I STATE OF MONTANA
BEFORE THE BOARD OF PERSONNEL APPEALS

i Petitioner f{1led for unit clarification under ARM 24.26.534

2
Ll IN THE MATTER OF UNIT )
CLARIFICATION NO. 4-79; )
. )
'"LEWIS AND CLAKK COUNTY, ) FINDINGS OF FACT,
N " Petitioner, ) CONCLUSTION OF LAW
l ) AND RECOMMENDED
G Vs ) ORDER
' )
_|[MONTAIA PUBLIC EMFLOYEES }
ASSOCIATION, INC. )
i Respondent. )
9” Pk % A R A &k kA A kK
10! ,
li 1. INTRODUCTION
i,

fon Aucust 10, 1979 seeking to exclude an administrative secretary

I3!%and two deputy probation officer poscitions from a bargaining
MUunit of Lewis and Clark County employees represented by Respondent.
i

r?After determining that question of fact existed, the matter
1Ujl‘was heard under authority of 39-31-207 MCA cn Novenmber 20,

17 oy
19790 letaitioner was lepresented by Mr. Leonard York; Respondent
18

‘was represented by Mr. Bavrry Hjort. (T

19 c

| 11. ISSUES
%0, e . .

: 1. Whether the administrative secretary to the admin-
21

Jistrative assistant to the Board of Commissioners of Lewis and
a9 b
< . g : g

"Clark County 1s a cuenfidential labor relations ennloyee under
B2

i39-31-103 (12} MCA.
I

2, Whether the deputy probation officer position should

24

"be excluded from the bargaining unit on the grounds that: (a)

,Lhe Petitioner 1s not the employer, (b) they lack a sufficient
27 .

~mutuality of interest with other members of the unit, or (c)
281

"they are professional emplovees,

79

: 1l11. FINDINGS OF TACT
301 _ ‘

i 1 Respondent is the exclusive representative of ". ..
R

rall chief Depuaties and Asulstant Deputies in the office of the
Clerk and Recorder, auditor, Treasurer, and Clerk of the

Court; all Probation officers in the Probation Department; all

s

secretaries, DBockkeepers, Clerks and Stenoqgraphers in the

i 1
ll RECEIVED
MAR 26 1999

AL davde Ruroail



l
|
i
|

lpCourthouse of Lewis and Clark County, Helena, Montana as
I
2Ecertificd by the Board of Personnel Appeals, State of Montana,

3october 21, 1976..." under the terms of the parties' current

collective bargaining agreement.

5 2. The administiative assistant to the Board of Commis-

Gisioners of Lewis and Clark County performs duties involved

7iwith the preparation and review of the budget, personnel

|

jadministration, labor relations and special assignments. He

i

i . o . -
9 geals directly with four labor unions, sits in on contract
1D|negotiations, prepares typewritten prospcsals and counter-
11

iproposals for review by the County Attorney and Board of

Vllcommissioners, develops policy recommendations and develops

bargaining strategies Icr review. He also is responsible for

"l the administration of five collective bargaining agreencnts

|
1:.%

15

3

“iincluding the handling of grievances. His office houses the

=l
1b}county'5 comprehensive personnel files which contain, among

17{:other things, information on labor relation matters.
180

I °
]guto Lthe administrative assistant. She performs all the office

3. The administrative secretary is reponsible directly

'nﬂclerlcal work including the typing and filing duties. She
3 3 g

- '
Al:i

also transcribes recordings from grievance hearings, has one

2k . ; ;
Lot the two keys to the personnel files, answers general questions
234 : ; o ;
iregarding labor relations policy vhen the administrative

assictant is cut and perfoirms Lhe necessary clerical duties
invelved when fact-finding or unfair labor charge proceedings
care in process. She takes notes at conferences of the Commis-

sioners and their administrative assistant dealing with bar-
290 . . ; .
igaining strategies and labor relaticns in general,
24| -
4. Petitioner and Recpondent have agreed to exclude two

a0t L ¥ s s : : y
administrative secretaries 1n the County Commissioners' office

i cx s 2
cand one para-legal position in the County Attorney's office

KRET B rin . . v .

cfrom thie Bargaining unit on the basis they are confidential.

