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Issue: Wages By what percentage sha 1 l the wages for 
a 11 Barga in ing Unit employees be increased retroactive l y 
effective to December 1 , 1991? 



ECONOMIC ISSUE - WAGES 

FINAL OFFERS: The parties' 
the-board wage increases for a11 
were: 

fina1 offers for across
Bargaining Unit emp1oyees 

Retroactive1y effective 12/1/91 Emp1oyer 2% 
p1us 2.43% increase in paid insurance premiums; 
Union 5% 

FACTS 

The parties waived the statutory requirement of an 
arbitration pane1 of three and agreed to submit this matter 
to th is Arbitrator for the issuance of an Award. The 
hearing was he1d on October 20, 1992. Briefs were to 
be fi1ed by November 24, 1992. The Arbitrator received 
the Union's brief on November 25, 1992. The Emp1oyer, 
at that time, notified the Arbitrator that it wou1d not 
be submitting any brief asking he make his decision on 
the basis of the information avai1ab1e. 

At the beginning of the hearing, 
stipu1ated to the fo11owing matters: 

the parties 

''(l) That these proceedings are governed by 
Section 14 of the I11inois Public Labor Relations 
Act (''The Act"), §1614, Ch. 48, I11.Rev.Stat.; 

(2) That the Arbitrator has jurisdiction over 
the subject matter and the parties; 

(3) That the parties waive the right to a three 
member tripartite pane 1 of arbitrators as 
provided in §14 of the Act and agree to proceed 
with a sing1e, neutra1 arbitrator; 

(4) That the parties waive the fifteen (15) 
day requirement for hearing as provided in §14 
of the Act; 

(5) That the 
the parties 
for decision 

unreso1ved bargaining subject which 
are submitting to the Arbitrator 
is as fo1lows: 

* Wages for the 1991/92 fiscal year. 

(6) That the parties stipu1ate and agree that 
the issue before the Arbitrator is economic 
in nature and further that §14 of the Act 
mandates the Arbitrator select either the final 
offer of the Un ion or the final of fer of the 
Emp1oyer when making his award; 
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(7) That the Arbitrator has the express authority 
issue an award providing 

for increases in wages retroactively to December 
1, 1991, pursuant to §14 of the Act and the 
Rules and Regulations of the Illinois State 
Labor Relations Board; 

and jurisdiction to 

(8) That the parties stipulate and agree to 
simultaneously exchange final offers; 

(9) That the parties stipulate and agree to 
simultaneously file one post-hearing brief within 
fifteen ( 15) days of the receipt of the 
transcript of the proceedings.'' 

The parties entered into a Collective Bargaining 
Agreement on February 14, 1990 for a period to be effective 
from December 1, 1989 until November 30, 1992. This 
Agreement covered the Sheriff's Deputies, Sergeants, 
Lieutenants, Dispatchers and Correctional Officers. It 
contained a reopener Agreement with respect to negotiations 
for wages/longevity if proper notification was given the 
Employer prior to December 1, 1991. Pursuant to contract 
provisions prior to December 1991, the Union notified 
the Employer of its desire to negotiate wages for the 
1991-92 year. The parties conducted negotiations resulting 
in an impasse with respect to wage offers resulting in 
the presentation of that issue to arbitration pursuant 
to the provision of Section 14 of the Illinois Labor 
Relations Act. 

The evidence discloses that this County, contrary 
to most, operates on a cash bas is of accounting, 
recognizing revenue when it is received and recognizing 
expenditures only when they are made. The County has 
no other Union contracts. The Union, at the hearing, 
presented evidence with respect to those factors which 
the Arbitration Panel is to consider as is outlined in 
Section 14(a) of the Illinois Labor Relations Act. The 
Employer introduced no evidence with respect to these 
factors other than taking the position that the County's 
4.34% offer consisting of 2.34% increase for health 
insurance and a 2% increase for salaries was fair and 
was what the County could afford, illustrating the same 
by two exhibits, one dealing with the General Fund receipts 
and disbursement and month-end balances for the years 
FY 1990, 1991 and 1992 and a County Clerk's certification 
as to the total non-union payroll in 1991 and the total 
of the elected and appointed officials together with a 
showing of the non-FOP salaries from 1987 to 1991. 
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The Arbitrator in 
by statute to consider 
evidence, with respect 
hereinafter narrated. 

rendering an Award is required 
eight enumerated factors. The 
to each of these factors, is 

( 1) THE LAWFUL AUTHORITY OF THE EMPLOYER. It was 
stipulated that the Employer had the legal authority to 
enter into a Collective Bargaining Agreement with the 
Il 1 inois Fraternal Order of Pol ice Labor Counci 1, Lodge 
227. 

( 2) STIPULATION OF THE PARTIES. 
have heretofore been set out. 

These stipulations 

( 3) THE INTEREST AND WELFARE OF THE PUBLIC AND THE 
FINANCIAL ABILITY OF THE UNIT OF GOVERNMENT TO MEET THOSE 
COSTS. There was no evidence presented concerning the 
interest and welfare of the public. The Arbitrator can 
take cognizance of the fact that a trained and competant 
emp 1 oyee of the Sheriff's Department enforcing the 1 aws, 
protecting persons and property of the citizens of the 
County, as wel 1 as the housing of prisoners so that they 
do not escape, is in the interest and welfare of the public 
as evidenced by laws establishing Sheriff's Departments 
and their duties. 

Most of the evidence with respect to the financial 
ability of the County to pay was introduced by the Union, 
which had analyzed the County Auditor's Report and 
Financial Statements for the years ending in November, 
1986 through 1991 and the County's Budget Appropriations 
for the Fiscal Year ending November 30, 1992. The 
following exhibit shows that analysis of the County's 
General Fund by years 1986 through 1991, showing the 
beginning fund ba 1 ances, the revenues and expenditures, 
and the ending fund balance. 

v. •• Fund 
9olanu 

1086 Sl,178,638 

1987 $864,883 

1988 $749,16$ 

ueg $829,259 

19110 Sl,1$9,022 

1991 Sl,00,192 

GEtlERAL FUtlO AtlAL YSIS OF MAR10ll COUtrrY FOR THE 
YEARS 19116 THROUGH 1991 

ReY•nun hpondllutu DIU•••n•• Tuns1us lr•n~Jeu 

• o"' 
52,051.649 52,220,045 !Sl68,396) " " 
$2.368.903 $2,608,126 !S2l9 8231 ll2•,Hl5 " 
$2,667.103 s2,on,,11s S2•0 l88 " $28,(100 

S2,BU,S4 I $2,469,878 13H,66l " $10,593 

$3,l~l.' •• SJ.000,900 n•~.110 " H7,000 

SJ, 159,tao SJ.613,973 tUS•.U9) " $$7,l'IOO 
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Hel C~on11c In Ending Fund 
Fund Dalonce lla!•nc• 

($ 1 68,396) $1,010,2•2 

($115.718) $70,165 

$212,388 S9fH.55l 

UH.010 $1,163.329 

$281,170 S1.H0,192 

CSS21,289) $918.903 



$3.500.000 

$:1.000.000 

$2.500,000 

$2.000.000 

11'l1e Union Llnal yzccJ [or each of those years the a1nounts 
budgeted agilinst Ll1c actu~l rcv0r1t1cs a11d exr>c11di.tures 
wi.tl1 reS[JCct t<.) Lile l;e11ei:·.::.1l l•'un<.I <.>nly. 'l'ili.s a11alysi.s 
resul tee! in the Col Jowi IHJ c:Jicirl: 

l'IRG $1.S2~.lll s~ os•.G•'l 1~a.J•2 H.JO(> l~6 s2nnoH 

l'IRI H.JH •fiO 11 ir,o 'WJ 11r, 5~1! u1r,1%n SJ o;orn ::•, 

l'lOH H.ll•.211 SI r,r.1.!0J 1HiaM $] ~')'l ,,,;/ " ·~r, "~ 

!')B') n •n.1 10~ H llU ~41 HIL.JH I?."•'>. J~~ ;~ 1r.~ •Ii L 

1')')11 J 1.no~ "" U Vil.IU iJU'/% Sl ln.• '" 1,., ........ 

1991 ll.IH.HB U.15'J GR• Ul.H6 u .u~ on 1JC.1l'l1J 

"'""'" r'°."""' ~'·"~"'""" 1.,, A"'••n r..,.,M1 in.'"~'"'" ''l"'' '""""'"!'I'll 
ll~r~·iU•. 0"1""'~"'""" .l••l Ch."•I~' '" fo<><l 11 oll'>r~• ll••'l"I ·""I ~< 1 ... 11 

tSll<l .. 1") 1fi05 fi2J 

jllr,1 ~HI 114r,.fi/I 

(11ti.'l•:i 1~•'> 011 

11~··~ 11:1 1r,~r,.a1r. 

11''l/ ··~·,, , ... ~.')\\ 
1111 "' 4115• n•i 

----

This Chart shows that every year, with the exception 
of 1987, the County received more in revenue than they 
expected and that i.n every year except for 1991, they 
spent 1 ess than they thought they were going to, but the 
budgeted versus actual revenue and what they budgeted 
versus actual expenditures is graphically illustrated 
in the following c!1arts. 

BUDGETED VS. ACTUAL REVENUE 

BUDGETED VS. ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 

s~ ooo .ono 

SI ':JOO !JOU 

$:1.000 000 

$2.5tl0 000 

S2 000 000 

$1.500.000 ~ I 
$1.000.000 ~· 

0500.0:: l---·r _l, 
: 

J. Y186 

$1.500000 

SL.000.000 

$500,000 

: soi---~·-+ 
_Jt 

Yr67 Y180 

I 

_t 
Y189 Y190 

Yr67 Y188 Yr69 Yt90 Yr91 
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An analysis of the actual revenue received versus 
the actual expenditures from the General Fund from 1986 
through 1991 shows that expenditures were a 1 i ttle higher 
in 1986 and 1987, lower i.n 1989 and 1990, and hi.gher i.n 
1991 as illustrated by the following chart. 

Even 
revenue, 
wound up 

ACTUAL REVENUES VS. ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 

$4,000,000 

$3,500,000 

$3,000,000 

$2,500,000 

• flo~enue 

$1,500,000 

$1 .000,000 
I 

l. I, __ J_ $500,000 

" 

' 

_J 
Yr86 Y187 Y186 Yr69 Yr90 Y191 

i.n those years where tl1e expenditures 
as the General Fund analysis shows, the 

with l1ealtl1y balances. 

exceed 
County 

The evidence shows that Mari.on County does not have 
a long term debt, only current liabili.ti.es. 'l'he following 
chart shows that Marion County would have no problem in 
paying off its current li.abili.ti.cs each year as it always 
had on hand casl1 ancl tcmporHry investments preceding them. 
See the following analysis. 

ANALYSIS OF GENERAL FUNO CASH AtlO INVESTMEtlTS 

FOR MARION COUNTY, ILUllOIS 

FOR THE YEARS 1986 THROUGll 1991 

Year Total Cash Current 
;rnd Temn. Invest. Uabilllles 

1906 $892,517 $63,132 

1907 $526,810 $114,485 

1988 $867,165 $160.663 

1969 $1,137,252 $2.000 

1990 $1.425,302 $2,000 

Llquldlly 
RaUo 

14 14 

4.62 

552 

568 63 

712.69 

HHI I 'f.908616 " no Cufle01 liabo!itia5 

"Only cu11on1 ca5h and onvostrnents aro mcl\Jdnd in tho Tot;i1 C;ish tiguros 

Sourcn: Financlal S1a1ernon1s !01 MatJOn County, Illinois lor Hlo years 
19116 1hrough 1991 ·Combined S1a1mno01 or Asse1s, Uabol•lies and 
Fund BJlancos Ansing horn Cash T1ansactlons. 
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Part of the funding of the 
comes from greater governmental 
County. The following chart shows 
coming from the State or from the 
the County hasn't any control over. 

County's General Pund 
revenues paid to the 
the percentage of money 
Pederal government that 

AtlAL YSIS OF lllTEnGOVERllMEtHAL nEVEtlUESITOTAL GEtlERAL FU1l0 
REVENUES· GEtlERAl fUtlD Otll Y ·FOR MAnJOtl COUtlTY, 1Llltl01S 

FOR TltE YEAHS 1966 TtlROUGll 1991 

Yoar Tolal Gonaral Total Goneral Fund % ol lnto1go,,. 

Fund Rovenue lntcrnov. Reveouo Rovenuc 

1986 $2,051,649 $604,415 39 21% 

1987 $2,368.903 $1,057.984 44 .66% 

1988 $2,667,103 $1.240,878 46.53% 

1989 $2,614,541 $1,366,726 48.56"'G 

, 990 $3,353,114 s 1,843,080 54 97% 

1991 $3,159.684 $1,777,460 56 25% 

Sourco: Financial Srarnmcms !or Mar10n Counly, m;nois for 1ho year5 1!1116 
through 1991. 

While under the preceding chart the 1991 General 
Pund was 56.25% funded by i.ntergovcrnmental revenue, the 
actual dollar amount of intergovernmental revenue went 
down as did the tota 1 Genera 1 Fund revenue. l\ comparison 
of the Genera 1 Fund revenues versus the i ntergovernmenta 1 
fund and its trend to increase with the increase of the 
size of the Genera 1 l'u nd is graph ica 11 y depicted i.n the 
following chart: 

Comparison ol Marlon County Tolal General Fund Revenues vs. Tot;il lntergovommontal Rovll'wc. 
Plaecd Jn General Fund, 1!106·1991 

$3,500,000 

$3,000,000 ~
------·------·---------

·- --· _--.=~~--:-= ::::-
$2.500.000 

$1,000,000 

J. 

$2,000.000 

l"i so 

$1 ,500,000 

$500.000 

1906 1907 1906 1969 1990 

Source: Flnanclal Slatemonts, Ma1lon Cou"°!J 
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The County's to ta 1 revenue inc1 udes monies received 
from intergovernmenta1 sources which in many cases has 
to be used for special purposes. Such restrictions limit 
the amount of the County's total revenue avail ab 1 e for 
the General Fund. The fol lowing chart illustrates that 
these restricted funds remained pretty much constant in 
the area of 42%. See: 

At!AL YSIS OF nEVENUES AVAJLAnLE FOR GENERAL FUND USE Fon 
MARIOtl COUNTY, lllltlOIS FOR TllE YEARS 1966 TltAOUGH 1991 

Yvar Tolal Oovernmanlal Tot"l Gon. Fund % or rtullleted 
R11v11nu11 Revonuo novenues 

1966 S4,057.975 $2,051,649 49.44~~ 

1967 $4,132.276 S2,J66,903 42 67"1. 

