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BACKGROUND OF THE CASE

This is a statutory interest arbitration proceeding involving Qutagam e
County and the W sconsin Professional Police Association, Law Enforcenent
Enpl oyee Relations Division, with the matter in dispute the terms of a three
year renewal |abor agreenent, covering January 1, 2005, through and incl uding
December 31, 2007, in a bargaining unit consisting of enployees of the
Sheriff's Departnment who do not have the power of arrest.

After failure of the parties to reach full agreement in the negotiations
process, the Association on Cctober 8, 2004, filed a petition with the WERC
seeking arbitration of their inpasse. After investigation by a nenber of its
staff, the Commi ssion issued findings of fact, conclusions of |aw,
certification of the results of investigation and an order requiring
arbitration on July 15, 2005. On August 1, 2005, follow ng the sel ection of
the parties, it issued an order appointing the undersigned to hear and decide
the matter.

A hearing took place before the undersigned in Appleton, Wsconsin, on
Sept ember 21, 2005, at which time both parties received full opportunities to
present evidence and argument in support of their respective positions, and
reserved the right to close with the subm ssion of post-hearing briefs and
reply briefs. Timely post-hearing briefs were received and distributed to the
parties by the undersigned on Novenber 28, 2005, and follow ng notification
that the parties had agreed not to file reply briefs, the record was cl osed
effecti ve Decenber 7, 2005.

The Final Ofers of the Parties

The parties are at inpasse on two itens: first, the size and tining of
t hree general wage increases to be applicable during the termof the
agreement; and, second, Enployer proposed nodifications in the group health
i nsurance to be applicable during the termof the renewal agreenment. The two
final offers, hereby incorporated by reference into this decision, are
sunmari zed bel ow.

(1) The County's final offer, dated June 21, 2005, proposes as
fol | ows:

(a) Three 3.25% i ncreases in hourly wage rates for each
classification, effective January 9, 2005, Decemnber 25,



2005, and January 7, 2007.

(b) A three-step nodification of Section 27.01 of the agreenent
to provide for the foll owing summari zed cost-sharing in the
nont hly group hospital/surgical HVMO pl an prem uns.

(1) Ef fective January 1, 2005, the Enployer wll
contribute 91% and t he Enpl oyees 9% of the prem uns,
with the latter not to exceed $50.00 per nonth for
singl e coverage, and $120 per nonth for famly
cover age.

(ii) Effective January 1, 2006, the Enployer will
contribute 90% and t he Enpl oyees 10% of the prem uns,
with the latter not to exceed $55.00 per nonth for
singl e coverage, and $140 per nonth for famly
cover age.

(iii) Effective January 1, 2007, the Enployer will
contribute 87% and the Enpl oyees 13% of the prem uns,
with the latter not to exceed $85.00 per nonth for
singl e coverage, and $205 per nonth for famly
cover age.

(2) The Association's final offer, dated May 27, 2005, proposes as
fol |l ows:

(a) Three 3. 0% increases in hourly wage rates for each
classification, effective January 1, 2005, January 1, 2006,
and January 1, 2007, respectively.

(b) By not formally proposing any change in Article 27.01 of the
prior agreenment, it tacitly proposes continuation of the
prior |level of cost-sharing of the nmonthly group
hospi tal /surgical HMO plan premuns, i.e., the Enployer
payi ng 95% and the enpl oyees 5% of these prem uns, with
enpl oyee contribution not to exceed $25.00 per nonth for
singl e coverage and $55.00 per nonth for famly coverage.

The Statutory Arbitral Criteria

Section 111.70(4)(cm (7) of the Wsconsin Statutes directs the

undersigned to utilize the following criteria in arriving at a decision and
rendering an award in these proceedi ngs.

"7. 'Factor given greatest weight.' In naking any decision under the
arbitration procedures authorized by this paragraph, the

arbitrator or arbitration panel shall consider and shall give the
greatest weight to any state law or directive lawfully issued by a state
legislature or admnistrative officer, body or agency which places
[imtations on expenditures that my be made or revenues that nmay be
coll ected by a nunicipal enployer. The arbitrator or arbitration pane
shal | give an accounting of the consideration of this factor in the
arbitrator's or panel's decision

79. 'Factor given greater weight.' In making any decision under the
arbitration procedures authorized by this paragraph, the arbitrator or
arbitration panel shall consider and shall give greater weight to
econom ¢ conditions in the jurisdiction of the municipal enployer than
to any of the factors specified in subd. 7r

Tr. "Qther factors considered.' |In making any decision under the
arbitration procedures authorized by this paragraph, the arbitrator or



arbitration panel shall also give weight to the follow ng factors:

a. The lawful authority of the municipal enployer.
b. Stipul ations of the parties.
C. The interests and wel fare of the public and the financial

ability of the unit of government to neet the costs of any
proposed settl enent.

d. Conpari sons of wages, hours and conditions of enploynent of
t he muni ci pal enpl oyees involved in the arbitration
proceedi ngs with the wages, hours and conditions of
enpl oyment of other enpl oyees perfornming simlar services.

e. Conpari sons of wages, hours and conditions of enploynent of
t he muni ci pal enpl oyees involved in the arbitration
proceedi ngs with the wages, hours and conditions of
enpl oyment of other enpl oyees generally in public enploynent
in the same comunity and in conparable communities.

f. Conpari sons of wages, hours and conditions of enploynent of
t he muni ci pal enpl oyees involved in the arbitration
proceedi ngs with the wages, hours and conditions of
enpl oyment of other enployees in private enploynent in the
same community and in conparable conmunities.

g. The average consuner prices for goods and services, comonly
known as the cost-of-Iliving.

h. The overall conpensation presently received by the municipa
enpl oyees, including direct wage conpensation, vacation
hol i days and excused tine, insurance and pension, nedica
and hospitalization benefits, the continuity and stability
of enploynent, and all other benefits received.

i Changes in any of the foregoing circunstances during the
pendency of the arbitration hearing.

j- Such ot her factors not confined to the foregoing, which are
normally or traditionally taken into consideration in the
det erm nati on of wages, hours and conditions of enploynent
t hrough voluntary coll ective bargai ni ng, nediation, fact-
finding, arbitration or otherw se between the parties, in
the public service or in private enploynment."

THE POSI TI ON OF THE ASSOCI ATl ON

In support of the contention that its final offer is the nore
appropriate of the two offers before the undersigned in these proceedi ngs, the
Associ ati on enphasi zed the foll owi ng principal considerations and arguments.

