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In the Matter of the Interest Arbitration Between

County of Kendall/Kendall
County Sheriff
OPINION AND
AWARD

-- and -Illinois FOP Labor Council
ILRB No. S-MA-16-007

Before Matthew W. Finkin, Arbitrator.
This matter was heard in Yorkville, Illinois, on August 21, 2017. The Employer was
represented by Karl Ottosen, Esq. The Union was represented by Jeffrey Burke, Esq. The parties
waived hearing by a tripartite body stipulating for the undersigned to resolve the issues
presented. They further stipulated that all necessary conditions for disposition were met. A full
opportunity to adduce all relevant evidence was afforded. At the conclusion of the hearing the
Arbitrator gave the Employer leave to supplement the record which was done on September 13,
2017. Written post-hearing briefs were exchanged by the Arbitrator on October 10, 2017. Further
clarification was made in electronic communication with the Arbitrator. The matter is ready for
disposition.
The Issues
There are nine issues in dispute. These are set out as they were presented in the hearing.
Issue 1: Use of Part-Time Employees
The Union proposes two changes: one to Art. I, section 3, of the prior collective
agreement; the other to section 12 of Art. XX. The Employer would retain the status quo. The
extant language in roman type, and the Union's proposal, in bold, is set out below.

'
Section 3.
Part-time Employees. The Employer may continue to use certified parttime employees to perform bargaining unit work provided that part time employees
will not be employed should the size of the bargaining unit diminish and/or when a
bargaining unit member is laid off. The Sheriff may also create a Sheriff's Auxiliary to
function in accordance with Statute.
Section 12. Assignment of Overtime. All patrol overtime hours offered to bargaining
unit members will be on a rotating seniority basis. Overtime opportunities for special
hire-back details will be posted prior to any employee accepting available hours. Once
posted, employees will select available hours first by rank, then by seniority, by persons
present when the detail is posted. Overtime hours will be offered to bargaining unit
members before being offered to part time employees.
Issue 2: Termination of Seniority

Art. XV, section 4, of the prior collective agreement deals with "Termination of
Seniority" thusly:
An employee shall be terminated by the Employer and his seniority broken when he:
A. Quits; or

B. Is discharged for just cause; or
C. Is laid off pursuant to the provisions of the applicable agreement for a period of
twelve (12) months; or
D. Accepts gainful employment while on an approved leave of absence from the
Sheriff's Office; or
E. Is absent for three (#) consecutive scheduled work days without proper
notification or authorization;
F. Fails to return to work at the conclusion of an approved leave of absence for a
period of three (3) consecutive days; or
G. Fails to return to work under the provisions of Article XVI after accepting recall;
or
H. Failure to return to work due to an on-the-job injury shall be covered by Section 1
of the Illinois Public Employee Disability Act (5 ILCS 3045/1) [sic], or an off
the-job injury for a period of twelve (12) months.
The Union would retain the status quo. The Employer would amend subsection H to read
as follows:
Fails to return to work due to an on-the-job injury within the one (1) year period shall be
covered by Section 1 of the Illinois Public Employee Disability Act (5 ILCS 305/1) [sic],
or an off-the-job injury within for a perioe of twelve (12) months after the leave of
absence commenced.
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Issue 3: Vacation Requests

Art. XIII, section 3, deals with "Vacation Requests." The Union would retain the status
quo. The Employer would modify it. The current provision is set out below in roman type. The
Employer's proposed modifications are shown in underlined text.
Section 3. Vacation Requests. Except for an occasional day which is taken as
vacation leave, all employees must submit, in writing, to the County Sheriff, a schedule
of desired vacation prior to December 21 st of each new calendar year. Conflicts in
scheduling will be resolved in favor of the most senior employee. At least forty-eight (48)
hours' notice shall be given for a one day's leave. To accommodate the one (1) day
request and for reasonable cause, the Sheriff shall have the right to alter any schedule if
he deems it to be for the best interest of the Sheriffs Office to do so. Employees must
give two (2) weeks' notice of their intent to use vacation prior to the posting of the work
schedule posted under Article XX], Section 5.
It is expressly understood that the final right to designate all vacation periods and
the maximum number of employee(s) who may be on vacation at any time is exclusively
reserved by the County Sheriff in order to insure the orderly performance of the services
provided by the Employer.
No bargaining unit member shall be permitted to be absent for more than two (2)
in-house training days per calendar year, without the prior approval of the Sheriff or
designee.
Issue 4: Sick Leave

The parties have tentatively agreed to modify a portion of Art. XIX, section 2 on the
accumulation of sick leave so that that part would now provide as follows:
Section 2. Accumulation. Sick leave will be granted at the rate of ninety six (96)
hours per year with accumulation prorated on a monthly basis. Sick leave may be
accumulated from year to year in a maximum 1600 hours. Upon separation from
employment for other than just cause, an employee may request reimbursement of up to
25% of 480 accumulated hours to be paid as part of the employee's final
compensation ... [DISPUTED PROVISION SET OUT BELOW] (For purposes of
administering this Section, retirement shall mean an employee who is immediately
eligible to receive a pension upon voluntary separation, i.e., a deputy has completed 20
years or more of service and is 50 years of age or greater.) Employees who have been
terminated for just cause shall not be paid out any accumulated sick leave.

The Employer would add the following to the extant text in roman, a proposed modification in
underlined text.
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or in the alternative for those employees employed on or before August 21, 2017, upon
retirement, an employee may use all accumulated but unused sick days in conjunction
with the employee's separation date. Employees hired after August 21. 2017 shall only be
eligible to receive payment for accumulated sick leave up to a maximum of25% of 480
hours and be able to use any additional hours as service credit to the extent authorized by
the applicable pension system.
Issue 5: Wages
Both parties have made wage proposals.
2015

