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For Goodhue County, Red Wing, Minnesota

Susan K. Hansen, Attorney, Frank Madden & Associates, Plymouﬁh,

Minnesocta

Melissa Cushing, Human Resouxces Director
- Scott McNurlin, Chief Deputy, Sheriff/s Office

For Law Enforcement Labor Servicez, Inc., Local No. 78

‘Kenneth Pilc¢her, Business Agent
Rcbert W, Dirks, Business Agent
Tom Carroll, Steward
Denise Mintu, Committee
Shawn Whipple, Committee
Jennifer Todd, Committee
JURISDICTION OF ARBITRATOR
Law Enforcement Labor Services, Ing¢., Local Union No. 78
(hereinafter referred to as the "Union" or "LELS") is the
certified bargaining representative for all essential non-

licensged employees hired by Goodhue County (hereinafter referred

to as the "County" or “Eﬁployer") in the County Sheriff‘s
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Department in the classifications of Detention Deputies and
Dispatchers.

Ag part of the County’s full ranges of services, it operates
both a Detention Center and a ﬁispatéh Cenger. The approved
capacity for the County Detention Center is 154 beds and is
staffed around the clock by 38 Detention Deputieg. The Dispatch
Center ig staffed around the clock by 10 DispatChers. The Union
is the exclusive represenﬁative for these 48 employees.

The Parties are signatories to an expired one year
Collective Bargaining Agreement which endured from January 1,
2005.through December 31, 2005.

The Partiég entered into negotiations for'a guccessor
contract effective January 1, 2006, The Parties negotiated and
mediated to no Sucqessl 'As a result, on May 8, 2006, the Bureau
of Mediation Services (“EMS”) received a written reguest from the
Union to submit the unresolwved issués to conventiénal interest
arpitration. On May il,’2006, the BMS determined that the

following issues were certified for arbitration pursuant tc M.S.

'179a.16, subd. 2 and Minn. Rule 5510.2930:

1. Duration - What Shall The Term of The Contract Be? -
Axrt. 28

2. Wages - Awount of Wage Increase in 2006 - Appendix A

3, Wages - Amount of Wage Increase in 2007, If Awarded -
Appendix A



Jan. 30, 2008 10:38AM - No. 0951 P 4

10.

11.

1z,

i3,

14.

15.

16.

17.

Wages - Amount of Wage Increase in 2008, If Awarded -
Appendix A

Ingurance - Amount of Employer Contributien in 2006 -
Art. 17 '

Insurance - Amount of Empldyer Contribution in 2007, If
Awarded - Art. 17

"Insurance - Amount of Employer Contribution in 2008, If

Awarded - Art. 17

Holidays Amount of Compensation For Holidays - Art. 18

Overtime - Overtime Rate for Employees Working on
Holidays Art. 212 . ’

t

Vacation amount of Vacation Based . on Years of Service

- Art. 14

Shift Differential - Amount of Compengation for Shift
Differential -~ Art., 27

Comﬁensation - Amount of Compensation for Working Out of
Class - Art. 21

Sick Léave - What Shall the Sick Leave Accrual Rate Be?
- Art. 15 :

Wage Retreoactivity - When Shall Wage Increase be
Effective? - NEW

Ingurance Retroactivity - Shall the Employer's Insurance
Contribution be Retroactive? - NEW

Uniform Allowange ~ amount of Uniform Allowance - Art.
20 : : ’

Longevity Pay - Amount of Longevity Pay - Appendix A

Prior to the commencement of the arbitration, the Union

withdrew its final position on the issue of shift differential

(Issue #11), the County withdrew its final position on the issue
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of uniform allowance (Issue #16), and the Parties_agreed to a
clean up language change on the longevity pay provision (Issue
#17) . Thus, those three issues are no longer at impasSe and will
not be discussed by the Arbitrator.

~The Parties selected Richard John Miller tolbe the pole
arbitrator from a panel subﬁitted by the BMS. & hearing in the
matter convened on Tuesday, October 31, 2006, at 10:00 a.m. in
the Adminisﬁration Conference Room on the third flpor at the
County éovernment Center, 509 West Fifth Street, Red Wing,
Minnesota, The Paities were afforded full opportunity to present
.evidence and argumentg in support of their respective‘positions.
Pursuant to the statute and the‘agreement of’the Parties, post
hearing briefs were timely submitted by the Parties on Tuesday,
November 14, 2006; and received by the Arbitrﬁtof oﬁ Thursday,
Novenber 16, 2006, aftef which the Arbitrator declared the record
to be closed.