1968 $4,605,623 $2.667,103 42.09~~ 

1989 $4,913.82'4 $2.814,541 42. 72'1'. 

1990 $5,453,138 SJ,JSJ.114 JS sn:. 

1991 $5,433,J&J SJ.1 59.684 41.85% 

S<luico: Flnanclal Roparts lo• IJarion County. tl~nois for \hQ yeais 1966 
Ulfouoh 1991, 

Many counties have long-term ob1igations, usua11y 
in the form of bonds which have been issued to pay for 
capita1 improvements. These debts affect a County's 
borrowing power because of l ega 1 debt l imitations, thus 
affecting the County's ability to finance its ob1igations. 
As the fol 1owing chart indicates, Marion County is not 
one of those so limited. 

AllALYSIS OFLOt•G TEAM DEDT TO eAv AUD lOtlG TERM OEOTPER CAPITA FOR 
MARIOH COUNTY, lllltlOIS, FOR TllE YEARS 1908 nmDUGll 1991 

Fl seal EAV Long Term % ol EAV to PopulaUon 
Year Debi Long Term Oebl 

1986·87 $161.917,372 " 0.00 43,523 

1987·88 $152,977,361 so o.oo 4l,523 

1988·89 s 1 52,509,683 so "' 4J.523 

1989·90 $1<17,223,807 so 0.00 43.523 

1990·91 $1<13,l39,418 " 0.00 43,523 

1991-92 no1 avail, 

Lano Te1m 
Oebt Per Canlta 

$0.00 

S0.00 

so.oo 

$0.00 

$0.00 

Sourc11: financlnl Sta1emon1s ror Ma1io11 Cou11ty, Illinois lcr Lile yoa1s 1986 1t11ougtl 1991 • Note5 1o 
flrmndal Slaremems. 

Noto: Only long term d11hl wl'lk:h l' appllc,1ble to legal debt liml1 Is consodornd In this uh•b•I. 
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'l'he Union urges that the Arbitrator should not look 
at one year when the General Pund went down as being an 
indication that the County has a shortage of revenue and 
therefore, it hasn't the money to spend for wages sought 
by the Union. Using the information in the hereinafter 
set out charts, the whole history of the General Fund 
versus Special Funds shows that wl1en the General Fund 
accounts are dropping, tl1ey are correspondingly increasing 
in the Special Revenue Accounts and vice versus depending 
upon County Board act ion in a 11 ocat ion of funds What 
has occurred from 1986 to 1991 in this regard can be seen 
from the following: 

Yem P1ope11y Tax 
Revenue 

1986 $203.597 

1987 $438.875 

1988 $416.722 

, 909 $417,027 

1990 $398,716 

1991 $352,978 

tuSTORY OF MAJOR SOURCES OF REVEtlUE FOR TISE GENERAL 
FU/ID FOR THE YEARS 1906 TllROUGH 1991 

MARIOtl COUNTY, lllltlOIS 

'%Inc. Fines & Yr. lo Yr. lnl(!resl Yr. 10 Yr. 

Yr. to Yr. Fees "lo Inc. % Inc. 

$834,401 $106.652 

115 56% $668.120 ·19 9·1"'• $68.537 35.74% 

5.05% $776,767 16 2fJ% $69,545 1.47% 

007% $775,412 ·0.17% $99,595 4J.21o/o 

-4.39% $797,956 2.91% $118,0JJ 18.51~~ 

·11.47% $010,665 1.59% $67,413 25 94% 

Sou1c11: Final'lcial S1a1omonts tor Marion County, Ulinols !01 lhll years 1996 th1ou9h 1991. 

Yoar Proporty Ta~ 
Rnvenue 

1986 $908,719 

1987 $886,494 

1988 $1,042.996 

1 989 $1.065,574 

1990 $993,958 

1991 $1,064.684 

HISTORY OF MAJOR SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR SPECIAL REVEtlUE 
FUflOS FOR Tl-IE YEARS 1996 THROUGll 1991 

MARION COUtlTY, lllltlOIS 

'Y. Inc. Finn & Yr. lo YI. lnlo11st Yr. to Yr. 
Yr. to Yr. fe11s % Inc. % Inc. 

$0 $58,164 

·2A5% $0 $53.448 ·8. 11•;. 

17.65% $160.678 ~I 00~~ $75.614 41.47% 

2.16% $54,685 ·65.97% $86.756 14,74":'. 

·6.72~'. $114.320 109.05% $87.057 0.35'l'o 

7.12":'. $75,044 ·34.36% $47,527 ·45.41% 

Sourco: Financial Sta1emonts for Ma1ion County, Illinois 101 lhll yea1s 1986 lhrough 1991. 
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Misc. Yr. lo Yr. 
Revenue "lo Inc. 

$60, 1 JJ 

$57 .458 ·4 45% 

$88,704 54 38% 

$79,447 ·10.44% 

$114,084 43.60'1. 

$55.760 ·51.12% 

Mlsi;. Yr. lo Yr. 
Revonu11 % Inc. 

$22.683 

$107.029 37 I 85% 

$8.83 1 ·91.75% 

$0 ·100.00% 

'" :>100% 

$224.446 22443.GOo/, 



1-------mS-ifi10u"11orl OF nEvEuui:s ov Mr.r11or1 Couurv-· -· --- ·-------
----------O~l~~E_EU _i;iE_!!!'AAL FUllD A/JD SPECIAL flEVEllUE FUNDS, 1906· 1991 

livrEOF _______ ~FllfWIL--, 
llEVCllUE _!:'l!~rL- _ 

-~-or--

1
- Sl'f.Cl/11. .. -

1
--.. ~-or.·---·r-101,;,1.--] 

___ .!.Q~~.!, ____ flE'j_Q~I§_ ___ .l!JJ".'I,_, __ ..!!9'Q_llJ_E_ 

Pr0Pe11·r-T .. --- -·----- _____ [ _____ 
19116 $?0l,597 10 303 $'106,719 61 70"!. $1.11?.318 
1907 $.\36,675 :1:1 11•,;, $8116,49.\ 66 89~• $1,325,369 
1980 $416,l:'? :>A 55"!. $1,0.\?,996 71 .i50,;, $1,459.710 
19119 $.\17,021 26 13% $1.065,574 71 07% $1,40;!',601 
1990 $390,7111 ;>8 63':1. $99J,950 71 37"1. $1,J!l;!',670 
1!191 $352 916_ 24 !JO"!. $.!.,_06~G04 75.10•;. $1417662 

Jlarson11I r10pi11r 
fleplaceme111 Tu 

1906 $42,371 20.54% $163,959 

'"11 
S:>00.330 

19117 $77,9?9 3J 2~"/. $156,foll!l r.r. 70'.~ $;>J4,596 
19116 $7.t,.tlll Jl 711'1'- S1r.O . .t'l'> foll JO-;; $;>J.t,9112 
1!109 $76,33.\ 31./0% $164.~15 {;0 31l% s2•0.609 
1990 $72,62'0 J2 12% $153,510 67 00'\'o $226,IJO 
1991 $66,{;70 - _.;l_!J'..Q~· --~14=!_~67~- «!!.'"JI!_':'. $210 353 

ff,;;. & Ff.~1 
1906 SOJ.t,401 100 00~~ SO 0.00% $OJ4,481 

. 1907 $660,120 10000% $0 0.00% ${;68,120 

. 1900 $171:;,161 02 06% $160,676 17 I.\% $9J7,445 
1909 $775,412 9J41~t,, S5.t,685 6 59% $830,097 
1990 $797,956 81.\1% $1H,J;>O 1?. 53% $91::>,276 

'' 1991 

~z· ~.~.;. sl~i-; T;;;;· 

i-r 
$81? 665 91 !!_;!% ___ ill~g~-~ 8 4/% $665 709 

. 

,,, 

SJ,500,000 

SJ,000,000 

S2,500,000 

S2.000.000 

S1,500,000 

$1,000,000 

$500,000 

so 

11 
··-- ··------

1900 $670,114 920% $460,.\01 40 72'1' • $1,130,515 
1907 $002,670 1 10% S4J?.,715 3;> 90% $1,315,305 

1988 $\,040,693 9 97% $446,8;>;> JO 03% S1,407.715 
I 909 $1,14J,Ofo:J 6 48"!. $576,095 31.S?."!. $1,669,156 
1990 $ 1 ,555.505 ?. 16~'. S5fl;>,4;>/ 2'1.74% $2,137,932 

----- -~~9_1 _S~,.t7_9.2H I G!l~~ SSll4,2':J4 20 31~;, $:_> ,06J ,4 75 

i~i;~;;, ·---- -----
l!Hlr. $1fl6,115;> r.• 71 ~· S5!l.1M 35 ?9'1'. $\6.\,016 
1987 $6!l,5l7 56 10% $53.440 4J 02~~ $171,905 
1960 ${;9,545 41 91•,;. '&l'i.614 5;> 09~~ $1>15.159 
1909 $99,595 !i3H'!, $fl6,156 46.56% $166.351 
1990 $110,0JJ 57 55% $07.0'./ 4;> .\5"/o $2'05,090 
1991 S!!L,!_!__3_ §.-!_JOy. _ S-!_~.sz~ _;_12 22% $1 J~.2.!Q_ 

Mi;;e;ii;~l'OU• -----·-· 
!90G sr.o.1:i:i 7;> Iii"'. $77.Mn n 39'1'. $0?,fllG 
, !1117 $'i7 ,4'ifl :1o1 ~n· .. $1111 (!;>'\ GS fl/~~ $1G.t,.tfl/ 
1 91111 SUU,704 !Ill •is·;. S.11,11:11 9 Cl~~~ S97,5J5 
19{19 srn,447 100 00"/n " 0 00~~ srn • .io 
1990 S\14,004 99 99"/. "" 0 01'1'. $11•,094 
1991 $55 760 19_!!.Q.1'~ - ~z:>_~,4~6 60 10% $260 206 

GENERAL FUND REVENUES VS. SPECIAL REVENUE FUND REVENUES FOR THE YEARS 
1986 THROUGH 1991 

----~----~--------·------

Y186 Yr87 Y188 Y189 Yr90 Yr91 

% OF REVENUES IN GENERAL FUND AND SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS FROM 1986 

THROUGH 1991 

----·-· --· ~---

$2,500,000 

S2,000.000 

$1,500,000 

$ l,000,000 

.$500,000 

$0 

70.00 ·1 · ' - . . 

::~:: t~:-· -· _____:.~----------·· --·· ------. -----· '"-·--· 
_.o.oo ......... o--:----:-~---:~~----·--:-·--<..1---- ----·-u------....,----:-:--0 

30.00 I 
20.00 

10.00 

0.00 

Yr86 Yr87 Y190 Yr91 
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It was testified to by the Union that during 
negotiations, one of the reasons why the Employer was 
not able to make the salary increases sought by the Union 
was that the surcharge monies received from the State 
were down. The following chart shows the 1990-91 and 
1991-92 total intergovernment payments received by the 
County and the sources thereof. 

MARION COUNTY TOTAL LGOf, SURCHARGE, ULO ANO PllOTO TAX RECEIPTS 

6;sed on State of Illinois Fiscal Ye~r.;, July through June 

Tot;I LGDF SurchH e ULO Pho10 

1990-91 $975.687 )) SSll.937 na S)l7 30107 SZG as.;.n Sl6.S85.66 
199 I ·9 Z S870.86996 SSl<l.28059 SZll.26395 S98.98(124 S21337.18 

SIO.t.817)7 s;J.tlll Sl65,0.tJ.12l S7Z.13152 S\7248.48 

f 1992-93 To-One I $278.877 79 lsia.t.556 57 I SGoi.023 06 !s21.ZJ8 65 I S7,059.S1 

Somce: Illinois Department of Re~enue 

The Union points out that while the surcharge amount 
in 1991-92 is down $165,043.12, wl1en all governmental 
payments are cons i.dered, there i.s only a difference of 
$104,817.37. It points out that the State is on a July 
to June Fiscal Year, whi.le Mari.on County is on a December 
through November Fi.seal Year. It points out that under 
Illinois law, Chapter 85, par. 6lla o[ the Illinois July 
Statutes, the Income 'l'ax Surcharge Loca 1 Government 
Distributive Fund, while declining in 1992, will increase 
in the State's 1992-93 Fiscal Year and as the exhibit 
shows resulted in $278,877.79 distribution to Marion County 
from July to October. 'l'he following chart indicates a 
comparison of payments made in the same four months in 
FY-91 and FY-92. 

!ol,._.IO"I COLWTY lGDf AECEll>'TS CU!ING (IRST FOUR !ol()lllHS OF S1"1E5' flSCAl lEA• 
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To illustrate that the County, 
cash basis, can anticipate that most 
the Union presented into evidence the 
showing the tax ext ens ions and tax 
years 1983 through 1991. 