2016

2017

2018

2019
2.25%+0.5%

Employer

+

2.5%

2.5%

2.25%

2.25%

Union

+

3.00%

3.00%

3.00%

3.00%

In its hearing presentation, the Employer explained the offer for 2019 as 2.25%, which is
compounded from that which proceeds, plus an additional 0.5%, making the actual increase
2.75%.
The Union adds that:
As a quid pro quo (for its' wage proposal], the Union would accept the health
insurance changes proposed by the Employer that were accepted by the Union's
Corrections Officer unit, effective January 1, 2018.
Inasmuch as the Union's wage proposal is premised on an awarded contract of three
years' duration, it has proposed a wage increase of 3% in the fourth year, should that be awarded.
Issue 6: Longevity Pay
The prior collective agreement also sets out the following:
An employee shall be paid an additional $.15 per hour for each year of service
completed as a full-time sworn Kendal) County Patrol Deputy, beginning on the
employee's ten-year anniversary date. (E.g., an employee who has completed IO years of
service will begin receiving an additional $.15 per hour, for each year of completed
service, in the total amount of $1.50 per hour.)
The Employer would retain this text. The union would modify it as follows:
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An employee shall be paid an additional $.15 per hour for each year of service
completed as a full-time employee of the Kendall County Sheriff's Office 5W&fft
Keedall GouRty J2a-t:Fol Deputy, beginning· on the employee's ten year anniversary date.
The Union adds the following explanation:
This change would be effective the date of the arbitration award, but applicable to
existing employees with time within the Sherifrs Office prior to their hire into the
bargaining unit. The change also requires striking the word "wages" from Article XV,
"Seniority", Section 1.
Issue 7: Uniform Allowance

Art. XXII, section 2, paragraph one provides:
Uniform and Equipment Allowance. The Employer will provide as needed the
following equipment for each employee: one shirt badge, two name plates, one winter
hat, one summer hat, one winter jacket, one windbreaker, one collar brass, one raincoat,
all department and rank patches, one baseball cap, one hat badge, one tie tack, five long
sleeved shirts, five short sleeved shirts, four pants (western or regular cut at employee's
choice), one tie, one traffic vest, a pair of traffic gloves, one rain hat cover, one pistol,
one ASP with holster, holster, double magazine pouch, OC spray, and holster. In
addition, commencing December 1, 2012, each non-probationary deputy shall receive a
lump sum annual equipment allowance in the amount of $125.00.
The Union would retain the status quo save that it would amend the date in the first
paragraph to the effective date of the instant Award - December 1, 2015 - and would increase
the lump sum to $250.
The Employer would amend the first paragraph to read in its entirety as follows:
Uniform and Equipment Allowance. The Employer will provide the equipment
and uniforms as deemed by the Sheriff necessary to perform the duties of the patrol
deputy. Each non-probationary deputy shall receive a lump sum annual allowance
payment in the amount of $125.00.
Issue 8: Insurance

The Union would retain the status quo. The Employer proposes substantial changes in it.
For ease of analysis the extant provision is set out on the left column; the Employer's proposal
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on the right. As noted in the presentation of Issue 5, supra, however, the Union indicated that it
would accept the Employer's insurance package as the quid pro quo for the award of its wage
proposal which is also conditioned on the Union's proposal for a three-year contract term. More
on that in the presentation oflssue 8, infra.
Current Provision

Employer Proposal

Section 1. Insurance. The current coverage
provided for life, accidental death and
dismemberment, medical and hospitalization, and
dental insurance shall remain in full force and effect
during the length of the contract, provided the
Employer reserves the right to change carriers or self
insure so long as the level of benefits remains
substantially similar. The Employer's obligation for
the cost of a single employee under the Blue
Advantage HMO (BAE), the PPO Plan and HAS
Plans shall be ninety percent (90%) of the monthly
premium or premium equivalent. The employee who
elects either plan shall pay ten percent (10%) of the
monthly premium or premium equivalent for single
employee.
The Employer will pay one hundred percent
(100%) of the single premium for dental coverage
and one hundred percent (100%) of the term life
insurance for the employee.
If an employee elects family coverage, then the
employee shall pay fifty percent (50%) of the
difference between the family premium or premium
equivalent amount less the Employer's percentage
share of the single premium or premium equivalent
amount. For example, if the family premium for the
BAE HMO was $453.23, and ninety percent (90%)
of the single premium was $163.17, then the
employee would be responsible for fifty percent
(50%) of the difference ($290.06, or $145.03). The
same fifty percent (50%) shall be paid by the
employee for dental coverage. For instance, if the
total family dental premium was $45.99 and the
single employee premium was $17.17, then the
eµ1ployee would pay fifty percent (50%) of the
difference ($28.82, or $14.41).

Section 1. Insurance. The current coverage
provided for life, accidental death and
dismemberment, and dental insurance shall remain in
full force and effect during the length of the contract,
provided the Employer reserves the right to change
carriers or self-insure so long as the level of benefit
for deductible, co-insurance, and annual out-of
pocket and coverage maximums remains
substantially similar.
Effective January 1, 2017, the parties agree that
the current traditional PPO plan shall no longer be
offered as a health plan to employees. The parties
also agree the Employer may choose to discontinue
the current HMO plan for the 2017 plan year and/or
subsequent plan years. If the Employer discontinues
the current HMO, the Employer will provide a
minimum of one alternative health plan option such
as an HMO (health management organization), PPO
(preferred provider organization), HDHP (high
deductible health plan) or EPO (exclusive provider
organization). Each plan year the Employer may
offer new alternative health plans or eliminate any
alternative health plan.
Effective January 1, 2017, the Employer will
provide a core high deductible health plan with health
savings account (hereinafter "Core HDHP-HSA").
The Core HDHP-HSA benefit levels will be as
follows for the January 1, 2017 plan year:
• Deductibles: $1,500 single, $3000 family;
• Coinsurance: 100% in network, 80% out of
network;
• Out of pocket: $3000 single, $6000 family;
• Physician Services after deductible: I 00%
in network, 80% out of network;
• Inpatient Hospital after deductible: l 00%
in network, 80% out of network;
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• ER room 90% after deductible;
• Prescriptions after deductible: 80%
In subsequent plan years, the Employer reserves
the right to change insurance carriers, fully insure, or
self-insure, and to change benefit levels of the core
HDHP-HAS plan as long as the coverage and
benefits of the core HDHP-HAS remains
substantially similar.
In the event the Core HDHP-HSA is cancelled
through no fault of the Employer, the Employer
agrees to provide at least the same premium dollar it
is providing now in replacing the Insurance plan.
The Employer and the Union, by mutual
consent, may establish a committee to recommend a
health care plan to the County for adoption in the
effort to reduce rising health care costs.
Section 2. Premium Allocations.

