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Under Act No. 312, ﬁ¥5h¥93n‘/wijﬂ;

and COMMANR; UNIT (Team-— Publie Acts of 1969gzhs¢0 :
sters Local 4) amended- , !
ARTIBRATION PANEL: ;
William P. Daniel, Chairman :
Dean Welch, County Designee ‘
Paul Gully, Union Designee v
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THRESHOLD ISSUE
This arbitration concerns tWo_separate;coﬁtracts; one - f
covering deputies and dispatchers, and another covering com- ﬂ
o : oy

‘mand personnel. The contracts are substantially the same -
and the issues for resolution by this arbitration are identi-
cal. There is included in the command unit~the‘posi£ibn of

chemist, and in the deputies and:dispatchers unit, there

~is a classified position of secretary.

The titles of these =




positions appear to clearly indicate the nature of the

duties and it is not shown that the individuals occupying
these p051tlons participate in regular police duties. How—

ever, since it is the apparent intent of Publlc Act 312 to

resolvevdlsputes of this nature so as tofachleve contractual,‘

agreement,‘ag\\51nce without resolvrng the employment status

of persons occuby;ng these. c1a831f1cat10ns, a contract could

not be obtalned,/;t 1s‘reaSQqable ‘to conclude that such per-
sons. are intended to be'inCluded;withinrthe,scoperof the;7'

Act so as to bring about a conclusion of this process and~

peaceful relationship between the parties. It is impoSsible*"k

to separate from the specific police functioﬁs those func-

tions of auxiliary and supplemental services perfbrmed by

such personnel and for that reason, all aspects of thls ‘de-

cision shall apply equally to those persons occupylng the

position of chemlst and secretary.v ThlS matter was dls—

cussed at\considErableJlength'by the panel and the de51gnee‘i"

for the union would 301n w1th the chalrman in this flndlng-r 

'The de31gnee for 'the county would not concur.
On thls issue of jurlsdlctlon, the county s rlght 1s

reserved in accordance w1thvthe statute,to;appeal.

sty




'BACKGROUND

Crawford County is a small county of approx1mately‘
7., 000 populatlon., The rece551on has dealt harshly w1tht~
the county and its populatlon and it has undenlable eco—
nomlc problems and dlsadvantages. The 1nf1ux of tourlsts

and visitors bétb durlng the winter and summer months

L
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causes problems of law enforcement dlsproportlonate to
the actual populatlon of the county.
Slnce 1969 there has been a 15 m;ll max1mum, whlch

has been a531gned to the varlous unlts of government by the

;Tax Allocatlon Board. In 1975 Crawfor& County was allocat—“;'

ed 7.01 mllls of the total 15. The county drafted a pro—*“
' pOSed budget for 1976 of $l 073 634 .00 and sought to obtaln
from the Tax Allocatlon Board an 1ncrease to 7 85 mllls. |
In the Tax Allocatlon Board proceedlngs, varrous 1nterWork—‘
lngs and maneuverlng between local unlts of government ree:f
sulted not only in the denial of the sought 1ncrease to

the county, but, 1n fact a reductlon to 6. 20 nulls. The

beneflclary of thls p1e cuttlng was the 1oca1 school dls—"
trlcts to the largest extent.«
As a result the county adopted a austerlty budget

%of $960 535 00 and 1n collectlve bargalnlng and for the

.purpose of these proceedlngs, proposed no economlc 1ncreaees

't:ffat all. Generally speaking, the posture at the bargalnlng
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table and in these proceedlngs has been that the lack of

money is the reason for refusal and that 1f money Were avail-

~able, increases would have been negotiated, though not neces-

sarily in the amount sought by the union. There are several
issues, as will be seen, upon which the disagreement extends
beyond pure economic aspects.