(1) The Enpl oyer can legally nmeet the Association's final offer.’

(a) No argunent had been advanced by either party that the
Enpl oyer |acks authority to lawfully nmeet the Association's

final offer, and neither the exhibits nor the testinobny at
the hearing indicate the existence of any such | ega

' Referring to the contents of Section 111.70(4)(cm7r.a. of the
W sconsi n Statutes.




(2)

(3)

(b)

i mpedi ment .

In consideration of the above, that this arbitral criterion
shoul d not affect the Arbitrator's decision in these
proceedi ng.

That the stipulations of the parties establish that agreenent had

been reached in their prelimnary negotiations on all issues in

di spute, with the exception of those contained in their fina

offers.”

(a) In determ ning which final offer is nore reasonable, the
Arbitrator nust |ook at all issues previously agreed upon in
their prelimnary negotiations.’

(b) The parties previously agreed upon a three year renewal
agreenment and clarification of |anguage in the vacati on and
sick | eave provisions.

(c) Nei t her contract duration nor the "housekeeping" | anguage
clarification are sufficient to justify significant weight
bei ng accorded this arbitral criterion

The interests and welfare of the public will be best served by an

award in favor of the Association."*

(a) The final offer of the Association best serves the citizens
of Qutagam e County by recogni zing the need to maintain the
noral e and health of its enployees and thereby retaining the
best and nost qualified enpl oyees.

(b) It is obvious that overall working conditions rmust be
desirabl e and reasonable. Wile such conditions include
tangi bl es such as fair salary, fringe benefits and steady
wor k, intangible benefits including norale and unit pride
are of equal inportance.

(c) As enphasi zed by the foll owi ng authors, adoption of the

prevailing practice of conparable enpl oyers and enpl oyees
serves the interests and wel fare of the public.

(1) "In many cases strong reason exists for using the
prevailing practice of the same class of enployer
within the locality or the area for the conparison.
Enpl oyees are sure to conpare their ot with that of
ot her enpl oyees doing simlar work in the area; it is
i nportant that no sense of grievance be thereby
created."®

2

Referring to the contents of Section 111.70(4)(cm7r.b. of the

W sconsi n St at ut es.

3

4

Referring to the contents of Association Exhibit #4.

Referring to the contents of Section 111.70(4)(cm77r.c. of the

W sconsi n St at utes.

5

Affairs,

Citing Elkouri & Elkouri How Arbitration Wrks, Bureau of Nationa

Third Edition, page 750.



(ii) "Comparisons are preeninent in wage deternination
because all parties at interest derive benefit from
them To the worker they permt a decision on the
adequacy of his incone. He feels no discrimnation if
he stays abreast of other workers in his industry, his
locality, his neighborhood. They are vital to the
uni on because they provide guidance to its officials
upon what nust be insisted upon and a yardstick for
neasuring their bargaining skill. ...Arbitrators
benefit no | ess from conpari sons. They have the
appeal of precedent and...awards based thereupon are
apt to satisfy the normal expectations of the parties
and appear just to the public."®

(d) VWil e the weight to be placed upon which conparables in
t hese proceedings is addressed bel ow, the Association has
relied primarily upon conparison data in fornulating its
final offer.

(4) The Enpl oyer has the financial ability to neet the costs of the
Association's final offer.’

(a) At no tine during the course of bargai ning has the Enpl oyer
indicated that it | acked the econom c resources to fund
either of the two final offers.

(b) The Association urges that it is "unwillingness" rather than
"inability" to provide a conparable | evel of compensation
that is in issue in these proceedings.

(1) Thi s Enployer "unwillingness" is evidenced by its
proposed extraordi nary cost-shifting of health
i nsurance prenmiumto the backs of its enpl oyees.

(ii) County provided information indicates the differences
in total budgetary inpact between the two fina
of fers; for years 2005, 2006 and 2007, these
di fferences are only .48% .03% and .45%
respectively.”®

(5) Conpari son of the enpl oyees represented by the Association with
t he wages, hours and conditions of enploynment of other enpl oyees
in public enployment performing simlar services in conparable
conmunities, strongly favors arbitral selection of the
Associ ation's final offer.’

6

Citing Bernstein, Irving, The Arbitration of \WAges, University of
California Press, Berkeley and Los Angel es (1954), page 54.

" Referring to the contents of Section 111.70(4)(cm7r.c. of the
W sconsin Statutes.

°* Referring to the contents of County Exhibit #9, pages 2 & 3.

° Referring to the contents of Section 111.70(4)(cm7r.d. of the
W sconsi n Statutes.




(a) Both parties agree that the prinmary intraindustry
conpar abl es consi st of the followi ng counties: Brown,
Cal unet, Fond du Lac, WManitowoc, Sheboygan, Waupaca and
W nnebago. *°

(b) Arbitral consideration of the intraindustry conparables in
the case at hand, supports selection of the Association's
final offer.

(1) The enpl oyee health care prem um contributions of the
primary intraindustry conparabl es, averages 8.6% "
The County has thus failed to denonstrate that
arbitral consideration of these conparabl es supports
sel ection of the health insurance component of its
final offer in these proceedings.

(ii) The average top wages paid to correctional officers in
conpar abl e counties in 2004, were +/ - $0.35 per hour
whi ch woul d drop to +$0.32 under the County's offer
and +%$0. 26 under the Association's offer

. VWiile it is true that the Association's wage
offer results in a | ower average wage in
rel ationship to the conmparables, it is fully
consistent with maintaining the status quo ante
of health insurance prem uns.

. Under the Enployer's proposal, a correctiona
of ficer's increased expenses for insurance
prem ums, would effectively reduce his 2005 wage
increase to a net of 1.55%*

. A conparison of the wage increases for
conpar abl e counti es agai nst the net wage
i ncreases proposed by the County, does not
support the final offer of the Enployer.”

(6) Consi deration of the average consumer prices for goods and
services, comonly known as the cost of living, supports arbitra
sel ection of the Association's final offer."

(a) That the settlements anobng the primary intrai ndustry
conpar abl es already reflect the wei ght placed upon cost of
living considerations by the conparable parties.”

" Wile the intraindustry conparisons termnol ogy derives fromits |ong
use in the private sector, the sane underlying principles of conparison are
applicable in public sector interest inpasses; in such applications, the so-
call ed intraindustry conpari son groups nornmally consist of other simlar units
of enpl oyees enpl oyed by conparabl e governnmental units.