ISSUE ONE: DURATION - WHAT SHALL THE
TERM OF THE CORTRACT BE? - ART, 28

POSITION OF THE PARTIES

The County proposes g three year agreement, effective
January 1,‘2006 through December 31, 2008. The Unioﬂ proposes a
one yeay agreement, effective January 1, 2006 through Decgember

31, 2006.
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AWARD

A one yéﬁr agraement, effeétive January 1, 2006 through
December 31, 2006. |
RATIONALE

Even though the Employer has veoluntarily settled with four
other County bargaining units (AFSCME Clerical/Maintenance/
Highway unit, LELS Jail and Dispatch Sergeants unit, LELS Patxrol
Deputies unit and LELS Patrol Sergeaﬁts unit) for 2006-2008 and
the Teamsters Public Works ﬁnit for 2007-2008, the Parties have a
history of collective bargaining agreements beginning in 1982
through the current agreement that have never been three years in
length. In fact, the current. agreament that explred on December
31, 2005, was for only one year. Thus, past bargaining history
suppofts the Union's pqsifibn'for a'ohe yvear cecntract.

While a multiple year contract is usually more desirable to
avoid immediate resumption of colléctive bargaining, a one year
contract will provide the Parties with an ilmmediate cpportunity
to reaolvelat the bargaining table the.significant issugs
confronting them, particularly the contentious disputes
concerning the compensation of the Detention Deputies and the
conflict over insurance benefits. |

The Publig¢ Employment Labor Relations Aétlstates that “[i]t

ig the public policy of this state and the purposes of sections
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1754.01 to 179A.25 to promote Qrdeflf'and constructive

" relationghips betﬁeén all public Employers and their employees.”
Minn. Stat. §179A.01 (2005). The Union assigned a new Business
Agent (XKenneth Pilcheri to gervice this local. Hé replaced Chuck
Bengtson who superbly gerviced this unit for many years. A one
year agreement will provide an opportunity for Mr., Pilcher to
develop strong relationships with both the 1ocai membgrs and the
Employer, as was_the case with Mxr. Bengtsoﬁ. A three year
agreement would not be cbnsistent with public policy. The
Parties need a one year agreement to provide an immediate return
to the bargaining table in order to build a constructive
relationship which is the articulated goal of PELRA.

Another important consideration utilized by interest

arbitrators in establishing the duratidn of a.contracﬁ is the

~avajilability of valid external SEttléMﬂntlpatEEIHSu Such
information is lacking in the instant.case and supports the
awarding of a one year agreement. The Union’s proposed
comparability of the "Big Jail" group of fifteen counties has
only five settlements for 2007. The Region 10 comparigfon group
of 11 counties (which includes Goodhue Counfy), proposed by the

- Employer as the appropriate comparability group, has only four

. settlements for 2007. fhere is only one economic settlement for

2008 in the "Big Jail" group -of counties. Clearly, there is
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insufficient information on which to base economic awards beyond
one year.

As a result of awarding a one year agreement for 2006,
Igsues #3, 4, 6, and 7 certified at impasse by the BMS for 2007
or 2008 will not be awarded or discussed by the Arbitrater.

ISSUE TWO: WAGES - AMOUNT OF WAGE INCREASE
IN 2006 - APPENDIX A

ISSUE FOURTEEN: WAGE RETROACTIVITY - WHEN
SHALL WAGE INCREASE BE EFFECTIVE? - NEW

POSITION OF THE PARTIES

The Union proposes a general wage increase of 5% retroactive
to 3anuary 1, 2006. The County proposes a general'wage increase
of 2.5% for 2006 which shall be effective ﬁpon receipt of the
Arbitrator’s award with no retroactivity.
AWARD

.A general wage increase of 2.5% for 2006 effecgtive January
1, 2006. |
RATIONALE

There are four well-recognized ¢riteria in interest
arbitration for deciding the wage igsue, They include ghe
employer’s ability to pay, internal comparables, external
comparables and the changes in the cost-of~living (“CPI”),

The County is not making an “inability to pay” argument.

