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ECONOMIC ISSULE - WAGES

FINAL OFFERS: The parties' final offers for across-
the-board wage increases for all Bargaining Unit employees
were:

Retroactively effective 12/1/91 Employer 2%
plus 2.43% 1increase in paid insurance premiums;
Union 5%

FACTS

The parties waived the statutory requirement of an
arbitration panel of three and agreed to submit this matter
to this Arbitrator for the issuance of an Award, The
hearing was held on OCctober 20, 1992. Briefs were to
be filed by November 24, 1992. The Arbitrator received
the Union's brief on November 25, 1992. The Employer,
at that time, notified the Arbitrator that it would not
be submitting any brief asking he make his decision on
the basis of the information available.

At the beginning of the  hearing, the parties
stipulated to the following matters:

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

{2) That +the Arbitrateor has jurisdiction over
the subject matter and the parties;

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

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

(5) That the unresolved bargaining subject which
the parties are submitting to the Arbitrator
for decision is as follows:

* Wages for the 1991/92 fiscal year.

(6) That the parties stipulate and agree that
the 1issue before the Arbitrator 1is economic
in nature and further that §14 of the Act
mandates the Arbitrator select either the final
offer of the Union or the final offer of the
Employer when making his award;
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(7} That the Arbitrator has the express authority
and Jjurisdiction to 1issue an award providing
for increases in wages retroactively to December
1, 1891, pursuant to 8§14 of the Act and the
Rules and Regulations of the Illinois State
Labor Relations Board;

(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 1intoe a Collective Bargaining
Agreement on February 14, 1990 for a pericd to be effective
from December 1, 1989 until November 30, 1992. This
Agreement covered the Sheriff's Deputies, Sergeants,
Lieutenants, Dispatchers and Correcticonal Officers. It
contained a reopener Agreement with respect to negotiations
for wages/longevity 1if proper notification was given the
Employer prior to December 1, 1991, Pursuant to contract
provisions prior to December 19291, +the Union notified
the Employer of 1its desire to negotiate wages for the
1991-92 year. The parties conducted negotiations resulting
in an impasse with respect to wage offers resulting 1in
the presentation of that issue to arbitration pursuant
to the provision of Secticon 14 of +the Il1linois Labor
Relations Act.

The evidence discloses that this County, contrary
to most, operates on a cash basis of accounting,
recognizing revenue when it 1is 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 1is to consider as 1is outlined in
Section 1l4{(a} of the Illinois Labor Relations Act. The
Employer 1introduced no evidence with respect to these
factors other than taking the position that the County's
4. 34% offer consisting of 2.34% 1increase for health
insurance and a 2% 1increase 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 vyears
FY 1990, 1991 and 1992 and a County Clerk's certification
as to the total non-union payroll 1in 1991 and the total
of the elected and appointed officials together with a
showing of the non-FOP salaries f[rom 1987 to 1991l.
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The Arbitrator 1in rendering an Award 1is required
by statute to consider eight enumerated factors. The
evidence, with respect to each of these factors, 1is
hereinafter narrated.

(1} THE LAWPFUL AUTHORITY OF THE EMPLOYER. It was
stipulated that the Employer had the legal authority to
enter into a Collective Bargaining Agreement with the
I1linois Fraternal Order of Police Labor Council, Lodge
227.

{2) STIPULATION OF THE PARTIES. These stipulations
have heretofore been set out.

{3) THE INTEREST AND WELFARE OF THE PUBLIC AND THE
FINANCIAL ABILITY OIF THE UNIT OF GOVLERNMENT TO MERT 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
employee of the Sheriff's Department 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 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 Repert and
Financial Statements for the vyears ending 1in 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 TFund by years 1986 through 1991, showing the
beginning fund balances, the revenues and expenditures,
and the ending fund balance.
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GENERAL FUHD AHALYSIS OF MARIOH COUNTY FOR THE
YEARS 1986 THROUGH 1991

Yeu: Fund fevenues Expenditures| Diiterence | Tiwnslers | Transiers | Hel Change In] Ending Fund
Balanca in Out Fund Balsnce Batancy

1986 $1,178,638 | 52,051,649 | 32,220,045 |{5168.396) 30 30 {$168.296) [ $1,010,242
1587 | $864,883 | $2.368.993 | 32,608,726 | (5238 8233 | 124,105 $0 5115788y [ $749,165
1988 | S$749.965 { $2,667,103 | $2.426,7t5 | $240.149 11 528,600 $212,208 $961,553
1589 $A29.259 | $2,B14.540 | 32.489.879 | $344.563 50 510,592 $334,070 $1,163.029
1530 51,139,022 | $2,333,114 | 53,004,944 | SD4mA70 50 367,000 szei70 $1,440,192

19911 $1.440,192 [ $2,169.604 $A613,972 | {$454,289) so $67.000 (3521,289) $918.903
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Thg Union analyzed [or each of Lthose years the amounts
bgdgeted against the acltual revenues and expenditures
with respect to bLhe Gencral PPund only. This analysis

resuitted in the lTollowing charl:

AHALYSIS GF DIHOGE YED V5 AGTALAL AEVTHAIES AND BXPLHOFEIRCT - AFHCAAL FUND DHLY -
FOR MARION €CUHTY, ILEIHOIS FOR THE YEAILS 1906 111IRQUGH 1531

Year | Budneied | “actini T Vavianes [ Hordqarrd [T Actuai T [ Vaiiance [
i Feyenus fievenue [e2-1_ | Esprodivers| Exprogitwes|  jet:) flud, v3. ey
voas | s1.526.337 | sz osieen | 3525312 } 12300356 | os22x0ads ftR0.31) | 3605623
mat | sz.arsano | 32 36003 136 5573 | s2 26 ann | szansaes ] gs15a 04 | SU4AATY

19a8 | $2.126.217 | t2AG7CD 5342 886 | §2 590462 | 82 10k DS (ser2.adny | $515.8%%
g9 12 408 202 32 814 59 3431.0719 52 05159 AR AT 15305 00 Lh5h AR
1990 S1ony 1A (NI NEE] 5344 W5 17 40t 101 R RE] 131497 15 1542 985

ta91 53142458 $3.157 GAL 311,226 13 442,023 51511 37] 1121 9490 {3154 724y

Guapern  Fnao ol SLatamnn ip Moasn Coaaty lac tha yoows MG e 1P Condsonl Saatemant
Starasqis, Evtlunnananty tal £lhamgas o Fumt Tatancas kgl am) Actl

This Chart shows that every year, with the exception
of 1987, the County received more 1in revenue than they
expeclted and that in every vyear except for 1991, they
spent less 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 charts.
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An analysis of the actual revenue received versus
the actual expenditures [rom the General TIFund f{rom 1986
through 1991 shows that expenditurcs were a little higher
in 1986 and 1987, lower in 1989 and 1990, and higher in
1991 as illustrated by the following chart.

ACTUAL REVENUES VS. ACTUAL EXPENDITURES
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Even 1in those vyears where the expenditures exceed
revenue, as the General Fund analysis shows, the County
wound up with healthy balances.

The evidence shows that Marion County does not have
a long term debit, only current liabilities. "The following
chart shows that Marion County would have no problem in
paying ofl 1its currenlt liabhilities each year as 1L always
had on hand cash and temporary investments preceding them,
See the following analysis.
ANALYSIS OF GEHERAL FUND CASH AND INVESTMENTS

FOR MARION COUNTY, ILLINOIS
FOR THE YEARS 1986 THROUGH 1991

Year Total Cash Cusrant Liquidity

and Temg. Invest. Liabilllles Hatig

19886 $392.517 $63,132 1414

1987 £528.810 $114,485 4,62

1988 5857165 $160.863 552

1989 $1.137.252 $2.000 568 61

1950 $1.425,302 $2.000 T12.69

199¢ 5905616 t1c) ng current liabities

“Qnly cusrant cash and investmenls are included in Iho Toral Cash tiguros,

Sourca: Financial Siatemems tor Marion County, lllinois tar the years
1986 through 1991 - Combined Slalernanl ol Assels, Liabililies and
Fend Balancas Arising lom Cash Taansactians,
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Part of the funding of the County's General TFund
comes from greater governmental revenues paid to the
County. The following chart shows the percentage of money
coming from the State or [rom the Federal government that
the County hasn't any control over.

AMALYSIS OF IMTERGOVERNMENTAL REVEHUES/TOTAL GENERAL FURD
AEVENUES - GEHEAAL FUND GHLY « FOR MAMIOH COUNTY, ILLINOIS
FOR FTHE YEARS 1586 THROGUGH 1991

Yoar Tolal Genaral Total Goneral Fund % of lnteigov,
Fund Ravenug Intargov. Aevenue Ravenue
1986 $2.051.649 804,415 35.21%
1987 $2.368.903 51,057,984 44 .66%
1988 $2.667,103 %1.240.878 46.51%
1989 $2.6a,541 $1.266.726 48 567%
1990 $3.350.114 $1.843,080 54 97%
1991 $3,159.604 $1,777,460 56 .25%

Seurca; Finangial Siaiements for Marion County, Hlinois for tha years 1986
through 1991,

While under the preceding chart the 1991 General
rund was 56.25% (unded by intergovernmental revenue, the
actual dollar amount of intergovernmental revenue went
down as did the total General Fund revenue. A comparison
of the General Fund revenues versus the intergovernmental
fund and its trend to increase with the increase of the

size of the General PFund 1is graphically depicted in the
following chart:

Comparisan of Marlon County Telal General Fund Revenues vs, Total Intergovernmontal Revinoe
Placed in General Fund, 1986.1991
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Source: Financial Sialemenis, Marian Couml_x



The County's total revenue 1includes monies received
from intergovernmental sources which 1in many cases has
to be used for special purposes. Such restrictions limit
the amount of the County's total revenue available for
the General Fund. The following chart illustrates that
these restricted funds remained pretty much constant in
the area of 42%. See:

AMALYSIS OF REVENUES AVAILARLE FOR GENERAL FUNO USE FOR
MARIOH COUHTY, ILLINGIS FOR THE YEARS 1988 THROUGH 199§

Year Telal Governmenlal{ Totn) Gen. Fund | % of Restricled
Aavonua Revanus Rovenues
1986 $£4,057.975 $2.051.649 49.49%
1987 $4,132.276 $2.360,901 42 67%
1988 $4,605,62] $2.667.100 42.09%
1589 $4,3123.824 2314 541 A2.72%
1990 $5,453,138 $3,353.114 a8 51%
t9919 $5,432.063 33,159,684 41.85%

Souwice: Financial Raparts for darion Courty. liinois for tha years $986
through 1991,

Many counties have long-term obligations, wusually
in the form of bonds which have been issued to pay for
capital improvements. These debts affect a County's
borrowing power because of legal debt limitations, thus
affecting the County's ability to finance its obligations.
As the following chart 1indicates, Marion County 1is not
one of those so limited.