" Referring to the contents of County Exhibit #22.

“ It urges insufficient available wage data to nake simlar comparisons
for 2006 or 2007.

“ Referring to the contents of County Exhibit #20.

"“ Referring to the contents of Section 111.70(4)(cm7r.g. of the
W sconsi n Stat utes.

" Citing the decision of Arbitrator Joseph Kerkman in Merrill Area
Educati on Association, Dec. No. 17955-A (8/81).




(b) Application of the cost of living criterion, when coupled
with the standard set in the prinary intraindustry wage
settlenents, suggests that this criterion favors selection
of the final offer of the Association

(c) The Association submits that it has remained cogni zant of
the current econonic climte and conparable settlenments, in
framng its final offer in a fair and equitable manner.

(7) Consi deration of the overall conmpensation presently received by
t he enpl oyees, including direct wage conpensati on, vacation
hol i days and excused tine, insurance and pensions, nedical and
hospitalization benefits, the continuity and stability of
enpl oyment, and all other benefits received, supports arbitra
sel ection of the Association's final offer."™

(a) The overall conpensation received by enpl oyees involved in
this procedure, reasonably conpares with their externa
conpar abl es.

(b) No singul ar benefit to those in the bargaining unit,
el evates themto a | evel which could support a finding that
the Association's final offer was unreasonabl e.

(8) No consideration of changes in the foregoing circunstances or
other factors not confined to the foregoing, is appropriate in the
case at hand."

On the basis of arbitral application of the statutory criteria to the
final offers as urged by the Association, it subnmits that its final offer is
nore reasonabl e than that of the County, and asks that it be selected by the
Arbitrator in these proceedings.

THE POSI TI ON OF THE COUNTY

In support of the contention that its final offer is the nore
appropriate of the two offers before the undersigned in these proceedi ngs, the
County enphasi zed the followi ng principal considerations and argunents.

(1) The appropriate utilization of the statutory criteria in this
di spute are as foll ows.

(a) Nei ther party has presented evi dence regardi ng application
of either the "the factor given greatest weight" or "the
factor given greater weight" and, accordingly, no issues
exi st mﬁtn respect to the application of these arbitra
criteria.

" Referring to the contents of Section 111.70(4)(cm7r.h. of the
W sconsi n St at utes.

" Referring to the contents of Section 111.70(4)(cm7r.i. & j. of the
W sconsi n Statutes.

" Referring to the contents of Section 111.70(4)(cm7. & 7g. of the
W sconsi n Stat utes.




(2)

(b)

Certain historica

rel evant in these proceedings.

(a)

The arbitra
factors consi dered"

(i)

(ii)

wei ght to be accorded the various "ot her
criteria are as foll ows.

Neither offer violates the |lawful authority of the
Enpl oyer, consideration of the stipulations of the
parties do not favor either party, and there have been
no apparent rel evant changes during the pendency of

t hese proceedi ngs. ™

That only the remaining arbitral criteria are
applicable in these proceedings.”

background on health insurance is material and

The County's health insurance costs are quite significant.

(i)

(ii)

The two HMO pl ans avail able, United or Network, have
no deductibles for office copays or visits, or
hospital stays; the only copays involve drugs and
enmergency roons; any applicable deductibles are

m nimal ; and there are no other enpl oyee charges, no

bills and no paperwork.?*

Its nmonthly health insurance premuns from 2000 to
2004 have increased, on average, by close to 20% for
the Network plan and 12% for the Touchpoint plan; and
its yearly health insurance costs have nore than
doubl ed, 1 ncreasing from$4,076,592 in 2000 to a
budget ed $8, 832,356 in 2005, an increase of 117% over

the five year period.?*

(b) In response to the escal ating costs,

19

Referring to the
W sconsi n St at ut es.

20

Referring to the
h, &j. of the Wsconsin

21

20- 21.

Referring to the

22

Referring to the

® Referring to the

t he Conpany resear ched
possi bl e health

i nsurance plans to

i ncor porate higher
copays, deductibles, and
ot her cost-saving
mechani sns, and

di scussed them during
2005 contract renewa
negotiations in al

bargai ning units, with

t he single exception of
t he
Corrections/ Tel ecomuni c
ators.”

contents of Section 111.70(4)(cm7r.a, b, & i. of the

contents of Section 111.70(4)(cm7r. c, d, e, f, q,
St at ut es.

testinmony of M. Sunstrom at Hearing Transcript, page
contents of Enployer Exhibit #8.
testinmony of M. Sunstrom at Hearing Transcript, page

22, and the contents of County Exhibit #27.




(ii)

22.

24

At the initial nmeeting in early Septenber, the
Associ ation was inforned that insurance cost-saving
alternatives and pl an design changes woul d be

di scussed at a later date.™

VWhen the parties nmet approximately one nmonth | ater
the Association informed the County that unit nenbers
had spoken on the issue, and that they were not
interested in any insurance changes or cost-sharing;

Referring to the testinmony of M. Sunstrom at Hearing Transcript, page




the County indicated that it had sone flexibility
relative to insurance, but the Associ ation indicated
flat out, that it did not have any flexibility on this
i ssue.

(iii) Discussions on health insurance with the other five
bar gai ning units took a
different route: al
preferred to share in
the cost of prem unms as
opposed to ot her
al ternatives suggested
by the insurance
conpany; their
willingness to thus
share in costs led to
contract settlenents;
al t hough the County
attenpted to discuss
simlar prem um
contributions in this
bar gai ning unit, the
Associ ation had no room
for nmovenment on
i nsur ance. *°

(c) The County has | ooked at ot her avenues to reduce costs.

(1) In addition to health insurance changes it acted as
follows: first, in order to decrease air-conditioning
costs, it revised sumrer office hours; second, the
2005 budget plan included a small increase in property
owner's tax bills, and relied on holding the health
i nsurance costs to a 9% annual increase by prem um
sharing by the 270 non-represented enpl oyees; third,

it called upon unions representing approxi mately 750
County enpl oyees to increase their share of health

i nsurance costs; fourth, it elimnated 8 full-tine
positions in 2003, 10 in 2004, and 15 full-tinme and
one-part time positions in 2005.%

(ii) The County's has attenpted to hol d back skyrocketing
i nsurance costs, its offer clearly addresses this
i ssue, but the Association's offer sinply ignores the
obvi ous.

