FY11 when the Council did not approve any FY11 wage 
increases for any County employees in May 2010. 

 
4. Longevity step increment of 2.5%, 3%, or 3.5% for eligible bargaining unit members. 
 
5. A $600 lump sum payment on the first pay period after July 1, 2021 for each member who 

is not eligible for a service increment in FY22. 
 
6. An increase in shift differential based on shift time for employees who must work shifts 

beginning after noon or later from $1.40 to $1.42 or from $1.56 to $1.87. 
 
7. Increase in classifications eligible for field training differential pay.  
 
8. An increase to the Get-in Program Transit Subsidy from $75/month to $265/month for all 

unit members. 
 
9. An increase in the meal allowance from $10 to $15. 
 
10. Tuition Assistance at $100,000 shared with IAFF and unrepresented employees. 
 
11. Adjustments to the requirements for Holiday Pay. 
 
12. Additional $5/hour for acting pay.  
 
13. Increase standby pay for Fire Marshals to 30% of pay on weekdays and 50% of pay on 

weekends. 
 
14. Additional $0.50 per hour for seasonal employees. 

 
15. New sick leave payout program for employees in RSP or GRIP who leave service of either 

$5000 or $10,000 for employees with either 10 or 20 years of service. 
 
16. Increase uniform allowance for certain DOCR employees from $250 to $375 and new shoe 

allowance of $145 for DOCR Resident Supervisors. 
 
17. Additional ½ hour pay for DOCR employees in Group E for lunch break in facility. 
 
18. New $1500 stipend for HHS employees in Crisis Center. 



Page 3  Resolution No.:   
 

 

 

A-3 
 

 
19. Increase boot reimbursement from $145 to $200 for Highways Services workers. 

 
20. $200 shoe allowance annually for Fleet Services employees in DGS.  
 
21. Group insurance provisions requiring a larger County share of costs than currently 

provided. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This is a correct copy of Council action. 
 
       
Selena Mendy Singleton, Esq., Clerk of the Council 
 
F:\LAW\TOPICS\Collective Bargaining\22colbar\MCGEO\Resolution-FY22-MCGEO .Docx 



Marc Eirich 

County Executive 

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

MEMORANDUM 

April 1, 2021 

TO: Tom Rucker, Council President 

FROM: Marc Elrich, County Executive ff� 
SUBJECT: Memorandum of Agreement between the County and MCGEO 

I have attached for the Council's review the agreement resulting from the recent 
negotiations between the Montgomery County Government and the Municipal & County 
Government Employees Organization/United Food and Commercial Workers Union, Local 1994 
(MCGEO). The agreement, which is the product of a settlement reached during negotiations, 
reflects the changes to the existing Collective Bargaining Agreement effective July 1, 2020 
through June 30, 2023. It also incorporates terms negotiated during bargaining in 2019-2020, 
which will require incorporation into the agreement if funding is approved with this year's budget. 
I anticipate submitting the legislation associated with the negotiated changes to the Council by 
April 9, 2021. 

I have also attached a summary of the agreed upon items as well as a copy of the 
fiscal impact statement referenced in the Workforce/Compensation chapter of my budget to assist 
in Council's review of the document. The items will take effect for the first time in FY2022 and 
have a fiscal impact in FY2022 and FY2023. 

Attachment 

Cc: Richard S. Madaleno, Jr., Chief Administrative Officer 
Berke Attila, Director, Office of Human Resources 
Jennifer Bryant, Director, Office of Management and Budget 
Jennifer Harling, Esq., Chief Labor Relations Officer 
Marc Hansen, County Attorney, Office of the County Attorney 

101 Momoe Street • Rockville, Maryland 20850 • 240-777-2500 
www.montgornerycountyrnd.gov 
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the shoes must comply with American National Standard Institute (ANSI) safety 

standard ANSl:2411999 or any subsequently adopted appropriate ANSI or ASTM 

standard. 

* * * 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused their names to be subscribed by their duly 

authorized officers and representatives as of the dates indicated below. 

