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This matter was conducted in accordance with the proceedings as
specified in Michigan Public Act 312, and the rules and regulations
apfliagble,:a-thg»mattex as directed by the Michigan Employment
Relations Commission,. -~ . _ '

Prior to the hearing that was conducted on May 11, 1979, in Ionia,
Michi {ﬁ»'ﬁh@”gﬁttﬁﬁ]’;rﬁﬁrﬁiﬁﬁﬁ*tiwﬁﬁ;Wﬁg-@ﬁé;ﬁxch&n8§4~ﬁ¥°vﬁs¢d‘
exhibits, which greatly facilitated the expeditious hearing that
ensued. PFollowing the hearing, and the production of the record,
~ each party submitted their last best offer, together with supporting
briefs. Thereafter, on August 2, 1979, the panel members again
?&tiﬁh&"r¢Vi§ﬂﬁdiea¢h of the i1ssues that were presented for reso~
ution, - ‘ » e e e T o

The following %eptgs§¢t§~‘in;sﬁéﬁaxy.{;hé xést_baazvéffsr of each
- of the parties on each of the issues, and the decision of the
panel with respect to that ispuge. =

‘Additionally, the parties have agreed that except for those issues
specifically submitted to the arbitration g:“ﬁl for resolution,

the language of the current contract will be retained with the
following agreed changes, and the same are incorporated with and

made a part of this award:

1. At the outset of the hearing, the County raised the
question of the jurisdiction of the panel to apply
‘the abritration procedure to clerks, matrons, and
security guards employed by Ionia County. It was

the County's position that its clerks, matrons and
security guards are not subject to 312 Arbitration,

- and that the panel was without jurisdiction to issue

an award as to those classifications. However, it
~ i8 noted that while the County claims the panel is
without jurisdiction to issue an award as to these

- three classifications, it also takes the position
~that this panel has both the power and the duty to
 determine the merits of t|

to submit the issue to MERC

as much as the County maint

the right to make this de
- panel particularly notes the pri .

that existed between the ga es hereto, included

in its definition of the bargaining unit, "All

regular fnll»ti&a,ﬁmglsyéﬁgrﬁﬁgthﬁjﬁheriﬁﬁfa;@eyat;»
- ment of the County of Ionia, i iaéiﬁsﬁﬁﬁgaﬁigﬁj .

- and office clerical employees, but excl ;;ng super-
~visors,” and that the previous contract in fact,
~included provisions for matrons, dispatchers, clerks,
“ete., the panel now finds that its award will be

applicable to the unit as defined, which would

issue or alternatively
r determination. In
§ that the panel has
iination, and as the
the prior contract




include the three categories that are under question

in this hearing. Thualy, it is determined that
- Clerks, Matrons, and Security Guards are included

in the recommendations and decisions of this panel.
~ By this decision, the panel particularly notes that

the Union position in requesting inclusion of these

people, as defined above, will also be satisfied.

The Union in its last best offer has asked for an
- increased allowance for Court-time pay to officers.
‘Previously, Court-time payments were limited to ;
off-duty officers. In ite last best offer, the
Union seeks to include all bargaining unit personnel,
whether they are officers or not, in the provision
for Court-time payments. The County objects to this,
and points out that a tentative agreement had been
reached to increase the allowance for Court-time
pay to officers. The logic of excluding all bargaining
unit members, other than officers, from the payment of
Court-time pay in off duty time is not seen. A demand
to appear at Court is part of any bargaining unit
member's potential duty. The requirement that gny
bargaining unit member attend duties beyond normal
scheduled work sessions, logically demands some
rggagniti¢ﬁqfututhat,afﬁart;aﬁﬁ~t?ﬁﬁ'aasgpgegt,iﬁ.
Court. However, it is necessary to acknowledge that
emphasis should be placed on the off-duty employee.
Thus, where a Matron, Clerk, etc., may appear in
Caurtzduringka‘:egg;atlnggh, led wﬁrkfgexiad; such
pa¥mant,w?ﬁ;ﬁ'neteba,apprapfig;a under the language
offered by the Union in its last best offer. Accord-
ingly, the Union's last best offer on Court-time
payments is adopted by the panel. ’ o