(3) The County's final offer provides for internal consistency.

(a) Five internal bargaining units have voluntarily agreed to
heal t h i nsurance prem um changes.

(1) The Courthouse, Professionals, Brewster and Deputy
Units have settled for the same insurance changes
proposed in the case at hand; the same settlement has

25

Referring to the testinmony of M. Sunstrom at Hearing Transcript, page

23.

26

Referring to the testinmony of M. Sunstrom at Hearing Transcript,
pages 23-24, and the contents of County Exhibit #27.

 Referring to the contents of County Exhibits #26 and #9.




been ratified by the County Board.?

* Referring to the contents of County Exhibits #10 and #17.




(ii) The bargaining units which have agreed to the health
i nsurance plan nodifications proposed by the County,
make up 85% of the bargaining unit nenbers in the
County. *

(iii) The Association's proposal goes against the inmportant
need to maintain consistency anmong internal bargaining
units, and should therefore be rejected.™

(b) Significant arbitral precedent reveal s various reasons
supporting the determ native inportance of internal
comparabi l'ity.*

(c) The internal settlenent pattern should not be destroyed by
nmeans of an interest arbitration award.

(1) The Associ ati on shoul d not be able to use interest
arbitration as a tool to break the consistency in the
benefits of other organized enpl oyees; such a matter
shoul d be bargai ned rather than unilaterally
i mpl emrent ed. *

(ii) An arbitrator's assignnent is to find the settl enent
that both parties should have arrived at by | ooking to
ot her bargaining units of the same enployer.™

(iii) The Association should not benefit fromtaking its
case to arbitration, as to do so sends the w ong
nessage about coll ective bargaining and the inportance
of voluntary contract settlenents.

(d) The arbitration process should not be used to counteract and
underm ne bargaining for settlenents.

(1) The purpose of interest arbitration is to resolve
i npasses between parties which they are unable to
address w t hout assistance.

(ii) The County must be fiscally responsible, nust settle
on terms that are equitable to other bargaining units,

* Referring to the contents of County Exhibit #11.

® Citing the following arbitral decisions: Arbitrator Friess in Pierce
County, Dec. No. 28187-A (4/95); Arbitrator Thomas Yeagar in Cty of Tomah,
Dec. No. 31083-A (2/05), and City of Marshfield, Dec. No. 30726-A.

 Citing the following arbitral decisions: Arbitrator Herman Torosian
in Gty of Wausau (Support/Technical), Dec. No. 29533-A (11/99), Rio
Conmunity School District (Educational Support Team), Dec. No. 3009-A (10/01),
and City of Appleton (Mintenance Divisions), Dec. No. 30668-A (3/04);
Arbitrator WlliamEi ch in Cty of Geen Bay (Police Oficers), Dec. No.
31080-A (7/05), and Marquette County (H ghway), Dec. No. 31027-A (6/05);
Arbitrator G| Vernon in Wnnebago County (Bridgetenders), Dec. No. 26494-A
(6/91).

 Citing the decisions of Arbitrator Edward Krinsky in School District
of Barron, Dec. No. 16276 (11/78), and Arbitrator Kay Hutchison in Rock
County, Dec. No. 17729-B (9/80).

¥ Citing the decision of Arbitrator George Fleischli in County of
Waukesha, Dec. No. 21299 (8/84).



nmust put its best foot forward, and nust |ook to
peaceful negotiations and settlements; it should not
be creating a situation where enpl oyees are rewarded
for refusing to settle voluntarily and taking their
chances in interest arbitration

(iii) Arbitrators should not award nore in arbitration than
woul d have been gained in bargaining.™

(iv) The preferential treatnent sought by the Association
does not encourage voluntary settlenents. Maintaining
| abor peace between organized units is critical to the
ongoi ng services offered to County residents, and
there is nothing in the record to suggest that the
nmenbers of this bargaining unit should be treated nore
favorably than those in the other organized units.

(e) A review of the health insurance benefits of the primary
i ntrai ndustry conparabl es al so supports the County's
proposal . *

(1) The parties are in full agreement on the identity of
t hese conparables, i.e. Brown, Calunet, Fond du Lac,
Mani t owoc, Sheboygan, Waupaca and W nnebago counti es;
for the conparabl es which have reached agreenents for
2005 and 2006, the wage increases for the two
classifications in question ranged from1.5%to 4.0%

(ii) The changes which acconpani ed the wage settlenents are
al so notable, and clearly reflect enployers' attenpts
to mnimze health insurance costs.

« Sheboygan County enpl oyees' insurance contributions
went from4.7%in 2004, to 7.5% effective 5/1/05, and
to 10%in 2006, in addition to increasing the
deducti bl es from $200/ $400 to $250/ $500 i n 2006; they
recei ved 2.5% wage i ncreases in 2005 and in 2006.

e Wnnebago County enpl oyees' insurance contributions
went from7.5%to 15% (capped at $160 per nonth)
effective 10/1/06; they received wages increases of
approximately 3.17% for 2005 and 3.75% for 2006, when
the lifts and effective dates are factored in.

e Manitowoc County enpl oyees' insurance contributions
went from7.5%in 2004 to 8% in 2005.

(iii) It is inportant also to understand how the County's
i nsurance plan stacks up against the plans offered by
the primary conparable counties.™

» The average three-tier drug card cost for enpl oyees,
excl udi ng Brown County, is approximately $8/$20/ $41,
whi ch co-pays exceed the costs currently paid by
enpl oyees in Qutagam e County.

* Citing the decisions of Arbitrator Neil Gundermann in Oneida County,
Dec. No. 26116-A (3/99), and Arbitrator Gordon Haferbecker in Jackson County
(Sheriff's Department), Dec. No. 21878 (1/85).

*® Referring to the contents of County Exhibits #20 and #21.

