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The unit consisted of -aii;f

d certified' mpioyee representative.
1984

'sentat jon' election o Aprii 23

epresentation :proceedings pended the Respondent 'granted‘ wage and‘_,

AFSCME_. and Respondent ‘were parties to a2 coiiective bargaining agreement

at " least -as ‘early as March 9, 1981, MHearing Officer's Proposed Order, X
'Admission No. ‘6. This gave AFSCME "deemea cert'g?i d" status, see Temporary .

,  sectton 4{A). Hereafter the Hearing Officer's Proposed Urder wiii be
esignated "HORD" o ) ,

*ZHono Admission No. 10, Findings of Fact (FF) No. 1.

"314 Admission No. 3 FF No. 1.

A1d; - Admission No. 12.. The initfal eiection results were inconciusive and
f'rnquired a” run~off, The run-off generated challenges and objections., A
“hearing -on ‘the challenges and objections culminated in a set aside of the
‘run=-of f .vesults and a directive for another run-off. See SERB v. Lucas

County Board of MR/DD (1986) 84-RC-04-0770 and 84-RC-04-1044, T

”':'-'-SFF Nos. 4 and 6. The: HORD does not indicate whelher verbal or any other
-'variety of‘ notice was attempted. :
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gated; orrafbenefit before representation becomes an issue..

be fu]T c1ear and neutral

explanation, if one existed contribute to the conclusion of impropriety.8

"The Board win act on that premise.

S

a clear and firm declaration of neutrality. 10 . -

;vSheehan. Vice phairnan, and Fix, Board Member, concur.

'faThe Admissions and FF in the HORD are incorporated in this opinion by
reference - with special emphasis on those cited to support particular
pr0positions in the text of this opinion.

.9See fn:HQ, EFE-

see the order accompanying this opinion,
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Another isf7
or required by law. Even theme exceptions and the announcements of themii
. , 1f it must be ‘made, should be accompanfed byl"
an exp]anation\of its necessity. Of course, an announced Justification most:

?7: In the present case the timing of the increase in benefits, the absence.i

of a vested obligation. and the failure to advance a neutra]izing'”

f}Since the impropitious bestoual of benefits does not appear to be :

glfliegally motivated and another ruh-off “has been scheduled ’ the remediall
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