Marion Counly Tiu Ellentlons. Years 1903 Throuoh 19'31 

YI 84 Yr 85 YI 86 Yr 87 Yr 88 YI 89 Yr 90 

in operating on a 
taxes will be paid, 
fol.lowing bar graphs 

co 11 ect ions from the 

Marlon Counly Tu Colleclions, Vurs 1983 Through 1~91 

$1,600,000 -

$1,400,000 

$1,200,000 

$1,000,000 

$800,000 

$600,000 t .. 
i 

$400,0,000 ~ 
$200,000 ! -ji .. ii. I', i__ --

__ L.:_:1_j__J __ -- -
Yr 83 Yr 84 Yr 85 Yr 86 Yr 87 Yr 88 

Arguing that capital expenditures, particularly large 
ones, cannot be used as a reason not to pay salaries to 
employees which are competitive, reasonable, comparable 
to other areas, and to offset the impact of inflation, 
the Union introduced an exhibit showing the budgeted and 
actual expenditures for capital improvements for the years 
1986 through 1991. This exhibit is as follows: 

M/l.nlON COUNTY: CAPH AL OUTLAY At JO B!JILOING REPAIRS 
hom tllo Gunuial Fund Yours HlU6·90 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Year fiudgcled Aclual Vmianco 

1986 $115,000 " 1967 $1, !"1,000 $1l8,387 $46,613 

19118 $115,000 " $I I !"1,000 

19119 SI 15,000 $4,264 $110,136 

1990 $tl5.DDO so $65,000 

, 991 - - $150,000 $369,214 {$'219,214) 

6 Y1 Tol;i1 $580,000 f.44 I ,U65 $1311,135 

-

OlJllOO:; FUJ'Allb 

-----
Yu;u Oud(l"lnd /\r;lua1 V;m,mcn 

1986 $50,000 s:12.114s $17,155 

1 9117 $50,000 s:m.f,:,>:1 $19,371 

19811 $50,000 $60,:l!>H 1$10,JSU) 

1 989 $60,000 s:rn.2:it. $29,764 

1990 $90,000 $75,0Ull $14,912 

1991 $60,000 $46,211~ $13,ll!> 

6 YI Tomi: $310,000 f.24:.',590 $67,410 

~---~--~-~------

Csuurcu· fi11:u0<.1~115~·~1.!!!.!!:~"11·. t.4._!_•!!_).i.!J~O-'!!-'!r-_-=::::J--~ 
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The 
been put 
wouldn't 

if the Union 
into 

be a 

points out that 
a savings account 
large deficit in 

rather 
1991. 

appropriations had 
than lapsing, there 

I11ustrating how the County operates in budgeting 
for each County Agency and how much was actually spent 

11/30/91, the under 
Union 

or over 
presented 

budget for the year ending 
the following exhibit: 

MAfl10UC0tJN1YOISDl/nSEMENTS. YE/IR tNDINGNOVEMO!;R30, l!l')I 

GENEl'll\l..FUNll 

Rooked ln ordm ot rnosl lavo<nblu vn1lnr1ec holw1mn b1ulq.,lc<I autl n< 1"al 

1 Shoilll 
2 Eloc1lons 
3 Circuit Cou•t Pmh.111011 
4 Gnricml Counly Oo::up:mcy 
:i Assnss1nnn1 Map 

.6 Gnnnrnl Coumy JllCficlol 
1 Put~ic Dr.londnr 
B Donrd of Rnvlow 
9 County Bonrd 

1 O CNll Ootn11so 
11 Sup'! Educallmml Smvlcn 
1 2 P•opa•ly Records 
13 Tronsumr 

1 4 SUit~=-s-hi'i;;fhft). 
1 5 Coull Sncurily 
1 6 County Nurse 
1 7 Supmvlsm or Ass>'.lssmcnls 
1 O Clrcnil Clmk 
1 o Cornnm 
2 0 Counly CINk 
21 Shmlll l\.dn1lnl~.t1ahnn 
2 2 Gnnmnl Couuty 0111111 

23 ~.!..._~~r_11y_!'l_f!1.1~l~l!)!!!~l~~o_ 

Dud!Jnl 

Ai:rioun\ 

·• Aclual 

/lmoun1 

$076.l'i30 $113fl.<lfi9 
$103.A05 SflA,759 
$381.171 S:l!i1,701 
$145,500 $172,9!0 

$36.7A5 $20,494 
$40.500 $25, 1 23 

$129,872 $172,274 
$16,150 $11.6'.lfl 

S'.11,855 $85,6611 
$12,IOO $6,374 

$25,405 $27.907 
$3.t.010 $:11.70:.> 

$!_!_q~~§_q_ -· $~06.~~~ 

---$~/i I ,075 

$'.19,41 :> 
$H,2fl0 

$106,0!lf. 

$205.lUO 
$4fo,:Sl'i5 

$ lfifi,4fif, 

$ 01r..ooo 
$.'.lfi.500 

$40 1,3011 

$2C.1.fi59 
M0.771 
$45,4f;2 

$106,2!l!l 
$700.(i 71 

$57.9711 
$1 79.153 

$'ofl,fi0'1 
$111'!_4(,fi 

$ti52.1G6 

S Vml~nc11 

.JUl)hW.O~~l:!l[J)_ 

$42, IO I 
$35,546 
$29.470 
$22,590 
$16,291 
$15,377 

$7,598 
$1 .052 
$6,167 
$5,726 
$2,496 
$2,308 

---·--- $1,760 

($584) 

($859) 
($1, 1 721 
($2,204) 
(S2,09 I) 
($6,563) 

('f,12,6116) 
($13,609} 

($1 !"i2,966l 

($171_,~~0} 

1$1~0 •. 4~-~~1 

The Union contends 
to spend its 

but for 
chose 
Department, 

that for whatever reason the County 
cash, not on operations of the 

capital projects. 

The Union calculated what had been budgeted and 
expended in the 1991-92 Fiscal Year to the end of September 
1972 for the various Departments showing the money 
remaining 
exhibit: 

in their Departments and prepared the fol lowing 

M.lf\IOU COUlffY FY 91 ·~l \'EAA· ro-OA TE EXPEtlDITtJRES vs BUOGE TEO 

Al.101.JtHS BVOFFICE OEPAU(MfNr,.ASOf TiiE EllDOF SEPTEl.lllER 1?9l 
YTO Eopond•u10 6u~oio<I """'""' Oa•orn:t ol Bu<lgo! 

YTO E•ptnd•lu<t Budgolt<I AMount B•t>nc• ol Bo<l<J•I 

Mon R•m•"' '029 An,mal Control 
·030 Efoc1,nn. Olhco 

Sil 915 70 

$99 728 ~5 

s11aaooo 
5151 ~10 00 

Mont f'l•m~.,, 

S3.U4 JO 
SST.HI 15 

·ooo Gtno•al Cotmtt E•p•n•u SS92.218 04 
$111.114 l6 

Hll 645 H 

5261 002 Bl 

Sil 122 28 
S\02~!]]8 

SJO S~I SQ 

S63 98~ 40 
$10$9363 

$49 !19 ;~ 

S76.293 90 
$160.•57 99 
$163.448 42 

Sfi2J t22 77 
S99l J4') 00 

S26J 015 00 
SJU.772 ?6 
sis 405 oo 

S•298120n 
SJll OJ• dll 

5'}1 as5 oo 
$17 25(1110 
;6') :11 00 

S% 2JS 00 
$240,780 00 
S206,66S 00 

SIO.OJOOO 

$11.100 00 

5100.000 00 
$10,940.00 

$JO.Q84 IJ 

$182.ll• 1• 
ss1 •n ,, 
H2 110 15 

$6 2~2 12 
SZI 456 G2 

s1s•sln 
$27 812 60 

56 656 i: 

519 ~?I ]S 

$19 941 IQ 

$80,l22 01 
S•J.21r, S8 

H.Oll 61 

•%", 'OJI ra. Coll.c1 ... n SH 456 12 Sll SOO 00 U,O•l BB 24 01"', 

'001 Sho•dl't Oopa11monl 
·ooz 511111 A~o•noyt Olloc• 
'003 Ptobalk:in OU..:o 
·oo~ SupooO>london! ol Schoo•~ 
'OOS PublocOolon<tor 

'006 County H""• 
"007 C<Juntt 8oa•d 
·001 Boood or f'l••••w 

•oog Coran•• 
'010 T1u1u<1< 
"01 I Cout11y CIHk 

·012 c•cu~Clt,.. 

'Oil lmmun•nl'°" 

'014 ESOA 

·o 15 c~cu• Ct•1k·E<IU'P"l•l1I 
'018 law U;uaty 

'017 R1lund110 E1111u·T1u11 Fund 

'018 lnhont:onc• Ta• 
·ou Dog Fund 
'020 Com!)Utor Rtp!J;com1f'11 
'021 TB Ollie:• 

'024 """ 
'02$ M~F-
'025 Mon!al llu~h 

'027 Supom"'' ol An1nmont1 
'021 Pranom Records Ol!Oco 

$1,016 J') 

SS.26' 78 

UO.BJ4 55 

$7,058 21 

5168,290.U 
H7,387 10 

$0 00 

SIS,U6 SS 
$47,953.86 

SJOB.302,H 
$20,911.27 

UH,213 00 
S52,H9.59 

S25.954 36 

$0 00 

so 00 

$6.000 00 
$17,00000 

U6,5BO 00 

sn1.200 oo 
527,107.17 

S273,4S2 00 
n1.3g7 Bl 
$34.210 00 

20 ...... 

19 SS'". 

26 n•·. 
n6o•:. 

]) ~,., 

10 1~·· 
H 5q•·. 
26 6S'. 

)) 35'• 
20 91~. 
09 07"<. 

SS 8JS l2 S2 ST% 

S39.16s ~s J9 11-:, 
SJ,881 19 JS 48-:. 

U16fi,290 85) Hont budQl!•d 

(597.387 10) t/ono budgolod 
56,000 00 100 00% 

SSS3 •S s 02\', 

S3B,726 H H 68'ro 

sn.n1 66 n 10" 
$6.IU 90 

$75,239 00 
Sl!,918 H 

S0,255 u 

22 83,.. 
27 Sl'l'. 
•2 $$'1. 

2• 13 ... 

·on to.u,.nc•.Bo"<1&1a'1Fund s191 lijT?• uogn500 s1119&106 no9~. 

'Ol4 Cou<I S""urny 112 SliO 04 s•o 162 oo S7 301 96 1a rn-. 
"OJS J.Wo<:ral ~25 01210 nl ,.,o on sa 121 10 2~ 530:, 

"036 8wl<l•l><J ~81 a<9 6• SIJS 500 00 S6l HO J6 U 13"'• 

·o•o tl..,hway Oop•<1mon1 S2S9 9•0 3• s•n ·~·no sn2 2SO •6 ~: 1g~. 

'O• I 'Fool A>4JIUKA'ICQ,.FAS or >I Sl6 102 ~\ 5114 QOO on UU.•91 •S 9J 01 ... 

'0•2 Counly IAo!O< Fuol Ta• f,,.,fl i~ I I ~ 11 S~ ;5g2 sM co 1s211911 s2 J7 ~s·~ 
'OU Town•h'J> l.latDI Fuol h< Fund 12 022 Sliff 9 I ;o oo ,;2 on.568 93, 110,,. t>"°ll•"" 
•045 FEMA Sp*"•' A<:roun! to 00 so oo so on Ihm~ t>•>t1q<1«1 

·oso Jc101 Sudg• E•ponH so 00 so ao so oo non~ t>"°lt~•li<I 

·075 'tlabOu' S2 HJ 28 SO 00 ~$2.474 291 llono t>ud<)•!"4 

'099 Emo<ooncy Tol•pl>ono 911 HO l82 l5 SO 00 {$20,292 151 I/on• bud<)o!"4 

"099 Probalo>n So<Y<:n 52l 116 16 SO 00 {S22.716 70f l/ono bU<)\lotod 

OVERALL TOTALS: SJ.087.87009 S6.173J42SJ •14 Bl% 
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Not only does the Uni.on be l i.eve that the County can 
afford its regues ted salary increases, it believes the 
Sheri.ff' s budget i.tsel f so indicates i.n surport of that 
position. It prepared and introduced into evidence the 
following analysis or the Sheriff's budgeted monies versus 
the i1ctual expense for 1991. These computi1tions are: 

MlllUOll CUUlll Y SIU Fiii 1 ·5 U1 l'llH I Ml 111 

ilu<lof!tcd vs. /\Cht;il I •J>rmhhrrcs, 1~191 

lllllJUI: I CAif ~:OllY 
lllllllU/I 1111.1!";• 

SAllllUl.S: 

Sh1Hill 
thrntonaut 
Su11111a111s (2) 
Ot•Jmlu•S (I) 

Co1wr.l•>11;1I OH":•·r~. (II) 

Cmrnnuoii:;ilHms OlhLm~ j4) 

llAlllO Oll•:t•t 
J:1it A<1111i1u~.1r;itu1 
(;noks (:>) 

.lm1ilm~ 121 
Pmr:m•S Sr.rvm 

l'•lrn lh1l1> 

Ovo:rHmr. 

lloM.1vs 

TOTAL: 

l'UllCI tASl:O Sl:llVICE:S: 

llAlll OllH:t>r l''I'""~" 
111'f>aiJS In lli1tl•• lltll•IJHIUl•I 
J;ul qa~ mul wa1m 

.l:ol r~l•!Ll•iC•ly 

M~""'l'l 

Otln~r auh> !l•I"'""'" 
l1av••I I 'I'"''-.•! (no11 llulo) 
lmlOl'l ,_n111mh•1 11~ .. UJI' 

TOTAL: 

llllll<OI tl 11 

llM•HHFI 

1.111.11<1 

1·;">.fl I/ 
·1 .• 1/.'1f,(I 

t t: i "'"' 
1'1 '•!1.'• I I! 

1·'•'•.'1111 
t 11;,;•110 

t.·-1.! .. •: 
~ tu • .'·IH 

t..1•,.:11111 

111,:mu 
1" I.' UOU 

t 1;•,000 

~;'•l,!,!IH 

S670,0Jtl 

1.1 :• 11110 

1 . .".'dll) 

1.0I '1Hll 

t I I ,1100 

i l ...... 

