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INTRODUCTTON

Thin matter arises pursuant to a Petition Filed with the Michigan
Fmployment Relations Commission pursuant to 19689 P.A. 212, as amended,
being MCLA 423.231, et seq: MSA 17.455 (31), et seq. The Petilioner
is the Command Officers Assnciatiuu-uf Michigan (herealter referred to as
the "Union”, which represents certain Supervisory Personnel within the
Washtenaw County Sheriffs Department. The joint Employers! are Washtenaw
County and the Washtenaw County Sheriff, Ronald .J. Schebil (hereafter refer-
red to as the "Employers” or the "County”.

The impartial arbitrator was selected to chair tﬁe arbitration
pancl. The union and Empluyer delegates are Mr. William Birdseye and
Undersheriff Michael C. Johnson, respectively.

At an initial prehearing conference held on September 11, 1989, it
was agreed that the following issues were to be arbitrated:

ilnion Proposals

Duration of the contract.

Wages

Pension {Definition of (inal average compensation)
Pension (Rate of Contribution)

Pension (Defined Benefits}

(1 T S S

County Proposals

Hol idays

shift Preference

Overt.ime and Hours of Work
Promotions

wm s

YUnder Michigan Law, the County Sheriff amd the County Board of Commis-
sioners. being the Legislative Body of the Cuounly, serve as co-employers
for the employees within the Sheriffs Department, including thnse repre-
sented by the COAM herein. Cleland v Afseme, 425 Mich 204, 388
NWad 23 (1986): Capital City Lodpge #1141, FOP v Meridian Township.

90 Mich App 532 (1979), Iv den, 406 Mich 961 (1979},
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The parties stipulated at that prehearing conference that Wages, the

theee Penslon Issues, Overtime and Hours of Work Preference were economic
issues, awl that the impartial arbitrator was to determine whether the re-
maining four issues were economic or non-economic issues. In a letter to
the pariies dated June 7, 14990, the impartial arbitrator determined that the
Holiday issue was economic and that the Contract Duration, Shift Preference
and Promotion issues were non-economic issues.

The parties also agreed that the most current contract, between the
parties had a duration from April 1, 1986 to December 31, 1988.

Besides the prehearing conference, six other days of hearings were held.
The dates of these s$ix hearings were: _Octnber 23, 1989; November 8§, 1989;
December 6, 1989; January 29, 1990; March 19, 1990 and May 14, 1990. These
other hearings were held in compliance with sectlion six of the act, MCLA

423.236. Each party thereafter submitted its Last Offer to the impartial

arbitrator who in turn sent them to the other party on July 17, 1990. 1In a

}ike manner thereafter each party submitted a brief in support of its Last
Offer. ¥

On September 7, 1990, the first conference of the arbitration panel was ?
held. On October 19, 1990, the impartial arbitrator sent out a rough draft of
his award and opinion to the other two panel members. A second arbitration
panel conference was held on October 31, 1990, at which time the rougl draft
and award was clarified.

The factors for the Panel's consideration in reaching its decision as to
the nine issues before them are set forth in Section 9 of the Act (MCLA 423.239),
which reads as follows:

"Section 9. Where there is no agreement between the
parties, or where there (s an agreement bul the parties have
begun negnliations or discussions looking to a new agreement or

amendrenl of the existing agreement, and wage rates or other
-~ 5 -




conditions of employment under the proposed new or amended
apgronment are in dispuite, the arbitration panel shall hane jta
tiandings, opinions and ordesr upon the following factors, as
applicable.

(a)
(b}
{¢)

(d)

(e)
(£}

(e)

(h)

The ltawful authority of the employer.

SLipulatlions of the parties.

The intercsts and welfare of the public and the
financial ability of the unit of government to

meet those costs,

Comparison of the wages, hours and conditions of
employment of the employees invelved in the arbi-
tration proceeding with the wages, hours and con-
ditions and employment of other employees perform-
ing similar services and with other employees gen-
erally:

(i) In public employment in comparable communities
(ii) In private employment in comparable communities.
The average consumer prices for goods and services,
commonly known as the cost of living.

The overall compensation presently received by the
employees, including direct wage compensation, vaca-
tions, holiday and other excused time, insurance and
pensions, medical and hospitalization benefits, the
continuity and stability of employment, and all other
benefits received.

Changes in any of the foregoiug circumstances during
Lhe pendency of the arbitration proceedings.

Such other factors,. not confined to the foregoing,
which are normally or traditionally taken into con-
sideration in the determination of wages, hours and
conditions of employment through voluntary collective
bargaining, mediation, fact-finding, arbitration ov
aotherwise hetween the parties, in the public service
or in private cmaployment”.



IE.

COMPARABLE COMMUNITIES

A.  BACKGROUND

Washtenaw Counly consists of over 700 square miles, Is centrally
located in the Lower Peninsula and has a populalion per 1988 estimates of
264,748 people. The Twelve Townships of Washtenaw County to the west of
Ann Arbor are largely rural and agricultural in nature, and Ann Arbor,
Ypsilanti and the eight Townships to the East of Ann Arbor are largely
Urban in nature. Located in this eastern portion of the County are the
University of Michigan, FRastern Michigan University, Stale Hospitals in
Ypsilanti, State and Federal Prisons, and several large Automotive Manu-—

facturing Facilities. 1In the book, "A Regional Econometric Forecasting

system - Major Economic Areas of Michigan", by Harold T. Shapiro and

George A. Fulton (Union Exhibit No. 7) it states that in 1979, 33.07% of
the County work force was employed in Manufacturing jobs, 30.5% in Govern-
ment. jobs, and 36.5% in non-manufacturing jobs,

This book on page 56 states, “"Ann Arbor (Washtenaw County) ranked fifth
in 1978 among the states SMSAS in total personal income ($2,331.1 million)
and second after Detroit in pér capita personal income ($9,160). The county
was second only to Oakland County in 1989 median family income ($12,294).
Only two counties had a smaller percentage of families below the poverty line
or a greater peccentage with incomes in excess of $15,000 in 1968. The high
income levels are largely a consequence of the high concentraticens in both
high-skilled white-collar employment. and the high-wape automobile industry.

"Ann Arbor was first over both decades among the SMSA's in
averape annual income growth, but when these numbers are
adjusted for population increase, Ann Avbor is eighth in
the sixties and third in the sevepties. Although income

grew more rapidly in the seventies. this increase can be
accrunted for here, as elsewhere, by inflationary trends.

.o
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The percentage distribution of carnings by industry is

presented in table 3A.2. Ann Arbor ham a

tirtanl sarnings

sifications:

than the stele orp

largaer share of

the nallun in two clas-

cyclically sensitive durables, particularly

automotive (42.0) percent); and acyclic government (25.2

percenl ).