At thefEi@e of hearing, certain essential and most im-

AN

portant facts were brought out as to the economic status of
the county. In Aprll of 1975, the county determlned to‘
create a‘revolving tax fund. Thisrwas,not done with any
ulterior motive or an intention to conceal or divest itself
of tue use of funds for purposes of Salafy increases or
other'emplpyee benefits. This fuhd was’ereated fOrkthe
purpose of purchasing delinquent tax accounts fromyother

local units of government. The rationale was that this

“would euable those'units,'such‘as school districts, to

get money immediately and the county would receive interest

from taxes as collected. The county transferred’$250,000.00
from the generalyfund to make thekpurchase. This‘princiﬁal.
amount was to be returned tq'the county treasury geuérai &
fund over a period of three years and the 1nterest wasf

to be retalned in the revolv1ng fund SO as ultlmately to
make the fund self- sufflclent. $138 000 00 of the pr1n01palyw

amount was returned to the county as of January 1, 1976, B




. of theﬁremaihing $112'000~00 it~is expected thattSBD 000.00
will be returned to the county durlng the year of 1976.

The County Board of Comm1551eners has authority to
discontlnue this system and transfer'lnterest back into
‘the general fund when such accumulated ln the rev01v1ng
tax fund,~w\ e County Treasurer testlflea at the tlme of
hearing that\$8 566 00 1nterest had already accumulated |
- durlng 1976, and that durlng the year of 1976, he ant1c1—':
pated it would probably total $20 000.00. He gave as,ltmlte
fa minimum of $16,000.GO and $23,Gﬁﬂ;@@eestimetedemaximume;;
accumulation of interest in this aceedﬁt;e‘It was‘ihdieated‘
by the County Treasurer that the retnrhed érincipaiyfromk
the tax revolving fund was nat~co§sidered as availab1e~money
/in preparing theibudget;'endfthgt;tﬁe,eounty was.unaware
of its ability to utilize the aeeﬁmﬁiated,interest in |
the‘reVDlvingrtax fundjuntilfoninQeéKSfbefore the heafinge'
'in~thiskmatté£;t it is'the’belief of the impartial chairman.
tkof this panel that ‘the county has avallable for its use |
approx1mately $1GO 000. 00 frOm thls source, whlch it éld
not con51der as avallable to 1t at the time of develeplng
this austerlty budget. Due xegard is had for the fact that
the $80,000. 00 returned principal is not recurrlng in-

come. - The extent to whlch thls becomes an econom1c’hardsh

de?endS»largely;an dec;szens cf~the~peeple of Crawford




County as made in future years by‘their representatives
on the Tax Allocation Board. |
The oounty argued in eny case that a deficit from
the previous year should be off-set against this'total
amount, that certain anticipated'revenues‘WOuld fa11;3hort5
by substantiel degree'and that a small contingency or,projectedb
carry—over wouldrbe reasonable. Using ebproximate figures}
the $100, 000 00 avallable monies could reasonably be reduced
by $21, 000 00 for the 1975 deficit by another $25 000 00
for revenue short fall from 1tems ‘such as the drug lab
contracted prlsoner‘care andf01ty assessing. Even con51der1ng
-the gossible 1uxury of a eontingenoy fund, it appears “to.
the chairman of the panel that there are- funds avallable
for the purpose of’ meetlng 1ncreased costs for the personnel
covered by these collectlve bargalnlng agreements.‘
Generallykspeaklng then, lt is found that the county
does haveﬁthe eﬁiiity to‘pay'somethrng. Due regard muStr
be had:forfthe subStahtial reduction,fwhich resulted from ;
'ethe Tax Allocation Board's decieioh;’ Rl S
The . county generally and 1ts people are‘ﬁot in Secure
economic c1rcumstances. There are numerous other personnel
‘employed by the county‘to Whom equlty and falr’deallng may"

.+ require similarjaealiﬁg*to that WhiChxisgdi¥3¢t¢§ybeth?S“”k e

. panel.