TYPE OF PATROL CAR

The Union's'1aét7best,gf£e£;oﬁv;ﬁiégigsae_;s“aé‘falléwse

"In the procurement of motor vehicles for patrol
purposes, the Employer shall use available standard,
full-size police cruisers,equipped as in the past
with,eggifmaﬁt necessary for the officers to perform
- their duties and responsibilities." ~ ;

Employer proposes to dgletewthe,iangﬂﬁfe in the expired agreement,
which required it to use "standard, full-size police cruisers
equipped as in the past."  The Employer argues that of the ten
comparables offered by the Employer, only the City of Belding

has similar language. TFurther, the Employer claims that with
the energy crisis, and with the flexibility that may be desirable
in order to meet the down sizing of American automobiles and fuel




the pe

asks that in

% 8t following new



,"Section 4 - Maintenance af Standar&s

The Emplayer agrees that all ¢onditxans af gmp10y~
ment not otherwise provided for herein relating to
~ wages, hours and conditions of employment shall be
- maintained at the standard in effect at the time of
the signing of this a reement, or the award thereof.
~ The conditions of employment shall be improved
wherever s ecific provisions fer zmprnvement are
1,'msde alae ere in this,eantxact &

;33 peaitien chat zhis is a vexy im ertant clause
‘and that it would provide a modicum of stability for the conditions
under which thgg will work the next year and one-half, The County
" opposes the inclusion of a Maintenance of Standards clause and
significantly argues that the County was willing to bargain over
any standard working _anditian ich the Union wanted to present,
in the labor agreement, and in fact, negotiated axtensivzly
with the Union on all Uniﬁn demands. The County further gﬂi
out that there is a 1ack of ne ‘Shawn,by;t§a Uniua(far_
sion of such language The i concurs. he County
‘tien on this matter

‘sented to ‘this panel in«thas | rﬁa#’ﬁhgfe agraémunt could not be
reached. A need for a maiut,’enﬁe ef atanﬂarda elauaﬁ is net
, een,>ané the panel so arders. i

It is tha Unil 

vvaca'rmns s

 In the exgired aentract tha fallgwing vaeation schedule is ohserved:

fﬁ,v°Aftar ane year ~‘J¢ +;j 5 Qaya
. After two years =~ 16 Days
 After six years - 15 Days

,J&fter thirtaen yearn~~ ZQ Days

»The Unman in its last best foez, has askad that anly tha After aix
- years - 15 dayse be changed to read After five vears, 15 days. The
Employer takes t he position that on a comparable basis the’ existing

schedule is indicated, How it objects to the comparability
list of counties, as proposed by ti Union. Perhaps of more
;aigﬁificanca is the fact that the Ionia County vacation schedule
for deg ‘ identical to hag,praviéed for the other county

nts a rather minor point, to
y vacation would take

) ‘in as
by the Union

effect afte ;
no compalling reaa, , ~p1ie"

to provide the deputies wi "f“: rent &cheﬁu e for vacations
than other cnnntyfamplc e85, An#ardingly, tha County position on
athe matter ef vacatians is adapted




‘f-aatagar

The current gractiae is ta nat allaw‘prabatiﬁnaty daputies to

~ accumulate sick leave during the probationary period. The Union
would like the fallawing ad ed 1anguage ta rﬁg ace Xanguaga in

~ the prior. contract. S e

” ‘“Seccian 1.
Y*Eagh full time

ﬂflas usaé;by the Emplayer

_‘Thc Cﬁ“ﬁtg comp
e eir sole argument is chnc it

aupport t
would be
aéﬂitiﬁﬂgl
the Union 8

3! fobatianary
Union's best 1;ct offer

2 n£91§h¢
_;'aha Ianguagg p:apaﬁnd by

pan g v
notes tg&t eam@arability dia,ttaa 1
the Bnian bu adapted ~

Tﬁmmmma P‘f' Y .mn"‘ zetmcz Sh

,Thare 1s no natice requxrement faw s gk leave jjyeut‘in the
?expirad contract; however, notice is required for vacation pay-
out. However, there is no re uirament in the old contract to
work the last two weeks in ord o obtain either benefit. The
Union in its ldast best offer has asked far tha addi:ian of the
follawing new sectian ' , i e