In the event such coverage is canceled through
no fault of the Employer, the Employer agrees to
provide at least the same premium dollar it is
providing now in replacing the insurance plan. In the
event the Employer wishes to change carriers and
maintain a substantially similar level of benefits, a
representative of the Union will be invited to
participate in discussions.
For an employee who elects to participate in the
. HAS single employee coverage, the County shall
· continue to contribute $1,500 to the employee's
health savings account each fiscal year, with said
amount being equally divided and distributed
throughout the fiscal year. For an employee who
elects to participate in the HAS family employee
coverage, the County shall continue to contribute
$3,000 to the employee's health savings account each
fiscal year, with said amount being equally divided
and distributed throughout the fiscal year. The
Employer shall be under no obligation to continue
c_ontributing any money to the employee's health
savings account upon the employee's termination of
employment or upon any other "qualifying event" as
defined pursuant to 29 U.S.C. §1163, whichever
occurs first.
The Employer and the Union, by mutual
consent, may establish a committee to recommend a
single health care plan to the County for adoption in
the effort to reduce the rising health care costs.
Effective the plan year commencing on January
1, 2014, the parties agree that Employer may make
the plan design changes set forth in the attached
Exhibit A in an effort to reduce the rising health care
costs. Furthermore, effective January 1, 2014, the
parties agree that the HMO Illinois shall no longer be
offered as a health insurance plan to employees as
long as the BAE HMO or a substantially similar
HMO plan is offered to employees.

A. Premium Allocation for Dental and Current
Term Life
The Employer will pay one hundred percent
(100%) of the single premium or single premium
equivalent for dental coverage and one hundred
percent (100%) of the current term life insurance for
the employee. If an employee elects family dental
coverage, the employee shall pay fifty percent (50%)
of the difference between the family premium or
premium equivalent amount less the Employer's
percentage share of the single premium or premium
equivalent.
B. Premium Allocation for Single Health Plans
The Employer's obligation for the cost of the
single premium equivalent for the single Core
HDHP-HSA shall be eighty percent (80%). The
Employer will also contribute $1500 to an
employee's health savings account in January of each
year for employees enrolled in the single Core
HDHP-HSA plan. The Employer's contribution to
an employee's health savings account will be
prorated for employees enrolling in the Core HDHP
HSA plan after January 1 of each plan year. The
Employer shall be under no obligation to continue
contributing any money to the employee's health
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savings account upon the employee's termination of
employment or upon any other "qualifying event" as
defined pursuant to 29 U.S.C. I 163, whichever
occurs first.
The Employer's obligation for the cost of the
single premium or single premium equivalent for
employees enrolled in an alternative health plan shall
be the same total dollar contribution provided by the
Employer for employees enrolled in the single Core
HDHP-HSA. However, the enrolled employee shall
pay a minimum of $15 per pay check for single
premium or single premium equivalent. Employees
not enrolled in a County sponsored high deductible
health plan are not eligible for the Employer
contribution to a health savings account.
C. Premium Allocation for Family Health Plans
If an employee elects Core HDHP-HSA family
coverage, the employee shall pay fifty percent (50%)
of the difference between the family premium or
family premium equivalent less the Employer's
eighty percent (80%) share of the single premium or
single premium equivalent of the Core HDHP-HSA.
The Employer will also contribute to $3000 to an
employee's health savings account in January of each
year for employees enrolled in the family Core
HDHP-HSA plan. The Employer's contribution to an
employee's health savings account will be prorated
for employees enrolling in the Core HDHP-HSA plan
after January 1 of each plan year. The Employer shall
be under no obligation to continue contributing any
money to the employee's health savings account
upon the employee's termination of employment or
upon any other "qualifying event" as defined
pursuant to 29 U.S.C. I 163, whichever occurs first.
The Employer's obligation for the cost of the
family premium or family premium equivalent for
employees enrolled in an alternative health plan shall
be the same total dollar contribution provided by the
Employer for employees enrolled in the family Core
HDHP-HAS. However, the enrolled employee shall
pay a minimum of $100 per pay check for family
premium or family premium equivalent. Employees
not enrolled in a County sponsored high deductible
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health plan are not eligible for the Employer
contribution to a health savings account.
Section 3. Wellness Program.

A. Incentive for Employees Enrolled in Single
Health Plans
By December 1 of each year, employee must
submit proof of completion of employee's annual
wellness screening/physical to the confidential third
party administrator selected by the Employer to
receive the following incentive for the subsequent
plan year:
The Employer's obligation for the cost of the
single premium or single premium equivalent for the
single Core HDHP-HSA shall be ninety percent
(90%). The Employer will also contribute $1500 to
an employee's health savings account in January of
each year for employees enrolled in the single Core
HDHP-HSA plan. The Employer's contribution to an
employee's health savings account will be prorated
for employees enrolling in the Core HDHP-HSA plan
after January I of each plan year. The Employer shall
be under no obligation to continue contributing any
money to the employee's health savings account
upon the employee's termination of employment or
upon any other "qualifying" event as defined
pursuant to 29 U.S.C. 1163, whichever occurs first.
The Employer's obligation for the cost of the
single premium or single premium equivalent for
employees enrolled in an alternative health plan shall
be the same total dollar contribution provided by the
Employer for employees enrolled in the single Core
HDHP-HSA. However, the enrolled employee shall
pay a minimum of $15 per pay check for single
premium or single premium equivalent. Employees
not enrolled in a County sponsored high deductible
health plan are not eligible for the Employer
contribution to a health savings account.
B. Incentive for Employees Enrolled in Family
Health Plans
By December 1 of each year, employee must
submit proof of completion for both the employee's
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annual wellness screening/physical and the
employee's spouse's (only if the employee's spouse
is covered by the Employer's health insurance plan)
annual wellness screening/physical to the confidential
third-party administrator selected by the Employer to
receive the following incentive for the subsequent
plan year:
Employees enrolled in Core HDHP-HSA family
coverage, the employee shall pay fifty percent (50%)
of the difference between the family premium or
family premium equivalent less the Employer's
ninety percent (90%) share of the single premium or
single premium equivalent of the Core HDHP-HSA.
The Employer will also contribute $3000 to an
. employee's health savings account in January of each
year for employees enrolled in the family Core
HDHP-HSA plan. The Employer's contribution to an
employee's health savings account will be prorated
for employees enrolling in the Core HDHP-HSA plan
after January I of each plan year. The Employer shall
be under no obligation to continue contributing any
money to the employee's health savings account
upon the employee's termination of employment or
upon any other "qualifying event" as defined
pursuant to 29 U.S.C. 1163, whichever occurs first.
The Employer's obligation for the cost of the
family premium or family premium equivalent for
employees enrolled in an alternative health plan shall
be the same total dollar contribution provided by the
Employer for employees enrolled in the family Core
HDHP-HSA. However, the enrolled employee shall
pay a minimum of $100 per pay check for family
premium or family premium equivalent. Employees
not enrolled in a Country sponsored high deductible
health plan are not eligible for the Employer
contribution to a health savings account.

