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BACKGROUND

Plerce County Human Services Department employees, Local 556-E, WCCME, Council 40,
AFSCME, AFL-CIO represents the non~professional and parasprofessicnal employess of the
Plerce County Department of Human Servicss, The Unlon has been bargaining with the
Employer for a 1951 contract aince November 5, 1980,

The parties met on Novenmber 5, 1980 and on three other meparate occaslons to resolve the
jeguss, They wers not able to reach agreement and the Union, on January 13, 1981, filed
a petition for Mediatlon-Arbitration with the Wisconsin Employment Relatlons Commlssion,
¥r, Robart McCormick, from the staff of the Commission conducted an investigation session
on March 20, 1981, Following that session and by May 7, 1981, the partles submitted
their final offers to Mr, MeGormick,

Subsequently, Mr, McCormick adviesd the WERC that the parties had reached laopassae
on the sple issue of wages and that binding arbitratlon as set forth in Sec., 111,70(4)
(em) 6 Wis. Stats,, should commence, Thersafter, Gordon Kalsrbecker of Stevens Point,
Wisconain, was selected as the mediator/arbltrator,

The nediator/irbitrator met with the parties at the Plerce County Courthcuse, Ellsworth,
Wisconsin, on July 13, 1681, Mediation was tried and was not succesaful so the parties
proceeded to the arbitration hearing, The parties presented evidence in support of their
positions and 1t was agresd that briefs be sxchanged ihrough the arvitrator by August 10,
1981, The briefs wers filed as scheduled,

The Employer (Pierce County) was represented by Attorney Michael J, Burke, Mulcahy
& YWherry, Eau Claire, Wisconein, The Unlon was repressnted by David Ahrens, Rice lLake,
AFSCME Representative, Until the time of the mediatioq/urbitratlon proceeding, the
Union had been reprssented by Mr. Daniel Barrington of Rice lake, Mr, Barrington has
been transferred to another AFSCME district and Mr. Ahrens succeeds him in the Rice Lake
office, Both Mr, Barrington and Mr, Ahrens were present for the hearing. MWr. Ahrens
prepared the trief for the Union.

PINAL OFFERS
FINAL DFFER OF PIERCE COURTY
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 1981

POSITION START & Months 15 Months
Group II, Accounting Assistant 11 1133 11
Cluss 2
Group III,
Class 7 Clezk 4 1023,50 1087,50 1137.50
Class £ I.M, Worker B71,50 936,50 1015,50
Homemaker II 868,50 ———— 1011.50
Clans 5 Clerk 3 {red liped) ——— —— 1087,50
Clerk 3 B65,50 929,50 1007.50
Senior Oitizens Coordinater —— 285,50+ 973.50
Field Amsistant —— i 954,50
Yan Driver 952,10
Class % Terminal COperator 855,50 886,50 ol 50
Claas 3 Homemaker I (vacant) 854,50 885,50 926,50
Typist II/Clerk II 854,50 88s,50 926,50
I.M. Asslmtant 854,50 8BS, 50 926.50
Class 2 Client Supervisor 784,50 815,50 856,50
Production Supervisor 784,50 B15,.50 856,50
Class 1 Clerk I 696,13 763,00 838,00
Phacement of smplovees from Unified Services) Part-time employees
All esmployees start at the start rate C, Xech = $4,00/hr
Cam Quilling « Accounting Asst, ¥, Seifert « $4,00/hr
Diane Bee - Clerk II D, Foshberg « $4,00/hr
Froduction Supervisor - Marysllen Berg R, Rmechke - $4,00/hr
Client Supervisor = Charlotte Stelling
Doris Roen

Lauranne Tanbarg
Beverly Bayer
Clerk I -« Colleen Bock

*Yvonne Manor to be placed on 6 month step 1/1/81



FINAL OFFER OF THE UNION
NOR-PROFESSIONAL

Group and class designations correspond to County Merit System specificationsa,

When classiflcations for which rates of pay are not established by this Agreement are put
into effect after the signing of this Agreement, rates of pay covering those clamsificatlona
shall be subject to negotiations between the parties, Rates agreed upon shall be affsctive
as of the date the classifications wers put into use, Upon reclassification an employes
shall Zo to the six month®s step of the higher classification and after twelve months

shall go ta the 18th month step,

In the event the parties cannot agree, they shall be allowed all lawful or economic racourae
to support thelr request,

