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Chuck Choate Sue E. Bommer 
Senior S :aff Representative Director of Human Resources 

Carol L. Smith, Secretary Larry Silcox, County Commissioner 

. J:-;TRODUCTIO:\" 

On P::ovcmber 3, 2011; the Sta.te Employment Relations Board appointed the undersigned 

to conduct a fact finding hearing and serye the parties with a written report. The par.ies mutually 

agreed to extend the period of fact finding, by filing a mutual waiver, attached as exhibit A. The 

hearing was set for December 20, 201 I. The parties timely provided position statements, copies 

of which are attached as exhibit B for the union and exhibit C for the employer. 

A hearing \\'US conducted on December 20, 2011. Each party provided evidence and 

arguments. The exhibits introduced at the hearing are Joint Exhibit one (JX1), Union Exhibits 1 

through 5 (UX1-UX5). and Employ~r Exhibits l through 13 (EX-1-EX\3). With the exception 

of the full collective bargaining contract; these exhibits are attached hereto. Article 21, section 

., .2 and the signature pages me marked as JX I. 
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The parties mut\Ia!ly agreed to extend the time period within which a fact finding report 

was required to be submitted and extend the time of conciliation, copies of which are attached as 

exhibits D and respectively. 

The undersigned reviewed all of the factors set forth in Ohio Revised code section 

4117.14 as follows: 

All of the below factors were revic\\·ed and considered: 

l. Past colkcti vely bargained agreements, if any, between the parties; 

. 2. Comparison of issues submitted to final offer settlement relative to the employees 

in the bargaining unit involved, that those issues related to other public and 

pri\·ate employers doing comparable work, giving consideration to f:~ctors 

peculiar to the area and classification involved; 

3. The interest and welfare of the public, the ability of the public employer to 

finance and administer the issues proposed, and the effect of the adjustments on 

the nonnal standard of public service; 

4. The lawful authority of the public employer; 

5. The stipulations of the parties; and 

6. Such other factors, not.confined to those listed in this rule, which are nonnally or 

traditionally taken into consideration and the detennimtion of issues submitted to 

final offer settleme1;t through voluntary collective bargaining, mediation, fact

finding, or other impasse resolution procedures in the public service or private 

emplovment. 



A preliminary issue arose during discussions between the representatives and the 

undersigned, During this discltssion, the Employer's representative stated that the Chief 

Financial Officer should not be a member of this bargaining unit. The Employer's representative 

requested that the Chief Finar:cial Officer not be considered a member of the barga:ning unit In 

other words, the Employer's represenmive wanted the fact finding report to contain a 

recommendation that the CFO not be considered a member of the Bargaining unit. 

The Employer's representative stated that because the Chief Financial Officer's position is 

supervisory in natme, the ChiefFin~mcial Officer should not be part of the bargaining unit 

The Employer's representative reasoned that since the Chief Financial Officer was a supervisory 

employee, the Chief Financial Officer should not be a p;,ui of a bargaining trnit because the Chief 

Financial Officer is a part of management The Employer's representative did not, however, cite 

any case, stanlte or administrative mk 

The Union representative countered stating that the collective bargaining agreement 

(CBA), specifically named the Chief Fm~:mcial Officer as a member of the bargaining uniL See 

Collective Bargaining Agreement, effective January I, 2011 through December 31, 2013 at 

Article 22, Section 22.2, (Sec, JXl). That CBA was approved by the sheriff, the F.O.P,-O,LC. 

Representatives and the union committee members. The Huron County Prosecutor "Approved as 

to Fom1'', In other words, the Union representati,·e argued that since all the pariics, including the 

Employer/sheriff, agreed, in \\'riting, that the CFO was a member of the bargaining unit, the 

Employer/sheriff could not now in good faith state that the CFO w:~s now not a member of the 

bargaiiling unit. See, signature page for CBA, exhibit JXl, attached hereto, 

The Union representative requested that this bet fi!lder m2~:e a decision, immedi:nely, 

during the he2ring reg:t:·ding t]1e CFO's~ 1'.1-tmbership with the b::t:-gaining t:niL This f:1ct finder 
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denied the Unions request to make an immediate recomme:1do.tion whether or not the Chief 

Fimncial Officer is a member of this bargaining unit. 

The undersigned reviell'ed the position statements of both parties. Although both parcies 

r..entioned the three parties in the bargaining unit, nO\\he:e was the issue raised, in either of the 

position statet-.Jeats, that the Chief financial Officer should or should not be a part of the 

bargaining unit. 

The duties ofF act f inc!ers are set forth in Ohio Revised Code 4117.14 (C) (3) (a): 

(a) The fzct-finding panel shall, in accordance with rules and 

procedures established by the board that include the regulation of costs 

and expenses of fact-finding, gather facts and make recommendations 

for the resolution of the matter. The board shall by its rules require each 

party to specify in writing the ~nresolved issues and its position on each 

issue to the fact-finding panel. The fact-finding panel shall make final 

recommendations as to all the unresolved issues. 

Ohio Administrative Code 4117-9-05 (F) 

(F) Pursuant to division (C)(3)(a) of section 4117.14 of the Revised 

Code, upon notice of appointment of the fact-finding panel and no 

later than five p.m. on the last business day prior to the hearing, each 

party shall submit via electronic mail to the fact-finding panel and the 

other party a position statement. A failure to submit via electronic mail 

such a position statement to the fact finder and the other party no 

later than f1ve p.m. on the last business day prior to the hearing, shall 

cawse the fect·findlng pe!nel to take evidence only in support of 

ma~teis raised in the \Nritten stcterr:en~ that vtas submitted prior to the 

hearing. !he s~etement shall inc!ude: 

( 1) The name of the perty end the name, mailir.g address, e:-71cil 



aGCress, cr.d te!ephone number of the principal representative of the 

pcrty; 

(2) A of the bz~gaini~g unit incl~ci~g the approxir71ate 

number of e01ployees; 

(3) A copy of the current collective bargaining agreement/ if any; and 

( 4) A stctefile,Jt defining ell unresolved issues end summarizing the 

position o( the party ~,<vith rec;crd to ecch unresolved issue. (emphasis 

acded) 

Since neither party placed this issue in the position statements as an umesolved issue, 

neither pa;1y timely nor properly presented this issue for fact finding. As set forth above, in the 

Ohio Revised Code and in Ohio Administrative Code, the fact finder cannot consider eYidence 

on an issue not timelv presented to the opposite side and to the fact finder. The issue whether the 

Chief Financial Officer is o. bargaining unit member will not be addressed by this fact finder. 

ISSUE 1'\0. I 

In this \\·age re-opener, the lJnion dem3nds 3% for the last six months of 20 II, a three 

percent increase in 2012 and a three percent increase in 20 I 3. The Employer countered with zero 

raises in \\'ages for the last six months of 2011 and zero \\·age increases for 2012 and 2013. 

DISCVSS!O~ 

In the ye2:· 200S throt:gh 2010, this bargaining unit received a 3% raise each vear. 

The Employer r::21-.:cs :1 strong case th3t Ht::·on County and Huron County Government 

h::ve serious fin:t:~ci:1l proDlerns. The Er:1ployer's •·opening state1~1ent"~ :1 copy Jtt3.checl ::ts report 
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exhibit C, details the financial condition of the county. Some of the highlighted points are as 

follows: 

Two thousar:d mamcfactt:ringjobs have been lost. Unemploymer,t is at 10.4%. The sales 

tax is currently at its staMory ceiling. 

There is a 50% reduction in local govenunent funding from the state. Other funding from 

the state is either em or eliminated. There are large increases in mandatory funding of Veterans 

Services, health insurance fundmg, and worker's compensation mtes and claims. Revenue is not 

keeping up 11·ith the mandatory funding. 

For both internal com parables to the employees of the Sheriff, there have been negligible 

or zero wage increases in the years since 2003. However, this bargaining unit received a three 

per cent mise in each of the years 200S, 2009 and 2010. In 2011 there was no increase in wages, 

and t:re par~ies agreed to a reopener in 2011. 

The Employer's representative· states that a substantial disparity exists between the 

compensation for the Sheriffs Office employees and other General Fund employees. In 

reviewing Employer Exhibits 12 and 12a, Huron County Sheriffs employee wage increases are 

abo\·e the state average for the years 2003-2010. 

Employer Exhibit l\o. 10 accurately depicts the total compensation for all three 

b~rgaining unit members: Office mznager-S67 ,333.23, CFO-S71 ,891.63, and Secretary-

557,649.24. Exhibit l\o. I 0 depicts the actual compensation received by the bargaining unit 

t>eembcrs. 1 :\o comp:rrables were pi-esentcd for total compensa~ion of other similar positions, and 

no evidence W:!S produced ~s to the ability of the public employer to tinance and administer the 

proposed 

1 To combir.e 1hc- w:!~~:>. b~Z!llh c~:e- b~!~c>G~s. iH1.d .:nhc:- fcr:ns o!'..:o!T:pet~s:1:~on i1~ :1 "'tOt:1l 
C.J!lli-X'nsa:ion·· c:xh:bit to de:ttonstrJ.:e the ttue i::con:c a:;d t!~c cos: o~'tht> ;:H:blic cn:ploy~e :s J:l excellent too!. Suc!1 
:m e:xl:ibit tells us tb~ Jctu:1l C05t to the t:1.\p:tyec 
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?'\or was there evidence produced regarding the effect of the adjustments on the nonnal 

standard of public service. In other words, could the Employer afford this requested increase and 

were layoffs a probable result: 

According to the union representJtivc, health insurance costs ir.creased the cost to the 

bargaining unit members in 2011. The deductible increased from S 100 to S200 for indi,idual 

coverage and from 5300 to 5600 for family coverage. Out of pocket e;:penses increased from 

S500 to SlOOO for individual coverage and from 52300 to S4600 for family coverage. Office 

visits increased from S 10 to 520, and out of network doctor's coverage dropped from 80% to 

70%. For prescriptions, prefem:cl brands increased from S24 to $35; non-prefened brands 

increased from 540 to 555; mail-in increased from S I 0 to S40; and mail generic increased from 

S5 to 520. The union requests a pay increase to overcome increased cost of medical benefits. 