* Referring to the contents of County Exhibit #22.




e Although sonme counties offer 100% coverage for office
visits, nobst are dependent upon which plan an enpl oyee
chooses. At Qutagam e County, enployees are not
charged for office visits under either option chosen
by them which the Union proposes to continue. This
is not, however, the norm anong either the
i ntraindustry conparables or overall conparisons on a
national basis.”

e The primary intraindustry conparables require
enpl oyees to pay nuch nore to cover the cost of
deducti bl es and/or co-insurance, neither of which are
pai d by Qutagami e county enpl oyees, whose only out - of -
pocket charges are for prescription drugs.™

(f) The County's wages rank in the upper echelon of the primary
i ntrai ndustry comnparabl es.

e County Correctional Oficer wages rates are higher
than the averages of the intraindustry conparables,
and only Wnnebago County and the Correctional Oficer
Il position at Fond du Lac County, offers higher
wages than the County.*

e County Tel ecommuni cat or wages are sinilarly above the
averages of the intraindustry conparables, and only
Brown had hi gher wages rates for 2003 and 2004.“

e The County proposed 3.25% wage i ncrease will continue
to provide enpl oyees with
generous wages rates for 2005,
2006 and 2007.

(9) Internal settlements should carry greater wei ght than
external settlenments in the case at hand.

« Many Wsconsin arbitrators have assigned greater
wei ght to internal settlenent patterns than to
external patterns.®

* Although bargaining relative to the other interna
bargai ning units has resulted in sone differences, al
five other units have settled for the sane insurance
changes proposed by the County in these proceedings.*
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e The Association cannot persuasively argue agai nst
changes made for each unit, in that it did not request
simlar such changes for its own menbers.®

The County's offer exceeds novenent in the consuner price index.

Using a cast-forward met hodol ogy, the County has provided
information relative to the cost of salaries and benefits
for each proposal

It is proposing total package percentage of 3.40%in 2005,
4.53% for 2006 and 4.17% for 2007, agai nst Association
proposed increases of 3.88% for 2005, 4.55% for 2006, and
4.62% for 2007 increases.™

It submits that both offers provide wage and benefit

i ncreases whi ch exceed the 2.7% CPl increase for 2005, and
prospective increases for the remaining two years of the
agreement . ©

It submts that the escalation in health insurance costs
experi enced by the County over the five year period
encogpassing 2000 through 2005, far exceeds increases in the

In accordance with the above, it urges that in a time of
escal ating insurance costs and tight budgets, the County's
offer is the nore reasonable of the two offers.

The County's offer best reflects the interests of the public.

Si nce enpl oyees have an interest in the anmpunts paid for
heal th i nsurance, they should be interested in exploring
options to reduce these costs. Bargaining unit menbers of
the five other internal units reflected this situation when
they agreed to contribute to the cost of premuns.”

There can be no dispute that health insurance costs are
creating havoc anong all enployers' budgets, and nany have
responded by cutting back benefits, requiring enpl oyees to
contribute toward prem uns, or foregoing coverage.

The County's offer provides enployees to be nore in tune to
health care, and it is sinply not in a position to continue
payi ng the full cost of this benefit.

The County's wage offer is consistent with the payroll system

Only the three inplenentati on dates contained in the wage
conponent of the County's final offer are consistent with

to the testinmony of M. Sunstrom at Hearing Transcript, page

to the contents of County Exhibits #5.

to CPlI data contained in County Exhibit #18.

to the contents of County Exhibits #5, #8 and #18.

(4)
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
CPI .
(e)
(5)
(a)
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(c)
(6)
(a)
“ Referring
29.
“ Referring
* Referring
“ Referring
" Referring

to the contents of various articles, studies and surveys

referenced in County Exhibits #28 and #29.




the historic application of the payroll system
(b) The wage increase inplenentation dates proposed by the Union
are inconsistent with the Conpany's understandi ng of the
tentative agreenents, and conflict with the historica
settlements within this bargaining unit.®
In summary and conclusion, it submits that the final offer of the County
is more reasonabl e when nmeasured against the statutory criteria, and that it
shoul d be selected on the follow ng bases: first, the Association has offered
no expl anati on or conpelling need to make a significant change in the
rel ati onship between the Correctional O ficers and Tel econmuni cators and ot her
organi zed enpl oyees, and arbitration is not the place to break a pattern of
i nternal settlenent consistency; second, the external conparables support the
County's position for enployees to pay toward the increasing costs of health
i nsurance; third, the County's proposal on health insurance works
prospectively in maintaining health care costs and keepi ng an enpl oyee's
i nvestment in such maintenance; fourth, wage rates paid by the County are
hi gher than the majority of those paid by simlar municipalities for the job
classifications which fall under this contract; fifth, both wage offers
exceed the CPI indices; and, sixth, the effective date of the wage increases

under the County's offer is consistent with the payroll system

FlI NDI NGS AND CONCLUSI ONS

Prior to specifically applying the statutory arbitral criteria to the
record and selecting the nost appropriate final offer, the undersigned wll
first offer sone brief prelimnarily observati ons about the normal application
of various of the statutory interest arbitral criteria.

It is first noted that, except to the extent specifically provided in
the statutes, or as arbitrally recognized on case-by-case bases, the arbitral
statutory criteria are not prioritized in order of relative inportance.

(a) The W sconsin statutes specifically provide for "factor given

greatest weight" and/or "factor given greater weight" criteria,

whi ch nmust be accorded such wei ght by arbitrators when they are
applicable.”
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Referring to the testinmony of M. Sunstrom at Hearing Transcript,
pages 24-25.

* See Section 111.70(4)(cm7. & 7g. of the Wsconsin Statutes.




(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(9)

(h)

An arbitrator has no authority to reach a decision and render an
award, the inplementation of which would exceed the | awf ul
authority of the nunicipal enployer.®

The so-called ability to pay criterion, can alone be determnative
of the outcone of an interest arbitration proceeding, but only if
the involved unit of governnent is absolutely bereft of the
ability to raise the necessary funds to inplement a final offer.™

It has been wi dely and generally recognized by interest
arbitrators that conparisons are the nost frequently cited, the
nost inmportant, and the npst persuasive of the various arbitra
criteria, and the nost persuasive of these are normally the so-
called intraindustry conmparisons.* In certain types of
situations, however, internal conparisons may clearly comrand
greater weight.

The rel ative inportance of the cost of living criterion varies
with the state of the national and the Wsconsin econon es.
During periods of rapid nmovenent in prices it may be one of the
nost inportant arbitral criteria, but during periods of price
stability, it declines significantly in relative inportance.®

The overall conpensation received, including direct wages, |evels
of fringe benefits, and stability and continuity of enploynent are
rel ati ve standards, and while they may be initially used to
justify the establishnment of differential wages, they generally
have little to do with the application of general wage increases
thereafter.™

Arbitral approval of proposed changes in the negotiated status quo
ante is generally conditioned upon three deterninative
prerequisites: first, that a significant and unantici pated
probl em exi sts; second, that the proposed change reasonably
addresses the underlying problem and, third, that the proposed
change is normally, but not always, acconpani ed by an otherw se
appropriate quid pro quo.®*

The bargai ning history of parties is quite frequently a
significant consideration in the final offer selection process,

ei ther alone or when considered in connection with the application
of other arbitral criteria.