The current provision also allows the Employer to make plan changes as set forth in
Exhibit A attached to the collective agreement. Exhibit A is set out below.
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EXHIBIT A
Healtlt I11surance Plan Design Cltanges
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Issue 9: Duration
The Employer proposes a four-year term, December 1, 2015 through November 30, 2019.
The Union proposes a three-year term; but, as noted in the presentation of Issue 5, supra, the
Union would propose a 3% wage increase should a four-year term be awarded. In the hearing,
the Employer objected to the linkage as, in effect, the making of alternative offers, not a final
single-issue offer. This will be developed below.
Statutory Standards
The statutory standards that guide the arbitral determination are set out in 5 ILCS
11

I

3 l 5/14(h):

(1) The lawful authority of the employer.
(2) Stipulations of the parties.
(3) The interests and welfare of the public and the financial ability of the unit of
government to meet those costs.
(4) Comparison of the wages, hours and conditions of employment of the employees
involved in the arbitration proceeding with the wages, hours and conditions of
employment of other employees performing similar services and other employees
generally:
(A)In public employment in comparable communities
(8) In private employment in comparable communities
(5) The average consumer prices for goods and services, commonly known as the cost of
living.
(6) The overall compensation presently received by the employees, including direct wage
compensation, vacations, holidays and other excused time, insurance and pensions,
medical and hospitalization benefits, the continuity and stability of employment and
all other benefits received.
(7) Changes in any of the foregoing circumstances during the pendency of the arbitration
proceedings.
(8) Such other factors, not confined to the foregoing, which are normally or traditionally
taken into consideration in the determination of wages, hours and conditions of
employment through voluntary collective bargaining, mediation, fact-finding,
arbitration or otherwise between the parties, in the public service or in private
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employment.
Comparable Communities

The parties have stipulated to comparable communities under§ 14(h)(4):
Dekalb County
Grundy County
Kane County
Kankakee County
Kendall County
LaSalle County
McHenry County
Will County
Winnebago County
Analysis

Issue 1. Use of Part-Timers
The Union makes two closely connected proposals. It is best to take them up together.
The first is a prophylactic against the erosion of the bargaining unit. The second is a preference
on the allocation of work hours.
A. The Positions of the Parties
Art. I, §3: The Union. The Union argues that the change in Art. I,§ 3, is needed to

preserve the bargaining unit from erosion by the substitution of part-time for full-time employees
by "diminishing" the bargaining unit and employing part-time employees instead. It would also
forbid the use of part-timers were any unit members to be on layoff. The Union argues that
although this has not been a concern in the past, the Employer "has moved in a new direction" by
reference to one such case, the hiring of retired Chief Deputy Koster to perform "regular security
work" on a part-time basis. Brief of the Union at 11. The Union notes that the Employer has
claimed that Chief Deputy Koster is working part-time in the Correctional bargaining unit, which
work is permitted under the collective agreement governing that unit. Even were this true, the
13

Union argues that, "it does not assuage the Union's concerns in that it evidences an intent to use
part time employees to perform work that bargaining unit members historically performed." Id.
n. 5. It further argues that the use of part-timers can create "public and officer safety issues/' id.,
because oflack of training and knowledgeability of the County. Because ofits limited scope and
intent, the Union maintains that this is not a "breakthrough" item. Id. at 12.
Art. XX, §12: The Union. The Union connects this proposal to its proposal on Art. I, §3,
to make clear that available hours must first be offered on an overtime basis to full-time unit
members before part-time could be hired or assigned that work. The Union argues that such is
provided for in all the collective agreements in the comparable communities. Brief of the Union
at 12-13. It sees this provision as preserving the unit's work. Id. at 13.
The Employer. As the undersigned reads, it the Employer's argument treats both
provisions as all-of-a-piece; it does not clearly distinguish the "erosion" provision from the
"overtime" provision. Apparently, to the Employer both are "breakthrough" proposals that
require proof of a "compelling need" to change. Brief of the Employer at 9-10 (citing arbitral
authority). On the former, the Employer argues that the Union has offered nothing but
unsubstantiated concerns. Id. at 10. On Art. I, § 3, it questions what the provision means. The
unit is authorized 44 Deputies. It currently employs 41. The provision is opaque on what
"diminish" means. Id. at 10-11. The Employer has used part-timers for decades without the
bargaining unit experiencing any erosion. Id. at 12. The only example the Union has pointed to,
the hiring of retired Chief Deputy Koster, was into the separate Correctional bargaining unit,
consistent with that unit's collective agreement, and could pose no potential for the erosion of
this bargaining unit. Id. The fear of erosion is in fact allayed in section 16.2, which will continue,
which requires the layoff of part-timers before any full time workers are laid off. Thus it would
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be a violation to hire a part-timer while a full-time Deputy is on layoff. Id. at 12-13. Finally, the
Union's argument to safety as a driving concern is confuted by its willingness to have part-time
Deputies - with all the safety concerns the Union argues to - do the work of full-time Deputies
who decline offered overtime. Id. at 13-14.
On the hours of work preference for ful-time Deputies, the Employer argues that "none of
the comparable counties have any significant limitation on the use of part-time employees." Id. at
15. And, apparently with respect to both proposals: the hiring of part timers is reserved to the
Employer in Art. V on Subcontracting. Thus, an arbitral Award imposing a restriction - either in
Art. I or Art. XX - would create a conflict with this provision creating the potential for future
labor disputes. Id. at 14-15.
B. Discussion
Analysis turns first to the proposal on Art. I, § 3. A threshold problem with the Union's
proposal is its phrasing. It provides: ( l) that the hiring of part-time Deputies may not "diminish"
the "size of the bargaining unit"; and, (2) that no part timer may be hired if a bargaining unit
member is laid off. As the Employer argues, the latter is currently governed by § 16.2 which sets
out the order of layoff: part-timers must be laid off before full�time employees. It follows that if
a full time employee is on layoff a part-time employee may not be hired. That much of the
Union's proposal is surplusage. Thus the thrust of the proposal is to part (1), above.
"Diminish" means to reduce. The plain language, then, means that a part timer may not
be hired so to reduce the size of the bargaining unit. The bargaining unit's size is currently
authorized at 44 of which 41 are currently staffing it. The proposal does not make clear how it
addresses this situation; that is, would it violate the proposal to add a part timer while a vacancy
in the authorized unit remains unfilled? Inasmuch as the authorization remains unchanged, one
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would be hard-pressed to see how the unit has been "diminished" in that case. A diminution
would be worked if the number of authorized positions was reduced to, say, 40, and two part
timers were then hired. If this is the Union's concern more precise language is available than
what has been placed on the table. 1 Nor has the Union shown any prospect of the unit's
diminishrnent other than the hiring of retired Chief Deputy Koster, which is not apposite.2
Because of the lack of clarity in what the Union has offered, which palpably invites future
controversy, and the absence of any showing of a pressing problem that calls for address, the
Employer's position on Art. I,§ 3 will be awarded.
Attention turns to the Union's demand for work hour preference for unit employees on an
overtime basis. On the one hand, the undersigned finds the Union's argument to community and
fellow officer safety unpersuasive. No evidence was offered, no incident laid on the page where
the fact of part-time status played a role in any threat to safety; this despite the Employer's use of
part-time personnel for decades. On the other hand, the Employer's argument to Art.Vis equally
unpersuasive. Art. V, headed "Subcontracting," reserves to the Employer "the right to contract
out any work it deems necessary is the interest of economy, improved work product, or
emergency." The hiring of work to be done on a part time basis would be "subcontracting" "contracting ouf' - if the entity contracted with was an independent contractor, not an employee.
Were the Union's proposal on Art. XX,§ 12, to be awarded no conflict with Art. V would be
created.