Group, Class and Fosition

January 1, 1981 START 6 MONTHS 18 MONTHS

Group III,

Class 7 Account Aasistant $1,010,00 $1,075.00 $1,145,00
Claxrk IV 995!50

Class & Incoms Maintenancs Worker a843,%0 908,50 987,50
Homemsker II 840,50 983,50

Class § Clerk III (Red Lined) 1,059,50
Clerk III 837,50 901.50 979.50
Senior Citizens Coerd, 974,05
Field Assiatant 926,60
Van Driver (P1)  4.00/hi 924,10

Class 4 Terminal Qperator I 827,50 A=8,50 915,50

Clasa 3 Homemaker I (Vacant) 826,50 857,50 B98,50
Typist I 826,50 857.50 898,50
Clerk II 826,50 857,50 898,50
Income Maint, Assiatant 826,50 857,50 898,50
Bookkespsr Typist 826,50 857,50 898,50
Production Supervisor 826,50 §57.50 898,50
Client Supervisor 826,50 857.50 898,50
Van Driver/Food Sarv. (Kutrition Site) 4,00/hr
Nutrition Sites Cook 750,10 780,10 620,10

{Ruta Kullsan)

ACCHETED EMPLOYEES

l.) Cam Qillling will be placed at the 13 month level in the position of Account Assistant,
sffective January 1, 19381

2.) Yvanne Manore, Senlor Citizen’s Coordinator, shall be compsnsated at her present rats
until July 1, 1981, when she will be compenaated at the contractual rate,

3.) Collesn Bock, Maryellen Berg, Charlotte Stelling, Beverly Beyer, Lauranne Tanburg and

Doris Roen shall be compensated as followa,
Effective 1/1/81, §750,00/mo,

setive 7 1 $825,00/mo,
Effactive 10/1/81, $902, 50/m. « at which time these smployees will be compensated
at the six month level commensurate with their position, For placemsnt at the 18
month level for thelr classificaiions, Jamwmry 1, 1661 shall be the starting date
for computation of length of service for wage compensation purposes only,

4.) Fart-tine employses are C, Xech, W, Sailfert, D, Fomhberg and R, Raechks,

Groum Claws and Position

July 1, 19681 START & MONTHS 18 MONTHS

Graup III,

Class 7 {*1) Account Assistant $1,055.,00 $1,120,00 $1,1%0.00
Clerk IV 1,080,50 ‘

Class 6 Incoms Maint, Worker 838,50 853.50 1,032,50

Homemaker II 885, 50 1,028,50



Class 5

Claas &
Class 3

Clerk IIT (Red Lined) 3 $ $1,104,50
Clerk III 882.50 946, 50 1,024,50
(#2) Senlor Citizens Coord, 9%0, 50
Field Assistant 971,60
Yan Driver $(PT)4.00/hr. 969,10
Terminal Operator I 872.50 903.50 961,50
Homemaker I (Vacant) 871,50 902,50 943,50
Typist 1T 871,50 902,50 943,50
Incoms Maint, Assistant 871.50 902,50 943,50
Bookkewper Typlst B71.50 902,50 943,50
E'J Production Supervisor 871,50 902,50 943,50
#3) Cllent Supervisor 871,50 902,50 943,50
(*4) Van Driver/Food Serv. (Nutrition Site) 4,00/hr,
Nutrition 3ite Cook 785.10 825,10 865,10

{Ruta Kullman)

STATUTORY STANDARDS

This is an srbitration proceeding in which the arbitrator must choose the last offer
of either the Union or the Employer. Section 111,70(4} (cm), Wie, Stats,, =numerates the
ftams the arbitrator musi review in rendering his decision. They read as follows;

"Factors Considersd,” In making any decision under the arbitration procedures
authorized by this subssction, the nediator/arbitr;tnr shall give welght to the
follswing factors, '

- 1Y
b.

c.

d,

24

f.