The Employer states, howe\·er, that medical costs increased only 2% and not 3%. 

The union stated that the Sheriff created the CFO position and that the CFO recei,·cd an 

increase in pay of over 20% from the pay in an earlier position. The sheriff created the position 

of "personal secretary", and after the personal secretary's probatiomry period ended, the 

personal secretary received a 7% increase in pay. Duties perfonned by the borgaining unit 

secretary were transfened to the "personal secretary." This infonnation nbout the CFO and the 

"'personal secretary'' "·as r.ot challenged by the Sheriff. 

ln August of 2011, the union requested econon1ic infom1:uion from the deputy auditor of 

rhe county. Specifica!lv, the union \\·anted infonnation about pay raises for non-union 

employees in the county Acco:·cit~g to the union Representative, the deputy mrditor refused to 

provide the information reqt:ested by the union. Accorcling to the Union Representative, the 

County At:C!tor told 1he represe;u:rtive th::t if l~e w:.:nted the liiform::tlon he should r~qL:est the 
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infonnation under the Freedom of Information Act. This information developed by the union 

re::prding the deputy nuditor and the pny r:lises for non-u:1ion er-::1p!oyees were not disputed by 

the Sher1 ff. 

Present at the hearing representing the Sheriff was the Huron County Director of Human 

Services and one of the Huron County Commissioners. \Vhen I inquired about the Sheriffs 

absence and the absence of any employee of the Sheriff's dep:u1ment, the Employer's 

representative stated tlnt the Sheriff was aware of the proceedings, but wanted to "distance" 

himself from the proceedings. 

Although the Employer has presented salient facts regarding the financial problems of 

Huron County, the Sheriff cre~ted two new positions and g~ve significant pay increases to those 

who now hold those newly created positions. The ~ctions of the Sheriff are in conflict with the 

theme presented by the Sheriffs representative. In other words, if the County is facing serious 

financial difficulties, why \vould the sheriff create two non-law enforcement positions and give 

each of the new employees significant wage increases? 

It is troublir,g tha: no one from the Sheriffs office and no one from the auditor's office 

appeared to challenge the allegations of the Union. The Sheriff had knowledge of these 

proceedings, but instead ·Of appearing or presenting witnesses to supp011 his position, his 

represent~tive stated that he vv·anted to ''distance'' himself from the proceedings. 

The duties of the Sheriff include both mancbtory and no:Hnandatory duties. There \\'3S 

no inform~tion whether there would be layoffs affecting those duties if the increases demanded 

by the union were gi\·en. 

The union rc-present~tive st1ted th::H the deputy auditor refused to provide inform~1tion 

::bor:t alleged p::v· i;,cre3ses for noc-u:1ion e:nployees. lnfcm~1a:ion 
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public employees, union and non-union, or information that pubic employees, union and non

union, did not recei\ e p~y incre~ses is relevant evide:1ce in these proceedings. The faiiL!re of a 

public official to promptly SL!pply this public information for a~ offici:~! proceeding c3uses 

distrust between the parties a:1d prevents a fair a:1d just analysis of the facts for review during 

these proceedings and for public review after these proceedings. Failure to provide this 

infonnation is troubling. The f3ilure to provide lnis requested infonnation undennines the 

presentation by the employer that the cout~ty is in financial trouble. 

The financial condition of the County appears to be facing some tough times, however, 

there was no evidence of layoffs or deficit speading. ?\either the Shcrri ff nor any of the ShetTiff's 

officers or deputies testified rega!·ding the effect on the County j:1il, bw enforcement or civil 

responsibilities as a result of these proposed wage increases. 

The undersigned finds that it is Dot fair that sorr.e employees receive p::ty increases of 

over 20% 3!1d 7%, while others in similar circumstances received no increase. If the effect of the 

increased 11·ages for this bargaining unit is so detrimental to the County, why did some 

employees, non-h.v enforcement and non-cotTectional, receive significant increases? \Vhy did 

the Auditor refuse to produce the pay status, increases or decreases, for public employees as 

requested by the Union? 

This bargaining unit only h"s three members. The impact of this barg"ining unit on the 

County budget does not h:we the fin~ncial impact as a bargaining unit with many employees. 

The costs of the County \\·ill increase \\·ith the increase of tiu·ee em;Jloyees, but will not have the 

imp.Jct of 3 p::1y incr-e~1se for a unit \\'ith t\\'ei:ty employees. There seei71S to be no reJson why the 

E1cre2.se. 
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RECO'.I'.IE!\DATIO:--; 

This fact fi~der recommends that the bargaining unit members receive increase in wages 
as follows: for the last halfof2011, a 2.5% increase, for 2012 a 2.5% increase, and for 2013 a 
2% increase. 

Respectfully submitt~d, 

I /) ;J 
( ' . rf kX:.><J M-b/{&~ 

J9'SEP ' W. GARDN~#0033400 
/ f280 Boardman-Canfield Road 

j /Canfield. Ohio 44406 
V Phone: (330) 533-1118 

Fax: (330) 533-1025 
Fact-Finder 
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CERTIFICATION 

I hereby cenify that on hnuary 5, 1012, a copy of the foregoing Fact Finder's Report was 
ser.t via facsimile or e-mail 2nd regular United St:nes !\-!ail to the following: 

Represenuti ve for the Union: 

CHUCK CHOATE 
FOP/ Ohio Labor Council Inc. 
Senior StQff Representative 
2721 Manchester Rd. 
Akron, OH 44319 
cchoate@neo.rr.com 

Representative for the Employer: 

SUE E. BOMMER 
Huron County Director of Human Resources 
And Loss Prevention 
12 E. Main St. Suite I 02 
Norwalk, OH 44357 
sbommer@grnai 1. com 

Bmeau of Mediation: 

ED\V ARD E. TUR0:ER 
Administrator, Bureau of Mediation 
65 East State St., 12'11 Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215-4213 
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EXHIBT LIST 

HEARI:"G EXHIBITS 

Joint 
JXl-CBA (Title Page, Article 

22.?., signamre pages) 

T..il'\10:\' EXHIBITS 

UXI- email dated Oct. 18, 2011 
T..iX2- emnil dated Oct. 12, 2011 
lJX3- email dated Oct 12, 2011 
T..iX4 T.A. extension (GO(l1) extension 
UX5 ···· Proposal 
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REPORT EXHIBITS 

A-Extension Agreement 
B-Union's Position Statement 
C-Employer's Position Statement 
D-Extension Agreement 
E- Opening Statement-Employer 

EXl 

EX2 
EX3 
EX4 

EMPLOYER EXHIBITS 

Article RE Unemployment mtes 
(norwa!kreflector. com) 

Census Bureau Report for }Turon 
Huron County by the Numbers 
Article RE Kasich Budget 

EX5 
EX6 

(blo g.cl eve land.com) 
Ar1icle RE Budget Cuts 
Article Budget Cuts 

(mothetjones.com) 
EX7 Huron County Health Plan 

Co-Pay Oblig~tions 
EXS Monthly Employee Conttibutions 

to health plan 
EX9 Extemal Comparison of'vVage Rates 
EXl 0 Total Annual Compensation 
EX 11 Comparison of Huron County 

Staff Wage 
EX 12 Resolution Agreement between 

Office Employees and Huron 
County Sheriff 

EXlla State Employment Relations 
Board Armual Wage Settlement 
Report 

E:\13 Letterdateci12/J5.'ll to Huron 
County Commissioners regarding 
General Fund 



Agreement Between 

THE HURON COUNTY SHERIFF 
and 

FRATERNAL ORDER OF POLICE 
OHIO LABOR COUNCIL 

Office Staff 

Effective January 1, 2011 Through December 31, 2013 



and those who are subpoenaed to court on their scheduled day off, a minimum of three (3) hours 
pay at the applicable rate of pay; or (C) for aU such hours ln court at the applicable rate of pay, 
whichever is greater. 

Section 20.2. An employee required to report for court duty as specified herein must call into the 
ranking officer on station at the beginning and end of the court duty and must provide a copy of the 
subpoena or court order which required him to appear. Any witness fee issued to the employee as 
the result of the appearance shall be remitted to the Employer. 

ARTICLE21 
INSURANCE 

Section 21.1. Employees shall be given the same choice of coverage, at the same cost as provided 
to other employees of Huron County. Should the Employer wish to change the coverage, plan 
design or premium paid, consistent with the above provision, the Employer will provide thirty (30) 
days notice to the Union prior to the change becoming effective. 

Section 21.2. One bargaining unit employee selected by the Union may port1c1pate in the 
Employee Review Committee. The recommendations of the committee concerning a change in 
benefit levels shall be advisory only and shall be applied to all cbsified County employees equally. 

ARTICLE 22 
WAGES AND COMPENSATION 

Section 22.1. Employees shall be compensated on an hourly basis. For purposes of computing 
annual salary, the hourly woge shall be multiplied by two thousand eighty (2080) hours. Work weeks 
shall normally be scheduled to consist of forty (40) hours per week. This shall not constitute a 
guarantee of work hours per week or per day. Employees shall be available to respond to work
related calls as needed and to appear for work-related court appearances in addition to any 
scheduled work hours. Work-related court appearances shall be considered work hours for the 
purpose of compensation and computation of any overtime in accordance with the Article 21 
herein. 

