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The parties to this dispute, Jackson County and the Jackson County Professional Police 
Association engaged in negotiations on the terms of a successor agreement to replace the 
agreement which expired on December 31, 1983. The parties reached agreement on some issues, 
including thatthe successor contract would have a~ two-year duration, but they were not able 
to agree on the appropriate salary schedule for 1984 and for 1985. 

On January 3, 1984, the Association filed a petition with the Wisconsin Employment 
Relations Commission (WERC) requesting that the Cemlsslon Initiate final and binding 
arbitration pursuant to Sec. 111.77, Wls. Stats. On March 2, April 10, and July 2, 1984, 
WERC Investigator Raleigh Jones met with the parties in an attempt to resolve the dispute. 
On July 17, 1984, Investigator Jones advised the WERC that the parties were at impasse and 
that the Investigation was closed. On July 26, 1984, the WWC certified the Impasse and 
ordered the parties to select an arbitrator from the panel of arbitrators provided by the 
WERC. On August 14, 1984, the WERC notified Gordon Raferbecker of Stevens Point of his 
appointment as arbitrator. 

Thereafter the parties agreed to ualve a hearing before the Arbitrator and, instead, 
agreed to submit exhibits and briefs in support of their final offers. These were exchanged 
through the Arbitrator. The last brief uas received by the Arbitrator on December 26, 1984. 
The Association filed a reply brief which was received by the Arbitrator on January 21, 1985, 
The County did not file a reply brief, 

FINAL OFFERS 

Association. The final offer of the Association as presented on July 10, 1984, is as 
followsl 

1. Wages1 
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COSTzi 3F Tiit: OFFEXi 

As the final offers Indicate, the Association is proposing a percentage increase, while 
the County is proposing a flat dollar amount. The Association estimates the 1994 offer of 
the County at an actual increa-se in cost of 5.67% and the Association's offer at 5.77% 
(Assqclatlon Exh., p. 27). The final offers for 1985 are estimated at 3.16% for the County 
and 3.13Z for the Association (Assoc. Exh., p. 27). 

The Association estimates-that for 19% the difference between final offers is only $39 
for the entire unit and for 1985, only $270 (ASSOC. Exh. p..lO and p. 23). 

The County pofnts out that the parties have not costed their final offers in the Sam8 
manner. The dlscrepancles are ~due to two factors. First, the ASsoCiatlon'S costing reflects 
a "budget to budget" analysis. The Association has costed two emPlOy88S in 1993 as Patrol 
Cfflcers,.Class C, and, In 1984, costed their replacements as Patrol Officers, probatiOMrY. 
Thus, the Association figures take Into account the cost Savings generated by employee 
turnover. The County has costed the final offers using a consistent staff each year. Ihus 
the County costed both the 1983 wage base and the final offers with two Patrol Officers, 
probationary rate. A second discrepancy is because the County has treated sergeant's PaY 
as "premium pay" and has not included this pay as part of the wage base. This makes about 
$1,200 per year difference. 

IJslng its approach, the County estimates its 1984 offer as a 6.555 increase and its 1985 
offer at 3.25%. It estimates.t.he Association's offers at 6.96% for 1994 and 4.927 for 1995 
(Employer Exh. 5 and 6). Using year-end rates of pay the County costs its proposals at 
5.45$ for 1994 and 3.25% for 1985. The AssoCiation'S proposals are costed at 6.93" for 
1934 and 4.47% for 1985 (Employer Exh. 7 and 8). 

. 
GiFLOYEA PC~ITIOK 

Internal cornparables. The County states'that Its final offer is more reasonable when 
compared to the 1984 wage increases received by other Jackson County employees. both union 
and non-union. Xost employees,recelved a 2Oe per hour increase over 1983 rates. This 
translates into about $416 per year or $34.67 per month. One exception to this was the 
Department of Social services where the employees as part of a consent award settled for 
$45 per month, effective h:arch 1, 1954. This would be an annuallied increase of $37.50 per 
month or 21.6e per hour. 