As described earlier the parties differ solely on the size and

i mpl enent ati on dates of the applicable wage increases during the life of the

renewal | abor agreement, and on the Enpl oyer proposed changes in group nedical
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bar gai ning history of parties also falls well within the scope of
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i nsurance. |In support of their respective positions, both parties concl uded
that various of the statutory criteria had little or no application to the

di spute, and either or both principally limted their arguments to the
follow ng factors: the significance of the various conparison criteria; the
interests and welfare of the public; the fact that the County is proposing a
change in the status quo ante; the significance of their recent bargaining
history; and the cost of living criterion

The Conparison Criteria

In the above connections the undersigned has frequently noted that the
conparison criteria are normally the nost frequently cited, the nost
i nportant, and the nobst persuasive of the various arbitral criteria, and the
nost persuasi ve of these conparisons is typically the so-called intraindustry
conmpari son.” The reason for this is that the intraindustry comparisons
general ly invol ved conparabl e enpl oyers and conpar abl e enpl oyees, and their
settlenents generally conprise the nbst persuasive evidence of the settlenent
the contending parties would have reached at the bargaining table, had they
been able to do so. Enhanced wei ght may be placed on internal conparisons,
however, in at |least two situations: first, where certain fringe benefits,
such as group nedical insurance coverage, can be nost efficiently and
econom cal |y provided and adninistered when it is uniformfor all enployees;
and/ or, second, where nultiple bargaining units with a single enployer have
established a pattern of settlements which is the nost persuasive indication
of the settlenment the parties would have reached at the bargaining table, had
they been able to do so. |In the latter connection, relative uniformty of
settlenents is al so conducive to successful ongoing collective bargaining
within multiple bargaining units, and an arbitrator should be reluctant to
underm ne such uniformty in the absence of persuasive evidence justifying
such action.

In the case at hand a precise determ nation of relative weight is

*® As noted earlier, the greatest weight, the greater weight and the
ability to pay criteria may, on case-by-case bases, take precedence over other
arbitral criteria; none of these criteria, however, appear to require such
enhanced arbitral weight in these proceedings.



necessary, in that both conparisons clearly favor selection of the final offer
of the County in these proceedings.

(1) It is undisputed that the wage increase and the insurance
conponents of the final offer of the County were fully agreed-upon
inall five of the County's other bargaining units, after
prelim nary bargai ni ng about various other possible insurance
changes to control the County's spiraling health insurance
prem uns.

(2) Wt hout unnecessary el aboration, it is also noted that the County
proposed heal th insurance programreasonably conpares with those
provi ded by the intraindustry conparabl es, and the wage component
of its final offer also provides for above average wage increases
versus these conparabl es.”

The Interests and Welfare of the Public Criterion

On the above described bases the undersigned has prelimnarily concl uded
that both the internal conparables and the intraindustry conparables clearly
and persuasively favor the final offer of the County in these proceedings.

In next addressing the interests and welfare of the public criterion it
is noted that no inability to pay question exists in these proceedings. Both
parties are correct in recognizing the public benefit of having County
enpl oyees fairly and adequately conpensated, and the conconmitant public
i nportance of the County's preservation of its fiscal well being, consistent
with its responsibility toward its enployees. Wile both of these
considerations are inportant in the final offer selection process, the
undersigned is unable to determine that this criterion significantly favors
sel ection of the final offer of either party in these proceedings.

The Normal Prerequisites for Adopting Proposed
Modi fications of the Status Quo Ante

As described earlier, the County, as the proponent of significant change
in the status quo ante, is normally required to establish three prerequisites:
first, that a significant and unanticipated problemexists; second, that the
proposed change reasonably addresses the underlying problem and, third, that
t he proposed change is normally, but not always, acconpani ed by an otherw se
appropriate quid pro quo.

Wt hout unnecessary el aboration the undersigned notes that the spiraling

 See the contents of County Exhibit #17.

® See the contents of County Exhibits #20, #21 and #22.




of health insurance costs nust be recognized as neeting the first of the three
prerequi sites, and the w despread adopti on of enployee prem um contributions
nmust be recogni zed as one of several possible means of addressing such
spiraling costs. Accordingly, the only remaining question in this area is
whet her the Enpl oyer has net the quid pro quo requirenment, which question has
previously been described by the undersigned as foll ows:

"I'n addressing the disagreenent of the parties relative to the
presence of an adequate quid pro quo in the case at hand, the
under si gned notes recognition by certain Wsconsin interest arbitrators,
i ncl udi ng the undersigned, that sone types of proposed changes in the
status quo ante directed toward the resolution of nutual problens, may
require either none or a substantially reduced quid pro quo.

(1) A reduced quid pro quo has been required by the undersigned,
as follows, in sone situations involving nedical insurance
prem um shari ng:

"What next of the disagreement of the parties relative
to the sufficiency of the Enpl oyer proposed quid pro quos?
In this connection, it is noted that certain [ong term and
unanti ci pated changes in the underlying character of
previously negotiated practices or benefits may constitute
significant mutual problens of the parties which do not
require traditional levels of quid pro quos to justify
change. In the case at hand, the spiraling costs of
providing health care insurance for its current enployees is
a nutual problemfor the Enployer and the Association, and
the trend has been ongoi ng, foreseeable, anticipated, and
open to bargaining by the parties during their periodic
contract renewal negotiations. In light of the nutuality of
t he underlying problem the requisite quid pro quo would
normal Iy be somewhat |ess than would be required to justify
atraditional arnms length proposal to elimnate or to nodify
negoti ated benefits or advantageous contract |anguage.'
[Cting decisions of the undersigned in Village of Fox
Point, Dec. No. 30337-A (11/7/02) pp. 21-22, and in Mllen
School District, Dec. No. 30408-A (3/21/02), pp. 39-40.]