Section 22.2. Wages for employees in this b3tgaining unit shall be: 

Position 2011 Rate 2012 Rate 2013 Rate 

Secretary· $17.49 

Chief Ftnancial Officer S23.17 

Office ~!:tnager- $21.06 
Wages for January- Julv, 2011 shall be frozen ar the 2010 we. In )lily 2011 there shall be a wage 
reopener to determine wages effective July 1, 2011 ond for the years 2012 AND 2013. The wJge 
reopener shaU be subject to the dispute resolution process conrall1ed in ORC Section 
4117. 14(G)(11) 



Agr=.e::!t The provisions of this Agreement constitute the entire agre=ent betWeen the 
Employer and the F.O.P.-O.L.C., and all prior :agre=t3. either oral or writt=J,. axe h=by 
ancclled. . Therefore, the Employer and the F.O.P.-O.L.C.., for the life of this Agreement, each 
volnnt:uil.y and unequivoal.ly waives the right, and each agrees tb.?.t the other shill not be oblig.lted 
to bugain collrctively or iot:li:vid!W1y with respect to any subject or matter refeue.:l to or covered in 
this Agreement or with respect to any rubject or matter not speci£c::illy rc.fe:::red to or covered in 
this Agreement, even though such subjectll or !Il.1t:t:et3 may not luve been within the knowledge of 
either or both parties at the time they negot:U.ted or sig-ned this Agtee:rnent. 

Secti01l 314. Nothing in this article shall precl.uclc the p~ from mutually agteeing to amend or 
modify this Agreement, provided such amendment is :reduced to writing and signed by both pa.rti.es. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the puties hereto ~ve caused t:J.:U; Agreement to be aecuted and 
signed by their duly authorized represeo.to.ti:ve this ZJir day of ..[ML :le11)'. ")O 1/ . . 

FOR THE HURON COUNIY SHERIFF FOR THE FRATERNAL ORDER OF 

Gri&LU 
POilCE 

Dane Howard, Sheriff 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

tk!irot:= 
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EXTENSION AGREEMENT 

The parties hereby agree to extend the date for the 
Factfinding report to ~ t.)tlr, J?r r?f:UI . The parties waive 
the provisions of 4117:1 G)(11) n regard to all matters of\ 
compensation or with cost implications which l]:lllY be awarded by 
a conciliator in accordance with Chapter 41 'JI7 C:~C. and agree · 
that the conciliator may award wage increases or other matters 1 
with cost implications to be retroactive to ·:t,. · Ia ;, • t';·,.O:..c r..:l... X ((_ {j / 

-., •, I 
. j· _,__ .· J . ·: . : i 

' ___ .. >_.·_: __ :~·--: '"'i/ 

A:;z:o~ · ~:L/7 
~#e;~:e~~::;;.-7~# F.O.P., Ohio Labor Council, Inc. 

Representatlve ~ _ J 1- 1; 



FACT-FL\DL\G HEARING 

TUESDAY, DECEMBER 20, 2011 

FRATER.'IAL ORDER OF POLICE/OHIO LABOR COuNCIL, INC. 

AND THE 

HuRON COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE 

UNIOl'< PRE-HEARING STATEMENT 

FOR CASE NUMBER 

#11-MED-08-1023 

(SECRETARIES, ASSISTANT OFFICE MANAGERS Al'<D OFFICE MANAGER) 

Chuck Choate 
Senior Staff Representative 
FOP/OLC, Inc. 
2721 i\Ianchester Road 
Akron, OH 44319-1020 
(330) 753-7080 



BEFORE THE STATE EMPLOYl\IE:"<T RELATIO~S BOARD 

[\THE i\IATTER OF 

FR.\ TER'iAL ORDER OF POLICE, CASE r-iO. 11-l\IED-08-10:!3 

OHIO LABOR COUr'iCIL, INC. 

AND 

THE HURO~ COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE 

NORWALK, OHIO 

FACT-FINDING PRE-HEARir'iG ST ATDIE!'\T OF THE FRATER'iAL ORDER OF 

POLICE, OHIO LABOR COUJ\CIL, INC. 

****************************************************************************** 

The Fraternal Order of Police, Ohio Labor Council, Inc. (hereinafter referred to as the 
"FOP" or the "Union") states the following preliminary information: 

NAME OF THE PARTY: The Fraternal Order of Police, Ohio Labor Council, Inc., 
222 East Town Street, Columbus, OH 43215-4611. Phone (614) 224-5700. 

PRINCIPAL REPRESENTATIVE: The Fraternal Order of Police, Ohio Labor 
Council, Inc., 222 East Town Street, Columbus, OH 43215-4611. Phone (614) 224-5700. 

STAFF REPRESENTATIVE: Chuck Choate, 2721 Manchester Road, Akron, OH 
44319-1020. Phone (330) 753-7080. 

BARGAI!'il!'\G U!'i!T: Consists of approximately seven (7) employees in the 
classifications of Secretaries, Assistant Office Managers, and Office Manager. 

EMPLOYER: The Employer is The Huron County She1iffs Office, Norwalk, Ohio, a 
law enforcement agency . 

. BARGA['ii!'G CHRO:\OLOGY: This negotiJtion presents with an unusual 
bargaining chronology. Although Ms. Bommer and I have spoken on the telephone several times 
about negotiation issues, all the proposal exchange has been conducted by email between she and 
I. Once the Employer's position was offered by Ms. Bommer to the Union, there was by mutual 
agreement no need for an actual physical meeting between the parties. I am including a copy of 
the emai Is with this pre-hearing statement as evidence of this fact for your review. 



CURRENT AGREEMENT: The current agreement between the parties is for 

the period of January I, 20 II through December 31, 2013. This specific Fact-Finding is for the 

purpose of resolving the issue of the Wage Reopener for this unit as identified in Article 22 

(Wages and Compensation), Section 22.2. I have included a copy of the entire Agreement as 

well as the specific reopener language for your review. 

TENTATIVE AGREEMENT: There was only one Tentative Agreement between the 

parties during the course of this negotiation, and that is a G-Il Waiver and Extension executed 

by the parties for the period through Monday, November 14, 2011; realizing of course, that that 

extension is now expired. 

U:\RESOLVED ISSUES: The FOP presents below, a statement of the issues 

unresolved in these negotiations and its position on these issues. 

U:\I01\ ISSUE 1: Article 22- WAGES AND COMPENSATION 

The Union desires a three percent (3%) increase for this Bargaining Unit as its position in 

these negotiations retroactively applied to July I, 2011. Additionally, the Union seeks a three 

percent (3%) increase effective January 1, 2012 and a three percent (3%) increase effective 

January I, 2013. 

The Employer, as evidence through their email communication between Ms. Boomer and 

myself, has proposed a zero increase for the entire period of the reopener. 

The \..inion will be offering evidence in suppon of this propos:ll 3t the hearing for the 

Fact-Finder's review. The Union is 1\0T opposed to the Fact-Fit:der conducting mediation 
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between the parties in an effort to resolve this dispute in advance of conducting the Fact-Finding 

hea:ing on that day. 
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SUMMARY STATEMEl'<T 

The FOP petitions the F~ct-Finder to incorpowte articles or sections of articles tentatively 

agreed to by both parties into his findings. The FOP also petitions the Fact-Finder to consider 

the FOP's proposals and positions.on the unresolved issues. 

Submitted for the Fact-Finder's consideration this l4'h day of December, 20\1. 
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/1: ~/?' / ~:c:;ff!:;-_ 

Cliuck Choate 
Staff Representative 
FOP/Ohio Labor Council, Inc. 



CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true copy of this Fact-Finding Pre-Hearing 

Statement was sent electronically to Mr. Joseph \V. Gardner, Attorney at Law via email 

UwgliiS@sbcglobal.net), and by Express Mail (including all attachments) to 4280 Boardman-

Canfield Road, Canfield OH 44406, and sent electronically to Ms. Sue E. Bommer, M.Ed., 

SPHR, Huron County Director of Human Resources and Loss Prevention via email 

(sbommer@:t,l'JTlail.com), and by Express Mail (including all attachments) to 12 E. Main Street, 

Suite 102, Norwalk OH 44857. 

On this 14'11 day of December, 2011. 
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Chuck Choate 
Staff Representative 
FOP/Ohio Labor Council. Inc. 



FACT-FINDING HEARING BEFORE THE OHIO STATE 
EMPLOYi\'IENT RELATIONS BOARD, JOSEPH W. GARDNER, 

ATTORNEY AT LAW, FACT-FINDER 

December 20, 2011 

In the Matter of The Huron Cou:1ty Sheriff's Office and the Fraternal 
Order of Police, Ohio Labor Council, Inc., Office Staff 

Location: The Emergency Management Agency, 255 B, Shady Lane 
Drive, Norwalk, Ohio 44857 

Starting Time: 9:30a.m. CASE NO. 11-MED-08-1023 

PRE-HEARING STATEMENT OF THE HURON COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
Staff Representative: Sue E. Bommer, Huron Co. Director of Human Resources 

Backgyound: Before the fact-finder is a wage reopener for year two of the collective 
bargaining agreement between the Sheriff's Office and the F.O.P., Office Employees. 
The duration of said agreement is January 1, 2011 through December 13, 2013, and a 
copy of that agreement has been presented to you in the Union's pre-hearing 
statement. The Employer does not contest the agreement as presented to you. 

The representative for the Employer did not participate in the negotiations for the 
present agreement nor was she present at the table. The agreement was negotiated 
between the F.O.P. and the Huron County Sheriff's Office by Sheriff Dane Howard. 

Emplovees represented by the F.O.P: The Office Employees covered by the 
Agreement include only three positions: Secretary, Chief Financial Officer, and 
Office Manager. 

History Leading to Fact-Finding: The Employer does not contest the bargaining 
chronolog-y as presented to you by the F.O.P.'s staff representative. Copies of 
electronic messages bet>,·een Mr..Choate and Ms. Bommer and the signed extension 
agreement between the parties speak for themselves. 

The Ern plover adds that a fact-finding hearing between the Huron County Sheriff's 
Office and the Ohio Patrolmen's Benevolent Association (O.P.B.A.) has been in the 
cue since bte su!TL!T'ter and th21t fact in .. fluenced the bargaining cluonology as 



presented. The O.P.B.A. fact-finding still has not been scheduled, -;vhich has 
unexpectedly placed the F.O.P.'s hearing first in line. 