Government employment in Ann Arbor is concen-

trated in the two large public universities, the University
aof Michigan (Ann Arhor) and Eastern Michigan University

(Ypsilanti),

The high earnings status in the automobile

industry relative to other industries is reflected in the
much smaller employment share for durables in 1978 (292.3
pereent) compared to its income share (42 percent).
these sectors accounting for such large earnings shares,
the contribution of the nonmanufacturing sector is the

lowest among the major areas of the state.

With

Similar to

other automotive economies, Ann Arbor has among the highest
hourly earnings and average weekly hours in the state."

The major transportation arteries of the County are 17.8. 23 which runs

North and South, and 1-94 which rumns East and West.

arteries quarter the County.

These two transportation

In terms of quality of life, Washtenaw County is

considered to be one of the best places in the State in which to live.

The orpanizational chart of

|
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~
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B. PROPOSED COMPARABLE COMMUNITIES

1. County's Labor Market Model

The County has proposed two models, each containing a set of comparable
communities. The county's first model is a labor market analysis which con-
tains the fotlowing comparable communities which are all located in Washtenaw

County:

Ann Arbor police Department;

Eastern Michigan University Public Safety Department;
Michigan State Police;

Michipan Department of Corrections;

Milan Police Department;

Saline Police Department, and

Ypsilanti City Police Department.

2. COUNTY TO COUNTY MODEL

The County's second model is a set of Counties which were selected by
the County because of their similarities with Washtenaw County in terms of
total population and state eqgualized value. This second set contains the
following counties:

Berrien County;
Genesee County;
Ingham County;
Kalamazoo County;
Monroe County;
Ottawa County;
Saginaw County, and
St. Clair County.

3. THE UNIJON's LABOR MARKET MODEL

The finion relies solely on a Labor market Analysis and includes only
the following comparable communities:

Ann Arbor, and
Ypsilanti.




€. DISCUSSTON

1. THE COUNTY's COUNTY TO COUNTY_ MODEL

In this case, Seclin 9 {4) & (h) of Act 312 of 1969 are an import-
ant basis of Lhis opinion and award. In large part, section 9 (d) & (h)
provides that the arbitration panel shall base its findings, opinions,
and orders upon the following Factors

() A comparison of the wages, hours and conditidns of employment of
the Command Offjicers of Lhe Washtenaw Counly Sheyiffs Department with the
wages, hours and conditions of employment of other employers performing
similar services with other employees generally in public and private

employment in comparable communities.

{h) And such other factors which are normally or traditionally taken
into consideration in the determination of wages, hours and conditions of
cmployment through voluntary colleclive bargaining, mediation, fact-
finding. afbitration or otherwise between the parties in the public
service or in private employment,

In analyzing which communities appropriately fit the statutory
factor. bolh parties sugpgest that the statutory crilerium itself should be
first examined. This c¢riteria calls for the evaluation of "Comparable
Communities”. No evidence of legislative history was proferred nor is any
specifir definition utilized within the Act. However, the term “"community"

is defied in Black's Law Dictionary (4th Edition) Page 350 as follows,

"neighborhood; vivinity, synonymous with locality”. "People who reside in
a locality in more or less proximity". "A society o1 body of people living
in the same place, under the same laws and repuliations who have common righls,

privileyes or interests”.

10




The term "comparable”is not defined in Black's. Webster's defines it

ns "equlvalent. similar”. Webster's Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary.

page 168. In iscolation therefore, the statutory specifications requires
consideration of "equivalent or similar” "localities”.

It is noteworthy, that the words themselves are not limited, to similar
units of governments (i.e. other counties), but Include "communities”. The
TFhe County's county comparable model contains eight counties: Berrien,
Genesee . ogham, Kalumazoo, Monroe, Ottawa, Sapginaw, and St. Clair Counties.
This model is based on six counties being within a range of 50% larger or
smaller than Washtenaw County in terms of population and SEV. As the Em-
ploeyers stated in their brief, "Genesee and Monroe Counties were added be-
cause they are geographically close and also are somewhat similar in pop-
ulation and SEV".

The impartial arbitrator is not impressed with a comparison of SEV
without additional information. The SEV alone appears to have little
merit in determiﬁjng what communities are comparable. SEV, tax rates,
whether o Cixed millage or a millage rate set on an annual basis, together
with other F&cturs {usually less important) are all egually important iu
determining a county's financial position and economic base. The tax rates,
fixed or fluxuating rates per the board of review, or other factors were not
presented in this case. Therefore, a comparison of SEV's alone shows little
and may in fact be misleadjng.

A svcond reason why the impartial arbitrator is not impressed with the
employers comparison of SEV's is that the SEV of the employers eight counties
varies greatly. The six counties that were chosen because they have a SEV
close to Washtenaw County's SEV may vacy up to 100%. This wide diversity
of SEVs is compounded by the other Lwo counlies that vary more than 100%.

- 11 -



A comparison of these cight SEV's alone, and that they vary by more
than 100% leads the impartial arbitrator to base little reliance on them in
determining which communities have similar financial abilities, economic
structure, economic size, or how the county based its last offer. The em-
ployers SEV comparison also leads the impartial arbitrator teo believe that
if a County to County Model is to be used more information than SEV and
population is needed to determine comparable communities.

The second basis of Washtenaw County's County to County based model
was population. Again, six counties were added to this model because they
were within 50% population of Washtenaw Counties' population. Maonroe
and Genesee Countics were also added because of their proximity to Washtenaw
County and nearness in terms of SEV and population. There is a very large
swing in populations ranging from 134,659 to 450,449, Geographically the
eight counties range from shore to shore of the Lower Peninsula.

After reading Section 9{(d)} of the Act and the definition of "comparable
communjties”, the impartial arbitirator views the following features which dis-
tinguished Washtenaw County from the other Counties in the state: {1} Of-
fering its citizens & high quality of life; (2) Offering them a fairly high
standard of living; (3) Having a Labar Market driven by the automotive indus-
try wage and benelils package; (4} Not having to offer "Combate pay” for police
officers (it is a "good"place to work): (5) Having a lncation which is cul-
turally and geographically close to Detroit; (6) Population: (7}, SEV; and
(8) traffic patterns.

{)f the list of eight coﬁnties. Ottawa and Berrion Counties are very dis-
similar from Washtenaw County. They should be eliminated bhecause under the
eight features listed above, Ottawa and Rerrion score low under features three
and five, These two communities can not be considered suburbs of UDetroil, nor

12 ~




do they have an economy in which an average employee compares his or her income

and Fringe benefits to automobile industry employee.