(2) A situation where no quid pro quo was required, arose in
connection with a proposed future reduction in the period
wi thin which a school district would continue to pay ful
heal th i nsurance premuns for early retirees:

"\What, however, of the situation where the costs and/or
t he substance of a |long standing policy or benefit have
substantially changed over an extended period of time, to
the extent that they no longer reflect the conditions
present at their inception? Just as conventionally
negoti ated | abor agreenments nust evolve and change in
response to changi ng external circunstances which are of
nutual concern, Wsconsin interest arbitrators nust address
simlar considerations pursuant to the requirenents of
Section 111.70(4)(cm(7)(j) of the Wsconsin Statutes; in
such circumnstances, the proponent of change rnust establish
that a significant and unantici pated probl em exists and that
t he proposed change reasonably addresses the problem but it
is difficult to conclude that a bargaining quid pro quo
shoul d be required to correct a nmutual problem which was
neither anticipated nor previously bargai ned about by the




parties.

The parties agreed upon the ten year maxi mum period of
Enpl oyer paynment of unreduced health care premuns for early
retirees in the late 1970s, but the neteoric escalation in
the cost of health insurance since that tine has exceeded
all reasonabl e expectations, and the inmmredi ate prospect for
future escalation is also significantly higher than could
have been anticipated by either party some twel ve or
thirteen years ago. |In short, the situation represents a
significant mutual problem and it is clearly
di stingui shable froma situati on where one party is nerely
attenpting to change a recently bargained for and/or a
stable policy or benefit for its own purposes.'
[Citing the decision of the undersigned in Al gonma Schoo

District, Case 18, No. 46716, |NT/ARB-6278 (11/19/92),

pg. 25.]

(3) Two deci sions in which enployer proposed medi cal insurance
changes were determned to require an appropriate quid pro
quo, indicated in part as follows:

"In applying the above described principles to the
situation at hand, it nust be recognized that while there
have been continuing increases in the cost of nedical
i nsurance since the parties earlier negotiations, this trend
was ongoi ng, foreseeable, anticipated and bargai ned upon by
the parties in reaching the predecessor agreenent covering
January 1, 1998 through Decenmber 31, 2000; indeed, the
letter of agreenent and the nedical insurance reopener
cl auses were the quid pro quos for the medical insurance
changes then agreed upon by the parties, which the Enpl oyer
is now seeking to elinmnate. While it is entirely proper
for the Enployer to have continued to pursue this goal in
t hese proceedings, the record falls far short of
establishing that its current final offer falls within the
cat egory of proposals which need not be accomnpani ed by
appropriate quid pro quos.'

[Cting the decisions of the undersigned in Town of Beloit,
Dec. Nos. 30219-A and 30220-A (4/25/02), pp. 13-14.1"%

In applying the above described principles to the case at hand the

followi ng factors are deterninative

(1)

(2)

(3)

Those in the bargaining unit have enjoyed excellent health

i nsurance benefits for an extended period of years, with the
County's annual insurance costs increasing 117%in the five year
period from $4,076,592 in 2002, to $8,832,356 in 2005. "

The above costs increases are far in excess of what m ght have
been anticipated by the parties when the benefit was originally
agreed upon.

The Enpl oyer reasonably proposed various possible solutions to its
spiraling insurance costs, and in the five other bargaining units
the parties agreed upon the enpl oyee prem um contribution |evels

* See the decisions of the undersigned in Owo School District
(Al des/ Food Service), Dec. No. 31070-A (7/9/05), pages 26-27, and in

City of Marinette (Police Patrol men and Sergeants), Dec. No. 30872-A

(11/ 27/ 04),

pages 15-18.

® See the undisputed contents of County Exhibit #8.




contained in its final offer in these proceedings.

(4) The nature and mutuality of the underlying problem brings the
County proposal well within the category of proposed changes which
require either a significantly reduced quid pro quo, or none at
all.

Since the wage increase proposed by the County exceeds the Association's
wage proposal, reflecting the agreed-upon increases in the other five
bargaining units, it is clear that a sonewhat enhanced wage increase had been
coupled with the County's insurance proposal. The undersigned has thus
determ ned that the Enployer's final offer is fully consistent with the so-
called quid pro quo requirenents.

The Recent Bargaining Hi story of the Parties

There is no dispute that the Union had absolutely refused to consider
any possi bl e changes to the previous health insurance program during the
parties contract renewal negotiations |eading to the underlying inpasse.*
Wi | e such a refusal to bargain over a proposed change m ght |ogically be
construed as concl usive evidence that no agreenent could have been reached at
t he bargai ning table which included such change and, accordingly, that an
arbitrator should not assune the authority to order such change. The
di stinction between arbitral authority in the public and the private sectors
in such situations was presciently described, as follows, by Arbitrator Howard
S. Bl ock:

"...Wthin a mlieu where the right to strike is generally proscribed,
arbitration or fact-finding will unavoidably beconme the rule for the
settlenent of troublesone interest disputes, and not a sel dom used
emergency neasure. It seenms to me that the expertise which has

fashi oned workable rights criteria for stabilizing the contractua
relationship in the private sector is still present to a sufficient
degree and extent for the devel opnent of interest criteria that will be
ultimately acceptable to the parties in the public sector

| share the point of view described by Professor Russell Snith, in
his anal ysis of the New York (' Taylor Conmmittee') Report of March 1966
'...that since novel approaches may be required to deal with the unique
problens in the public sector, the necessary expertise should be
permitted to devel op unhanmpered by any preconceptions associated with
the adm nistration of private sector |egislation.'

* *x * *x %

...As we know, a principal guideline for resolving interest disputes in
the private sector is prevailing industry practice--a guideline

** See the unchall enged testinmony of M. Sunstrom at Hearing Transcript,
pages 22(6)-24(4), 27(23)-29(1) and 29(16-23).




expressed with exceptional clarity by one arbitrator as foll ows:

"The role of interest arbitration in such a situation nust be
clearly understood. Arbitration in essence, is a quasi-judicial
not a legislative process. This inplies the essentiality of
objectivity --the reliance on a set of tested and establi shed
gui des.

"In this contract making process, the arbitrator must resist
any tenptation to innovate, to plow new ground of his own
choosing. He is committed to producing a contract which the
parties thensel ves might have reached in the absence of the
extraordi nary pressures which led to the exhaustion or rejection
of their traditional renedies.

"The arbitrator attenpts to acconplish this objective by first
under st andi ng the nature and character of past agreenents reached
in a conparable area of the industry and in the firm He nust
then carry forward the spirit and franmework of past acconmodati ons
into the dispute before him It is not necessary or even
desirabl e that he approve what has taken place in the past but
only that he understand the character of established practices and
rigorously avoid giving either party that which they could not
have secured at the bargaining table.'