ANALYSIS OF LONG TEAM DERT TO E;\V AHMD LOQNG TERM DEAT PEN CAMITA FON
MARIQH COUNTY, ILLINOIS, FOR THE YEARS 1988 THADUGH 1991

Fiscal EAV Long Yerm % of EAY 1o Populalton Lang Term

Year Debl Long Term Debt Debi Per Capila
1986.87 $161,917,272 $0 0.40 41,523 $a.00
1987-88 1%$152,977,361 $0 0.00 41,523 $9.¢0
1988-89 $152,509,683 $Q o.on 43.523 $0.00
1989.50 $147,223,007 $¢ 0.00 43.523 $0.00
1990.91 143,209,418 50 0.00 43,523 $0.00
1991-92 nol avail,

Source: Financinl Statemanls lor Marion Counly, Hinois for the years 1986 twaugh 1991 - Hotes le
Financial Stalaments.

Hata; Only fong 1etm dobt which is spplicabla to legal debt imil I3 conswdsiad In this exhibi.



The Union urges that the Arbitrator should not look
at one year when the General Fund 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 1in the hereinafter
set out charts, the wheole history of the General TFund
versus Special FFunds shows that when the General TFund
accounts are dropping, they are correspondingly increasing
in the Special Revenue Accounts and vice versus depending
upon County Board action 1in allocation of funds. What
has occurred from 1986 to 1991 in this regard can be seen
from the {ollowing:

HISTORY OF MAJOR SOUACES OF REVEHUE FOR THE GEHERAL
FUHD FOR THE YEARS 1906 THAOUGH 1991
MARIOR COUNTY, LLINDIS

Year Propetly Tax§ % Ing, Flnes & ¥i, lo ¥r, ntarest Yo o Yi Mise, ¥r. 1o ¥r.
Revenua ¥r. ta ¥r. Feos % Iac, % Inc, Roveanug * e,
1986 $203,597 $824.401 5106.652 . 360,113
1987 $428.075 115 56% | $668.120 <19 947 £68.537 35.74% $57.458 -1.45%
1988 06,722 5.05% §776.767 16 26% $69.545 1.47% $88,704 54.38%
1989 $417,027 007 3775412 -0.17% $99.595 43.21% $79,447 <10.44%
1990 $398.716 -4.39% $797.958 2.91% $118,033 18.51% $114,084 41.60%
1581 $352.978 S11,47% | $B19.G65 1.59% $87.413 2594% $55.760 -51.12%

Source: Financial Sislomaents tor Marion County, Hingis for she years 1986 thiough 1991,

HISTORY OF MAJOR SOURCES OF REVENUE FOA SPECIAL REVEHUE
FUHDS FOR THE YEARS 1586 THACUGH 1991
MARION COUNTY, ILEIROIS

Yoar Proparly Tax *% Inc. Fings & Y. to ¥r, inlerest ¥r. to ¥r. Misc. ¥i. 1o Yr.
Raovenue Ye, 10 Vi, Fees e Inc. % ing. RAevonua % Inc.

1986 $308,719 - $0 $58,164 - $22.683
1987 £8B6,494 -2.45% 50 $53 448 8. 11% $107,029 Jrress
1948 51,042,996 17.55% $1560.678 =100% $75,644 41.47% £8.811 “9E.75%
1989 $1,065,574 2.16% $54,685 ~B5.97% $586,756 14.74% 50 -100.00%
1990 $992,958 -8,72% $114.320 109.05% $87.057 0.35% $10 »100%
1991 $1.064,884 7.12%% $75,044 ~34.36% 347,527 -45,41% 5224 446 22441.60%

Source: Finarcial Stalemonts far Marion Counly, lllinois for the years 1986 thigugh 1991,



— "OISTRIBUTION OF REVENUES 0¥ MARION COUNTY
o DETWEEN GENERAL FUHD AHD SPECIAL REVENUE FUHDS, 19061831

TYPE OF cereral” [ wofF T sreoian L OF T TeTAL
NEVENUE runn_ TOIAL nevinug | 101 | pevenue

fPraperty Tax

1906 $203,597 10 .30%,| $908,719 81 70%| $1,512,348
19487 $438,875 A3 5% $886.494 56 B9%| $1,325,36%
1980 $416,727 26 55%] $1.042,996 1 a5%( $).459.718
19489 $417.027 28 13%] $1.005.574 71 AT 1,482,601
1990 $390,710 B.63% $001,9%8 713¥%] $1,302,676
1801 $352 478 24 90%f 51,054,604 75.10%] $1 417,662

Parsonsl Propary
Replacernent Tex

1906 $4207 . 54% £163,959 1.48% $204,330
1907 $77.929 33 22% $1568,A09 B 78% 1234.590
19N48] $74,487 HERELILHS 5160495 Gl 36%f  $204,902
1909 376,30 a1.70%: 164,415 60 30%,| $240,80%
19990, 372,620 I2 12% $153.510 67 00% $226,130
1991 $66,670 av.7o%)__ $143,675 68.30%|__$210,359
. |Fines & Feey
B 1986 $834,481 100 O0%% 50 0.00% $B814.481
. 1907 $668,120 160 00% $0 06.00% £668.120
’ 1988 £776,767 02 p6% 3160,670 17 V4% $907,445
. 15689, §775,412 3. 414 $54.685 G 59% $830.007
e 1390 $797,956 B7 A7Y $134.320 12.53% §912.218
;‘,, 1994 $810,665 9t 53 Lk 0 47% $805,709 |
T S 5 A T s pn—
LY Gikar Siata Tanss
- 1900 $670,114 59.28% $460,401 40 72%F §1,130,515%
: 1907 $802,670 67 507% $432,715 37.90% $1,316,205
1908] $1,040,893 69 9774 $445,822 30 03%| 81,487,715
1589 $1,143,063 g g% $576.095 31.52%| $1,669.158
1990 $1,555,50% 2 16%. BHAD A2T 27.24%| s2,137.932
_1901) $1.479.244 7o 6ol $504,204 20 31%| $2,083,475
19486 $10G,652 GA T1%% 550,164 35.29% s104,016
1987, $60,637 56 1% $50.440 A3 02 $£121,985
1908, 569,545 Armn $75.614 52 09%| $145,15%
18609 £99,595 81 14, $AG. 750 46.50%,| $106,351
1990 $118,033 57 55% $07.057 A2 A5% $205,090
1991 §$87,413 ] 64.78%| __ $42,527 05.22%]__ $134,840
Miacetlancous
1505 $AD,333 72 K% $22.687 27 10% 502,816
17 57,450 a1 93, 107 020 65 0| s164,487
1006 380,704 an a5~ FYG T 9 057 £97,535
1809 70,447 100 a6 0 0 00 579,447
“qn 19890, $114,004 a9 G 10 0.01% 114,004
1891 §55,760 1090%] | $224,444 ] B0.10%| 5280,206

GENMERAL FUND REVENUES VS, SPECIAL REVENUE FUND REVENUES FOR THE YEARS
1986 THROUGH 1991

33,500,000 $2,500,000¢
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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 thercof.

MARION COUNTY TOTAL LGOF, SURCHARGE, ULO AND PHOTO TAX RECEIPTS

Based on State of flinois Fiscal Years, July through June

I Fiscal Year | Total | LGDF | Surcharge | QLo I Phato 1
1990-91) 3375687 31 1$512.917 a9 377,307 07 |$26,895.72 338,585.6
1991-92 $870,869.96 £5533.280 59 212,253 95 |558.988.24 321,137.1
Diiference {(5ic181737) 13302 N ($3165,043.12)]872. 131 52 {4517, 248.48)

[1992-33_Yo-Date] ~"$278.877 79 [3182.556.57 | 365023 0 7$21,238 65 [ $7.058.51 ]

Souice; Minois Department of Reverue

The Union points out that while the surcharge amount
in 1991-92 is down $165,043.12, when all governmental
payments are considered, there 1is only a difference of
$104,817.37. It points out that the State is on a July
to June Fiscal Year, while Marion County is on a December
through November Fiscal Year. It points out that under
ITlinois law, Chapter 85, par. 6lla of the Illinois July
Statutes, the Income ‘ax Surcharge Local Government
Distributive Iund, while declining in 1992, will increase
in the State's 1992-93 Jliscal Year and as the exhibit
shows resulted in $278,877.79 distribution tc Marion County
from July +to October. The following chart +indicates a
comparison of payments made in the same four months 1in
FY-91 and FY-92.

HANON COUNTY 1GDF RECETS OURING FIRST FOUR MONTHS OF STATES™ FISCAL YLAR

$135,000 09

$140.000 00

175,000 00

3170000 60

185000 00

5160000 00 t

¥ 90-11 Fr 31-92 fr 9233
Sourca; Bnos Geoarument of Ravance. FY 9G-31, $1-32 nd 1291 papments 10 Matsin County dunng the months of by, dugit, Sentemosr ind Octokw
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To illustrate that the County, 1in operating on a
cash basis, can anticipate that most taxes will be paid,
the Union presented into evidence the following bar graphs
showing the tax extensions and tax collections from the
vears 1983 through 1991.

Marion County Tex Extentions, Years 1983 Through 195)

t

T
i

¥r 87 Y¥r BA
Sourcei Pinancial Stalemenis. Maton County, Year ending Navambe: 30, 1985 Ihvough Yeat ending Movember 30, 1991

Yr 83 Y 84 ¥t 85 ¥r B6

Arguing that capital

Y 89

51,600,600
%$1,400,000
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¥Yr 90
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Sowrce: Finangial Siemenie. Manon Caunly, Yoat ending Hovembsr 30, V985 thiough Year «nomg Novembar 30, 1991

expenditures,

Marlen County Tax Colleclions, Years 1983 Through 1294

¥r B4

¥r 85

¥r 86

¥r 87

¥r &0

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:
MARION COUNTY: CAPITAL QUTLAY AND BULDING REPARS
diom tho Gonwead Fund, Yours 1906-90
CAPITAL QUTLAY
Yoar Budgeled Aclual Vanance
1986 $115,000 9
147 $615,000 $G8,387 $46,613
988 115,000 £0 $115,000
1349 $115,000 $4.2064 $110,736
1990 $45.060 30 $485,000
1981 .. %150,000 5369,2144 {5219,214)
& Vi Total- $550.,000 $a45,.065 $134,135
BUILDEIG FEIAIES
Yisir Budqoesnd Aciual Varanca
19846 £50,000 $17,155
1907 $50,000 419,377
19488 $5¢,000 {$10.354)
1989 $60,000 $30,236 29,764
1990 $90,000 $75,008 14,912
1991 $60,000 456,289 13,71
6 Yt Toral: $3103,000 $242,590 $67.410
{ Source:_Tingncipl Slangueant., ision Gounly |

-12-
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The Union points out that
been put inte a savings account rather than lapsing,

if the appropriations had
there

wouldn't be a large deficit in 1991.