1.1.i ouu 
J.·1 oun 

ti """ 

AUi/iil 

M.11111111 

t.Ul,1.1'1 

f.;"1,U.'I/ 
1.·l /,f,U'l 

f.1.1.'.f!/·1 

t.1 ... 1.1 <,1 

f.'dl,1·1'• 
tu ·1.1r, 

t;•.1.'..:1r. 
1·111.;.o.10 

t.1·1.4;•/ 
f.lll,;.':11 

1-'1,!f.•1 
f.l•l,f.I;> 

1.ni.1;•0 

1-·llt.'>JH 

tl.'>OIJ 
1.r; 1.in 

t.11,1111.1 

J..',U"I 
$1·1,IH 

1-•1.U·l I 

t.:•.1, Ill 

111'•.'>!! I 

Uu<lN•I'"''' {II 

CllVf'l~l'""I) 

u:•:q 

'" (1.4~) 

f.:M,/!1!1 
ct·1.r.:1:1) 
t 1.:-'36 
t7 ,nf,r, 

(f.l.U!W) 

'" t.!ir.:i 
($~!;>Jj 

$f.,?'.I'• 
(f.;'.fd ;•1 
$'.l.7UO 

(t.l/,/ IUJ 

"' t.:1.:1c,;> 
(~IHI•\) 

1-\l·l'I 

11·'" 1 J 
('f;~ 1 J 

1.•l,llf,} 

n~·U.<'111) 

IUllH;l I Cllll ~.lll!Y 

/\ttlllUll 1111.1'; 

SUl'l'llLS: 

.l.l1tt.t1n>l0!•5 

I h1!(llU/ pri~.oflf•o5 

l'hu!n!lr;11~uc sup;1l"'r. 

ll"l'"li,,5' r:lolluU<J 
f>u5oum rloU1inq 
GaWl•nu, oil,. !Jlf!OISfl 

lOtAL: 

l'U11c1111sE or 1:ou11•1.1rr11: 

~a11•ult 

flululuohoh·~. 

lOTAL: 

jovi:nl\l l. 1011\1: 

IJIH~;I IE II 

M,\l!lU/1 

1-1 I ,IJOO 

1·'1•1.(10!1 

'!-;o,o,nn 
1-'l.IHICI 

'!.'I.DUO 

1.,J;> UflfJ 

t.10:1.·100 

1.1,,non 

1' LU,0!111 

1.:11o,OIJO 

/\t:JUl\l 

l\Mlllllll 

,,M,<'0'1 
$:10,'14;• 

$1,9.\;l 

$ I0,:111 
'f,1,n4r, 

J.2!1,50·1 

$1111,020 

t.<1.r.•.:1 
1•111.000 

su1u.r.:w I s11:1r.,1119 

UmlM•pou\ 01 

(Ovoi~r•Pnl) 

S.2,791 

$11,050 
$557 

tS.511) 
$1, 155 
$2,496 

$14.~00 

so 

s 1,:147 

$112.Hil 

'I'ilese same computations were made ror FY9 l-92 through 
Septcml>er JO, 1992. They silow L11c Collowi.ng: 

MAIUOll COIJlllY SI IHlll r·s UU'flHIMI IH 

lh11lunu1d v5 A<.lu<ll L•puuololu•"~· l V !ll 'J} lhnn101h :,1•pll'l!lhu• JO, l!l'J2 

IUtOGU CAlfGUllV 

lltll) I UIF llr M'i 

SfllAFllllS: 

f.hcrltl 
lwu1u11a111 

Srnun~111s (2) 

001>11!10!> 17) 

Cormr.1""'"1 fJU..:1•15 (Dj 
Cu111n11m1<:alllM•S Olhct>1~ I~) 

IMllCO!hcor 
,1,.,1 Adu,.nmltmor 

Cunio!> (2) 

Jnrnh~s (2) 
l'roum~ Smvrn 

''"""llt>lp 
o~m11111n 

11<~ .. 1.w~ 

TOTAL: 

l'UHClll\Sf:USl:llVICES: 

01\flE 0111<.rM E•1~~1sr. 

llupnus 11! ll;ithU liJ1t•1Nm~n1 
.lml !~1~ ;111cl w•1l0f 
.1:111 1~1~.mrnv 

0ll1Uf HUlu ll•JM)ll~U 

lmvnl f•11nu~n (1u1t1 ""'"I 
I o;uh !.1"111HllOI U''<l<IO 

10/AL: 

fHJIJta IHI 

AM•)WH 

$:l!l,2:•0 
:1.:>:.,u:i1 

S·l l,:16n 
.i 111 .r,r.~1 

$ l!i0,!'.10 

$:>!1,!lH 1 

'" S;>!'t,O:tr. 

Sll,7~0 

:1.:1:.,:inu 
$17 ,:108 
$;>~.t.OO 

:t. l?.000 

$24,MIO 

s •~.:,on 
$1],!iflll 

$9,MlO 
SI I ,000 

s• •. ouo 
$ 1'1,UUU 

$fl.fllHI 

11_::.on 

$/; .UlHJ 

ACIUl\1 

MIUIJIH 

S:l:>,HJ 
-S;>O,;>fi~, 

:l.JD.~>~S 

S.l·l;>,UJ;> 

S l:>CJ,H!l I 

S·l:>,201 

'" $;>0,?.11 

Sl~.'..311 

S211,0!l 1 

$1~,161 

$?1,8?.1 

S'l.~,0;1 

s2;1,1;i 1 

$53?,680 

Sil.Oil I 

SJ.7J'J 

$!!, 1~;> 
S.l.lflfo 

$I~" 

$/1,006 

:1.~.::ion 

$1,<I(.;• 

Uou!~'"I"'"' n1 

(Ovr1~1•rul) 

$6,111 

H.112 
S'l,01:; 

s1r.,o.ir 
s:>•1.r.;>1 
SH,tnU 

'" .1-~.nor, 

s:1.;>o;> 
$/,;>{!!! 
$;>,521 

l?.f,/7 

S;> .~~J 7 

Sl69 

$123,769 

Sfi.60!1 

-S~.161 

s:ir.o 
SJ,:>!14 
\~.11:.r; 

1.5,9'M 
s l.fofl;> 

s::.. ~.;111 

S,1:1.1u:> 

flllll\:f I ('.A!(Gtl!IY 

A!ll>ll!ll lllM'• 

SUl'J>Llt;S 

.1'1•1 .-.111~i1m.-. 

IJ•.,lu•u I'"~'~"''~ 
l1lluln111:1phlc -.u1~>hos 
Onpulln~· dothu1u 

l'ur.nnur dnlhluu 

(i:1~1~"1H, ml t. yu1,1r.o 

TOTAL: 

1'01\C:llAS!; or: EOUIPMLUI: 

r'l"''"""", I uml r•1•."nM• 
1011\L; 

mn1Gt1fu 
AM!ll!/U 

170,UOO 

SJ9.000 
$7,!'.00 

s lfl,!'.00 

13.000 

S'.12,000 

SI07,000 

$4!>,000 

'" s:.J.uoo 

A(,T\Jo\I 

AM!llllH 

S IJ,5'.17 

S:l0,383 
s 1,806 

S!J.:JUJ 
SOll!I 

S2G.760 

S02,61R 

sr,,::.no 
S4~.UIJS 

$1,?12 

s::.1.or,; 

Uudru1,.-.ol or 

t0vr1•pPUI) 

S6.'1G3 
S8,6 I 1 

Sll!M 
SI, 19/ 

S2, 111 

S5,2.\0 

S2~,J22 

•• 

(S 1,212) 

s I, 143 

--'"·'"~~ 
··---- ·---"---~ 

l~o_v_<_'n_•_•_<_r_o_r_•~<~' ------'--'~"~'~'~·~··~·•:c..!l I s 11 1.112 s 102,JJ7 I 

tl()lf:· llar.•~rl rm thn r.1111L~111,1111 nf "'l't:111J,1111r::-•. !111• Shm111'~. Ur.p,11u11cu1I~1Mo111r.lrnl 10 ouly 

sp1~1Ut $05:1,000 nl tlm nmnl1-:: l~ul11t"l•~I lnr II~ UJl<'IOl!IUH '1!1111\<I FY 'JI 'J;> Thn Sllr.rllr!> 

llr•p;uUU!'l!I Wollld ho Ml'I HO!hKI "'·I ·1')";. ·111uh·1 h"'hl•'f .. 1 H>n Otld "' ll\H lh~;il V''"' 

r.oonn· ·r.11uun:11r nu.r11'1t •1<ul I •110·n<hl"'"~ "''1""1 loy OUu.Nl!c•1~uru11·111, "'"'"~' Corn11y,· ;ir. ol 

lhr r.ntl ul !><"i>ll""'""· l~l!I~'. t1:111:ol tJ<.l•~>"' 1f" 1'1~;> 
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'l'he Employer noted that the seemingly great increase 
i.n the amount received from the Local Government 
Distributive Fund and Surcharge in FY92-93 as compared 
with the two previous l;'i.scal Years was misleading in that 
it was after the beginning of the FY92-93 that the County 
received last year's surcharge money. 'l'he testimony was: 
"'l'hat is why they are so hi.gh i.s what I am saying. If 
you project those out for the fu 1 1 year, i. t won't equa 1 
the amount of money we're going to get, i.t will be more." 

'l'he Emp layer stated it f el t that the off er they made 
of 4. 34 is what is rea 11 y to be considered since their 
non-Union people received 2.34 insurance increases with 
no raise and with the resolution number 9216 which allowed 
them to get longevi.ty. 'l'he only evidence it sought to 
present was an exh i.bi. t from the County 1'reasurer concerning 
the General Fund, whi.cl1 is as follows: 

'rt>t.~1!1 for ril'""I Y""' I 

l)'<•:ril>"r l<Jn ll11•11•ih i:r,1111.t"'r Jo, l'l'>J. 

!':>!• .... ~" ll"'fkl"r•"YI 
nf '""""'"' ,,.,,.,. 
'""l"tklilurrn 

f-t1<1llr-r1~l l•1llll1<.'<'n 

l\11d1 

Jll'rl I 

,111\y 

'""I'"'' 

!J _ _l_'J.2_oZ_ 

02),4119.H 

7r.l,25.,.H 

.fH,'lll.20 

r,w1,<.0'l.JR 

4'Jl,5H.H 

r,19,.,U.4! 

1.,n, 110.;u 

11c-<:ri/'tn $ 2,057,S'.ill.78 

Olr.l>urr.n11N1ln $ 2,'J~'i,OJO.ll'J 

$ 1 on,212.HJ 

___t.!_ill_l_ ~ 

l,2?2,895,52 l,104,8(,0.05 

l,201,520.09 1,098,040.41 

1,172,S!M.12 l,002,212.0!:> 

'JOJ,J2"/,0R 1,0.,0 1 111.Jo 

1M2,2\'J,25 l,onn,J71.22 

onn,nr.s,111 l,OJ2,601i, 7l 

OJO,MJ.2J 9ml.9fo0.JS 

910,)IO,U'J l,OllS,OH.S.f 

nu.,nn?,42 1,230,SH,0) 

1.o~.11,2uo.10 l,29G,G82,61 

1,104,576.ll l,l56,509.ll 

828,990.H l,JJ7,'J40.l6 
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'l'he only other evidence the Employer presented was 
a letter to the Finance Committee Chairman from the Marion 
County Clerk and Recorder, which is as follows: 

I h I , ·In •1 , •>, I ... >, 

1u, F.v"•• u,.,.,,,,,,_,,,, 

l'ul 1 ..... 1 "!I I"> lh,. lrol~••'•••·~l I~"' Y'·"-' 1·r.11'"""'l'"'' 

1 .. t •• I ''•'Y'''• I I u ..... -11 .. l·~n I Tl I "I • :!'i I • • 1r.f:. 'cl'I 
r,1.,.,l.,.d & 11111,.:>lrolmJ urr1c1,.1.. 1•r:.11 ;o:1z,-.::;:;.00 

l:!w - r..0.1•. s.,1 .. 1·iu" 19D7-l;Jlll\ 

1':100-1'30'3 l'o,(,~0.lfl0 
Irie. f.':1~'01Rnnuo11l ly 

I !Ill':!- I '3':1\\ I=-• 5.NI. li'll'I 
lr,i.:, f.10::>/<1rinual ly 

L9'Joti-l'J'JI lf.,0.,.,5,0"' 
'U\0/)'"•'" f-:>>' t'llCh 
Y""'' •)f !<,.,.,,,..,,. 
•111 t<:> l:l-y1u•r11, 

• llo•A I tl1 ''"'"'"''"rn:tt 

t •·•:•'"""'" "' 
'f..17. C''i/1oontl1 pm• 
Nolp\ C')'f"' P ( frH:
l i VI! .J-t-'.l~. 

Questioned on the exhibit covering the General Fund 
balances by month, the Employer stated that the amount 
of cash on hand as of tl1e end or September 1992 was 
$740,718.33 with expenditures to still come out of that 
for October and November. They would anticipate cash 
receipts during October and November consisting of 1/12 
per month of the surtax fines and fees. In other words, 
1/12 per month on whatever their est i.mated revenues wou 1 d 
be for the total Fiscal Year 1991-92. All property taxes 
have been received, although there might be smal 1 late 
payments or delinquent payments. 

The Union introduced an exhibit showing that Marion 
County had longevity expenditures in Fy 91-92 in the amount 
of $23,054.21 which i.t maintained had not been budgeted 
by the County. The Emp 1 oyer exp 1 a ined that after the 
negotiations for the Union's December 1, 1990 - November 
30, 1992 Contract, the County uni.laterally agreed to give 
the non-Union employees a 1 ongevi ty p 1 an and they did 
amend the budget to provide for it. The Un ion, in its 
pre-hearing investigation, had not been furnished this 
amendment by the County Treasurer. This plan provided 
for a longevity pay of $80.00 per year of employment up 
to and including 15 years to be given on the anniversary 
date of the employment. The resolution providing for 
this longevity plan for non-Union employees, which include 
al 1 the employees except those of this Bargaining Unit, 
was passed March 10, 1992. The longevity plan was to 
be retroactive to December 1, 1991. As can be seen from 
the above Emp 1 oyer' s exh i.bi t, the base sa 1 ary for non-
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Union employees is $16,005.00 for the 1991 Fiscal Year. 
The Employer explained that the non-Union employees 
$16,000.00 figure was a base salary or starting salary 
for non-Union employees and that every non-Union employee 
employed by the County makes at least $16,000.00, which 
includes Clerk Stenographers and everybody else. This 
longevity pay was in lieu of any pay raise for those 
employees in the FY 91-92 year. Some people had, however, 
been given a paid 2.34% insurance cost benefit. The 
Employer admitted on cross examination that Dispatchers 
receive around $13,000.00 a year. 

4. COMPARISON OF WAGES AND CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT 
OF THE EMPLOYEES INVOLVED WITH WAGES, HOURS AND CONDITIONS 
OF EMPLOYMENT OF OTHER EMPLOYEE PERFORMING SIMILAR SERVICES 
AND WITH OTHER EMPLOYEES GENERALLY. 

With the Employer offering no comparables and not 
cha11 enging the comparabl es se 1 ected by the Union, which 
on their face seemed to be relatively comparable with 
respect to population, per capita income, median home 
value, index crime rates, employment statistics, valuation 
and total taxes extended, the Arbitrator adopts these 
counties as being comparable. They are: Clinton, 
Macoupin, Christian, Logan, Morgan, Jefferson, Monroe, 
and Montgomery. The fo 11 owing charts set forth revenues 
received by the comparable counties and Marion County 
in 1990 and 1991. 

