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Appearances:
‘Wisconsin Council 40, by Mr. Laurence S. Rodenstein,
Staff Representative, for the Union.
Melli, Walker, Pease & Ruhly, Attorneys at Law, by
Ms. JoAnn M. Hart and Mr. Jack D. Walker,
for the County.

On March 25, 1987, the Wisconsin Employment Relations
Commission appointed the undersigned as mediator-arbitrator
in the above-captioned case. A mediation meeting was held at
Lancaster, Wisconsin, on May 21, 1987. Nocone of the out-
standing issues were resolved. On June 15, 1987, an
arbi:ration hearing was held. At the hearing both parties
had the opportunity to present evidence, testimony and
arguments, A transcript of the proceedings was made. The
record was completed on October 21, 1987, with the exchange
by the arbitrator of the parties' post-hearing reply briefs.

Introduction

The parties' first Agreement resulted from a final offer
arbitration decision by Arbitrator Vernon which was issued in
April 1986. Prior to the issuance of that Award no issues
were resolved. Therefore, Arbitrator Vernon was regquired to
make a final and binding decision, on a final offer basis,
covering more than three dozen issues which were in dispute
for calendar years 1984 and 198B5.

In the parties' bargaining for a new Agreement they
agreed that it should be for three years covering 1986, 1987
and 1988. That is all that they agreed on. There are
approximately twenty-five unresolved issues and once again an
arbitrator is required to make a final offer arbitration
decision, entirely in favor of one final offer or the other,
on a%l issues. In the arbitrator's opinion this history of



non-agreement by the parties and their resort to two
successive arbitrations on most or all sections of their
Agreement represents collective bargaining at its worst. The
parties owe it to themselves and to the citizens of Grant
County to resolve their own differences and not allow dozens
of issues to be resolved by an arbitrator rather than through
good faith bargaining. As this Award demonstrates, no one
party 1s "right"™ on all issues where dozens of 1ssues are
involved, but under the statutory process there is only one
"winner.”

The parties' final offers are attached to this Award.
The arbitrator is directed by statute to consider specified
factors in making his decision. He has done so. The
discussion of wages which follows is presented in the order
the factors are listed in the statute. The factors are also
considered in the discussion of the disputed language items,
but each such discussion is not presented in a manner which
shows the relationship of each item to each statutory factor.

A few additicnal introductory remarks are in order. In
their briefs the parties devoted much argument to the role
the Vernon Award should play in the determination of the out-
come of this dispute. Generally speaking, where the
Vernon Award addressed an issue which is again at issue in
this case, the arbitrator accepted the Vernon determination
unless there were overriding considerations which suggested
that a different outcome should result. The effect of the
Vernon Award is clearly spelled out in the discussion of each
issue.

Subsequent to the Vernon Award, the County and AFSCME
entered into a voluntary agreement in the Orchard Manor
bargaining unit, a unit not covered by this arbitration.
Many of the County's proposed changes in the present case are
based on its desire to have consistency in language and
benefits between agreements. The arbitrator agrees that such
consistency is desirable. However, he 1is not aware of the
details of the bargaining which produced the Orchard Manor
Agreement or what compromises and trade-offs were made in
reaching that Agreement. Therefore, where the proposed
changes are editorial and minor the arbitrator has supported
them. Where the proposed changes are substantive the
arbitrator has not viewed consistency with Orchard Manor as a
sufficient basis for change and has urged that such changes
come about as the result of bargaining between the parties,
not arbitration.

Lastly, the County has made arguments dealing with
allegedly conflicting information given by representatives of
AFSCME to other arbitrators which, it alleges, has affected
the outcomes of those awards and consequently the wage rates
in some of the comparable counties. The Union denies that
such occurrences have taken place. 1In the present proceeding



the arbitrator has not attempted to second-guess the
evaluations made by other arbitrators of the evidence
presented to them, nor has he attempted to verify the
accuracy of information presented to them and accepted by
them. In making salary comparisons the arbitrator has used
the labor agreements in evidence with their stated wage
rates, and he has not accepted assertions by the County about
what may really have been the case that was different from
the contractual wage rates.

Comparables

In the prior arbitration between these parties which
resulted in the first Agreement, Arbitrator Vernon utilized
the following external comparables: Columbia County,
Crawford County, Green County, Iowa County, LaCrosse County,
City of Lancaster, Lafayette County, Sauk County, Richland
County, Unified Board of Grant and Iowa Counties, Vernon
County. 1In selecting these comparables he made the following
stataments:

. « . The Employer argues that the counties
proposed as comparable by the Union are too
dissimilar, based on economic conditions, to be
meaningful. While there may be reason to argue
there are differences, the Arbitrator does not
believe they are so dissimilar to render them
invalid. These employers are the only employers,
public or private, with the exception of the
Unified Board, that employ people who perform
similar or identical functions to the employees in.
the instant bargaining unit. Thus, not to use them
would handcuff the Arbitrator and leave him with
little reasonable guidance as to what are
reascnable wage levels and working conditions for
employees performing these types of duties. More-
over, there is no reason, per se, to dismiss them
as comparable because they are not first time
contracts., While this might have some influence on
the consideration of the merits of the offers as a
whole, it is not a basis to totally discount them
as reasonable guidelines.

. +» « the Arbitrator believes that as external
comparables, the Unified Board, and in some
respects the City of Lancaster, should be used for
comparison purposes. By utilizing the Unified
Board as comparable, some viewpoint can be gained
on what is a reasonable wage level for similar
employees under local economic conditions.



- « » It is believed these employers (listed above)
give the most reasonable mix of relevant
comparability factors -- including similarities in
employment, size, geography and economic factors.

In the present case, the Union has proposed to use the
same comparables designated as appropriate by Arbitrator
Vernon. In its brief the County argues that the arbitrator
should reject some of these entities from the list of
comparables: Columbia, Crawford, LaCrosse, Sauk, Vernon
Counties and the City of Lancaster. It argues that Columbia,
LaCrosse, Sauk and Vernon Counties are too remote from Grant
County and that LaCrosse County is too urbanized. The County
argues that these counties, and Crawford as well, "do not
share the similar characteristics and economy which causes
the state to group Grant, Green, Iowa, Lafayette and Richland
into one region (the South West Region, so-designated by the
State Department of Development}).

In the prior arbitration case, Arbitrator Vernon
rejected the County's arguments in favor of the list of
comparables he used, described above. The arbitrator sees
some merit for the collective bargaining process in
continuing to use the same list of comparables unless there
is compelling reason given to change the list. There has
been no compelling reason given in this case, and the
arbitrator does not have a sound basis in the evidence
presented to him for concluding that the list urged by the
County is more appropriate than the list designated by
Arbitrator Vernon after he gave consideration to the parties'
arguments.

There is no issue presented in this dispute with respect
to the application of several of the statutory factors.
Thus, no further consideration is given here to factors
(a) lawful authority of the employer; (b) stipulations of the
parties; and (g) changes in circumstances during the pendency
of the arbitration proceedings. The parties did not focus
their presentations on the question of overall compensation,
and thus factor (f) "overall compensation presently received
by the employes" is not considered separately, below.

Issue: Wages

Factor (c): Interests and Welfare of the Public and
Financial Ability

The arbitrator is directed by statute to consider the
County's ability to meet the costs of the final offers. The
County does not assert that it does not have the ability to
meet these costs, and thus no further consideration is given
to that factor.

The County and Union both offered data about the economy
of the County in comparison to the comparable counties. The



County uses these data to argue that its offer is preferred,

given the economic climate.

The Uniocn uses the data to argue

that the County is relatively well off economically in
comparison to the comparable communities.

The data presented are summarized as follows:

Statistic

Increase in Local
Property Taxes
Collected

1985 to 1986

Average Effective
Full value Tax
Rate - 1985

Average Per
Capita Property
Tax - 1985

Increase in Tax
Levy 1986 to 1987

State Aids and Credits
Per Net Tax Dollars
1986

Per Capita Adjusted
Incomz

County Tax Delinquency
1983 to 1984
1984 to 1985

Price Per Acre of
Agricultural Lands
1984
1985

Privat:e Sector Weekly
Wages 3rd Q 1986

Local Government
Weeklvy Wages
3rd Q 1986

% Local Government
Exceeds Private Sector
Weekly Wages

3rd ¢ 1986

Median of Nine
Comparable
Counties

3%

$20.14

$543

6.4%

$1.01

$5,258

+11.6%

+19.0%

$1,125

$ 9

$248.03

$250.42

l.6%

Grant
County

(-2.7%)

$18.50

$448

0.8%

$1.12

$5,149

+44 .2%
+47.8%

$1,121
$ 851

$219.57

$256.71

16.9%

Rank of
Grant County

10

10

10



These data demonstrate that relative to the comparison
counties, Grant County private sector wage economy is weak,
as is the price for agricultural land. The increase in tax
delinquency 1is relatively very high. On other measures the
economy of the County is relatively sound and the tax rates
are relatively low. Based on these statistics the arbitrator
is not able to make a judgment that the interests and welfare
of the public favor one party's final offer more than the
other.

Factor (d): Comparison of wages, hours and conditions of
employment with {those) of other employees performing similar
services and with other employees generally (1) in public
employment in comparable communities and (2) in private
employment in comparable communities

Comparisons with External Public Sector Comparables

The parties presented their data and arguments in terms
of both hourly rates and annual increases. They differed
with respect to many of the figures, and it was necessary for
the arbitrator to verify many of them using the labor
agreements in the record of this arbitration and the Vernon
arbitration., The following table shows the hourly rates for
Social Workers which the arbitrator used in making his
analysis.

Social Worker Social Worker Social Worker Social Worker
I -~ Minimum I -- Maximum IT -- Minimum IT -- Maximum
County 1985 1986 1987 1985 1986 1987 1985 1986 1987 1985 1986 1987

Columbia 7.78 8.06 8.34 8.91 9.19 9.47 8.71 8.992 9,27 9.86 10.14 10.42

Crawford 7.95 7.95 n.s.*| 8.82 9,09 n.s. 8.03 8.03 n.s. 9.32 9,60 n.s.

Green b 7.76 n.s. X 8.98 n.s. X 7.76 n.s. X 8.98 n.s.
or
7.78

Iowa 6.80 7.20 7.49 9,10 7.40 7.70 7.30 7.70 8.02 9.60 8.06 8.58

LaCrosse 8.78 9.22 9.69 9.42 9.97 10.47 9.81 10.31 10.83 j10.61 11.15 11.71

Lafayette n.a, n.a.**n.a. n.a., n.a. n.a. 8.04 8.44 B8.60E} 8.18 8.58 B8.74E
8.690 8.84U

Richland 7.68 8.00 8.20 8.30 B8.64 8.B6 8.37 8.72 8.9 8.99 9.36 9,59

Sauk 8.05 8.31 8.56 8.98 9.24 9.52 8.67 8.93 9.19 9.72 9.98 10.28



Social Worker Social Worker Social Worker Social Worker
I -- Minimum I -- Maximum II -- Minimum IT -- Maximum
County 1985 1986 1987 1985 1986 1987 1985 1986 1987 1985 1986 1987
Vernon 7.62 7.86 8.17 7.94 8.25 8.51 7.99 8.23 8.91 8.33 9.94 10,33
or
8.58
Iowa-Grant n.a. n.a. 7.51 7.34 7.52 7.88 n.a. n.,a. 7.88 7.69 7.88 8,23
Grant
Employer
offer 6.55 6.81 6.95 7.59 7.90 8.06 7.59 7.90 8.06 8.43 8.77 B.95
Union
offer 6.55 6.88 7.09 7.59 7.97 8.21 7.59 7.97 8.21 8.43 8.85 9.12
* n.s. = no settlement
*x n.a. = not applicable
X meaning of labor agreement not readily apparent

There is complete hourly data for Social Worker I and I1

minima and maxima for 1985,
following counties:

Sauk, Vernon,
Worker II only).

Jowa-Grant

Columbia,

lowa,
(maxima only)
These data show the following:

1986 and 1987 for each of the

LaCrosse,
and Lafayette

Richland,
(social

Social Worker Social Worker Social Worker Social Worker
I -- Minimum I -- Maximum IT -- Minimum IT -- Maximum
1985 1986 1987 1985 1986 1987 1985 1986 1987 1985 1986 1987
Rank of 7T of 7 of 7 of 7 of © of & of T of 7 of 7 of 6 of 6 of 6 of
Grant 7 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 9 9 @
Median
Rate 7.73 8.03 8.27 8.91 8.64 8.86 8.37 8.72 8.94 9.30 9.5 10.01
Grant
Compared
to
Median (-$1.18) {-$1.32) |{-$.78) (-$.87)
}
Employer I
Offer {-$1.22) (-$1.32) {-$.74) (-5.80) (-$.82) (-%.88) l {-5.88) (-$1.06)
Union | |
Offer (-$1.15) (-$1.18} {-$.67} (-3.65) | (-5.75) (-$.73) | (-5.80) (-%$.89)




These hourly data support the Union's offer more than
they do the County's offer. Both offers leave the bargaining
unit Social Workers wWages far below the median paid in
comparable counties, but the Union's offer maintains the
status quo while the County offer results in further relative
detericration of the wage rates.