Illustrating how the County operates

in budgeting

for each County Agency and how much was actually spent

under or over budget for the year ending 11/30/91,

Union presented the following exhibit:

chose

to
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MARION COUMTY DISOUNISEMENTS, YEAR ENDING NOVEMDER 30, 109E

Aanked In orgo of most laverable viviance bulween budgeded and arinal

GENEMAL FLIND

Y Budgal
. Amounl

Shatln $876,600
Eloctions $163.005
Circull Gourt Peobintion 3681070
Gnnaenl Coanly Occupancy $145,500
Assessinanl Map $36,705
Gnnetpl County Judiclal F40.500
Pubdic Delondar $£129,872
Boaid of Anview $18,750
Connty Board $91,855
Chit Dalanso $12,100
Sup't Educatlonal Service §$25,405
Paapeily Rocovds $34.010
Trensuior 510,350
Stale’s Atltodnny £260,075
Cours Sacurily 39,412
County Nurse $44,200
Suparvisoe ol Assessinenls $106.00%
Cireuil Clmk $205.700
Codaner 46,3005
Counly Cletk SIGG 460
Slatlld Adinlnlslention $46.,000
Gnisnaal County Other £36.500
Gonarat County Administrative | - $441.300
Takal Disbursemans: 1442078

" Aciual " $ varlanco
Aanguni (Unlavorable)
$806G. 400 $42,161

SGR.250 $35,546
£351.701 $29,470
§i22,91¢ $22.590

£20,494 $16.291

$25,123 315,277
$122.274 37,598

$11.A98 7,052

£05,688 $6,167

£6,374 $5.726
$22.807 $2.490
£31,702 $2,308

. %ie8570| . 81,780
$261.650 | {5584)

$40,271 {$859)

FARAGZ {$1.172)
$100,299 ($2,204)
$20U.671 {$2,091)

£52.920 {$6.,563)
$17%.151 (%12,6A0)

00607 ($13.6049])
1A S60G (§152,966)
$652.766 $121,458}

F.610,401 {F170.470)

spend

its

cash,

no

Department, but for capital projects.

1972

The

for

Union

the

calculated
expended in the 1991-92 Fiscal Year to the end of September
money
remaining in their Departments and prepared the following
exhibit:

various

Departments

what had been

showing

budgeted

the

of

the

The Union contends that for whatever reason the County

t on operations the

and

I

JARION COUNTY FY 9192 YEAR-TC-DATE EXPENDITURES ¥S BUDGETED
AMCUHTS BY OFFICE DEPAREMENT..AS OF THE €1 OF SEPTEMBER 1992

Iiumbol OthcaDepariment

¥TD Ezpenddura Budgeied Amount Balance ol Dudgal

*» of Duogat

Mongy Raman Mangy Ramarung|
‘000 Ganesal County Expanass 5592.214 D4 S$R23.122 77 $20.884 1) 196%
“0a1 Shaidl's Dapariman $YhENI4 26 5893 449 00 $182.374 7a 20 %
"002 S101e3 Antoraeys Offce 21k 645 28 32634075 00 S51 429 74 15 55
003 Psthallon Oftice 5261 002 21 $351.772 94 $92 770 15 26 22%
"004 Supwintendant of Schools 587,522 24 525 4G5 00 48 242 12 12 60|
*00s Pubbe Dsfander §+02 45124 5129 472 00 527358 62 At 1A%
00§ County Hussa §30 54+ 58 SR 004 20 $15.453 22
"po? Caunty Board §A1 942 10 501 955 Q0 127481260 m 35
008 Bome 6f Raview S$10 593 &3 447 25G a0 56 A5K )7 1% 49
‘o009 Coranar 449 779 7% 369 75 00 519991 25 ELE A
"010  Treasures $76.293 ¢ 496 235 00 $19941 19 20 724,
"ott County Clark 160,457 99 $240.730 09 $80.322 1 313287
012 Circuil Clam $160.448 42 3206.665 00 $41,215 58 20 91
a1l Immunizalion $1,016 29 3$10.03% 20 59013861 43 a7y,
014 ESDA $5.264 79 §11,¢00 QO $5 835 22 52 57|
a1 Cucut Clask-Equipmant $60.84 55 $100,000 ¢O $39,165 45 39974
‘018 Law Library 105821 §10,940.0¢ $3.881 19 15 444
‘917 Aslunds to Eslates-Trus Fund $3168,290.85 10.00 {5166,290 85) Hone bucgated|
‘018 inharitance Tax 19738710 %000 (592,387 10) Hone budgslad
*019  Dog Fund $0.00 £6.000.00 $8.050 00 100 004
‘020 Computer Reptacemeni $16,146.55 $:7,000 00 $851.45 £.024|
‘o2t T8 C¥icy 447,953.86 435,680 00 $1B.728 14 44 637
‘024 LFF 3308.302.14 $391,200.00 322,897 €6 21.19%
‘025 Map Fund 320,917.27 $27,107.87 §6.139 %0 22 83%|
‘028 Muntal Heakh $198,213.00 3$273,452 00 $75.23%.00 27 Sk
‘027 Supsrasat of Azseyamants 552,4719.50 $91.397.82 $18.9148 24 42 59%
‘028 Propscty Recards Gilca 525.054.36 $34.210.00 §8.255 44 24 13%

Humbar OlliceDepariment Y¥T0 Espandaura Fudgatsd Amaual  Balance ol Budget “ of Budgm
Money Remaving  Money Hemauming

029 Animal Controt $11 81570 $17 800 00 §1.804 20 #182%
‘03o Etaciions Glica 499 728 25 S157 650 00 $57.89¢ 75 36 724
"3y Tav Colircon $25 456 12 333 560 00 5€.047 B8 24 0k
"o tneurance, Bona & Tgn Fund 3191 757 9a $309 715 00 $117 967 &R 28 09
‘o3& Caurt Seturity $32.860 04 540 162 0O $7.301 56 1R 1875
“03s Jushenal 42501219 $33 110 00 sg22 ro 24 5%
016 Buikding 481 379 64 5145 500 00 %61 620 36 11 7314
"04n Highway Dopsdmanl §259 944 8a 5492 19+ a0 $232 250 16 g
‘o4l “Fed AIUKAICGFAS ot 3 §th 102 A% $234 Ang an S21F.4£97 1S 3 0%
‘042 Counly Mata: Fusl Tar Funa FEINR LX) 3592500 ¢ 13221 411 52 7 451
rgad Townshp Marot Fual Tac Furg 52022 SAa 1491 30 Q0 132 022,568 9% Hanw tuckgeleg
*045  FEMA Special Ancount 0 00 50 00 5000  Nona budgdlsd
"05¢ Jair Bodge Eapanse $0 Q0 50 00 50 00 Hone tudgaled
"07s “Hainay” 82472 24 £0 00 §32.474 20 HNaons Hudgeted)
roge Emurgency Talephona DH1 5§20 282 15 50 00 {320,242 15 None Budgatad
"a9% Protaton Servcesy 52271578 30 00 1322.776 78} Honae buckgated
OYERALL TOTALS: $7.087 870408 $6.173.342 53 ($914.527 56) +14.B%)
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Not only does the Union believe that the County can
afford its requested salary 1increases, 1t believes the
Sheriff's budget itsell so indicates 1in support of that
position. It prepared and introduced into evidence the
foillowing analysis ol the Sheriff's budgeted monies versus
the actual expense for 1991l. ‘*These computations are:

e emm.r T - TmLTTre  reseremenEresasoe
WIGT 1 EATE LUy DERGE1ELY ACIUAL Undeaspent of
I e
MATLON COULTY S0 RITS DL PATRIREIR AHD LRI IE M5, | At LN | AL {OveIspent) I
Usbpeted ws. Actual | apeaditines, HI
FILDGE L CAFF GOIY HLREE T D ATUAL Hisdeazpiend o1 SUPLILS:
AHIFLILE 1IT 035: ANV RITEH ARNAIR {rvernpent) b -
L e - - - - - - e Jal soppher 817,000 64,200 $2,791
SALAIILS: Ihnstaky prisonms 0 10,947 $8.050
. i . e Phategraplic supgshng 2,500 51,040 $557
Shuri THL e B 3am IHerpulies cloikneag 349,800 FHORIS {3511
. P
Linutan;uil SUMINTS 0 Mol clothing 1. L0405 1,155
(2} Bar.609 (%49) Gasolnu, ol & gredase R NN 120,504 $2.496
Depalies {£) LI ERFE 14,705
Correliniet Ollgers () LRI RS ] (5L TOTAL: SELINY £180_020 $14.400
Connonicidicns Othumns §4} Thik, 4% 3L206 ’
DARE Ollker 70405
[RE NN {31004} -
b Fa PUNLCHIASE OF EQUHRIEHT: s0
144 $953
Pinruss Served 170 (SH2aF Shitl L0 L4601 $0.947
Cxten iy bi b 6,200 Antoimtales + laann PEEAI00 50
Overline EIRETH [te617)
Holickivys LSRR oo, 7v0 #).740 JOTAL: FETATI 11,653 £1,347
TOTAL: $670,000 $6G23,425 $46,605 - T
e e SR lovennLoia [ suzuono] souc.a79 | sazisi |
MIICHASID SEAVICES; et e e a7 o+ e i PR S —
DANE CHIwer | epusysa 153 B0 THENIY (542, 200) bower D maneil Stabeisents |, Yo sl Howeislua tte 1901
Prspains ke Haba Ecgopitinnist 17500 0
10 50 PR EY $L6D
100 LA R WIS [&1LILES}
1 Lsan HERTIN | Fu40
104 ety AR {$+/41]
Finvel Tapienise {ion ey RN AT W{ENY {341)
Ledsts consguales nesinge 14 L ] LRI
TOTAL: L, son LI Y (F0.781)
e o e e s e

These same computations were made [or FY91-92 through
September 30, 1992. They show Lhe lollowing:

AURGE L CATEGOIRY URIGLIED ALTUA Undessgrenl or
MANHH COUNTY SIS DEASHAEHT AN LIIE WS AMTHILE ARHINT Hveesprmnt)
Endyntond v Aclual Lapnendiines, 1Y U192 Vheangh Seplemiun 30, 152
HEHHGE ) CATEGONRY HUDGE 171y ACIUAL Unteaapent o SUIPLILS
AN EIE JEEHS AROLIT AMTIUHY (Nvrenpenl)
Jaul supplins 20,600 $13.537 16,4452
. —_— el pasencis 339,000 $30,383 38,617
SALAFULS:
Photaysiphin supphos 32,500 11,006 1694
- f— - . Quparding” kot 310,500 20,000 31,087
shet 92800 332,443 s6.7Ty Posonor ddedldng 13000 1088 52,00
Legulananl 225,007 320,264 4,772 Gastdurs, 1l & g £12.000 $26.760 $5. 240
Suqenms {2) 342,560 330,545 $9,015 R i : : '
Toputins. {7} H77.669 142,607 #5007 TOTAL; 1107,000 se2.670 124,322
Corteelsiun Olheans (BY A0, 08 LRI NILT] 109.627 . ' : '
Cnraunigiskins Ocois {4) 258,911 245,201 314, /00
DARL Offican 30 50 30
Al Adhninsesisires 225,446 120,200 34,805 PUNCHASE OF EGUIPMERT: 0
Cooks {2} 312,740 314,530 3202
Jamtiis {¥) 4058, 20 320,001 17,004 Shenlt 0. {nn 6,500 51,4320
:f";"iﬂf:‘mﬁ'"‘"" :;::‘g: :;:;g: ;;:f; Autumonies $45,000 $44.065 1038
HTEY n R+l R 6 . -
Fapopupent Fund Uxpeensin L0 1,212 (s 2
Owntia 112000 29,500 32.497
N TOTAL: LRRHU $51,047 L4
Holutays 324,400 322,731 $701 i e 3143
TOTAL: 3655.,449 3532.680 3123769
[ovinarc rarar: | sooaan] s7ar iz staa3ar|
PUBCHASED SERVICES:
DARE Clhcen Exprinisin 315,500 SA.B98 34,609 HOTE: eneent dyitet of eependbtnies, the Shealfs Depatmen 15 pojeeled (o onty
Rupins 16 Hado Eqpngranny $0,500 3/ $4.764 spesid SBHLOE of e owsies Bahgetexd or s opeestinn daang FY 9102 Thn Shnilirs
) s ol wastos 4,500 147 S50 Depgeeimend wonbl by aver SAB O e 4 5% e buachget” it dser ool of e Nsead yen
bl e Bedy 3trang 7. 106 LM
Kdoinpn 505,00 3144 $4,05L6
I snlo paponsy 314,000 1,006 35,914 Summee "Gy Mgt send brpenibiuees fegeot by GIceiogsatmenl, Banon Coamy,™ an ot
travnt Eapnasn o anliy 3,060 34,000 31607 e ol ol Seplactany, FI92 datmd Outesber 15, 1092
Tnds compraton wiign 37,500 31,962 $5.500
101AL: $2/.000 343,008 $aa102 —~14-




The Employer noted that the seemingly great increase
in the amount received from the Local Government
Distributive PFund and Surcharge in FY92-93 as compared
with the two previous IMiscal Years was misleading in that
it was after the beginning of the FYY92-93 that the County
received last year's surcharge money. The testimony was:
"rhat 1is why they are so high is what I am saying. It
you project those out for the full year, it won't equal
the amount of money we're going to get, it will be more."”

The Employer stated it [ell that the offlfer they made
of 4.34 1is what 1is really to be considered since their
non—-Union people received 2.34 1insurance 1increases WwWith
no raise and with the resolution number 9216 which allowed
them to get longevity. The only evidence it sought to
present was an exhibit from the County Treasurer concerning
the General Tund, which is as follows:

Geral Pl
‘Tutala Tur Fircal ynae:

Prevmbor 1991 thpansh fioptombee 30, 1992

fiooeipla § 2,057.550.78
nlelannoncntn § 2,94%,810.80

Perns fnr feirneyl
ol rovenes aNer

oxpenditures $ { 00,272,110
Halleed Balacea FY_1992 FY 1991 Y 1990
Deexeuler 123,409, 44 1,292,895,52 1,104,840.05
Jatnry TG, 25144 ),2081,520.99 1,098,940.41
Felaonary GRT, 1306 172,512 1,002,2t2.05
tach 590, 014.34 103, 327.00 1,040,777.30
Nl G810, 227,42 42,219,2% 1,000, 317,22
Hay 414,472.24 Hn, 865,083 1,032,604,73
AItT U AL [0, [4),23 ong. 9. 35
July 493, 54141 910, 310,09 1,085,044.54
Aaxpunk $79,413.41 N, o, 42 1,238,544.01
Srpbrplen 0,718,312 L, 058, 200,10 1,296,682.61
- gelohnr 1,104,576.71 1,356,509.13
Hoveslor nM, 790,44 1,317,940.16
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The only other evidence the Employer presented was
a letter to the Finance Committee Chairman from the Marion
County Clerk and Recorder, which is as [ollows:

LIT B LTI VY ST A
e Fvar Desibuporal
Finanee Commlitens Chalewan
Falluwing 13 the dnformal bon you eeguestod

Fotal Payenll thon-Unbean [oa | 1,381, 008090

Elected & Nppoinled (Miicials 13491 12, 455, on
Mo ~ F.008, Salarivs 190 ¢ ~17300 14,070, o0
traz, 5Ol annmally
1980~ 1309 14,620, 0
inc. $30/Annually
I T89-1390 15, 5E0. v
bne, $7003/7annnaily
L9149 6, 05, 2B

Qs yrar for each

yrart of dervice

Hil to 18-yuars,

# Ihsalbthe Tnauance
irizervane ~r
337. 20 /monkhy per
rugioyna el fec~
tive 3-1~92,

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

The Union 1introduced an exhibit showing that Marion

County had longevity expenditures in Fy 91-92 in the amount
of $23,054.21 which it maintained had not been budgeted
by the County. The Employer explained that after the
negotiations for the Union's December 1, 1990 - November
30, 1992 Contract, the County unilaterally agreed to give
the non-Union employees a longevity plan and they did
amend the budget to provide for it. The Union, 1in its
pre-hearing 1investigation, 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
all the employees except those of this Bargaining Unit,
was passed March 10, 1992, The 1longevity plan was to
be retroactive to December 1, 1991. As can be seen from
the above Empltoyer's exhibit, the base salary 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 1in lieu of any pay raise for those
employees in the FY 91-922 vyear. 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 EMPLOYELRS GENERALLY,

With the Employer offering no comparables and not
challenging the comparables selected 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 following charts set forth revenues

received by the comparable counties and Marion County
in 1990 and 1991.

STATE AEVEMUE FOR COUNTIES STATE REVEMUE FOR COUNTIES

DEMOGRAPHICALLY COMPARABLE TO MARION COUNTY FOR 1390 OEMOGRAPHICALLY COMPARAALE YO MARION COUNTY FOR 1991
County :.23? Su:ghga?nu Ph:n?ngt'l)'u llfl.sou county nggf‘ Su::l?a‘i 3 l‘hc‘:?ug ;:: ‘UBLBG‘

Clintan $394.601 3$256.729 $21.479 N/A Clinton $446.605 $316,183 $22.319 430,790

g ¥ $3123.471 $209,390 $17.518 HIA Montgomery $£360.33) $255.107 $18.041 125,112
Effingham $429,400 5$277,961 $232.255 HiA Elfingharm $470,412 $333.040 323,619 $33,336
Chrigtian $149,560 $226,278 $18,931 N/A Christan $171.409 $263,005 $18,750 t27.138
Logan $296.937 $192.214 316,081 M/A Logan $329,665 $233.394 $16,544 $23,053
Hacaupin £545,66% $353.224 $29,552 /A HMacoupin £382,546 $412.428 $29.379 $42,363
Jeffersan $342.588 $351.229 $29.385 HIA Jefferson $3%92.060 1419,164 $29.746 42,123
Maonrge $3127.032 $211,6%5 $172.711 HiA Honroe $362.308 $251,505 $18.156 $25.389
Margan $279.203 $1680,734 $15,129 NIA Morgin $308.0%2 328,063 $15.4486 321,676
Marion £497,018 3z n $26.917 H/A Maron $532.938 s$3rz.ae? $26.857 $38.586
Avetage: $395,748 $258.149 52!_.535 3 le\ ol Average: $435.637 $307.920 52?_.98} 530’957
Mario‘l’!‘. £4597.018 $321.701 526.917: ) . HiA Marion: $532.918 $3177,307 $26,B57 $38.586
Source: Winows Department of Revenue, Lotat Tax Atocatien Divislon, Souece; Hlinois Department of Revenue, Local Tax Akccstion Davision,
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County's salaries as

The

Sergeants,

bDispatchers,
units in the comparable counties.

GEPUTIES SALAMIES 3 COUNTIES COMPANABLE FO MAMON
COUHTY, ILLIHCIS wWITH U1aSH ANO EMPLOYEN OFFEAS

Union introduced exhibits comparing Marion
i of December 1, 1990 for Deputies,
Lieutenants, Correctional Qfficers and

comparing ‘each ol Lthose units with similar

These exhibits are:

SEMGEANTS SALANES IHCOUMNES COMPARIABLE FO MAMON
GOUNTY, :LLRIOIS COMPARED 10 UIRGH ANO EMPLOYER OFFERS

" o " : " . Countlas E‘;l:llul Stere 1y, 3y 1% yr, 13 yr, 20 yr. Yro ia
u fari . 5y Ll . 13 yr, . N ale
Funly azlive a L . . ¥t 0 yr Yis, In [— Top
Date Tes Ellgham Friegn 323016 | 823450 | $z4.408 | 524900 | s25.632 | 5as.e3z 15
Ettingham LISTA B $21.180 | 322,704 | $22.820 | 324004 | 24,840 | 524 840 1% et
sHeraon nta ara .
Jatleisan ATy $18.927 | 820037 [sz1.ash [s22.001 [ 522500 | 523005 | 30 ma e aa nia nfa nrs
Ganton 121198 520530 | 520530 [ 526,354 [ §27.121 [ 127127 | $27 173 0 Cholon Y29 21362 | saner fsarane [savess | s27.955 52798 T
Chustan 1241091 524,058 824,158 | 524058 | $24,558 | $24 2on § 524 208 1 Chnsian ara na na aa nia nra s in
Logan 124991 S16,200 | $17.280 } 518340 § 520173 | $24 300 § 524413 1%
Lagan 124191 LRI TR . 527,451 o
[staeoupin LY 524504 | 524 504 ] 524 304 124504 § 374 504 | $24 503 na - ,
Wearmon 1274-30 $20 446 | 520 484 | 321919 | s22.558 | 822987 | s23 612 20 Mazaunn A 325272 | s2s 2tz |s2s2v2 [s2s212 | s2sze | sasaiz na
Monme F270i9t 521 3on 3129 %65 | S25.076 | 526,331 | 525 587 324 4943 26 Maran 12 v 40 52E 1d5 322 1A% 322919 | 523,458 52).a8] 524,522 20
Mani 12:9) 24 003 526 | & OH 26 0 P
nigemary 2y b 083 | $76.08% | 326 002 | 52600} | 526 24) ' Manros 1200090 $20 400 [ 325068 | s26476 | 425931 | 527007 | 527 a0 20
Morgin e $17.472 | Ser0re [Sprav4 [S230% | S23 438 f 527 Aa 1
Manl, . E
Unian Otfms 120190 $20.360 | 527388 | 521009 | s20.8n4 [ 324097 | s2a00s | 2o aemy e " " " ar nea aa na
[Emplayat Ofa 129081 320858 321,004 19722.352 {322,000 ) $23.248 | 524 105 20 Horgan 9 534 1h 574304 | 520,394 | v20.304 | s2a.394 | 324,304 aia
hhodt Ollers Unian Ctter 1271091 $22.268 | 523458 | 523908 | $24.505 | $25.097 | 325704 20
[hvmtaga Satary. . S20.832 | 522,442 [$23.501 [ 524436 [ $2a.892 [ 324461 | 315 Emgployer Otline LFLIT] 324,045 (322804 (323252 {423 000 | s24.36n | $25.008 20
Wahout CH 20,445 | 521 H 558 7| s2a w'mo;' Gitars | r I ! I I
L [T 4 RLES 21,319 . .98 5 b
o [ & 8227 1229 812 2 Avarage Satar . 323348 | s23.840 | 335028 | $25.485 l 525,721 | s24.097 | is2s
taron Rarks: . 7ih [ 5ih Hh Ith 91h .
Withoup Oeruul 1
o | s | oon | om | [ . ]
Wihout Manan & Emplayst Offsra st Sth L 8th :
Union Offar Aanks, an &th nh an B St I"’""’“‘ Maran & Emploper oMfars ' I ]
Unon Cltes Ranks: Sih Sth €ih Sth Sth 41h -
Without Marion 3 Unan OHtery [wabm Maron & Unon Cifer l ! I
Ermoloyer Ottar Rasiky; stn h ath nh sih 81h - Employer Ottt Racka; $1h L 1L l Sth I Sth I 1n I . j
UEUTENANTS SALARIES 11 COUHTIES COMPARABLE 10 MARION
COUHTY, LGS COMPARED TO UHOH AND EMPLOYER OFFENS
Counitss Elfsgtive Stany 1y, 3y 19 yr, 15 yr. 0 1. ] """' ";—‘ CORRECTONAL OFFICENS SALAMEES R COUHTIES COMPAHADLE TO
=p
fate MARION GOUITY, LLIMGIS WiTI UHIOH AlD EMPLOYER OFFERS
Ethngham nta aa LIEY na A s nta LU
Eallgt son nra "3 na LI a3 nra na nta Cawnty Eltective Siark [ 1% 3 . LTS oy, 20 yr. Yrs,
na Date To
’ na a & a s na A
Chaton nia " Etfngnam 21149 SLG 1R $10A40 | 319598 549992 $20.580 | 320.380 L&
Chiisnan nia " " A " " . "t Jahtaeson 1241091 s16,290 | $16.29a | siezee | $15.20a $18.208 | $16,270 w
Logan 12r1rgt $29 Tes | 32a eS| 514 UM FE2A TS Y 874 70 329 745 e Lhntan 124143 §45,430 $171.784 $13.852 919 852 §19.552 318,552 5
2 19 $Z0.60% 20,705 £20.705 320 105 420,715 520,755 1
Macouca 901491 526 395 | 325398 [ $79 136 (325306 [ S35 %03 [ srs e | Crugtan vectean 0.6 ¥
Logan ~ n'a LL Y L) A nta n'a ns
Hanan t2 v EEARL I BRCERANN EEL AR RELELCE ISR R » Macoupn 3181 $21.998 s21.990 | szi998 | s219m 821,998 | $21 908 "
3Aorwon n'a A A 4 Y o R a Maran 121090 [TEXTY] L1801 $18.351 $1% 416 210.045 520 a0 Fd
. 20, 453 320 282 2
|Montgomedy PLaxY g £ ~ 1 na noa na na tignios Lk BNt B} $12.044 $18.42) 320 246 46% izn 84
Mhatga san 124109 $20,424 $22.506 327 405 522 S04 $22 505 522 406 1
H H 3 B 97 522 979 324975 "
Margan 109 s2595% | Szaars | s2a908 |s2a0rs 3 oegan - - 516 201 si8 078 11 525 18 526 41g 528 .
kfnugn Otler 1200081 §22.658 | 523748 524009 | s24 886 | $25.3)7 | 526.014 20 Unga Otlat 1301091 $18.227 $19.415 $19 804 $720.787 520 77% s20 387 z
|Empsoyar Otlar 1205490 522,055 | 323 v1s | 523982 Jsaszon | $2461a | s2s ans 20 Engingar Oltae L2eia 517,803 $18.461 519.236 512,804 320.182 $20.747 2
o Oty ‘ ‘ I , Viitnow Otlery l ' L . ’ A
Avmeage Salary . 52%.183 325 44] 525.551 | 52571 525 ALK $2% 930 20 Avmiaga Salmy B 504455 $19. 704 120,394 $20.803 520,706 $20.811 15
T T I 1 ] } Vianont Oilars F17.454 SI8 17 $18 861 sio.u18 I 419,706 I 320,340 2
Maion Rasks: - &Eh ath ath ith 4in LIL] - b angn 71 30ky . an Sth 7th LiL] Ath L1L}
Wahaw Macon & Emplayer nﬂmr j ' l 1 l l l Wahaut Maran & Empiayer Oflers
Unign Otler Rank 4b dth AL} Aln 2 ind . 100 Ottar Ranks ah I sih sin ard 2
Without Manan & Unon Offet
Erplogst Oter Ranks: ] 4h l m I an | 4h l ih ard . Wahout Maran & Umon Otlers l I L | J
Ernotoysr Ofler Aaniy iih dlh Tih & &th §1h
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MSPATCH SALARER tH COUNNES COMPARABLE TO
MARIOH COUMTY, ILLREQIS WITH UMHOM ANG EHPLOYER OFFEARS

Coumiy EMecilve Sty 1y L1 10 yr. 13 yr, 20 yi. Yz, 1o
Cale Top *

Effingham /91 318,418 | 418840 $19 586 819,992 $30 580 Y20.580 15
Julterson PReiin $17.067 {419476 | 519598 | sz0 230 [ s20 k52 | 121388 a0
Clinton noa-umon Br2400 [ 313530 | 3eas20 [SE2 570 | 402520 | s33820 nfa
lenmuan 1221490 $12.218 [ 419 08 | $19 318 %4908 | $19.368 | 319368 X
Lagan 1200491 $§5 200 ] 317 240 | 3rs 360 | $24 373 | 124 3dn 524 B13 '8
JAEMOUpIn L IATL R 5zv 902 121 398 $21 994 327 378 121 1m 521 598 na
Aauon 1271490 512987 315001 145 924 S15 5% 81k arg 516 524 10
Manros 129091 SH7 k4 | Brg a2y { s0a 6 [ 320 468 | 3200663 | $20 867 20
Abantgamey Ll Al $22 506 | 522 Wi 527 %04 522 906 | 322 506 522 508 1
Morgan 9:4:00 $13.374 [3vazan | 3ee026 [ 318526 | 145248 | 3rades 14
Linrgn Ofter 1276131 514 Ga6 s o $E5.091 516 544 815 880 317,352 20 ’
Employet Offer $2417% 4 514,267 515324 5§15 610 5'5_0'2_1. 515 198 516,85+ IOJ
Wahout Oilers -
Avarage Salily - 317,014 [ 31823} | $1R.A51 Sih600 | 41087 119.978 15 75
Without Otiary $12.707 [ 315.024 | 395024 [ 5a5.175 | $16.078 | $ip.526 20
Lo fianka . ath 9ih 4lh LIL] 91h 91h
Vedhoul Mation & Emplayut Otlars 1 J
Unagn Offas fanky, aih Sih 9th Fih 9th ath

Without Mangn & Union Oifery
Emplayer Ollsr Ranks: arh 91h 9tk 91h sih 31h

5. THE AVERAGE CONSUMER PRICES FOR GOODS AND SERVICES

COMMONLY KNOWN AS THE COST OF LIVING.

n excerpting data from the Bureau of Labor

e hit t of 1iving introduced

Standards with respect to the cos
evidence showing:

December 1990 September 1992

CPI-W 132.2 139.9

CPI-U 133.8 141.3

i i i data was not available
e time of the hearing, this _ .
?Ertghe month of October, 1992. Tohlllusyﬁzée fifl;ﬂmiﬁz
i i i the vari '
inflation upon the employees 1N ' t
Union prepaied exhibits showing thaF. anmgﬁgerEgg;eiigg
of service.
years through twenty Yyears > \ . by
lars to adjust tor
the salary to constant dol : .
i f the hearing, getting
These people were, at the time oLl
the sa&é ;;Iary as they were getting 1in December, 1990.