STA.TE REVENUE fOR COUNTIES 
DEMOGRAPlllCAll Y COMPARABLE TO MARION COutHY FOR 1990 

County 1990 1990 1990 1990 

LG Of Su•ch3rne Photo Ta UCO 

Clirllon SJ96.601 S256.729 SZl.479 "IA 

Mnn1gumery SJZJ.471 S209.390 SI 7,S 18 II/A 

EHingh1m $429,400 1277,961 S2J.2SS II/A 

Chri~1i1n $)49,560 $226,278 s 16,9) l ti/A 

""'~ 
S296.937 $192.214 s 16.081 tl/A 

M1t()l.Jp1n SSo!S,669 Sl53.l24 S29.SS2 NIA 

Jellerson $542.588 SlSl.229 S29,38S ti/A 

Mon1oe Sl27.032 $211.695 Sl 7,711 ll/A 

Morg1n S279.20l s 160.734 SIS, 121 NI• 

M1rion $497.018 1321.131 $26.917 "IA 

Avenge; SJ98,148 S2S6. I 19 $21,595 NIA 

M"'don: S497 018 SlZl.731 $26917 "IA 

Sourte: 11li1101s Oep1rtment ol Re"enue, Lotll Ta~ Allocation Division. 

ST A TE REVENUE FOR COUNTIES 
OEMOGRAPIUCALl.Y COMPARAlllE TO MARION COUNTY FOR 1991 

County l'l'll 1 9 91 1 99 l 1 991 

LG Of Suicha1ne Photo Tn UCO 

Clinton $446.GOS SltG,184 S22.l19 SJ0,790 

Montgomery S360.33J S25S.I07 S18.041 S25,112 

E/flngham $4 70.4, z S333.040 SZJ,619 SJJ,336 

Christian S371.~09 $263,005 s 18,750 SZ7,138 

""'~ 
S329,66S S233.J94 S 16.SI 4 S23,0S3 

Macoupin S :i82.546 $4, 2.428 S29.379 S42,363 

Jefferson 1592.060 1419,164 129.746 $42.123 

Monroe $362.308 S2Sl,SOS $1 8.156 SZS.389 

Mo1gan 1308,0IZ SZ18.06S SI S.446 SZl,676 

Manon SSJZ.938 SJ77,J07 SZ6.8S7 SJ8,S86 

$4)5.637 SJ07.920 SZ 1.883 $30.9~7 

Marlon: ISJZ.918 $377 307 S.?:6.851 SJ8.S8G 

Sou•ce: Hhnois Oepa• unent or ReveJ>Ue. Local Tax Allocation Div•SKJn. 
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'rhe Un ion introduced exhibits comparing Marion 
County's salaries as of December 1, 1990 for Deputies, 
Sergeants, Lieutenants, Correctional Officers and 
Olspatchers, compari.ng ·each o[ those uni.ts with similar 
units in the comparable counties These exhibits are: 

0£PUUES SAl.AfllES INCOUtmES COMPMlAULE TO MllllOfl 

COUlfTY.llUtlOIS Wint Ull!Oll .1.110 U.IPLOYHI OFFERS 
SEllGU.IUS s•umES lllCOUlll1E$ COMPAllABtE TO lolAlllotf 

COUlllY,ltllflOIS COMPARED 10 UlllOll Atl0 EMPlOYEROFfERS 

UluUu ,,.,, I r•· 5 J•· 10 yr. 15 Yt. io y<, Yu, •~ 
,,•"··c.•,,.c.:o--.,,,,,; •• """"';--r-,~.o .. ;-;,-1--;,c,~ .. -r>,-;,;c.,-,-;,,,-;,;c.,-r-;,,,,,c.,-,-,,,o;,.c,-r-;,;;,,;-..,,

0
;; 

DolO To~ 

Ell•"llh""' 

Jolt•.,on 

f-~~~~-1-~-'~'""'--~f-~~-t-,~--1-,--~~1-:c-,-,1~-::c'.-f::--:-:--1~'~''-
!21. 180 sn.11u sn.~a U•on• U•.uo H• s•o 1~ '"'" 

Clm!on 

/.lont9om•ty 

"""v•n 
°"""'Off•• 
e ... p1ny., on •• 

W111\Gu1 Oll111 

A•••><i• S>laty. 

W~houl Oll111 

IA.\ro010Ra,.1. 

, 2' ll'J, 

1 211 "JI 

'"''1 
12'1''0 

12'119 I 

'2·119' 

911 ·91 

w""°"' ManM' Employ•• o""" 

UnoonO!l11 """""'· 

w.tl>Ot.ll IJaiion 1 Un.,., Olf1•1 

Ell'C>loylfO!I., rt..,i..1; 

SU 'JH S21.0H s21 . .sa U2.0'J1 sn 51] Sll us JO 

S211 SJO S20_SJO SH.lS• UI nJ si• 121 Sn •ZJ lfl 

n•.ose Sl•.1SP H•.1sa s2•.1sa H• ion H• 2oa 
SU.,200 Sii.HO Sl8,J~D S2' )7) H• ••1 H< C.ll 

52• SO• U• SO• S2• so• U•.~CH Sl• 5o• s~· S•H 

S20 U6 S21 o• S21.'.)1'.) 522.SS~ H2 ~a: SZJ 6H 

S21 JOO 525 565 sz~_OOG S2~.Jll SH 58: S2~ Hl 

s~· 00) S2G on H6 083 S26 OHl ;26 OU ~2ij Jal 
SH.HZ U•,019 uz ••• $2J o,~ HJ 4JB sn ~H 
u•.•U sn.sse sn 009 Hl.g~~ S~.\.•J1 sz• ao. 

SW.US H•,'J14 SH.JS2 HJ.010 _S2J.••o H• 105 

" 

" 

120.832 I SZ• ~6J I ,,, I 

"" 

'" 

s21.ua 

'" 

"" 

"' 

Sll.919 

"" 

"" 

"" 

"" 

"" 

'" 

l2i.9a7 

"" 

"" 

'" 

J 
"" 

... 
s21 J62 H• J~2 H1 •H S27.95s sv.ns 121.ns 10 

"'•""" 

UM1n Ol!or 

1w.1h<M cm • ., 
l.t,•r• o S•!•1 

JW~hour Oii•" i 
lh1"""R.,,.,-

"" 

,., 'JI 

1 2 I 'JG 

12·1 'J' 

911t9• 

n·1 .,, 

Wol'>atll '-'>«>n A Empk>Y•• ""'" 

S22.JU 

I S2l.J•r; 

'" 
Un<>.,OU01nanh: Slh 

W•h<M '-'""'"a Un<1n 0!111 
Em lo orO!lt1 R1n1<t: 

"" '"" 

523.90~ Ul.586 '25.031 

szz_au S2J.H2 

S2l a•G I s2s.12~ S25 121 

S1h 6th '" "' 
'" '" 

'" '" '" '" 

CDRFlECllOUAL OfflCE/l'S SAl.oF'llES Rl COUllTIES COl.IPll.RAUU TO 

JdAfllOll cov11n, R.UllOIS Wllll Ut~Oll A/lo EldPtDYEROHERS 

... ... 

" 

n:.o 

US.7U " 
szs.oos " 
S24.0U I IG.25 

"" 
'" 
'" 

Ell•cll•• ,,.,, 1 J•· 5 r•. 10 J'· is r•. 20 ff· y, .. 

•• ou., 

w~~....., Olio" 

A•••=• $1!>'"' 

"" 
'2•1191 

12 1 'JO 

, 2•119' 

w1"""" M••- 1 E"'l>'<>r•• o"•" 
Union OU01 R~Mo: 

W•l>oul "'"'""' 4 Un""' Ollo< 
IHOU., RAM1 

sa :•s na :1s ;:a ··s u~ :1s s~~ -,s ;~'I -,s 

s2s n~ 12s n6 s:s •H ;2s l?r. s~~ lH > •s 1?r. 

S2J ;se H• :o'J U• U6 S2S.JH S2~.ou " 
H2.05S HJ111 S2l5S2 12•.ZO'J S2·1_ijt8 S2SJOS " 
SH.181 szsuJ ls2s_ss1 525;11 s2s.a18 SH98o " 

"" "" "" "' "" "" 

"" "" "" "" '" '"' 

"" "" "" "" "" "' 

Oll•---f----f----1----1----1---:--1-:-::c-:--~ 1,-"-·~-,-,-.--·1--,~.-,,-91 SLfi 11 , st1.~•o \19.596 S•'J.9U uo.sao no.sea 1 ! 

c~"'''-'" 

l.\on•o• 

~~nlg<>"""I 

~ .. "9'" 
vn-on Qlloi 

E"'""''"' 011., 

W•tno,.1 011001 

....... ,~. $.1• .. y 

11'1'9• 

12'1''JI 

•1''''' 
9 1'~1 

Ut119L 

12'1 ''' 

W•rnM .._..,.,., & u~o0n Oii••• 
E<"olt)y•• 011., R~n•1 
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su;.na srn.29a s•G z•a s•,.na S16.2U S•i;.na "' 
so:.no Sl1.16• SU SH 519 H? S19.SS2 Sl'J.S52 

S2D.4GS HO.IDS \20 ;os S20 10S $20.IH 

S11.0• 

111.11• 

un.•2r. 

SIJ.J14 

S1e,J21 

S>l.&Ol 

~18.HS 

"" 

"' 

"" 

Sl8.Hl 

Sn.so' 
s1~2u 

S19.H6 

SU.661 

Sl8.0> 

"" 
... 
"' 

s2• na 

SU ir;1 

S:O JO 

H~ so~ 

SIS <12G 

su ao• 
$19 2)6 

SU 861 
llh 

"" 

'" 

S20.~0J 

Sl?,US 

"' 
"' 

'" 

.. , 
S21.1?~ 

Sl'J_:u 

un i;~J 
sn sn~ 
SU S26 

HO ;H 

S20. 1 62 

SU.78' 

'" 

'" 
... 

Ho.1SS ... 
Ut <n8 

S2U ~·o 

HO 1'2 

122 snr; 

S19 52G 

S21 lH 

S2o.;H 

s20.u1 

$21),J'O 

"" 

'" 

'" 

' 



5. 
COMMONLY 

The 
Standards 
evidence 

OISP.lJCll S.lL.llllES 11/COUUTIES COMl'.lTI.lDlE JO 

M.lA!Otl COUtlfY, ll~IOIS Wini U/DOll .ltlO EMPlOYEA OHEAS 

Coun1y Ello<:Uo St•rt I yr. s r•. 10 yr. 15 yr. 2!1 yr. y,., 10 

Doi• '°' 
Errmg~•"' 91H9 I su.•u SIB.H!J S 1' S<JG l19.<J92 HD sea 120,580 " Jol!onon 121119 I Sl1.0H S1<J HG Sl9 S?8 HO 2JO szo .;5z SZ1 ZB~ " c1,,,1nn 112.•eo Sil szo s I) szo Sil S~Q Sil SZO Sil.HO "" 
c"''"'"" I ?11'9 I SU,llD SI? llB S19 JIB 119_)18 S19.l6Q Sl9 JU " 
Lngan 12•11<)1 516 200 s• •.1aa SIS 160 S2• Hl \Z• HI 524 Gil " u.""'-'P"' <J•ll91 HI <J98 sz• l9a ;21 ?9a iZ• ne HI 99a 521 998 

u_.,,., .. '2'\190 Sil ?81 \I~ O<·I HS 124 $' s : :~ $1.; "'" 
l•r. szr. " 

""'m°" 12•t '<JI s 11 ,,. PS >~l $,'<!.'% H<I Jr;\ ;zo r,r;J no B62 " Mon•gomo•r 12•1 •<JI Sn so.; ;zz su.; 17! Sor. 1~2 SOG 

Motg ... !IJI ,; ' SIJ.J1' 5 18 52~ $1452~ 518 S2~ 

u,,.,nou., 12'11<J1 sur,n s1r. s.;• S1G 880 s 17 .l5l " Emo""'"' ()!lo• 1211 t<J I S••.2H s·~-2.~ 51&.8~> " 
w.,~oul Oll•ro ~l~.:-111g_g79 1 .5 IS I .lu"")•S~'"'' Hl,olr, s1en1 

WothCIUI Qllou SIJ,UI sis.oz• s1s.n• $ IG.OIG S16,S2e " u.,.,.,n.,,.,. "" "" "" "" "" 
W~houl ""''"'" & Emplo1"' Ollot0 

Un.,QQlf0< /lan~1 "" "" "" "" "" 
Wll'lout Uao.,n & Un""1 Oii•" 

Emplnrot Qrlor Ranlu. "" "" "" "" "" 

THE AVERAGE CONSUMER PRICES FOR GOODS AND SERVICES 
KNOWN AS THE COS'l' OF LIVING. 

