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INTRCCUCTION

After attempting to negotiate and then to mediate a successor coatract

to the 1982-85 Agreement betwveen the City of Westland (“City”) and the Police

Officers Association of Michigan and the Westland Police Officers Association

(Its Affiliate} (“Union”), the ﬁﬁion filed a petition on May 27, 1986 for

arbitration under Act 312, Public Acts of 1969, as amended -(MCL 423.231, et

seq.) (TAct 312" or “"the Act”). The Michigan Exployment Relations Comaission

(“MERC") appointed the chair on June 1§, 1986. A pre-hesring conference was

held on August 13, 1936. The Employer filed a Reply To Petition on or about

September 19, 1986. A second pre-hearing conferance was then held on September

22, 1986. As a result of the pre-hearing conferences the parties clarified

issues and determined that all issues before the Panel would be “economic”

within the meaning of Section 8 of the Act (1969 MCLA 423,238). The hearing was

beld on October 27, Octoder 31, December 10, Lecember 22, 1986 and on January S,

March 26, April 1, May 1l and May 28, 1987. All heariogs were conducted at the

MERC offices in Detroit, Michigan. The panel met in executive session on August

1

11, September 2 and September 22, 1987, at the offices of the City”s attormey.

At the atart of the hearing, the following stipulations were noted:

1.

2.

3.

&,

The parties waive the tine limits se: forth ia Aet 312.

The panel consistiag of Elaine Frost, Chair, C. Charles Bokos,
Employer Delegate and Richard Ringer, Union Delegate, was properly
constituted and has jurisdiction to hear all the issues.

Retroactivity shall go to the first day of the contract year in
which an economic matter applies although it 1s understood that
some economic matters such as insurance coverage are incapable of
retroactivity and, therefore, are excluded.

Dearborn Heights, Roseville, Royal Oak, St. Clair Shores and
Taylor are comparable communities to Westland within the meaning
of Act 312, Sec. 9(d)(1i) (Act 312, 1969 MCLA 423.239).

1 / At the first executive session the panel considered the City“s request to
cnange what it claimed was a typo in its Last Best Offer (“"LBO")} on vacations.
A maajority of the panel accepted that explanation and granted this request
notwithstanding the Union“s objection.



The parties also that the issues placed before the 312 panel were:

1.
2.

3.

4.
3.
6.
7
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

Duration

Wages for Police Officers
a. 1985-86

b. 1986-87.

¢. 1987-88

Wages for Dispatchers

a. 1%85-36
b. 198687

Pension ~ Escalator ;

Pension - Final Average Campensacionz

Pension - 25 & out

Longevity

Vacations

York Schedule for Dispatchers

Duty Disability Benefits

Dispatchers Duties; number of dispatchers on duty at one time

Nuaber of two-man patrol cars

New Hire Banefits

As determined at the pre-hearing, the Uniou proceeded first as to issues one

through nine and the City first on issues 10 through 13.

BACKGROUND

Aodrew Spisak, Director of Police Community Relations, was a police

officer in Westland since the inception of the Department in October, 1966.

He explained there were 33 officers total and a population in Westland of about

60,000 to 62,000 in 1966 and the police were stationed in the basement of City

_2 / 1Issue 5 was withdrawn by Untorm, in 1ts LBO.




. 3 o3
hall with the detective bureau in another building, (II:10, 11) Spisak said 3

the City started hiring in 1967 and reached a peak employment level of 101 in
1978. He also said that in 1968 the Police Department moved into its own
building and then into another pew building in 1975. (II:13-16). But, he con-
tinued, in 1979 or 1980 the Clty.started losing outside funding, leading to a
general cutback. (II:17, 19, 23).4 Spisak also said that in the early years
Westland was booming but growth has ceased dramatically. (II:31).
Robert Matzo, City Assessor since January 19825 echoed the theme of
8 dramatic cessation of growth. As one example, he explained that there have
been fewer than 150 new home starts per year over the past five years. (III:38).-
Michael Terry, Police Officer, gave a different view, testifying that

we have a "rather booming industrial area, the northwest end and nidwést sec~
tion, which is largely young. We-have approximately three... large industrial
complexas in various states of building.” (I:15). In addition to Westland ‘
Shopping Center and K-Mart, Terry coutinued that a Crowley”s, an Art Van and a
Iargat.are being built and Westland enjoys a viricty of small industry and
several hospitals and medical centers. (I:16, 17, 54).6 There was no dispute,
however, from any witness that the majority of Westland is residential.