e

b,

The lawful suthority of the municipal employer,

Stipulations of the partles,

Tha interest and welfare of the public and the financial abllity of the
unit of government to meet the costs of any proposed ssttlement,

Compariscn of wages, hours and conditlons of employment of the municipa)
exployees involved in the arbltration procesdings with the wages, hours and
conditions of employment of other employees pesrforming similar services and
with other employees generally in public employment in the same community and
in ocomparable communities and in private employment in the same community and
in comparable communities,

The average consumer prices for goods and sarvices, commonly known as the
cogtmpi=living,

The overall compensation presently rscelved by the municipal employses,
tneluding direct wage compensstion, vacation, hoelidays and excused time,
insurance and pensions, medical and hospitalization benefits, the continuity
and stabllity of employrent, and all other beneflts received,

Changes in any of the foregoing circumstances durlng the pendency of the
arbitratlon proceedings,

Such other factors, not confined to the foregoing, which are normally or
traditlonally taken into conajderation in the determination of wages, hours,
and conditions of ermployment through voluntary collective bargaining, mediation,
fact finding, arbitration or otherwlise between the parties, in the putlic
service or in private employment.

Employer’s Criteria, The criteria which the Employer considered most germane in this

dispute are the following:

1l

2,

3.

1JI

Conparison with wages of employses performing simllar services in public
employment,

The average consumer prices for goods and services,

The overall compensation received by the municipal employees including direct
compengaticn and other benefits received,

Other factors which are normally or traditionally taken inte considsratlon in
determining wages ihrough voluntary ccllective bargalning, mediatlon and
arbitration (Employer Brief, p, 3).



Union Criteria, The Union Brief also streased public employee wage comparisons, both
within Pisrce County and with pther countiss, and the cost-of«living (Unlon Brief, pp, 2,

3, 5, 10),

PRINCTIPAL ISSUE

Discussion of the final offers at the hearing established that the partles were in
agreansnt concerning the wages of part-time smployees,

The principal tarrier to an agresmsnt during collective btargaining was the wage increass
for newly-accreted exployees, On Jamuary 1, 1981, eight full-times employees were tranaferxed
from a tri=¢ounty Unifled Services unit to become employees of Plarce County, Both parties
agreed that this group of employees raqulred a catch~up increass but the disagreement
conterns the extent of catcheup needed, If the parties had been able to agree on this
issus, the remaining wage issues for the other smployses could have baen settled in
collective targaining or mediation.

I. WAGE COMPARISONS WITH OTHER COUNTIES AND STATE EMPLOYEES

Emplayer Psaition; The Enployer conpares wages in Plerce Cgunty to aleven other
counties in west central Wisconain, Thease ware selected on the basis of proximitxjpopula-
tion, and squalized property value, The Union has used only five neighboring counties
in its comparisons, The Emplayer feels that while thase counties are eomparable, & larger
cross=-gection of countiss will provide a more accurate comparisen, The Employer also
objects to the Union®s uss of state employee wags rates on the graunds that state-wide
Iabor eoriditions must be considered in atate labor negotiationa but this is not the case
far egunties, The state needs to pay Therapy Assistants the same rate in Chippewa Falla
as in Milwaukee, but counties usually look at wage rates in the local area and nelghboring
cogunties and not at state-wide labor marksts,

The Employer alse points out some inaccuracies in Union Exhibits 1 and 3 concerning
data from the Unlon's comparable counties (Employer Brief, p. 19},

The Employer in Employer Exhibits 17-23 coapares the 1980 wage rates for the eleven
counties for seven county positions, Maximum rates wers used for comparison purposss
since 14 of the 15 full-time smployess, at the positions compared, are currently earning
the maxinum rate, Plerce County wages were higher than the average for every position
except Clerk 1, which was a non<bargaining unit position in 1980, Of the seven positions,
Plerce County ranked aecond of 11 in one, third in two positions, fourth in twg, fifth in
one, sixth in ons, and ninth in one, - .