Union excerpting 
with respect to 

showing: 

data 
the 

December 1990 

from 
cost 

the Bureau 
of 1 iving 

September 1992 

of Labor 
introduced 

CPI-W 132.2 139.9 

CPI-U 133.8 141.3 

At the time of the hearing, this data was not avai1ab1e 
for the month of October, 1992. To i11ustrate the impact 
inf1ation upon the emp1oyees in the various units, the 
Union prepared exhibits showing that impact every five 
years through twenty years of service. They converted 
the sa1ary to constant do11ars to adjust for inf1ation. 
These peop 1 e were, at the time of the hearing, getting 
the same sa1ary as they were getting in December, 1990. 
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These computations with respect to Deputies, 
Correct ion Officers and Dispatchers were for the consumer 
price index for al 1 urban consumers (CPI-U) and for all 
urban wage earners and clerical employees (CPI-W) These 
exhibits are as follows: 

DEPUTY SALARY 
CORRECTIONS SALARY 

lMPACr 0' JNrLATION ON OEPUTY SALARIES USING CPHJ IMPACT 0, INFLATION o" CORRfCTIONS SALARIES USING CPl·U 

Plue '" 01!C·90 Dr.c·90 '" Sr.111"ll '" lnc1e."1se "' Pbce '" Oec·90 oee-911 '" Sr.pt·'ll '" rncrea•e " % C.11ee1 s ... 1 ... 1y Const~nt ' Consunt ' !Oec•easel 
Cueer S.llH)'. Consunt S 

51<1•1 Sl0.~46 SI S.2111 
llf1r.r I Year S2 l.·lft·I S16,0H 
J\flcr s YCillS 121,919 s 16.382 
After 1 0 YeJrS 122,SSB s 16,659 
.\ftcr IS Years 122,987 s 17,160 
Aller 20 YeJrS S2J,63Z $17.662 

IMPACT O• INFLATION o .. DEPUTY 

Pbce '" D11c-90 Occ-90 '" CHl!llH SJIHV ConUJnl ' 
St;in 120,446 s 13,466 
After I Year SZl,484 Slfi,251 
Mtr.r S Yr..l•S SZ 1,919 S16.580 
a..r1er 10 Ye ... rs S22.S58 S17.064 
After 15 Years S22.987 S17.J88 
Mttr 20 YeafS S2J.6J2 Sl7.87f; 

Cous1ant S jOeC111ne) Ch.Jnge 

s 1 4 410 !Sii 11) ·S.31~ 51.111 s 1 7,45·1 Sll.045 
s 1 5.20~ \SllSll ·S J loi. 
S 1S.S12 ! 1670/ ·S.J 1~~ 
SI S.91iS ( $119 5) ·S.3 Toi. 
s 16.21i8 l S91 2) ·S.J 1" 
S\6.725 (S93i) ·S.31% 

.\11r1 1 Ye.11 SI El.49 I s 11_8}.0 
•\II" S Ye~1s S 18,Blil SI 4,096 
Alier 10 Yurs s 19,416 Sl4.S I I 
.\fter 15 YllJIS s 19.765 S14.78~ 
Ahe1 20 Years S20.)40 SI S.202 

IJ.IPACT 0, INFLATION o" CORRECTIONS 
SAlAlllES USING CPl·W 

Pbce '" Or.c·90 Or.c·90 
CHeer SJJJry ConsUnl 

Sept·9Z '" lnCIC.lSI! " % 
Consnnt ' l[)ec111Jse• Ch.Jnha 

St.1•1 $17.454 s I l.20] 
SH,699 (Si67) •4,91;'6 
$15,445 I S606) -<1.96~• 

SIS,758 (S622) ·4.96'111 
s 16,217 {S8.\6) ·4.96•• 
Sl6.S26 {S86l) -4.96% 

M1e1 I Yo:~• s 18.491 s 'l.987 
Mter S Ye~r-s s 18,861 S14,267 
Mier IOYUt"S s 19.416 $14.687 
Al!e1 15 Yu•s Sl9.78S s 14,966 
A.he• 20 Yurs $20,)40 s 15,186 

s11;,9a9 1$881) .. L96li 

OtSPATCllER SALARY 

IMPACT Of INFLArlO!I Oii OISl'Arcm R SAl .. \RllS U'>IN(j Cl'HJ 

Pl~ce in De<:·'JO ()rr.·'lU ,;,-sep!."'iTln(;;CTC"i'W'l;f--%--
1-...!CC•e•''''L' -----''"'L''"'>Y'----'''"'C""'""""-'-'---'"C"~~~~"' S f nr.<:t e ~~e ! Chango: 

St~n 
Mter 1 Year 
Aller 5 Years 
Mier 10 Ye~rs 
Af1e1 1 S Years 
,\fler ZO Yea1s 

IMPACT 

Pll<:e '" CJreer 

SUI! 
Alter 1 Yur 
Aller S Ynr.;. 

Alter 10 Yea1s 
Aller 15 YUi' 
After ZO Yu•s 

°' 

Sll.987 
S 1 S.Ol4 
$15.324 
SIS.775 
s, 6.076 
Sl6.Sl6 

ltfflArlON 

Uec-'.10 
Sahry 

s 11 987 
S 1 S,Ol4 
SIS,Jl4 
115,775 
s 16.076 
Sl6.SZ6 

ON 

S 1 O,·I 54 
Sl1.li9 
Sll.~3) 

SI 1,1')0 
s 12 ,01 s 
SI 2.JS I 

01SPArCllER 

Or.r.·90 m 
C11nsun1 ' 
S10.SHO 
s 11,)65 
s 1 1 .s9i 
s 11.9 ll 
S 1 Z.161} 
S 1 2.SOI 

S'J 8'J') 
S 1 o 63 l 
s 1 0 84, 
S 1 I 164 
S I I.) i 1 
SI 1.691; 

SALARIES 

Sr.1J1·9? 
Consuru 

SIOOSS 
s 10 601 
S 11.01 l 
S 11 )4 I 
s 11.5~7 
s, 1.1181 
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IS ~96) 
l sr.OSJ 
! s6llil 
(S!i 361 
( S!i561 

USING CPl·W 

'" Increase " 
' !Decrnase) 

I S~2 SJ 
t SS64J 
I SS 7 5) 
I SS9l) 
($60)) 
I S620J 

·5 3 1 ~ 
·5. J 1 ~\ 
·S, J 10\ 
·S JI'" 
·5.31"1. 
·S 31~ 

% 
Ch.ln<Je 

.4 96~~ 
·4.9fi'lo 
.4 96~ 
.4 96'\\ 
·<1.96 .. 
-4 96'" 

'" ' 

s 12.)~2 I Sli92 I 
S 1 l.08fi (S 7 J4) 
S13,J48 (1748) 
Sll.741 (S770) 
s 14.002 (S78S) 
114,)95 ($807) 

SALARIES USING CPl·W 

Sr.pt-91. '" lncre.lse " CoUU.lnt ' (Oecre.lst.:) 

s I 2.S48 IS6SSl 
i 1 ].291 CS694J 
SI J.SS'l (ST08) 
SI J.958 (S i29) 
S H.ZZ4 ( s 74l) 
S14,62J {S76)) 

% 
Ch.lnQI! 

·5.J 111\o 
-~.J 1% 
·S.J 1% 
·S.31~ 

·S,J I'!\ 
·S .J \% 

~ 

Ch.lnqe 

·4.96~ 
·4.96~ 
-4.96"11 
•4,96'111 
-4.96~ 

-4.96'K 



To show the County General Pund and total County 
revenues had faired much better than the Uni.on employees 
when the cost of living was taken into consideration, 
it introduced exhibits illustrating the effect of inflation 
upon those funds. In preparing these exhibits, i.t used 
only the CPI-W converting the General Pund and County 
revenues i.nto real dollars as i.t had done wi.th the exhibits 
showing the effect on the Bargaining Uni.t employees. 
These exhi.bi.ts are as follows: 

GENER/l.l fUNO AEVEtllll;, OVER/I.LL COUNTY REVt:NIJE, "'~lD 

on•ury EXP!lESSEO IN TERMS OF "RE>L REVENUE" 
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H Bl~.811 
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1 ........ . ·11 .. 1• c.,,. .. 1 1.....i 11 ... "''"' M88·1"1 

TOIAL COUNTY REVENUES 

...... ~ .. l.J.' ·1 "~ ~ 1o,. ...... 1 •• 
r .... 1~ ...... , 

R<•I °"'''" • 
11~~ 1•,n r,o l•OV1H H.016.H~ 
,,~ .. "l ~·) H •ll 11~ ,. 'Jll.1111 
1111~ 111 Ol) 11 60Ho1 l H~B• &;1 
11111 1n ~o t-1.~11111• Vi,J80JSH 
1190 l?1 ()-1 H •\111~ ts r,11.ln' 

L. Mq~- ll•H Vi.411 )l,l H.4Jl )t,J 

lncruo• . "Roi" !GUI ("""'' •u•.,. .. 1,n,.1,,, 
IMIHU . ••n•" hUI C<>u•I- ••v<n,.. .,115 .• ,,. 

I I 46"' 
11 26.., 
I) 11'0 

I I Ii.., 
·'J • 1"4 

24. 58'11o 

l.25'H. 

~, ...... 
Vt "'""~'!!!.._ 

' '" , '" I 81..., 
su .... 
•l) .... --

8.ll~ 

l .81 .. 

Por the purposes of illustration showing that a 10-year Deputy had 
increased i.n 
computations i.n 

lost 5.09% i.n buying power 
real 1:evenue 3.25%, i. t 
the fol lowing exh i.JJi. t: 
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"~' "')Q 
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10 YEAR DEPUTY SALARY 

l'~ I cr1.w 
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1 ll 10 
Ill 00 
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P•••IJmon 
lll.161 
Ill 816 Q l'" 
llJ.4t,i ·1 .,,., 
Hl.SH ·l nR" 
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COSTS OF Tl!E PARTIES' FINAL OFFERS 

'l'he on1y evidence as to the cost of the parties' 
fina1 offer was produced by the Union. Part of the 
County's fina1 offer of an increase of 4.34% was that 
they were increasing the healtl1 insurance payments by 
2.34%. It appears from the evidence that since 1989, 
when the first contract was entered into with this Union, 
the parties agreed that the employees would pay 100% of 
the dependent insurance coverage, 20% of the single 
employee insurance coverage, with the employer paying 
80% of that cost. In reaching that agreement, the County 
also agreed to what is referred to as a "me too" clause, 
which meant that if the County agreed to pay a greater 
share of the premiums Eor its non-Uni.on employees, it 
would also make those same payments available to the 
employees of th is Barga in i.ng Uni. t. (None of the other 
County employees are unionized.) Effective March 1, 1990, 
the County Board, by resolution, authorized the County 
to pay 100% of the employee's single premium. Because 
of the "me too" clause, these Bargaining Unit emp1oyees 
are no longer paying 20% of their health insurance 
payments. The County, in its final offer, computes that 
this undertaking to pay all of the Bargaining Unit 
emp1oyees single health insurance premiums amounts to 
a 2.34% salary increase. 

There have been two Col lecti.ve Bargaining Agreements 
between these parties, the first one starting December 
1, 1988 and the second one starting December 1, 1990. 
The Union demonstrated with an exhibit the negotiated 
sa1aries with longevity increases for each of the years 
1988 through 1991 for each of the Sheriff's units covered 
by the Co11ective Bargaining Agreement and what insurance 
payments were agreed to. This exhibit is as fo11ows: 

Ul\Rli/\111111!; Ulllt SM AllY MIU Hl!';tJRMln IU'.ilOHY. l'JOfl I(),!:~!_;:! 111 

JFOiitJ;;,-, --tTI«U ... e-si~i--;===G• 11£:".r!-~-··i"i.-- ;---I[JCl~UiOi)lni;.riiiCQ 

t~1·"1 , z, 1 1 !l~_f?~:..!.!_-' _¥?§;'II~_1?IiJ1·1--1!ii~JI '-- '?~1,£.YT:::J?~::I ! l ____ , ___ ,~~1~~~ 
~~1 1u.!)' ___ ~~!1.01Lt! 1'!.!_3 _J~i..! !J_~ ~.!..:.! E_ ~{ !...!·-~ ~---- ~ t !, ~., ~---! ~!, ! ~ L_~ ~--~~~~'!'.!c_d'_ 
tl!:l"'! 1211 {~L! ~~ ~t;;-'Ll.-~!!~_1 l..!.~..!.'J __ !li,~ ~--!? {.:'.1~ i:__~ ~ h~_ . ., __ co __ u~~'!-:..loo" 
l>etul il/l/91 S20-t<\6 5214114 Sl\919 i(2.S~6 Sli'61 S2J.f>J7 ZO 6(J'!l.,"metoo" 
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It is Lo 
remai.netl 80% of 
too" clause. 

Lie no tec.l that the 
the s i. ng 1 e [)ren1 i_ u111 

i..nsu1·ance 
f..Jayn1cnt.:. 

provisions 
wi. tl1 a 11 1ne 

It followed up that previous exl1iL>it witl1 an identical 
one exc:.:ept to i.nc:.:luc.le thereon a perc:.:entagc inc:.:rcase where 
those increases occurred. 'l'lii.s cxhil>i t i.s as ro·11ows: 
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To demonstrate that not only did the County's 
expenditures for heal th insurance increase from 1986 to 
1991, but that the employees' contributions costs also 
increased during that period, the Union introduced first 
exhibits demonstrating the amount that the County had 
budgeted for insurance each year, the amounts spent, the 
percentage of increase and any variants. 'rhese exhibits 
are as follows: 

$400.00 

$350.00 

SJ00.00 

S250.00 

$200.00 

$150.00 

1100.00 

$50.00 

SO.OD 

M/l.fUOtl COUllTY EXl'Ellllll UllES ron ltEf\1. Ill HISUHMICE, l!l06·1991 
"Counly Employon• G1oup lloal\h lnsu1anco" Cos\1 

Ye:i1 Dudgoted Ac I uni Annu11t Vml:inco 
Jl,mounl J\mounl % lncnmso (Unl1wo1able) 

1966 $65,000 $57 ,802 $1, 190 

1987 $72,000 SSJ,080 6,71"1. SID,t 12 

1908 $72,000 SGJ,:11rn 17 .S!l"k $11.liJI 

1969 $72,000 $76,JUS ~o 5.1-:. f$4,;J85J 

1990 $142,692 $142,337 nr, :M"~ SJSS 

1991 $190.206 Sl73.9J3 2? 20~~ s 1r..21s 

Compvlson of Costa ol Sing!• EmptayM lru.uranu CQveraga YL F1mlly Pr11mlum Costs. 198~1"2 

-24-

•s1ng111 

0 Family 



In order to demonstrate l1ow the employees' costs 
had increased, the Union introduced a bar graph showing 
the costs of single employee insurance coverage versus 
family premium costs from 1989 to 1992 and another bar 
graph showing the percentage of increases in employees' 
health insurance. These exhibits are as follows: 

$200,000 l 
$180,000 

$160,000 

0udQ•rntd vs. Aclual E~pondl1uros for Employoo Hoallh lnsuranco Covo1aoo 
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It, 1 ikewise, computed for the same group 
the same fashion the cost to the County under the 
2% wage increase. This schedule is as follows: 

• ; >i· i EMPLOYER OHER: "' I . . ·. . 

and in 
Union's 

.7 
Employre Name Oate of Curr.ml Cu1rent Employer'' Offer Cu11ent Tolal New Employer I'~-

'"' f'osilton lllr ... Total SalJP' Base SJIJfv of 2% lonncvltv S;iol:uv orr..r Cost :-