-]0 -



These

computations W
Correction Officers and Dispatchers were for the consumer
price

index for all
urban wage earners and clerical

exhibits are as follows:

DEPUTY SALARY

ith respect

urban consumers

employees

to

CORRECTIONS  SALARY

Deputies,

(CPI-U) and for all

{CPI-W). These

—20-

IMPACT OF INFLATION ON DEPUTY SALARIES USING CPIU IMPACT OF INFLATKIN ON GCORRECTIONS SALARIES USING CPI-U
Place Dec-94 Dec-90 in Sept-12 in  [Increase ar *
Place in Dec-30 Nac-90 in Sept-22 in  [ncrease or Ay, Larert Salary Constant § Canstant % {Occrease} Change
Career Salary Constaant ¥ Coustant $ {Deceease) Change
Stant $20,446 $15.281 $14.470 ($B11}Y .5.31% Stary $17.454 $13.045 §12.352 (8692} <511y
Aller E Year $2L.004 316,057 $15.20% [R11574] ~5 3% AR Yo 318,491 $11.820 $t1.006 ($734) .5 319
Alter § Years 121,919 $16,382 t15.512 tino; S5, 1% Altee § Years 318,651 $14.096 £13,348 {8740} £5.11%
Alter 10 vears $22.558 $16,859 $15,965 ($R95) S5.3Tm Alter 10 Yaars 319,415 $14.511 $13.741 {3770} .5.31%
After 15 Years $22,987 HERE1 $£16.268 1$912} 531 After 15 Years $19.785 $14.787 s1e.002 ($785) -5,31%
Alter 20 Years $23,632 $17.6652 $16.725 {3939) L5.319% Alter 20 Years $20,340 $15.202 $14,395 ($807) 5. 31%
HMPACT OF INFLATION ON CORRECTIONS SALARIES USING CPI-W
IMPACT OF INFLATION OH DEPUTY SALARIES USIRG Crhw
Place Oec-30 Dec-20 w Sept-32 in  Increase or [
Career Salary Congtant_$ Constant § _ {Decrease)  Change
Place in Oec-90 Dec-90 in Sept-92 la  Inetease or %
Career Salary Constany 1 Constant_3 {Deciease) Changa
Stant $17,454 $13.20) $12.548 (13331 4,067
Start $20,446 $15,466 $14,699 (5767 4,06% Aler ) Yoar 315491 s11.987 $13.29) ($694) -4.96%
Alter t Year $21.,484 316,25 $15.445 {$B06) -4.9R% After 5 Years 318,861 $14.267 $11.55% {s708) -4,96%
Alter § Years $21,919 $1&,580 $15.758 ($022) «4.0G% After 10 Toars $19.416 314687 $11,958 (s729) 4. 96%
After 10 Years $22.558 317,064 816,217 (5846) -4.56% Alter 15 Years $19.785 $14,966 $14,224 (£742) -4.96%
After 15 Years 322,987 $17.388 516,526 (5863) -4.96% Alter 20 Years 320,340 §15,186 $14.623 (8761} -4.96%
Alter 20 Years 3236312 $17.876 $16.,989 ($8B7) 4. 96%
DISPATCHER SALARY
IMPACT OF INFLATION OGN OISPATCHIR SALARILS USING CRI
Place in ec-90 Nec.30 n Sept-32 n Increase ar *
Careed Salary Lanslaat_$ Consiam_3 (Degicase) Changqe
Stast $13,987 110,459 $9.899% {5395%5) 531
After 1 Year $15.024 $11.229 310633 1£9%6) «5.31%
Alter 5 Years 315,324 $11.45] 410 843 (36081 =531
After 10 Years 515,775 $11,790 $11.164 ($h25) «5.311%
After 15 Years $16,076 $12.0t5 sHENMY ($638) 530
After 20 Years 516,526 $12.39) 31 1.63A ($R361 531
IMPACT GF IHFLATION OH DISPATCHER SALARIES USING CPI-W
Place In ec-90 Nec-90 n Sapt-92 in Increase af *%
Career Salary Canstant $ Constant 3 (Decrcase) Change
Stait $11987 $10.580 $10.055% 158525 -4 96%
Adver 1 Year $15,024 £11,1R5% 310 800 13564) -4 9634
After § Yoars $15,324 11,592 111,087 18575) =4 06%
After 10 Years $15.775 111,911 111 1491 18592) -4 96%
Adier 15 Years $16.076 $12.160 $11,557 (363]3) -4, 96%
Adter 20 Years 116,526 $12.508 $11.48981 {3620) -4 06%H



To show the County General TFund a :
revenues had faired much Dbetter than then%nsgﬂjgmp$guzzg
Whe? the cost of 1living was taken into considerat{on
1t introduced exhibits illustrating the effect of inf]atioﬁ
upon those funds. In preparing these exhibits it used
only the' CPI-W converting the General Fund a;d -Count
revenues into real dollars as it had done with the exhibitg

showing the effect on the Bargaini i
& ailnin
These exhibits are as Tollows: ¢ 9 fnit employees.

GEMEAAL FyND AEVENUE, OVERALL COUNTY REVERSIE, AMD
DEPUTY EXPRESSED IN TERMS OF “REAL REVENLE

GEHERAL fUND REVENUE

Teh us Eolal Genre g { bapreraed n Yew o Year
CRIy Fund Bevemy Read Dalany Y1 _intlaon
1984 104 /O 52050 643 $2316224 -
987 112 30 12,163 101 12.826.891 1 a6%
van 11nn 12 682 103 11060110 B 26%)
1989 [FERt $2.80454F $InA19% LRARY
1130 127 04 $1.355000 $1.300.47% VY g
"N 13425 31159684 1).159.684 R L
tacrease n “Rest” Geneest Fund Revenur: 1386 1330 o 24.58%
Increase o “Resl” Geneisl Fumd Revenue:  §783-1991 = 3.25%

TOiAlL COUMTY REVENUES

1430 ; [ Tatd Eeprepnd o Tra 10 1ot
EVl-w Fund Sevrraie Rral Dollars ¥ lallalon
1194 LUL R L1057 S 15016459 -
1987 LEFR U1 31N 27R vdaylin) b T
13RR 1) TEROS ALY 55 204657 EA LY
(3 1ikd 172 40 IR N L) 55,180,758 1 A=l
1990 L2704 $54%)118 15.671. 011 § 4wy
L 1191 114 2% 15,411 363 $5.55L357 42w
tacrease = “Aeyd” Talyd County Mevemst: 13061991 « LR AR}
theasane w “Rep” Tolsl County Revenue  13AB-1331 « Z.3%

For the purposes of illustration showing that a 10-
year Deputy had lost 5.09% in buying power while the County
1ncreased 1in  real revenue  3.25%, it introduced its
computations in the following exhibit:

10 YEAR DEPUTY SALARY

Tuat ’ [y f Derutirs Cipresirt oy Year 10 1700
CPLw Satary Keat Dodary Xy Inflaren

1986 108 §0v tal sendante PagsLlainn

1987 112 50 Hul svadatite Paprlmgn

(2413 190 12071} 23167 .

1909 122 50 121,749 f21at6 g2

1990 V290 122.458 $21.469 -1 k4™

1991 134625 $22.55A 122,558 BE 1L
Increars w TReal® Salary  1966-199E .« Hot  Avaidable
Incramae in “Real* Silmy 198A-1991 - -5.09%
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COSTS OF THE PARTIES' IFFINAL OFFERS

The only evidence as to the cost of the parties’
final offer was produced by the Union. Part of the
County's final offer of an increase of 4.34% was that
they were increasing the health 1insurance 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 dependenit 1insurance coverage, 20% of the single
employee 1insurance coverage, with +the employer paying
80% of that cost. 1In reaching that agreement, the County
also agreed to what is referred to as a "me too" clause,
which meant that {f the County agreed to pay a greater
share of the premiums for 1its non-Union employees, it
would ailso make those same payments available to the
employees of this Bargaining Unit. (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 employees
are no longer paying 20% of +their health 1insurance
payments. The County, in its final offer, computes that
this undertaking te pay all of +the Bargaining Unit
employees single health 1insurance premiums amounts to
a 2.34% salary increase.

There have been two Collective 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

salaries with 1longevity increases for each of, the years
1988 through 1991 for each of the Sheriff's units covVered

by the Collective Bargaining Agreement and what insurance
payments were agreed to. This exhibit is as follows:

‘ BARGAIHIRG URIT SA1 ALY ARD  1SURATKT Ill.’;l(ll(‘f,r a0 1< reESEHL ]
[Fosition Liieclive Slant 1 yi 5 y1 iy [ EIT) 70 yr is o top  losurance ]
bty $IT RO iy L b e
Ul 1271700 819,713 820,733 521180 16 fAtpe,me oo
Urpnly 1271790 370,446 320,404 127,818 30 hior e 100” |
Lty 3271791 320,446 524,404 121,919 20 Bt e {oa™
Correclions 1271708 316,028 317,428 _ 317,428 1 5% pd_tor_ee.
Corteciions 12/1/789_ 316.820 $17.020 110,303 10 80% " too”
ot e bons 1274730 $17.454 $11,491 118,861 U DU “me too”
Lonec kg 1271790 337,454 3149 318,661 20 BUW Tlawe too”
Comuwncalons  17/1/08  $13.20% V1,565 VI0AS eV HeS  $1%00% 13.88% \ P89 pud lor ce
Lony ons §2/1/89 3134034 14,405 14775 515,209 315,209 15,209 in AU "= 109"
Contwracatioas 1271790 313,967 15,674 15,324 515175 316,076 $16,526 70 O, " 100”
Conupuncations 1271491 $13.4B7 15024 15,124 315775 316076 I 526 20 B e 1007
Eh 1271700 820446 323,046 12104G__ 371,046 371,040 _$21.046 1 5% pd Tor en
s 1271789 $27,013 20,777 _%22,349_ 322,349 127.349 0 0%, " 100- |
i 1271740 177,304 ZT,819 423450 _§2388) 334,537 70 BOW,Cine 100"
Tapty 1271791 LTI 32 BT 533,400 $73,887_ §34.537 20 0%, i Lo
L R 2 7. A N SR H TN

S 122 17HD 520913 6 —iadnan |

L1s P3A76G 371,64 {23,750

L1s 1221791 421.6406 $23.250 LN, e tog”
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It is to Dbe noted that the insurance provisions
remained 80% of the single premium payment with a "me
too" clause,

It followed up that previcus exhibit wilth an identical
one except Lo include thereon a percentage increase where
those increcases occurred. This exhibibt is as Follows:

H BARGAINING UMIT SALARY AHD INSURANCS HISTORY, 1988 TG PRESENT
TPosition Effective Start b 1 ye % 5 yr % 10 yr * 15 yr % 20 yr * ¥rs 1o Insurance
Date Pay Ing. Pay Inc. Pay Ing. Pay Inc. Pay inc. Pavy Inc. Tap Agreement
[Cezute | 1325738 52008 . 152C. 713 i TS g, for es
| Deruty jyarisagne . 2174813 3.51% i1 BL%,"me te”
JSecuty 1'2-1/22 1825, 3. c2 3813 ¢ 2% £28 g joa”
| Degury [iartraifszs. 3, i 73 L 20 24 B e 1307 |
Zortecness li2 is25/srg 823 - $17.408 - 3rC.a28 Caxz . ACE 1 Tt ed, for 2a.
AZarregicens §127°-3213°€,805 O oCulft T A08 230 15t5as5 3Ty tatsfsre e 7 ‘3 e’
; J 12,0 BCPEIT. A58 3,77% 086,327 32w (373 351 9.5°¢ 3.7I%§3°9733 3 iz
[z 3 yer-ass goca 15-3,49° 200, )8 F 321 1376 Do 153,785 g, Fed
ACemmurazatgns | 15 0 23 z.88% TiEas L N 175% 57, fer e
Commumigatang) 12,0 i3 4,423 4 5 23 ©iin] o ETH."re tac” |-
Zomunicatoryl T E 0 G 3,224 3. i 3 £3d%|  I% h 2 13c”
Sammumcatzos| Y200 20 .02 32 'S 1] Solt 37 see” |
Scts 120 AE {820,343 PO £ ] ot i | i
Scts S 0 220337342 -0 5801373 5@ 12 € 2 € 6 "2t -
5318 [ PN TN AT T 4 & £ 2 LThni i
Szis fr2 2 : AR AT ¢ T o 2 eninl 2
T30t 3E|13Y, R - |sEigte R
RO T el S 2,294, 1372608 2,098 477 ax0 s83n] G | Bt s e’
IR R ETAR 3, 15351304087 6395, 7824,832 B2'w| It [ &5 re tog”
1202 52, o Co0hh8za43° 000 (324832 6T 20 i EC:we tge
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To demonstrate that not only did the County's
expenditures for health insurance increase from 1986 to
1991, but that the employees' contributions costs also
increased during that period, the Union introduced [irst
exhibits demonstrating the amount +that the County had
budgeted for insurance each year, the amounts spent, the
percentage of increase and any variants. These exhibits
are as follows:

MATIOH COUNTY EXPEHDIIUNGS FOMHEALTH IISUARCE, 1906-19%1
“Counly Employeas Group lieall: Insurance™ Costs

Year Rudpeted Actual Annuit Variance
Amaunl Amounl % Increase {Uniavorsble)
1986 $6%,000 $57.802 3$7.196
1987 $72,000 $53.0688 6. 71% $18,112
1988 $72,000 $63.,3690 17.50% .31
1989 $72,000 $76,385 20 517 (%4085}
990 $t42,602 §142,237 NG 4™ $355
199§ §190.200 $173.923 2P 200 6,275
Comparison of Casts of Singla Emplayes Co g8 va. Famlly Premium Costs, 19891092
$400.00
$350.00 —
$300.00 L
$250.00 "~
M singls
$200.00 -
O Famity
3150.00 P
$100.00 [—= -
$0.00 —t

Dec-8% Mar-90 May-81 Har-92
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In order to demonstrate how the employees' costs
had increased, the Union 1introduced 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 1in employees'
health insurance. These exhibits are as follows:

Hudgnted vs. Aclual Expandiluras for Employae Health insurance Covasage

$200,000
$180,000
$180,000
$140,000
$120,000
$100,000

$00.000

i

!

|
$60,000 s s
$40,000
$20,000

30

[ M Budgated
[ -7 acal

RSN |

1968 1587 1988 1989 1990 1991
Souice: Financial Statemenis, Years 1986-19%1

Percaniage Increases in Employse Haallh Insurance Cosls

240.00%
80.00%
10.00%
60.00%
50.007% 1
A0.00%

30.00%

20.00%
10,00%

0.00% = E
“ 1988 19849 1980 1991

+10.00%

Sourca: Financlal Statements, Years 1987-199t
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It, likewise, computed for the same group and 1in
the same fashion the cost to the County under the Union's
2% wage increase. This schedule is as follows:

L EMPLOTER OFFER: 2% Joand T e T

'Emproyle Nama Date of Current Current Employer's Offer Current Total Hew Employer |-
and_Positlop Hirg Torai Salary fase Salary af 2% Longevily Salxiy Difer Cost
Anderion, C.O. 5/16/08 $18,861 318,491 $18.861 $377 $19.238
~ |Beard, Cem. Q. 1/91 $15.024 $15.024 $15.324 s0 $15.324
/.- |Brooks, C.O. 791 $18,491 $18.491 $18.861 50 $10.861
-fClaybourn, Sgu 4/5/73 $24.318 $21.484 $21.914 $1,972 $24.786
i |CHiton, Dep. 10/14/B% $22.129 321,484 $21,914 3657 $22,571
|Diss, C.O. /15787 $18.851 118,49 $18,861 $ar7? $19,218
: |owis, Cema, 3/1/87 $15,224 1135.024 $15.324 $306 315,600
Ebfin, Com, O. 4/2/90 315,174 $15.024 $15,324 $153 515,478
- ; {Edwards, Com 0O, 12/1/8% $15.174 515,024 $15,324 $153 415,478
;:{Elkins, Dep. 9% $21.484 121,484 $21,914 $0 $21.,914
{Gardes, Dep. 1271749 $21,699 $21.484 $21.914 3219 322133
*i]Gelsinges, Dap. 12/1/83% $22.343 $2ZE,4B4 $21,.04 3877 $22,790
4 {Hitdibidal, €.0. 12217/85 $19.046 316,491 $18.861 $566 319,427
’ Mched, C.O. 12/19/85 $19,048 $1B,491 $18.861 31566 $19.427
- {Mitton, LY. B/16/T2 324,832 $21,494 $21.914 $2,191 $25,305
", Jtiorbeck, .0, 10/1/79 $19.600 $18.491 $18.861 21,132 $19.992
2| Oswald, Dep. 1271704 522,343 325,404 $21,914 $877 $22.790
% |nobertson, Dep, 9/24/79 522,773 $21,404 $21,914 31,315 §23.229
-/ [Rase, Dep 7/91 321,484 $21.404 $ZV.914 30 521,914
4 [Sehlre, C.0, 4/20/87 $14.061 $18,491 18,861 5377 $19,238
.- ¢ fSmith, Bep. 4715479 522,773 $21,484 $25.914 $1.315 $23,22%
2t FSquibb, €.0. 3731786 $19.046 $i8.49 $18,851 $566 $19,427
. ~ Istone, C.0. 3/9/83 $19.21 $18,491 $18,861 £754 319,615
Walenbaupt, Sgt. 1048778 $24,103 521,484 521,914 $1,752 324,567
> [TOTALS: 5$482.020 3462,339 3472.998 316,504 $491,600 .

ESTIMATED COSY OF EMPLOYER OFFER: $9,500

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

7. CHANGES IN ANY QF THE FOREGQOING CIRCUMSTANCES
DURING THIE PENDANCY OF THIR ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS. This
was the seventh factor which the Arbitration Panel was
to consider 1in connection with economic issues. Neither
party produced any evidence with respect to this factor.

8. SUCH OTHER FACTORS, NOT CONFINED TO THE FOREGOING,
WHICII ARE NORMALLY OR TRADITIONALLY TAKEN INTO
CONSIDERATION IN THE DETERMINATION OF WAGES, HOURS, AND
CONDITIONS QF EMPLOYMENT THROUGH VOLUNTARY COLLECTIVE
BARGAINING, MEDIATION, FACT-FINDING, ARBITRATION OR
OTHERWISE BLETWEEN THE PARTIES IN THE PUBLIC SERVICE OR
IN PRIVATE EMPLOYMENT. No evidence was introduced with
respect to this factor.

_26._



?he Union prepared a schedule listing the names and
pgsitlons 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 longevity
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:

COST-OUT OF UNION AND EMPLOYER PROPOSALS , -
e L UNION OFFER: 5% ] ¢
-:|Employee Hame Date of Current Current  Unions Proposed Current Total Hew Cost af .
< land _ Positlon Hire Total  Salary Base Salary Increase of 5% _ Longevity Salary Union__Offer
“JAnderson, C.O. 16-May-88 $18.,861 $18.491 312,416 5388 $19.804 $343
“{Beard. Com. Q. 1791 $15.024 $15.024 $15,775 $C¢ $15.775 $751
8rocks, C.0. 491 310.4531 318,491 319,416 $0 $19.416 3925
Ctaybourn, Sgx, 5-Apr-73 $24,318 121,484 $22.558 $2.030 $25.488 $1,171
© . [ciifton, Dep. t4-0ct-85 522,129 $21.48¢ $22,558 $677 322,235 $1.106
Diss, C.O. 15-Jan-87 518,861 $18.491 $19.4%6 4388 $19,804 $943
Duss, Comn.0. 1-Mar-87 515,324 $15,024 $1%,775 3316 $16,0%1 $766
Ettin, Comn, O. 2-Apr-9aQ $15.174 315,024 $15.775 €158 $15,935 5759
‘JEdwards, Com. 0, 1-Dec-88% $15.174 $15.024 $15,775 $158 515,933 $75%
Elking, Dep. 24 $21.484 $21.484 $22.558 30 §22.558 $1.074
Garden, Dep. 1-Dec-89 $21,699 $21.484 $22.558 $226 $22,784 $1.08%
Gelsinger, Dep, 1-Dec-64 122,343 $21,484 $22.558 $902 $23.461 $1.117
Hildibdal, €,0. 17-Dec-B5 $19.046 314,49 $19.416 5582 $49,998 $952
[HcHel, €.0. 19-Dec-85 $19.046 $18.491 $19.416 $582 $i9.998 $952
Mitton, Lt 16-Jun-72 $24.832 121,484 $22.558 $2.256 526.014 $1.182
Morbeck, C.O 1-0cy-79 $39.600 $16,491 $19.4186 51,165 $20.580 4980
Oswald, Dep. 1-Dec-84 322,343 321,484 $22.558 $902 $23.461 $EA37
.|Rabertsen, Cep. 24-52p-79 $22,773 321,484 $22.558 £1.353 323,912 $1,139
' HRose, Dep /et 321,404 $21,484 $22.558 30 $22.558 31,074
Schirr, €.0. 20-Apr-87 518,861 318,491 $19.416 $398 $19.804 $943
~{Smith, Deg. 15-Aps-79 322,713 $21,484 $22,558 £1,353 $23,912 £1,13%
Squibb, .0, 3)-Mar-86 419,046 $18,47) $19.416 $5B2 $19.998 $952
Stone, CO. 9-Mar-B3 $19.23% 318,49 $19.016 3777 $20.192 $962
- [Wolenhaupt, Sqt. §-Qct76 £24,103 $21,484 $22.558 $1,80S8 $25,263 $E,160
- {TOTALS: $482,020 $462 839 $485. 981 $16,990 $505,971 $23,95% ] .
ESTSMATED TOTAL COST OF UNION OFFER: $23,951
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DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS ON THE BASIS OF THE EVIDENCE:
The TIllinois State Labor Relations Act, Section 1l4(a)
sets forth those factors which the Arbitration Board,
in this c¢ase +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, namely: (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
employers, both public and private, in comparable

communities; (2) The average consumer prices for goods
and services, known as the cost of living 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 comparable situations, the evidence
shows that Marion County, both in 1990 and 1991, received
more State revenue than the average of the 9 comparable
counties. With respect to Deputies' salaries, the evidence
makes the following comparison as to where Deputy salarties
rank them in comparison of their counterparts in comparable
counties beginning with a starting salary and then
increases for the 1lst, 5th, 10th, 15th and 20th year of
service.