Plerce County will maintain the favorable rates in 1981 under the County's offer.
The Employer has projected comparispns with the other countiss, using firet the assumption
that county final offers are accepted in countles involved in last offer arbitration and
sacond assuming the Union offers are accepted, If all county offers are chomen, Plerce
County would improve its rank in three of the seven positions, If all Unlon offers are
chosen, the result would be the aine,

Under the Union offer in Plerce County, the rank of four of the positlons would te
higher than in 1980, if all county final offers were chosen, If all Unlon final offers
were chosen, five of thes meven positions would be higher than in 1980,

The Enployer compares the seven positions in dollar and percentage increases for
1961 in comparison to the other counties. The County's offer in dollars in all seven
posltions exceeds the average of the othar countias, Iif all county offers are chosen
whers deadlocks exist, In percentage the County's offer meets or exceeds the other
county averages sxcept for one position, The Union offer sxceeds toth the dollar and
purcagtaga increasss of the comparables in all seven positions (Table v, p, 17, Employer
Brief ),

If Unlon offers prevall 1n ths two countles that are in last offer arbitratlon, the
Pilerca County offer would exceed the comparzbles in dollar increases in s3ix of the seven
posltions and it would exceed or match the comparables in percentage in five of the seven
positions, The Unlon offer would exceed the comparables by considerable margins (Table 6,
Pa 18, Employer Brisf),

Unlon Posltlons Concerning the Enployer's comparables, the Union questions the
inclusion of Clark County and the axelusion of Jackson County, Clark County is more
distant than Jackson County and is not in the local arsa labor market, Clark County is
lowar In wage rates than Piezce in five of six classiflcatlions ani the same in the sixth,
The County inoludes Rusk and Buffala County, both half the size of Plerce, Zau Claire,
with a population twice as large as Plerce, should not be included, The Union feels
that the County has "lcaded" its comparables with countles that should not be included,

The Unlon uses Fepin, Polk, Buffalo, Dunn, and St, Croix counties in itas comparisons
of six poaition classifications. Pierce County is near the mid-point in the Unlon's
1981 comparisons (Unlon Exhibit 1}. The Unlon contends that the final offers of the
parties do not change the rankinga in elther the Unlon or the Employer comparables,

- Arbitrator's Comments, Concerning comparables, neither the Union nor the Employer
has taken an unreasonable approach, If the Employer had omitted Clark County, his con-
parisons would have included the counties immediately adjacent to Plerce County and the
tier of countles ad Jacent to the first tisr, I do not find the inclusion of Eau Claire
County i) be unreagonabla, It is important in the labor markst area, The Unlon has
selgctad the immediately-adjacent counties plus Buffalo and Polk, As the Employer notes
L broader comparison including more countles in the area might be mors useful,




The Employsr's comparisons uss the Unlon's July 1 wage request in figuring the Unlon
offer, This overstates the actual 1981 doller beneflt to the Union,

As the Employer polnts out there are tw same omissions and posalble errors in the
Unlon's comparable dats, The Union also does not show how the increases in 1ts county
comparisons compare with 1980 figures,

II. COMPARISONS WITE OTHER PIERCE COUNTY SETTLEMENTS

Employer Pgaition) The Employer has settled contracis for 1981 with the Highway
Deparinent, Courthouss employeses, and Social Services employses, These resulted in
settlaments in the 10 percent range, comparing ysar-end -wage rates for 1980 and 1981
{Employer Brief, pp. 12-13). The final offer to the noneprofessional Human HGesrvices
enployees amounts to a 13,7 percent increase, wagea only, and an overall increase of
15,6 pereent, The Unlon has proposed a final offer which generates a wage increase of
16,0 percent and a total compensatlon increase of 18,2 percent,

The Employsr argues that if the arbitrator were to select the Union offer, it would
c¢reate an incentive for other units to seek more than the settlement pattern through
sediation/arbitration and it would Injure good falth bargaining,

Union Positions The Union argues that while the percentage increasss offered by
bath parties to these employses are relatively largs, the increases in cents per hpur are
not such larger than amounts received by the other bargaining units (Union Exhibit 12).