1 See e.g., the folJowing provision from a collective agreement in industry set out in Bloomberg/BNA's Collective

Bargaining and Contract Clauses:

The Company shall not hire part-time or temporary employees to displace or permanently take the place of
regular employees.
http://laborandemploymentlaw.bna.com/lerc/display/batch print display.adp?serchid=30700945
2 The City has made what is in effect an offer of proofon retired Chief Deputy Koster's status vis-a-vis the
Corrections unit. The Union bears the burden of proof on its proposal, but it introduced no evidence to contradict the
Employer's statement.
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Analysis next turns to whether the limit the Union seeks is generally recognized as a
feature of full time status such that an award bringing the Employer into line would not be a
"breakthrough," but would redress a common expectancy in which the Employer is an outlier.
The Union argues it is. The Employer argues it is not. What does the record show?
Dekalb County's bargaining unit includes only full-time employees. Provision is made
for the scheduling of overtime. The collective agreement makes no reference to part-time
employees.
Grundy County allows the Sheriff to use part-time employees "in accordance with past
practice." The collective agreement deals with the equalization of overtime; no mention
is made of part-timers in that provision.
Kane County's bargaining unit covers all deputized Peace Officers. The collective
agreement deals with "regular part-time employees." Provision for the equitable
distribution of overtime is made. There is no reference to whether regular part-time
employees fit in with this.
Kankakee County's bargaining unit governs full-time employees only. Provision for the
equitable distribution of overtime to unit members is made. No mention is made of part
time workers.
LaSalle County's bargaining unit includes all sworn officers. Provision is made for the
equitable distribution of overtime. No mention is made of full or part-time status.
McHenry County's bargaining unit includes only full-time employees. Overtime is
defined. There is no mention of part-time employees.
Will County's bargaining unit includes only full-time employees. Provision for overtime
is made. There is no mention of part-time employees.
Winnebago County's bargaining unit includes only full time employees. Provision is
made for overtime pay. No mention is made of part-time employees.
The parties argue to these provisions to opposite effect: the Union stresses that the
overwhelming the assignment of overtime work is reserved to bargaining unit members.
However, the record is inadequate to sustain the strong conclusion the Union offers for it. If part
time workers were doing unit work, diminishing the availability of overtime for unit members which is the Union's concern here -there would be no overtime work to distribute to unit
17
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members, equitably or otherwise. The Union does emphasize that the Kane County collective
agreement provides that the doing of unit work by non-unit members "shall not cause a reduction
in overtime opportunities" for unit members. But, from what appears, "regular part-time"
employees are members of the bargaining unit.
On the other hand, apart from provisions in the agreements for Grundy and McHenry
counties, which would allow assignment of work to part-timers, the Employer argues that the
other agreements do not "limit" the use of part-timers. Brief of the Employer at 15. This is
facially correct; but, the agreements do not tell us, as the Union argues, whether the restrictions
of the assignment of available overtime to full-time unit members precludes the use ofpart
timers who could reduce the availability of any overtime. Because none of these contracts
address the issue the texts alone are indeterminate.
The sum and substance of the matter is this: the burden of proof rests on the Union to
show either that the use of part-timers has become so excessive in depriving unit employees of
the opportunity for overtime or that the need for the proposal is so universally recognized in
comparable communities as to warrant its institution by arbitral award. The evidence fails to
meet that burden. The Employer's position will be awarded.
Issue 2: Termination of Seniority
A. Position of the Parties
The Employer. The Employer argues that what it has proposed merely "cleans up" the
current provision; it makes no substantive change. It makes the provision "more easily
understood." Brief of the Employer at 7.
The Union. The Union disagrees. It argues that the current provision should be eliminated
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as it is contrary to law.3 Brief of the Union at 16. The proposal "requires the Union to waive the
contract's just cause requirement prior to discharging an employee, which the Union is not
willing to do." Id. Moreover, no other comparable community has a provision mandating what
the Employer has proposed. Id.
B. Discussion
The Union does not explain how the text, which it would retain, enervates the obligation
to dismiss for just cause or would be violative oflaw. The first clause of the current text says that
an employee who does not return to work after an on-the-job injury will be terminated if that
failure is covered by 5 ILCS 345/1. That section of Illinois law requires an employee injured in
the line of duty who is unable to perform his or her duties to be paid for "not longer than one
year" in relation to that injury.4 The Employer's proposal makes the current provision clear that
the employee is entitled to a full year. The second clause clarifies the precise date that triggers
the twelve month guarantee, i.e. not after the injury, but after the commencement of the disability
leave.
It is true that the "loss of seniority" is a euphemism for termination. But the extant
provision allows an employee who is disabled by an on-the-job injury and who is unable to
return to work after a year on disability pay to be terminated per se. Whether that provision
violates antidiscrimination law is not before the Arbitrator. The changes wrought by the