Theipresentation of supporting documeﬁtstion'by both
51des was mlnlmal and in many instances of little spec1flc
appllcatlon to thlS county. The partles are well aware that
by law,- certaln factors are to be con51dered by the panel
and that based upon the presentatlon of: 1nformatlon,kev1—

dence and facts is the obllgatlon of the panel'ln resolv1ng‘

each specific 1ssue to adopt the last offer which most nearly

complles ‘with such factors.;tb

The union seeks $7OO 00 annual 1ncrease added to each

c1a551f1catlon and each step where such is provided commenc—

ing January 1, 1976,‘and an addltlona% $700.00 1ncrease in
the annual wage commencing July l~f1976. For-example, thls
would mean as to the deputy c1a351f1cat10n that as of Januarf
1, 1976, the top rate would go from the present $9 700 00 to-
$10,400.00, and on July 1, 1976, to $11,100,00.'

The county foers‘no 1ncréasé;whatSOeVér;

AWARD'

In con51derat10n of all appllcable factors as spec1f1ed

by law and partlcularly the ablllty of the county to meet
~thlS economic commltment by way of utlllzatlon of avallable

funds, transfer‘of funds orvadjustment Qf~expendlture5-and,,

also in light of the“VerYJsubS?antialfimpact,of?the cost

of-living upon such employeesfduring the year of 1975, the




last offer of‘the“union is hereby adopted. Wages shall be
?aid retroactive-tQ'January 1, 1976, for all emplojées,
which is the commencemént of the fiScalfyear next 6ccur-
ring after the 1n1t1atlon of these proceedlngs and in ac-
cordance with Section 10 of the Act. |
Agreed: Daniel,,Gully
Disgé\np : Welch k |

2. VACA‘I‘IONS . 5

Currently employees'wiﬁhfserviCé of~ten to fifteen
years receive 17 dayé vacatian,annually;a“Employeeavwith
fifteen years and moré,ser#ice’receive 20 days vaaation
annually. B o

The union seeks 20 days vacation commenclng with the
;tenth year, and 25 days vacatlon commencing W1th the twen—'
~‘t;eth year. | o

‘kThe;caunty,offersgno change from the current systeﬁ;

é@éﬁgz L , i

In consideration*of the ecoﬁomié\commitment of the-
county as required by the wage awardland aiSoabecauSexthe~
current vacation system does not appéaf to be‘inequifable
in llght of contemporary standards and also because exten—,

sion of vacatlon beneflts would result 1n aggravatlon of

coverage and overtlme‘problems whlch eXlSt,'the position of

the countyaig“hereby adcpted.



Yes: - Daniel, Welch

No: | Gully‘

3. MAINTENANCE OF UNIFORMS.

 There is cur:ently'previded $125.00 annual allowance.
The unicn sought in its final offer $l75.00;andk£he'coﬁﬁtyi .
offered $150.00. | | |
AWARD: “\k\

Upon due con51derat10n of the economic 01reuMStanceS'e
of the county and recognltlon ofnthe'lnereas;ng costskofq
eleaning'services;'theepesifioh of‘the ceentfiiskcenSidered
~ the most reasonable.ly o ‘ L

53 Yes: Daniel, Welch Gully

4. EYE AND DENTAL CARE INSURANCE.

There~1s no such present coverage. 'Thecunion préposes-
‘kthat beneflts be prov1ded in return for a premlum of $3. 00
‘per week per employee. The county proposes that the bene-
‘flt not be granted ‘_fr k
_égégg.y o

Inedue"coneideration éf,thé ecbhemie'5£atus‘of?the
‘~ccunty and the extent of the economic commltment made by
-the wage award above, 1t is censzdered that such beneflt'

M/adopted

Yes: 5Daniel,"Weich7

No: Gully




5.  GUN ALLOWANCE.

The present contractual language prov1des that.
"All employees required to carry a weapon
shall have the option of receiving a county- ,
owned revolver and off-duty weapon or receiving
- one hundred dollars (5100 00) for the purchase
of both weapons. n
The union offer seeks to increase the amouht of $106 00 
. to $200 00. Nﬁhe county proposes that it. w111 furnish all
‘?weapons as requlred. | ‘

AWARD

The contractual 1anguage shall be rev1sed and the fol—

lowing language shall replace the former.