United Food and Commercial Workers 

Local 1994, Municipal & County 

Government Employees Organization 

Gino Renne (Mar 29, 202116:14 EDT) 

Gino Renne 

President 

Mar 29, 2021 

Date 

Montgomery County Government 

Montgomery County, Maryland 

Marc Eirich 

County Executive 

�II� 2-/ZB/ZI 

Jennifer Harling, Esq. 

Chief Labor Relations Officer 

Steven N. Blivess 

Lead Negotiator 

Date 

Mar 29, 2021 

Date 

Mar 29, 2021 

Date 

Approved for form and legality by: 

Edward E. Haenftling, Jr. 

Associate County Attorney 

Mar 30, 2021 

Date 

3/31/2021
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Resolution No.:   
Introduced:  
Adopted:  

 
 

COUNTY COUNCIL 
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

 
 

Lead Sponsor: County Council 
 

 
SUBJECT: Collective Bargaining Agreement with Fraternal Order of Police 
   

 
Background 

 
1. Section 510 of the County Charter requires the County Council to provide by law for 

collective bargaining with binding arbitration with an authorized representative of the 
County police officers. 

 
2. Chapter 33, Article V of the County Code implements Section 510 of the Charter and 

provides for collective bargaining with representatives of certain police officers and for 
review of the resulting agreement by the County Council. 

 
3. On March 31, 2021, the County Executive submitted to the Council Amendments to the 

agreement between the County government and Fraternal Order of Police for the year July 
1, 2020 through June 30, 2023 for July 1, 2021 through June 30, 2022.  A copy of the 
Amendments to the Agreement is attached to this Resolution. 

 
4. The County Executive outlined the terms and conditions of the collective bargaining 

agreement that require or may require an appropriation of funds or changes in any County 
law or regulation in FY22. 

 
5. The County Council considered these Amendments and made recommendations at a 

worksession on April 27, 2021.   
 
6. The County Council is required by law to indicate on or before May 1 its intention 

regarding the appropriation of funds or any legislation or regulations required to implement 
the agreement or to extend the time to do so.   
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Action 
 
 The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland approves the following 
resolution: 
 

The County Council intends to approve/reject the following provisions for FY2022: 
 

1. 2.5% GWA after January 1, 2022. 
 
2. 3.5% service increments for all eligible members on their anniversary date. 
 
3. Tuition assistance at $135,000. 

 
4. 3.5% longevity increments for eligible members after 16 or 20 years. 
 
5. Cell phones issued to all bargaining unit members. 
 
6. Group insurance benefits increasing the County share from 75% to 80%. 
 
 
 
 

 
This is a correct copy of Council action. 
 
 
        
Selena Mendy Singleton, Esq., Clerk of the Council 
 
 
F:\LAW\TOPICS\Collective Bargaining\22colbar\FOP\Resolution-FY22-FOP .Docx 
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Resolution No.:   
Introduced:  
Adopted:  

 
 

COUNTY COUNCIL 
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

 
 

Lead Sponsor: County Council 
 

 
SUBJECT: Collective Bargaining Agreement with Career Fire Fighters Association 
   

 
Background 

 
1. Section 510A of the County Charter authorizes the County Council to provide by law 

for collective bargaining with binding arbitration with authorized representatives of 
County career fire fighters. 

 
2. Chapter 33, Article X of the County Code implements Section 510A of the Charter 

and provides for collective bargaining by the County Executive with the certified 
representatives of the County's fire fighters and for review of the resulting contract 
by the Council. 

 
3. On March 31, 2021, the County Executive submitted to the Council a collective 

bargaining agreement between the County government and the International 
Association of Fire Fighters, effective July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2022 with 
Amendments effective July 1, 2021 through June 30, 2022.  The Amendments to the 
Agreement is attached to this Resolution. 

 
4. The Executive has submitted to the Council the terms and conditions of the collective 

bargaining agreement that require or may require an appropriation of funds or 
changes in any County law or regulation for FY2022. 

 
5. The County Council considered and made recommendations concerning the 

Amendments to the Agreement at a worksession on April 27, 2021. 
 