As advocates and arbitrators are well aware, the choice
of comparables can greatly affect the wage analysis. If one
eliminates LaCrosse and Columbia Counties from the above
analysis because of their distance from Grant County and
recomputes the median figures the result is:

Social Worker Social Worker Social Worker Social Worker
I -= Minimum I -- Maximum ITI -- Minimum IT -~ Maximum
1985 1986 1987 1985 1986 1987 1985 1986 1987 1985 1986 1987
Grant
Compared
to
Median (-$1.13) (-$.97) {-$.44) {-5.51)
Employer
Offer (-$1.10) (-$1.22) (-5.74) (-$.46) (-$.33) (-$.70} (-$.40} (-%.21)
or ar or
(-%.53) (-$.74) (-$.27}
Union
Offer (-$1.03) (-$1.08) (-$.67) (-$.23) (-$.26) (-$.55) (-$.32) (-$.04)
or or or
{-$.30 (-$.59) (-$.10)
Thus, in this analysis Grant County's wages are behind

the comparable wage rates but not by as great a magnitude as
suggested by the analysis which included LaCrosse and
Columbia Counties.

The arbitrator has used the following hourly rates for
Home Health Nurse, taken from the exhibits and labor
agreements in the record of this arbitration and the Vernon
arbitration:



Home Health Nurse
(or equivalent)

1986 1987

County Maximum Maximum
Columbia 9.26 2.54
Crawford 9.15 5,15
Green 8.86 n.s.
Iowa B.64 8.82
LaCrosse 10,72 11.04

Lafayette 8.58 8.74-Er

8.84-0
Richland 8.89 9.11
Sauk 3.09 9.36
vernon 10.28 10.69
Iowa-Grant 8.65 9.13

Grant

Employer Offer 8.80 8.98
Union Offer 8.89 9.16

The following analysis of the data excludes Green
County because no 1987 figure is available:

Rank of Grant 6 or 7 5 or 8
of 10 of 10
Median = $9.09 $9.15

Grant Compared
to Median

Employer Offer (-$.29) {(-$.17)
Union Offer (-$.20) (+5.01)

If Columbia and LaCrosse Counties are left out of the
analysis the figures are:

1986 1987

Median 8.88 9.13
Employer Offer (~5.08) (~5$.15)
Union Offer {+$.01) (+5.03)

These data appear to favor the Union's offer more than
the County's, but they only show the relationship of maximum
rates and for a two-year period.



There are only a few counties among the comparables that
have Social Worker III positions. The data are not
sufficient to be meaningful, in the arbitrator's opinion.

The parties present conflicting data in many instances
in attempting to characterize the annual increases granted in
the comparison counties., The arbitrator has not attempted to
verify them by any other means than using the documents in
evidence. The parties present the following data:

Percent Increase

County 1986 1987 1988
Columbia 3% 3%
Crawford U - calculation 4% Er - offer 0% Er - offer 3%
Er - calculation 2.,25% U - offer 5%
Green 2.75%
Iowa U - calculation U - calculation
6.1% 6.4%
Er - calculation Er - calculation
5.2% 5.2%
Iowa-Grant U - calculation U - calculation: Er - coffer 2%
7.15 - 18.0% Er - offer 2%
U - offer 4%
Er - calculation: Er - calculation:
Teamsters 2.5% + Union
Unit 4.0% proposes
Professionals extra step
2.5%
LaCrosse 5% 5%
Lafayette U - calculation Er - offer 1.9% 3.0%
5.8% U - offer 3.0%

Er - calculation
Social Workers
& Nurses 4.9%

Lancaster 4% 4%

(City)
Richland 4,.2% 2.5% 2.5%
Sauk 3% 3%



County 1986 1987 1988

Vernon U - calculation 4% 4%
Er - calculation
Social Workers 3%

Grant
Er Offer 3% + 1% 2% 2.5%
U Offer 4% + 1% 3% 33 + 1%

For 1986, if one assumes the accuracy of all of the
County's calculations, the median increase is 3%. If one
assumes the accuracy of all of the Union's calculations, the
median increase is 4%. In either event, the County's offer
which raises the end rates 4% is closer to the comparables
than the Union's offer which raises the end rates 5%. 1/

The data for 1988 is sparse. Insofar as it is
available, the County's 2.5% offer is closer to the

comparables than the Union's offer which raises the end rates
4%. 1/

Viewed over the three-year period, it appears to be the
case that the County's offer is more in line with the
increases given in the comparison counties than is the
Union's offer. The meaningfulness of these comparisons 1is
diminished somewhat, however, by the fact that many of the
comparison units have more categories of employees in them
than just professional social workers, nurses and attorneys
which are in the bargaining unit involved in this case.

Internal Public Sector Comparisons

The following data are for employees of Grant County
other than those in the bargaining unit:

1/ The result is the same when the analysis 1s done using
only those settlements about which there is no dispute.



1986 1987 1988

Sheriff's Unit 5.0% 2.0% 2.5% + Union fainal
(2.0% 1-1-86 + offer of 3.4% for
3.0% 7-1-86) Clerk-Secretary
position
Orchard Manor U calculation: 2.0% 2.5%
4.2 - 15.0%

Er calculation:
15.1% average

Unrepresented 3.0% 2.5%
Professionals Er offer 4% Er Offer Er Offer 2.5%
{(3.0% + 1.0% 2.0% U offer 4.0%
7-1-86} U Offer (3.0% + 1.0%
U offer 5% 3.0% 7-1-88)
{4.0% + 1.0%
7-1-86)

These results appear to faveor the Union's final offer in
1986, the County's offer in 1987, and the County's offer in
1988. Over the three-year period, they would appear to favor
the County's offer.

Private Sector Comparisons

The only private sector comparison data is provided by
the County which presented data on one union-represented
company located in Lancaster. In that company the employees
received 1986 and 1987 increases of ten cents per hour in
each year which, according to the County, was an increase of
2.3% in 1986 and 2.2% in 1987. These comparisons are closer-
to the County's offer than to the Union's offer, but little
weight should be given to one private sector settlement, in
the arbitrator's opinion. .

Factor (e): Cost of Living

The statute directs the arbitrator to consider the
increases in the cost of living. The parties did not submit
cost-of-1living data, but the County's brief asserts that the
increase was 3.5% in 1985 and 1.5% in 1986. The Union does
not dispute these figures. Both parties' offers for 1986 and
1987 are in excess of the increase in cost of living. The
County's offer is closer to the cost-of-living increase and
thus would be preferred based on this factor.

- 12 -



Summary of Wage Issue: The wage data, based on annual wage
increases, favors the County's offer when external andg
internal comparisons are made and the cost of living is

considered. The hourly rate data for Social Workers and
Nurses favors the Union's offer.

Issu=2: Article 1,02 - Non-Discrimination

The County proposes to delete the non-discrimination
language of the Agreement., It notes the absence of any such
langiage in its voluntary agreements at Orchard Manor and the
Sheriff's Department. Deletion of the language, it argues,
would eliminate the possibility of having duplicate forums
for discrimination cases, and such matters are better left to
the administrative agencies and courts. The County argues
that public and private sector comparables do not have such
language in their agreements, and such language is present in
only three of the comparables used by the Union.

The Union argues that the County has shown no compelling
reasons for the deletion of this language.

In the prior arbitration, Arbitrator Vernon did not have
a preference for the language of either party, but he said
with respect to the Union's language (which became part of
the Agreement), ". . . reason supports the Union's position.
By making arbitration available for such claims, a relatively
quick and inexpensive resolution process is available which
may have satisfactory results for the parties, thus avoiding
the expense of pursuing remedies or defending claims
elsewhere."

It is the arbitrator's view that this language should
remain in the Agreement. There is no compelling reason given
for removing it. While it is the case that most of the
comparable agreements do not have this language, the County
is not harmed by having it and the arbitrator believes that
there should be important reasons given before allowing
deletion of language which protects employees against
discrimination even if their rights would continue to be
protected by law without such language in the Agreement.

Issue: Article 1.03 - Definition of Employees

The County proposes to make certain language changes in
the section defining regular part-time employees. These are
editorial changes which would make the language of this
section more like the language of the comparable section of
the Orchard Manor Agreement.



The Union did not make any arguments with respect to
this issue.

This is not a significant item, nor is it controversial,
There is no showing of a need for the change, but in the
interest of simplicity and consistency of language between
agreements, the arbitrator favors the County's position.

Issue: Article 2.01 - Management Rights

The County proposes to eliminate the words "for just
cause"” from its management rights "to suspend, discharge or
otherwise discipline employees for just cause. . . ." The
purpose of the proposed change is to make the language
identical to the Orchard Manor Agreement. There is no
substantive impact because the Discipline article of the
Agreement specifies that "The Employer shall not suspend,
discharge or otherwise discipline any employee without Jjust
cause."”

The Union did not make any arguments with respect to
this issue.

This appears to be an editorial change which would
result in the language of the two agreements being the same.
Since it is not controversial or substantive, the arbitrator
would agree that consistency between agreements is preferred,
and for that reason prefers the County's offer.

Issue: Article 3.01 - Union Notices

The County proposes to continue to provide bulletin
boards but to delete language making them "easily accessible"
and instead providing that "employees can commonly view
{(them)." It also would change the regquirement that they be
at each principal "worksite" to each principal "building of
the County." The County's rationale is that the proposed
language would make it nearly identical to the language 1n
the Orchard Manor contract.

The Union did not make any arguments with respect to
this issue.

The arbitrator does not view this issue as being of any
great significance, There is no claim that there is a need
for this change except to have consistent language from one
contract to another. Since it is not controversial or
substantive, the arbitrator would agree that consistency
between agreements is preferred, and for that reason prefers
the County's cffer.

- 14 -



Issue: Article 4 - Fair Share

The County proposes to make language changes in Sections
4.03 and 4.05 of the existing language and to delete 4.04
entirely (see attached County final offer). Because, the
County argues, "Fair share is becoming an increasingly highly
litigated area (it} is therefore particularly important . . .
that the Orchard Manor and professional unit contracts on
fair share be identical," and its proposal would accomplish
that. The proposed deletion of 4.04 is based on the lack of
identical language in the Orchard Manor Agreement.

The Union argues that, "Administration of the yet
unimplemented fair share referendum would be made more
difficult under the County proposal. Without an itemized
list of employees, the local would be unable to verify
whether the proper number of fair share payers have had their
dues deducted." The Union makes additional arguments, not
detailed here for sake of brevity.

The arbitrator sees merit to both parties' arguments.
He agrees with the County that it is desirable that fair
share language be identical in all of its agreements, but he
is not persuaded that the existing language is any less
desirable than the language in the Orchard Manor Agreement
and thus he has no position with respect to whether the
language of this Agreement or the one at Orchard Manor should
be changed. Since this item appears to involve more than
minor, non-controversial changes, it is the arbitrator's
opinion that these language changes should be bargained
rather than imposed by the arbitrator, notwithstanding the
fact that the existing language came about through
arbitration. Since the arbitrator does not favor one offer
more than the other on the merits of this issue, and since he
is not persuaded of the need for change, he supports the
Union's position which would maintain the existing language.

Issue: Article 5 - Grievance Procedure

The County proposes several language changes for the
purpose of making the grievance procedure in the Agreement
identical to the one in the Orchard Manor Agreement. The
effect of the language is to increase the time allowed for
filing of grievances from ten to fifteen days. It also
changes the date on which the clock begins to run for the
grievance filing deadline from the present language which
states ". . . days of securing knowledge thereof . . ." to
language which states, ". . . days after the Union or any
affected employee should have reasonably known of the
occurrence of the event causing the grievance." There is
also a change to increase the number of days from fifteen to
twenty in which the parties will meet at Step Three.

- 15 -
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The Union argues against the proposed change. It argues
that the change would alter the standard used for determining
when a grievance may be filed and would change the burden
from the County to the Union or the grievant by allowing the
County to argue about when the employee should have
reasonably known of the event causing the grievance, rather
than keeping the present burden on the County to prove that
the grievant or the Union had knowledge of the event. The
Union argues that the County has not presented any evidence
of need to change the current language.