(I:17, II1:10, IV:50). Tearry also estimated that “one-fourth of the City is
undeveloped.” (I:17). But Matzo contradicted this, testifying that 55 or lass
of the land in Westland is availablelfor development. (III:44).

3 / Transcript refereaces are "I: " for the hearing of 10/27/86; ~Il: " for
10/31/86; "II1: = for 12/10/86; ~IV: - for 12/22/86; "V:_* for 1/5/87; “VI: "
for 3/26/87; "VIl:_* for 4/1/87; “VIII: " for 5/11/87 and “IX:_ " for 5/28/87.
__ & / Spisak also explained there were about 600 City employees in 1979 while
:?;:;g??er is now down to about 300 and the 1978-79 population was about 80,000.

5 / Matzo was also Director of Economic Development from January 1982 to May

986 and from May 1974 to May 1980 was Director of Finance and City Treasurer.

__6 / Terry acknowledged, however, that he did not know the SEV or compatison of
current to last years SEV or statistics on square footage of new building. (1:52).



As of October 21, 1986, there were 92 employees in the Police Depart-

-- -ment including Chief William Rechlin, two Inspectors -- one in charge of the

uniformed division and one of the non=-uniformed division (Fred Dansby was in
charge of shifts)7 =~ five Lieutenants, 17 Sergeants and 64 patrol officers and
three civilian dispatchers. The uniformed division is divided into traffic and
patrol and the non-uniformed bureau includes the detective, juvenile, intelli-
gence and narcotics bureaus.

Al Gaiss, Labor Relations Director, explained that there are five
unions which bargain with the City and they are: Supervisors (general eaployees),
AFSCME Local 1602, Firefighters, IAFF Local 1279, Police Lisutenants § Sergeants
and the P.0.A.N. (police ;fficers and ¢ivilian dispatchers). (III:78). There
has never been a 312 proceeding between Westland and its Police Officers
although there have been two Act 312 proceedings between the City and its
firefighters.

Background with respect to to demographics, size and property value in
Westland, is set forth below in the discussion or comparables. Background with

respect City finances {s set forth below in the section on wages.

COMPARABLE COCMMUNITIES

The Union contends that the communities of Ann Arbor, Dearborn,

Farmington Hills, Livonia, Pontiac, Southfield, Sterling Heights, Troy and
8
Warren are “"comparable comounities.” The City disagrees, claiming the

_7/ After this {nformation was provided at the hearing, Rechlin retired and
Dansby vas appointed as his successor.

8/ In its post-hearing brief, the Union conteands that the City acquiesced in
‘tne addition of all these communities, with the possible exception of Troy, to
the list of comparables. In its post~hearing brief, the City maintained that
the Unlon had abandoned its claim that Troy was comparable. The chair deter-
mines that the City did mot waive its ability to challenge the additional,
disputad comparables by presenting proofs as to those communities or by the
fashion {n which it presented those proofs. As to Troy, that city is addressed
separately, below,

e
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only comparables are those to which both parties agreed, namely: Dearborn

Heights, Roseville, Royal Oak, St. Clair Shores, Taylor and Westland.
Aon Maurer, Business Agent and Labor Economics, testified in support
of the additional, disputed comparables that the Union chose as its list all

cities in the Detroit-Ann Arbor Michigan Cousolidated Metropolitan Statistical
9 i
Area with a 1984 population of between 50,000 and 99%,999. Thus, she con~ :

tinued, the Union simply adopted for its own use the criteria the US Department

of Commerce uses to determiune that there is economic and social futegration ;
- 10 :
within the area. (1I:46). Maurer also explained that she considered other

factors which might affect comparability, but found that none of them showed
11 g
enough deviation to exclude any of the cities. (II: 50, 52).

In his testimony, Joseph W. Fremont, Director Labor Relations Ser=
vices, MML, said that there are many criteria which can be taken iato account to
deternine "comparable commupities” and he added that differsant factors are used

by diffarent arbitrators. (II:102, 104). In general, he continued, as many
12
factors as there are data for should be considered. {II:107).

_ 9 / Areas qualifying for recognition as metropolitan statistical areas have
either a eity with a population of at least 50,000 or a Bureau of the Census
urbanized areas of at least 50,000 and a total metropolitan statistical area
population of at least 100,000.* (Union #1)

Maurer added that the 50,000 population breakpoint i3 a benchmark which
was used by Michigan Municipal Lesgue (“MML"). (1I:71). In his testimony Joseph
V. Fremont, Director Labor Relations Services, MML, disagreed that the MML ever
provided any such benchmark and stressed current efforts to overcome misconcaep-
tions that it had ever done so.