However, the vast majority of the items at impasgse have real
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financial implications not only to thig local but also to other
unicnized employees and non-union employees in the County.
Conseguently, the tongideration of financial prudence nseds to
be given some weight by the Arbitrator in the economic isgues
at impaasea,

Clearly, the County can adequately afford the awarded
general wage inc;ease‘of 2;5% for 2006, since this ig the
Employer’s positidn. The Coun#y.could also adequately fund the
Union’s position of 5% without suffering devastating effects
upon their overall financial conditiomn,

The Minnesota's Local Government Pay Equity Act (“LGPEA”Y)
makes clear that internal equity is an important wage
consideration. M"In interest arbitration involwing a class other
than a balanced class...the arbitrator shall‘consider the
equitable compensétion relationship standards established by this
section, .. .togethex wifh other standards éppropriate to interest |
arbitration." Minn. Stat. § 471.992, subd. 2 (2005).

In the present case, the Detention Deputies aré a balanced
c¢lass and the Dispatcherg a fémale dominated clasg. The LGPEA
provides that “[i]ln interest arbitration for a balanced class,
the arbitrator may-consider the standards.estahlished under this
section and the results of, and any employee objections to, a

ijob evaluation gtudy, but shall also consider similar or like
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classifications in othexr political subdivisions.” Minn. Stat. §
471.992, subd. 2 (2005).

The legislature directed the Department of Employee
Relationg (“DORR”) with the responéibility of ensuring éompliance
with the LGPEA. Minn. Stat. § 471.9981 (2005).

To ensure cﬁmﬁliance with the LGPEA, the legislature
requires jurisdictions to file reports every five years. DOER
has developed computer software to statistically measure
equitable relationshipe and determine if a given juriasdiction
is in compliance. DOER, Guide to Undergtanding Pay Bquity

Compliance and Computey Reports, p. 1 (2005). Based upon

the ?ésults of the computer analysis of each jurisdiction's
report, DOER makes the determination whether or not the
jufisdiction ig in campliance with the LGPEA,

The County's latest internal equity analysis filed with
DOER in eafly 2003 showg full c¢ompliance with the LGPEA. The
Union also has the same DOER software; A computer analysis of
the Union's requested wage increace for 2006 of 5% shows the
increase will not affect the'County’s compliance with the LGPEA,
Obviously, the awarded wage increase of 2.5%, which is lower
than the Union’s proposal, would also be in compliance.

Since the County’s compliance with the LGPEA exists even

under the Union’s proposal, there is another portion of intewxnal
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equity that regquires review. A revieﬁ of_the Parties’ bargaining
histcry with respect to internal equity among both organized and
non-unicn County employees shows there has been consisteﬁcY'in
percentage wage increases among all employeé groups. The County
‘has historically and traditionally negotiated a uniform
percentage wage adjustment éattern 5etween all employee groups.
This historical pattern hag existed since at least 1996,

The evidence establishes that consistency in percentage wage
incgreases among all County employee groups has resulted in the
County maintaining labor rélations aktability. During this last
round of bargaining, the County reached agreement with all five
of the other Goodhue County units for a general wage increases of
2.,5%, 3.0% and 3.5% in 2006, 2007 and 2008, respectively. The
2096 and 2007 terms and condi#ions of emplqyment have also been

- 8et for non-union employees with a 2.5% deneral wage increase for
2006 and a 3.0% general wage increase for 2007. There are no
exceptions to the uniform percentage wage iﬁcreases. 'Nﬁ other
group of employees has received general adjustments of the
magnitude proposed by the Unien in these proceedings.

Tt is undisputed that Detention Deputies work 12 hour shifte
and 2,184 hours per year. The Union ¢laimg that the County
divides the annual saiary for Detention Deputies by 2,184 hours

.in order te¢ arrive at an hourly rate rather than the normal work

10
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year of 2,080 hours found in Article 16 of the expired labor
agreement, The Union algo claimg that the County divides the
annual salary for other employees by 2,080 hours in order to
arrive at an hourly rate. ° This method of calculation, according
to the Ymion, results in the County treating the Detention
Deputieg in a di5pgfate manner, sincg the hourly rate of the
Detention Deputy is nearly 5% below the hourly rate if computed
based on 2,080 hours.

The Union's argument was‘contrary to the testimony of County
Human Resources Director Melissa Cushing., According to her
testimony, the County multiplies all employees' hourly wagesg by
thé general wage adjustment to arrive at the'subsequent year's
hourly wage. The hourly wage is then multiplied by ether 2,184
or 2,080 hoﬁrs. Non-exempt County empioyees, including Detehtion
Deputies and Dispatcherg, are all paid an hourly wage ,

The Unibn also alleges that there was a flaw in the Hay
Group compensation study. Arbitrator Nancy Powers awarded the
implementation of the Hay Group compensation study for 2005 for

_the LELS Detention Deputy/Dispatcher unit.