In the arbitrator's ocopinion, the County's proposal with
respect to when the grievance filing time lines begin is a
substantive change, not merely an editorial one. There is no
demonstration by the County of a need for the change. The
arbitrator believes that it is preferable that such a change
be bargained, rather than imposed by arbitration, notwith-
standing that the existing language came about through
arbitration. The arbitrator is not persuaded that there is a
need for the grievance procedure language to be identical to
the Orchard Manor or other County agreements, and consistency
and neatness, while desirable, are not sufficient reasons for
imposing the change.

The arbitrator favors the Union's offer on this issue.

Issue: Articles 6 and 8, Discipline and Probationary Period

At 6.01 of the Agreement the County proposes to specify
that its agreement to not suspend, discharge or discipline
employees without just cause applies only to "nonproba-
ticnary" employees. The present language says "any
employee.™ (The existing Article 8 makes clear that a
probationary employee shall be subject to dismissal without
cause or subject to the grievance procedure.") Also, at
Article 6 where there is a requirement that notice of such
actions ". . . shall include the reasons on which the
Employer 5 action is based," the County proposes a change to

« « » shall include the prlmary reasons . . ." The present
Article 8 provides for a six-month probationary period for
all newly hired employees. The County wants to change the
probationary period to nine months for employees regularly
working less than an average of 20 hours per week during the
first six months of employment. The County also proposes to
eliminate the reguirement that a probationary employee who is
terminated receive a written reason for the termination.

The County proposes the changes in order to make these
provisions identical with the provisions of the Orchard Manor
Agreement. With respect to the proposed nine-month proba-
tionary period, the County argues that there is even more
justification for such a provision in this unit than in other
units because this unit has professional employees, "who are

- 16 -



in complex, detailed and procedure-filled positions. It
takes a long time for an employee in such a position just to
learn the job; the County can't properly evaluate an employee
who is unfamiliar with his or her job." The County argues

that there is support for its position in comparable
contracts, also.

The Union argques that the present language should remain
in effect, 1t argues that the comparable contracts don't
differentiate between full-time and part-time employees'
procbationary periods and do not provide for nine~month
probationary periods except by mutual agreement. Moreover,
the Union argues, there has been no evidence presented by the
Coun:zy of any problems caused by the existing probationary
period or the notice requirement.

Arbitrator Vernon dealt with these 1ssues in his Award.
He stated:

« « « All of the valid comparables involve pro-
fessional classifications, and only one provides
for more than six months--and that is by mutual
agreement only. Thus, it appears, based on the
comparables, that six months is a sufficient period
to judge the performance of a new employee.

With respect to the notice of termination required
under the Union's proposal, the Arbitrator is not
convinced of any valid constitutional considera- -
tions which would compel rejection of their
proposal.

The arbitrator has no basis for disagreeing with
Arbitrator Vernon's analysis of these issues in which he
supported the Union's position. The County has present no
persuasive evidence of any problems with the administration
of the existing language. The arbitrator understands that it
would be neater and perhaps fairer to have the same standards
in effect County-wide for probationary periods and related
procedures, but the arbitrator does not view the existence of
other language negotiated voluntarily in other County agree-
ments as compelling reasons for requiring that the County's
langquage be adopted here. The length of the probationary
period is a substantive issue and the existing language is
compatible with comparable public sector contracts for
professional employees. The parties should bargain changes
in the language rather than look to an arbitrator to impose
them since there is noc showing of compelling need to make the
changes.

The arbitrator prefers the Union's offer on this issue.



Issue: Article 7 - Seniority

The County proposes to change the language at 7.01 ({(B)
to take the "for cause" language out of the portion of the
language which says that an employee loses seniority when the
employee is discharged or terminated during the probationary
period, and state instead that an employee loses seniority if
", . . discharged under this contract." Also, the County
proposes to add subsections (D) and (E), thereby adding two
new bases for loss of seniority: failure to timely accept
recall, and failure to return from leave of absence.

The County argues that these changes will make the
seniority provisions identical to those of the Orchard Manor
Agreement. In addition, the County argues that the addition
of subsections (D) and (E) are supported by the comparable
contracts.

The Union argues that there is no evidence presented to
indicate that these changes are necessary.

In the arbitrator's opinion the changes at 7.01 (B) are
cosmetic, because of the appearance of "for cause" language
e¢lsewhere in the Agreement and the existence of language
making clear that probationary employees may be discharged
without cause. The propeosed additions to 7.01 (D) and (E}
are substantive, and preferably should be implemented through
bargaining, rather than through arbitration. The County has
shown that the comparable contracts presented by the Union
have provisions similar to those sought here by the County,
as does the Agreement reached with the Union at Orchard
Manor. In the arbitrator's opinion the changes sought are
reasonable and are supported by internal and external
comparables. The arbitrator supports the County's position
on this issue.

Issue: Article 9 - Job Posting

The present job posting language at 9.03 provides that
the most qualified applicant be selected, but that if two or
more applicants are "relatively equal in qualifications,
seniority shall be the determining factor." The C(County
proposes to eliminate this language, substituting language
which it argues "will give recognition to . . . seniority.”
The proposed language states, "appointment to professional
positions entails subjective and Jjudgmental decisions, so

that the final selection shall be in the employer's sole
judgment."

The County objects to the current language which does
not define "qualified."™ It argues that its proposed change
gives the County exclusive judgment in the selection process
and eliminates having an arbitrator be the judge of
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qualifications. The County argues that special con-
siderations are involved in selection of professional
employees such as the attorneys, nurses and social workers in
this unit. It states:

- « . The Union's language makes the employer's
selection subject to an arbitrator's determination
of who is "most qualified,” or whether applicants
are "relatively equal." These phrases may be
fairly easy to apply when the question of qualifi-
cations revolves around how many pieces of
machinery the applicant has experience operating,
or how many years the applicant has held a welding
certification, or how many words per minute the
applicant can type. However, the question of who
protective services investigator involves a
judgment as to how an individual will perform under
the pressure of deciding whether or not to remove
an abused child from the home. That decision can
become a life or death decision. The gquestion of
who 1is best suited for that position involves a
subjective weighing and balancing of an applicant's
work and personal experiences, special knowledge,
aptitude, personality characteristics, maturity and
judgment. The employer should select the employee
the employer believes is best suited to that
position, and the other diverse, specialized
positions in the department. That selection should
not be made by a grievance arbitrator.

The County argues that the "test" set out in the Vernon
Award, quoted below, is precisely what should not have to be
applied in selection decisions for this bargaining unit.

The County also argues against the Union's language
because it does not clearly state that outside applicants can
compete with unit employees, and because it does not clearly
rest:rict bidding between departments, e.g. it doesn't

restrict an attorney or a nurse from bidding for a social
worker position.

The County finds support for its arguments in the
comparables. In the County Sheriff's contract, seniority is
given a maximum of 25% in job selections, while the
employer’s judgment is given 40%.

The Union views job posting as a fundamental issue, and
argues that the County has presented no evidence of any
Problem or of a need to change the language. In its view the
comparable contracts support its position.



Arbitrator Vernon dealt with this issue in his Award.
In that case the present language was offered by the Union,
while the County made no proposal. The Vernon award is
guoted at length in this section both because it deals

squarely with the issues and because the arbitrator agrees
with Arbitrator Vernon's analysis.

The Employer also objects to the selection criteria
in Section 9,03 . . . The Union's proposal is a
middle of the road clause which favors Management
because they still can choose the most qualified,
in their Jjudgment, person for the job. The only
restriction is that if two or more applicants are
"relatively equal," seniority prevails. While this
term may seem ambiguous, it has been subject to
interpretation many times and it is generally
accepted that Management's opinion as to whether
someone is not relatively equal will be upheld if
it can be demonstrated that the junior employee has
appreciable superior performance which can be
demonstrated based on the requirements of the Jjob.
In addition, the "relatively equal" standard is
virtually identical to the large majority of the
comparables, contrary to the characterization of
these contracts by the Employer.

The arbitrator has reviewed the comparables cited by the
County, and he has found that many of them are similar to the
existing language in that seniority is the governing factor
where the other factor(s) are relatively equal. 2/

In these contracts, involving professional employees,
the Employer has the burden of proving, to an arbitrator if
necessary, that seniority should not govern because the other
stated criteria are not relatively equal.

2/ This is true in Vernon County ("provided the employee has
the skills, abilities, and efficiencies to perform the
necessary job duties"); Iowa County (where "qualifi-
cations and abilities"™ are relatively equal); Green

County ("provided the employees' qualifications meet
minimum standards and are relatively equal"); Lafayette
County ("where two or more applicants are relatively

equal"); Columbia County (provided "employee's aptitude,
ability and qualifications are relatively equal”);
LaCrosse County (seniority is given first consideration;
"skill, ability and efficiency" prevail if they
substantially outweigh seniority); Sauk County (provided
"training, qualification, experience and performance" are
relatively equal}.
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The arbitrator, having reviewed the comparables and the
Vernon Award, is of the opinion that there is no justifica-
tion shown by the County for its proposal to put promotional
decisions exclusively in its hands, and it has shown no
evidence of operational difficulties with the current
language which would support the need for a change in it. On
this issue the arbitrator supports the Union's position. 3/

Issue: Article 9,04 - Trial Periods

At 9.04 the County proposes to eliminate entirely the
language which gives a trial period of up to sixty days to an
employee, and which allows that employee to return to the
former position if he/she ". . . fails to make satisfactory
progress for the position . . ." and which also allows the
employee to return to the former job voluntarily during the
trial period. The County would also delete language
entitling the employee to receive a written evaluation of
progress during the trial period after thirty days. It
argues that there is no similar language in the Orchard Manor
Agreement. It argues, "Contract language which permits
employees to unilaterally vacant (sic) their current position
and displace their replacement is unproductive and ill-
advised.”"™ The County argues further that its position is
supported by the comparable contracts.

The Union argues that there is no evidence of any
problem presented by the County which justifies deletion of
the trial period language. It argues further that its
position is supported by the comparable contracts.

The arbitrator understands that hypothetically there may
be problems caused by implementation of a trial period,
especially where the employee decides to return to the old
job, and he understands also that it might be difficult to
meaningfully evaluate an employee after thirty days of a
sixty day trial period as required by the existing language.
Such potential difficulties do not justify elimination of the
trial period provisions. This is particularly the case

3/ The parties' briefs indicate that they interpret the
existing contract language differently with respect to
what obligation the County has, if any, to consider
bargaining unit members for positions prior to
considering outside applicants. The arbitrator is not

making any determination of that dispute in this
proceeding.



where, as here, it is evident that trial periods are common
among the other comparable contracts covering pro-
fessionals. 4/

The County is correct when it argues that it 1s alone in
being required to evaluate employees in writing during a
trial period within thirty days. The reasonableness of this
requirement may be legitimately called into question, but
that does not provide justification for deleting the trial
period provisions.

On this issue the arbitrator favors the Union's final
offer.

Issue: Article 10 - Layoff and Recall

The existing language allows employees to bump into an
equal or lower classification, "provided they are qualified
to perform the Jjunior employee's job . . ." The County
proposes to have the language read, "provided they are
gualified to perform the junior employee's job, including
special skills." Similarly, in the recall language which now
provides that recall be in order of seniority, "provided they
are gualified to perform the available work," the County
would add "including special skills.” The County also
proposes to reduce the time pericd with which an employee
must respond to layoff from fourteen days to seven days. The
County gives the following rationale for its changes:

Because of the varied and complicated functions
required in some of the professional unit
positions, particularly among the social workers,
the County needs the flexibility in laying off, to
be able to take into account the special skills of
some employees over others.