The Unlon contends that mors significant are differsnces 1n pay for similar work in
different departments, The Clark Typist II in 1950 in this depertment received 36 cents
per hour less than the same pomsition in the courthouse unit, On Janvary 1, 1961, this
difference increased by U5 cents (Union Erief, p., 2, 3). The Employer does not eonsider
theas inter-departmental or intra-classification discrepancies,

Arvitratorts Comments, The Employer's own dats seem to show that different targaining
units in Pisrce County have fared differeantly in 1581, For exanple, if the Highway Depart-
nent ssployes incresasss for 1581 are averaged, the result is a 9.5 percent increase,
conpared te 10.8 percent for the courthouse employees and 9,3 percent for the Social
Service employses (computed from Table 2, Employer Brief, p, 12). Also, as the Exployer
and Union both point put the proposed increase for this bargaining unit under either
offar, will excesd the average percentage Increase for the other targaining unlis, Thims
is primarily due to the need for catch-up increases for the newly-accreted employees,

The Union's Exhibit 12 is deficlent in that while it shows cents-per-hour increzses
in the other Plexrce County units, it does not provide data on the cents-per-hour increases

in this bargaining unit,

III. TOTAL COST COMPARISONS

Eaploysr Pasitioni In 1980, employees in thism unit received a split increases, The
Unlen in its final offer for 1951 is al=p proposing a split increase, In comparing the
offers, thersfore, the Employer averages or annualizes the 1980 increase and also the
1968] increase under the Unlon offer. The following increases ars obtalned,

Wages Only Total Compensation
County Offer . 14,5
-- Unton Offer 17,2 19.4

: . (Bmployer Brief, p, 25)

If ysar-end Iates are used in computing ths 1980 btase amd the 1981 Union final offer,
ths results are as followa,

¥ages Onl Total Compensation
County Offer 13,3 15.5
Union Offer 16,0 18,2
{Employer Brief, p. 25)
The Employer contends ita offer is more reasomabls in view of the above coxparisons,

Employer Exhidit 7 shows that using average (annualized rates) for those employees
who were in the bargaining unit in 1950, the results are as follows:

Yages Onl Total Compensation
County Offer %E.Z 15,2
Union Qffer %0 15,0

- (Employer Brief, p, 26)



If year-and rates are used, these rsturning exployees will recelve lncreases as
showma

¥ages Only Total Compensation
County Qffer .9 11.1
Union Offex 12,5 13,6

(Enployer Brief, p, 26)

In the caze of the newlysacerated employees, thers was not a split increase in 1980
and both the Union and Employsr offers .provide split incresses for 1981, This compsrison
i3 as follows, : )

Wages Onl Total Compensatlion
County Offer 21,7 30,4
Union Offer 2“.3 33 05

The Employsr contends that the County's offsr la generous but the Unlon's offer is
"axorbitant” {Empleyer Erief, p, 28},

Employer Exhibita 10 and 11 compare the 1981 year-end rates for both the Union and
the Countyts fina]l affers, The Employer's final offear amounts to a 15.8 percent increass
on year-snd ratss, The Unicn‘'s fina)l ofifer amcunta to a 19,7 psrcent incrsame on year-and
rates,

The Union's large year-end 1lift for the smployees iz shown in Employer Exhiblt 12,
This creates & signiflicant additional cost for the Emplayer in 1982, If the Union offer
is awvarded, the saployees will raceive a 1932 actual increass of 6,4 percent bafore the
parties sver begin bargalning, The Unlon has not demonstrated that Pieree County needs
to provide a catcheup increase for most of these smployees,

Unjon Position; The Unlon points out that the overall difference in the wage lncreasze
1z ainiml, The Employezr's Exhibit 5, shows that the average increase in compensation in
the County*s:affer is roughly $9,00 mors per individual than that offered by the Unien,
given average ratesz, The Union percentage increase is slightly higher,

The Unfon finds that the differences in cost betwsen the offers is only $912 per
year, or less than $1,000 if the rell-ins of Soclal Security and the W.R.F, are incluled
{Unlon Brief, p, 2 and Unlon Exhibit 9),

The Unlon objects to the Employer's consideratlon of adverse sffects of lats 1981
increases on 1332 costs, The Union finds this argument “gbjectionable, though inventlive"
(Unlon Brief, p. 2). The Union also objects to the Employer’s counting of step increasss
aB part of the 1981 wage lncrease,

