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The Conciliator awarded the position of the EMPLOYER on all issues.

Issues I & II  Article 20—Benefit Plan & Premiums

The Union argued that health care increases will not be as steep as the 19% the Employer estimated.  The Union relied on the Segal Health Plan Cost Trend Survey which projected approximately a 13% increase.  The Union conceded that 13% is a realistic figure given the changes in the plans to which the Union agreed.  The Union estimated a $42 million savings to the Employer during the first year of the contract because of the agreed upon changes.  Compared to other public employers, the Employer paid less to provide health care for its employees.  The Employer lost an opportunity to save money by failing to self-fund the mental health benefit.  The Employer, compared with other states, failed to take a leadership role in health care that might save money.  The Employer failed to institute wellness programs which generally reduce premiums through the reduction of claims costs.  The Union argued it was unfair to ask the employees to pay more of the premium costs when they were already looking at a significant increase in out-of-pocket costs.  Employees paid a greater share of health care premiums than similar employees in surrounding states.  The increase in premium would result in a significant decrease in take home pay.  The Union sought a balance because of the financial concessions the Employer sought and asked that health care not be compromised.  The Employer should implement changes to reduce the premium before adjusting the premium share.  Health care was the number one priority of the Union.  An increase in the annual deductible would discourage employees from seeking treatment, thereby exacerbating medical conditions and driving up the cost.  Asking the employees to pay higher drug co-pays would also discourage employees from taking necessary drugs, thereby adding additional costs.  The Union argued that the $10 office co-pay was comparable to what other public employees pay and the savings from raising that co-pay would be relatively small.  The increased office co-pay would discourage employees from obtaining preventive care which would save the plan money.

The Employer argued that health care costs had doubled in the past ten years.  Prior to 1992, employees paid 15% of healthcare costs.  In exchange for concessions in coverage, the Employer reduced the employees’ share to 10% in 1994.  Within 5 years, the costs returned to the previous level.  Now, the costs had doubled.  The Employer cannot afford additional increases, even with the changes the Union had agreed to in the plan.

The conciliator awarded the position of the EMPLOYER.  The parties reached tentative agreement with regard to health care plan redesign.  There did not seem to be a question that healthcare costs would continue to rise, even though there were signs that the economy is improving.  It was important to note that rising out-of-pocket expenses had already been accepted by non-Unit 3 members of OCSEA.  Even a 12% increase each year in health care costs would have a cumulative effect.  The employee share of health care premiums in surrounding states ranged from 0% to 18%.  Paying 15% of their health care premiums would not put Ohio employees in a substantially different position than employees in surrounding states.  The majority of the OCSEA bargaining unit outside of Unit 3 accepted the Fact-finder’s report.

Issues III & IV  Article 36—General Wage Increase, Step Movement

The Union argued that the Employer’s financial position would improve during the term of the contract, allowing for a modest pay increase.  The Union conceded that the Employer’s financial position does not allow it to grant pay increases for the first fiscal year of the contract.  The factors to consider for funding a wage increase were the national economy and Ohio’s economy.  The national economy was showing signs of recovery, and Ohio’s economy was doing about the same as the national economy.  The Union had collaborated with the Employer to save money through programs such as Quality Services Through Partnership, Joint Health Care Committee, and Work Force Development.  The Union argued that it should share in the gains from these initiatives.  Also, since the Employer’s financial position would improve during the term of the contract, step increases should resume during the second year of the contract.  The step increase compensation system had been in place since before collective bargaining began and should continue.  The Employer’s proposal to freeze steps would reduce the pay scale and result in a massive pay cut.

The Employer argued that they do not have money for a wage increase.  The Employer had laid off employees, shut institutions, frozen wage increases for exempt employees, and drastically limited hiring.  The Fact-finder recommended no general wage increase for the first two years of the agreement and the Union did not demonstrate any error.  It was also impossible for the Employer to award step increases at a cost of $35,000,000 each year.  The Fact-finder recommended no step movement in the first two years of the agreement and the Union found no error.

The Conciliator awarded the position of the EMPLOYER.  The Employer adopted the Fact-finder’s recommendation, which included no wage increase during the first two years of the agreement, a 2% lump sum ratification payment (based upon an employee’s top step of the pay range which the employee is on as of December 1, 2004) in the first pay check of December 2004 and a 4% wage increase for the third year.  The Fact-finder also recommended a freeze on step movements from July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2005.  The Conciliator agreed with the Fact-finder that the State is not in good fiscal condition.  The economic indicators did not support the Union’s assertion that Ohio’s economy will turn around during the life of the agreement.  The members of non-Unit 3 OCSEA bargaining units accepted the Fact-finder’s recommendations.

Issue V  Article 36.06—Roll Call Pay

The Union argued that deletion of the Article raises security concerns in prisons and juvenile corrections facilities.  The Union believed that shifts must overlap so there would be no interruption in supervision during shift changes and the officers could exchange information.  Deletion of the Article also represents a permanent pay cut for corrections officers.  The roll call pay formula was agreed to settle the hazardous duty issue.  Hazardous duty has been even more of an issue since the state closed prisons and there were more inmates per prison.

The Employer argued that roll call pay costs $18,000,000 each year.  With the current financial state of the Employer, roll call pay can no longer be sustained.  The Employer proposed changing the payment for arriving 10 minutes early to straight time—employees would be paid for 30 minutes instead of 45 minutes.  It would reduce the cost to the Employer by $6,000,000.  Also, some members of the bargaining unit were already being paid straight time for arriving ten minutes early.  Allowing some to be paid for 45 minutes is inequitable.

The Conciliator awarded the position of the EMPLOYER.  The Conciliator focused on the disparity between Corrections Officers in DR&C (who receive 45 minutes of pay) and Juvenile Corrections Officers (who receive 30 minutes of pay).  These employees were in the same Union and in the same pay range.  The Conciliator agreed that roll call is an important function, but nevertheless the disparity should be corrected.  The Conciliator noted that the savings incurred from adopting the Employer’s position would keep 100 Corrections Officers on the job.  Roll call pay was not intended to be overtime, but was intended to be a supplemental pay rate.

Issue VI  Article 36.07—Longevity Pay

The Union conceded that the Employer cannot grant pay increases during the first fiscal year of the contract.  The Union argued that the Employer’s financial position would improve and allow a resumption of longevity movement in the second year of the contract.  The Union argued that longevity benefits both parties because it reduces turnover for the Employer and benefits employees.

The Employer argued that they cannot afford increases in longevity payments.  Longevity increases cost the Employer approximately $15,000,000 each year.  The Fact-finder recommended freezing longevity payments for the first two years of the contract.

The Conciliator awarded the position of the EMPLOYER.  The Conciliator agreed with the Fact-finder and found no error in his reasoning.

Issue VII  Article 43.05 Contract Finalization Payment

The Union argued that the Employer’s financial position would improve during the term of the contract, allowing a 2% lump sum payment in December 2004.  The Union argued that the 2% lump sum should be awarded if the Conciliator does not adopt the a 2% general wage increase in January 2005.

The Employer argued that the financial problems do not allow any increase in cost during the first two years of the agreement.  The Employer agreed to a one-time 2% payment in December 2004.  The Union was trying to make this lump sum payment permanent, but that would result in a permanent increase in costs that the Employer cannot sustain.

The Conciliator awarded the position of the EMPLOYER.  The Conciliator’s reasoning is the same as in issues III and IV.