10 / "The general concept of & matropolitan statistical area 1s one of a large
population nucleus, together with adjacent communities which have a high degree
of economic and social integration with the nucleus.” (Union #1) In his testi~-
mony, Fremont criticised the Union“s use of this standard by the Union, conten-
ding that it showed ounly how the satellite communities relate to the nucleus but
not how the satellites, such as the cities oo the Unioca“s list, would relate to
each other. {II:105).

11 / Among the other factors Maurer mentioned considering but ruling out were
geographic area (1:40), population, similar size, departments and employeas,
nunber of employees, millage rate, SEV and per capital income, (I1:46).

12 / 1In opposition to the inclusion of the additional comparables proposed
Dy the Union, the City provided a total of 63 exhibits.



- 13
In resolving the question of comparability, the panel chair started

with the five agreed to communities and used them, as a set, to establish a
range against which to consider the disputed comparables. From all the factors
on which data was provided, the panel chair found the most persuasive were those
on population, number of patrol ;fficers, squara mileage, total SEV, SEV per
capita and residential SEV as a X of the total SEV.lé (The chair thought these
factors most clearly identified fmportant similarities and differences between
communities which would allow them to be identified as comparable or not com—
parable to Hesl:land).l5 After the examination under each factor, the chair
deterained which communities stood sufficiently apart from Westland and the
agreed to comparables such that those communities were not comparable. Then,
the panel chalr considered the results of this process for all the factors in
coabination and deterzined that communities which were distinctively different
on three or more factors would be excluded froa the final list of comparables
and that all others would be placed on that list. The data and results are set
forth below. |

_13 / Section 9 (d)}(1) of the Act addresses comparison of wages, hours and
other coanditiocans of enployment with what those of other public employees in
“comparable cosmunities.”™ Act 312 does not, hovever, define “comparable.”
Reference to a dictionary gives the definition of “comparable™ as “"worthy of
conparison”™ and in turn gives the deflanition of “comparison™ as "l. a coamparing
or being compared; estimation of similarities and differences 2. sufficient

likeness to make meaninful comparison possible.” Webster®s New World Dictionary,
2nd College Editlon, Simon & Schuster 1982.

_14 / It is a matter of judgment as to what factors are significance and as to
‘tne degree which makes the differences “outstanding.” In describing this loosely
defined process, the panel chair agrees with the City”s approach which is to con-
clude that at some point the difference in amount becomes a difference in kind.

15/ 1In light of the agreed, comparable communities, the panel chair found no
significant differences among the disputed communities based on geographic
proxiaity to Westland. For instance, none of the disputed, comparables were
farther away from Westland than the stipulated comparable of St. Clair Shores.
Also, the data on millage rates was determined of no significance after
reviewing those of the disputed communities in light of those of the agreed to
coaaunities, because no pattern was found which amight allow for the distinction
the City urged.

ey



Total population
1980 (1984)16

Dearborn Heights 80,069 (63,081) %
Roseville 54,311 (52,043) '
Royal Oak 70,893 (67,436) E
St.Clair Shores 76,210 (71,695) |
Taylor . 77,568 (73,179) !
Westland 84,603 (81,143) )

B
Ann Arbor 107,966 (107,673) i
Dearborn 90,660 (86,960) b
Faroington Hills $8,056 (63,038) |
Livonia ‘ 104,814 (100,363) P
Pontiac 76,715 (70,973) !
Southfield 75,568 (73,405) ]
Sterling Heights 108,999 (109,440) s
Troy - (67,403) !
Warren 161,134 (152,035)

ST R

Based on this data Warren stands out as being so large that it does not, based

on this factor, appear to the panel chair to be comparable to Westland.

T T A SRR R R

Based on this data, Southfield, Sterling Heights, Poantiac and Dearborn stand out

17

Number 2£.Patrol officers
(City #4) g
Dearborz Heights 49 §
Roseville 59 i
Royal Oak ' 63 i
St.Clair Shores 62 E
Taylor 47 F
Westland 64 E
Ann Ardor 94 %
Dearborn 129 |
Farmington Hills 36 ‘
Livoania 87 E
Poatiac 122 §
Southfield 112 i
Sterling Heights 116 E
Troy -— i
Warren 87 F
i
1%

as being so large that they do not, based on this factor, appear to be comparable.