"The Commiscioner's secretaries perform some of the work of the
|
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secretary to the adweinistrative assistant, but only when she

2'is absent from work.
|

3i 5 The formal title of tlie subject position is Personnel

ViTechnician/adninistrative Secretary.

5 . The youth court judge of each judicial district in
r"‘:the state appelints persons to fill probation officer positions.
iThe duties of such positions are enumerated in 41-5~703 MCA.
Haue also appoints persons to fill deputy probation officer
I'positions and fixes their salaries within the statutory minimum

101land maximum, i.e. not less than 60% or more than 90% of the

"Hichief Probation Officer's salary. The minimum salary provision

|

'?jof the law was enacted by the 1979 Legislature effective July
]

i1, 1979,

Mi T The exlisting collective bargaining agreement entered
|

15|

into by the parties is in effect until June 30, 1980. Pertinent

b parts of that contract are: (a) Respondent 1s the exclusive

i . y v ; ;
T7y19prospntat1ve tor, awong others, all probation officers in

al : : -
ithe rrobation Department and (b) special provision was made by

!”ithe parties to exclude deputy probation officers from that
0 : y § , ; )
'lpnlt 0! the overtime clause (Article VI, Scotion 1) which
|

ne il . o ‘

"I reguires Petitioner to pay at one and one-half the regular

““rate for all heurs over eight in a day; they receive overtime
syl :
bpay only where they woark mere than fortly hours in a wveel.

T i oo
gk Deputy probation officers work ivregular hours.

? They are on occasion call.:d out at night and on weekends.
1

26 . . x - .

JThear irregular hours hecause of call-outs 1s roughly compar-
2 : ¢ s
}a:l)]e to thore of a depuly sheriff.

i i ' .
9, Senate Bill No. 106 of the 1979 Legislatulc, was en-

acted, effective July 1, 1879, toc provide salary increases for
i

|

20 ; ; P : :
wprobation officers and a minimum salary for deputy probation
|

i ‘ .
tofficers.  Section 41-9-705 MCA was amended by SB106 to read:
i Y

32

Deputy probatien officer-salary. The judge having juris-
‘ diction of juvenile matters may also appoint such additional
persons, giving preference to persons having the gqualifica-
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@ tions suggested for appointment as the chief probation
officer, to serve as deputy probation cofficers as the

judge deems necessary, their salaries to be fixed by the
judge.  Such salaries shall not exceed 90% or be less
3 than 60% of the salary of the chiet probation cfficer.
. 10. Deputy probation officers work in more than one
v county, If there werc a disagreement between Lhe County
6 commissioners and the District Court over the salary setting
7}of a deputy probation officer, the Court would order the
HW(unmissionels to fund the salary as set by the Court.
gﬁ 11. The Probation Department is comprised of five
‘Oﬁpoaltnonq, chief probation officer, two deputy probation
11aofficers, cne restitution worker and one secretary.
12L 12. The deputies are professional employees.
134 1V. OPINION
14“ The 1979 Legislature amended the Collective Bargaining
B ﬁfor Fublic Employees Act to exclude persens found by this
16 i

Board to be confidential labor relations employees. As was

J . . . - .
‘p01nted out in the hearing examiner's decision in Montana

i ) .
LPublic Employees Association ve. Montana Department of Labor

100
gand Tndustry, UD18-79, issued Gotober 22, 1979, the criteria

?ﬁ
ufed by the Beard of Tersonnel Appeals Lo determine whether
N
“onr is a confidential labor relations employee should be those
set forth in Siemeus Corp., 224 NLRB 216, 92 LRRM 1455 (1876).