6. The County Council has considered these terms and conditions and is required by law 

to indicate on or before May 1 its intention regarding the appropriation of funds or 
any legislation or regulations required to implement the agreement or extend the time 
to do so. 
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Action 

 
 The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, approves the following resolution: 
 
 The County Council intends to approve/reject the following provisions for FY2022: 
 

1. 1.5% general wage adjustment for all bargaining unit members on the first 
pay period in June 2022. 

  
2. 3.5% longevity increment for all eligible bargaining unit members with 20 

or 24 years of service. 
 
3. 3.5% service increments for all eligible bargaining unit members on their 

anniversary date. 
 
4. $100,000 for tuition assistance shared with MCGEO and unrepresented 

employees. 
 
5. Increase in travel expenses. 
 
6. New provision to pay for unused sick leave to deferred compensation at 

retirement. 
 
7. 5% credit to average final earnings for accumulated sick leave to calculate 

retirement pension. 
 
8. Group insurance provisions requiring a County share of costs at 80% 

instead of 75% that is currently provided for all employees. 
 
 
 

This is a correct copy of Council action. 
 
 
 
                                                              
Selena Mendy Singleton, Esq., Clerk of the Council 
 
F:\LAW\TOPICS\Collective Bargaining\22colbar\IAFF\Resolution-FY22-IAFF.Docx 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused their names to be subscribed by their duly 

authorized officers and representatives as of the dates indicated below. 

Montgomery County Career Fire 

Fighters Association, IAFF Local 1664 

Jeffrey Buddle 

President 

IAFF Local 1664 

Robert Ford (Mar 31, 2021 09:35 EDT) 

Robert Ford 

Negotiations Committee Chair 

IAFF Local 1664 

Mar 30, 2021 

Date 

Mar 31, 2021 

Date 

Montgomery County Government 

Montgomery County, Maryland 

Marc Eirich 

County Executive 

Jennifer Harling, Esq. 

Chief Labor Relations Officer 

Scott Goldstein 

Fire Chief 

George Lacy 

Lead Negotiator 

Date 

Mar 30, 2021 

Date 

Mar 31, 2021 

Date 

Mar 30, 2021 

Date 

Approved for form and legality by: 

Edward E. Haenftling, Jr. 

Associate County Attorney 

Mar 30, 2021 

Date 

3/31/2021
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FY22 COUNCIL DECISION CHART FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS 

General Wage Adjustments 

Provision Agreement Council FY22 Fiscal 
Impact 

FY23 
Impact 

1A1 MCGEO GWA $1684 increase in 
base pay on last pay 
period in June 2022 

$348,156 $10,401,161 

1A2 MCGEO GWA 
Seasonal Employees 

$0.50/hour for 
eligible employees 

first pay period after 
July 1, 2021 

$89,288 $89,288 

1B FOP GWA 2.5% after January 1, 
2022 

$1,435,494 $2,870,988 

1C1 IAFF 1st GWA 1.4% on July 4, 2021 
less GWA approved 

in FY211 
1C2 IAFF 2nd GWA 1.5% in June 2022 

subject to increase 
based on CPI 

$51,547 $1,534,410 

Service Increments 

Provision Agreement Council FY22 Fiscal Impact FY23 
Impact 

2A1 MCGEO FY22 Service Increments 3.5% - anniversary $4,212,458 $8,007,342 

2A2 MCGEO Lump Sum $600 if at top of grade $1,055,791 $02 

2B FOP FY22 Service Increments 3.5% - anniversary $1,176,481 $1,720,575 
2C IAFF FY22 Service Increments 3.5% - anniversary $829,756 $1,604,960 

Additional Service Increments 

Provision Agreement Council FY22 Fiscal 
Impact 

FY23 Impact 

3A MCGEO Additional FY22 
Service Increment 

1.25% for FY11 $734,274 $734,274 

3B FOP Additional FY22 
Service Increment 

None $0 

3C IAFF Additional FY21 
Service Increment 

None $0 

Longevity Increments 

Provision Agreement Council FY22 Fiscal 
Impact 

FY23 
Impact 

4A1 MCGEO Longevity Increments of 2.5%, 3% or 
3.5% 

2.5%, 3% or 3.5% $160,963 $333,099 

4B FOP Longevity Increments 3.5% after 16 or 20 
years 

$144,797 $241,031 

4C IAFF Longevity Increments 3.5% after 20 or 24 
years 

$128,513 $238,108 

1 The Council approved a GWA for IAFF, MCGEO, and FOP of 1.5% beginning on June 20, 2021. 
2 MCGEO and the Executive agreed to a second $600 lump sum payment in the beginning of FY23, but that is not subject to Council 
action this year. 
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Tuition Assistance 