“Seetioa 4, - Nocica ef Resignatinn

To be entitled to any vacat

«an employee terminating his - h ym B i

glve the Employer at least two week's natica befere
iszor her effective data af terminaﬁian " :

There is,Ain the nld cancract. a two we[jjs natiee ei termination
requirement in order to receive the vacation payout. There is no
requirement for notice for sick leave payout. The Employer seeks
‘to have the notice provision extended to the sick leave situation,
 and the Union has agreed to that extensio The Employer also
asks that the employee actually ¢ the 1 \wn ‘weeks following
notice of termination. While t! igly objects to that
' regquirement, as amounting to a fﬁrfuita\ of cartaia ‘benefits,
following a termination, the Union position, is frankly not
‘understood by the panel and the Caanty pasitian is aéapted The




‘the ‘fal lowing
difficult

priﬁr to
vacation

imae i
;1nva£s aécptad




_If the Empia er hires gar:-time persnnnal who are
 regularly scheduled and\who work for 20 hours per
- week or more for a period of six months, he shall
~ etiace with the nig“ er their wagaa. houra,
¢aﬂﬂicions cf emglaymung;f e '

‘ Parties acknawladge that‘t&a fixat psvw

| g:gph Qf the abova propased
contract l&nsuage was tha aub eet tentative agreement between
~the parties. It is the seco

T4 the Union's last best

. The County objects to the
ement would require that the

time it “,arna¢essary to hire

or the - unction. It further

Employervbarga"xg_»é“‘
a part-time employee, nat : !
states that thﬁ ptopastda '1cn gnguage;?epresents a ¢hanga in the
recognition clause, and that change is properly directed to the
procedures of MERC. It is with tii& last argument that the anel
1is impressed. 5ccnrdingly. inclusion of the second paragraph
proposed in the Union's last best offer, is not adﬁptad, and tha
tentatively agreed upmn first pﬁragraph as atataé 1 the County 8
poaitiaa ia adopte ‘o . ; ;

HAGES

Caunty L&st Beat Offer ou wkgés"
3‘¥ ar,Contract’

1-1-78  1-1-79  1-1-80

 Start g $zo 600 §11,000 $11 500

6 Months 11,200 11,600 12,200

1 Year - 12,165 13,017 13,798

2 Years o 12,625 13,509 14,320

3 Years RER 13, 3?8. 14,336 : 15;196
Sergeant 0 s 14\@68' |  13 053 15,956

‘Security foicer, Matron~hispatchar and Clerks

1. The same pereentage incraaae aﬂ wagea aa the
panel awards to the &agunies and,

2. The same fringé benefits as cuxrently contained
in the expired contract plus those imprevumants
_§§§pu1§tad between tha parties (Jaint Exhibit

. an;~ .

The Emplayer poaitien on ratroactivity, and ‘

4, Medical premium reimbursemeut as Employer offered
to deputies.



Deputy  1-1-78  1-1-79  1-1-80

Start ©$11,728  $12,918  $14,108
6 Months 1216 13,362 14.571

1 Year ‘ 12,536 13,807 15,079
2 Years ; , 13,010 14,329 15,649
'3 Years 13,806 15,206 16,606

Start o $

_ | 8 9,174 10,019
I Year ‘ -8
' 8
9

3 E
329 9,3% 10,259
gss‘ - .9,687 10,579

14 10,038 10,962

- 3 Years

. Start $ 7,608 8,379 9,151
6 Months : 7,922 8,725 9,529
1 Year A . 8,11 8,933 9,756

2 Years 8,299 9,141 9,983
426 9,280 10,135

3 Years | 8,

Security Officer

Start: | $ 6,510 8,510 10,510
6 Months ‘ 7,010 - 9,010 11,010
1 Year ' 7,510 9,510 11,510
2 Years : 8,010 10,010 12,010
3 Years : 8,510 10,510 12,510