In this list of eight counties, Saginaw County is the third most dissim-
ilar. sSaginaw County is a considerable distance from Detroit. One from
Saginaw County does not routinely drive to Detroit to pick up a class or for
a night out. In terms of factors number one, four, and eight, Saginaw.also
ranks low.

8t. Clair and Monroe Counties would score low in factors three, six, and
seven, but would be high in the other factors. [t is important to note that,
the purpese of reviewing comparable communities is to compare or determine a
wage rate for this unit fuf the years 1989, 1990 and possibility 1991. Thoere
was no wiage rates proferred for Monroe County for 1989, 1890 or 1991. There-

fore, in this analysis of comparable wage communilies, a review of Monroe

County will not be productive, and it is eliminated.

Ingham County is-certainly Washtenaw Countv's closest twin. 1t has
Michigan State University, a high percentage of Automotive and Government
employees, is quartered by two freeways, and wonld in fact rank high in the

vother features listed above.

Genesee County is also very comparable to Washtemaw County. 1t is
also quartered by two freeways, has high standards of Jiving which is also

driven by the automotive industry, has University of Michigan of Flint and

Mott Community College and rate Fairly high in features in all of the other
features.

Ralamazoo County is an in between County. It has wany similarities

and a few dissimilarities. It scores low in Feature number five, but scores
the highest in features one, four, six and seven. I1f the impartial
arbitrator were to develop a model of comparable counties based on Section

- 13




9(d) of the Act and the definition from above includes Kalamazoo Counly.

tn voncluslon on the discussion of the Employer's County to County
Mcdel, the tmpartial arbitrator believes that:

{1) Ingham and Genesee Counties are the most equilivent or similar
localities;

{2) Monroe County should also be eliminated since no 1989, 1990, or
19981 wages were supplied;

(3) Ottawa and Berrion Counties should also be eliminated as being
not similar to Washtenaw County, and

(4) Of the remaining three counties, the Kalamazoo is the most sim-
ilar of this group of three counties.

2. THE COUNTY's LABOR MARKET MODEL

In regard Lo comparable communities, the Union relied solely on a
Labor market approach that only included the cities of Ann Arbor and
Ypsitanti which are both located in Washtenaw County. After the Union made
its presentation on comparable communities, the County built on the Union's
Labor Market Model by adding the remainder of the law enforcement agencies
in Washtenaw County.

A definition of the Labot Market Model and whether the Arbitration
Panel should chose this model over the traditional county to county model
can be found in the next section of this opinion which discusses the Union's
Lahor Market Model.

The Employer's tist of comparables communities in this model are:

1. Ann Arbor

2. Ypsilanti

3. Chelsea

4. Eastern Michigan University

5. The Michigan State Police

6. The Michigan Department of Corrections
7. Mitan: and

8. BSaline.

Since Ann Arbor and Ypsilanti are included in both the Employer’'s and



the Union's Labor Market Models if the panel opps For a Labor Market approach,

they ace common to both and therefore will! not be discussed.

Like Monroe County, no wage information for 1989 or 1990 and beyond was
submitted for Saline. While it may ov may nol be a comparable community, it
will be of no value in determining a wage in this arbitration, and is there-
fore eliminated for wage discussion purposes,

The Michigan State Police and the Michigan Department of Correctinns
are State of Michigan Agencies. Eastern Michigan University is a kin to a
State or Regiunal Agency. The ulilization of a statewide or a Regional
Agency is inappropriate because the j;risdjctional basis is drastically
broader than that of the County Sheriffs Department, nor are they within
the meaning of "community" in the Act. The Employer suggests, in favor of
these three entities, that employees of the County and of the other
antities work in the same general geographic arean.  The Unian argues thatl
the "community" and "jurisdictional basis” and work performed are not sim-
ilar to that of the unit's work, The impartial arbitrator believes that
there are other criteria that are of greater impovtance in determining com-
parability than simply working in the same particular land mass. This does
not denigrate the concept, but in view ol the olher criteria, it is not so
compelling as Lo outweigh these other criteria and therefore, these three
state agencies should notl be included as comparable communities.

Fhe vesnlling difference hetween the {wo Labor Markel Models is the
Chelsea and the Milan Police Departments. The County argues For their
inclusding in this Model since they are Command Officers in Law Enforcement
Apencies in Washtenaw County. The Union argues that they are different
Jobs.  Quoting page seven of the Union Brief "The Elkouris would certainly
vrilize swech an approach”.  {Union Exhibit 6, p. 811}. They caution thal
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"The selection of [comparables] musl, in wage cases,
be followed by ap analysis of jobs for comparability.
Mere job titles are often not reliable and are by no
means conclusive...Tt is incumbent upon the parties
to supply reliable job descriptions in order to es-
tablish a basis for comparison"”.

The Union's arguments that these jobs are not comparable is persuasive
by these factors: (a} a wide gap in wages; (b) what this author calls the
stepping stone effect; and {c} the lack of job descriptions.

Generally Employers pay similar salaries for similar jobs. The dif-
ference between the other proposed salaries in the other comparable commun-
ities arc c¢lose, but the difference between Washtenaw County, Chelsea and
Saline salaries is nearly $10,000 per year.

It appears that most of the Washtenaw County deputies come from smaller
forces in the county and the surrounding counties. Some deputies become Com-
mand Officers and Command Officers go into private emplovers in the area.
Lastly, the record is scant as to the similarities of the jobs of the
Washtenaw County's Sheriffs Command and the Command in the Miland and Chelsea
Police Departments.

In conclusion. the Arbitration Panel rejects the County's Labor Market

Model for the reasons stated above.

3. THE UNTON'S LABOR MARKET MODEI

A "hocal Labor Market" may be defeined as a geographic area in which a
concentration in which workers can live, work and change jobs withouot
changing residences. The theary of this Model is that by comparing the
wages, benefits and conditions of employment of the set of similar employérs
in the same Labor Market will provide the fairest comparisons.

Section one of the Act provides as follows:
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"It is the public policy of this state that in pulbic

police and fire departments, whare Lhe right of em—
wiawann Lo slrike in by law prohibited, (t is reguisite

to_the high morale of such employees aud the efficient
operation_of such departments to afford an alternate,
expeditious, effective and binding procedure for the
resolution of disputes, and to that end the provisions
of this act, providing for compulsory arbitration, shall
be liberally construed. :

This conviction is shown in Elkouris and Elkouri in How Arbitration

Works (Union Exhibit 6, page 808).

"In many cases strong reasons exist for using the pre-
vailing practice of the same class of Employers within
the locality or area for the comparison. Employees are
sure to compare their lot with that of other emplovees
doing similar work in the area; it is important that no
sense of grievance be thereby created".