Arbitrator's Comments., The partles seem to be in agreement that the differsnce in
actual 1951 total cost to the County under the two offers is relatively gmall, The
Employer is not belng “objectionable though inventive® in pointing out the 1982 cost
iapact of late 1981 wage increames, This impact 1s a legitimate concern for the parties
and the Arbitrator,

In collective bergaining Unions and Employers usually recognize that split wage
inereasss raduce the immediate financlal impact of wage increases, thus helping the
Employer's current budget but that such increases put the Unlon in a mors advantagsous
base position for next year’s earnings and targaining,

IV, WAGE INCREASES AND CLASSTFICATION OF NEWLY-ACCRETED EMPLOYEES

As indicated earlier, this is the primary lasus batwesn tha partles, i

Eaploysr Position: The Employsr points out that the Enploysr wage incrsase to these
exployess would be 2),8 parcent and the total compenmation increase of 33,1 parcent
(theay are eligible for larger fringe benefits than under their previous tri-county employer).
The Unjon offer would provide a wage increase of 35,5 perceant and a total ¢ompensatlon
increass of 44,8 psrcent, The percentages are tased on year-snd wage rates, The Enployer
has made a rsasonable offsr and recognizes the need for a catch-up increase (Employer
Bzisf, pp. 4, 5).

Tha Eamployer has classifled one of the newlyasccreted positions as Clerk I, All of
the slaven comparable countles have such a position, The averags wage ln the comparable
counties for this position is $8,569., The Employer offer of $8,754 exceeds the average by
$185 or 2,2 percent, The Unlon offer of $9,682,50 exceeds the average by $1,113,50 or
13 percent (Emplayer Brlef, p. 23). Thus, the Unlon's claim for additional catcheup 1s
not valid,

Neither party has submiited any evidence with respect to the newly-accreted positions
of Client Supervisors and Productien Supervisors, Without these job descriptiens, a
conparison of thesa positions with the atate position of Therapy Asasistant im futlle, The
Union questions the Employer's classification of the Clsrk I, Client Supervisor, and
Production Supervisor positions at a lower grade than the Clerk II, The County has the
right to determine the kind of classifications necessary to perform county services,



As indicated earlier the accreted employees will receive a wage increase of 21,7 percent
under ths Employer offer and a total compensation increass of 30.4 percent.

The Union's offer generates incrsases in excess of 20 percent for seven employees or
32 parcent of the work force--over one-f1fih of the work foree will receive increases of
over ?0 parcant under the Union offer. Such lncTesses cannot be justified (Employer Brief,
P 28).
The laysr sade sn error in regard to Yvonne Manore's salary (Senior Citizen
Coordinator), She has already received an increass for 1981 ($885.50 1o $974.05). This
increases the County's final offer to 10,6 parcent for wages only and 11,9 percent for
total compsnsation (Employer Erief, p. 27).

The Exployer concludes that he has provided a reascnable caich-up increass for the
alght newly-accreted smployees,

Unlon Position: The Employer uses his final offer as an inatrument to radically altsr
the long-existing salary plan, change past practices in hiring and sisazllocate newly-
accreted amployess to the exlsting salary achedule,

The Enployer does not offer comparables for moat of the newly-accreted pasitions
{wuch as production supervisor and client supervisor), The Employer does not explain the
change in past practice and in the salary plan, The Eeploysr offers no assurance that the
naw plan iz tenporary and will be rectified in the future, While the percentage increases
Are large, ths totzl dollars are not, For the newly-accreted employees, thers is 1llittle
mors than & $2,000 increase over 1980 (Employsr Exhi®it 9),

The Employer, in his fimal offer, 1s establishing a Clerk I classification, This
classiflcation has not been used in the contract for the laxt few years, Unlon witness,
Mueller, testified at the hearing that sincs 1975, not & single clerical employee had been
hirsd 2t any level othexr than the Clerk-Typist II classifieation, Now the County is
proposing to establish a Clerk I classification and 111 it with Colleen Bock vho hes
four years of service at the Development Dieability Center and the Employer proposes to
pay her at the 5tart Rate! Ma, Bock 1s not an entry=level employee,