The issue of the Hay Group compensation study and the salary
structure has not been certified as an issue by the Commissioner
of the BMS in this ¢ase. The Arbitrator has jurisdiétiqﬁ to

decide only those items of dispute certified to interest

11
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arbitration by the Commiggioner., Minn. Stat. § 179A. 16, subd.
5. Moreover, the preseﬁt proceeding is not a grievance
arbitration relative to the implementation of the Arbitrator
Powers’ award. As-a result, the Union’s arguments with respect
to work hours and the Hay Study are best addressed during
pegotiations,which will resume immediately after receipt of the
Arbitrator’s award.

In 2003 Arbitrator Jogeph Daly identified the “Big Jail”
group of counties as the appropriate market comparxison group for
Detention Deputies and Dispétchers. LELS and Goodhue County, BMS
Case No. 04-PN-22 (Daly, 2004). Arbitrator.Daly based his
decision on the size of the jail, the level of responeibility and
the type of work required by the employees,

The‘County, on the hand, alleges that the appropriaﬁé.
comparability group are those counties contained in Economic
Region 10, These counties have gimilarities to Goodﬁue with
respect to location, population, social and econcmic ties,

The addition of Dakocta County is also warranted, since it is
an immediate neighbor of Goodhue. Thus, it has geographic ties
with Gocodhue, " In fact, Dakota County was also used by the County
as a comparison in its own Hay Study wmarket comparison,

Both of these proposed compérability groups are valid other

than for review of wages. This is simply because the Parties

12
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have maintained a consistent bargaining history of utilizing
intefnél settlements among union and non-union County employees
for determination of an appropriate percéntage wage increase for
Detention Deputies and Digpatchers. The Parties have not been
dependent upon the uge of external comparisons or the CPI ip
determining the appropriate percéntage wages increaSe for
‘Detention Deputies and Dispatchers. The Arbitrator’s wage award
fdr 2006 follows this long-standing precedent establisghed by the
Parties.

The Union requests that their wage propogal for 2006 be
effective January 1, 20068, The County proposes the wage increase
for 2006 be effective upon rECeipt:Of‘the Arbitrator’s award with
no retroactivity. The net effect of awarding the Employer’s
position would be a near wage freeze for 2006. This would ke
contrary to the internal settlement pattern, whereby all other
County employee groups.réceived a 2.5% wage increase effective
January 1, 2006,

The County‘s proposal is not only inconsistent with internal
settlements it ig also contrary to any extefnal precedent. This
is not surprising, since to award the language sought'by‘the
Employer would be tantamount 'to punishing the Union for pursuing
thelr statutory right to interest arbitration guaranteed to

esgential employees in this bargaining unit.

13
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ISSUE FIVE: INSURANCE - AMOUNT OF EMPLOYER
CONTRIBUTION IN 2006 - ART, 17

ISSUE FIFTEEN: INSUEANCE RETROACTIVITY - SHALL THE

EMPLOYER'S INSURANCE CONTRIBUTION BE RETROACTIVE? - NEW.

POSITION OF THE PARTIES

The Union geeks to maintain the current contract language

found in Article 17, Health Ingurance, as follows:

"17.1 The EMPLOYER will pay the monthly premium for full-

time employees for individual group medical ingurance
coverage and pay for fifty percent (50%) of the cost of the
employees dependent EMPLOYER group health insurance,

17.2 The employee shall have the optionr of insguring
dependents hy paying the additional cost of the premium.

The County’s revised position is no change in the existing
Y D

contract language in Artigle 17 fér 2006, Effective January 1,

2007,

the County proposes modifying Article 17 as follows:

17.1 Health Reimburgement Account (HRA) insurance will be
available to all eligible employees effective January 1,
2007. .The EMPLOYER contribution to the HRA account will be
an amount egqual to 75% of the deductible in 2007; and 50% of

the deductible in 2008.

17.2 The EMPLOYER will pay the monthly premium for full-
time employees for individual group medical insurance
coverage and pay for fifty percent (50%) of the cost of the
employee's dependent EMPLOYER group health insurance.

17.3 The employee shall have the option of insuring
dependents by paying the additicnal cost of the premium.

AWARD

Maintain the current contract found in Article 17,-Hea1th

Insurance,

14
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RATIONALR

Both Parties agreed to maintain the current contract
language in Article 17 for 2006. The Arbitrator has p;eviously
ruled that thé duration of this contract will be for only 2006,
effective January 1, 2006 through December 31, 2006.- Thus, the
Arbitrator has no jurisdiption to rule on the Employer’s health
insurance position effective Janvary 1, 2007.