The County makes six very strong adoptlons and convincing arguments
against this Panel's adoption of the Union's Labor Market Model. The first
is that;

"City Police departments amd county sheriff's
departments have responsibility for signifi-
cantly different functions. A major respon-
sihility of the Counly Sheriff's Department

is operating the county jail. Several of the
employees covered by the disputed contract are
employed in the Corrections Division of the
Sheriff's Department. The reference cities do
not have a comparable operation or job classi-
fications. In addition, the Sheriff's Depart-
ment is statutorily required to provide court
saecurity”.

In essence, the County is saying that the jobs are not similar. The
impartial arbitrator does not believe this is the case for three reasons.
Number one, while it is true that the jobs of deputies are_somewhat dif-
fevente than that of police officers these two jobs are in penecral more
similar than different; two, the Arbitration Panel is not comparing de-

puties to police officers, bul is asked to compare Commund Officers
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of deputies to Command Officers of police officers.

™Ticdly. extenslve testimony was taken about the chain of commands and job
descriptions of Ann Arbor, Ypsilanti, and Washtenaw County Command. [t is
the opinion of the impartial arbitrator that only a few comparisons ran be
One Hundred Percent. A comparison of the command of the Washtenaw County

Sheriff's Department and the command of Ypsilanti and Ann Arbor Police De-
partments, while not perfect, is the best offered.

The County's second argument is:

"The method in which cities are financed is different
from that of counties. The millage rate is frequently
higher in cities than in counties. Cities receive a
significant share of sales tax collected by the state,
Cities also receive a large share of state income tax.
The cities also have the potential to impose an income
tax, an alternative that is not available to counties.
Under MCLA 423.239(c¢), the interests and welfare of the
public¢ and the financial ability of the unit of govern-
ment to meet those costs are factors to be used by the
arbitrator in his findings”.

In ewssence, the county is saying that counlies are financed differ-
ently than cities. 'The impartial arbitrator has three responses. The
first is the record is void of any evidence as to any employers budgetl or
their ability to pay. Two, the probable method of funding any major increase
in the level of Law Enforcement service outside of the five or so cities in
the State which have an income tax would be in the guess of the impartial
arbitrator with a special millage election. Thirdly, this arbitration only
invoelves o potential increase for approximately thirty command oflicers which
is a minisqual portion of the county's total budget.

The County's third argument is:

The services required of the county are different from
that of cities. The County has responsibility for oper-

alting the Circulit. Probate and Juvenile Courts, the
Public Health Department., the Mental Health Department,



the Register of Deods, the Drain Commissioner, and many

other functions that cities are obviously not requlred
to finance.

This argument is in essence to the same as argusent number one from

above and is rejected for the same reasons.
The County's fourth argument is:

"There are substantial differences in the land mass,
and the characteristics of the land, in all of
Washtenaw County versus that ol either Ann Arbor or
Y¥psilanti. Washtenaw County includes over seven
hundred square miles, while Ann Arbor has twenty-
eight and ¥Ypsilanti, four square miles. Washtenaw
County includes areas that are largely rural and
distinctly different from the cities. The geo-
graphic differences place different demands on the
organization and organizational structure.

While this is true an examination of the record, reveals that the
majority of Washtenaw County's Population, SEV, Command Officers work
takes place in Ann Arbor, Ypsilanti and the County's Eastern Urbanized
side; the comparable job descriptions are very similar, and that the Com-
mand from the three departs on occasion back each other up. So here again
it js the opinion of the Arbitration Panel that while there may be some
dissimilarities there are more similarities.

The County's filth arpument is:

Washtenaw County, as is the case with most pther

counties, compares with other counties when doing
salary surveys and analysis for county jobs. Tt

is important for any organization to have internal
pay relationships that "make sense," and it would

be poor compensation policy for the County to have
npay levels for one group of jobs within the County
to be set hased on comparisons with entirely dif-

ferent selections of employers.

While this is., true seclion 9 (d) of the Act does not contemplate

or limit comparisons of cilies or even private employers to counties.

A review of the last 212 Arbitration Opinion between the deputies and
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the County indicates that the Washienaw County Sheriffs Department

Ristorically compared itself ko the Ann Arbor and Ypsilanti Police
Departments., This is the typical comparison ameng deputies and officers
in many counties in which there is one about aequally sized police de-
partmenl in it.

The sixth argument of the county is its most compelling. This argu-
ment is in essence that if a lJocal Labor Market “is a geographic area in
which a concentratien in which workers can live, work and change jobs
withoul changing thuir residences”, and i€ one examines where deputies
come from to join the Washtenaw County Sheriffs Department and where the
Command Officers now l{ve, theﬁ the local Labor Market of the Emplover is
all the communities within a one hour drive of Washtenaw County (not just
Ann Arbor and Ypsilanti).

The impartial arbitrator agrees with that. The geographic area
in which a law enforcement office would he willing to drive from his
or her residence to take a command position in the Washtenaw County

Sheriffs Department is certainly larger than Washtenaw County.

D. DECISION AS TO COMPARARLE COMMUNITIES

The arbitration panel is left tu chose between the twe models: The
Union's Local Labor Market Model consisting Ann Arbor and Ypsilanti and
the Employer's County te County Model.

The principal drawback of the Union's Model js that the impartial
arbitrator feels that the Local Labor Market for Washtenaw County Sher-
iffs Depnties is larger than Washtenaw County. The principal drawbacks
of the County Model are: One, in theory, a Local Labor Market approach

is closer to the ideal that the statute looks at in this Command Officers
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cagse. The differences between deputies and police officers jobs do not

exint In large part Ln command officers.

The second drawback of the Employer's County to County Model is that
the comparisons are not strong in some cases. Ottawa and Berien Counties
are not comparable to Washtenaw County. A Command Officer in those two
counties is not going to compare his income to a Mid-Level Executive in
the automohile industry, nor to a Command Law Enforcement Officer in an
Agency in Detroit. The comparison to the other six counties are not that
strong either.

The third drawback to the County to County Model is History. The
last 312 Arbitrater adopted Ann Arbor and Ypsilanti as the comparable
communities. That Arbitrator did so because that was the history of the
parties at that time. This is a very compelling argument to the impartial
arbitrator. One of the reasons for having a writing a grievance or Act 312
opinion is to help solve future problems. The listorical interrelationship
of the wages of the three departments, and that this opinion and the one be-
fore it both found Ann Arbor and Ypsilanti as the comparable communities
would give considerable guidance to the parties when they negotiate further
further wage packapges,

The fourth drawback to the County to counly approach is that this
panel is bound by the record. The decision on the list of “"Comparahle
Communities” must be based upon the competent material and substantive
evjdéuce introduced in the arbitration proceedings. MCLA 423.239 Sec-

tion 9 (d}(i). City of Detraoit v Detroit Police Officers Assoc-

iation, JO8 Mich, 430, 294, NW 2d 68, This lourth drawback is anolher
way of saying that il in the record were the wages and other data ol Lhe
surrounding cvounties, and the wages and other data of the counties from
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which Applicants for the Washtenaw County Sherifls Nepartment came from
and the wages and other data of the counties where the COAM Employees
live, then this panel could possibly construct a better County to Connty
or Labor Market set of comparable communities. Fortunately or unfor-
tunately. that data is not on the record. The Pancl has to chose belween
what was presented.