As the Employee has pointed out, the Union has not proposed to eliminate this provision. In fact, it would retain it
as the status quo.
4
5 ILCS 345/1 (b) provides in pertinent part:
Whenever an eligible employee suffers any injury in the line of duty which causes him to be unable to
perform his duties, he shall continue to be paid by the employing public entity on the same basis as he was
paid before the injury, with no deduction from his sick leave credits, compensatory time for overtime
accumulations or vacation, or service credits in a public employee pension fund during the time he is
unable to perform his duties due to the result of the injury, but not longer than one year in relation ta the
same injury.
Italics added.
3
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Employer merely clarify what the entitlement is and how it operates. The Union has made no
persuasive argument why it should not be awarded.
Issue 3: Vacation Requests
A. Positions of the Parties
The Employer. The Employer argues that in-house training is scheduled a year in
advance, before the vacation schedule is set and so before vacation days are selected. This
proposed provision would allow employees to miss two training days. Thereafter, absence must
be approved. The Employer argues that this provision strikes an appropriate balance between
training necessary for professional development and scheduling flexibility. Brief of the Employer
at 8. It also deals with the problem the Employer argues it has experienced with employees who
have scheduled time off to avoid training. Id.
The Union. The Union disputes that there is a problem needful of contractual address.

Brief of the Union at I 8. However, it does see a problem in the scheduling of training so far in
advance - "a year is a long time." Id.
If one of those training days falls on a vacation day in the early part of the year, that
leaves only one more absence. If an employee calls in sick on a training day, that also
leaves only one more. Though it includes the possibility that the Sheriff could approve
more, it does not mandate it. What if the employee misses a training day because of
illness? Injury? Vacation time? It also does not explain the consequences of missing more
than two days. This is a breakthrough change best left to the bargaining table.
Id.
B. Discussion
The Employer has not produced any evidence that there is a real problem that calls for
contractual address, i.e. of any significant number of employees who are shirking their
responsibility for further professional training or the inadequacy of current disciplinary
mechanisms to deal with such miscreant behavior. On the other hand, the Union has pointed to
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practical problems in the implementation of the proposal that may well provide fodder for future
disputes and arbitrations on the provision's application, not only on what conditions might
exempt an employee after the second non-participation but, relatedly, on what constraint, if any,
the Sheriff has to observe an exercising the discretion this provision would confer. These need to
be explored in detail, which means the parties should bargain about it. It would be premature for
a provision, novel in the context of the prior collective agreement and rife with interpretive
questions, to be imposed by an arbitrator. The Union's position will be awarded.
Issue 4: Sick Leave
A. The Positions of the Parties
The Employer. The Employer argues that the current contractual system allows
employees to extend service by accrued sick leave before retirement, which increases the
Employer's liability beyond crediting that time for retirement benefit purposes. It asserts that
between May 2014 and January 2016, four employees availed themselves of the use of accrued
sick time to extend service time at a cost to the Employer of over $500,000. Brief of the
Employer at 16-17. (The persons and sums involved are detailed on the record.) The Employer
extrapolates the benefit forward to the incumbent unit, which results in a potential exposure of
over $5 million. Id. at 17. It argues to arbitral authority in support of the reasonableness of
capping that exposure on a prospective basis. Id. The Employer argues that what is addressed is
not contrary to the Illinois Pension Code, which allows the conversion of unused sick leave to
service credit, but rather the allowance of the extension of that time is in service. Id. at 17-18.
Finally, the City proceeds through the treatment of this issue in the other comparable
communities: "All of the external comparable counties, other than the Union, receive a cash
buyout, pension service credit, or some combination of the two. No other comparable county
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allows an employee to use accumulated sick leave prior to retirement as if the employee were
still providing services to the County." Id. at 18.
The Union. The Union stresses that the extant provision has allowed unit members who

"have worked their entire careers accumulating sick leave in anticipation of the day they could
use it toward their pension accrual." Brief of the Union at 17. It notes, however, the Employer's
proposal does not alter this for incumbent workers; its effect is prospective only - which the
Union terms the creation of a "second tier". Id. Thus the proposal works "an enormous
reduction" for those to be governed by it in comparison to incumbent unit members. Id. From
that, it argues:
This proposal works for the Employer, and only the Employer. It has no doubt
calculated that few, if any, retiring employees will be able to avail themselves of hours
over four hundred and eighty. It has advanced no argument for why there must be a
change in this contract. No bargaining unit member in recent memory has actually retired
from the bargaining unit, or at least it has been many years, so few - if any - have ever
actually been able to use this benefit. The Employer is complaining about costs that it has
not had to incur.
Id.
B. Discussion
The undersigned is persuaded that this proposal addresses not a cost the Employer has
"had to incur," but the prospect of future unfunded liability that is, potentially, of considerable
financial significance to it. The Union's argument-that few actually have and so will in future
avail themselves of the option the proposal would prospectively foreclose - is inconsistent with
its position that that foreclosure would be "an enormous reduction" in those unit members'
compensation. The Union's argument that nothing in this is of benefit to unit members is correct;
but, whether there is a quid pro quo in what is of obvious financial benefit to the Employer has to
be seen in the context of the economic package to be awarded as a whole, especially in the
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treatment of the parties' wage proposals. In view of how that will be analyzed, below, the
Employer's proposal will be awarded.
Issues 5 and 8: Wages and Insurance
These issues are closely conjoined. The employer proposes a wage increase of2.5% in
each of the three years while the Union seeks 0.5% more. (The dispute over duration and its
relationship to wages will be dealt with separately.) The Employer also proposes a "complete re
write" of its health insurance. Brief of the Employer at 23. In it, the Employer seeks "the
flexibility to offer lower cost plan alternatives" to control health care cost. Id. The Union would
retain the status quo on insurance, but is willing to accept the Employer's insurance proposal as a
quid pro quo for its proposed wage increase. Brief of the Union at 20. 5 As the Employer argues,
there are cost benefits for it in its insurance proposals; but, there may be benefits as well as costs
-actual or potential -for unit members. These need not be parsed if the Union's wage position
meets the statutory requirements, especially subsections (6) and (8) that bear on overall
compensation and the role of bargained-for exchange, i.e. of one or more items awarded being in
return for others.
A. The Position of the Parties
The Employer. Part of the Employer's argwnent concerns its claim that the Union's
addition of a 3% proposal for a fourth year, should that be the duration awarded, constitutes the
presentation of an alternative package that is inconsistent with the final offer scheme of the Act.
Brief of the Employer at 29-30. As noted above, duration will be dealt with separately. The

s In the negotiation of the prior collective agreement, the Union secured wage increases of 3% in return for changes
in the insurance package. The Employer characterizes the Union's position here as relying on that as a precedent:
''the Union believes that there is a certain wage increase that the County must pay to the Union to rewrite the
language once more." Brief of the Employer at 23. Which is to say that now, as then, the Union sees the wage
increase as a quid pro quo for change in insurance cost.
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remainder of the Employer's argument attends to the statutory criteria.
INTERNAL COMPARABILITY

Two temporal frameworks should be considered: (1) the status quo ante this controversy,
i.e. the period 2012-2015; and the display in the period covered by the instant proposals.