16 / Union #1 used 1384 population (Local Population Estimates, East North
Central 1984 Population for Counties and Incorporated Places, U.S. Department
of Connerca, Bureau of the Census, Series P=26, No. 84=ENC=SC). The City #1 used
the 1980 U.S. Census figures,

e T 3

17 / The City“s witness explained that this data was compiled through tele-
phone calls and that that the number for Dearborn includes both police officers
and corporals because it considered both ranks to be patrol officers.



Square Miles:

(City #2)
Dearborn Heights 12.08 ;
‘Raseville 9.5
Royal Oak 11.9
St.Clair Shores 11.6 '
Taylor 23.63 :
Vestland 20.42
Ann Arbor 25.1
Dearborn 26,44 i
Farmington Rills 34 :
Livonia 35.86
Pontiac 21 :
Southfield 26.6
Sterling Heights 36 :
Troy -— %
Varren 36 H

Based on this data, Sterling Heights, Warren and Livonia atand out as deing so
larze that they do not, based ou this factor, appear to the panel chair to be

comparable to Westland.

18 '
Total SEV 1984 1985 1986
{City A5) (City #39) (City #64)

Dearborn Heights 599,766,730 600,689,080 602,538,790
Roseville 481,360,104 494,672,248 518,964,374
Royal Oak 700,819,700 733,396,200 733,396,200
St.Clair Shores 724,482,951 741,351,358 754,214,660
Taylor 567,928,800 570,444,970 578,737,060
Wastland 609,459,810 615,852,560 659,775,060
Aan Arbor 1,330,479,300 1,366,186,500 1,433,638,400
Dearborn 1,848,210,769 1,782,966,203 1,841,593,840
Farmington RHills 996,159,938 1,114,045,950 1,248,645,175
Livonia 1,542,329,480 1,594,304,590 1,663,204,2%0
Poutiac 707,642,500 722,551,200 759,802,100
Southfield 1,393,241,900 1,537,923,450 1,635,564,150
Sterling Heights 1,346,411,300 1,408,849,500 1,496,808,700
Troy —— - ——
Warren 2,126,036,175 2,127,555,110 2,223,079,254

18 / The total of residential, industrial, commercial and personal property
SEVS make up the total SEV. (IIl:49) The panel chair thinks that the wealth of
a community as measured by various aspects of its SEV is an ixzportant measure of
comparabilicy.

Matzo testified that the difference between 1985 and 1986 SEV, an
increase, {s due to inflation which accounts for 3.5X%, and new counstruction {a
the commercial sector -- shoping center, strip stores and apartment buildings.
(I11:63~65). He also noted that between 1982 and 1985 there was a 10X decrease
ia residential property value but the 1986 figure shows an upturn. (III:20).



Based on this data, Warren, Dearborn, Livonia, Southfield, Sterling Heights, Ann
Arbor and Farmington Hills stand out as being so larze that they do not, on this

factor, appear comparable to the panel chair.

19
SEV Per Capita 1984 1985 1986

(City #19) (City #25) (City #86)
Dearborn Heights 7,491 7,502 7,525
Rosaville 8,863 9,108 9,555
Royal Oak 9,886 10,345 10,436
St.Clair Shores ' 9,506 9,728 9,897
Taylor 7,322 7,354 7,461
Westland 7,204 7,279 7,798
Ann Arbor 12,323 12,654 13,279
Dearborn 20,386 19,667 20,313
Farmington Hills 17,159 19,189 21,508
Livonia 15,149 15,211 15,868
Pontiac 9,224 9.&19 9’904
Southfield 18,437 20,352 21,644
Sterling Heights 12,353 12,925 - 13,732
Troy —-— - —
Warren 13,194 13,203 . 13,796

Based on this data, Dearborm, Southfield and Farmington Hills stand out as being

30 large that they do mot appear to be comparable,

|
|
¥
‘
i
20 !
SEV Residential as 3 Percentage of SEV Total }
1984 1385 1986 ‘|[
(City #13)  (City #21) (City #43) |
Dearborn Heights 852 84 842 .
Roseville 612 60% 572 z!
Royal Oak 732 722 71.12 i
St.Clair Shores 842 82% 812 j
Taylor 582 56% 562 !
Vestland 68% 68% 642 |

j
Ann Arbor 55.362 54.552 53.182 |
Dearborn 40% 413 40% :
Farmington Hills 70.36% 65.2 63.22 {
Livonia 61% 602 592 j
Pontiac 302 29% 292 :

]
i
|
i
I
]
i

ZEE

_19 / The panel chair thought that SEV per capital should be included based on
concept set forth in City #79 and the argument surrounding it.