For all the reasons stated above, the Arbitratien Panel adopts the
model as presented by Ann Maurer. The impartial arbitrator makes three
additional comments. One, comparable communities are not identical to
the Employer and therefore are only meant and will be used as one of
the several factors listed in Section Nine of the Act. Two, if the re-
cord would hqve supported an explanation of the geographic area of a
labor market model beyond Washtenaw County it probably would have been
adopted and three, the fact that this is a Command Officers case made
the comparability of jobs between a Sheriffs Department and City Police

Departments easier.




ITT.

DURATION

A. Last Best Offers

The Ultion has proposed a two (2) year collective bargaining
argument., being for 1989 and 1990, whereas the employer has proposed an
Agreemenit for three (3) years, through 1991.

B. Discussion and Decision

As a result of the protracted collective bargaining and arbi-
tration process, the proposed third year for the contract, 1991, is far
less speculative than it may have been if the hearing had been held prior
to the commencement of this agreement. It is the Panel's belief that to
force the immediate return to the negotiating tables through the issuance
of only a two (2) year contract could be counter productive. The Panel, %
therefore, adopts the Employers' Last Best Offer with regard to dur-
ation that being a three (3) year collective bargaining agreement run-

ning from January 1, 1989 through December 31, 1991.



Iv.

WAGES
A. Last Offers ]
The Hmplnyer's Last Best Offer is a proposed pay increases

for the Command Officers of 4% for 1989; 3.5% for 1990: and 3% for ]

1981.
b4
E
The Union's Final Offer of Settlement for Wages is as fol-
lows : 4
1/1/89 1/1/90 1/1/91
Start Top Start Top Start Top 4
Sergeant. $33,.889 36,808 $36,550 39,698 $38,378 41,683 :
Communications
supervisor 33,889 36,808 36,550 39,698 38,378 41,683
Records
Supervisor 29,441 31,741 33 328
2nd Lieutenant 38,228 40,827 42,868
Tt Lirrutenant A6, ARG 44,6868 15,851

The thion requests wage adjustments which will bring its membets up to
the average scale with their counterparts in the Ann Arbor and Ypsilanti
Police Departments in two {(2) one year step increases. The Union also seeks
a five (5) percent across - the - board cost of living increase for the third
year. The Employer offers across - the - board increases of 4%, 3.5% and 3%

respect ively for each calendar year of the three year contract period.
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B. [Discussion

It Is the charge of this Arbitration Panel to select one Last
Offer or the other, based upon the applicable factors under Section 9 of
the Act, MCLA 423.239. Section 9 {(c) provides that the Panel review "The
interests and small welfare of the public's and the financial ability of
the wnit of government to meet thuse costs”,

Section One of the Act states that onc of the purposes of the Act
is to insure the high morale of these employees and for the efficient oper-
ation of this department. The record and the Union's last offer itself
that these officers comparce themselves to the two large cities in the
county. In these days when Che government is not held by the public in
the high esteem as it should be, and when a Michigan Sheriff just resigned
because of poor management by himself and the Undersheriff, i1t is the pub-
lics best interest and welfare that those who are in charge of the day to
day operations of a Sheriff's Department maintain a high level of morale,
training and experience. One way to insure this is to pay them what their
counlerparts make in the same l.abor Market.

Section 9 (d) of the Act requires this Panel to compare the wages
of the cvomparable communities. The section of the comparable communities is
not a science, but as much a process where this Panel developed a "feel
based on the record. As discussed above, Ann Arbor and Ypsilanti were se-
lected because the County's County to County set of counties were based on
only two factors that varied over 100% and that were not particularly illum-
inating. The other police agencies in Washtenaw County were not considered
hecause: a} some were Slate or a regjonal agency which are nol a community
as defined in the Act and have their wage scales based on too large of a
Jjurisdiction; b} one, agency had no 1989, 1990, and 1991 wages profarred,
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and ¢) some agencies were so small that the job demands and responsibili-

timw oar commdands Letwosn the county and these small agencies did not match.
The Wages of Ann Arbor and Ypsilanti were presented, and the Union's Last
Offer for was an average of Lhe two comparable and theﬁ uses two (2) one
vedr steps to bring this Uniup to that level. The Union's 1991 is a cost
of living across - the - board increase.

Section 9 (e) of the Act requires this panel to consider, "The
average consumer prices for goals and services, commonly known as the cost
of living”. The Consumer's Price index (C.P.I.) or no hard the cost of
living evidence was presented. The Union calls its 1991 wage offer a
"Cost of Living" acruss - the - board increase and the employers last
wage offer was percentage increases that were based in part on the cost
of living. Courts and Attorneys use what is called, "Taking judicial
notice” of very limited and universally acdepted information. Some ex-
amples of this process in this opinion are that Washtenaw County is near
the center of the Lower Peninsula, Berien and Ottawa Counties are on the
Western side of the State and S8t. Clair is on the eastern side of the State.
Among the parties to this Arbjtration including the impartial arbitrator
that the C.P.I. for 1989 and 1980 so far is approximately 4 to 5% per vear,
and 1991 is more unpredictable, but probably will be more than 5%.

It is impossible for the panel to separate the Parties Last Offers
for the years 1989 and 1990 years if the panel choses to bring this group up
to the level of the Ann Arbor and Ypsilanti averape, but the two Last Nffers
for the year 1991 are both percentages and beth in part based on the cost
of living increases. {t is for this reason that the 1991 Last Offers are

severable and will be treated separately.
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The Employer's wage Last Offer (7.5%) for 1989 and 1990 is helow

