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OCB GRIEVANCE NUMBER:
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Board Parole Officers
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DEPARTMENT:
Department of Rehabilitation and Correction



ARBITRATOR:
Robert G. Stein



MANAGEMENT ADVOCATE:
Joseph Shaver
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Steve Little
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Matt Mahoney



ARBITRATION DATE:
January 10, 2000



DECISION DATE:
February 24, 2000



DECISION:
Denied



CONTRACT SECTIONS:
Article 43



HOLDING:  The Arbitrator held that Board Parole Officers were not entitled to institutional pay supplement because their work did not differ significantly from that of a Correction Officer.

COST:
$1,137.50

SUBJECT:
ARB SUMMARY #1424



TO:
ALL ADVOCATES

FROM:
MICHAEL P. DUCO



AGENCY:
Department of Rehabilitation and Corrections

UNION:
District 1199/SEIU

ARBITRATOR:
Robert G. Stein

STATE ADVOCATE:
Joseph Shaver

UNION ADVOCATE:
Matt Mahoney



BNA CODES:
93.4661 – Timeliness of Grievances; 114.01 – Compensation in general

Grievance was DENIED.

Board Parole Officers (BPO’s) brought forth this grievance when they discovered that they were not receiving a three percent (3%) institutional pay supplement as received by other bargaining unit employees. BPO’s work for the Parole Board and spend time in correctional institutions serving as liaisons between the inmate population and the Parole Board.

The Union argued Article 43 of the Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) guaranteed employees for the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction a three percent (3%) institutional pay supplement.  In support of its argument, the Union referenced a Fact-Finding Report which stated the 1199 institutional supplement was intended to be implemented in the same fashion as the Ohio Civil Services Employees Association (OCSEA) institutional supplement.  The Union argued that all DR&C employees without “corrections” in their title were entitled to the supplement.

The Employer argued the grievances were untimely because they were not filed within fifteen (15) days from the date the Grievants knew or should have known of the events giving rise to the grievance.  As to the merits of the case, the Employer contended the BPO’s did not have as much exposure to the inmates and that when they did interview inmates, a Correction Officer would accompany them.  Finally, the Employer asserted that it was not the intent of the Fact-Finding Report to provide BPO’s with the pay supplement.

The Arbitrator held the grievances were timely filed because the alleged violations were renewed every time the Grievants received a pay check without the pay supplement. As the author of the 1994 Supplemental Fact-Finding Report, the Arbitrator knew the intended purpose of the pay supplement.  Thus, the Arbitrator held that because the focus of the Grievant’s work was similar to that of a Corrections Officer, the Grievants were not entitled to receive the pay supplement.  The Arbitrator stated that the existence of the BPO’s was tied to the difficult task of dealing with a complex offender population.  The Arbitrator concluded that while the BPO’s did not have the word “corrections” in their title, that fact did not change that their work was based in corrections.