The Issue to be Heard bv the Fact"finder 
The on! y issue before the fact-finder is wages for the second half of the first year of 
the agreement (i.e. July 1, 2011- December 31, 2011) and for years two and three of 
the agreement. See Article 22, Wages and Compensation, Section 22.2, a copy of 
\vhich is included. 

The Employer's counter to the Union's proposal of 3%, 3%, and 3% is 0% for July 1, 
2011 through December 31, 2012 and a ·wage reopener for 2013. 

Sumrnarv Statement: There are no tentative agreements other than the Extension 
Agreement as executed and presented to you by the F.O.P.'s representative. 

Exhibits will be presented on the day of the hearing. 

Certification of Service: By my signature below I certify that a true copy of this pre
hearing statement, along with one attachment has been sent electronically to Mr. 
joseph W. Gardner, Attorney at Law, and to Mr. Chuck Choate, F.O.P. Staff 
Representative on this 15th day of December, 2011. Hard copies will be presented on 
the day of the hearing. 

Thank you for your kind consideration. 

Sue Bommer, SPHR, M.Ed. 
Huron Countv Director of Human Resources . 



EXTENSION AGREEMENT 

The parties hereby agree to extend the date for the 
Factflnding report to ftn 2§· (2£lJ().__ . The parties waive 
the provisions of 419 7.14()(11) in regard to all matters of 
compensation or with cost implications which may be awarded by 
a conciliator in accordance with Chapter 4117 O.R.C. and agree 
that the conciliator may award wage increases or other matters 
with cost implications to be retroactive to J.o;a.~ary 1, 2011. 

APPROVED BY: 

c/u(/;u/c;~--
F.O.P., Ohio Labor Council, Inc. 

Representative JtlftJi; 

dv ''i I) 170 t/ 

Legislative Body of 
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OPENING STATEMENTS, HURON COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
FACT-FINDING HEARING DECEMBER 20,2011 

Huron County Background 
Huron County is located in north central Ohio and encompasses 493 square miles 
with a population of 59,626 as of the 2010 U.S. Census. The County is largely 
agricultural and is, in fact, the biggest producer of vegetables in the state. 
Unfortunately, like counties throughout the state, it has suffered blows from the 
Great Recession. Approximately 2,000 manufacturing jobs have been lost and 
unemployment remains high at 10.4 percent as of October 2011, according to the 
Ohio Department of Job and Family Services (see Exhibit #1). Loss of retail stores to 
the Sandusky Mall in neighboring Erie County in the 70's, loss of industry and 
manufacturing jobs, along with a sales tax that is at its statutory ceiling, have 
affected revenues over the years. Unlike Erie County, 1-!uron County's northern 
neighbor on the lake, tourism, resorts, lodges, motels, and restaurants are not 
abundant in Huron County. This also affects revenue. 

Please refer to Exhibit #2 and Exhibit #3 for more information on Huron County, 
Ohio. 

Economic Conditions 
Huron County is part of a larger economic recession that reaches beyond counties 
and states and spreads globally among nations. Facing a budget deficit, the Kasich 
administration balanced its budget by slashing significantly its funding to local 
governments. These cuts include a reduction in local government funding of 50% 
over two years, a reduction in the assessed valuation of real estate, elimination of the 
tangible personal property tax reimbursement, and elimination of the estate tax 
beginning January 1, 2013. Please see Exhibits #4, 5, and 6. 

2012 Huron County Interim Budget 
In addition to state funding cuts, the Veterans Services have requested this year the 
full amount of their mandatory funding, which creates a $170,000 increase (from 
$350,000 in 2011 to 5520,000 in 2012. The Courts are expected to request their full 
funding in 2012 as well. 

Health insurance funding projections came in at 30.1% over 2011 rates or an increase 
of over 1.1 million dollars. Increases are the result of higher experience levels, the 
increased cost of health care generally (trend), the expiration of a three-year freeze 
on administrative fees, and the lowered level of the Countv's self-insured trust fund, . . 

necessitating an increase to that account line. 



Due to the County's experience rating for Workers' Compensation claims, the 
County is no longer eligible to participate in group rating, and has, consequently, 
joined a Group Retrospective Rating Plan. While reimbursements may be awarded, 
depending on losses, these will not be realized until late 2013, if at all. An additional 
outlay of some $45,000 in premiums is the consequence of this situation. 

How the increased cost of health insurance will impact employees has not been 
determined pending further statistics from the CoLmty's third-party administrator, 
Medical Mutual of Ohio. Since the insurance does not renew until May 1, 2012, 
figures are not available at this time. Exhibit #7 shows current Huron County 
employee and employer contributions. Exhibit #8 shows employee contribution 
levels as gathered by SERB in their annual public employer health insurance survey 
in 2011. As you can see, Huron County's employee contribution rates are well 
below the average (though, admittedly, the "st error" seems quite high). 

The Huron County Board of Commissioners has set the 2012 interim budget at 2010 
levels. The Sheriff's is one of many budgets that have been reduced significantly in 
the current interim budget. The final budget will be approved in late March. 

Comparables 
External 

An external survey of County Sheriff's office employees (see Exhibit #9) shows 
hourly wages for the most recent years available. Please refer also to Exhibit #10 
that shows total compensation for the three employees covered under the 
Agreement being negotiated currently. This document shows also the nearly 
negligible impact of the increase to health insurance contributions in 2011 (2%). 
As you can see, Huron County Office Employees' wages are significantly higher 
than external comparables. 

Internal 

The Huron County Sheriff's Office is only one of several offices funded by the 
County's General Fund. These other offices include the Commissioners' Office, 
Recorder's Office, Office of the Clerk of Courts, Auditor's Office, Prosecutor's Office, 
Public Defender's Office, Treasurer's Office, the Emergency Management Agency, 
and Juvenile and Common Pleas Courts. Exhibit #11 shows a comparison of office 
employee hourly wages versus the Sheriff's Office employees. This latter group's 
median and mean wages are significantly higher than the wages earned by other 
general fund employees similarly situated. Not shown is the difference between 
longevity benefits for Sheriff's Office employees and other General Fund Employees. 
Sheriff's Office employees receive after their fifth year of service 565.00 for each year 
of service up to a maximum of 52015. This longevity pay is contractual 

~~ 
2 



guaranteed regardless of the state of the budget. Longevity pay is not awarded to 
other non-union General Fund employees until after ten years of service, only at 
$50.00 for each year of service, up to a maximum of $1,000, and only if the budget 
can withstand the expenditure. 

In 2011, this bargaining unit agreed to a wage freeze, but only for the first half of 
2011 Ganuary 1 to July 1, 2011). In exchange for this, their sick leave payout upon 
retirement was increased from 25% to 35% of the value of their accrued, but unused 
leave up to a maximum of 1400 hours. This is an unfunded mandate that creates 
further budget concerns. General Fund employees hired after May 3, 2002 receive 
only 25% of their accrued, but unused sick leave up to a maximum of only 30 days 
(45 days if hired prior to May 3, 2002). 

A substantial disparity exists between the compensation for Sheriff's Office 
employees and other General Fund employees. Under the prior contract, this 
bargaining unit received (following conciliation for the OPBA units) a three percent 
increase for each year of the three-year contract. (Please see Exhibit #12 and Exhibit 
#12-a.) In contrast, other General Fund employees received a two percent increase in 
2008, zero percent in 2009, zero percent in 2010, and two percent in 2011, but only 
beginning in April rather than in January. In addition, other General Fund 
employees' hours were cut by four hours per week in 2010, resulting in a ten percent 
reduction in pay. Wage increases for General Fund bargaining units are being offset 
by freezes or reductions to the wages of their General Fund colleagues. 

Sum mazy 
Based on the facts presented herein and the uncertainties for local government 
funding, carry-over, and revenues throughout 2012 and into 2013, Huron County 
maintains its proposal of zero percent for July 1 through December 31,2011 and 
2012 and proposes a reopener for 2013. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully submitted December 20, 2011 by, 

~<~} j_:_(.. t~· , ""'i~ c:,.-·h·J,·v"'-'::...--"'--' 
Sue E. Bommer, SPHR, M.Ed. 
Huron County Director of Human Resources 



Chuck Choate 

'rom: 
Jent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Dear Chuck: 

sue bommer [sbommer@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, October 18,2011 12:29 PM 
Chuck Choate 
Larry Silcox; lsilcox@ hccommissior.ers.com; gbauer© hccommissioners.com; 
jhintz@ hccommissioners.com; Cheryl Nolan 
Huron County FOP Negotiations 

Per our telephone conversation this morning, the Huron County Commissioners are unable to consider any 
wage increases for the remainder of 20 ll or for 2012. We regret the current state of the budget due to cuts in 
local funding and anticipation of further cuts that will affect the 2012/2013 budgets. 

I understand that at this point your bargaining unit will seek fact-finding and/or mediation regarding these 
negotiations. Please don't hesitate to contact me should you wish to discuss this further. 

Sincerely, 

Sue Bommer 

's' "'J'i\>~E'fla")l'~a~;reM---,;:.'1)'i:~75J-'1'R"· 
~-_,Y.i!LCJ:!S. .... l?l!J/E.Igt;J1.··._. .. lf:JI/'1fefi:.!JJJ.... 
'-:luran County Director of Human Resources and Loss Prevention 
I 

12 E Main St., Suite 102 
Norwalk, OH 44857 
419-668-6262 
Fax: 419-668-2095 



Chuck Choate 

~rom: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

sue bommer (sbommer©gmail.com] 
Wednesday, October 12, 2011 2:47PM 
Chuck Choate 
Re: FOP negotiations 

P.S. I presume, then, that the non-office FOP personnel are waiting to see what happens with OPBA? 

On Wed, Oct 12,2011 at 2:41PM, sue bommer <sbomrner@£maiLcom> wrote: 
Hi Chuck. Thank you for your message, the content of which I am not opposed to. I will need to check with 
the Commissioners before responding to your proposal. 