The County offers no rationale for the ereation of a separate and lowsr class for
the Clisnt Supervisory positions in the newly-accreted unit, It offers ne comparable
classes iu gpther jurisdictions, The Employer relegates thess permens who perform iaportant,
difficult and ekillsd work to a pay range belovw that of the current entry level typist and
elerk, These smployses are being peraliged for the work they do. They work with the

The Union compared these positions with that of Nurse's pssistant, Union Exhibits

6, 7, B ars summarized:

(1931 rates) Nurse's Assistant
Duan Co, $6.,97

Polk Co, 5.59

Plerce Co,

Final Offer 5.0k

Union Final Offer 5.80

(Unlan Briaf, p, 8)

An unskilled job (Nurse*s Assistant) 1s being coaparewd with a para-professional who
is independent and remponsible for the education and physical well~being of a group of
retarded adulte,

The Employer's fimal offer is 35 percant to 60 percent lower than the state 1s
paying for a Therapy Assistant 2, a comparable position, 3Such employees work in a large
nearby facility (Nerthsrn Center, Chippswa County),

The Employer*s fina]l offer for the position of Senlor Citizen Coordimmtor is
irresponsibly low, The offer, as 1t stands, cuts her pay by 10 percent, It seans
incredible that follewing months of negotimtions that thes County ceuld assert that it
was unaware of the true pay level, Plerce County's pay dispariiy between the Coordinator
and Director's position is greater than in all other positions. The Enployer offered no
argunent whatever to support a cut in the salary of this employee, On this basis alone,
tha Exployerts final offer should be rejectaed,

The Union concludes that the question before the axbltrator Ls the correct alleeation
of the accreted enpleyses., Both parties are ln essentlal agreeneni on the general pay
increase, The Empleyer is proposing such groas ineguities that the Unton's offer should
be selected,

Arbitrater's Commenis, The Employer has offered a substantlal) catcheup increase to
the accreted smployees, Ths Enployer has not explained why the Clerk I positlon should
ba revived in 1981 and how it differs from the Clerk II position, It is diffleult to
understand after extensive bargaining betwean the tarties why the Empleyer did not find
the arror sarlier in the Senior Citizen's Cooxdinator's may.

The Employer’s coaparables with sther counties did not include mast of the accreted
enployses, The Employer offered no comparables for the positions of production super-
visor and client supsrviser, The Union's comparisons with Nurse's Assistant pomitlons
ssen reanonable, The comparison with State Therapy Assistants has aome valus but county

corparisons should be given more welight,




¥, CHANGES IN THE COST OF LIVING

Eanployer Position: The Exployer reviesws some of the Inadequacies of the Consumer
Price Index as & measure of 1iving costa, However, he points out that the Employer's
wage offer to these employses exceeds the lncreases in the ¢,P,1I. The County's final
offar results in a 13.3 percent. wages-anly increasns., The Union cffer amounts to an
increase of 16 percent, The taotal compensation increase 1s 15,6 percent for the County
offer and 18,2 percent for the Unien offer, The C,P.I, for Urban Wege Earners and
Clerical Workers, U.3, City average, increased 11,7 percent frox Januazry, 1980 to
January, 1981, This is lesa than the Employer's wage and compensaticn offer. The C.P,I.
tnersuse has slowed down in 1981 to an mnnual rate of 9.5 percent in June, In view of
the fact that the Unlon offesr creates a tremendous cost impact in 1982, the declining
trend of the C,P,I, opposes the high year-end 1ift of the Union offer,

Union Position: The Union agrees with the Employer that during the past year the
C.P,I, increase has lagged behind the combined 1980-81 wage incresases, However, the Union
does not believe that the lntent of the law was to counsel third parties not to grant .
workers real increases in thelr standard of llving, especially employees that zre marginally
abave the poverty line ($8,900), Given the long duration of the Med/Ard process, consi-
deratlon should be glven to the decreasing value of the Union's and County's final offar,

¥ith the hopeful prospect of an award in pld-September and its implementation in
the beginning of Octaber, Union members are faced with a reduction in valus egual to the
valus of the award itself, The County has galned interest on retroactive money that will
be paid to its employees,

Arblirator's Comments, The parties are in agreenment that each final offer excesds
the 1950 increass in the C.P,I. The larger increase proposed by both partiea can be
Justified by the nsed for a catch-up increase for the newly-accreted employees,

ARBTTRATOR'S ANALYSI3

The arbitrator found this to be a difficult case to decide, Each side’s presentation
had merit but also some deficlencies.