The County has offered the Sheriff's unit .$45 per month which Is higher than any other 
County employee group. ,Also,,,the increase would be retroactive to January 1, 1984. 

The Association proposal, converted into monthly rates, will generate an average increase 
of 566.63 a month (using~l993 and 1954 year-end rates). This monthly increase yields an 
annual increase of $800 a year or almost $400 more than that received by other County 
employees. 

The County brief quotes Arbitrator fiothstein on the importance of internal settlement 
patterns (p. 8). It 1s important for an employer to attempt to treat Its various groups 
of employees ulth some degree of consistency in order to avoid internal dissension. Giving 
one group--through arbitration --results they could not have achieved through collective 
bargaining distorts the bargaining process and encourages other employee groups to use 
arbitration rather than collective bargaining. "If a group of employees wishes to break 
the pattern of settlements within an employing unit, strong evidence must be presented to 
support the unique position of those employees." 

Cost of Living. iihen the-total package costs of the parties' final offers are compared 
with CFI increases, both incfpses exceed the CFI-W and CPI-ll annualized increases. The 
Union package offer for 1984 of 6.96,g and the County offer of 6.85~ both are in ex~esS of 
the two WI measures of 3.6% and 4.1%. The County's proposal is more In line with the CFI 
lndlces and 1s therefore more reasonable. 

Current Economic Conditions and the Interests and Welfare of the public. The County 
asserts that current economid-conditions support the adoption of its final offer. Its 
Exhibits lo-24 document the current plight of the Jackson County taxpayer. There have been 
major layoffs by area employers In 1982 and 1984. Average unemployment in Jackson County 
in 1983 was 15.65, compared to a Yisconsln rate of 9.8%. Jackson County's average unemploy- 
ment In 1993 (15.6%) exceeded'that of all of the other six county comparables (Employer 
Gxh. 25). ._I 

Th8 County's 10.1% total package final offer over two years provides a generous increase 
in light of the depressed economy within the County. The Union's 11.9% final offer over 
two years (annualized rates; 11.4% on year-end rates) is excessive in view of current 
economic conditions (Employer Exh. 5, 6, 7, 8). 

External Cornparables. There have been two previous mediation-arbirration decisions 
involving Jackson County and the Jackson County Department of Social Services employees. In 
both cases, the Arbitrator gave primary consideration to the following counti8sr Adams, 
Buffalo. Clark, Juneau, Monroe. and Trempealeau. These were held to be most similar in 
PoPulation, equalized values, tax rates, and bargaining unit size. 

The Union accepts these as comparable counties but adds the City of Black R~VW Falls 
to its comparable pool. Th8 Employer objects to the 1ncluLlon of the City of Black River 
Falls as contrary to previous arbltral decisions involving Jackson County. The Employer 
also quotes decisions of Arbitrators Cunderman and Zeddler who found that where the pay of 
deputy sheriffs is concerned, comparisons between counties are more valid than comparing 
county deputies with local police officers (Employer arlsf, p. 18-19). : 

& 
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The Employer points out that Jackson County patrol officers work fewer annual hours than 
officers in the other six county cornparables (1950 compared to 2012, two counties), (2040, 
one.,county), and (2080, three counties). This is from L%ployer Exh. 38. If hourly wage 
rates were computed, Jackson County patrol offlcers would improve in rank among the 
cornparables. 

The Union's exhlblts are also inadequate in that they compare only the maximum deputy 
patrol rate for each comparable. They do not compare wages paid for.the dispatcher or jailer 
classification. Since abut oneithird of the bargaining unit is composed of radio dispatchers 
or jailers (Employer Exh. 41-44), the Union's failure to compare the wages of these 
classifications must be recognized by the Arbitrator. 