In presenting its list of comparables, the Employer has included
‘the three municipalities within the boundaries of Ionia County
which maintain a Police Department, more specifically, the City
.of Ionia, the City of Portland, and the City of Belding, along
with data from the counties. that they consider most nearly =
- resembling Ionia County in characteristics of population, income,
and size of department. However, they have limited this grouping
to include only counties contiguous to Ionia County. The Union,
on»the‘ozherfhandg»has»oﬁfered*aa,comgarableeaunﬁieg,.inladditicn
to the ones listed by the Employer, Allegan County, Isabella
County, Tuscola County, Clinton County, Shiawasee County, Lapeer
County, and Eaton County. SN s , 5

In terms of,p¢gulacian,»iania County is represented as having
45,848 population, and the largest of the counties submitted by
the Sheriffs would be Eaton County, with a population of 68,892,



 objects to the inclusion of the

The county has maintained that Eaton
a population 50% greater tham lonia,
~ is substantially greater than Ionia, d the Sheriff's Department
is much larger than Ionia) should not be included in cons dering
‘comparables, However, they have been included in consideration
‘of this wage issue by the panel, To ude a County having a
population that might approac g‘aatﬁ: than the existing
Jounty, would tend to ées;'aq the valy . nmpn:abies. aven

to remove the two 1 £ the Tfff‘?i 8, 1

" Allegan and Eaton Lo
materially chahge the cone
_inclugion. For example, Lng
- Deputy, with the exclusion o ‘
‘average top gay of the rema ining eoul
in the Union's last best offer, Fur

f;diAllegan caunties (with
d because Qounty income

irables, =
t one wauld raach with their
issue of the top pay for a
1 and Eaton coupties, the
ies exceeds that which is
, while the County ‘
unties of Allegan and
1ia County has unique
¢ larger counties having
ir~pxﬁxtmiay and
correctional
y. A larger
et t s of the counties
the Uni »f data with respect to
details of wages at the end af t ree years of the proposed con-
tract and the data supplied by the County as representing
comparable data. For example, the top sala:y that a person
classified as a deputy could reach, in Ionia. Gaunty, is after
three years. The data presented for Isabella Coumty, Clinton
\County,‘Shiawasee County and Eaton County refle ted the top
a patrolman could reach after five years. Nevertheless, of ,
significance is the fact that in these lastly mentioned counties,
a de{uti or & patrolman can obtain a higher wage, and signifi-
cant igher than in Ionia County, if only at the end of four
or five years of service, However, the panel congidered this
dispnrity in comparable data 1n taaching its cencluaian :

larger
Eaton, it should be kept in mind hat
problems that can be said to bi 11
even 50% greater population becaus
_involvement in matters conce “in“
institutions that are conta
_problem (rather than
offered by on)

It is the canc1u310n of the panel that thg_éata offered by the
Union représents more completely 4 eamparabiiitg gituation to
the lonia situation than does the data offered by the County of
Ionia in its last best offer. Accordingly, with raa yect to
wages, the wage schedule of the Union eantainad in its last
best offe: is a&agtad by the panalr; ,

The same conclusions ara reaeheé with rasgecz to Sergeant 8 pay
and, therefore, the Union's last best affer of settlsm@nt on
Sergeant 8 pay is accaptad ‘ SR , -

_ With reapa&t to the Matronlbispatcbeta, Cierks, anﬂ che Segurity '
" Officers, the County's last best offer, which was to afford
these classifications the same percentage increase on wages as
the panel awarded to the Beputi@s, is aﬁepted By the "aama




. ship to the antirg Count

percentage increase on wa es." is defined a8 fallews Take the
top of the salary attainable by the Deputies; ‘determine the

~ ercantage increase for each of the years of the 1978-79, and
1980, and use that petcenta e in ag .ying it to the salaries
for the Hattaniﬁiapateher, lerk $a¢urity foicgr,