Provision Agreement Council FY22 Fiscal 
Impact 

FY23 Impact 

5A MCGEO Tuition 
Assistance – 
Individual 

Maximum raised to 
$2130 

$100,000 appropriated for 
employees other than FOP shared 

with IAFF and unrepresented 
employees  

$100,000 shared 

5B FOP Tuition 
Assistance 

$135,000 cap $135,000 

5C IAFF Tuition 
Assistance 

$100,000 shared with MCGEO and 
unrepresented 

$100,000 shared 

Group Insurance Benefits 

Provision Agreement Executive’s Budget Council FY22 Fiscal Impact 
6A MCGEO Group 

Insurance 
80% County 

share 
75% County Share except HMO per side 

letter 
6B FOP Group Insurance 80% County 

share 
80% County Share $1,463,487 total with 

IAFF 
6C IAFF Group Insurance 80% County 

share 
80% County Share $1,463,487 total with 

FOP 

Increases in Special Pay 

Provision Agreement Council FY22 Impact FY23 Impact 
7A1 MCGEO increase 

in shift differential 
 from$1.40 to $1.42 

or from $1.56 to 
$1.87 

$576,434 $576,434 

7A2 MCGEO positions 
for field training 

pay 

Add classifications 
eligible 

$19,522 $19,522 

7A3 MCGEO adjust 
holiday pay 

Adjust Holiday Pay $104,574 $104,574 

7A4 MCGEO Standby 
Pay 

Increase for Fire 
Marshals to 30% 

pay or 50% pay on 
weekends 

$57,247 $57,247 

7A5 MCGEO HHS 
Stipend 

$1500 stipend for 
HHS Crisis Center 

$50,057 $50,057 

7A6 MCGEO DOCR 
Group E Pay 

Extra ½ hour pay $171,634 $171,634 

7A7 MCGEO Acting 
Pay 

Additional 
$5/hour3 

? ? 

7A8 MCGEO Meal 
Allowance 

Increase from $10 
to $15 

$5,000 $5,000 

7B FOP No change $0 
7C IAFF Travel 

Expenses 
Pay for travel time 

and expense 
reimbursements 
new provisions4 

? ? 

3 Fiscal impact statement does not estimate cost. 
4 Fiscal impact statement does not estimate cost. 
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Increases in clothing, equipment, vehicle use, and transit subsidy 

Provision Agreement Council FY22 Fiscal Impact FY23 Impact 
8A1 MCGEO – Highway 

Services 
Increase boot 

subsidy from $145 
to $200 

$13,750 $13,750 

8A2 MCGEO – DOCR 
uniform allowance 

Increase uniform 
allowance from 

$250 to $375 and 
$145 shoe 

allowance for 
Resident 

Supervisors 

$49,363 $37,679 

8A3 MCGEO – Transit 
Subsidy 

Increase to 
$265/month 

$150,000 $150,000 

8A4 MCGEO DGS shoe 
allowance – Fleet 

Services 

$2005 No change from prior 
years. 

8B FOP – all police 
officers 

Provide cell 
phones6 

Expense incurred in 
FY21 

8C IAFF No change $0 

Retirement Plan Increases 

Provision Agreement Council FY22 
Impact 

FY23 
Impact 

9A MCGEO Sick Leave Payout Establish Sick Leave Payout for RSP 
& GRIP 

$225,000 $225,000 

9B FOP No change $0 
9C1 IAFF unused sick leave at retirement Paid to deferred compensation $239,146 $239,146 
9C2 IAFF 5% credit to average final earnings 

for pension 
5% credit for accumulated sick leave7 ?8 ? 