At.:lem>n, C.O Sii 6168 s 18,861 118,491 JI 8.861 SJ71 S19.2J8 SJ77 · .. 
• Bend, Com. 0. 1191 S15.0l4 SI S,024 S 1 S.324 so '15,324 SJOO .'..-' 
_ Bmo~'· C.O. ?/91 s 18,49, s 18,491 s 18,861 so s 18.861 S370 < 

Claybourn, Sgt. 4/S/73 S24,J18 S21.484 S21,9 I 4 Sl ,972 S24.786 S468 · 
Clllton. Oilp. 10/14/BS SZZ.129 S2 I ,484 sn,914 S6S7 $22,511 $443 
D1s1, C.O 1/1 S/07 s 18,861 s 18,491 Sl 8,861 $377 Sl9,Z38 SJ77 

- 01ris, Com.a. 3/1/87 $15,324 s 1 S.02<1 S 1 S.324 SJ06 s l 5,63\ Sl06 1 .. -, __ 
Eblin, Com. 0. 4/V9D SI S.17'1 s 1 5,024 SI 5,324 SI 53 $15,478 SJOJ 
Edward~, Corn 0, IZ/1/69 S 1S,174 S 1 S.OZ4 S 1 S.32:4 s 153 f.1 S,478 S30J ; 

- Elkins. Dep. ?/91 SZl,484 S21,464 SZ 1,914 so f.Zl.914 S430 
: - Girden. Oep. 12:/1/89 SZl,699 SZl,464 S2:1,914 SZ19 S2:2:,IJ3 $434 ,, ', Gel~inge1, o,p, 12/1/64 S22.l4J SZl,464 S21,914 $877 $2:2,790 $447 
' ·. Hildibld1I. C.O. 12117185 s 19.046 Sl8,491 s 18.86\ SS66 Sl9,427 S381 

' 
McNe~. C.O. 12119/85 $19,046 $ 18,491 s 18.861 SS66 Sl9,427 SJ81 . 
Minon, LI. 6/16/72 SZ4,8J2 $21,464 S2 l,91-t S2, I 91 S2S,JOS $473 
Norb!!d.C.0, 1011/79 $19,600 $18,491 s 18,861 s I, 132 $19,992 $392 

..:· OSw~ld, Oep. 12/1/84 S22,34J S21,484 sz 1,914 $877 $22,790 S447 
Robertson, ~p. 9/24/79 S2Z,77J $21,404 SZl,914 SI ,315 S2l.22:9 $455 

_. Ro~. Df:p ?/91 $21,404 SZl.404 $21,914 so $21,914 S4JO .. 
- Schlrr, c.o. 4/20/07 s 16.061 s 18,491 s 18,861 $)77 $19,2)0 S377 ;. 

Smith. Ol!p 4/IS/79 S2Z.773 S2: 1,484 $21,914 SI ,31 S $23,229 S4SS ,, 
· Sq111bb, C.O. J/31/86 s 19,046 s 18,491 s 1 0,861 SS66 s 19,427 SJ81 

st()(>l!,c.o. 3/9/83 S 19,ZJ 1 s 18,491 s 18,861 s 754 s 19,61 s Sl8S 
' ,f: Wol1!nh1•"'l v.t. I0/1/76 $24 IOJ $21 464 S21 914 SI 753 S2:4 567 S464 

:.,;., 

--- fr or ALS: 5462 020 $462,839 $412,096 Sl61504 $491 600 ~9,soo JjJ:.i, 
. ., 

ESTIMATED COST OF EMPLOYER OFFER: $9,580 

The difference between the two proposals is $14,371.00. 

7. CHANGES IN ANY OP 'HIE FOREGOING CIRCUMS'.l.'ANCES 
DURING THE PENDl\NCY OP TIIE l\RBITRl\TION PROCEEDINGS. This 
was the seventh factor which the Arbitration Panel was 
to consider in connect ion with economic issues. Neither 
party produced any evidence with respect to this factor. 

B. SUCH 0'.1.'IIER l'l\C'l'ORS, NO'r CONFINED TO 'l'IIE FOREGOING, 
WHICH ARE NORMALLY OR TRl\DI'l'IONl\LLY TAKEN INTO 
CONSIDERATION IN THE DETERMINA'rION OP WAGES, HOURS, !\ND 
CONDITIONS OP EMPLOYMEN'r THROUGH VOLUN'rl\RY COLLEC'rIVE 
BARGAINING, MEDIATION, l'l\CT-PINDING, ARBITRATION OR 
OTHERWISE BETWEEN 'r!IE Pl\R'rIES IN '.l.'llE PUBLIC SERVICE OR 
IN PRIVl\'.l.'E EMPLOYMENT. No evidence was introduced with 
respect to this factor. 
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The Union prepared a schedule listing the names and 
positions of all of the Bargaining Unit employees together 
with their dates of hire, their current base salary, 
computed what each individual's salary would be if it 
increased by 5%, increased it by the current 1 ongevi ty 
the individual was entitled to, showed the total new salary 
and the cost of the Union offer, and prepared a schedule 
showing the results. This schedule is as follows: 

-
I COST-OUT OF UNION ANO EMPLOYER PROPOSALS l 

. 
I UNION OHER: "' I 

' 
Employee Name Date of Current Current Union's Proposed Current Total New Cost of 

'"' Position Hire Tool Sala,..,. ease Salu" Increase of "' Lonnevitv Sahr" Union Oller 

Anderson, C.O. 1 6·May-86 $ 18,861 s 16,491 $19.416 $368 S 19,804 $943 . 
Beard. Com. 0. ?/91 S l 5.024 SlS.024 SIS,775 so SlS.775 $75 I 
Brooks, C.O. ?/91 $18.491 S 18,491 s 19,416 so $19," 16 $925 
Claybourn, Sgt. 5·Apr·73 $24.316 $21,484 $22.556 $2.030 $25.486 $1'171 

. Clifton. Dep. 14-0ct·BS $22, 129 SZ 1,464 $22.558 $677 $23,235 $ l, IOG 
Diss, C.O 1 S·Jan-87 SI 8,661 S1 6,491 $19,.f 16 $368 $19.604 $943 
Duis. Com.a. 1·M:ir-87 SlS,324 $15.024 $15,775 $316 s 16,091 $766 
Eblio, Com. 0. Z·Apr·90 $15,174 S 1 S,024 $15.775 s 158 SI S.933 S759 
Edwards. Com. 0. l·Oec·89 s 15.174 S l S,024 SlS,775 SI 58 SlS,931 $759 
Elkms, Oep. 1/91 $21.484 $21,484 SZ2.SS8 so SZ2.SS6 s 1,074 
Garden. Oep. 1 ·0ec·69 $21,699 SZl,464 S22.SS8 S226 S22,784 s 1.065 
Gelsinger, Oep. 1 ·0ec·64 $22,343 sz 1,484 S22.SS8 $902 S23.4G 1 s 1.11 7 
1l11d•bujJI, C.Q. l 7·Dec·8S S 19,04G s 18.491 $ 19.416 $582 $ 19,998 $952 
~1ctle1f. co. 19·Dee·6S $19,046 S\8,491 $19.416 $582 $ 19.998 $952 
Mitton. Lt. I G·Jun·72 $24,832 121.484 S22.558 $2.256 S2G.014 s 1, 182 
Nmbeek. C.O. l·Oe1·79 s 19.600 Sl 8,491 S\9.416 s 1, 165 S20.SBO $980 
Oswald, Dep. 1 ·0ec·84 S22,343 S2J,484 S22.SS8 $902 $23.461 $\, 117 
Roberuoo, Dep. 24·Sep·79 $22,773 SZl,464 $22.558 Sl.353 $23.912 s \, 139 
Rose. Oep 7191 $21,464 $21,484 S22.S58 so S22.SS8 Sl.074 
Schur, C.O. 20·Apr·87 $1 8,661 s 16,491 s 19,416 5368 519,604 $943 
Smith. Dep. l S·Apr· 79 $22.773 $21,484 S22.SS6 s 1,353 523,912 $1, 1)9 

. 

Sqrnbb, C.O. ) I •MH·86 519,046 $1 8,491 s 19,416 5582 $19.996 $952 

~=~~~~t ... _t. 
9·Mir-63 $19,231 s 18,491 $19.416 $177 S20.192 $962 
l·nct·76 S24 103 SZ 1.484 S22.5S8 $1.605 $2S,263 $1,160 

!TOTALS; $482,020 S462 839 S48S 961 $16990 SSOS971 s21 951 I 

ESTIMATED TOTAL cosr Of UNION OFFER: $23,951 
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DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS ON THE BASIS OF THE EVIDENCE: 
The Illinois State Labor Relations Act, Section 14(a) 
sets forth those factors which the Arbitration Board, 
in this case the Arbitrator, should consider in making 
its findings, opinions and order. It does not mandate 
what weight is to be given to each of the factors, only 
that those factors be given consideration. The importance 
and weight depend upon that facts and circumstances of 
each case. In these interest arbitration cases, there 
are two questions that need to be answered. The first 
is whether there is evidence which justifies the Union's 
offer, as that is usually the highest. The second question 
is whether the financial ability of the unit of government 
is sufficient to meet the Union's offer or mandates the 
acceptance of the Employer's offer. 

There are three factors to be considered in connection 
with the first question, name.1y: (1) A comparison of 
wages and conditions of employment of the employers 
involved with the wages, hours and conditions of employment 
of other employees performing similar services with other 
emp1 eyers, both pub 1 ic and private, in comparab 1 e 
communities; ( 2) •rhe average consumer prices for goods 
and services, known as the cost of 1 iving as it affects 
the buying power of the employees; (3) The overall 
compensation presently received by the employees, including 
direct wage compensation and fringe benefits. The answer 
to the second question, of course, is what can the Employer 
afford to pay. 

With respect to comparab 1 e situations, the evidence 
shows that Marion County, both in 1990 and 1991, received 
more State revenue than the average of the 9 comparab 1 e 
counties. With respect to Deputies' salaries, the evidence 
makes the following comparison as to where Deputy salaries 
rank them in comparison of their counterparts in comparable 
counties beginning with a starting salary and then 
increases for the 1st, 5th, 10th, 15th and 20th year of 
service. 

"" 
~--~--·--... "" "" 
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It can be seen from that comparison that, as of 
December 1, 19 91, these Deputies ranked near the bottom 
of the salary scale when compared with their counterparts 
in comparable counties; that both the Union and Employer's 
offers only increases the ranking slightly, except that 
the Union's offer improves the ranking considerably the 
starting salary in the 20th year. 

The same comparison was made with respect to the 
Sergeants' salaries. The evidence shows the current 
rankings and the effect of both the Union's and Employer's 
offers on those rankings beginning with the starting salary 
and the increases for the 1st, 5th, 10th, 15th and 20th 
year comparisons. That showed the following: 

W~h.,.,1 011;~ 

"·-• • s~'·" 
1W~Mul 011••11 
1,1.,.,..nv'-1· I ~·" I Sii• I ~th '" '" '" 

It can be seen from that information that the 
acceptance of either offer will not materially improve 
the ranking of these individuals with their Sergeant 
counterparts in the comparable counties. 

'l'he evidence, with respect to Lieutenants' salaries 
as compared with the comparable counties and their rankings 
in comparison with their counterparts in those counties, 
beginning with the starting salary the 1st, 5th, 10th, 
15th and 20th year is as follows: 

~:S UJ S2S,S~I 12S ; II ~~$.!\I!\ JH.~SCI " 
r~~""' .. ..,., ... 1 
..... .,..n ...... . I ··~ ... . .. I ... c:=c." I I 

"' '" ~[_,.,_J_,_,,_LJ 
rv-.;;;;:.~ 1.1 .... ~ 1111~ .... ou., I 
~ ... orr.,n."°'· ''" "" "' ~Cc· G<.:J_I 

Again it can been seen that, while Lieutenants' 
salaries at the current rate place them above the middle 
of the comparab 1 e counties with respect to salaries, the 
offers of both the Emp 1 ayer and Un ion merely maintains 
that ranking with the Employer's offer lowering their 
ranking in the 20th year and the Union's offer improving 
their ranking in the 15th and 20th year. 
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The ranking of the Correctional Officers in comparison 
with their counterparts in the comparable counties 
beginning with the starting salary and the salaries of 
the 1st, 5th, 10th, 15th and 20th year as disclosed by 
the evidence is as follows: 

,;,;;;;,;-,,;, .. -.~----.---~-~---,----.---.---.---, 
A••o.11• ';.~_..~ uo.~oJ uo.lM UOA.ll '" 

'" "~ I ,,~ Stll l•O (28 
"" _M., _.......!,!.~- • 

~... I '" 
c:-i-,.:-i---:-i 

Ith I '" I 61h I "" I I 

It can be seen from the offers of the Union and the 
Employer that they don't materially improve the rankings 
of these individuals. 

The evidence, with respect to the sa 1 aries 
Dispatchers as they relate to their counterparts 
comparable counties is shown by the following 
as to starting salaries and the 1st, 5th, 10th, 
20th year increments. 
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Again it can be seen that these individuals, as 
compared with their counterparts, are ranked near the 
bottom and even with the offers of the Union and Employer, 
their ranking does not change. 

The foregoing recitation of the evidence demonstrates 
that Marion County Bargaining Unit employees are, for 
the most part, paid less than the majority of their 
counterparts in most positions and that the Union's offer, 
if accepted, would improve their rankings in some cases 
slightly more than the offer of the Employer. 
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respect thereto, a review thereof using either the CPI
U or CPI-W shows that the current salaries of the Deputies, 
Correction Officers and Dispatchers when converted to 
constant do 11 ars, showed that the buying power of their 
dollars had, as of September 1992, decreased 5.31% under 
the CPI-U and 4.96% under the CPI-W. The Union's offer 
of a 5% wage increase would not, in real do11ars, give 
them an increase in wages, but on 1 y keep them even with 
inflation. Under the Employer's offer, they would lose 
in real wages and in buying power. 