By the way, I have a call into the Sheriff inquiring about the extension paperwork. l did find among my many 
piles a note saying that I h:Jd sent the paperwork to the Sheriff on 9/7/ll. 

Sue 

On Wed, Oct 12,2011 at 2:13PM, Chuck Choate <cchoate@neo.rr.com> wrote: 

Hi Sue, 

First, thank you for taking my phone call yesterday. You were very helpful in sorting out my post-vacation 
;onfusion. As to the content of the call, you will recall that you and I set a date of Tuesday October l81

h, at 
2:00p.m. for our first negotiations meeting. You indicated that you would secure a location for the meeting 
either in the S.O. or in the building behind the S.O. 

Additionally we discussed that you are current] y at impass and proceeding to fact-finding with the other union 
(OPBA I think). You further indicated that you were not authorized by your client to propose ANY wage 
increase for any of the union negotiations. including mine. 

Therefore. lam taking this opportunity toe mail you the FOP's proposal (s) in advance of our scheduled 
negotiations. If. upon your review of these proposril(s) you maintain your stated position of no increases, 1 
would not be offended if you delivered that information by return email and we could cancel our meeting and 
both put that time (and my drive time) to more productive pursuits. If you choose to do that I will accept that as 
yourlast-best offer and proceed to secure a fact-finder for my unit. Otherwise, I will assume some counter offer 
will be pending from you at the Tuesday meeting (in written format please). 

Thank you for your kind attention to these issues. 



I 
I 
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The FOP representing the Corrections Lieutenants and Sergeants makes no re-opener proposals at this time. 
Further, pending the employer's response counter proposal, will not be requesting any language changes for this 
round of negotiations. 

The FOP representing the Nurse's bargaining unit makes no re-opener proposals at this time. And, like the 
above listed unit will, pending the employer's response counter proposal, not be requesting any language 
changes for this round of negotiations. 

The FOP representing the Civilian bargaining unit hereby makes the following initial proposal to the employer; 

Office Staff Contract· Proposed Wage Increase 

3%- retro-actively Effective July I, 2011 

3%- Effective January 1, 2012 

3%- Effective January 1, 2013 

Thank you again for your continued assistance in these matters, 

chuck 

Chuck Choate 
rop/Ohio L:::bor CoL.nd t;-:c. 
5e:nor Scaff R.~p. 
(33JJ) 7S3·7021)'·,';:~r'-: 
(JJIJ) J23·~3:· 1.r:t.:!.:: 

·:J.oa :~ :~r~eo. :·r .. ::;m 
FC·P;Oho Labor ("JLJ",d i.;".(. 

2 721 ,..,1ar.c.,~.~$~e:r K.d. 
~<:-Jn, Of"'10 .:...:3 :-3 
·;/. '·/.-1/. f~c·:.h:·c. vr --;; 



Chuck Choate 

~rom: 

dent: 
To: 
Subject: 

sue bommer [sbommer@gmail.com] 
Wednesday, October 12, 2011 2:42PM 
Chuck Choate 
Re: FOP negotiations 

Hi Chuck. Thank you for your message, the content of which I am not opposed to. I will need to check with 
the Commissioners before responding to your proposal. 

By the way, I have a call into the Sheriff inquiring about the extension paperwork. I did find among my many 
piles a note saying that I had sent the paperwork to the Sheriff on 917/ll. 

Sue 

On Wed, Oct 12, 20!1 at 2:13 P:VI, Chuck Choate <cchoatc@nco.rr.com> wrote: 

Hi Sue, 

First. thank you for taking my phone call yesterday. You were very helpful in sorting out my post-vacation 
confusion. As to the content of the call, you will recall that you and I set a date of Tuesday October 181

\ at 
2:00p.m. for our first negotiations meeting. You indicated that you would secure a location for the meeting 
•:ither in the S.O. or in the building behind the S.O. 
' 

Additionally we discussed that you nrc currently at impass and proceeding to fact-finding with the other union 
(OPBA I think). You further indicated that you were not authorized by your cliem to propose ANY wage 
increase for any of the union negotiations, including mine. 

Therefore. I am taking this opportunity to e mail you the FOP's proposal (s) in advance of our scheduled 
negotiations. If. upon your review of these proposal(s) you maintain your stated position of no increases, I 
would not be offended if you delivered that information by return email and we could cancel our meeting and 
both put that time (and my drive time) to more productive pltrsuits. If you choose to do that I will accept that as 
your last-best offer and proceed to secure a fact-finder for my unit. Otherwise. I will assume some counter offer 
will be pending from you at the Tuesday meeting (in written format please). 

Thank you for your kind attention to these issues. 

The FOP representing the Corrections Lieutcnants.and Sergeants makes no re-opener proposals at this time. 
Funher. pending the etnployer' s response counter proposal. will not be requesting any language ch:l!lges for this 
Jund of negotiations. 



The FOP representing the Nurse's bargaining unit makes no re-opener proposals at this time. And, like the 
above listed unit will, pending the employer's response counter proposal, not be requesting any language 
.changes for this round of negotiations. 

The FOP representing the Civilian bargaining unit hereby makes the following initial proposal to the employer: 

Omce StalT Contract· Proposed Wage Increase 

3%- retro-actively Effective July], 2011 

3%- Effective January 1, 2012 

3% - Effective January I, 2013 

Thank you again for your continued assistance in these matters, 

chuck 

r-·---·-····-···------- -·-·-----·-··--·-- -·--···--··--· -I 
' Chuck Choate 
\ .=op/Ghic l.:!bor Co~nd :r.c I 

j SeniorS~!;Jff~ep. II 

I. (310) 753·i0c>l'i•io>·k .l 

(330) 323.-..H53 ;'>'.l;·b·1e 

I 

·:choate ~neo.rr .com 1 

. 
,:::cp /Ohio Lsbor Co'-'r.dl tnc. I 
27211'-!.:;:nc~.es~e:r H.d. ! 
~k:on, Ohio +4Ji:3 I 
·.'P.'i','i, ~::.pcbo.vrg 

c.·---------~--------------! 

sJi?!lli$_n1iP/E~7fJ}f.~\~'.f;]lii~ 
Huron County Director of Human Resources and Loss Prevention 
J2 E Main St., Suite 102 
Norwalk, OH 44857 
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EXTENSION AGREEMENT 

The parties hereby agree to extend the date for the 
Factfinding report to ~ Nor, ;r;_ r,i'OII • The parties waive 
the provisions of 411i14{G)(11) fn regard to all matters of\ 
compensation or with cost implications which IJJ'!Y be awarded by \ 
a conciliator in accordance with Chapter 41 fr7 O'::R.C. and agree 
that the conciliator may award wage incre~ses o~other matters / 
with cost implications to be retroactive to J'\!t . · r;:,,C-ir.~ R 1__ {j ./ 

1-·.· .. · .. ·:·< i 

APPROVEDBY: ~~d-h 
rJL~c~ ~~~ 

r ~~~e-Fi;:~7~#---- . F.O.P., Ohio Labor Cownci!, !nc. 

Representative rp _ J I-I/ 



ARTICLE 22 
WAGES Al'iD COMPENSATION 

Section 22.1. Current contract language. 

Section 22.2. Wages for employees in this bargaining unit shall be: 

Huron County- Civilian 
FOP Proposal #I 

Page I of! 

P~~r-----------~2~0Hl~l4R~a*t~e--------------~2~0~1~2~R~a~te~------~20+3 

Rate 

Cfiief Financial Officer $23.17 

Office Manager $21.06 

Section 22.2. \Vages for employees in this Bargaining Unit shall be: 

Position Retro to 
7-1-ll January 1. 2012 JanuarY 1, 2013 

Secretary- $18.01 s 18.56 Sl9.11 

Chief Financial Officer $23.87 $24.58 $25.32 

Office Manager- $21.69 $22.34 $23.0 l 

Wages for January- July, 2.011 shall be frozen at the 2010 rate. In July 2011 there shall 
be a wage reopener to determine wages effective July l, 20 ll and for the years 2012 
AND 2013. The wage reopener shall be subject to the dispute resolution process 
contained in ORC Section 4ll7.l4(G)( ll ). 

Section 22.3. Current contract language. 

Section 22.4. Current contract language. 

For the County For the FOP 

Date;----------
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State & County QuickFacts 

Huron County, Ohio 

Penn lie QuickFacts Huron Ohio 

Population, 2010 59,626 11,536,504 
.................... -.... 

Population, percent change, 2000 to 2010 

Population, 2000 

Persons under 5 years, percent, 2010 

Persons under 18 years, percent. 2010 
... """"''" " ''"''''" '""''""''"'""'""'" "" 

Persons 65 years and over, percent, 2010 

Female persons, percent. 2010 

White persons, percent, 2010 (a) 
-~'" ·~· .. ·-~ "''"·-··~--~""'"- --~ ... ~ ----..... -~ ... ~' 
Black persons, percent, 2010 (a) 

American Indian and Alaska Native persons, percent, 2010 (a) 
""'"' ···-··-~---· .. ------ ····- ----- ----

Asian persons, percent, 2010 (a) 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2010 (a) 
....... " . 

Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2010 
. .. ". -·------· . -- ..... "" ____ ----

Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2010 (b) 

White persons not Hispanic, percent, 2010 

Foreign born persons, percent, 2005-2009 
.... ··-·.- . - . ...... .• . ..................... ... . 