One nmajor consideration 1s the lmpact of this setilement on collective bargaining
between Pierce County and its various union groups. The three other union units have
settled their contracts for 198L, If this unlt received a substantially larger ssttlement
by going to mediation-arbitration, it would encgurage such a practice in the future,

The Highway Department settled for a §,5 percent average increase, {comparing 1380
and 1981 year-end rates}, the Courihouse for 10,8, and Soclal Services faor 9,87 (computed
by the arbitrator from Employer Brief, p, 12), This unit would receive a 13,7 percent
increass in wages under the Employer offer and 16.0 percent under the Union offer, As
indicated earlier, the larger percentages here are dues to ths catch-up increase for the
newly-acereted emplayess,

If the Employsr can show that the increase for the former employees (exclwding
the newly-accreted ones) is quite simllar to that received by the other union unite, he
can defend his offer as reasonably consistent with the other sattlemsnta, I find this
to ba the case, The Employer*s wage offer is 10.6 percant (see Employer Exhibit 8 and
Employer Brief, p. 27), This wage increaae for the returning employses is very similar
to that received by the other union units, (This would also be trus if the Employer's
avsndzent noted ln his Brief was not counted and 3,9 percent was used as the offer,)

The Union's wage offer of 12,5 percent im outeogf-line with that recelved by the
other groups (Employer Exhibit 8), Acceptance of this offer could bs injurigus to future
collective bargalining in Plerce County,

Cn the btasls of the other Plerce County Union settlements, I find the Employer offer
to be clearly mors reascnable,

On the imsus of comparables with other counties, the Employer has shown that hils
offer maintains and improves the comparative rank of Plerce County employees, The Union
has not shown that i1ts higher wage offer 1s needed to coxrrect any inquity or to maintain
the status of these eaployees, On this lssue, I find the Employer offer to be more
reagonable,

On the lssue of total coats, it 1s trus that the differsnce in 1981 coats between the
two offerx is small, but the Employer has praperly pointed out that the late ysar split
incresses in the Unien offer will have a major impact on 1982 costs for Plerce County.

On this issue I find the Employer position mors reasonable,

tn the lasue of wage increases for the newly-acereted employees, the Union has raised
soms significant points, The Employer has not adequately sxplained why the Clerk I positiecn
should be revived in 1981 and how it differs from the Clerk II position, W¥ill the Employer
continue te hire inexperienced smployees as (lerk II? The Employer's comparables with
other countles 4did not inelude the positions occupied by most of the accreted employees,
The Employer offesred no comparables for the positions of production supervimor and clisnt
supervisor, It would seem reasonable that such positions should pay as much as or more
than the unskilled nurse's sssistant position,

The Employer has recognized the nesd for laTger pay increases for the newly-acersted
employses, but thelr pay under the Employer offer is stlll unreasonably low and it needs
to be increased further in 1992, There also needs ts be further study of the classifica=-
tilon of these employees, On thls issue, I find the Union position more reasonmable,
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On the lasue of cost of living, both parties agree their 1951 wage offers exceed the
1980 increase in the C.P.I. A2 indicated earller, the larger wage Increasss to this unit
arise because of the need for a catcheup increase for the newly-accreted employees, Since
the total conts of both offars for 1931 dg not differ greatly, I find that both the Union
und Employer of fors axre reasonable on this lssue,

CONCLUSION

The arbitzater findes that on three of the mxjor lssues, the Emplayer offer ls smore
reasonable and on one issue, the Union offer is more reasonable. On the basis of the
above, taking into account the presentations of the parties and the atatutory standards,
I find that the last offer of the Employer is mors ressonatle,

AYARD
The Eaployer's Last Offer and the stipulations agreed to by the parties shall be

incorpsrated into the 1981 contract betwesn Plerce County {Department of Human Services)
and Pierce County Social Service Employees, Lotal 556=B,

August, 2.8,1981 Al Aon wliee koo

Gordon Kaferbaliker, Arbitrator