The County has compared minimum and maximum monthly wage rates in Jackson County and ln 
comparable counties for the following positional Patrol Officer, Communication officer 
(Dispatcher), Correctiona Officer (Jailer) and Detective. Jackson County's rank In 1983, 
and proposed rank in 1984 is as follows: 

1983 1984-County: 1984-Union 

Patrol Officer-Minimum 
.I ,I Maximum i 2 5" 

Commun. Offfcer-Klnlmum 2 2 2 
0 0 Xaxlmum 2 2 2 

Correc. Officer-Kinlmui 2 2 2 
,I 0, !+ax'imum 2 2 

Detective-Mnimum z 
M Maximum : 

(Employer Brief, p. 22-25 and Emplzyer Exh. 39-46). 
53 

The actual dollar differences In the cornparables generally show some improvement for 
Jackson County under the County's offer. For'example, the Patrol Officer Maximum finds 
Jackson County at $95.12 per month less than the average of the cornparables In 1983 (Employer 
Exhibit 40). Under the County's final offer the difference will bs reduced to $90 per month. 

The final offers are relatively close in terms of their impact upon the County's relative 
ranking among the cornparables and in terms of average wages in the comparable counties. The 
County is a wage leader in the wages paid jailers and dispatchers but Is below average in 
the patrol officer classification. The Union's final offer does not address this situation 
but seeks split schedules for all classifications regardless of the classification's ranking 
among the cornparables. Thus at the maximum level for Communications officers (Employer 
Exh. 42) where 5 employees are located, the Union's final affer results in a large year-end 
increase ($126) per month over the average in the cornparables where clearly no Increase 1s 
justified. 

The Union has not juatlfled the need for a "catch-up" Increase across the board. It has 
submitted data only for the top patrol officer rate. 

ASSOCIATION POSITION 

Interest and Welfare of the Public. The Association final offer best serves the interests 
and welfare of the public by recognizing the need to maintain the morale of its officers 
and to retain the best and most highly qualified officers. Employees compare their lot with 
that of other employees doing similar work In the area. The Association's final offer 
maintains Its long-standing relationship between wages paid its members and their counter- 
parts In other area law enforcement units. 

Ability to Pay Is not an Issue In this case because of the small amount of difference 
in dollars for 1984 and 1985 between the final offers of the parties and because the County 
has not raised the Issue of ability to pay. 

External cornparables. Both parties have agreed on the six area counties that are 
appropriate cornparables. However, the Association asserts that In addition to the six 
counties the Black River Falls Police Department Is a comparable department to be looked at 
in the Instant case. The previous Jackson County arbitration awards did not mention the 
Black River Falls Tollce Department because they Involved only Social Services Departments 
which do not exist In area cities but only within the area county units. Thus there was no 
appropriate comparison between the County's Social Services Department and any agency within 
the City of Black iliver Falls, The'same is not true of law enforcement services. 

The Black iiiver Falls Police Department Is the only other full-time local law enforcement 
agency within Jackson County. The offices of the Black River Falls Police Department and 
the Jackson County Sheriff's Department are both located in the City of Black illver Falls. 
The officers of both departments interact on a dally basis in providing the area community 
with law enforcement services. Black Hlver Falls Police Officers are routinely deputized 
by the Sheriff and officers from each department regularly assist and support each other in 
law enforcement. 

The Association exhibits show that its final offer would merely retain a ranking (with 
the six other counties and the Black River Falls Police Department) which would be identical 
for 3 of the past 5 years (Assoc. Exh., p. 11-15). On the other hand, the Employer's final 
Offer would result in a next-to-last ranking among the cornparables, a position not held by 
by this unit In recent history (Assoc. Exh., p. 15). 
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If the Assoclation*s fiqal'offer is selected, the 1984 base wage rate would still be 
$60.75 per month less than the average of the comparables (Assoc. Exh. p. 16). The 
Employer's final offer would,place these employees below the average by an unprecedented 
amount--$83.75 per month (Assoc; Exh. p. 16). 

The Association's ffnal offer would achieve Identical relatlonshlps with the alack River 
Falls Police Department, a $4.00 per month difference for 1983, 1984, and 1985--in favor 
of the Sherlff*~s Department (Assoc. Exh. p. 17). The Sheriff's Department employees have 
not recently been paid a base rate which le, less than the Black River Falls Police Department 
(ASSOC. Exh. Q. 17). Howevei., the Employer's final offer would pay Sheriff's deputies $19.00 
and $41.00 less per month than the Black,Biver Falls counterparts for 1984 and 1985 
respectively (Assoc. Exh. p. 17). This would be very unfair. 