F:\LAW\TOPICS\Collective Bargaining\22colbar\FY22 Council Decision Chart .Docx

5 Fiscal impact does not estimate cost. 
6 Fiscal impact does not estimate cost. 
7 Requires legislation that the Executive agreed to submit to Council later in FY22. 
8 No fiscal impact was submitted. 
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Council Packet Questions 

1. When can we expect to get the MCVFRA Agreement?  The MCVFRA agreement was not subject 
to a reopener.  As there are terms, however, that require funding for FY22, the agreement 
entered into last year is being resubmitted concurrent with these responses.  The transmittal 
memo will highlight the particular sections of the MCVFRA agreement that require funding. 

2. What would the GWA be for MCGEO at the same cost if it was a percentage increase for all? 
The GWA would work out to an average increase of 2.39% for the OPT/SLT salary schedules, but 
it should be noted that the flat dollar increase was not intended to be described as a 
percentage. 

3. What is the justification for moving away from a percentage increase for MCGEO to a flat 
dollar increase for all? MCGEO proposed a flat dollar increase, which was acceptable to the 
County Executive. 

4. What is the effect of the flat dollar increase for MCGEO on salary schedule compression?  The 
effect of the flat dollar increase on salary compression is minimal for FY22.   

5. What is the reason for the extra makeup 1.25% service increment for MCGEO?  The additional 
1.25% service increment is a “catch-up” payment for the increments that were initially not 
funded by the Council in FY11.  The parties previously agreed that the missed increment would 
be phased in over three years in partial increments of 1.0%, 1.25%, and 1.25%.  While most of 
the full “catch-up” payments have been approved for the other bargaining units, the second 
phase of the first “catch-up” increment was not approved by the Council for MCGEO bargaining 
unit members as submitted in FY21.  This provides the MCGEO bargaining unit members this 
second phase of their first missed increment. 

6. What is the cost for tuition assistance for each bargaining unit?  Tuition assistance was reduced 
by $150,000 in FY22.  The County allocates $135,000 for FOP bargaining unit members as is 
required by the collective bargaining agreement.  The remainder of the budgeted tuition 
assistance program, $100,000 in the FY22 Recommended budget, are split between the IAFF 
bargaining unit members, MCGEO bargaining unit members, and unrepresented employees.  

7. Does each Agreement continue to require the 80-20 split for group insurance the Council has 
rejected each year?  Yes. 

8. What is the reason for the increase in shift differential in the MCGEO Agreement in addition to 
the GWA?  The general wage adjustment reflects the need to adjust employee compensation 
based on changing market characteristics, including inflation, cost of living increases, and 
competition with other employers for similarly situated employees.  The amounts of the shift 
differential have remained static for several years, and in addition to parity with other units, this 
increase addresses a change in inflation since the last adjustment. 

9. Can you explain the provision in the MCGEO Agreement on adjusting holiday pay? The 
provision is intended to provide enhanced clarity in the application of holiday pay to ensure 
accurate and consistent utilization, as well as recognize an additional option for the amount of 
hours for work days. 

10. What is the reason for the big jump in standby pay for Fire Marshalls?  The agreement with 
MCGEO does not reflect a “big jump in standby pay for Fire Marshalls.”  The collective 
bargaining agreement in place during Fiscal Year 2020, which was approved by the Council, 
included the escalated standby pay rates for Fire Marshalls as a pilot program.  The program was 
discontinued in Fiscal Year 2021 as it was not renegotiated during term bargaining.  The 
omission of the Fire Marshall pay from the new collective bargaining agreement was an 
oversight and was contested by MCGEO through a demand to bargain.  The parties negotiated 
the demand to bargain simultaneously with the reopener negotiation and came to agreement to 
include the Fire Marshall pay permanently going forward. 
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11. What is the reason for the $1500 stipend for the HHS crisis center employees?  Crisis Center 
employees provide an invaluable public service in a high-stress environment.  Unlike any other 
therapist assignments, the Crisis Center employees are in a position that works 24-hours a day 
with a higher level of personal risk than called for by the job class.  The stipend is intended to 
recognize the potential additional personal hazard.  Instead of creating a separate job 
classification for this group of employees to capture the uniqueness of this assignment, it was 
more efficient to provide the stipend.  This decision is consistent with the practice in other 
departments where certain individuals are exposed to a higher level of risk in relation to the rest 
of the job class and receive a stipend to recognize those circumstances. 

