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R The ,Public Employees of .Ohio, Local 450 (PEO) filed a Petition for?l;ﬂ
-"Representetion Blection regarding a unit of *all full-time. and’ ‘regular. - .
pott-time oleseified blue-collar employees' of the University of -cincinnaci.
(3mp!oyer) "~ 'PEO -later clarified its petition to apply to service and
melntenance employees at the Clifton Campus and all branch campuses, excluding -
arl- employeee of the University Hospital and Holmes Hospital. Ohio Coungil 8, .
American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, Local 217, - -
APL=CIO, CLC. (AFSCHB) intérvened in this action, and the matter was refe:red N
to hearing., -

The qoard has reviewed the record, the hearing officer's tecommendatione,
exceptions, .and responses. . For the reasons stated in the attached opinion,
incof#orated by reference, the ‘Board concludes that the proposed bargaining
unf“:is ineppropriahe. Therefore, the petition is dlsmissed. ‘

’ ;The related unfeir labor practice cherge against the Employer, alleging
1ntettetence and domination in the execution of a collective bargaining:
‘agree'ent ‘with APSCME is dismissed. The facts developed in the hearing of
Cese.No.,84-Rc-D7«1550 indicate “hat there is nv probabla cause to believe -
that the: Employer violated Ohic Revised Code Section 4117.11.. - R
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Intét venor.

' CASE NUMBER: 84~RC-07-1550--

R

OPINION.

p_:"ee’ént'_l:?a']‘?pxpi_(imat.ely 450 service and maintenance’ lemploy‘ees at’

pih{zihnht‘i‘ “;'l!.nivela:sity" Hdépit&l and Holmes Hospital., The 450 employees are

A?SCHE has negotiated and signad aureemeﬁts for this unit
970 wil:h ‘thae Universi.ty of Circinnati (the reupondent), which has

:ntrol over Bnivaraity and nolmes Hoapitals. Prior to that, 
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4111 os p:ovides' : S . ' - _’_-;

- (A)The State . Bmployment Relations Board shall @ecide in each case
““the -unit apptoprlate for' the purposes of collectiva bargaining., The -
"dete:mination is final and conclusive and not appealable to the court.

y (B)The Board shall determine the appropriateness of each bargaininq - ta
unit and shall consider among other relevaat factors, the desirs of the .
amplayeea'-the community of interest; wages, hours, and othet working B
_conditions of the public employees; the effect of over !ragmentation: K
“the efficiancy ‘of operations of the public employer; the administrative
ﬁarructure of - the public employer, and the history of collective
bargaining.

i (G)The Board nay determine a unit to be the appropriate uni¢ in a
'particular case, even though some other unit might also be appropriate,

By contrast, the Petitioner's
propoaud unit fairs less well by the same test., This alone, however, 1s not

eqough to deny the Petitioner's proposed unit because more than one

bargaining unit configuration may be found appropriate.

The administ:ative structure of the University and its long history of

‘barqaining with the Intervenor in the historic unit must be given

faubstantial weight. In the absence of proof that the structure of the
hfatoric nnlt haa 1nadequate1y served the Interest of the Employer and
) Bmp_oyees. and 1n the light of over twe decades of bargaining history, one

-.quk,§eoncludgwthat a ‘constructive and stable relationship has fostered
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l:ha Respondent aml the Intervenor. It. aurely must requin

J' .

,c‘lusive l:epresentatives.

rtitied unlt. Howaver thia issue nead not be addreaaed in r.hu 1nntant

BN e

IV
Therefcre, the Board upon consideration finds the objections of the.

Reupondem: and 'thﬂe‘ Intervenor well taken and the unit described by the

ag‘Eéen;'eiih’ ‘entered into on December 4, 1984, between the University of

cincinnati, University Hoapital and Christian R. Holmes bivision and Local

’

217 of AE‘SCHB, Ohio Council 8, APL-CIO, which is incorporated by reference

Buaed. on the foregolng findings,

Moreover, the Statute does not expressly provi.de,-‘

‘changing of an exclusive representative for a portion of the‘

the ‘Béard finds the unfair labor .
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