The County proposed the phrase "including special
skills" in recognition of Arbitrator Vernon's view

4/ For example, Vernon County has a ninety day trial period,
and return to the job at the option of either the County
or the employee; Iowa County Social Workers have a sixty
day trial period, and either the County or the employee
may opt to have the employee return to the job. The same
is true of Green County Social Workers with a thirty day
trial period, and Lafayette County with a fifteen day
trial period. LaCrosse and Sauk Counties have similar
provisions with six month trial periods and either party
having the option to have the employee return to the job.
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that the employer should be able to deviate from
seniority in layoff or recall in "special
circumstances . . . for special reasons.™ 5/

5/ As mentioned above, Arbitrator Vernon addressed the issue
of exceptions from seniority in layoff and recall. He
stated:

The Arbitrator agrees with the Employer that
it is not unreasonable to expect that in special
situations an employee, for special reasons,
should be exempted from the strict observation of
seniority rules. However, the Employer's
language goes way beyond this, while the Union's
language still allows enough latitude -- in that
it requires an employee to be "qualified before
bumping .,.." for the Employer to make a case for
retaining an employee with special skills. The
Employer's language is so broad that it goes
beyond that which is usually observed in a
contract. For instance, the Sheriff's Department
contract allows an exemption when a person has a
"special skill which in the reasonable
judgement (sic) of the County or the Sheriff's

epartment should be retained." Other contracts
also speak of special skills. However, the
County's proposal speaks not only of special
skills but of a level of performance which, if
they wished to retain, they could. This goes one
step further and not only allows an exemption
based on necessary skills, but allows an
exemption based on a much more subjective matter
of performance. Moreover, the other c¢lauses
which provide for exemptions imply that an
exemption applies when reasonably necessary, not
merely desirable, In addition, it 1is believed
their proposal makes such decisions much less
reviewable than they are under other contracts.

In short, while an employer's exemption from
seniority in layoffs is not unusual, the
Employer's methodology to achieve this is not
only unorthodox but goes far beyond any
reasonable balance between seniority and
Management rights. Their proposal basically guts
seniority. A more balanced result is more likely
under the Union's offer because there is no
severe limitation on an Arbitrator's review, and
because the Employer could reasonably argue that
a special skill is legitimately related to the
requirement of a job. Therefore, with respect to
layoffs, the Union's offer is more reasonable.
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The County argues that the comparable agreements support
its position that the employer must have more flexibility
than the existing language allows. The proposed change in
the recall period from fourteen to seven days is offered 1n
order to make the Agreement the same in that regard as the
agreements at Orchard Manor and in the Sheriff's Department.

The Union argues that there have been no problems with
the existing language, and the County has not demonstrated
the need for a change, It argues further that the proposed
language, "special skills" is "patently ambiguous," and it
suspects that the County will use this language to
"effectively undermine the seniority principle for layoff and
recall." The Union argues also that the language of
comparable agreements supports its position.

The arbitrator has read the provisions of the comparable
agreements cited by the parties, and he finds that most of
them do not have the kind of special skills exception sought
here by the County. There are provisions in the Unified
Board, LaCrosse County and Vernon County agreements which are
similar to those proposed by the County. In other agreements
the employers have somewhat greater flexibility than does the
County in the existing language (Iowa, Lafayette and Sauk) .,
but not the degree of flexibility called for by the County's
proposal. Given that there has been no demonstrated need for
change of the language, and that there is not clear support
based on comparable agreements for making such a change, and
given the arbitrator's preference for bargained rather than
arbitrated substantive language changes, the arbitrator is of
the opinion that the existing language should be maintained,
and he thus favors the Union's offer on this issue.

Issue: Article 11 - Hours of Work

The existing language fixes the hours of "the normal
work day" for all employees. The County proposes language to
give it flexibility, ". . . the employee may be assigned
schedules required to perform the professional duties of
their employment; the employer shall recognize and
accommodate the employee's need for regularity in hours to
the extent reasonably possible." The existing language also
provides that an employee may take compensatory time at the
employee's discretion, subject to approval. The County
proposes to delete that language, stating instead that
"Compensatory time may be scheduled by the supervisor." The
County also proposes to delete language under which job
sharing may be arranged, and it deletes 11.04 which allowed
for flexible scheduling subject to the supervisor's approval.
The County argues that the only way, at present, to have
flexibility of employee work hours is to pay compensatory
time. It cites the need to be able to meet client needs for
services ocoutside of an 8 a.m.-4:30 p.m., period and to
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implement new programs which it is contemplating and which
require flexibility. Under the County proposal there would
still be eight hour shifts, and no split shifts.

The County argues that its proposal is supported when
comparable agreements are considered. Also, in its view, its
proposal provides the balance of interests with which
Arbitrator Vernon was concerned when he considered the issue
of hours (see below).

The Union argues that the County has presented no
evidence of problems with the existing language or any
comp2lling need to change the language. It argues that the
existing language accommodates flexibility of hours on a
mutually agreed basis between employees and supervision.

As mentioned above, Arbitrator Vernon considered the
gquestion of hours. In that initial arbitration the County
made no proposal. Arbitrator Vernon stated:

There is (sic) no doubt occasions when the
professional in the unit may be required, by the
nature of their work, to perform duties outside the
hours which would be established under the Union's
cffer. To that end, several of the comparables,
while establishing normal and regular hours,
provide for exceptions in certain cases. Thus, it
is not unreasonable for the Employer to desire some
flexibility in this area. However, the Employer
goes too far in not making any proposal. They seek
to strike no balance at all between the employee's
need for regularity in hours and the Employer's
need for flexibility. The Union's offer is more
typical of the comparables since all set forth the
normal workweek and workday. Moreover, although
the Union's proposal does not provide for
exceptions, it is implied that exceptions may be
made by mutual agreement. It is noted that this
is all that is provided for in some of the
comparables.

The arbitrator has reviewed the comparables cited by the
parties with respect to hours of work. There is support for
the County's position that there should be greater
flexibility in scheduling, although some of the agreements
require notice of schedule changes and discussion in advance
of implementation. It also appears to be the case that most
agrezments provide that compensatory time 1is to be taken at
times mutually agreed between the employee and supervision.
Thus, these agreements do not support the Union's position
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under the existing language that compensatory time is taken
at the employee's discretion, and they do not support the
County's proposed language which leaves it to the
supervisor's discretion.

This is a most important substantive area, and like
others, it is the arbitrator's view that it should be
bargained, not established by arbitration. The existing
language is weighted heavily in the employees' favor and does
not adequately meet the County's need for flexibility in
scheduling. The County's language would tilt the balance
heavily in its favor by having no effective limits on
schedules outside of what is now the normal work day, except
to require that the eight hours be consecutive, and by having
utilization of compensatory time solely at management's
discretion. The arbitrator is not persuaded that either
party's proposal is preferred on its merits.

There is no persuasive evidence cffered by the County to
demonstrate that it cannot now provide service to its clients
efficiently under the existing language. It may be the case,
as it argues, that the County's language would remove
scheduling restrictions and allow the implementation of more
innovative and efficient programming, but the proposed
language does not provide adequate safeguards for the
affected employees. On balance, the arbitrator sees greater
justification for maintaining existing language than for
allowing the County to make the proposed changes.

Issue: Article 13.06 - Sick Leave

The existing language provides that a person who is sick
for three consecutive working days may be asked to provide a
doctor's excuse. The County proposes to delete that language
and provide instead that a medical report is required for
absences in excess of five consecutive working days, and may
be required for other "absences of sick leave . . . where
there is a basis for suspicion of abuse . . ."

The County argues that its proposed language 1is
identical to that contained in the Orchard Manor Agreement,
and 1t is in the interests of the parties to have consistency
in an area such as sick leave administration.

The Union argues that there is no evidence of problems
or abuse of sick leave. It sees the proposed change as an
expansion of County rights.

The County's proposed change was included in its final
offer considered by Arbitrator Vernon. He stated,
". . . Nor, is their proposal to require a doctor's excuse
after five days unreasonable, since they could do so in any
event.



The arbitrator shares the County's view that it will
avoid confusion and result in greater equity if County
employees are subject to the same rules for sick leave
administration. The County could require a doctor's excuse
after five days under the existing language. The arbitrator
views this proposed change as more cosmetic than substantive.
It is not a major issue. Given the identical language in the
Orchard Manor Agreement, and Arbitrator Vernon's support of
the County's language in the initial arbitration, the
arbitrator favors the County's offer on this issue.

Issue: Article 14.05 - Holiday Pay Requirements

The existing language requires that in order to receive
holiday pay, "employees must work their scheduled work day
before and after the holiday or, the day scheduled as the
holiday, unless the employee is on an authorized paid leave."

The County proposes language which states, "Employees
must work as assigned, if assigned the work day before and
after the holiday and the day scheduled as the holiday unless
excused by the employer . . ."

The County argues that its proposed language 1is
identical to that contained in the Orchard Manor Agreement,
and it argues that uniformity is important in the area of
holiday pay administration.

The Union argues that its language is supported by the
comparable agreements. It also argues that the County's
proposed language would adversely affect the employees:

Unless excused by the County, employees will have
no way of earning holiday pay on a day ocff. Only
by working on a holiday itself would employees be
able to qualify for holiday pay under the
Employer's proposal.

. . either work the holidays for straight pay
(llke any other workday of the year) or be prepared
to forego pay on the holiday off, is the essence of
the County proposal.

The Union argues that there is no compelling reason for
making a change in the language.

The arbitrator is somewhat confused by the Union's
objections to the County's proposal, since if there is the
adverse effect argued by the Union, why then did it agree to
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that language in the Orchard Manor Agreement? The arbitrator
is also somewhat confused by the meaning and intent of the
County's proposed language which is stated in terms of
"assigned" rather than "scheduled" as in the existing
language.

The arbitrator shares the County's view that uniformity
of holiday pay administration is desirable. On the other
hand, the County has not demonstrated the need for the
change, nor has it demonstrated support for its language in
other comparable agreements. Even though it is the case that
the Union has accepted the County's language in the Orchard
Manor Agreement, the arbitrator views this language as less
than clear. He views the change as a substantive one, and he
believes that such changes should be bargained, not made
through arbitration. For these reasons the arbitrator
believes that the present language should be maintained, and
he thus supports the Union's offer on this issue.

Issue: Article 15,02 - Discretionary Days

The existing language provides that employees must
notify their supervisor of their intent to use discretionary
time subject to the supervisor's approval.

The County proposes to change the language to reguire
three days' advanced approval of their supervisor of use of
discretionary days unless otherwise agreed.

The County argues that the proposed language 1is
identical to that contained in the Orchard Manor Agreement,
except that there one day advanced approval is required, not
three as proposed here. The County argues that more advanced
notice and approval is required in a professional unit,
", . . where each social worker is handling his or her own
client load, and each nurse is handling his or her own
geographical area." The County argues that its change is
supported by, ". . . both the comparables and common sense."

The Union argues that the County has not demonstrated a
need for the change. The Union notes that the current
language affords protection for the County's concerns about
staffing since use of discretionary time is subject to the
supervisor's approval. The Union argues also that "Providing
a three (3) day waiting period is an oxymoronic requirement
for a 'discretionary day' concept.”

The County has not demonstrated a need for this change.
In the prior arbitration its offer was for one day advanced
notice, and Arbitrator Vernon supported the County on that
point. The Orchard Manor Agreement also has one day advanced
notice and thus consistency does not require a change to a
three day requirement. There 1s no question that a three day
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requirement gives the employee less flexibility than now
exists for.using discretionary days. This is a substantive
change which is better achieved through bargaining than

through arbitration. For all of these reasons the arbitrator
supports the Union's position on this issue,

Issue: Article 16,01 - Funeral ILeave

The existing leave provides for three days' funeral
leave "for the death" of various specified relatives of an
employee. The County proposes that such leave be "for the
funeral and other matters relating to the death." For other
specified relatives, the existing language provides one day
leave "for the death." The County proposes that such leave
be "to attend the funeral of" those relatives.

The County argques that its language is identical to that
fourd in the Orchard Manor Agreement. In addition, the
proposed language extends the entitlement to the one.day
leave to attend the funeral of several relatives who were not
included in the existing languadge.

The Union argues that there is no evidence presented by
the County of a need to change the existing language. The
Union 1is concerned about the administration of the proposed
language. Does the employee have to attend the funeral, it
asks, and what happens 1if there is no funeral?

The arbitrator notes that the County's language 1is more
generous in providing entitlement to employees for an
enlarged category of deceased relatives. However, it is more
restrictive in that it appears to require attendance at the
funeral for the one day leave whereas the present language
simply states "for the death of . . ."

This is not a major item, but it is a substantive change
which should be bargained rather than imposed through
arbitration, notwithstanding the desirability of consistency
between the County's collective bargaining agreements in the
administration of benefits. For this reason the arbitrator
favors the Union's position on this issue.

Issu2: Article 17.01 - Military Leave

The County proposes to amend the Military Leave language
to put a cap of two weeks on the amount of pay for such leave
in a given year. It cites the fact that the Orchard Manor
contract has a provision identical to the one proposed. It
also cites the Vernon Award in which the arbitrator favored
the County's position that there should be such a cap.



Vernon cited the comparables and concluded, "Where a military
provision exists, there is also a cap." The cap proposed by
the County in that proceeding was two weeks.