_.20 / Westlaod“s industrial tax base, according to Matzo, 1is 3Z of its SEV.
(IIX:45). The pavel chair thought this was {aportant factor because of the
compounding effect of non-residental which has the abi{lity to generate personal
property SEV (III:43).

1¢



Southfield 43.41% J39.06% 36.712
Sterling Beights 642 622 61Z
Troy - - -
Warren — 532 . 32% 502

Based on this data, Ann Arbor, Warren, Southfield, Dearbora and Pontiac stand
out as being so large that they do not, on this factor, appear comparable to the
panel chair.

Having consider the factors above, the panel chair determined that
Warren, Southfleld and Dearbern, identified as dissiailar under four factors,
and Sterling Heights, identified as dissimilar under taree factors, ;re suffi-
ciently different froa Westland that they are not “comparable communities.™ In
excluding these four cities, the chair was also aindful of other arguments and

probfs forwarded in support of theilr comparability, but she found that evidence
21

uopersuasive in light of the analysis set forth above.
Finally, the panel chair determines that the city of Troy should be
excluded from the 1list of comparables. At the hearing on December 22, 1986 the

City objected to the references, in Union #1, to Troy as a potential comparable

.21 / These other factors included the list of comparables used fn prior Act
312 proceedings between the City of Westland —and=- IAFF Local 1279 and the
considerations of the Local Officers Compensation Commission (“LOCC") which set
the wage increases for the Mayor and City Council members, effective in March,
1987. (Union #22A to F and Union #33).

In the Bernard Klein award of September 17, 1985 (D83 K-2631) the same
list of comparables was used a8 in the prior Peter E. 0“Rourke award of December
14, 1981 (D-80 F=3101). The li{st was: Ann Arber, Canton, Dearborm, Dearborn
Heights, Garden Ciry, Inkster, Livonia, Plymouth Township, Pontiac, Redford
Township, Southfield, Sterling Heights, Taylor, Wayne and Westland. The chair
finds the Union“s contentioa unpersuasive because Warren i3 not even on that
list and because the prior list of comparables — which included many smaller
and potentially less wealthy communities than the list proposed in this case by
the Union =-- was not determined by the Act 312 process but was agreed to by the
parties. (0"Rourke award, page 4).

In reachiog its conclusion, the LOCC used a list of 13 cities which
iacluded Ann Arbor, Dearborm, Dearborm Heights, Faramington Hills, Livonia,
Pontiac, Royal Oak, Southfield, Sterling Heights, Taylor, Troy, Warren as com-
parables to Westland. (But Union #22B set forth seven communities and #22C
used nine), Although this list of 13 includes Warrem, Dearborn, Southfield and
Sterling Heights, the panel chair ias oot persuaded to include them in the
present case as comparables because the LOCC and not the City created the noted
list of comparables (VII:132, 140, 149, 156) and because there is nothing to
reveal the LOCC”s basis for choosing those communities.

11



comparable because, it claimed, Troy had never been mentioned by the Union at

the pre-~hearing or at the beginning of the hearing when the list of stipulated
" and agreed to communities was placed oun the record. (IV:6). The Union strenu-
ously argued that since Troy fell within the framework of statistical ares and
population'lize vhich it had annouced as its standards for determining compar-
ability, that Troy should clearly be considered. It also points out that its
exhibit #1 included Troy and had been adaitted without objection. The panel
chair determined that she was going to decide on the inclusion or exclusion of
Troy “on the basis of whatever it was that we said on October 27th,” meaning at
the start of the hearing when the stipulated and disputed communities were
named. (IV:8). Having since check that reference, the panel chair finds that
Troy was clsarly not named, and instead the list of Union comparables praviously
22

identified at the pre-hearing was set forth. Consistent with the conditional
ruling made at the hearing, the chair excludes Troy from consideration as a
comparable. She also notes that to include this community in the fashion the
Union suggests would needlessly place an element of surprise into the proofs and
uafairly burden the City which was expected to prepare all of its comparability
and other exhibits in advance of the hearing.