The Run-Up to the Present
(omitting longevity pay)
Patrol Deputies
Corrections Deputies
Patrol Sergeants
CntyClerk
Facilities M(rmt
Hiruiwav

,..

2012
3.0%
3% + $750
2.0%
$1,000 + $200
$1,200
$975

2013
3.0%
3.0%
2.0%
$1,000 + $200
3%
'
2%

2014
3.0%
3.0%
2.0%
$1,000 + $200
3%
2.5%

Internal Comparability Going Forward

Corrections Deputies
Clerks

2015
2.5%
$1,000

2016
2.5%
$1,400

2017
2.25%
$1,400

Facilities
Highway

3%
3.25%

2.25%
$1,200

2.25%
$1,300

2018
2.25%+0.5%
$1,300 + $100
quid pro quo for
ins.
2.0%+0.25%
$1,300

The Employer argues to what these data show, that: although the corrections officers
received the same increase as the patrol deputies in the run-up period, they received that as a
quid pro quo for the health care revision the Employer then sought. This does not evidence a 3%
quid pro quo for a change in insurance as a general proposition. In fact, the other current
contracts reflect a quid pro quo for these health insurance changes at less than the 3% the Union
claims. Thus the Employer's offer is more consistent with the pattern of internal comparators,
especially the corrections deputies who are most comparable. Brief of the Employer at 30-31.
The Employer further emphasizes the role of internal comparability where there is a history of
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parallel treatment. Id. at 32 (citing arbitral authority). It points specifically to the smaller
increases these employees were given as a quid pro quo for the medical insurance change the
Employer now seeks which is below that which the Union is proposing. Id. It argues that
"traditionally" the Patrol Deputies have been treated identically with the Corrections Deputies
and that the Union has provided no reason to depart from this "historical pairing." Id. at 36.
EXTERNAL COMPARABILITY

This need not be belabored. The data submitted by both parties is rather sparse for wages
in comparable communities in the period to be covered by this award. Both offers retain the
unit's standing as, roughly, midMpoint with respect to the cohort of comparable communities. Id.
at 36. As the Employer puts it:
While neither the Union final offer nor the Employer final offer will have any substantial
impact on the Employer's ranking in comparison to external comparable counties, the
Employer's final proposal certainly will not cause the Union to lose any ground in those
comparisons.
Id.
COST OF LIVING

The data on the Consumer Price Index (CPI) is a crude measure of cost of living
increases at best. In any event, the Employer argues that its wage increases for the bargaining
cost have traditionally exceeded the CPI. Id. at 36M37. The CPI accordingly plays no significant
role here.
FINANCIAL ABILITY

The Employer does not argue that it is unable to pay the additional cost the Union's
proposal would require above what the Employer has offered. Nevertheless, it argues that it is
facing the prospect of reduced funding from the State which will "exert pressure on the local tax
base that the Employer has not had in the past." Id. at 37. This, it argues, makes its proposal
25

"more reasonable." Id.
The Union. The Union devotes almost the entirety of its argument to the Employer's
financial condition. At the threshold, it points out, apropos the last consideration, that financial
prudence does not equate with the statutorily mandated consideration of ability to pay. Brief of
the Union at 7 (citing arbitral authority). It then proceeds through the Employer's financial data
to argue that the Employer is in very sound financial condition. Id. at 8· 10. Neither party has
costed the precise difference to the Employer in the Union's demand above what the Employer
has offered. The Union does talce as illustrative a mid.career Deputy, who earns a base pay of
just over $76,000: a 3% increase for that employee would amount to about $2,300. A 2.5%
increase would amount to $1,900. The difference, 0.5%, is about $400. ld. at 9. Extrapolating an
average per employee cost difference for 41 current unit members comes to $16,400 a year, or,
about $50,000 for the life of a three year contract term. There is no reason laid on the page that
would support the notion that this amount would exert undue, or any, financial pressure on the
Employer.
The Union finds CPI not to play a relevant role here for reasons that echo the Employer's
position. Id. at 5.
In terms of external comparables, the Union argues that the unit has "historically trailed"
them. Id. at 13. In any event, as does the Employer, the Union recognizes both proposals
essentially keep pace with-retain the unit's relative standing-with regard to the comparable
communities. Id. at 13.
With respect to internal comparability, the Union argues that the Employer's past action
recognizes that wage increases were a quid pro quo for change in the insurance package. Id. at
14. The Employer now "insists on further wholesale rewrites" for which, in the past, unit
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employees were compensated by a 3% wage increase. "The price," it argues, "has not changed."
Id.

B. Discussion
The parties recognize that a quid pro quo is in order in return for the award of the
Employer's revision of its insurance package. The Union points to the wage increase both these
employees and the closest internal comparables, the Corrections Deputies, received for the prior
revision of medical insurance, of 3%, as a governing precedent. The Employer counters that,
going forward, the Corrections Deputies are getting the same increase as the Patrol Deputies
have been offered, 2.5%, as the quid pro quo for the same insurance change. Internal
comparability, particularly with this comparative group, emerges as an important statutory factor.
In terms of the statutory criteria, both proposals retain the unit's relative standing of unit
members vis-a-vis external comparables; cost of living is not a significant consideration; and the
Employer is able to pay the difference. Whence the parties' exclusive focus on the change in
medical insurance. However, this singular focus obscures the fact that another issue, one of
rather considerable financial consequence to the Employer, potentially involving millions of
dollars to it, has been put on the table: the truncation o! new unit members use of accrued sick
leave. From what appears by reference to the Correctional Deputies' current and prior collective
agreements, they did not enjoy the benefit that the Employer has proposed to terminate for the
Patrol Deputies. The loss of this significant benefit going forward, to be used at the end of a
career, should be compensated in part in wages earlier in a career. Accordingly, looking at the
wage proposal in the context of both the change in the insurance package and the truncation of a
financially significant benefit for new unit employees, the Union's proposal is the more
reasonable. It will be awarded.