‘; ' "The Employer will furnlsh all reguired
weapons in accordance w1th the sheriff's
speCLflcatlon. ‘ :

Yes: Dan1e1 Welch Gully

6. LONGEVITY PAY

~Under. the present prDV131on $25 GO per year for‘each

year of service, after four years is prov1ded. rThe~unlonf

seeks to increase thls to $Sﬁ 00,‘anﬁ the county proposes
 >that it be kept as 18. ’f'k | S

 AWARD:

In view of the'ecsnomic=burden and~commitment on the

- county as made by the‘wageraward,abeve, it is found that

;thls beneflt should be contlnued at 1ts current level and

' not 1ncreased as’ sought by'the unlon.

-
i
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Yes:  Daniel, Welch
No: Gully

7. MINIMUM TO MAXIMUM YEARS OF SERVICE.

Currently the positions of deputy and dispatcher pro— ‘
gress from a starting rate to six months) one year, two
years and t@{ee years. The union proposes this be reduced 
to a starting:fate, six monthvrate,vohe'year rate. Thé . ‘
céunty made an offerkto compa&tvthe wage structure, butuV
such was contingent up¢n the:acceptance by the panel df
certain wage rates. Having declinéd'td maintain the cﬁrf
rent wage rates as sought by the ccunty,ithe panel.regards'
the iast,unqualified position and offer of the county on
the issue to be no change in the current.incrementVSYStem;

AWARD :

iﬁ’consideration of the econémic award on the issue
- of wages abéve, aﬁd‘sinCe the systém‘éf.increments does
not appear to~5énﬁﬁfair or lack a reasonable basis, there-
fore, the positidn of the county isrhereby adopted@and the
increment structﬁre‘shall rémain unchanéed.¥  ’ | |
Yes: Daniel, Welch
No? Gully | |

8. HOLIDAYS.

~ Currently therefare‘nine fu1l~holidaysfplus;twqjoneevgﬁi“_fg

half days. The union seeks an additional holiday for the

=11 -



employee's birthday. The county offeré to award such'holi—,
day provided that~it;is a compuléorykday off, if fallingk7
on a work day and not uséd~to Create overtime or call baék
premiums.
AWARD:
The parQ\gs are in agreement that such a hollday shall
be prov1ded as fmllows- ‘ o
“"Each employee shall receive an addltlonal
holiday on his birthday. Such shall be a com-.
pulsory or required day off if scheduled to work,
prov1ded however, that if the employee is call-
ed in due to an emergency on such day, then the
 scheduled holiday shall be rescheduled at the
Zmutual convenience of theyemployee;and employer."

Yes: Daniel, Welch, Gully

9. BLUE CROSS-BLUE SHIELD. .

The unlon proposes that there be added “to- the current
coverage, master medlcal and a $2 00. prescrlptlon rlder.   -
The county proposes no change be made 1n its current. cov-.

‘erage. i

- AWARD:
S In’recognltlon of the economic commitment by the county j

in other awards above, its. flnan01al condltlon generally and:

kthe general premlum 1ncrease for hospltallzatlon costs s

whlch w1ll occur te malntaln current coverage, the request

~of the unlon for 1ncreased 'nk ;ts is denled and the posl

tion of thekcounty to:maintaln current levels of coverage~

only is adopted.




 DATED:

" Yes: Daniel, Welch

- Noz: Gully
The sighatures affixed’belowkindicate that the votes,
as required for each issue, are correct. In additidn, the
signatures %lecate the pos1t10n of the parties as reflected
herein as to the 1nc1u510n of chemlst and secretary to cor—~
rectly reflect the expressed attltudes of the parties. Thes
signatures below.are not lntended_to necessarlly ‘agree with, ;

conclusions as to background information'as expressed hereih,

such belng more properly and spec1f1cally as set" forth 1n the"’ 

\
. \

record., Conclusions or comments in regard to background in-
formatlon and past events are the observations of the chair-

man‘of the panel

DATED:

DATED<
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