With respect to the Presider
to the award made b this pi

\ elines and its. relationship
following facts. The Pre: ‘,gk; ;79

is mindful of the

) e a relation-

, ‘the Deputies in isolation.
ion have revealed that

parity between the competitive

. such a&justmen;s have been

Furthermore, nugarou&,
~ where there has f,Ha‘l
w salaryyf;,é» 4

la er argues
Em@ yciatign of

the. baaic waga
The most recently ex
have a cost of 1lix
adagt the paaiﬁf n
living demand,

for the wage ga
the matter of com
some . degree at le
living. Furthermore,
in comparable »ff_;j
‘decision ﬂf ch iﬁ'“‘

n the pa fes did not
is crainad to

0 the,argument
Union included
& egerited, to

s for the cost of
of Iiving provisians
: az ofﬁiiving. the
a las$ best offer is adcpted ,

,.J-.

e, the paael evigweé two aapacts of
ivity as it applies to existing
,_,“aeﬂqe s for tgg treatment

| In considering this is
retroactivity. One.,«
compliment of perso

“that should be affo epartin
riar to the da, ‘ ; ch was on
ay 11, 1979. While ¢l wiilingnass

1””?;hcnradtnt on the

o pravide retroactivi 2k
iding retroactivity to

- date of the hﬁari

those amg;?vg_ ed § b unit who left prior
to that in ;”t‘,,d by the County that the interest
of the Union, oy . or the public is not served by making

“retroactive paymﬁﬁt‘ . k se who voluntarily quit or were dis-
,charfed with cause and are currently “elsewhere. This
panel agrees with the Co position in this regspect. Further-

mwre. this panel agrees thatkretraactivity will apply to the




- among all employees. The Unio

issues of wages, overtime, longevity, and holiday pay. Retro-
activity would be excluded on the issues of pension, medical
and life insurance, and on the grievance procedure. With
respect to retroactivity (as applied to current employees)

of accumulation of sick leave during the probationary period,
and entitlement to any additional vacation for the vacation
award,»theagcunty'iaaicinn;ighgccgpteﬁ,byythg,panel; This
same reasoning applies to sick leave, longevity, and vacation
payoffs on termination for those employees who have terminated
employment prior to the hearing date of this panel, which date
is being uséd;fg;a,cutnffffgr;aIvaersﬁng‘whaftérminated‘after

that date.

'DENTAL INSURANCE - |
The most recently expired contract did not have provisions for
dental insurance. The Union in its last best offer has asked

for a Delta Dental plan proposal C, and has demanded that the
- Employer pay 50% of the premium cost for such coverage. In
considering the County's dental insurai yarables, it is
noted that only the City of Ionia provided some form of dental
insurance coverage. Ionia County ictself does not have a dental
plan for any of its employees, and of course is desirous of
maintaining the same fringe benefits as nearly as possible
ng a loyi _ ~on the other hand, has argued
that four other comparable jurisdictions have dental plans
similar to the Union's proposal, and while it recognizes that
‘the coverage is not as yet universal, it inevitably will become
a Partfaf'the~fringe;g§£kage;y,ﬂ“wa r, in considering the
whole list of comparables provided by the Union, it would seem
‘that the dental coverage is not a standard available fringe.
Therefore, it is the opinion of the panel that the County's
last best offer, which did not provide for dental insurance

coverage, would be adopted by -the panel.

'HOLIDAY PAY

Tha,Emplc¥ericurf¢ntly provides 13 holidays, two additional
.personal leave days, pays time and one-half for all work on
the holidays, and does not reschedule the Deputies' leave
~day which may occur on a holiday, It is the Union's position
that the puesenta?ractige‘inyI@aiagiaizhﬁt,thﬁf¢m§lbyéﬁs~have -
been paid biweekly for 80 hours for their regularly scheduled
workdays. If a holiday falls on one of those scheduled work-
days, the employee works the holiday, and is paid in addition
to his biweekly check, time and one-half for the holiday. If
the holiday falls on the employee's scheduled day off, he is
simply paid a holiday pay of eight hours straight time, in

addition to his biweekly check. However, it is noted that of
the ten comparables that the Employer offered, the holiday