The Union did not make any arguments with respect to
this issue.

Based on the Vernon award and the subsequent negoti-
ations of the Orchard Manor contract containing such a
provision, the arbitrator favors the County's final offer on
this issue.

Issue: Article 20.1 - Wisconsin Retirement Fund

The County proposes to put a cap on its retirement fund
contribution at the present statutory level, 6%. The
language proposed is identical to that contained in the
Orchard Manor Agreement. There is also a cap on the contri-
bution in the Sheriff's Agreement, and there is support for a
cap in the comparable agreements.

The Union did not make any arguments with respect to
this issue.

Arbitrator Vernon addressed this issue in the initial
arbitration. He noted that the Sheriff's Agreement has a
cap, and he stated, "In addition, the external comparables
favor the Employer's position."

This is a substantive issue which the arbitrator
believes should be bargained rather than determined by an
arbitrator. However, in this case because the initial
language was imposed by arbitration and Arbitrator Vernon
indicated he would have supported the County on this issue,
and because the internal and external comparables support the
County's position, the arbitrator favors the County's
position on this issue.

Issue: Article 21 - Insurance

At Article 21.01 the County proposes to increase the
percentage of family premiums it will pay. Because of the
timing of those payments, the schedule proposed by the County
is more favorable than the one proposed by the Union in that
it is more advantageous to the employees. In addition, the
County proposes to revise Article 21.02 (see final offer).
The language proposed is identical to the language in the
Orchard Manor Agreement. Aside from its preference for
consistency, the County makes the following arguments in
support of the- proposed change:
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The County seeks to remove that language because it
places a very large and unwarranted restriction on
the County's efforts to obtain for all of its
employees the best possible health insurance at the
lowest cost; and because it is probably impossible
to carry out; and because the language has no
support among any of the comparables . . .
. - « One of the problems . . . is that it is
impossible to guarantee benefits and coverage
"equal" to any named HMO because of the nature of
HMOs. Health Maintenance Organizations are health
care providers, not insurance companies, The HMO
itself creates and provides its "plan of benefits
and coverage." « » « the County may find itself
being sued over a breach of section 21.02 with no
recourse or remedy to aveid the dispute . . .

The Union's language also places on the County the
burden of having to "shop" for HMOs based on a
prior, unique health care providing systenm,
possibly making the employer go looking for a new
HMO with a laundry list of "necessities." . . . If
an employer is . . . forced to ask HMOs to provide
something or another in a way that does not fit the
HMO's present mode of operations, the likely
results are the HMOC would tell the employer it
cannot provide the service, or it will raise its
rates. Neither result benefits the employees or
the County.

+ » « The Union imputed some bad motive to the
County when the County desired to bargain the HMO
option in the context of the Union's regquested
premium contribution increases., The Union
apparently now believes it must have some type of
HMO "guarantee" language to avoid what it seems to
believe is the County's intention of making an HMO
policy available which does not compare to the HMOs
offered to other employees. There is no basis for
that belief and no need for this language.

. + - the County is not seeking to delete the
language requiring the County to offer the same HMO
it offers other employees. No other comparable

proposed by either party requires an employer to
offer any HMO.

The Union views its offer as maintaining the status quo,

while the County “proposes the complete elimination of
benefit levels for HMO's and implies that HMO's need not
necessarily be offered by the County under its final offer.”
The Union cites the fact that most of the comparables
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out a requirement that the Employer ensure there be the
maintenance of existing health insurance benefit levels and
coverage." In the Union's view the County has not presented
any evidence of a problem which justifies elimination of "HMO
benefit levels and possibly the HMO itself.”

Arbitrator vVernon did not address the question now
raised by the County when he decided the initial arbitration
case. His focus in that matter was on the large gap that
existed between the offers with respect to the amount of
premium to be paid by the County.

It is the arbitrator's opinion that the crux of the
dispute about the insurance issue is the proposed language
change. There is a difference in the premium structure, but
both offers call for a significant increase by the County in
its contribution to insurance premiums. The difference
between the offers on that point is a narrow one dealing with
the date of implementation of the increases.

There are two aspects to the language dispute. One 1is
whether an HMO option will be offered. The other, is what
the nature of the option will be. The existing language
unequivocably gives employees of the unit "the option of
participating in an HMO . . ." The County's proposal changes
that to state that employees of the unit will have the option
of participating in ". . . any HMO offered to any county
employees." That is not the same thing. Regardless of any
intent the County may now have, the proposed language would
allow the County to offer no HMO to any County employee, and
it would only provide an HMO option to the unit if it
provided an HMO to other employees of the County. This
change is recognized by the County in the language 1t
proposes to add, "If there is an HMO change or discontinuance
{emphasis added), the County will allow an open enrollment to
affected employees to the standard plan and any other HMO
offered by the County." Aside from its argument that the
comparable agreements don't require an HMO option, the County
does not cite reasons for proposing to delete the required
HMO option.

The second issue is the County's proposed deletion of
the guarantee of the level of benefits and coverage
guaranteed under the existing language. The County may be
correct when it cites the difficulties and inefficiencies
which might be caused if it were required to try to duplicate
and/or assure the same or higher benefits and coverage when
changing to a different HMO., However, the County proposes no
substitute language which would provide it with flexibility
in such an eventuality, such as making best efforts, or
having discussion with the Union if it is impossible to
duplicate benefits and coverage. It simply proposes deletion
of the language.

i
'
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The arbitrator has reviewed the comparable agreements
and with the possible exception of Crawford County there are
no agreements which guarantee employees an HMO option or
guarantee that the level of benefits or coverage of an HMO
will be continued. Most of the agreements are silent with
respect to HMOs. Thus, the County's position is solidly
supported by the comparables on the issue of guarantees of
HMOs and the level of coverage. This, too, is a substantive
area which the arbitrator believes should be bargained, not
resolved by arbitration. However, because this benefit was
obtained by arbitration, not bargaining, and because the
comparables so heavily favor the County, the arbitrator
prefers the County's position on this issue.

Issus: Article 22 - Training

The existing language states that if the County provides
opportunities for job related training and employee develop-
ment, it will reimburse expenses related to such activities
consistent with the current practice. The County proposes

that this language be deleted. 1In support of its position,
the CTounty argues:

The effect of the present language is not to
provide any additional benefits . . ., but in fact
to restrict the County's decisions about how to
provide training in a manner which could actually
reduce the amount of training the County is able to
offer . . . (It) . . . locks the County into
reimbursement . . . which must be "consistent with
the current practices." Neither the prior record,
nor the present record contain any evidence or
definition of "current practices". . .

The Union argues that the County has presented no
evidence of any problems relating to training under the
existing language. It argues also that nine of its ten
comparable agreements provide reimbursement for training.

Arbitrator Vernon stated, with regard to this issue,
"This is an issue which does not have any meaningful impact
on the offers as a whole." The arbitrator agrees with that
assessment. However, given the lack of any evidence of
problems with this language, and the fact that the
comparables support such reimbursement, the arbitrator is
reluctant to rule that it should be deleted, and he thus
supports the Union's position on this issue.



Issue: Article 23 - Travel and Expense Allowance

The existing language provides for allowances and
expenses for employees "consistent with the current
practices," and specifies that if reimbursement levels
increase for other employees of the County, those increases
will be given to the bargaining unit, also. It then
specifies allowances for mileage, meals and "reasonable hotel
or motel expenses,” and lists other types of employment
expenses.

The County proposes to delete sections (A-D), which
specify the reimbursement amounts, and also to delete the
language referring to "current practices" and the language
stating that increased reimbursement levels paid to other
employees will be paid to those 1n the unit. It proposes
substitute language stating that allowances and expenses will
be paid as provided in "the County policy as they existed on
June 1, 1986, or as they may be increased by the County from
time to time, provided they remain above the June 1, 1986
levels.™

The County argues that its proposal ". . . does nothing
more than return to the County Board the right to increase
the levels of travel and expense reimbursement." There is no
loss of benefits proposed.

The Union recognizes that the County's proposal protects
current levels of reimbursement but it objects to the fact
that the County's language would remove this area from
bargaining and leave it to County Board determination. The
Union argues that there has been no evidence presented by the
County showing why this proposed change 1s nhecessary.

In the arbitrator's opinion, the existing language-
enables the County to increase the levels of travel and
expense reimbursement, but it must bargain such increases
with the Union, or give them to the unit if it raises the
level for other County employees. The County proposal seeks
to make this an area for unilateral County Board action. The
Orchard Manor and Sheriff's Agreements do not contain expense
provisions. The provisions in the external comparable agree-
ments vary, and for the sake of brevity they are not analyzed
here.

The County has presented no evidence to suggest that
there is a problem with the present language. Clearly, it
has the means by which it can accomplish increases in
reimbursements levels under the present language. The
arbitrator believes that changes in such language should be
bargained, rather than established by arbitration and thus he
favors the Union's offer which would maintain the present
language. The arbitrator agrees with Arbitrator Vernon's
assessment of this issue in which he determined that, "“the
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offers on this subject are in relative eguilibrium--both have
egually unreasonable aspects . . . the competing differences

on this issue will not have a significant impact on the
offers as a whole."

Issue: Article 25,02 - Reclassification

The existing language provides that a Social Worker I be
reclassified to a Social Worker II "on completion of state
requirements unless said requirements are waived, and at
least one (1) year's service as a Social Worker I with Grant
County." The County proposes to add to the above-guoted
language, " . . . after the supervisor gives a satisfactory
evaluation and certifies the employee is performing work as a
Social Worker II."

In support of its proposed change the County argues that
employees in professional positions develop at different
rates, and that it is reasonable that the County be able to
determine at the end of a year whether the employee 1is
performing satisfactorily and doing work as a Social Worker
II. It argues that "Automatic progression . . . without any
review of the employee's performance, removes any incentive
for a social worker at the I level to work to improve any
weaknesses or further develop strengths as a social worker."
It cites comparable agreements as further support for its
position.

The Union argues that the County has presented no
evidance to indicate a problem under the existing language

and states that the County is asking " . . . to inject its
own subjective considerations into an existing system of
employee rights.” It argues that the comparable agreements

support continuation of the existing language.

The arbitrator has reviewed the comparable agreements.
The great majority do not provide for automatic progression
from one classification to another, and most of the
agrecements are silent with regard to this issue. They thus
favor the County's position, although it is also true that
the comparable agreements do not specify a year-end
evaluation or a certification that the employee is doing the
work of the higher level classification. On this aspect the
Union's position is favored. Because both proposals have
aspects which are supported by a majority of the comparables,
the arbitrator doces not have strong preferences on this
issue. It is also an area which he believes should be
resolved through bargaining, not arbitration.



Issue: Appendix A

The Union's final offer includes changes to Appendix A,
Section B of the Agreement (see final offer). In its brief
and reply brief the Union gave no explanation of these
changes and made no arguments in favor of the changes. The
County acknowledges that some aspects of the proposed change
are simply updating, but it regards other aspects of the
proposal as amblguous. Since the arbitrator has not been
given a basis by the Union on which to find its proposed
change appropriate, the arbitrator favors the County's
position on this issue and would not change the language of
Appendix A, Section B.

Conclusion

The arbitrator is required to select one final offer in
its entirety. As stated above, he favors the County's offer
on wages {and he recognizes the County's significant increase
in its share of health insurance premiums in both final
offers). On the language items, there is no clear preference
with respect to many of the relatively minor items. That is,
there is almost an equal number of minor items in each final
offer which have the arbitrator's support. The arbitrator
has a clear preference for the Union's proposal on many of
the more significant language items, e.g. discipline and
probation, Jjob posting, layoff and recall, hours, whereas in
only one major area, insurance, does he support the County's
offer.

Factor (h) in the statute requires the arbitrator to
weigh such other factors as are normally taken into account
i1n collective bargaining and arbitration. In the
arbitrator's view the County is attempting to make
significant language changes through this arbitration that it
has not been able to achieve in bargaining or through the
Vernon Award, and for which it does not have adequate
justification, or adequate suppeort in comparable agreements.
While the County has asserted that it has, or will have,
serious problems in administration of the existing language,
it has not provided adeguate documentation of that to the
Union or to the arbitrator which would justify the
arbitrator's ordering of those changes.

The arbitrator must weigh his support for the County's
economic offer against his support for the Union's offer on
significant language items. In his view there is Jgreater
justification for supporting the entire offer of the Union
than for supporting the entire offer of the County. The more
comparable wage increases and the increased administrative
flexibility and consistency to be achieved by the County do
not outweigh the loss to the employees in this bargaining
unit of many important conditions of employment which they
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have enjoyed since the implementation of the Vernon Award,
and which other comparable unionized employees continue to
enjoy, which would result from the County's final offer.
Moreover, the implementation of the Union's final offer with
its larger than average wage increases results in hourly wage
rates which are below most of the comparable units in other

counties and will not put the County at a competitive
disadvantage.