Wihawl Ofters

Avaragn Satary, . $70.037 1422047 [523.301 {524,408 | 124502 | 524.452 $1%
WahoA Otlars 20,458 | 520,484 | 120,813 1522594 | 832981 | 52202 0
M1on Rarks. 3 7th &Lh Sih Hh Tl Oth

Vithout Mammn & Employs Cllay

Lireon Offaa Pk &h Gih h Ak Bth Sth
Wanoud RMarion B Unon Ofarn l
Errolayes Oflas flanks aih (L] iih ik Th n .
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It can be seen from that comparison that, as of
December 1, 1991, 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 c¢urrent
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 lst, 5th, 10th, 15th and 20th
year comparisons. That showed the following:

Wahoul Oflary | i I ! |
Avaraqe Satwy s23.046 | 321000 js3seas | ras.aas | 325 72e | szs00r

Ao a L s Low | on | on |
Maacon Ranky - Sth 4Lh §1h
WWahendt Taran A Emglaynr offary ! I I
Univey (ffad Alanky: S 5ih 41k Sih &h
| N P [ o | |

14,28 ]

Wikoud larna A Unos Ottar J
Ertployer Offes achy .

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.

The 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 lst, 5th, 10th,
15th and 20th year is as follows:

oo S | evom | szsr | sesmne |

Auatage Salwy - S25.000 [ 329443 | szeast Jasier | sy man | 825080 20

e hout r)u-ui l l
Mauon Narky, .

4h I ayh I nn [ s1h

|

.| L]
S PN P NP P
S AR P PP Y

Wahout hatna & Emoloyel oHle n]
Unian Ofter Nanky:

i aboud Eiytmd A 1lana Otier
Employer Cfter Manky.

Again 1t «can Dbeen seen that, while Lieutenants'
salaries at the current rate place them above the middle
of the comparable counties with respect to salaries, the
offers of both the Employer and Union 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 1in the comparable counties
beginning with the starting salary and the salaries of
the 1lst, 5th, 10th, 15th and 20th year as disclosed by
the evidence is as follows:

Wilncet 4 2tats
Averaqe Satay
Vdanout Nl
A e Faam i Mynkg

l 510,495
!mm.. Waran & Employar Ollars ]

317F T34 420 yH 310,401

ill BBI (AL RYT ]

4 Sih bALY

Lfnmon {rter Ayany

IYENTY] I SR, 491 l I
Wb Stavan & Unon Cllars I
Eerpuipnt (0o Narky

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

The evidence, with respect to the salaries of the
Dispatchers as they relate to their counterparts in the
comparable counties 1is shown by the following ranking
as to starting salaries and the 1st, 5th, 10th, 15th and
20th year increments.

Wahot Olfmisy J

Aearga Saluyg L1A A%y ! S8k 6D

517,015 [su‘u [ s1ante | seenrn |
wahoul Oteiy 13 9ar [ Sr5 024 | 345024 | Sr5s hs n"‘. a.578 20
Margn lanks - LILY il LIL] Ath -
Veahond Maters & Ervplayes Cllary .
Laon Qllae Bydy L 91h Nk

‘Wahout Mason 3 Unon Oflery

Emplaym Oftsr Manks A1h g1 Mh Mh 21h LIL)

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 1less 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.

The second factor to be given consideration 1is the
cost of 1living. Without repeating the evidence with
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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 dollars, 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 1increase would not, in real dollars, give
them an increase 1in wages, but only keep them even with
inflation. Under the FEmployer's offer, they would 1lose
in real wages and in buying power.

The third factor to be considered was the overall
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 1in the contract, are satisfactory to both
parties. The Employver, however, seeks to include in its
offer the fact that it has assumed the full 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% 1increase
so that the Employer believes that it is making a 4.34%
wage offer which 1s comparable to that of the Offer of

the Union. There are two reasons why that 2.34% should
not be considered as an 1increase in wages. First and
foremost 1is that the Employer 1is contractually obligated
to make this increase. In the current contract, it agreed
to the so-called "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, 1990 because all other County employees
were paying that percentage with the County paying 80%
thereof. Fearful that the County might treat its non-
Union employees differently with respect to 1insurance
premium payments, 1t negotiated the "me too" <clause.
When the County increased the non-Union employees insurance
premiums to cover 100% of the sigle 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 1is therefore not making a new offer
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 1is 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 1increase for dependent coverage while
the Emplover'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 connection with total insurance costs and not part
of a wage package. A B% wage increase merely keeps the
employee current with the cost of living and doesn't help
the employee 1in absorbing the increased insurance costs
for dependent coverage.

Since the factor of overall compensation employees
presently receive together with fringe benefits was not
addressed 1in the evidence, the Arbitrator, in making a
determination as to which wage offer 1is to be accepted,
provided there is a financial ability to pay, is limited
to a comparison of wages of the comparables and cost of
Tiving. On the basis of that evidence, it 1is the
Arbitrator's conclusion that the Union 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 connection with the narration of facts, no evidence
was offered with respect to the interest and welfare of
the public, but that the Arbitrator can take cognizance
of the fact that trained and competent employees of the
Sheriff's Department 1in enforcing the 1laws, protecting
persons and property of the citizens of the County, as
well as the housing of prisoners so that they do not
escape, 1is 1in the 1interest 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 1l1iving, 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 1in an estimated $23,951.00 1in additional costs
to the County and that 1if the Emplover's offer was
accepted, there would be an estimated additicnal 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 pav.

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 ¥Ffund, 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 1its expenditures and the
actual revenue received for those same years showed that
the County always received more revenue than expected
at the time of budgeting 1in every year except 1991 when,
due to large expenditures for capital improvements, there
was a budget shortfall of $154,724.00. Even with that
shortfall, the County had an ending balance of $518,903.00.
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 1liabilities and in
the years 1986 to 1990 had on hand cash and temporary
investments greatly exceeding their current 1liabilities
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 allocated
for special purposes, still leaves a certain percent of
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those funds which go into the General Fund. The percentage
of the General Fund make-up financed by intergovernmentatl
funds has increased each year from 1986 when those funds
constituted 39.21% of the General Fund SO that
intergovernmental revenues in 1991 made up 56.25% of the
General Fund. The Union's evidence alsc showed that in
1991 both the total General Fund County revenues and the
intergovernmental revenues allocatable to the General
Fund decreased slightly. The Unilon's evidence showed
that there was a pattern from 1986 to 199]l of increases
each year with respect to the General Fund revenue. This
same thing was true as to the amount of intergovernmental
revenues allocated to the General Fund. The conclusion
to be reached from this evidence 1is that one year's
shortfall in both General Fund and intergovernmental
funding doesn't Jjustify a finding that the County hasn't
the money to fund wage 1increases where 1t has healthy
ending General Fund balances each year, 1including 1991,
A part of the intergovernmental 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
legislative handling of this 1issue and the shortages
resulting therefrom 1in FY 91-92 due to 1legislation are
now being made up 1n FY 9293. Such facts negate that
because of 1loss 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 collecting taxes as levied and
that, with the exception of 1991 where capital improvements
exceeded the budgeted amount by $219,214.00, 1it, from
1986 to 1991, invariably budgeted for capital outlay and
building 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 resulted from the County Board's handling of funds.
Similarly, building repairs 1in 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
always exceeding budgeted amounts, there 1s a strong
indication that the County 1is 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 vyear prior to the one the Union 1is seeking a wage
increase, ended up expending $42,161.00 1less than 1its
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 1in 1its 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 TFY 91-92 through September 30, 19%2, 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 $893,449.00 again ending the
91-92 Fiscal Year with a $40,000.00 surplus, an indication
that the Department could pay the 5% wage 1increase of
$23,951.00.

The EIEmployer 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 1in the first four months of the year would not
equal the money they were to get, but "that it would be
more".

In its attempt to show it did not have the money
to pay raises the Union was seeking, the Employer
introduced an exhibit signed by the County Treasurer
showing that from December I, 1922 through September 30,
1992, a ten-month period, the County's receipts were
$1,857,588.78 and 1its 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 19952,
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 TFY 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 1in both FY 91 and FY 90, the end-of-month
balances for October were greater than 1in September and
the end-of-month balances for November were less than
the September balances. While 1in 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 1in 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 1in FY 90-91 from the end of September to the
end of November 1is applied to the FY 091-92 September
balance of $740,718.00, the HNovember 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 1its
projective revenue from the annual amount received for
surtax fines and fees would be received 1in 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 mnore 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
5736,514.00. Such a computation would further indicate
the County had ample funds and the financial ability 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 basis, the evidence shows 1t has no
current or long term liabilities of debts which it must
pay, so whatever the General Fund balance, and the evidence
shows there 1is 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 ability to pay the
increased wages sought by the Union and which the evidence
would indicate that they are entitled to is that the County
granted the non-Unicon employees longevity pay beginning
December 1, 1991 totaling $23,054.21. This was done after
the FY 921-92 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 1f they
didn't believe there were funds available under its cash
basis of accounting. This 1s one more indication of
showing that the County has unbudgeted funds with which
to pay the Union's offer.

The Employer emphasized that the longevity program
for non-Union emnployees was in lieu of a pay raise for
ry 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 1is whether
the County has the financial ability 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 belief that the County
has that ability.

Under the Statute, the Arbitration Panel (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 1in Subsection (h} of
Section 14. It is the conclusion of the Arbitrator that
the Union's last offer of a 5% increase in base salaries
for all Bargaining Unit employees more nearly complies
with the applicable factors.

AWARD

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

Dated 1in Springfield, Illinois this , K( day of

December, 1992. e
///.’/

{7 e ae a \’-r--_é« / /../JK//-{/-;’I
Arbitrator !
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, the sole Arbitrator in tn§labove entitled matter,
hereby certify that on the 7% ' day of December 1992,
I deposited a true copy of the Award in the above entitled
matter in a U.S. Post Office Box plainly addressed to
Brian E. Reynolds, Ixecutive Director, 1Illincis State

Labor Relations Beoard, 320 West Washington Street,
Springfield, Il1linois 62701.
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