In its reply brief the Association pointed out that not all arbitrators agree with those 
cited by the County such as Arbitrators Cunderman and Zeldler who think that Sheriff's 
departments should not be compared with municipal police departments, The Association quotes 
Arbitrator Fueller as findingit appropriate to compare Sheriff's department wage and fringe 
benefits with those of nearby cities (Brown County fiherlff's Department , Dec. NO. 20167-A, 
6-83 and Outagamle County fiheriff's Departmeng, Dec. No. 17720-A, 11 0). -2 

In its reply brief the Association explains why it compared only the wages of deputies 
and not those of dispatchers and jailers. 1nJackson County the dispatchers and jailers 
receive the same base rate as.do patrolmen and have for a number of years, because there is 
a sharing of duties that does not necessarily occur In all other comparable units. It Is 
not uncommon for a jailer or dispatcher to be called upon to'perform some of the same duties 
as patrolmen. These may,include working a patrol shift, transporting prisoners, or 
executing arrest warrants. 

For at least five years dispatchers and jailer rates in Jackson County have been 
maintained as identical to that ofpatrolmen. Persons vorking in these positions have a 
reasonable expectation of maintenance of this wage relationship regardless of what may be 
occurrlne in other communities. 

Internal cornparables. The fact that other Jackson County bargaining units have 
voluntarily agreed to a settlement that is less than that sought by this unit should not 
restrict this unit from pursuing a settlement which is more appropriate and fair for its 
members. 

The Association quotes arbitration declslons recognizing the independence of each 
bargaining unit and also the fact that law enforcement units Involve performance standards, 
hours, hazards, and other conditions of employment recognized to be reasonably different 
from other administrative, maintenance, and clerical positions. 

Cost of Living. The Association's 1984 offer represents a 3.3 actual cost increase on 
the unit average (Assoc. Exh. ,Q, 27). This is below CPI increases for the 12-month period 
immediately preceding submission of this matter to arbitration. The Association proposal 
for 1985 is compatible with projected increases in the index. 

It is important.to note that ths parties' final offers for 1984 are apart by only 0.1% 
and by only O.C3Z for 1985,(Assoc. Exh. p. 27). Given the relatively similar costs, the 
CFI's impact on this dispute -is minimal at best. 

Overall compensation, The only issue of other compensation addressed by the parties 
is health Insurance costs. While such costs increased In 1984, there will be no increase 
in 1985. The oomblned cost of health insurance and wages for 1984 In the County's final 
offer is 5.6% and the Association's cost 1s at 5.7%. Thus insurance costs are of little 
impact in determlnlng reasonableness or unreasonableness of the offers. 

.,', : 

._I' DISCUSSTO~: 

Costing of offers. The County's aQQroaCh is preferred because It is based on using a 
consistent staff from one year-to the next--e lther the 1983 staff forward or the 1984 staff 
moved back. The Union approach'costed two employees In 1983 as Patrol Officers Class C, 
and in 1984, costed their replacements as Patrol Officers, Probationary. Thus the Union 
takes into account the cost savings generated by employee turnover. This arbitrator feels 
the County's approach is more walld and more customary when comparing wages. ;Jould the 
Union vant to use Its approach if employee turnover had cost the County more dollars rather 
than less? 

Cost of Living., According to the County's comparison of the 1984 final offers and the 
changes in the CPI, both the Union and the County offer exceed the CPI-il and the CPI-U 
indexes (Chart 1,andChart 2,.p. 12, County Brief). The County's offer, especially in terms 
of year-end rate increases is more in ltne with the CPI indices. 

The Union points out that since the final offers of both parties are so close, the CPI's 
impact on this dispute is mln$al. 

The Arbitrator finds the County's position slightly more reasonable on this issue but 
agrees with the Union that the difference between the final offers Is quite small so the 
cost of living criteria would not be of decisive importance in this dispute. 