2
¥| T
1There the NLRE held that if the employee acts in a confidential

23
24 ;
luﬂuaultj, during the normal course of duties, to a person who
:is involved in formulating, determining and effectuating the
2b||:e'rnp1‘:)y<"r"‘ labor relations policy, he or she should be excluded
ijifrom any appropriate unit. Prior to Siemens the NLRE had held
‘8;t0 a stricter definition of confidential employee. 1In B.F.
?g|ggggi}ch 1!5 NLRR 722, 37 LRRM 1383 (1956) it ruled that the
1J!dufiniticn used in Ford Motor Co., 66 NLRE 1317, 17 LERM 394
J,

I .
L (1944) ghould bhe strictly followed. In Ford it held that
‘||Lhmse cnployees who assist and act in a confidential capacity

ito persons who exercise managerial functions in the field of
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labor relations should not be in a bargaining unit of rank and

file workers. The NLRE weni on to say in Goodrich that only

Rithose employees who assist and act in a confidential capacity

4o persons who formulate, determine and effectuate management

5LpOJiCiES in the field of labor relations should be excluded.
o)

! Applying the facts here to the criteria suggested in
|

7 lup1s-79,

[
8

I am compelled to conclude the administrative scecretary

to the administrative acsictant 1s a confidential labor relations |

w

employee. The record shows she performs a wide range of

clerical duties including typing, filing, answering general

1

)|

inquiries and transcribing. She takes notes at strategy

'conferences of the

Commissioners

and the administrative

lgﬂa351stant, and performs the necessary clerical duties involved

14qw1th grievance, fact-finding and unfair labor practice charges.
\

i
i
|

n

1

" iHer supervisor is clearly a person who is involved in formulating,
ol .. . ‘ .
‘eretermjnlng and effectuating his employer's labor relations

i
17 . s Pl i .
”po]]Cy. lle 1s respensible for the administration of the County's
14! . i . . . . _
dipersonnel systen including its relations wvith labor organizations.

0 . . o
‘He makes labor policy recommendations to the Commissioncrs,
|

dgits in on negotiations and administere the contracts after
|
lthey are executed. The wily guertion raised in this case
a9
) hwhathnr this secretary should be excluded on the basis of
Seonfidenticlity, the status of three other positions have been
ca!
cagroed vpon by the pailaes amd was nol presented for determina-
LR,
 tron here.
26
The secand question raised was whether the two deputy

Aty

| . i - -
lprobatlon officer posilions should be excluded because Petitioner

_
Hsﬁis no longer the employey, there 1s insufficient community of
?Hylntcrest with other meabers of the unit or they are professional
mjlemployeus and should not be In a bargaining unit with non-
31lprn[ussionn] enployees.  Although the NLEB is prohibited from
o
j‘ﬂplacing profes=ional employees in the same unit with non-
Jprnfessionals unless they, the professionals, desire to be in
I
)
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'WLhe same unit, our act contains ne such prohibition. This
3‘Baard's practice has long been to include both in the same
3iunit, if they have a sufficient mutuality of interest with

4lother employees. Therefore, if their professional status is
5ithe only reason for excluding them I must conclude they are

!
61

properly placed in the bargaining unit with other county

7ﬂemployees represented by the Respondent.
6 h revicew of the evidence on the record, relative to the

I
9llgeputy probation officers, and a comparison of that evidence

0)iand any reasonable infercnce which could be made with the

‘1“factors set forth in 24.26.611 ARM leads te the conclusion
1?2that they do have 3 community cof interest with other employees
|

Blin the unit. Certzinly they have as much a mutuality of
Mbinterest with the other ewployees as do, for example, employees
I

15'30f the Clerk of Court or Auditor. Their interest in wages,

W Ihours and fringe benefits must surely be the samc as that of

17Mthe other unit employees. There is nothing on the record to

il
!Shindicate othervise., With respect to the history of collective

g, ‘ . ; ) ; .
]J§harq51nlng, there 19 nothing to indicate there has been anything
204
nlll . . 1 '