Based upon the above facts and discussion the arbitrator
makes the following

AWARD

The Union's final offer is selected.

¥ . 1] I3 .-5-
Dated at Madison, Wisconsin, this _/~— day of December,

s

= Edward B./ Krinsky
Mediator-Arbitrdtor

1987.
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FINAL OFFER OF FELATIONS COMMISSION

GRANT COUNTY PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES UNION
WCCME, AFSCME, AFL-CIO
to
GRANT COUNTY
January 7, 1987

1. Modify Section 21.01, Insurance, so as to increase the county's share of the family
premium to 75% of the total premium effective July 1, 1987, and to 80% of the total
familv nramium affortive Marcrh 1 1992
family premium effective March 1, 1988,

2.  Modify Section 27.01, Duration, to provide for a contract term which would become
effective from the period January 1, 1986, and continue through December 31, 1988.

3. Modify Appendix A as follows: -

A)  Effective January !, 1986, increase all hourly rates of pay of the then current
wage schedule by four percent {4%); effective July 1, 1986, increase all wage
rates by an additional one percent (1%).

B) Effective January 1, 1987, increase all hourly rates of pay of then current
wage schedule by three percent (3%).

C) Effective January |, 1988, increase all hourly rates of pay of the then current
wage schedule by three percent (3%); effective July 1, 1988, increase all wage
rates by an additional one percent (1%).

D) Modify Appendix A, Section B to read as follows:

Employees are placed on the wage schedule in their proper classification, con-
sistent with their length of service, and Section 25.02, if applicable. Employ-
ees shall progress through the wage schedule consistent with the terms of this
agreement. However, employees whose then current wage rate on January I,
1986, was greater than the "After 24 Months" step for their classification as
cited in Appendix A, Section A, shall receive an increase equal to the per-
centage increase provided all unit employees situated on the schedule, as
outlined above in the final offer, as 4 (a), (b) and (c).

4, Except for the foregoing modifications, all of the provisions of the 1984-85 agree-
ment shall be continued in full force and effect.
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Grant County Final Offer to AFSCME

Professiconal Unit

The county proposes the 1984-1985 award, except as medified
here.

Deletions are lined out. Additions are underlined; such
underlining is not part of the proposal, but is to highlight
changes for the reader. Existing titles may alsc be underlined.



AGREEMENT

Between

WISCONSIN COUNCIL OF COUNTY & MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEFES
AFSCME, AFL-CIO

And

GRANT COUNTY

(Professional Employees)

+984-1985
1986-1988



Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article
Article

O 0D~ U s L)

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

RECOgNItION. it et vsvsnrersensnanaessonasnannsas 1
Management Rights........ceiveusn e e e 2
Union Activity.......e0uvevn e et 2
Fair Share....euieerierionrsnnnsnnsnanans venel
Grievance Procedure.....ceeeeeeiocosatsansassas 3
DisCIpline. v ivesiienronsosonssssanaassanssnnnss 5
SeNIOrityY.uteereestinernsarsanssssorssannsnensens 5
Probationary Period......civeiivnnnernnennennnn 6
JOb POSEiNG..ceeerusrvsnsrestosancsnsassannosss 6
Layoff and Recall........vieeurennn Crae e 7
Hours ©f WOork. ..o necanernasnansa erae s 7
Vacation..... Ceraees Cerereen Ceaneassarrans 8
Sick LeAVE. i vtineenanssnansnsatsnatensansnss 9
Hol1dayS.eararannans "aaaaa Crtteree et e 10
Discretionary DayS...eviveeeseronnssennacssas 11
Funeral Leave....ivirveevens creraaen s eeesll
Military LBV . s ettstesnaoraonsonsonenns beeall
JUry DUty. ettt tennarsnnenvassanenss veeal2
Leaves Of AbSencCe....i.uiviinrntirvneranranonns 12
Wisconsin Retirement Pay.....veeevveneenn, veal2
Insurance. e as e S et e st e et 13
Travel and Expense Allowance, creserseenvelld
MisCellaneousS.iiveevitononnroeanenana eaae s 14
Classification and Compensatlon Schedule..... 14
Savings... e st ettt a et 15

Duration....

..........



INTRODUCTION

This Agreement is made and entered into by and between Grant
County, Wisconsin, hereinafter referred to as the "County" or
"Employer," and the Wisconsin Council of County and Municipal
Employees of the American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO, hereinafter referred to as the
"Union," pursuant to the sections of the Wisconsin Statutes as
may be pertinent hereto.

Whereas, both of the parties to this Agreement are desircus
of reaching an amicable understanding with respect to the
employer-employee relationship which exists between them and to
enter into an agreement covering rates of pay, hours of work and
conditions of employment,

Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual covenants and
agreements hereinafter contained, the County and the Union acting
through their duly authorized representatives, hereby agree as
follows:

ARTICLE 1 - RECOGNITION

1.01 The Employer recognizes the Union as the exclusive
collective bargaining representative for all regular full-time
and regular part-time professional employees of Grant County,
excluding managerial, supervisory and confidential employces, and
all other employees, for the purpose of conferences and
negotiations with the above-mentioned municipal employer, or its
lawfully authorized representatives, on questions of wages, hours
and conditions of employment, pursuant to certificaticon by the
Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission, Case VII, No. 21323,
ME-2205, Dec:sion No. 21063, dated November 29, 1982. 1n::=
provis.ocn conly describes the bargaining representative arnc .-
bargaining un:t covered by the terms cf this ccllect: /=

bargaining agreement and 1s not to be interpreted for any v
PULPOSE.
v h2 Nen-Braerrmrnattont Fhe partres herecs aqres~ rnar

there snant: pe ne diserrmination with respect to any emproyee
because of age; sex; race retigieny handieapry natronar crrg:znj;
anron affriracrony marttal status or SexuAar Orrentatrony coeerary
te appirreabie state andrer federal iaws

1.032 Definition of Employees:
A) Regular Full-time Employee: A reguluar full-
time employee shall be defined as an employee who is regular!y
scheduled to work forty (40) hours per week.

B) Regular Part-time Employee: A regular part-
time employee shall be defined as an employee who is regularly
scheduled to work less than forty (40) hours per week. Regular
part-time employees who are regularly scheduled to work an annual
average of twenty (20) hours or more per week shall be entitled
toc all fringe benefits as provided in this Agreement on a prn-




rata basis, except that insurance benefits shall not be pro-
rated. Reguiar pPart-time employees who are regularly scheduled
to work an annual average of less than twenty {20) hours per week
shall not be entitled to fringe benefits, except that emptoyees
who werk 666 hours er mere per year shatl be entitied to
Wisconsin Retirement Fund benefits; subtjeet te applieabie
sectiens of the Wisecensin Statutes and administrative rutes made
tn aceerdanee therefeore contributions if eligible,

ARTICLE 2 - MANAGEMENT RIGHTS

2.01 It 1s agreed that the management of the County and
the direction of employees are vested exclusively in the County,
and that this includes, but is not limited to the folicu:ing: to
direct and supervise the work of employees; to hire, promote,
demote, transfer or lay-off employees; to suspend, discharge or
otherwise discipline employees for 3Just cause; to plan, direct
and control operations; to determine the amount and quality of
work needed, by whom it shall be performed and the location where
such work shall be performed; to determine to what extent any
process, service or activities of any nature whatsoever shall be
added or modified; to change any existing service practices,
methods and facilities; to schedule the hours of work and
assignment of duties; and to make and enforce reasonable rulecs.

2.02 The County's exercise of the foregoing functions
shall be limited only by the express provisions of this contract,
and the County and the Union have all the rights which they had
at law except those expressly bargained away in this Agreement.

ARTICLE 3 - UNION ACTIVITY

3.01 Union Notices: The County shall provide rasrry
aceessrote pulletin board space which employees can wominn g
at each principieal worksrte building of the County in wn:co
employees regularly work for the posting of Unicn nct.ces zn

bulleting,

PR
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ARTICLE 4 - FAIR SHARE - BUES EHECKOFF

1.01 The Union, as the exclusive representative of all
of the employees in the bargaining unit, shall represent all such
employees, both Union and non-union, fairly and equally, and all
employees in the bargaining unit shall be required toc pay the:r
proportionate share of the costs of such representaticn as cet
forth 1n this article.

4,02 No employee shall be required to join the Unioun,
but membership in the Union shall be made available tc all
employees who apply consistent with the Constitution and By-lLaws
of the Union. No employee shall be denied Union membership on
the basis of age, sex, race, religion, handicap, national origin,
marital status, or sexual orientation,



4.03 The Employer shall deduct each month from the
employee's pay an amount, certified by the Union, as the uniform
dues required of all Union members or a fair share service fee as
established and certified by the Union, consistent with Section
111.70 of the Wisconsin Statutes, and other applicable laws.

With respect to newly hired employees, such deductions shall
commence on the month following the completion of the
probationary period.

4-84 The aggregate ameunt so deducted; aiong wrth an
ttemized tist of the employees from whom such deduetions were
made; 3hait} be forwarded te the Bnion within the menth tn whren
sueh deductions were mades Any changes in the ameant to be
deducted 3hatl be certified to the Empieyer by the Bnren at teaost
thirey t38) days prier to the effective date of sueh changes The
Employer shaitl not be required to submit any amount to the Unron
under the provistens of this Agreement on behalf of empioyees
stherwise covered who are en layeff; teave of absence; or ocher
status in whieh they receive no pay feor the pay peried normatty
used by the Empleyer to made such deductionss

4.054 The provisions of 4.01, 4.02, and 4.03 and 4-084
shall become effective the month following certification by the
Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission (WERC) that a majority
of empluyees eligible to vote have voted affirmatively in suppert
of the fair share agreement.

4.065 Burtng periods when the fair share agreement rs net
certrfted pursuant te Seection 47657 or sheuid the fatrr share
agreement become nuit and veid fer any reaseny tThe Employer.
agrees to deduct Union dues each month from the pay of these
employees who individually authorized in writing that such
deductions be made. The amounts to be deducted shall be
certified to the Employer by the Union and the aggregate
deduct:ions from all employees shall be forwarded to the Union
along with an itemized statement of the employees from whom cuch
deduct:0ons were made. Any changes in the amount to be deducted
shall be certified to the Employer by the Union at least thirty
(30) days prior to the effective date of such change.

4.0%6 The Union shall indemnify and save the Cmployer
harmless against any and all claims, demands, suilts and ctner
forms of liability which may arise out of any acticn taken by the
Employer under this article for the purpose of complying w.tn the
provisions of this article.

ARTICLE 5 - GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

5.01 Grievance. A grievance is defined to be o
controversy between any employee, or the Union and the Employer,
as to a matter involving the interpretation or application of
this Agreement.



5.02 Procedure. Grievances shall be processed in the
following manner: All times set forth in this article, unless
otherwise specified, are working days and are exclusive of
Saturdays, Sundays and any holiday recognized by this
Agreemant. All time requirements set forth in this article may
be waived or extended by mutual written agreement of the parties.

A grievance affecting a group or class of employees
may be submitted in writing by the Union to the department head
directly and the processing of such grievance shall commence at
Step Two, within ten t38% fifteen (15) days of the incident, or
within ten +163 fifteen (15) days of securing knewledge enhereof
after the Unicon or any affected employee should have reasonably
known of the occurrence of the event causing the grievance.

Step One: 1In the event of a grievance, the employee shall
perform his/ or her assigned work task and grieve hisf or her
complaint later. An employee, and/or the Union believing hefshe
has thare is cause for a grievancey shall eratiy present hrafher
the grievance to hisyher immediate the affected employee's -
immediate supervisor in wrltlng within tem ¢183 fifteen (15) days
of the incident, or within ten {383 fifteen {15) days of nissher
securing knowiedge thereef after the Union or the affected
employze should have reasonably known of the occurrence of the
event causing the grievance. A Union representative may
accompany the grievant. The supervisor shall attempt to make a
mutually satisfactory adjustment and shall give a written answer
to the grievant and/or Union representative within five (5) days
after the grievance was presented to him# or her.

S-ep Two. If the grievance is not resolved at the first
step, -he employee and/or the Union may appeal the grievance 1n
writing to the department head within ten (10) days frocm rhe date
the Step One response was received or was due. The department
head and/cr his# or her representative will meet with rhe
employee and hlsf or her representatives and attempt tc resclve
the grievance. Such meeting will be held within five (5} day-
after receipt of the grievance. The department head cr hiv/ or
her representative shall submit a written answer to the employee
and hisy¥ or her representative within ten (10) days fcllowing the
meet1ng.