Language other than English spoken at home,·pct age 5+, 2005-2009 

High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2005-2009 
' ............... ._ ........................ ,., ...... , ... , .. .,,,,,"'''''''""''''"'''' ... -

Bachelor's degree or higher, pet of persons age 25+, 2005-2009 

Veterans, 2005-2009 
"'""' ___ ,,_,,. . .,.,, ..... __ . ., ..... ~··· ........ '"'' ''"' 

Mean travel time to work (m1nutes), workers age 16+, 2005-2009 

Housing units, 2010 

Homeownership rate, 2005-2009 
.... ,, . ... . ' . ,, ,,,, ., ' . ' . ,, ,, ' 

Housing units in multi-unit structures. percent. 2005-2009 

Median value of owner-occupied housing un1ts. 2005-2009 

Households, 2005-2009 

Persons per household, 2005-2009 

Per capita money income in past 12 months (2009 dollars) 2005-2009 

Median household incorr.e. 2009 

Persons below poverty level. percent, 2009 

0.2% 

59,487 
···-~--~---····--" 

6.8% 

26.3% 

13.6% 
-----.--------····-"'' 

50.7% 

94.9% 

1.0% 

0.2% 

0.3% 

0.0% 

1.6% 

5.6% 

917% 

850% 

1.6% 

11,353,140 

6.2% 

23.7% 

14.1% 

51.2% 

82.7% 

12.2% 

0.2% 

1.7% 

z 
2 1% 

3.1% 

811% 

84.7% 

3.0% 3.6% 

5.5% 6.1% 

84.9% 86.8% 

114% 23.6% 

5,057 951,024 
'""' """"'"""' 

21.2 22.6 

25,196 5,127,508 

74.1% 69 5% 

16.6% 23.0% 

5119,700 s 134,500 

23,109 4,526,164 ... 
2.56 2.4i 

S21 .485 $24,830 

$46,542 $45.467 

12.4% 15.1% 



Huron County by the Numbers 

Population 

Size 

Housing Units 

Homestead 

60,313 2006 Estimate US Census Bureau 
State of Ohio 11,478,006 
60,313/11,478,006 = .00525% ofthe state by populmion 

492.69 Sq Miles 
315,321 Acres CAUV 269,570 Acres 
85% of Huron County is CAUV 
State of Ohio 40,948.38 Sq Miles 
492.69/40,948.38 = .01203% of the land area 

24,650 2006 Estiinate US Census Bureau 

4,203 June 2009 Huron County Auditor 

1 in 5.86 Housing Units are owned by someone 
65 or Older 

Rate ofHomeownership rate 2000 72.20% VS Census Bureau 

24,650 X .7220 17,797 Owner occupied 
17,797 /4203= 1 in 4.23 Housing Units are owned by 
someone 65 or Older 

Total Market Value of All of Huron Countv as of Jan 1st 2008 $2.878.906.686 
' .I • " ' 

Assessed Value 2,878,906,686 X .35% = 1,007,617,340 

rdeciian Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Unit 2000 US Census Bureau 
$95,100 

?vleclian Household Income City ofNorwa!k 2008 From Cla;itas June 2008 
$41,352 
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Everything Cleveland 

Schools, local governments take hit in Gov. John Kasich's budget 
proposal 
Published: Tuesday, ~larch !5, 20!!, 12:50 PM Updated: Wednesday, ~lay 04, 2011, 4:23PM 

Aaron Marshall, The Plain Dealer 
By 

COLUMBUS, Ohio •• Local governments 

and schools districts are hit hard, facing 

nearly $2 billion less in total payments 

from the state in 2012 and 2013 under 

Gov. John Kasich's budget proposal, 

according to details released shortly after 

noon. 

The Local Government Fund is cut by $555 

million in the $120 billion, two-year budget 

which amounts to a 25 percent cut in the 

first year and a 50 percent cut in the 

second year. Additionally, the Kasich 

budget makes tax policy changes raiding a 

trio of reimbursement fund payments that 

local governments and schools receive, 

costing the entities roughly $1.3 billion. 

Marvin Fang, The Plain Dealer 

Gov. John Kasich's budget proposal hits local governments and schools 
hard. 

The tax changes quicken the pace of phase-outs of payments to local governments and school districts for 

previous changes in state policy. The changes were made during electric deregulation in 1999 and when 

lawmakers overhauled business taxes in the 2005 budget. That $1.3 billion is then moved into the state's 

general revenue fund to pay for state government programs. 

Kasich's budget also includes extensive 

privatization moves, including selling off 

five state prisons for S200 million and the 

leasing of the state's liquor distribution 

network to JobsOhio, Kasich's private 

development board. 

Previous stories 
March 14: Ohio tax loopholes worth closing: Zach 

Schiller 

~larch 13: How The Plain Dealer gives readers a crack at 

balancing Ohio's budget: Ted Diadiun 

March 11: 20 years of talk may come to action: Brent 

La r k i n ~111111111111111!1!!!!!!! 
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The budget proposal takes steps to 

prepare for the possible sale of the state 

turnpike, but the sale proceeds are not 

included in the budget. 

The main payment made by the state to 

school districts -- known as the state's 

foundation formula-- goes up slightly in 

Kasich's budget-- 1.4 percent in 2012 and 

1.3 percent in 2013. 

However, the total amount that school 

districts get drops by 11.5 percent in 

2012, and 4.9 percent in 2013. That adds 

up to a drop of $3.14 billion over both 

years combined --a sum that includes the 

loss from the tax policy changes as well as 

the loss of federal stimulus funds used to 

prop up the current budget. 

~larch 6: Foreshadowing a tough Ohio budget: Thomas 

Sud des 

Feb. 28: All Ohio citizens must bail out state 

Jan. 9: Kasich's big challenges are the state budget and 

his own bluster: Brent Larkin 

Jan. 7: Good suggestions on Ohio's budget: editorial 

Dec. 23: Legislators must tackle Ohio's growing 

Medicaid problem: editorial 

Dec. 24: Ohio's budget shortfall could be as high as $10 

billion, lawmaker says 

Dec. 17: Panel charged with suggesting Ohio budget 

solutions concludes in disagreement 

Dec. 15: Some good budget news, for a change: editorial 

Oct. 13: Ohio is stuck on what 'everybody knows': Kevin 

O'Brien 

More about Ohio's budget 

Library funding under Kasich's plan drops by 5 percent each year for a total cut of $168 million over both 

years. 

Timber sales and oil and gas drilling on state parkland is included in Kasich's plan and a sentencing reform 

piece that keeps lmv"level offenders out of jail is also part of the two-year spending blueprint. 

At the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, the state's largest single agency, a $6 million pot of 

money for funding children's hospitals is zeroed out. 

It isn't immediately clear how expected ~ledicaid restructuring v1ithin ODJFS shakes out in Kasich's budget, 

but major savings are expected to come in this area. 

The state's Medicaid program, which serves 2.1 million low-income children, families, older adults and 

Ohioans with disabilities, represents roughly 30 percent of the state's general revenue fund budget. 

Overall, the state's "all-funds" budget is $112 billion, a drop of 5.3 percent in the first year and a 1.3 percent 

rise in the second year \'/hen compared with the state's current all-funds budge~. in terms of the state's 

general revenue fund nurr-.bers, the budget rises by 5.1 percent in 2012 and 6.3 percent in 2013. 

The Kasich administration says in the budget proposal that it is expecting continued modest economic 

growth, with employment rising by 1.1 percent in 2012, and 1.3 percent in 2013. The tax policy f!!iJ~!!I!'!l!l!l!~~ 
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that hit local governments and schools, combined with natural tax revenue growth, will mean revenues 

growing by 7 percent in each year of the budget. 

© 2011 cleveland.com. A!l rights reserved. 
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Ohio's new budget cuts funding to local governments 
Posted: Jul 01_ 2011 5'41 PM !E!Jr 
Utdated: Jvt 01. 201 t 5 57 P.•.n =:cr 

ey Matt wnsr.t ii:-:lJil 

(\NTQL) ·One day alter Ohio Gcverr.cr JcMn KasiCI'l s;~l'led a r.ew 2 year. S56 billicn buCget into et:'ec:. local gcverr.r..er:ts are 
sorting out wnat .t means fer :hem. 

ne state budget ctcesn't raise ta)(es. but it does ;wsh a nr.ancial ourcen cr.to Chic's tccat gcvemmet.ts. It reccces :he local 
~c·Jernmer.t ~uno ;hat yrovle!es tax mcr.ey :o lccat rnur.icipali::es at.d pMses out the personal ;;roper:y ana es:ate taxes. 

In FinCiay lh.urscay, Governor Kasich said 11's :irne ~ccal gcvernmeras t:lecome more c~eati'Je and lcok at opticns like shared 
services_ 

"There a in'! a !ccal government I ;.;r1ow of in this s:a:e :hat can't be far more eff:c:er.t. IMey r'!eed to change the way theJ Co 
b~..:siness," Kasich sai~ 

That means cuts 1fl cities like Orer;;cn. Over the next three years, Oregon stands to lose mere than St mi:lion. Syl'lania Will suffer a similar toss. 

''These are local tax Cottars that are sent to the ::.tate. We're just not going to be ge~ting ou( st1are tack that we did traditionally,' said Mike Beazley, Ore(ian's C1ty 
Administrator 

Seaz!ey says t)le C1ty anO' Orer;;cn School Ois:rict will be hit especially hard by the phase cut of <he perscnai;Jroperty :ax, wnich taxed ir.~ustriat. Beil::::ey says 
Oregon will find ways to ~ut t:ack on overhead and doesn': expect layoffs or tax inc:eases. C1ty employees did net receive raises :his year_ 

"It is a chatrenging tirr.e far lccal governments, ar.d ever'/ local gcverr.rr.ent i~ in a dif.eren: situation; Bea;:te'! said. "Our families ha·:e had to cut !:lack. our 
t::usinesses have had to cut cack and govemment does have to cut back." 

The estate tax wilt end in 2013. Ot:a·.va Hills Finance Direc.:or Karen Urbanik says 80 percent a :the t!S~a:e tax wer.t directly to !::cal £OVemmer:ts. The •Jil!a£e is 
scrting out how it will deal with an averase loss of S7CO,OCO 1\ receiYed frcm the estate tax ever; year 

Copyr:t;f:l 20:1 WTOI.. All ri;hts reser.;ed. 

EXPLORE WTOL.COM 
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Who's Getting Screwed by Ohio's Budget Cuts? I Mother J~ 
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Wbo's Getting Screwed by Ohio's Budget Cuts? 