: Hths Boerd's practice has been to certify broad units. The

221 3 F - ; ,
ideputy probation officers are superviged by the chief probation

pricr to the certification of this unit. And, as noted earlier,

Fi o < : .
?‘!ofiacer; other members of the unit are supervised by their
Ayl o o ) ]
celected oftucials or chief deputies. 1f 1t 1s foung that the
240 ; : 3 :

"‘Commissioners are the employers of all persons in the unit,

.

o) . L
‘then cne could only conclude that supervision, in its broadest

27 ‘ " s
sense, 1s common. Personnel policies are the same for probation
11 y ;
cofficers as for other employees--state law and the existing
24 ; ;
Cagreemenit make them so. There is nothing on the record to

W . . . .
andicate thatt the extent of inteqration of work functions and

Ll . ;
cinterchange among the probation officers and other employees
I
3210 ¢ ‘
PIn the unit o leg any diflerent than that of o Clerk of Court

Temp]oyeee and & Treasurer enployee. Therefore, 1if Lewis and
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ii MAR 26 1999
' Standards Bureau




1’Clark County 1s the employer of the subject employees, there
# is no lacking of a communilty of interest to exclude them from

w

the bargaining unit. The fact that they are required to work

.‘?\

l
|
|
‘[,
|

lirregular hours al Limes i1s an insufficicent reason to exclude

E
.them. Other employees In numerous other bargaining units are

“ﬂsubject to call-back. Such matters are better dealt with at
’ﬂthe table and ultimately in a wtitten collective bargalning

8 .
HQQLPPNEHL--WE thie parties have deone.

L ) ;
H whether Lewils and Clark Ceunty, through i1ts Board of

ﬂCommlrslouex , o1r the District Court is the public employer

“for purposes of collective bargaining under Title 39 Chapter
,|| )

NJ] MCA is a question which needs a more detailed examination.

1?\
It a#lso is a novel issue ror the Board of Personnel Appeals.
| b

|PPt]tJOHEYJ contend that the Judiciary not the County i the
16"

!puhllc enplover because the County does not set the deputy
}nw L

,plOLdtJon officers' wages, liours or working conditions nor
17 ¢ . : ;

rdoes it hare, avsign, lay off or f{ire them. Our law definers
19 ||

L pul lic enploycy ag:

i ...tne state of Montana or any political subdivision

201 thercof, including but not limited to any town, city,

" counly, district, school beard, board of regents, public

and guasi-public corperation, housing authority or other

! anthority establi:zhed by law, and any representative cor

A agent designated by the public employer to act in its
interest an dealing with public employees. 39-31-103 (1)

i [MCA . '

29 - From the sbove definition it is clear thal the governing

Ujhndy of the palitical subdivision was meant to represent the
Grpnh]ic employel's interests in the collective bargaining

?7ﬁprocens. Yet, it is also clear that the District Courts are
H!:not & part of County government and that, therefore, they are
et I not included in the "political subdivision" which the County

I
20" commissioners are Lo i1epiresent.  Section 41-5-705 MCA gives

[
Nirespons bility to the DMstrict Court Judge for appointing and
33111xinq the salaries of deputy probation officers within the

1

stated limits. The statu.e saye nothing about. hours o1 other
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‘ﬂwnrking conditions. Other county officials have similar authority

1
Yllover their enployees.
31 Section 39-31-103 (2) MCA defines "public employee" for
Azpurpﬁses of the Act as:
5 : a person employed by a public employer in any capacity
(V except elected officials, persons direclly appointed by

al the governor, supoervisory employees and management

! officials,... or member of any state board or commission
7‘ who serve the state intermittently, school district

l

clerks and school administrators, registered profecsional
8] nurses performing service for health care facilities,
professional engineere and engineers-in-training, and
includes any individual whose work has ceased as a conse-
I qgquence of or in connection with any unfair labor practice
I oy concelted employee action.