! gaY18ran$eéwb?,thg County is in line with such practice and
8 therefore adopted. :



tf tjnﬁe eu@loyee (thﬁ unly one
* to receive the $240.00

yma £ hospi zation (pld contract @

Section 3) and :hat thereaftar, ahia presram would

&eyéhased'cut.

z‘;f*exeapt for :ha'a isaues spa¢i£i¢a11y
anel fo: 210 '-*ghe ansnasﬂ

;‘%th

of’the catééﬂt contract
agreed changes, and .request

, - aaaamﬁ’ba inaorparateé
and ma&e a parz af the fia'\~ ward:




. portion of this

,.full~t£me empluyees of the sheriff's Depart»’
~ment of the County of Ionia who occupy any

- of the cl&asificatiaﬁs sat forth in Appendix o
; A attachad h@reta._,, Lk ;

“”5‘;15 dnxing the
fﬁaf‘tha yrovisinns

,ceataiued hex&‘Qﬂ"“
by reason of any e
legislatien or |
jurisdiqtian,.lu

suquantiy enacted
ourt of competent
] 1 of such part or
ae&ent shallﬁnnt«iava idate
the remaining tions hereof and thay shall
remain in fu 1 farce;aad aﬁfeet ;

,irespensibility af the '”jiayer with eonsideratien
.baing given to the Uninn»s requests.’ :

. Art, XXVI, Sec 1‘~ ﬁelete Section 1 and Ccunty will
furnish a letter af underscanéing stating as fallowa;

"It is the poiicy af the Shariff's Bepartment that
employees in the bar%aining unit are not expected
to use their persana vehicles for County business.

However, if an employee is so required to use his
persanal vehicie. he will be reimbursed at the rate
$ 17 per mile.’ , N

Are._xxvi - Parking and Travel - aaaﬁ new Se'é‘tiau' 4

S 4 C When the emplayee shall find
t’e‘equlpment Vﬁrn~shed by the Employer as unsafe
for use in the performance of his/her assigned
duties, the employee shall be required to diately
report the condition to his immediate s gérviaor.
“and if the condition is not satisfactorily reaalved
in a reasonable period of time, the employee may
gaveirecourse to the. grievance pxoeedure as previded
erein

Art. XVI - gﬂperlence ~ Amand Article to resd as
 ?3T1owa

"New employees shall be given: credit on: the salary
schedule upon completion of the probationary period

for like prior experience whié gualgfied him under
the Sheriff's Departmant ob dut



PR

”uj7*145f‘j

A Vacstions may be taken *§ any time
g L e year; however, they are subject to
achedaling.aenoréing to the needs of the depart-
ment. Vacation requests must b d in writing
 with the Sheriff at leas nce of
~ the schedule being ps
request the same va
_spared \gyniority shall @
schaéuled days eff
| Ye: ! may be postponed for
,emergenay purpo however, the empleyae shall
receive time and one-half (1-%) his regular
hourly rate of pay or compensatory time at tha .
rate of time and ane«haif €.,_tf&t the éiacre:inn »
| ,of :he Emplayer S e ¢
10, Arg. VI
b Longevity Pay Sche&ule
Can;inuaus_service  Annual longevity Paym
5 but less than 7 yeara 1' 3§ of an*ual wage L
7 but less than 11 ygars j 5% of annual wage
11 but less than 15 years 7% of annual wage
; 15 years or more 9% of aﬁnual waga"
11. Art. XIV - Probationary Pexi;}_d - Add the fanwing
~sentence at‘t=e end o ”tke‘present language i
"Al1 other employees in the bargainin% unit shall
be considered probationary employees or, che first
. six (6) mnnths ef hie or har emp] ayment ;
12. Art. e fie - Eetain present language

‘ mp aye§'éfff:gfva 7ettzr 5£ unders:anding uhich

states

"The Employer, ou a non-prajudicial basis will
review its pension program as it aypiiea to the
Sheriff'es Department prior to January 1, 1980. 1If

‘the County Pension plan is improved during the term

of this contract, such improvamants wili Decome .
part of this contract.’ ; : . ‘