The Interests and Welfare of the Public and the Financial Ability of the Unit of 
Government to meet These Costs. The Arbitrator finds that on the basis of these criteria, 
the County's position Is more reasonable. Whl1.e the County does not claim inability to pay, 
certainly current economic conditions can properly be considered In looking at the interests 
and welfare of the public. The County has prov1de.d extenstve exhibits concerning economic 
conditions In Jackson County. In 1983 unemployment was higher in Jackson County than in any 

‘: of the other six county cornparables (Employer Exh. 35). The Association has not refuted 
,the County's data on layoffs and unemployment. 
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In the depressed economy of Jackson County, the County's 10.1% total package final offer 
over two years, seems to be more reasonable than the Union's 11.9% final offer over two years 
(County iirief, p. 17). 

Inlts analysis of this criterion, the Union stresses the Importance of employee morale, 
particularly the effect if the~Sher1ff.s deputies were paid less than police officers in 
alack rliver Falls. The Arbitrator agrees that this has some validity and it will be 
discussed later in examining external comparables.~ 

The Arbitrator also points out that to area residents. the current wages and benefits 
of sheriff's department employment seem to look very favorable in view of the large number 
of applicants for vacancies (Employer Exh. 24). 

Internal cornparables. The Arbitrator finds the County offer to be the more reasonable 
when this criterion is considered. The County has offered the members of this bargaining 
unit a larger increase ($45 per month) than any other employee group. The AFSI:E: Courthouse 
employees and the AFSME Social Service employees have voluntarily settled for less than the 
Union is being offered here. The Union offer will generate an average Increase of $66.63 
per month, using 1993 and 1994 year-end rates, This monthly increase yields an annual 
increase of $800 per year, almost $400 per year more than that received by other county 
employees. 

I agree with the County that in view of the other internal settlements, both union and 
non-union, the acceptance of the Union final offer would be inequitable for the other 
bargaining units and would be harmful to bargaining stability within the County. 

If these Sheriff's department employees are to be granted an Increase substantially 
larger than the pattern established by the other employee groups, thsn there would need to 
be strong evidence concerning the unique position of these employees. I do not find that 
the Union has established such evidence. 

External comparisons. As indicated earlier, there is a major difference between the --- 
parties, as to appropriate conparables. The parties are in agreement that six area counties 
are appropriate comparables but the Association wants to also include the Police Department 
of %ack rilver Falls while the County argues that only the slx counties are appropriate 
comparables. X&h party cites arbitration decisions supporting its point of view. 

This Arbitrator feels that the primary comparison should be with the other area counties 
because of the similarity of duties performed by Sheriff's departments as well as the 
similarity of county governments. I would, however, usually give some consideration to 
comparisons with area city police departments. Such comparisons would not be given as much 
welght as inter-county comparisons but should be considered for reasons such as those 
outlined by the Union. City police departments are also law enforcement agencies, performing 
some but not all of the functions of a Sheriff's department. They are often in the same 
community as the Sheriff's department and part of the same labor market. 

Comuarisons of citv oollce and county sheriff's dewrtments orobablv have the most 
I . 

valldity.uhen they are similar in size. -Here there is's substantial difference. The monthly 
bulletin of the Wisconsin Taxpayers' Alliance for September of 1980, "Ylsconsin i'unicipal 
Felice Departments" shows that the Flack Xver Falls Follce Department had 9 officers, as of 
Cctober, 1979, and one civilian employee. Thus, it is about half the size of the Jackson 
County Sheriff's Department which had 19 officers, in 1984. Association Zxhlblt, p. 4, shows 
that the Clty of Black Hiver Falls has a mpulatlon of 39 compared to a Jackson County 
population of '16,981. I do not know whether the slack Hlver Falls City Police work the same 
number of annual hours as the Sheriff's Department nor do I know how the two groups compare 
in fringe benefits. 

The wage rankings of the Jackson County Sheriff's Department with the other cornparables 
gives slightly different results under the County's and the Union's comparisons. This is 
because the Union includes the Black itiver Falls Police Department with the other six 
counties and the County does not. I feel that the County comparison with the City should 
be handled separately. 