}]h Deputy probation ofiicers ave, obviously not excluded
n i . . .
1‘Hfrom coverage by the atiove definition.
13” Secticn 39-31-301 MCA sets forth the identities of those
14 : e . . .
'hreSpon51b]e for bargaining with the exclusive representative:
\
1571 : iz y - : .
2 The chief executive officer of the state, the governoring
i body of a political subdivision, the comnlssioncr ot
T higher eaducation, wvhether elected or appointed, or the
" designated authoirized representative shall represent the
' public employer 1n collective bargaining with an exclusive
5 representative.
I
i i i =
IQﬂ Pernaps the only relevant conclusion which can be arawn

Qohfxom a 1evicw of all the pertinent parts of the Act is that
21Edcputy probétion officers arve public employees and are, there-
|

Qghfore, entitled to all the rights, privileges and benefits of

p3jisuch employees. Nothing is stated specifically regarding the

24 lidentity of their employer for purpcse of collective bargaining.
]
gbﬁwiLhout gquestion, the District Court appoints them, sets their

95Wsa1ary and through the chief probation officer assigns their

! .
g;ﬁwork. However, as was reasoned hy the U.S. Supreme Court in

]

29 INLRB v. ATKINS & Co., 331 U.S. 3%¢, 20 LRRM 2108 (1947), "the
|

Enﬁtermc 'employee! and 'employer' in this statute carry with

jﬁfthem more than the technical and traditional common law defini-

b 5o ; i
31ﬁ110n5. They also draw subslance from the policy and purpose of
i
1
2 ithe Act, the circumstcnces and background of particular employ-
I,

| ; ‘ ; : ;
|ment relationships and all the hard facts of inaustrial life.

|
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knd so the Board in periforming 1its delegated function of

]

ldefining and applying these terms, must bring to its task an
{

]appreciation of econcmic realities, as well as a recognition

-

lof the_aims which Congress sought to achicve hy this statute.

5I;This does not. mean that 1t should disregard the technical and

bitraditional concepte of 'employer' and 'employee.!' But it is
41 . -

| pot confined to those concepts.  IL 15 iree Lo take account of

8i‘the more relevant economic and statutory considerations. And
gﬂa determination by the Eoard based in whole or in part upon
1Oiithe considevations is entitled to great respect by a reviewing
llhcoult, due to the Board's familarity with the problems and its
]?Eexperience in the administration of the Act." (Emphasis added)

13j
N

4l . ; . g v
Lpubllc employer is for purposes of collective bargaining for

15|

There is no clear delineation in our Act of who the

the pro! ation officers. Therefore, T beleive 1t 1s necessary
|

ﬁéthat this Board look to the aims which the Legislature sought
L lto achieve when it enacted the law. Our problem.with thic
]Hﬂpurticnlar factual circurstance, although novel to this Board,
1 ;}}1(1:; not been altogothey unbeard of in other jurisdictions.

At
”‘kThe state of lennsylvania doalt with a similar problem in

Isveet v. FPenmsylvania Lebor Relations Board, 322 £.2d 362,

21

st
hB? LERM 2248 (1974). 7There the Pennsylvania Supreme Court
ot I
| i : "
cruled that judaes of the Court ol Common Pleas were the employer

FA

L.ﬁof at least some of the employees included in the Largaining
a5
h‘,'-mu‘t composed of Court-related employees. In Jweel v, PLRB,
if?ﬂﬁ LEEM 2460 {(1978) the court ruled that the County Commisioners
.}?uero the representatives for collective bargaining purposes
At
ibecause the Legislature had, since Sweet I, amended the law to
A
» immke the Commissiocners the bargaining representative. The
m}fstntute expressly provided commissioners of counties of the
1
: hthiyd through eighth class with exclusive authority to represent
32

"all managerial interests in collective bargaining. The amend-
imﬁnt also stated that the ¢xercise of such responsibilities

I RECEIVED
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1[

I
1ﬂby the commissioners would not affect the hiring, firing, and
i . _ _ ,
?“supcrv151on right vested in the judges.