Step Three. 1If the grievance 1is not resclved at the secocnd
step, the employee and/or the Union may appeal the written
grievance to the County Employee Relations Committee within ten
(10} days from the date the written decision of the department
head was received or was due. The parties shall meet within
frfreen t1i5% twenty (20) days at a mutually agreeable t:ime and
place to discuss the grievance. Following said meeting, the
County Employee Relations Committee shall respond in writing
within ten (10) days to the employee and Union representative.




Step Four. Arbitration.

A) General: If the grievance is not settled at the
third step, the Union may proceed to arbitration by informing the
chairperson of the County Employee Relations Committee in writing
within fifteen (15) days from the date the written response of
the County Employee Relations Committee was received or was due,
that they intend to do so.

B) Selection of an Arbitrator. The Union shall
thereafter request the Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission
to appoint an arbitrator from its staff. The decision cf the
arbitrator shall be final and binding on the parties. The
arbitrator shall not modify, add to, or delete from the express
terms of this Agreement.

C) Costs. The cost of the arbitrator shall be shared
equally by the parties. The cost of a court reporter and/or
transcript shall be shared equally by the parties provided both
parties request same. If one party does not wish a court
reporter and transcript, they shall not share in the cost.

ARTICLE 6 — DISCIPLINE

6.01 The Employer shall not suspend, discharge or
otherwise discipline any nonprobationary employee without just
cause. When such action is taken against an employee, the
employee will receive written notice of such action at the time
it is taken, and a copy will be mailed to the Union within two
(2) calendar days, except that written notice of oral discipline
shall be given to the employee and the Union as socon ac pcu-ible
after the action is taken. Such notice shall include the primary
reascns on which the Employer's action is based.

ARTICLE 7 - SENIORITY

7.01 Definition. Seniority shall be defined as an
employee's length of service in the bargaining unit dating from
the employee's most recent date of hire. For purposes of fringe
benefit calculations only, an employee's seniority shall pe
calculated from the employee's most recent date of hire wirh
Grant County. Seniority shall not be pro-rated for part-time
employees. Seniority shall be deemed to have been terminated
when an employee:

A) Quits or retires; or

B) Is discharged fer easnse under this contrace;
terminated during the probatienary perred: or
C) Is laid off for a period of more than twelve

{12) consecutive monthss; or

Fails to timely accept recall; or

Fails to return on time from a leave of
absence.

o

I

o)

:




7.02 The Employer shall furnish the Union a seniority
list upon reguest, twice a year, showing each unit employee's
name, classification, date of hire, and months of service.

ARTICLE 8 - PROBATIONARY PERICD

) .01 All newly hired employees shall serve a
probationary period of six (6) calendar months, or nine (9)
calendar months 1n the case of an employee regularly working less
than an average of 20 hours per week during the first six (6)
calencdar months of employmeni prebatienary peried. During said
periocd, employees shall be subject to dismissal without cause or
recourse under this contract. teo the grievance preocedures
Hewevery such emptoyee shatl be entitied te a written reason for
the terminatrons If still employed after such probationary
pericc, their senicrity shall date from the first day of hire.

ARTICLE 95 - JOB POSTING

9.01 Job vacancies in the bargaining unit due to
retirement, quits, new positions, transfers or whatever reascn,
that the Employer intends to fill, shall be posted in each
department for a period of seven (7) working days. The posting
shall provide information concerning the qualifications needed
for the position, a brief description of the job duties, the
salary range, starting date, and the closing date for
applications. A copy of each posting shall be provided to the
president of the Union. Such notice shall provide a space for
those employees who are interested in the vacant position to
affix their names.

9.02 Applicants. Employees interested 1n the pasting
shall make written application.

9.03 Selection. Phe most quatrfred appircant snatt o=
setecrted provided that +f twe t29 or mere appircants are
retatively equal in quairfrcations; senzorrey shuii be rhe
determintng faetors All applicants will be considered for the
position. The employer will give recognitlon to unit exper.ence
and seniority; appointment to professional positions enta..is
subjective and judgmental decisions, so that the final selection
shall be 1n the employer's sole judgment.

9--84 Friat Perieds If within the first aixty 1667
catendur days of f£fiiiing a Jeb vacancy a seiected empioyee faris
te make satisfactory progress for the position; hefshe shatl bpe
returned ot hrssher former position and selection shaii be made
among the remaining quatified applicants for the pesrtieny f
any7 according te the eriteria set foreh in Seetien 9563 abever
An empioyee may aise veiuntarity returm te hisFher former
pesreren during the triai period at hisfher diseretions




Empleyees serving a triat peried shaii receive g written
evatustren of thetr pregress after thirty {38) catendar dayss

ARTICLE 10 - LAYOFF AND RECALL

10.01 The bargaining unit shall be divided 1into three
groups for purposes of layoff and recall:

A) Social Workers;
B) Nurses;
C) Attorneys

10.02 The Employer shall have the right to reduce the
number of jobs in any classification. Employees whose Jjobs have
been eliminated shall have the right to bump any junior employee
in an equal or lower classification within their group as defined
in Section 10.01, provided they are qualified to perform the
junior employee's jobs, including special skills. Such junior
employees who have lost their positions as a result of a bump
shall have the right to exercise their seniority in the same
manner as 1f their job had been eliminated. Employees who have
lost their position as a result of a bump or a reduction in the
number of positions shall have the option to accept the layoff
and may decline to exercise their bumping rights, if any. Laid
off employees shall have recall rights as provided in Section
10.03 below.

10.03 Recall Rights: In recalling, the employee(s) with
the greatest seniority shall be recalled first, provided they are
gualified to perform the available works, including special
skills. Notice of recall shall be sent by the Employer to the
laid off employee's last known address, certified mail, return
recelpt, and the laid off employee shall be required to respcond
affirmatively within twe t2} weeks {14 daysy seven (/) day:s from
the first attempted delivery date of the recall notice. £ laid
off employee shall have recall rights for a pericd of twelve {1i2)
months from the date of the most recent layoff. Recall shal! be
limited to wrthin the groups described 1n Section 10.0!,

ARTICLE 11 - HOURS OF WORK

11.01 Work Day. The normal work day shall ccnsist Lf
eight (8) consecutive hours, excluding a one-half (;) hour -uncn
pericd between the hours of 82668 armr and 4+36 psm+ ; the
employee may be assigned schedules required to perform the
professional duties of their employment; the employer shall
recognize and accommodate the employee's need for regularity 1in
hours to the extent reasonably possible.

11,02 Work Week. The normal work week for full-time
employees shall consist of forty (40) hours, Monday through
Friday.




11.03 Breaks. Employees shall be entitled to thirty
minutes of paid rest time during each work day (15 minutes per
four (4) hour work period), which shall normally be used in
fifteen minute increments unless otherwise arranged with an
employee's supervisor.

Former sections 11.04 and 11.05 deleted.

11.064 Overtime. Employees shall be compensated by
compensatory time off for all time assigned and worked 1n excess
of eight (8) hours per day or forty (40) hours per week. Said
compensation shall be at the rate of one hour compensatory time
off for each hour worked.

11.0%5 Call-out. An employee called out to work at a time
other than his/her regular schedule of hours, except where such
hours are consecutively prior to or subsequent to the employee's
reqular schedule of hours, shall receive a minimum of two (2)
hours compensation pursuant to the terms of this agreement.

11.086 On Call Beeper Duties. Employees assigned to on
call beeper duties shall receive $130 per week in additicn to
their regular pay and shall be entitled to compensation pursuant
to Section 11.06 for associated call-outs. Section 11.07 shall
not be applicable for associated call-outs. Additionally, full-
time employees assigned such duties on a holiday shall earn eight
{8) hours of compensatory time: part-time employees earn compen-
satory time on a pro-rated basis according to the percentage of
full-time they regularly work.

11.057 Telephone Calls. Telephone calls engaged :n oy
employees cutside their working hours shall be considered e
worked and shall be compensated by compensatory time off as
currently practiced,

11.188 Use of Compensatory Time. Compensatory time may be
taken ac the erpioyeels discrecion; subjeet to apprevatr ccreculed
by the supervisor.

11.¥39  Time Paid. All paid time shall be cons:dered time
worked for the purpose of computing overtime.

11.3210 This article shall not be construed to prevent the

Employer from assigning hours in addition to the normal work day
and work week,

ARTICLE 12 - VACATION

12.01 Vacation. Each regular full-time employee and
regular part-time employee shall accrue paid vacation as follous:

A) Employees shall earn vacation time in the
current year for the use in the following year, based on his/her
anniversary date of employment. (Employees who currently receive
vacation on a calendar year basis shall be grandfathered.)



B) For each regular 80 hours paid, vacation 1s
earned as follows:

Year 0 to 5 earns 3.076 hours vacation;:

Year 5 to 8 earns 3.538 hours vacation;

Year B8 to 10 earns 4.000 hours vacation;

¥Year 10 to 15 earns 4.615 hours vacation:

Year 15 to 20 earns 5.230 hours vacatiocn;

Year 20 and beyond earns 6.150 hours vacation.

12.02 Accrual. Vacation time must be taken 1n the
anniversary year following that in which it was earned, except in
an emergency where it 1s mutually agreed by the Employer and
employee Lhat special circumstances warrant an exception.

12,03 Holidays During Vacation. Holidays fall:ing 1n a
vacaticn period will not be considered as counting against
vacation time.

12.04 Scheduling. Specific periods shall be requested by
an employee and approved by his/her immediate supervisor.
However, said approval shall not be unreasocnably withheld. Any
one vacation period may not exceed the annual earned vacat:i:on
time.

12.06 Termination. In case gf termination, retirewnent or
death of an employee, the employee or the employee's estate! or
designated beneficiary shall receive pay for all vacation lee
accrued and all vacation earned in the current year.

ARTICLE 13 - SICK LEAVE )

13.01 Intent. Sick leave 1s intended to protect thnea
employee from financial hardship due to illness or i1njury. Tnere
is no limit set for a maximum number of sick leave days cne may
accumulate., Sick leave may also be used for illness or 1nzury of
the emplcyee's spouse or child.

12.02 Accrual,

A) Sick leave shall accrue at the rare «f <ne (V)
day per moenth for full-time employees,

B) Regular part-time staff shall accrue sick
leave at a rate proportionate to the percent of full-time worked
worked; for example, half-time staff would accrue one-half (.)
day monthly.

13.03 Pay Back.

A) Employees will be paid for all scheduled days
off for 1llness or injury provided they have successfully
completed: their init:al probationary period, but not to exceed
the amount accrued. When and if an employee maintainsg ac least



24 days for a 12 month period, beginning January 1, the employee
at the end of the 12 month period may be paid for half cf the
sick leave not used but accrued during that 12 month period. The
maximum number of days paid at the end of a 12 month period will
not exceed six (6) days. The remaining days shall be retained in
the employee's sick leave account.

B) One-half (3) of the accumulated sick leave
shall be paid to the employee upon retirement at age 62 or older.

13.04 Sick leave 1s accrued but may not be used during
the initial probationary period except if the employee passes
said probation, it shall then be applied retroactively.

13.05 Holidays. Holidays falling in paid sick leave
period will not be considered as counting against sick leave
time.

13.06 Sick Leave Excuse. Any persen who i3 sick tor
three {3y consecutive working days may be asked to provide =
dectorty exeuses The department head may require a medical report
for absences of sick leave at his or her discretion where there
is a basis for suspicion of abuse, however, a medical report 1is
required for absences in excess of five (5) consecutive working

days.

ARTICLE 14 - HOLIDAYS -

14.01 Holidays. All employees shall be entitled to tne
following holidays with pay: New Year's Day, Good Friday
afternoon, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Veteranc'
Day, Thanksgiving Day, the day preceding Christmas Day and
Christmas Day. September primary election and November general
election days shall be holidays when such electicns are held.

14.02 Part-time Employees. Regular part-time employees
are eligible for holiday pay on a prorated basis acccrding vt the
percentage of full-time they regularly work.

14.03 Holidays Falling During Vacation or Sick Lease. If
any of the above-listed holidays falls during time taken a: pa.d
vacation or paid sick leave, such holiday shall not be chargad
against accumulated vacation or sick leave.