I find that the County would maintain its ranking with the,other counties in 1984 under 
the County's offer for all of the positions compared; The Union offer would Improve the 
Lounty's position at the rank of patrol officer--maximum. The Union comparisons are 
inadequate in that they compare only patrol officers and do not include the other positions 
such as jailers, dispatchers, and detectives. These make up about a third of the officers. 
Comparisons for these posltlons are appropriate since Jackson County ranks considerably 
higher In its pay for these positions as the data cited earlier by the County demonstrates 
(second for communications' officers and corrections' officers compared to sixth for the 
patrol officer--maximum). The Union states that Jackson County has established equal pay 
for its communlcatlon, correction, and patrol officers and that this has prevailed for 
several yea?s. Whether this is a goody policy is for the parties to decide but it does make 
a difference in the dollars available for patrol officers. For example, flvn of the other 
six county cornparables pay communlcatlons and corrections officers less than they pay patrol 
officers (data from Employer Exhibits). This would provide dollarsTsupport higher patrol 
offtcer pay. What I am saying is that the lower rank of Jackson County patrol officers is 
due in part to the fact that Jackson County puts relatively more dollars into the pay of 
corrections and communlcatlons.offlcers than do the other counties and this results In a 
lower rank for patrol officers-and a relatively high rank for communications and corrections 
officers. 
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The Arbitrator finds that as far as Inter-county comparisons are concerned, the County 
offer Is more reasonable in that .lt would maintain the County's 1993 rank for the various 
posItIo;?s -without going as far beyond the Internal pattern of settlements In Jackson County 
as the Union proposes. 

I uo-uld agree.xIth the Union that one of the disadvantages of the Employer offer Is 
that it xould resu1t.M pay for the top Jackson County deputy being below the top Zlack 
:iiver ?alls patrol officer for the first time since 1930 at least (Union Exh., p. 17). As 
an offsetting factor I would point out-the relatively small size of the slack Xver Palls 
Police Department in comparison to the Jackson County Sheriff's Department. Also there have 
been substantial differences In pay between the departments as recently as 1982 when the 
Sheriff's Department deputy maximum was $21 above the Black AIver Falls top patrolman 
(Union i'xhiblt, p. 17). 

While the County's offer could create some morale problems, I would point out that there 
would be other County employee morale problems If the Union final offer were accepted. The 
Courthouse and Social Service union members would feel that the Sheriff's deputy Increases 
secured through arbitration uere.too large In comparison to what they achieved In a 
voluntary settlement. .They would feel that a serious inequity existed. 

Conclusion 

This has been.a difficult case. The parties are to be commended for having voluntarily 
settled matters other than wages.and for having agreed to a two-year contract. The final 
wage offers also were relatively close together. 

The Arbitrator finds the Employer Final Offer to be more reasonable than that of the 
Association. The,varIous statutory criteria have been reviewed by the parties and by the 
Arbitrator. 

The Union's strongest argument was wage comparisons with the Black iiiver Falls Police 
Department. iiowever, this Is offset by the relatively small size of 'that department and 
by the fact that there have been big dollar differences In pay between the City and County 
departments as recently as 1982. 

The County's~strongest arguments were that its final offer gave more consideration to 
the depressed economic situation In Jackson County than the Union offer, that Its offer 
was more in line with the other,wage settlements of Jackson County, that Its offer would 
generally maintain Jackson County's,rank with the other six county cornparables. and that 
the relatively low rank of Jackson County deputies was offset in part by higher pay for 
some classifications and by the fact that Jackson County required fewer hours of work 
annually than the other County Sheriff's Departments. 

Taking into account the exhibits and briefs of the parties and the statutory criteria, 
the Arbitrator finds the Final Offer of Jackson County to be more reasonable than that of 
the Jackson County Professional Police Association. 

The Final Cffer of Jackson County (Sheriff's Department) Is selected and made a part 
of the 1994, 1995 collective bargaining agreement between the parties. 

January 25, 1995 w j.J+/gUh 
Cordon tiaferbecKer, Arbitrator 