27

..

Issue 6: Longevity Pay
A. Positions of the Parties
The Union. The proposal is to credit other employees of the Sheriff's Office - essentially,
corrections officers - the time spent in that position should they transfer to this bargaining unit.
Brief of the Union at 14. A parallel provision is found in the sergeant's collective agreement and
in at least three of the Gomparable communities. Id. at 14-15. The credit is for additional
compensation only; it does not bear upon seniority. Id. at 15.
The Employer. The Employer argues that two internal comparables, Correctional
Deputies and records clerks, do not have a longevity portability clause. It relies on the longevity
of the current practice and the lack of any consistent practice elsewhere to support the status quo.
Brief of the Employer at 38.
B. Discussion
The Union bears the burden of proof on the need for a departure from the status quo. It
could be justified as necessary to bring the Employer in accord with the practice in other external
or comparable bargaining units. But that is not the case. Alternatively, it could rest on a
compelling ground of policy; that is, the benefits of and so the need to encourage the transfer of
Correctional Deputies to the patrol unit. But, no evidence has been adduced on that ground. As a
result, the Union has failed to bear its burden. The Employer's position will be awarded.
Issue 7: Uniform Allowance
The parties' proposals deal with two issues: whether the list of items the Employer must
provide should be retained or whether a general commitment to the Employer's discretion should
suffice; and whether, in addition to that which the Employer is contractually required to provide
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the additional equipment allowance should increase from $125 to $250. 6 As there is no necessary
connection between the two the Arbitrator sought clarification from the parties on whether these
should be treated as two separate proposals. The Employer has agreed they could. No response
has been made by the Union. The Arbitrator accordingly applies the maxim that silence is assent.
A. The Positions of the Parties
The Employer. On the former, the Employer argues that the list set out in Art. XXII,
section 2, is ..outdated.,, Brief of the Employer at 20, 21, 22. The revision gives the Employer
"necessary flexibility." Id. at 22. The sum over and above that which the Employer disburses, as
quartermaster is in line with other FOP contracts. Id. at 22-23. The union has shown no need to
change. Id.
The Union. The Union devotes no attention to the proposed change giving the Employer
greater flexibility in its decisions to furnish equipment. It argues only that the $125 currently
allocated above what is required is not adequate to replace items required, but not contractually
guaranteed.
B. Discussion
One difficulty with the Employer's proposal to eliminate the contractually guaranteed
items is that it would vest authority in the Employer to decide what is "necessary" without more.
It has the theoretical potential (which, the Arbitrator stresses, is only theoretical for there is no
evidence whatsoever that this power would actually be used this way) for the Employer to
"nickel and dime" unit members with the consequent possibility of arbitral dispute on what does

6

The Union reads the Employer's proposal as eliminating the Sheriff's obligation to provide equipment free of
charge; that the Employer's would allow only a $125 aooual equipment allowance. Briefofthe Union n. 10 at 15.
That is not what the Employer has argued here. The undersigned finds as a matter offact that the Employer would
continue the obligation to provide equipment "deemed necessary" by the Sheriff in addition to the allowance. See
Brief of the Employer at 20-2 I.
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or does not meet that standard, assuming that "deem'' is not taken to render such a dispute non
arbitrable. The other difficulty is that although the Employer has argued that the list of items it
must supply is outdated, it has not pointed to any item on the list that it maintains it need no
longer supply. Though the current provision strikes the Arbitrator as awkward, it is of
longstanding. No persuasive reason has been shown to eliminate it.
As to the sum involved, the amount does seem less than fully compensatory.
Nevertheless, it is in keeping with comparable practice. The Union has failed to prove that more
is either a compelling need or so widely recognized as to justify a departure from the status quo.
Issue 9: Duration
A. The Positions of the Parties
The Employer. The Employer argues that the additional year it seeks would be more
"conducive to labor peace." Brief of the Employer at 39. Should the shorter term be awarded the
parties would proceed almost immediately into the next round of bargaining which, on the basis
of the record so far, would be unlikely to be productive. Id. 1
The Union. The Union argues that a three year term is the norm. Brief of the Union at 20.
It notes that data from comparable communities is "thin" for the third year and virtually non
existent for the fourth, making the application of that statutory standard difficult at this time. Id.
The Union points out that the parties have not negotiated in about a year, which means, as the
undersigned understands it, a three-year term will bring them to do that which has proven
resistant to have been done. Id. at 21.
B. Discussion
7 Moreover, the Employer makes an extensive argument that the Union's wage proposal for a fourth year amounts to
the making of a non-final alternative offer inconsistent with the statute. Brief of the Employer at 3 8. It argues
accordingly that the only final wage offer for the fourth year that the Arbitrator can consider is the Employer's,
which has to be awarded should its position on duration prevail.
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The argument to "labor peace," or, more accurately, to "breathing space" between rounds
of bargaining, is not without force. However, it is rebutted by three considerations: (1) three-year
terms are indeed normative; (2) the paucity of external comparable data makes a wage
determination for the fourth year speculative; and, (3) as the parties have not seriously negotiated
for some time bringing them to the table earlier would be in aid the bargaining process. As the
Arbitrator has noted above, some of what has been presented here would have benefitted from
greater exploration in the mediative process of collective bargaining. As the three-year tenn will
be awarded, the Employer's argument to the infirmity of the Union's wage demand for the fourth
year is moot.
AWARD
On Issue 1, the use of part-timers: the Employer's offer is awarded.
On Issue 2, the termination of seniority: the Employer's offer is awarded.
On Issue 3, vacation requests: the Union's offer is awarded.
On Issue 4, sick leave: the Employer's offer is awarded.
On Issue 5, wages: the Union's offer is awarded.
On Issue 6, longevity pay: the Employer's offer is awarded.
On Issue 7, uniform allowance: the Union's offer is awarded on retention of the
Employer's obligation to provide uniforms and equipment; the Employer's offer is
awarded on its further financial obligation.
On Issue 8, insurance: the Employer's offer is awarded
On Issue 9, duration: the Union's offer is awarded.
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