14,04 Holidays Falling on Weekends. Should any of the
above-listed holidays fall on a Saturday, the previous Friday
shall be observed as the holiday; and should any holiday fall an
a Sunday, the following Monday shall be observed as the
holiday. When Christmas Day falls on a Saturday, the preceding
Thursday shall be observed as the Christmas Eve holiday. When
Christmas Day falls on a Sunday or Monday, the preceding Friday
shall be observed as the Christmas Eve holiday.

14.05 Requirements. Employees must work thetr ascheduted
as assigned, if assigned the work day before and after the
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holiday, er and the day scheduled as the holiday, unless en an
avthortzed patd teave excused by the employer, to receive holiday

pay.

ARTICLE 15 - DISCRETIONARY DAYS

15.01 Policy. All regular full-time employees shall be
entitled to two (2) discretionary days with pay each calendar
year. Regular part-time employees working at least half-time
shall be entitled to one (1) discretionary day with pay each
calendar year.

15.02 Use. Discretionary days may not accumulate year to
year. Employees shaii netify must have the approval of their
supervisor of their intent at least three (3) days in advance to
use sdeh discretionary time, unless otherwise agreed. sub3jeect teo
thetr supervisorls apprevai-

15.03 Discretionary days accrue from January 1 to
January 1. Employees hired prior to June 30 are allowed two (2)
days or, if at least half-time, one (1) day. Employees hired
after June 30 receive one (1) day if they are full-time and no
days if they are at least half-time, but not full-time.

15.04 Time Off Without Pay. A request for a day off
without pay may be submitted to the appropriate supervisor. The
Employer may approve if the efficiency of the unit will not be
substantially impaired, the employee's work is up~to-date and
clients/services will not be adversely affected. A request for
more than five (5) consecutive workdays requires the approval of
the department head as well as the supervisor.

ARTICLE 16 - FUNERAL LEAVE

16.01 Leave Defined. Fach employee shall be entitled to
a maximum of three (3) days of paid bereavement leave for the
death for the funeral and other matters relating to the death of
a spouse, child, parent, brother or sister. A cne (1) day leave
shall be granted fer the death to attend the funeral of an a
brother-in-law, sister-in-law, father-in-law, son-in-law,
daughter-in-law, grandparent, grandchild, nleces or nephewus.

16.02 Additional Time. An employee may use earned sick
leave days, earned vacation days, discretionary days or
compensatory time for up to two (2) weeks during the pericd cf
grief, subject to approval by the supervisor.

ARTICLE 17 - MILITARY LEAVE

17.01 All regular employees shall be allowed to take time
off from work to fulfill active duty military reguirements
annually 1f such orders are given by the military unit. The
employee shall be given the choice of accepting either the
regular salary paid by the County or the military duty pay,
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whichever is to the employee's advantage. If the option 1s to
accept the County's pay, then the military pay shall be refunded
to the County. If the option selected is to accept military pay,
then the County's pay shall return to the County. The maximum
pay in any year is two (2) weeks' pay.

ARTICLE 18 - JURY DUTY

18.01 An employee selected to serve on a trial jury will
be excused from employment for the time necessary to fulfill the
obligation. The employee shall be given the choice of accepting
either his/her reqular salary paid by the County or the jury duty
pay. J[f the option is to keep the jury pay, then the County's
pay shall return to the Employer and the employee is not expected
to return to complete the work day. With the approval of the
superv.sor, it is permissible to use discretionary days, vacation
days or accumulated compensatory time for jury duty.

ARTICLE 19 - LEAVES OF ABSENCE

19.01 Health and Disability Leave: Employees shall be
entitled to a leave of absence without pay for a period not to
exceed three (3) months after exhausting all accumulated sick
leave, and upon a showing of inability to perform his or her
duties because of health reasons {including maternity needs)
where prescribed by a physician. An additional one (1) month
extension may|be granted if needed.

1

19.02 Personal Convenience of Employee. Upon request of
an employee for a leave of absence without pay for hisf or her
personal convenience, the department head may grant the request
for such period as the circumstances warrant, and the efficiency
of the employee's unit will permit without substantial :impalirment
thereof.

1€.03 Conditions of Leave. Fringe benefits will cuuririe
to accrue for employees during the first three (2) weecks =7 4
leave cof absence without pay. If the leave is for health
disability or maternity purposes, the County shall continue to
make 1ts normal contribution toward insurance for a period ror ¢
exceed three (3) months. In the event of personal conven:ence
leave, or 1f the three (3) month period has expired fcr cother
leaves cited herein, the employee may continue to participate in
the insurance by making such required premium payment toc the
County, if any carrier which may be insuring the coverage
permits.

O

ARTICLE 20 - WISCONSIN RETIREMENT PAY

20.01 The County shall participate in the Wisconsin
Retirement Fund. The County shall pay on behalf of each eligible
employee, all of the employee's required contribution up to 6%,
in addition to any contribution required of the County.

12



ARTICLE 21 - INSURANCE

21.01 The County agrees to provide health insurance
coverage to all eligible employees covered by this agreement at
least equal to the plan in effect on January 1, 1984. The County
may change insurance carriers and/or plans if it elects to do so,
provided that the coverage and benefits remain the same or are
better than the existing coverage and benefits. If the County 1s
contemplating changing carriers and/or plans, it will notify the
Union of that fact, provide the Union with a copy of the proposed
new plan and will discuss the terms, conditions and coverage of
the proposed new plan with the Union prior to any change.

The County shall pay the full cost of said
insurance for the single plan or the followling amounts toward the
total cost of the family plan:

A) 5570% effective 1/1/846

B) 6675% effective 7/1/847

of 6580% effective ¥/%/85 3/1/88
BY 76% effectrve FFE/857

21.02 Effective January 1, 1985, the County shall offer
to all eligible employees the option of participating in any HMO
offered to any county employee as an alternative toc the standard
insurance plan as cited in Section 21.01. As optroens; the County
shatt cffer a ptan with benefits and coeverage egquat te or better
than the HMO of Wiscensin pian offered to other Eounty employeces
effectrve danuary 17 19857 and & pian with benefrts and coverage
equat te or beteer thanm the HMO Medreal Assoctates {Bubugne} ptan
offered to other County employees effective January 7 2985+<
€hanges rm carrrers and/or piang shait be made eonsistent wreh
the reguiremencs set feorth tn Seetien 2i-8% abeves Part:icipat:icn
in one of these HMO's shall be made available to employeec zs
soon as possible as allowed by the carrier., If there 1o an %0
change or discontinuance, the County will allow an open
enrollment to affected employees to the standard plan and any
other BMO offered by the County. The County shall contripute an
amount equal to the County's share towards the standard healrn
insurance plan premium cited in Section 21.0l1 fcor either tne
single or family plans, provided that the County's contributien
shall not exceed the applicable HMO premium.

21.03 The County agrees to provide each eligible employee
insurance for life, accidental death and dismemberment and
disability at least equal to the plan(s) in effect on January 1,
1984. Changes in carriers and/or plans shall be made consistent
with Section 21.01. The County shall pay the full cost of the
premiums for said insurance.

21.04 The County shall continue to pay for the cost of

l:1ability insurance for the professional employees in the Nurses
Department as currently practiced.
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ARPICHE 22 ~ PRAINING AND EMPHOY¥EE DEVELOPMENY

22-01 If the Eounty centinues to previde eppertunitres
for jes related training and empiocyee deveitopment; reimbursement
for exsenses reiated te suech activities shat: be made econsistent
with tae eurrent practicess

ARTICLE 232 - TRAVEL AND EXPENSE ALLOWANCE

232,01 Employees who in the course of their duties are
authorized to attend conferences, seminars or conduct business
for tha Employer, shall receive allowances and expenses as
providied 1n thts Arttele eensistent with the current pracetices
the County policy as they existed on June 1, 1986, or as they may
be i1ncreased by the County from time to time, provided they
remaln above the June 1, 1986 levels. Sheuid the Ceunty rnerenae
the tevetr ef rermbursement; above those established herern; for
other Ceunty emptoyees; sard itnerease shai: aisc appiy to thrs
bargarnrng gnres

Ay Mrieages Pwenty-twe cents {22¢3 per mrtes

By Meata+
i Supper - up te $iB8:68 per recetpt:
2+ baneh -~ up to $4550 per receipts
3+ Breakfast - up to $3+50 per receipes
4c Banquets - per recexrpts

Note: Soctat Werkers shaitt atse be rermbursed
for the cost of meais taken tn Grant Ecunty whrie
on €eunty business pursuant to the potrey tn effeer
prror te May; 1583+

€y Reasenable hotel or motel expenaes per
recerpt s

By Bther empieyment expenses; reiated eo
antherrzed cenferences; seminars and business for the Empioyer;
3uech as regrstratien or parking fees shati be rermbursed rs rne
empioyee purswant to the eurrent practices: Where possipre; att
aueh fees shat: be pard rn advance by the Countys

ARTICLE 243 - MISCELLANEOUS

243.01 Physicals. The County shall pay up to $25 toward
the cost of physicals required by the County or statute. The

examinétion may be taken at the facility of the emplcoyee's
choice.

ARTICLE 254 - CLASSIFICATION AND COMPENSATION SCHEDULE

254.01 The classification and compensation schedule shall
be made a part of this Agreement and attached hereto as Appendix "A".
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254.02 Reclassifications.
1. An employee classified as a Social Worker [ shall
be reclassified to a Social Worker II on completion of
state reguirements unless said requirements are waived,
and at least one (1) year's service as a Social Worker
I with Grant County, after the supervisor gives a
satisfactory evaluation and certifies the employee 1s
performing work as a Social Worker II.

2. Employees so reclassified and employees who are
promoted to a higher classification pursuant to the
terms of this Agreement, shall be placed on that step
1n the wage schedule set forth in Appendix A that
results in a pay increase and shall progress through
the schedule consistent with the time between the
incremental steps.

3. Employees demoted tc a lower classification,
pursuant to the terms of this agreement shall be placed
at the step in the wage schedule set forth i1n Appendix
"A", commernsurate with their seniority and shall
progress through the schedule consistent with the time
between the incrememntal steps.,

4. Employees transferred to another position in the
same classification, pursuant to the terms of this
Agreement, shall continue to progress through the
schedule for their classification.

254.03 Longevity Pay. All employees shall receive longevity
pay supnject to the following terms:

After three (3) years cof service - :¢/nur;
After five (5) years of service - 6o/rour;
After ten (10) years of service - 9¢‘/hour;
After fifteen (15) years of service - 12¢’hcur;
After twenty (20) years of service - 15¢/hour.

moOmr

he longevity pay cited herein shall be added t=o trne na .o
rates of each eligible employee. The hourly rates set for-r o
this section are total amounts and are not cumulative.

Longevity pay shall be effective on the first day of the
calendar year following completion of the required length of
service.

ARTICLE 265 - SAVINGS

265.01 If any article or section of this Agreement, or any
addenda thereto, 1s held to be invalid by operation of law or by
a tribunal of competent jurisdiction, or if compliance with or
enforcement of any article or section should be restrained by
such tribunal, the remainder of this Agreement and addenda shall
not be affected thereby and the parties shall enter into
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immediate collective bargaining negotiations for the purpose of
arriving at a mutually satisfactory replacement for such article
or section.

ARTICLE 276 - DURATION

276.01 This Agreement shall be in full force and effect
from January 1, 1984 1986 to and including December 31, 1985
1988. This Agreement shall be automatically renewed from year to
year thereafter, unless the party desiring to modify, alter or
otherwise amend the Agreement or any of its provisions, gives to
the other party, written notice on or before September 1, 1945
1987, cr any anniversary thereof.

In witness whereof, the parties have hereunto set
their hands and seals by their duly authorized representatives

and comrmittees this day of s 18

GRANT COUNTY WISCONSIN COUNCIL OI' COUNTY &
MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES, AFSCML,
AFL-CIO;
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Appendix A

Hourly Rates of Pay Effective July 1, 1985

A. Position
Social Worker I
Social Worker II
Social Worker III
Asst. Dist., Atty.
Home Health Nurse
Public Health Nurse

Public Health Nurse

Raise July 1, 1985 rates

o

Raise 7-1-86 rates 2% on

After After After
Start 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 24 Mos.

$6.55 $6.87 $7.22 $7.59
7.59 7.87 8.15 8.43
9.64 5.90 10,16 10.43
B.87 9.15 9.42 9.70
7.68 7.94 8.20 B.46

I 7.68 7.94 8.20 8.46
IT 8.10 8.36 8.62 8.88

3% on 1-1-86, and 1% on 7-1-86

1-1-87

Ralse 1-1-87 rates 23% on 1-1-88

Persons over schedule receive same percentage increases