|
3“ Again the Pennsylvania Supreme Court in Ellenbogen v.
4 Allegheny County, 99 LRRH 248 (1978) said: "We think that the
5 ;

legislative judgment expressed iIn this amendment. ..chould

|
|

|
|
Gtapply to all judicial districts." The Court went on tc¢ point
7:ont several importuant public interests promoted by the amendment,
[/
authey are summarized as follows:
‘I
91 1. It promoted fiscal responsibility by allowing the
I county commisgioners to make managerial decisions
‘nL affecting the tax dollar. It permitted officials
b charged with providing revenue to assess whelher
11“ employee proposals at the bargaining table were
IQH feasible and consistent with the overall administra-
; tion of county fiscal and governmental affairs.
11“ 2. It avoided the difficulty of having too many decision
y makers and promoted swift and efficient bargaining
sagil proceedings. It also advanced the public interest
v in the settlement of labor disputes.
iGH 3 1t recggnized that jgdges are too scarce and too
il essential to the administration of justice to require
W thea to perform the nonadjudicatory function of
"y muanagerial representative at the bargaining table.
17% 4, It avoided the difficult questions of the propriety
of judges deciding appeals arising from proceedings
th in which they sat bcfore the Beard and at the bar-
Wy gainraing table.

P,W s It mede clear that by appolinting county officials to
v sit on behalf of judges 1t in no way detracted from
'Kﬁi the authority of judges to hire, fire, and supervice

B employees.
th The Pennsylvania Legislature's reasoning appears scound

rand, in my opinion, good public policy. M review of several
hothel cases reinforces that opinion. In the absence of specific
“legislation courts have come to a number of conclusions with
Ireuspect Lo who the employer should be. TFor example, in Ulster
f§QNDEELAL;AE§ERQUHLEL,§hﬁIiff‘S Dept., 79 LRRM 2265 (1971), a
Hcounty and its sheriff were held to be joint employers hecause
;ench had an important degree of control over the employment
crelationships.  The court stated "The statute mandates that
*vmplnyers negotiate with respect to the terms and conditions
fof employment... Obviously, these negotialilons cannot be
effective 1f employees arc cobliged to negotiate with an employer
who is withoul pover with respect to the matter in dispute.®
RECEIVED
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‘Hln Costigan v. Local 696, 90 LRRM 2328, (1975) the Pennsylvania
i
jecourt ruled that where a clty paid most of the employee salaries

land other compensation costs and exercised considerable control

1
4l gver fringe benefits accorded employers 1t was a joint employer

fl

Dﬁwith the register of wills who had exclusive power to hire,
i
hﬂfﬁre, promote, and to direct the work of individuals working
;Hin his office, No single entity controlled the terms of the

Elemployment. relaticnships. rnd, "The duty to pay an employee's
jemploy [ ¥ bay P10}

0 ; .

Jﬂsalary is often coincident with the status of employer, but

10 ‘
i

not solely determinative of that status." Sweet v. PLRE, 87

"[1rrm 2248 (1974). In AFSCHE, Local 239G v. City of Billings,

71
12?93 LRRM 2753 (197€) the Montana Supreme Court held that the

06 1L T sio s

‘Library board of trustees was not a wholly independent and
il
hautonomous entity separate and apart from the local governing

q

li
16 .