v woms af tiving snd the Unlon's 1988 and 1990 Last Offer (14.5%) for wages
is above the cost of living. The Employer's Last Offer of 3% far 1991
wiages juncrease is below what might be expected to be the cost of living,
and the Union's Offer of 5% also will probably be below the expected C.P.1.
Section 9 (f} of the Act requires this panel to consider, "The over-
all compensation presently received by the employees, including direct wage
compensaltion, vacations, holdiays and other excused time, insurance and pen-
sions, medical and hospitalization benefits, the continunity and stability of
employment, and all other benefits received”. The Employer agreed that this
panel should look at the pension benefits that were agreed uwpon and received
by this unit in the last two contracts. In essence the Employer is saying
then Union asked for and was giveﬁ pension increase in lieu of wage increase
in the past, and therefore are now below their historical comparables, and now
the Union is in this_arbitration asking to be brought to an equal to the same
comparables they voluntarily departed from. 1In the opinion of the impartial
arbitrator, the Employer’'s strongest two arguments were "the Labor Market for
Washtenaw County is larger that Washtenaw County" and this argument. Remem-
bering that inability to pay was never faised by the County, if the Employer's
Last Offer on wages meet or was close to the cost of living, the impartial
arbitrator woiuld have approved such an award using Ann Arbor and Ypsilanti as
comparable communities and basing the difference between the Union's Last Offer
for wages on the 9 {(f) of the Union voluntary departed from their historical
comparables to get pension increases. In a like manner, Section 9 ({} of the
Aclt and the impartial arbitrator can not condone reducing this unil wage com-
pared to it's historical comparable through less than the cost of living in-
Creasaes .
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Section 9 (h) of the Act requires this panel to consider, "Such

other factors, not confined to the foregoing, which are normally or tradition-
ally taken inte consideration in the determination of wages, hours and condit-
tons of employment through voluntary collective bargaining, mediation, fact-
Tinding, arbitration or otherwise between the parties, in the public service
or tn private employment.

In this regard, this author would like to make two statements.
First, it is not uncommon to give wage increases above the cost of living.
These days, 4% to 6 1/2% per year wage increases are not unusual. Second,
this author spent a day researching and thinking through the possibility of
reopening the arbitratjons to ask for new Last Offers since he felt, "Put in
a box" by and Employer's total Last Offer of 10.5% and a Union's total Last
Offer of 30.5% when the cost of living from 1-1-89 to 12-31-89 will probably
be in the neighbochood of 15 or 16%.

The ultimate decision as to whether to reopen the arbitration was
the belief that the parties could better settle this contract themselves ver-
sus the belijef that the parties got an impartial arbitrator to make a decision
and that is what he or she should do. To reopen the arbitration would do
harm Lo Lhe negotiation process, mediation process, and the final last
offer methodology of the 312 arbitration.

C. Decision

The Final Last Offer for wages for 1989 and 1990 of the Union is

accepted, and the Final lLast Offer for wages for 1991 of the Employer is

accepted.




V.
PENSIONS
A. Last Offers
The Employer’s Last Offer in regard to pension is thal the
current. pension system remains unchanged. The Unien's Last Offer includes
three changes.

1. Final Average

The first proposal of the Union which seeks to amend point four
of Article XXVII of the pension system for these officer to: "27.4: Final
Average Compensation is the average of the compensation paid the employee
by the Employer during the period of three (3) consecutive years of service
which pvnduées the highest average. The three (3} consecutive years must
be within the ewployee's Jast ten (10) years of credited services™.

The current langunage is identical to the Union's propeosal except
it has "five (5}" every place that the proposal has "three (3)}". The Em-
ployer's proposal is to keep the current language that has final average
compensal ion as five (5) years. The parties stipulated that the cest of
this change will be 4.21%.

2. Rate of Contribution

The Union's second proposal seeks to amend Point Fourteen of Article
XXVEIT of these officers pension system. The current language is: “Pension
27.14 effeclive Janunary 1, 1988, employee's contribution to the pension plan
will be ten {10%) percent of payroll™.

The nion's Final OCfer in regard to 27.14 is: "Peusion 27.14
Effective July 1, 1991, employee's contribution to the pension plan will be

five (5} percent of Payroll”.
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The cost to the Employer of this proposal would be 4.97% of these

nMpluysus WAETey .,

3. Defined Bepefits

The Union's third proposal seeks to amend point Twelve of Article
XXVIT of these officers pension system. The current language is:

“27.12 Effective 1-1-88, benefits are based on salary
and length of service, being equal to two and one-half
(2-1/2%) percent of final average compensation times
number of years of service upon retirement, with a max-
immm of seventy-five (75%) percent of final average com-
pensation as set forth iIn the Retirement By-Laws. The
result of this computation is the amount of annual re-
tirement benefits. The two and one-half (2-1/2%) percent
factor will remain in effect until the social security
eligibility date (age 62) at which time the Factor will
be reduced to two (2%) percent".

The Union’s Pinpal Offer of Settlement in regard to 27.12 is:

Pension 27.12: Effective January 1, 1988, benefits
are based on salary and length of service, being equal
to two and one-hall{ (2-1/2%) percent of final average
compensation times number of years of service upon re-
tirement, with a maximum of seventy-five (75%) percent
of final average compensation as set forth in the Re-
tirement By-Laws. The result of this computation is
the amount of annual retirement benefits. The two and
one-half (2-1/2%) percent factor will remain in effect
until the age at which the employee becomes eligible for
full social security benefits, at which time the factor
will be reduced to twe (2%) percent”.

The Union's Final Offer in regard to 27.12 of the pension system
is: "27.12:

Effective January 1, 1988, benefits are based on salary
and length of service, being equal to two and one-half
{2--1/2%) percent of final average compensation times
number of years of service upon retirement, with a max-
imum of seventy-five (75%) percent of final average com-
pensation as set forth in the Retirement By-Laws. The
result of this computation is the amount of annual re-
tiremenl benefits. The two and one-half (2--1/2%) percent
factor will remain in effect until the age at which the
employee becomes eligible for full social security bene-
fits, at which time the factor will be reduced to two
(2%) percent”,
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The cost to the Employer of this proposal is 1.82% of Payroll.

n. Doemparavie Communitics and Discussion

It is very difficull to compare County Law Enforcement systems to
City Law FEuforcement Pension Systems. They are based on different statutes.
The Law Enforcement Personne] cities typically are not memhers of the
Social Securily System while the Sheriff’'s Department Lypically are. This
results in very different total Pension packages at different costs to both
the Employer and the Employees. For that reason. and for the reasons dis-
cussed in Wage Comparable Communities Genesee, Ingham, Kalamazoo, Monroe,
Saginaw, and St. Clair Counties and the Cities of Ann Arbor and Ypsi]an;i
will be the comparable communities for the three pension issues.

Tt is poteworthy to mention two unusually characteristics of this
retirement system. One, [t is a closed system. That is to say that any
new Sheriff's Department employees can not be a member of this retirement
system. Twoe, this system while it is county wide, these proposed aminend-
ments will only affect this unit.

The County succinctly éummarixed the proofs that is presented in

relation Lo the pension issues in it's Post Hearing Brief.