Thig is another major issue that the Parties need to address
during successor collective bargaining, where meaningful
discussion and pogsible tradeoffs éaq occur between the Parties.

ISSUE EIGHT: HOLIDAYS - AMOUNT OF COMPENSATION FOR
HOLIDAYS - ART. 18

TSSUE TEN: VACATION - AMOUNT OF VACATION BASED ON
YEARS OF SERVICE - ART. 14

TSSUE THIRTEEN: SICK LEAVE - WHAT SHALL THE SICK
LEAVE ACCRUAL RATE BE? - ART, 15

POSITION OF THE PARTIES

The Union is requesting an increase in the annual’paymént of
holiday pay from 96 hours to 144 hours, an increase in the
accrual of sick leave from 8 hours per month to 12 hours per
month and to change ﬁhe vacation ac¢erual schedule as foilows:

0 - 2 years 8 working hours per month

3 - 5 years 12 werking hours pexr month
6 - 9 years 14 working hours per month
10 - 14 years 16 working hours per month

15+ 20 working hoursg per month

15
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The County is requesting to retain the current contract
language, whereby the annual payment of holiday pay shall remain
at 96 hours, sick leave accrual shall remain at B hours per month

and the vacation accrual Schedﬁle ghall remain as follows:

0 - 2 years 6 working hours pery month
3 - 5 years 8 working hours per month
6 - 9 years 10 working hours per month
10 - 14 years 12 working hours per month
15+ 14 working hours per month

AWARD

Retain the current contract language.
RATIONALE

The Union's justification fox the request for a change in
each of these benefits is directly related to its argument of
disparate treatment of the Detention Deputies with respect to the
numbér of work hours, Deﬁention Deputies work a 12 hour day,
while Dispatcﬁers work a 11.5 hour day. Because the Employer
insists ﬁhe Detention Deputies work a 2,184 hour work year,
compared to 511 other law enforcement units that work a 2,080
hour work year, the Union argues that their propeosed changes are
necéssary.

all law enforcement employees in Goodhue County accrue 96
hourg of leave with pay during the year to compensate for
holidays, 8 hours of sick leave per month and have the same

vacation accrual schedules regardless of shift length. ' There are

16
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some Goodhue County law enforcement employees that work shift
lengths in excess of 8 hours. Specifically,lmembers of the LELS
: beputies unit work 10 hour.shiftg, the LELS Patrol Sergeants unit
members work 10 hour shifts and members of the LELS Jail and
Dispatch Sergeants unit work 12 hour shifts and 11.5 hour shifts.
These employees all have the same holiday, sigk leave and
‘vaca;ion accruals in theixr collective bargaining agreements, and
. LELS voluntarily settled these collective bargaining agreaements
for 2006-2008 without modifications to the Holiday, Vacation or
Sick Leave articles.

It is axiomatic in interest arbitration that benefits should
be internally congistent among similarly situated emrployess.
There are limited exceptions, One noted exception is if the
employer is “out of stap” or.“norm” with external comparables.
This is not the case here. There was no evidence produced by the
Union that esgtablishes the accrual rates for holiday,lvacatioﬁ or
gick leave benefits were outside the "norm” ox *out of step” of
the comparable counties.

Abgent thip external comparison showing, the holiday, sick
leave and vacation benefit accrual schedules for Detention
Deputieg and Dispatchers should be consistent with the benefits
provided to other Goodhue County law enforcement emp;oyees, and

there is no reason to grant the LELS Detention Deputy/Dispatcher

-

17
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unit a different benefit accrual schedule, even if the Detention
Deputies are required Lo work a 2,164 hour work year.

The shift length for LELS Detention Depﬁtias/Dispatchers
unit members has not changed recently. Since 2000, Détention
Deputies have worked 12 hour shifts and Dispatchexrs have worked
11.5 hours shifts; Historically, the holiday, sick leave and
vacation accrual schedules have besen consistent since at least
2000. The past bargaining higtory between the Parties indicates
that the benefit acc?uals are reasonable and appropriate for both
Detention Deputies and Digpatchers.

Ag the proponent of an incrxease in the benefit accrual
schedules, the Union bears the burden of procf to provide
convincing and compelling justificatiom. There is no support in
the internal or external comparison data or.the Parties'
bargaining history to provide the members of the Detention
Deputy/Dispatcher unit ﬁith nmore generous benefit.accruals than
thoge recei;e& by employees in tﬁe other County law enforcement
units.