Viewed in the light of the foregoing principles, the public sector
neutral, | submit, does not wander in an uncharted field even though he
nmust at tines adopt an approach dianetrically opposite to that used in
the private sector. Mre often than in the private sector, he nust be
i nnovati ve; he must plow new ground. He cannot function as a |lifeless
mrror reflecting pre-collective negotiations practices whi ch nanagenent
nmay yearn to perpetuate but which are the target of nultitudes of public
enpl oyees in revolt."*

VWiile Arbitrator Block's treatise was witten at a tine when public
sector unions were becom ng established, the underlying principles then
espoused by himare equally applicable to both union and managerent today!

In view of the normal |ack of the ability to strike and/or to | ock out
i n support of bargaining proposals involving so-called mandatory itens of
bar gai ni ng, neither party should be able to, in effect, preclude arbitra
adopti on of reasonabl e and ot herwi se appropri ate proposed changes in wages,
hours and terns and conditions of enploynment, by sinply refusing to
partici pate in bargaining over such itens. The undersigned, therefore,
retains the ability to select the final offer of either party.

VWile the parties at |east inadvertently disagree on the significance of

® See Arbitration and the Public Interest, Proceedings of the 24th
Annual Meeting of the National Acadeny of Arbitrators, Bureau of Nationa
Affairs, Inc., 1971, pages 163, 164-165. The quoted conments of Professor
Russell Smith appear in State and Local Advisory Reports on Public Enploynent
Labor lLegislation: A Conparative Analysis, 67 Mch. L. Rev. 891, 899 (1969);
the cited decision of Professor John J. Flagler, et. al., appear in Des Mines
Transit Co., 38 LA 666, 671 (1962).




the different effective dates of their proposed wages increases, with the

Enpl oyer relying on the previously utilized effective dates of past negoti ated
wages increases, the undersigned is unable to assign any significant weight to
this element of the parties' bargaining history.

On the above described bases the undersigned cannot assign significant
wei ght in these proceedings to either the effective dates of the proposed wage
i ncreases, or to the Union's refusal to engage in realistic bargaining over
any possi bl e changes in the health insurance coverage provided for in the
predecessor agreenent.

The Cost of Living Criterion

There is no dispute that recent and anticipated future increases in the
appropriate CPl are lower than both the three 3% wage increases proposed by
the Union and the $3.25% wage i ncreases proposed by the County.®  View ng
these figures in isolation would require a conclusion that this criterion thus
favored the position of the Union. Realistically, however, this would be
unrealistic on two bases: first, the apparent fact that the higher wage
i ncrease proposals contained in the County's final offer apparently included a
noderate quid pro quo for the negotiated changes in health insurance in its
other five bargaining units; and, second, the total costs of the Union's
final offer are higher than those of the County's final offer

On the above bases the undersigned has concl uded that no significant
wei ght can be assigned to the cost-of-living criterion in these proceedings.

Summary of Prelimnary Concl usions

As addressed in nore significant detail above, the Inpartial Arbitrator
has reached the foll owi ng summari zed, principal prelimnary concl usions.

(1) Nei ther party has significantly relied upon or addressed the
greatest weight factor, the greater weight factor, the lawfu
authority of the enployer, the stipulations of the parties, the
overall compensation of the parties, or the changes during the
pendency of the arbitration hearing criteria.

(2) The parties differ solely on the size and inplenmentation dates of
t he applicabl e wage i ncreases during the Ilife of the renewal | abor
agreenent, and on the Enpl oyer proposed changes in group nedica
i nsurance. I n support of their respective positions, either or
both parties principally limted their arguments to the follow ng:

® See the contents of County Exhibits #8 and #18.




the significance of the various conparison criteria; the
interests and welfare of the public; the fact that the County is
proposi ng a change in the status quo ante; the significance of
their recent bargaining history; and the cost of living

criterion.

(3) In applying the conparison criteria the undersigned finds as
fol |l ows:
(a) It is undisputed that the wage increase and the insurance

conponents of the final offer of the County were fully
agreed upon in all five of the County's other bargaining
units, after prelimnary bargai ni ng about various ot her
possi bl e i nsurance changes to control the County's spiraling
heal th i nsurance prem uns.

(b) It is also noted that the County proposed health insurance
program reasonably conpares with those provided by the
i ntrai ndustry conparabl es, and the wage conponent of its
final offer also provides for above average wage increases
versus these comnparabl es.

(c) Preci se deternmination of the relative weight to be applied
to the primary intraindustry conparison criterion and the
i nternal conparison criterion is necessary, in that both
conparisons clearly favor selection of the final offer of
the County in these proceedings.

(4) Arbitral consideration of the interests and welfare of the public
criterion does not significantly favor selection of the fina
of fer of either party in these proceedings.

(5) After consideration of the normal prerequisites for adopting
proposed nodi fications of the status quo ante, the undersigned has
thus determined that the Employer's final offer is fully
consistent with the so-called quid pro quo requiremnents.

(6) After consideration of the recent bargaining history of the
parties, the undersigned cannot assign significant weight to
either the effective dates of the proposed wage increases, or to
the Union's refusal to engage in realistic bargaining over any
possi bl e changes in the health insurance coverage provided for in
t he predecessor agreemnent.

(7) The undersi gned has determ ned that no significant weight can be
assigned to the cost-of-living criterion in these proceedings.

Sel ection of Final Ofer

Based upon a careful consideration of the entire record in these
proceedi ngs, including arbitral consideration of all of the statutory criteria

contained in Section 111.70(4)(cm 7 of the Wsconsin Statutes, but principally

upon the arbitral criteria addressed in detail above, the Inpartial Arbitrator
has concluded that the final offer of the County is the nore appropriate of

the two final offers, and it will be ordered inplenented by the parties.



AWARD

Based upon a careful consideration of all of the evidence and argunents,
and a review of all of the various arbitral criteria provided in Section

111.70(4)(cm 7, it is the decision of the Inpartial Arbitrator that:

(1) The final offer of the County is the nore appropriate of the two
final offers before the Arbitrator.

(2) Accordingly, the final offer of the County, hereby incorporated by
reference into this award, is ordered inplenented by the parti es.

WLLIAM W PETRIE
I mpartial Arbitrator

February 7, 2006