"In it's final best offer, the County proposed that
there be no change in the current pensien plan that
is offered to the COAM bargaining unil. Washtenaw
County Sheriff's Departmeut is the only county in
the State of Michigan, and also the only law enfor-
cement agency in Washtenaw County other than the
Cilty of Ypsilanti with a twenty-and-out provision
in the retirement program. The twenty-and-out sys-
tem was adopted in 1988. In addition, al the same
time, the County increased the multiplier from 2%
to 2.5% for any years before age 62, and 2% after
age 62. There had heen another enhancement in 1983.
Prier Lo 1983, the eligibility requirements were 60
vears of age with eight years of service. 1In 1983,
they were changed to 25 years of service at age 50.
Prior to 1983, the multiplier was 1.2% of the flirst
$4,200 of compensation and 1.7% of the compensation
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over that amount. The 1983 enhancement changed it

to a strafght 2% aultipliar. The present county
hoanefik will replucw, at retirement age of 55, ap-

proximately 69.2% of the pre-retirement spendable
income.

When comparing the Washtenaw County command officers versus the
command ufficers in comparabie communities, the following were found:

1. Washtenaw County is the only twenty-and-out county.

2. Washtenaw County has (he highest factor (2.5%) used
before age 62.

3. Thirteen of the counties compared used all of the
dollars to figure the benefil formula. Washtenaw
County was one of those.

4. The number of years used to calculate the final
average salary was five years in every single one
of the counties, including Washtenaw, with the ex-
ception of Macomb County, which uses three years to
determine the final average salary”.

When comparing Washtenaw County to the other law enforcement agen-
cies within Washtenaw County, the following was found:

1. Washtenaw County and the City of vpsilanti were

the only law enforcement apgencles that offered
twenty-and-out , '

2. Only three of the eight law enforcement agencies
used a4 percentage factor egual to or better than
Washtenaw County when computing the beucfit formuia.

3. The majority of all the law enforcement agencies in
Washtenaw county use five years to determine the
final average salary.

Therefore, Washtenaw County has one of the best retirement systems
when compared to other comparable counties in the state. Further, when com-
pared to the law enforcement agencies within Washtenaw County, the Sheriff's
Department pension plan, again, is far better than most",

The Union has made three responses which are especially noteworthy.
The first may be summarized as while this unit may have a good retirement
system these officers pay in 17.65% of their gross income to fund their
retirement. while the command in Ann Arbor pay 5% of their gross income,

the command officers in Ypsilanti pay 10% of their income, and in most other




comparable communities the percentage of contribution is about 12.65%.

The Union's second response is well stated in it's Memcrandum

In Support of Final Offer of Settlement.

"Gerald Fisher, the County Finance Director tes-
tified that the pension plan has been "over-funded"
in recent years and remains 98 to 99 percent funded
today (Tr. II1I, pp. 110 - 111). He also admitted
that when the pension plan was last improved and the
employee contribution increased by 5% (to present
10%) the actual cost was only 4.17% although employ-
ees paid 5% for the improvement. He stated that
"This costs less than was forecase at the time the
agreement was signed". (Tr. III, p. 115}. The
Union does not allege that costs were intentionally
misstated. The difference which subsequently dev-
eloped however, is an amount unnecessarily being
deducted from employvee's earnings. The full 5% is
not needed to fund the benefit. Given the advantage
of experience and hindsight, the Union now seeks to
rectify that situation".

The Union's third response is that they "seek to amend the
pension plan to reflect recent changes in Social Security, that is, place
the decrease in the Washtenaw County pension benefit at the age that
normal, unreduced Social Security Benefits become available, not at the
present arbitrary age of 62." That is to say that the Federal Suvernment
increased the age of retirement under the Social Security System and this
proposal seeks to correct that change.

C. Discussion

The Arbitration Panel agrees with the Employer. When compared to
other retirement systems this one is "better than most", and therefore the
Union's pension proposal for a change in the number of years in the de-
finition of final average compensation and the change to the pension system
in "Defined Benefits". That is related to the Social Security change (i.e.
change the multiplier to the normal age of retirement from the current age

of 62) is denied.



It also appears that a contrlbution rate by the employees of
17.65% of gross income is high as compared to the date from the other com-
parable communities. Therefore, the Union's pension propesal to reduced
effective July 1, 1991, the employees rate of contribution from 10% to 5%
is granted.

The Union's Final Offer in regard to contribution rate is:
"Pension 27.14 Effectiv? July 1, 1991, employee's contribution to the
pension plan will be five (5) percent of Payroll", and is adopted by a

majority of the panel,
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VI.
HOLDJIAYS
A. Last Offers

The County proposes that, effective 1-1;91, Lincoln's Birthday,
which is on February 12 be eliminated and, in its place, substitute the day
after Thanksgiving as a holdiay. The employer's proposal does not add or
subtract any holidays on a net basis. The Union requests the status quo.

B. Discussion

Presently, the contract includes two Fehruary holidays. 1In addit-
ition to Lincoln's Birthday holiday, there is also Washington's Birthday,
which is now sometimes called President's Day and is celebrated the third
Monday of February.

The rest of County employees over the last couple of years have
adopted the day after Thanksgiving holdiay in lieu of Lincoln's Birthday
holiday. Consequently. the COAM has a holiday on a day when all public
offices, including the courts, are open for normal operations, and is at
work on a day when the rest of the County, including the Courts, are closed.

It was also proferred in the record in relatjon to the shift pre-
ference issue that this unit is relatively young, and many of their members
have families that require child care. Like Washtenaw County, many schools
and comparable communities are closed on the day after Thanksgiving and are
open on lLincoln's B.ifthday.

C. Decision

The majority of the Arbitration Panel agrees with the employer

that effective 1-1-91, the holiday of Lincoln's Birthday is eliminated and

in its place the day after Thanksgiving is substituted as a holiday. This




is clearly the most cost effective to the citizens, and detracts little

trom the unit.
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VIII.

OVERTIME AND HOURS OF WORK

This issue was initially proposed by the County, and opposed by the
Union. The County withdrew this proposal in the Arbitration hearing and
the Union did not object. Therefore, no changes will be made in Overtime

and Hours of Work section of the contract in this award.
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IX.

PROMOTIONS

A. Last Offers

It is proposed by the County that when a Lieutenant's position
becomes vacant or when there is a newly created position, that the Sheriff
has full discretion to fill this position with the candidate of his choice.
The Union favors the existing language which requires the filling of
vacancies of Lieutenants with COAM members.