'Body.  The board of trustees was granted independent powers to
0 .‘ w i

pmanage and operate the library, but they were an adjunct of
-

Plocal government, the City of Billings.
14 |

!
IUH ‘ ;

not adjuncts or Montana County c¢overnment; however, I do not

20 : ; . E

I belrleve such relationships nusk exist as a prerequisite to a
21l

Ldeterranation that the policy of the Act 1s best promoted by
22!

ildeclaring the County Comuissioners the cuployer for purposes
&0 ) - =
231

t1of collective bailgaining. Such policy does not infringe upon

a0
i

It 15 abundantly apprarent that the District Courts are

‘the judiciary's 1ndependence. In fact, all the reasoning set
o T IO
‘Jyfurth in Ellenboyen, cupra, seewns applicable here.
J’H Ho insurmountable difficulties for labor, management or
5%
~thhe judiciary should arise 1f the County 1is the public employer
IS
”‘Ufur collective bargaining purpeses. -Since the inception of
ot i
Z:“Lhe subject unit the Comnissioners representative have negoti-
) Hated for all the employees in the existing unit including the

R
ﬁdeputy probation officers. In order to abide by the 1979 law
22

|pjovjding that the judeoe sct the salaries of these employees,

1]
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]
1Lhe Commicsicners need only confer with the judge. To hold
2!that the probation officers belong in a unit of their own

H“wou]d, for all practical purposes, deny them their right to
4iorganize and bargain collectively. They are small in number

5Hand vould be relatively ineffective as a bargaining unit.

6

iPrcblems relative to overtime pey for the deputies have been

7“w0rked out. by the parties.

ﬂh To summarize, the enployees right to organize and bargain
"

gieffectively with their employer outweighs any advantage which

lojmight be found in removing them from the unit. In the absence
1]|of legislation to the contrary, T believe this Board's policy
‘Q!Shnuld he to keep the deputy probation officers in the existing
13%unit——for the rcasons discussed above.

‘4ﬁ V. CONCLUSION OF LAW

1hh The administrative secretary to the administrative
1hiagsistaut to the Lewis and Clark County Roard of Commissicners

Tjj:js a confidential labor relations employee within the meaning

"or 39-31-105 (12) MCA.
19 ;

F The deputy probation officers are properly a part of the
20

| v s b : . . 5 . 5 .
|existing bargaining unit, as modified above, which 1s appropri-

21
late under 39-31-202 KCA.

22

| VJ. RLCCONMENDED ORDER
3l o . .

P That the petition to exclude the administrative secretary
24

{.

| . o .
position freom the barcaining unit be granted and ihat the

?5Fpetition to exclude two depuly probation officers bhe denied,
" VL. NOTICE

?7H Fxceptions may be filed to these Findings of Fact, Conclu-
?Bysion of Law and kecommended Order within twenty (20) days of
29 .

| service thereof. 1f no exceptions are filed with the Board of

30 o _
hPersonne] Appeals within that period, the Recommended Order

1! ,
Nohiall become the Ovder of the Board. Exceptions shall be

ey

IS o | . .
Paddresced to the Board of Tersennel Appuals, Capitol Station,

MHelena, Montana 59601,
l
|
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1 o omeeal g of L
| Dated this -,  day of April, 1980.
3
3{ BOARD OF PERSONNLIL AI'PEALS
i . g i
* ’ b A P ol
I, o . y

r_: Jack H. Calhoun
‘W; Hearing Examiner
6.

|
7|i
Ewl CERTITICATE OF MAILING
9“ I, Jennifer Jacobson, do hereby certify and state that I

) ’ 1’/{. ,'/Wn‘ i " .
TU“dld on the -7 day of L zantes” o 1980 mail a true and correct
H€|CO]’.»Y of the abowve FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSION OF LAW AND

| RECOMMENDED ORDFER to the following:

124
13L .
| ~ .\\ =
y SN
| Y LoD 2 A S o AT PP
1ol Jenfiirer/Jacoboon
r s
16 |

iBarry Hjoit
1/ |Attorney at Law
'SCRIPNER, HUSS & HJORT
g Arcade Bullding
P.0O. Box 514
19 Helena, MT 59601

i

ggﬁchar]es Gravely
j County Attorncy
glﬁLewis and Claik Counity
County Courthouse
pg”ﬂclena, MT 59601
73| Leonard York
dManagement. Consultants
74| Board of Trade Building .
Sulte 421, 310 S.W. Fourth Avenue
2t Portland, Oregon 97204
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