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|l 1985’ B

tWo petitlonu “tor . reprasantation election reluting to -8

tadio- dispatchérn and a proposed unlt of police orficau

Uni tsi.ty ‘(Bmployet)“:aae Numbers 85-RC-02-2946 and

| sh 4, .1985, :the FOP filed: two. additionalnpotttlons for:
:Q}muq al 1 or the ‘same two units (Case Numbers 85-Rc-03—3054 -and
; 03_305 )it 10T response. . to -, the Petitions, the Employer  raised. thé-

./.contract bar. under Ohio Revised Code Soctlon 4117 07((:)(6).




ou el 'b : Anerican Pedera 1on of State and cOunty :and Hun;& Qal
qns,i?n-éxo ahd Local 1699, Anerican rederation of, Stptp County

P

mloyees :
th ‘ekclua e representative of the hnrgaining unit t. 1ssue. nhl

ndn _on, and the exceptions to. the - tecommendation. The noard approvqf
3 fficer's reconmendation for ‘the reasons. gtated in’ ‘the “ttachéd-
fporated - by ° ‘reference. . Case: Number: BS-RC*0242946 and
e dismlsaed because of ‘contract ‘bar. - There is no contrlct bg:

concur,




asfnc-oz-zacv
35-39-03-3054

2 fil’éd' rap:esental: i.on







5. _es-nc-oz-zs:s, RC 7Y
.0 §5<RC=03-3054 & 85-RC-03-3055
U - Pago -3-

pxecc,' nq- conttacb oxplxod narch 1, 1905, and the succe-sor agrnmnl- 5~wu

\;

arguendo. that ratification on the gane date (Hnrch 4) thlti

lloct:ton patit!.ona vere tned vas timely, the issue remains vhothot the,"'

before it is fully executed by both

-..Whon tho ‘matters about which thera ir agraement are reducod to' nriting
‘and . apprqved by the employee organization and the legislative body, the
agl:unent is binding upon the legislative body, the employar, and the
emloyu otganization and employees covered by the agreement.® : .

‘ndé‘r.‘“ sectton '4117.01(c) there can be no *binding ag:umnt' until

‘cgislativc body. cnarly, the bi.nding cundltiona were nct mt on Hazch 4,, s

Acuo:dingly, there was no contract and no contract bar t¢ the

. The pet.itions in Case Nos. 85-RC-02-2946 and 85-RC-02-2947 are dismissed. .

Caae Nos. S-Rc-03-3054 and BS-RC—03-3055 are remanded for hearing on

g

-‘N'SCHB and t;he :espondent extended the contract on a day to day basis.
'rho ‘axtensions were ineffective for contract bar purposes. See Sections
'4117 '04(A), .07{C)(6). -and ,09(D). Because the employer's approval was
' ‘-'out-. or tim. 11: 18 nnnacusary to decide vhether the union appl:oval
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