Editors' note: Mac i"'CCiellac:d is spending "rr:ont.~ 

in her ,.,ore stJte cf O/">ig repor:im; on the 

W,.sccrrsin·Stvle srgw(;'own involving Repvbli<;an 

Governor John Kasich. public employees, unions, 

teachers, s~uccncs, and suu<;r;lin9 m/Crile·cless 

f.Jmilies. 

Wlldlv yni'?Qul;;r Republican Ohio governor John 

Kasich has a propcsal: to n:t sa billipn from his 

state's 2011·2013 bvC:get. Despite~ 

rontrgv"rS'I since he unveiled the plan in March, 

both the Repub!ican·controlted state House and Senate have passed versions of it. The only thing 

left to do is sort out the Cifferences in conference commit:ee before final passage at the end of 

the month. 

VJhi!e Kasich is inC:eed facing a gaping budget hole (thour,;h some say he's e-.:agger;oting its 1ize), 

many argue tt':at the reforms qnfairly Quflish lower-Income Ohioans. Democratic representatives 

ill it •balances the budget on the backs of the middle clilss." One provision Qets rid or the estilte 

tax, which applies to only the top eight percent of estates, and another would enact income·tax 

c:uts that return way more money to Chio's top earners. Let's breilk down who's <:Jrrying the bulk 

.of the proposed buCo;;et's burdens: 

State workers: Local governments are protlaDiy the bigcPst lg5'•rs in Kasich's buCget, losing 50 

percent of their funding by the sec:~nd -;ear of the plan. And prl$011 workers '.!:i!J.!:J::i. that tt·,e 

provision to sell off Ohio's prisons will lead to tayoffs. Altogether, a~ by think tank 

lt.ncvatic.n Ot",[o est;.T.at~s. tr.e budget wU: cause a loss of 5~,000 state jobs. 

·People who enjoy learning and/or teaching stuff: ecucation loses I t.S percent of its current 

funding in the Kasic:"l budget. Accofding to the Ohio Education Association, that would mean firing 

10 000 t.<>K!'lfrs. Cleveland schools are atrea1y ~to lay off at least 500 educators. At the 

university level, the cuts av~rag" 1 J 0"'t;fnt. Ohio State, one of the largest universities In the 

ndtion, soon will be presenting its plan to account for the deficit to its board. Spolo:eswoman Shelly 

.Hoffman says the budge~·balandng measures Include ear:y retirements, not filling vacancies, and 

r~ising tvition for the seconQ year m a row. 

People who go to libraries or whose houses catch on fire: l'-1ike Gillis, communications 

director of the AFL·ClO, says the union's concerns with the budget arc "too long to list." but that 

problem number one is "definitely the massive loss of publiC seCtor Jobs.' Those Cuts won't just 

affect state workers, Library fun dine, for e><ilmple, will be cut 5 percent, on top of a 30 percent 

'cut stnce 2000, while demand for serv1ces has grown 23 percent in the same penocl. And Since a 

lot of Ohio cities spend much of their funCs on DUblir; safety, cuts to local governments mean big 

hits to fire and police departments. like in Circleville, where Mayor ChuCk T.aylor is fretting aoout 

how to maintain the town·~ infra~tn.Jo:::ure. ·we·re cut to the bone now,· he~ the co:vmous 
Dispatct:. "1 don': k:rtow what we are (;oing to do. It's goir"IQ to be devastating: to us, to be honest: 

Page I of 1 
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Name: 

HURON COUNTY HEALTH PLAN 
Open Enrollment Form 

May 1, 2011 through April 30, 2012 

Addres-s:------------------------

City, State, Zip -:---------------------
County Department:--------------------

.<;d 
~". ·;)'" Medical and Dental Elections and Employee Co-pay Obligations 

' \.i ·<'lJ'iJ 

vt~·cv 

' ;5, (j '"ic 
:r"). ') -~-'1 0 

Option 1: Option II: 
Standard PPO Basic PPO 
o Single- $47.23 per Month o Single - $34.48 per Month I . I &t\ 

7- i !;.1 o Family- $120.43 per Month 0 Family- $87.90 per Month 
(full cost= $527.13/$1.344.17 per month) (full cost= S488151SS1,244 79 per month) 
Option Ill: 
Health Savings Account Plan 

o Single - $ 4.38 per Month 

0 Family- $11.17 per Month 
(full cost= $316.69/$807.56 per month) ··-M-····--M·>-MW 
Waiver of Coverage o I choose to waive coverage of all medical benefits listed 

I o,.,d._n·--D-e-nt_a_' ______ o_S_i_n_gl_e_-_$2_5_._62_p_e~r~M-o-n-th _____________ ~ o Family- $72.86 per Month 

0 Waive Dental Coverage 

. 

I understand that my election will continue for the period May 1. 2011 through April 30. 2012 unless I 
experience a change in my family or employment status, such as marriage, divorce, birth, layoff, etc. 

0 PRE-TAX ELECTION: Please check this box for your employee contribution to 
be made on a pre-tax basis, not subject to Federal, State and other applicable taxes. 

D POST -TAX ELECTION: Please check this box for your employee contribution to 
be made on a post-tax basis, subject to Federal, State and other applicable taxes. 

Forms may be returned sooner, but no later than April 25, 2011. 

Signature Date 

(AFLAC enrollment form is the top sheet of a separate marketing packet produced solely by AFLAC.) 



IV. APPEI'DIX 

As referred to on page 5 in a footnote, Table 4. I contains the average employee contributions to single and family 
premiums, when such a contribution is required. Plans where employees pay $0 toward the medical premium are excluded 
when calculating this average. 

Table 4.1: 2011 A,·crage :1-lonthly Employee Contributions to ~ledical Premiums \Vhen a 
Contribution is Required 

STATEWIDE 

Sta:e of Ohio 

Count1es 

To\~11sh1ps 

Less than 50,000 

50,000. 14~.999 

150,000 or more 

Less than 25,000 

25,000.99,999 

or more 

Less than 10,000 

10,000-29,999 

30.000 or more 

S..:hool Oi:it~lcts & ESCs 

less th:m 1 ,000 

I ,000- ,,499 

2,500. 9,999 

Colkges & Uni-.crsities 

He:J.!th & Fire Districts 

~letro Housing & Port Auth 

Regional Transit Authorities 

REGIO~ 

s . 

I • Akron/C3nton 

2 • Cincinnati 

3 • Cleveland 

4 ·Columbus 

5 ·Dayton 
6 • Southeast Ohio 

7 ·Toledo 

EMPLOYEES COVERED 

I- 49 

50.99 

100- 149 

150. 2·19 

250 . .199 

500. 999 

I .GOO or rnorc 

Dollar 
Amount 

554 

$72 

170 

SSJ 

$60 

160 

$51 

$52 

$47 

$46 

!41 

S40 

S·IJ 
S38 
$j[ 

$43 

$55 

$48 

555 
$62 

$73 

$49 

S6J 

$J2 

$51 

$52 

!68 

162 
$63 

S58 

S33 

$60 

S53 

S5.t 

S57 

$51 

5.\7 

$60 

st. 
error 

1.2 

3.0 

6.6 

!3 3 

6.0 

10.6 

2 5 

3.1 
3.9 

109 

5.7 

4.3 

12.0 

5. I 

2.6 

2.2 

6 9 

7. I 

10.7 
4 9 

3 I 

1.6 

2.5 

3.0 

36 
3.0 
4.7 

4.5 

23 

2.2 

2 7 

3. I 

%of 
Premium 

11% 

17% 

\4% 

IS% 

13% 

13% 

II% 

II% 
10% 

9% 

9% 

\0% 

9% 

9% 

\I% 

10% 

li% 

10% 

II% 

1.1% 

I "' "' 
11% 

11% 

9% 

12% 

II% 

13% 

!3% 
12% 
12% 

3% 

12% 

It%~ 

1!% 

12% 

!I% 

10% 

1~% 

#of 

1025 

74 

32 
26 

16 

131 

95 

33 

37 

II 

17 

9 

630 

143 

279 

184 

19 

29 
24 

30 

212 
1~0 

141 

161 

!23 
54 
137 

71 

1.::2 

14~ 

133 

210 

209 

10~ 

Dollar 
: Amount 

33 

s 15\ 

$:.?.09 

$204 

1219 

1194 

$192 

$123 

$125 

$120 

$106 

$136 

$139 

$144 

$134 

$154 

$Ill 

1190 

$160 

S2ll 

$113 

!119 

S9S 

!162 

!I )4 

$204 

!170 

$190 

$176 

$173 

$148 

$148 

$159 

$144 

$1 ~3 

$1 s l 

st. 
error 

3.6 

8. I 

19.0 

13.6 

45.2 

33.8 

5.4 

6.6 

9.3 

26.6 

49.9 

IJ.l 
4.4 

73 

6.7 

8.3 

31.2 

20.1 

29.5 

2~.3 

10.6 

3A 
II .8 

92 

10.6 

76 

15.5 

12.6 

6.4 

13.1 

8.9 

66 
s.s 
8.2 

86 
I S.O 

%of 
Premium 

12% 

18% 

16% 

17% 

15% 

15% 

10% 

\0% 

9% 

3% 

9% 

21% 

12% 

II% 

12% 

II% 

13% 

13% 

15% 

15% 

11% 

9% 

14% 

10% 

15% 

13% 

13% 

14% 

14% 

13% 

11% 

12% 
[J% 

10%. 

lj% 

#of 

1075 

H 

32 

26 

16 

1]8 

101 

14 

16 

9 

669 

167 

287 

195 

20 

29 

25 

JO 

5 

2 19 

121 

144 

175 

133 
57 

148 

1 J:: 
151 

202 

214 

J 19 

10-:. ,, 



Butler 

Butler Count'/ Sheriff 

Butler 

Butler County Sheriff 

Butler County Sheriff 

Butler County Sheriff 

Butler County Sheriff 

Butler County Sheriff 

Butler County Sheriff 

Lawrence County 
Sheriff 

Lawrence County 

i 

Population 

, 

' 368,130: 

368,130 

363,130 

368,130! 