ISSUE NINE: OVERTIME - OVERTIME RATE FOR EMPLOYEES
WORKING ON HOLIDAYS - ART. 12

POSITION OF THE PARTIES
The Union proposes new contract language be added to Article

12, Overtime, providing that employees shall be paid double time

18
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for any overtime worked on a holiday. The'County proposes to
retain the current contract language in Article 12.
AWARD

Retain the current contract language in Article 12.
RATIONALE

The Union seeks new centract language providing fpr double
time for any oveftime worked on a holiday; Thus, the Union has
the burden~6f proof to éestablish by compelling and convincing
justification their inciusion of the new contract benefit.

While it is unfortunate that Detention Deputies and
Dispatchers called in to work a heliday when scheduled off lose
the ability to be with their family, this scenario is shared by
all County law enforcement employees. No Goodhue County
employees receive double-time for holiday overtime., Similar to
members of ﬁhe Detention Deputy/Dispatch unit, employees in the
LELS Deputies-unit, LELS Patrel Sergeants unit and LELS Jail and
Dispatch Sergeants unit all may be called into .work overtime on a
holiday and they all receive 1 1/2 their regular rate)of pay for
all hours worked on a heoliday, in addition to their reqular
holiday hours.

LELS voluntarily settled its other collec¢tive bargaining
agreaements for 2006-2008 without modification to the avertime

articles. As a result, the overtime provision for Detention

19
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Deputieg and Dispatchers should remain congigtent with the
overtime provision provided to other Goodhue County law
enfﬁrcement employees. The record_is devoid of any internai
comparison data that supports the Union’s position.

The external comparison data supports the County's position.
None of the comparison counties' collective bargaining agreements
'p;ovide for double time for holidaylovertime. The Union could
only show three statewide contracts that provide fox double time
for hpliday overtime, There is no justification based on the
internal or external comparison data to award the Uniontg
position.

ISSUE TWELVE: COMPENSATION - AMOUNT OF COMPENSATION
FOR WORKING OUT OF CLASS - ART. 21

POSITION OF THE BRARTIES
The County’s position is to retain the current contract
language in Article 21, Working Out of Classification, as
follows:
Employeesg assigned by the EMPLOYER to assume the
responsgibilities and authority of a higher job
clasgification for four (4) or more hours ghall
receive the salary schedule of the higher
c¢lassification for the duration of this assignment.

The Union propeses to modify the current Contract language

in Article 21 as follows:

20
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Employees asgsigned by the EMPLOYER to assume the
regpongibilities and authority of a higher job
clasgification shall receive $2.00 pexr hour in

additipn to their regular wage or the salary

schedule of the higher classification, whichever

is greater, for the duration of this assgignment.

AWARD .

Maintain the current contract language in Articlé 21.
RATIONALE

The Union has proposed to modify the working out of class
language to eliminate the four hour threshold and increage the
premium pay associated with working out of class. The Union has
not met its burden of proof for the new language.

The Union argues that the employees are frequently called
upon to assume the responsibilities and authoritf of their
Sergeant in less than four hour blocks-of time. When this
happens, they receive no compensation, but may be disciplined if
they fail to perform the assignment satisféctorily.

The working out of class provision was initially developed
as part of staff development Lo provide employees with a valuable
leaining opportunity of performing the‘duties of a higher -Fjob
clasgification. This valuable opportunity may some day pave the
way for promotion to a supervisory pééition. Employees, however,

work out of class on a voluntary basis and employees have not

been disciplined for issues related to working out of class.

21
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The County's position to maintain the existing contract
language is internally consistent with the other working out of -
clagsification proviglons at the C&ﬁntyu‘ A1l of the working out
of class proyisions in¢lude either a four hour minimum or a ten
day minimum. Additionally, none of the other provisions at the
-Counpy include the $2.00 stipend proﬁosgd by the Union.

The current working out of glass provision from the
Detention Deputies/Dispatchers contract is historical and dates
back to at least 2000. The historical nature of the provision
demonstrates its reasonableness and there is no basis to change
the provision at this time.

The Union and Employer representati#es are to be
complimented on their professional and courtecous conduct at
the hearing, and the coﬁprehensiveness of their oral and written

presentations,

Vi

Rifhard John Miller

Dated November 27, 2006, at Maple Grove, Minnesota.
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