The third factor to be considered was the overal 1 
compensation presently received by employees, including 
direct wage compensation and fringe benefits. No evidence 
was offered on this factor other than direct wage 
compensation and information on insurance. The Arbitrator 
can only assume that all the other fringe benefits, which 
my appear in the contract, are satisfactory to both 
parties. The Emp 1 ayer, however, seeks to inc 1 ude in its 
offer the fact that it has assumed the fu11 premium payment 
for employee insurance premiums, rather than 80% thereof 
as called for under the current contract as part of its 
offer. This additional cost amounts to 2.34% increase 
so that the Employer believes that it is making a 4.34% 
wage offer which is comparab 1 e to that of the Off er of 
the Union. There are two reasons why that 2.34% should 
not be considered as an increase in wages. First and 
foremost is that the Emp 1 ayer is contractua 11 y ob 1 igated 
to make this increase. In the current contract, it agreed 
to the so-cal led "me too" clause. The Union agreed to 
its members paying 20% of the single insurance premium 
cost at the time of the execution of the current contract 
on December 1, 19 9 0 because a 11 other County emp 1 oyees 
were paying that percentage with the County paying 80% 
thereof. Fearful that the County might treat its non
union employees differently with respect to insurance 
premium payments, it negotiated the "me too" clause. 
When the County increased the non-Union employees insurance 
premiums to cover 100% of the sig1e insurance premium, 
it did so with the knowledge that under the "me too" 
clause, it was obligated to do the same for the Bargaining 
Unit members. It is therefore not making a new of fer 
of wages by assuming that 20% of the premium. Thus, its 
offer is really only a 2% wage increase. 

A second reason why such payment should not be 
considered is that, as the Union argues, the employees, 
as the evidence shows, have had to assume as of 1990 an 
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$89.45 per month increase for dependent coverage while 
the Employer's increased insurance costs are an additional 
$37.24 for employees because of rising insurance costs 
and its agreement to pay the full employee single premium. 
That sum does not have the same impact on the County as 
does the nearly 2 1/2 times that amount the employee must 
pay for dependent coverage. Any attempt to offset 
insurance cost against a wage increase should be bargained 
in connect ion with total insurance costs and not part 
of a wage package. A 5 % wage increase merely keeps the 
employee current with the cost of living and doesn't help 
the emp 1 oyee in absorbing the increased insurance costs 
for dependent coverage. 

Since the factor of overall compensation employees 
presently receive together with fringe benefits was not 
addressed in the evidence, the Arbitrator, in making a 
determination as to which wage offer is to be accepted, 
provided there is a financial ability to pay, is limited 
to a comparison of wages of the comparab l es and cost of 
living. On the basis of that evidence, it is the 
Arbitrator's cone l us ion that the Uni.on has demonstrated 
that their wage offer more nearly complies with the factors 
dealing with wages and the Employer's offer is inadequate. 
The Arbitrator, therefore, holds that the Union's wage 
offer should be accepted provided the evidence shows the 
Employer has the financial ability to pay it. 

There remains, however, the consideration of the 
factor having to do with interest and welfare of the public 
and the financial ability of the County to meet the 
increased cost of the Union's wage offer. As was indicated 
in connect ion with the narration of facts, no evidence 
was offered with respect to the interest and we 1 fare of 
the public, but that the Arbitrator can take cognizance 
of the fact that trained and competent employees of the 
Sheriff's Department in enforcing the laws, protecting 
persons and property of the citizens of the County, as 
well as the housing of prisoners so that they do not 
escape, is in the interest and welfare of the public, 
as evidence by the laws establishing Sheriff's Departments 
and their duties. The Arbitrator can take notice of the 
fact employees whose wages stagnant and because of 
increased cost of living, lose purchasing power, become 
dissatisfied with their employment and seek other 
employment resulting in the loss of their training and 
experience to the Employer's detriment. It is, therefore, 
in the best interest and welfare of the public to prevent 
this by assuring they are adequately compensated. 
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The evidence indicates that the granting of the 
Union's offer of a 5% wage increase across the board would 
result in an estimated $23,951.00 in additional costs 
to the County and that if the Employer's offer was 
accepted, there would be an estimated additional cost 
to the County of $9,580.00 resulting in a difference of 
$14,371.00 over what the County, by its offer, admits 
it has the ability to pay. 

The Union offered considerable evidence by which 
it believed the Arbitrator could conclude that this County 
has the ability to pay this additional estimated $14,371.00 
over which the County admits it can pay. This evidence 
consisted of several computations. The first one was 
that the General Fund, at the end of each Fiscal Year 
from 1986 through 1991 with the exception of 1987, where 
the ending balance was $749,165.00, had year-end balances 
ranging from $900,000.00 to $1,000,000.00 with 1991 ending 
balance of $918,903.00. The Union's analysis of what 
the County budgeted was that its expenditures and the 
actua 1 revenue received for those same years showed that 
the County always received more revenue than expected 
at the time of budgeting in every year except 1991 when, 
due to 1 arge expenditures for ca pi ta 1 improvements, there 
was a budget shortfall of $154,724.00. Even with that 
shortfall, the County had an ending balance of $918,903.00. 
In all of the other years, with that exception, revenue 
exceeded budgeted revenue and actual expenditures were 
less than budgeted with the County winding up with healthy 
budgeted balances of around $500,000.00 to $600,000.00 
which shows that the County had excess funds to pay for 
unbudgeted items. The Union evidence also showed that 
the County, in 1991, had no current liabilities and in 
the years 1986 to 1990 had on hand cash and temporary 
investments greatly exceeding their current liabilities 
with the County having no longterm debt. Current balances 
plus the history of the County's revenue always exceeding 
the expenditures is some indication of the County's ability 
to pay. 

To counter any concern that the County revenues would 
unduly suffer because of lack of monies paid the County 
from State and Federal sources, the Union introduced 
evidence that the County's total revenues, including monies 
received from those sources much of which is al located 
for special purposes, still leaves a certain percent of 
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those funds which go into the Genera1 Fund. The percentage 
of the Genera1 Fund make-up financed by intergovernmenta1 
funds has increased each year from 1986 when those funds 
constituted 39.21% of the Genera1 Fund so that 
intergovernmenta1 revenues in 1991 made up 56.25% of the 
Genera1 Fund. The Union's evidence also showed that in 
1991 both the total General Fund County revenues and the 
intergovernmenta 1 revenues a 11 oca tab 1 e to the Genera 1 
Fund decreased slightly. The Union's evidence showed 
that there was a pattern from 1986 to 1991 of increases 
each year with respect to the General Fund revenue. This 
same thing was true as to the amount of intergovernmental 
revenues al located to the General Fund. The conclusion 
to be reached from this evidence is that one year's 
shortfall in both General Fund and intergovernmental 
funding doesn't justify a finding that the County hasn't 
the money to fund wage increases where it has hea 1 thy 
ending General Fund balances each year, including 1991. 
A part of the intergovernmenta 1 funding comes from 
surcharge monies received from the State of Illinois. 
The Union's evidence shows that in a 1991-92 Fiscal Year, 
these monies were down. As demonstrated in the narration 
of facts, this shortage of surcharge revenue was due to 
1egis1ative handling of this issue and the shortages 
resu1ting therefrom in FY 91-92 due to legislation are 
now being made up in FY 9293. Such facts negate that 
because of 1 oss of surcharge monies, the County has an 
inability to pay the increase in wages. 

The evidence shows that Marion County doesn't 
experience any problem in col 1ecting taxes as 1evied and 
that, with the exception of 1991 where capital improvements 
exceeded the budgeted amount by $219,214.00, it, from 
1986 to 1991, invariably budgeted for capita1 outlay and 
bui1ding repairs more money than was expended. In those 
6 years, it budgeted for capital improvements $580,000.00 
and expended $441,885.00 of which $369,000.00 was in 1991. 
A six-year surplus of $138,135.00 over budgeted amounts 
has resu 1 ted from the County Board's hand 1 ing of funds. 
Similarly, building repacrs in six years were budgeted 
at $310,000.00, but the County only expended in that time 
$242,590.00 resulting in a budgeted surplus of $67,410.00. 
When one considers revenue in that period of time as almost 
a1ways exceeding budgeted amounts, there is a strong 
indication that the County is financially able to afford 
increases in salaries. 

The evidence, with respect to the Sheriff's Department 
budget, from December 1, 1990 through November 30, 1991, 
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the year prior to the one the Union is seeking a wage 
increase, ended up expending $42,161.00 less than its 
budgeted amount and for the ten-month period of 12/1/91 
through 9/30/92 as Union exhibits show, the Sheriff's 
Department had remaining in its budget $182,334.74 or 
20.41% of the budgeted amount. Based on an analysis of 
what the Sheriff's Department budgeted and expended for 
FY 90-91 and FY 91-92 through September 30, 1992, the 
Union, based on the current rate of expenditures, projected 
that the Sheriff's Department would only expend $853,000.00 
of its budgeted amount of $ 8 9 3, 4 4 9. 0 0 again ending the 
91-92 Fiscal Year with a $40,000.00 surplus, an indication 
that the Department cou 1 d pay the 5% wage increase of 
$23,951.00. 

The Employer sought to negate the testimony that 
it had additional monies due to the receipt of local 
government distributive funds and a surcharge after the 
beginning of FY 92-93. Such position was not sustained, 
however, when it admitted that projecting the amount 
received in the first four months of the year would not 
equa 1 the money they were to get, but "that it wou 1 d be 
more 11

• 

In its attempt to show it did not have the money 
to pay raises the Un ion was seeking, the Emp 1 ayer 
introduced an exhibit signed by the County Treasurer 
showing that from December 1, 1992 through September 30, 
1992, a ten-month period, the County's receipts were 
$1,857,588.78 and its disbursements were $1,945,830.89 
leaving a deficiency of revenue over expenses of 
$88,272.11. This same exhibit showed the County's end
of-the-month balance from December through November in 
FY 1990 and 1991 and December through September FY 1992. 
The exhibit shows that at the end of September 1992, the 
General Fund had a balance of $740,718.00. How the General 
Fund of September 30, 1992 had a deficiency of $88,272.11 
with an ending balance of $740,718.00 was not explained. 
Possibly it was due to carrying forward the FY 1991 
November balance. 

The exhibit shows that as a general proposition, 
the end of the month balances were smaller each year since 
FY 1990 than the comparable month the year before. It 
shows that in both FY 91 and FY 90, the end-of-month 
ba 1 ances for October were greater than in September and 
the end-of-month balances for November were less than 
the September balances. While in FY 90 the November 
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balance exceeded the September balance, the FY 91 November 
balance, or year-end balance, was 22% less than the 
September balance. 

No conclusion can be drawn from such statistics other 
than that revenues continue to be received in both October 
and November. since the hearing was held in October, 
the exhibit did not contain the end-of-month balances 
for October and November, the two months to complete the 
fiscal year FY 91-92. If, however, the 22% decrease that 
occurred in FY 90-91 from the end of September to the 
end of November is applied to the FY 91-92 September 
balance of $740,718.00, the November balance would be 
in the area of $577,760.00, a sum which could easily 
finance a wage increase of roughly $24,000.00. 

The Employer estimated that one sixth of its 
projective revenue from the annual amount received for 
surtax fines and fees wou 1 d be received in October and 
November 1992. The Union exhibits covering these revenues 
indicated that this total amount is $870,870.00, one sixth 
of which is $140,145.00. If this figure is added to the 
September end balance of $740,718.00, it would bring that 
balance up to $885,863.00. Disbursements according to 
the County Treasurer's exhibit showing a deficiency the 
first nine months of the Fiscal Year of $88,272.00 means 
that in that period of time the disbursements exceeded 
receipts by 3%. If one applies that percentage to the 
October and November contemplated receipts of $140,145.00, 
the disbursements for those two months would be $144,349.35 
or $4,204.35 more than the receipts. Under such 
computation, the FY 91-92 ending balance in the General 
Fund would be the September balance of $740,718.00 less 
the $4,204.35 with excess expenditures over receipts 
leaving a projected November 30, 1992 balance of 
$736,514.00. Such a computation would further indicate 
the County had amp 1 e funds and the f inancia 1 abi 1 i ty to 
meet an approximate $24,000.00 wage increase for these 
employees. 

As would be expected where the County, as here 
operates on a cash bas i.s, the evidence shows it has no 
current or 1 ong term 1 iabi lit ies of debts which it must 
pay, so whatever the General Fund balance, and the evidence 
shows there is one, it is not subject to the payment of 
debts so there are ample funds to pay the increase in 
wages. 
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Further evidence of the County's abi 1 i ty to pay the 
increased wages sought by the Union and which the evidence 
wou1d indicate that they are entitled to is that the County 
granted the non-Union employees longevity pay beginning 
December 1, 1991 totaling $23,054.21. This was done after 
the FY 91-92 budget had been prepared and approved. The 
County Board then amended the budget to provide for these 
additional funds, which it would not have done if they 
didn't be 1 ieve there were funds ava i 1ab1 e under its cash 
basis of accounting. This is one more indication of 
showing that the County has unbudgeted funds with which 
to pay the Union's offer. 

The Emp 1 ayer emphasized that the 1 ongevi ty program 
for non-Union employees was in 1 ieu of a pay raise for 
FY 91-92. This can have no effect on this Award. Once 
having decided that the evidence warrants the acceptance 
of the Union's final offer, the only issue is whether 
the County has the financial abi1ity to pay. When I 
consider all of the facts heretofore narrated concerning 
the evidence as to the financial ability to pay, it 
overwhelmingly preponderates in the be1ief that the County 
has that abi1ity. 

Under the Statute, the Arbitration Pane 1 (the 
Arbitrator) is required as to each economic issue to adopt 
the last offer of settlement, which, in the opinion of 
the Arbitration Panel, more nearly complies with the 
applicable factors as described in Subsection (h) of 
Section 14. It is the conclusion of the Arbitrator that 
the Union's last offer of a 5% increase i.n base salaries 
for all Bargaining Unit employees more nearly complies 
with the applicable factors. 

AWARD 

of 5% 
Unit 
all 

by 

It is ordered that the Union's final offer 
increase in the base salaries of all Bargaining 
emp 1 oyees is adopted and that the base sa 1 aries of 
Bargaining Unit employees be increased retroactively 
5% effective December 1, 1991. 

Dated in Springfield, 
December, 1992. 

Illinois this day of 
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Arbitrator 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, the sole Arbitrator in the- above entitled matter, 
hereby certify that on the _/x'" day of December 1992, 
I deposited a true copy of the Award in the above entitled 
matter in a U.S. Post Off ice Box p 1ain1 y addressed to 
Brian E. Reynolds, Executive Director, Illinois State 
Labor Re 1 at ions Board, 320 West Washington Street, 
Springfield, Illinois 62701. 
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