368,130 1 

iPositions :Hourly Rate 'Contract Yr. 

X $20 11: 2010 

Specialist IX $19.51 2010 

2010 

2010 

2010 

2010 

' 

:clerical Specialist IV 2010 

!Clerical Specialist Ill $16.48 1 2010 

'Clerical Specialist II $15.621 2010 
------------------------------

! 

'Clerical Specialist I $14.67 1 2010 
~----

!Clerk 0-4 2011 

Sheriff ------~~-~~~~2~~~g is1~r~ 5~9 yrs. $12.91
1 

--~--------------~--~--------1 
2011 

Lawrence County 
Sheriff 

Lawrence County 

Sheriff 
Lawrence County 

I 

' 

:clerk 10-14 2011 

I 
I 

I clerk Supervisor $14.25 2011 l.=:c.::.:._ __ --:-:---,------:-=~:..::..,------c= c:.:..::..::.!:..:.'-.:.:='-------~....... ... ··- -~ 

:clerk 5+ yrs. $19.41. 2010 
Sheriff 62,4501 

Lake County Sheriff 230,041: 
------------------~~--

i i ' 
I ' i 

-'------==c::...:.=-----:i~C:..Ie::r.::.k_,C:.:o:.:o:.:rd:.:.i:.:.::nat9r~~'!.:~J----..:,$_2_1._3_7,_i _______ 20_1_0_1 
iCierk 2 yr. ! $17.97: 

----~------=-.::..:...·~·----~.----~ 

Lake County Sheriff 230,041' 

Lake County Sheriff 230,041 

i 
f-'-'-..C:..:-"'c.:....2..:c...::. ___________ __. __ _,__ ___ ..,.' C_l __ e r_k..:., __ s t-'e-'-p_5,_,.(_7_3 -_9_6_m_o_:_s, ~- $147 8' 2 009 Scioto County Sheriff 86,565; 

Muskingum County 

Sheriff 69,795 

Morrow County 

Sheriff 15,646' 

Miami County Sheriff 52,632' 

& Secretaries 

:Records Clk 

'Secretary I 

0-:Jna 1 ,...,f 1 

18.10 max.i 

i S 14.36 max.· 

$14.74 max' 

2011 

2011 

2011 
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Deceober 11, 2003 

RESOLt!ION 

Auditor 
Sheriff 
!-3 

.J file 

IN THE :'>LUTER OF ACCEPTING k" AGREDID1' BET\YEE:-i FOP O:FTICE DIPLOYHS 
A.'iD THE Hli'RO~ COu~TY SHERIFF 

Ga::y '-i. cat:er r.:oveC t::e aCopt:oe cftl:e followl.::g resciutior.: 

VY'HERIAS, :-..egcti2.tions bet\veen t!:le Hu;on Cour:ty Sheriff ar:d t'-le Fr1ter::ml cr:.:!er of Pclice 
represent~;g of:Ece e-:zployees cor:.c:luC.eC. on November 30 1 2.003 wi6 a tearati·;e agreewe:::n; a::d 

\YREREAS, pertJ:e~t changes are as fouows: 

Wnaes: Tne wages for t'lis ur.it were the s:1r.1e as the OPBA. T.tree percer.t (3%) in each of the L':ree (3) 
years of the agreement. 
Insurance: The insurance provision for this unit re1:1.ained the same. T:1e Comrnissioners still have the 
ability to set the iDsurance rates with 30 days notice. The unit attemptec: to change the language to give the 
FOP employees tte same insurance premiums as L1e lowest premiums paid by employees. 
Article 2 SICK LEA VI: The sick leave cash-cut provision was cb:mged to oatc!:l the o6er r::::e::::bers of 
the Sheriffs Dept . 
Article 1.2 BEREAVEl\IE~l: Tne br;:reavern.ent leave piovisioc was changed to restrict bereove::nent 
leave to immediate family only. 
Article 12 HOLIDAY: Two holicays were accedas time-a:-:d-o"'e-ha!fholicays to match the OPBA 
unit; now therefOre 

BE IT RESOL TID, that the Board of Huron County Commissior.ers hereby accepts the agreement 
between the FOP Otice employees as attached hereto and incorporated herem; and ford1er 

BE IT R.ESOL TID, that tl:e foregoing resolution was adopted a.'ld all actions :md celiberations of t'le 
Board of Commissioners of the County of Huron, Ohio, relating thereto were conducted in meetings open 
to tl1e public, in compliance \Vit.h all appiic<:!bie legal requirements, inch:Cing Section 121.22 of the Oh:o 
Revised Code. 

Ralph A. FeglEy 

resultec as follows: 
se::or:.Ccd tlle mot:on. Tr:e roll bei..:1g calleC C?cn its aC.aptio9, t':e vote 

_ _ulj,j! _[jJ_ ·b ,k.~ <Jil A 
C Mike Adelman 

/l~ tv ;:.:;; &"'-" 
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STATE EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 

ANNUAL WAGE SETILEMENT REPORT 

Wage Settlement Breakdown (2001- 201 0) 

Comparison Group 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Statewide 3.78 3.59 3.10 2.79 2.72 3.01 2.98 2.92 2.15 1.26 

Regions 

(1) Akron/Canton 3.63 3.43 2.87 2.81 2.73 2.85 2.97 2.87 2.38 1 '14 

(2) Cincinnati 4.21 4 09 3.45 347 2.91 3.03 3.32 3 00 2.10 1.20 

(3) Cleveland 3.73 3.58 3.33 2.83 2.79 2.99 3 06 2.88 2.18 1.34 

(4) Columbus 3.86 3.87 2.96 2.99 2.75 3.13 2.93 3.16 2.31 1.51 

(5) Dayton 3.65 3.56 3.31 2.83 2.55 3.11 2.91 3.00 2.17 1.23 

(6) Southeast Ohio 3.53 2.92 3.23 2.70 2.83 3.17 2 87 2.84 2.25 1.23 

(7) Toledo 3.62 3.39 2.81 2.39 2.56 2.93 2.97 2 71 2 07 1.16 

(8) Warren/Youngstown 4.22 3.52 3.10 2.25 2.58 3.10 2.68 2.70 1.36 0.98 

Jurisdiction 

City 3.78 3.64 3.12 2.99 2.77 3.05 3.19 3.18 2.46 1.39 

County 3.65 3.49 2.78 2.60 2.92 3.03 2.98 3.16 1.74 .94 

Township 4.35 4.21 3.70 3.25 3.22 3.26 3.40 3.00 2.82 1.99 

School District 3.62 3.54 3.19 2.64 2.47 2.61 2.62 2.52 1. 71 1.07 

Unit Type 

Police 3.90 3.86 3.28 2.99 2.98 3.23 3.22 3 23 2.43 1.39 

Fire 3.88 3.87 3.45 3.29 2.70 3.00 3.21 3.33 2.47 1.74 

Teacher 3.59 3.59 3.13 2.51 2.43 2.62 2.56 2.55 1.59 0.96 

Other 3.71 3.35 2.86 2.74 2.72 3 01 2.98 2.82 2.24 1.22 

Contract Year 

First Year 4.00 3.81 3.15 2.65 2.69 3 08 3 03 3.02 2.09 1.04 

Second Year 3.67 3.59 3.18 2.98 2.85 3.04 3.01 2.98 2.46 1.77 

Third Year 3.63 3.58 326 3 22 3.00 3.01 3.10 2.93 2.65 2 12 



HURON COUNTY AUDITOR 
ROLAND TKACH 
12 East Main Street Suite 300 

Norwalk, OH 44857 
419-668-864 3 

419-663-6948 FAX 
roland t@hmcltd.net 

December 15'h 2011 

Huron County Commissioners 
180 Milan Ave. 
Norwalk, OH 44857 

Dear Commissioners: 

.. ' ' t d ' rtere are tne numoers you reques e toaay. 

h 6/~D 

Tangible Personal Property (TPP) General Fund Revenue #10101 (State of Ohio) 
2010 2011 2011 2012 

$292,931 Actual $250,000 Est. $123,356 Actual ZERO 

.Local Govemment Money (LGF) General Fund Revenue #10110 (State of Ohlo) 
/ 2010 . 2011 2012 

$783,831 Actual $783,574 Actual $558,400 Est. 

Fund #740 Undivided Local Government the cunent balance is $374,810.54, 
This money is outside of the General Fund not included in the revenue estimate for the 
Huron County General Fund. 

If you h3ve any more qu~stions feel fl'ee to contact me. 

Huron County Auditor 

' '. 



Joseph W. Gardner 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

4280 BOARDMAN-CANI'IELD ROAD 
CANFIELD, OHIO 44406 

EDWARD TURNER 
Administrator, Bureau of Mediation 
65 East State St., 12'h Floor 
Columbus, OH 43215-4213 

PHONE: (330) 533-1118 
FAX: (330) 533-1025 

JWG1118@sbcglobal.net 

January 5, 2012 

S r~JE E~"'~\~)LIJ'(t·~~LN f 
f\El_,ll,T!CNS UU/~FD 

1011 JAN -C\ P 1: 00 

Re: Fraternal Order of Police, Ohio Labor Council, Inc. & Huron County Sheriff 
SERB Case No.: 11-MED-08-1023 

Dear Mr. Turner: 

Please find enclosed the Fact Finding Report for the above referenced case. If you 
should have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 
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TO: 

~~..:....-· ---
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I 
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JosEPH W. GARDNER 

ATTORNEY AT LAW 

4280 Bo.4-RDMAN-CANFIELb RoAD 

CANFIELD, OHIO 44406 

EDWARD TURNER 

Administrator, Bureau of Mediation 
65 East State St., 12'" Floor 
Columbus, OH 43215-4213 

----- --'~----· -- ---- ._. _ _____,_ ---
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