12. If a MCGEO employee is paid at the higher classification for time working at a higher 
classification, what is the purpose of the additional $5/ hour?  Is that instead of pay at the 
higher classification or in addition to it?  This provision addressed some lack of clarity in the 
prior language, to ensure that its implementation could be applied uniformly.  As such, shifting 
to a set hourly differential, as opposed to the variable rate of pay of the “higher classified job”, 
was done for consistency of approach. 

13. What is the fiscal impact for the $5/hour acting pay?  There is no estimated fiscal impact 
anticipated, as the $5/hour was largely similar to the average increase resulting from the 
variable rate of the “higher classified job”.  Certain employees will see more or less under this 
method compared to the prior method. 

14. What is the fiscal impact for the changes in the reimbursement for travel expenses in the IAFF 
Agreement?  This item is included to establish uniformity in travel compensation and 
reimbursement across the Department that are not addressed in Administrative Procedures 1-2 
and 1-5. It is not possible to measure current variation, so a fiscal impact cannot be determined, 
although it is not expected to be significant.  

15. What is the fiscal impact for the increase in the shoe allowance up to $200 for DGS fleet 
services?  This is not a new provision; for several cycles, this item has been included as a side 
letter, which was recognized by an increase in the budget during the initial implementation.  The 
parties agreed to eliminate the renewed side letter approach and place the language in the 
agreement.  As this is continuing an existing practice from prior agreements with funding in base 
budgets, there is no new fiscal impact for FY22. 

16. What is the cost to provide all police officers with cell phones in the FOP Agreement?  The 
Montgomery County Police Department issued cell phones to all police officers during Fiscal 
Year 2021 using funds available at that time for that purpose.  The cell phone language was 
inserted into the Council packet submission because the implementation of the memorandum 
of agreement was triggered by the Council approving a Fiscal Year 2021 general wage 
adjustment.  Accordingly, the collective bargaining agreement needed to be updated to reflect 
the most current language. 

17. Please explain how the unused sick leave at retirement paid to deferred compensation in the 
IAFF Agreement would work?  This provision allows unused sick leave credits in increments of 
less than one-month to be converted by the County to cash and credited to a member’s 
deferred compensation account up to the Internal Revenue Code limit upon retirement or 
exiting the DROP.  The amount credited will be based on the member’s hourly rate of pay at 
retirement, or upon exiting the DROP, whichever is higher. Currently, members received one 
month of credited service toward their pension for every 176 hours of unused sick leave, 
however credit for accumulated hours in increments of less than 176 hours is not provided.   

18. Please explain the Agreement to provide a 5% credit to average final earnings for pension 
calculation in the IAFF Agreement? Currently members receive a 2.5% credit for each year of 
accumulated unused sick leave at retirement for those retiring with 0-20 years, and 2.0% credit 
for each year of accumulated unused sick leave for those retiring with more than 20 years of 
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service.  The County Executive has agreed to transmit legislation before June 30, 2022 to 
increase the credit for each year of accumulated unused sick leave to 5% of average final 
earnings.  In the interim, the pension work group will review the viability of this and other 
changes to the Group G retirement benefit.  Language in the side letter allows the County 
Executive and the Union President to change the timing or the content of the legislation 
transmitted by mutual consent. 

19. What is the fiscal impact for the change described in question 18?  Please provide the 
actuarial evaluation for this? The estimated annual actuarial impact of increasing the percent 
applied to accumulated unused sick leave to 5% is $1,360,740. 

20. Is the first GWA in the IAFF Agreement wiped out by the GWA recently approved by the 
Council for FY21?  The 1.4% GWA identified for July 4, 2021 is offset by the GWA funded by 
supplemental in FY21.  Therefore, that 1.4% adjustment will not be provided.   

21. Explain how the second GWA would be calculated in the IAFF Agreement and the fiscal impact 
based on different CPI estimates?  The exhibit below shows how various CPI-U scenarios for the 
March 2022 Washington-Arlington-Alexandria area would impact the GWA provided June 19, 
2022.  Each 0.25% adjustment represents an annualized impact of $255,298. 
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