B. Discussion

This like the "duration issue"” is a non-economic issue. The
County stated that it "proposes the changes in promotion language for af-
firmative action reasons". "It is the Employer's position that the Sher-
iff's Department has been consistently under represented by women and min-
orities, especially in the command ranks". The record indicates numbers,
and percentages of underudilization. But the testimony of Annette Myles,
the Human Resources Assistant for Affirmitive Action and Equal Employment
Opportunities for the Countg was convincing that the percentage of females
in command positions and the percentage of minorities in command positions
were "Very Low".-

The Union argues, from a morale standpoint a good way to encour-
age talented, hard working employees to seek empluyment elsewhere is to
file senior positions from the outside. It plainly tells these employers
"You're not good encugh"™. "You are stuck at your level forever". "And if
you want a promotion, you had better start looking outside the agency”.

The Union also cautions this panel to be weary when a politican

wants to file command positions from outside of the unit because the




Sheriff's motives might be political. Lastly, when Annette Myles was cross

examined she stated, "1 don't know of any discrimination in the command unit".
Employer's Exhibit number 14, an Arbitrator's Opinion and Award

{(Washtenaw County v. F.0.P., signed April 14, 1888) 1s convincing that the

Sheriff brings this proposal with the proper motives. In that arbitration

in 1986, Sheriff Schebil, the current co-employer, attempted to promote a

female and a minority to the rank of sergeant. The F.0.P., the Union that T
then represented the deputies grieved the attempted promotions. -This griev-
ance was upheld by George T. Roumell, Jr., one of Michigan's few white civil
rights champions who has tried affirmative actions cases before the United
States Supreme Court. In ruling that affirmative action, promotions were in
violation of the contract he added, "This Arbitration (George T. Roumell, Jr.)
is not acting as an Act 312 Panel Chairman. If he were, then the results may
very well be different here because he recognizes, as the Supreme Court did
in Weber, the possbile necessity fof such plans, particularly in a commun-
ity as Washtenaw County,, K for the reasons Sheriff Schebil innunciated”.
Undersheriff, Michael Johnson explained in his testimony the im-
portance of having a command that reflects the racial and sexual make up of

the community. The Arbitration Panel believes that the Undersheriff's

statements are frue of Government in general and are even more crucial to a k
law enforcement agency. i
Lastly, the working of the proposed language leads this panel to
believe the Employer's motives are proper. In essence, the language states
that promotions are to be internally filled "unless the Sheriff determines
that it is necessary to hire someone from the outside". Necessary is not i
1

a whim, but is an important reason such as "very low" affirmative action
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underudilization. Whatever the necessity is, this panel is assured that if

this proviston ls used that use will be grievable.
C. Decision

Because of MCLA 423.239 (c) among other reasons the Arbitration
Panel adopts the Employer's proposed language in the Employer's Exhibit Num-
ber 10, as corrected on the record of page 12 of the transcript of May 14,
1990. That language is: “Article XII, Section 2. When it is determined
by the Sheriff that there is a vacancy in a first or a second lieutenants
position classification or in a newly created position classification, mem-
bers of the unit shall be eligible to transfer or to be promoted to said pos-
ition classification unless the Sheriff determines that it is necessary to
hire someone from outside of the bargaining unit™.

"Article X1I, Section 5: The minimum requirements for the rank
of 1st Lieutenant shall be at least four (4} years law enforcement or cor-

rections experience, including one (1) year in a command position”.




X.

OENERAL _CONCLUSION

Act 312 Arbitration should be considered to be a last resort, not a

way of life. This Arbitrator has written an award that is likely to please
no one. This is a risk litigants take when they entrust decision making to

a stranger. This stranger would like to thank Mr, Birdseye and Mr. Guenzel
who did an outstanding job of educating the Impartial Arbitrator, the par-
ties for their hospitality and especially a large thanks to Susan Beale, Cer-
tified Court Reporter; Lee Ann Alestra, Mr. Birdseye's secretary, Mary Lou
Heidt, of Washtenaw County Corporation Counsel and Maria VanOchten, my Para-
legal who arranged and rearranged many calendar dates, parking spots, meeting
rooms and produced hundreds of pages of transcripts and exhibits that made

this opinion and award possible.

Dated:' Noveirber [ , 1990 AKLVﬁ&7¢n = B Lot
HENRY J. SEFQOVIC, %hairperso
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

MICHIGAN EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS COMMISBION
ATATUTORY ARBITRATION TRIBUNAL

IN THE MATTER OF THE ARBITRATION BETWEEN:

WASHTENAW COUNTY and RONALD J. SCHEBIL,
WASHTENAW COUNTY SHERIFF,

Employers, Act 312 of 1989
Merc Case No. D89 A-122
VS. Arbitration Panel:
Henry J. Sefcovic,
COMMAND OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF William Birdseye, and
MICHIGAN, Michael Johnson
Union,
/-

ACT 312 ARBITRATION OPINION AND AWARD

UNION REPRESENTATIVE'S CONCURRENCE
IN PART AND DISSENT IN PART

This Panel membher concurs in part and dissents in part in the opinion
and award issued by the Chairperson, Henry J. Sefcovic Iin the above entitled
matter.

I consur with the Chairperson on the following specific issues:

Comparable Communities;

Wages (1989);

Wages (1990);

Pension (Employee Contribution Rate);
Shift Preference, and

Overtime and Hours of Work.
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dissent with the Chairperson on following specific issues:

Duration;
1991 Wages; /////’HH\\
Pension (Final Average Compensation); ’

Pension (Defined Benefits); // _/

Holdiay, and /’
Promotions. /

[

WILL 1AM BIRIFSEYE,
Uni Representative

s
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Dated: November { . 1990
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

MICHIGAN EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS GOMMISSTON
aTATiFORY ARBITRATION TRIBUNAL

IN THE MATTER OF THE ARBITRATION BETWEEN:

WASHTENAW COUNTY and RONALD J. SCHEBIL,
WASHTENAW COUNTY SHERIFF,

Employers, Act 312 of 1989
Merc Case No. D89 A-122
Vs, : Arbitration Panel:
Henry J. Sefcovic;
COMMAND OFFICERS ASSOCIATION QF William Birdseye, and
MICHIGAN, Michael Johnson
Union,
/

ACT 312 ARBITRATION OPINION AND AWARD

EMPLOYER REPRESENTATIVES' CONCURRENGCE
IN PART AND DISSENT IN PART

This Panel member concurs in part and dissents in part in the Opinion
and award issued by the Chairperson, Henry J. Sefdovic in the above entitled:
matter.

I concur with the Chairperson on the following specific issues:

Duration;

Wages (1991);

Pension (Final Average Compensation);
Pension {(Defined Benefits);

Shift Preference;

Overtime and Hours of Work;

Heliday, and

Promotions.
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—

dissent with the Chairperson on the following specific issues:

Comparable Communities;

Wages (1988);

Wages (1980)x ~A4/p

Pension (employee Contribution Rate).

L N e

Dated: November [ , 1990

MICHAEL JOHNSON,
Empluyer Representative