In conclusion, the panel chair finds that the comparable communities
for this proceediag are:

Ann Arbor

Dearborn Helights

Farmington Hills

Livonia

Pontiac

Roseville

Royal Qak

St. Clalr Shores

Taylor
Westland

22/ The panel chair said that “those eight include: Ann Arbor, Dearborn,
Fa:ming:on Hills, Livonia, Pontiac, Southfield, Sterling Heights and Warren.,”
(1:5) The Union agreed the chair covered the stipulations properly. (1:6).

12



1. DURATION

As determined by thelir Last Best Offers ("LBO”s™), both parties agreed
to duration of three years. The term of the Agreemeat 1s, therefore, from July

1, 1985 through June 30, 1988.
WAGES

Background -~ The 1982-85 Contract

The police officers base wage prior to negotiation of the 1982-85
contract was $25,711 and employees pald 5% of their wages into their Act 345
23
pension plan. The vage rasults and changes in the employees” pension contri-

bution over the course of the 19582~85 contract were:

Wages24 Wage Increase Pensiloa Contribution
' By Employee
7/1/82 $25,711 0 5%
7/1/83 $25,711 0 2Z
7/1/84 $26,869 4.5 0 as of 1/1/84

It {5 clear that the police unit agreed to th; plekup of the employees” pension
contribution in lieu of wages and that this was a autual accomodation by the
parties due to Westland”s difficult financial circuustances.z5 (Iv:30-31, 83«
84, IV:113). No other Westland employees or the firefighters have this benefit.
For the last year of the prior contract, the City”s Audit reveals an unreserved
fund balance of $711,967 for FY 1984-85.26 (City #82).

Background'; Fiscal Year 1985-88

27
Accountant Kenneth Kunkel, explained that the City did not budget

any vage incraase for police officers for FY 1985-26, but that he suzgested an
__23 / WVestland police and fire personnel are under the Act 345 pension plan.
24/ This reflects the four year level which is full pay for a police officer.

25 / Amounts spent on pension benefits are paid for by funds raised through a
special, unliaited which reimburses the general fuad. {IV:113, V:69, 71).

26 / The Fiseal Yeer (“FY") runs from July lst to June 30th.
a7 _/ Kunkel, an accountant with Plante & Moran, specializes in govermental

audtting and has audited the books for Westland since 1964.

13



adjustment for anticipated, retroactive wage payments, so 4% was recorded in the

Audit for FY 1985-86. (IV: 98-100, 109). That Audit reflects an unreserved fund

balance of $248,625. (City #130)

The 1985-86 Audit also reveals certain special revenue fund balances
facluding $430,923 from federal ;evenue sharingzs which could have been spent on
police wagzes but instead went for computer329 and parks equipment. Thus, Gorman
testified that this ooney, as with other special revenue fund balances, is not
avallable for salaries because it is already committed., (VII:122).

Background - Fiscal Year 1986-87

There is an approved budget for FY 1986-87 (City #84) and it does not .

include an increase for the police. (IV:91, 98, V:19). This ﬁudget calls for a
30 -
reduction in work force of 1l employees as of October 1, 1986, Gorman and the

Budget Anendment §7-5 (City 129, 9/12/86), which stayed those eleven layoffs,

explain that these people were kept on because of unexpected federal revenue
3§
sharing, totalling $111,586, and other unaanticipated savings. (IV:109, V:39).

Using the 1986-87 Budget, Kunkel explained the sources of general fund
revenues and the iteams of general fund expenditures. He explained that the

_ 28 / Kunkel testified that federal revenue sharing started in 1972, that this
money was “basically without strings.” so it could be used for police salaries
and that about 3X of the revenue sharing was used for police salaries. (IV:69,
71). The amount of faderal revenue sharing received for 1985-86 was $681,375
aod this was about the same as the payzents made ian 1984-85 - $687,131 and
198384 =~ $560,682). (IV:71, City #91).

__29 / Gorman said that some of the computer money was spent for general govern~
ment and $104,00 was for police communications system. (VII:129). He also sald
some of the contracts were signed after negotiationa began on the new police
contract, (VII:123-24).

__}Q_f Four pipeman and one fire inspector, four dispatchers, one park main-
tenance man and one receptionist/switcnboard. (IV:109, V:40).

31 _/ The other aspects of savings were identified as $49,000 from the State
Tor firefighters° overtime, $20,000 for interest on Tax Antipation Notes under
budgeted this expenditure, and $40,000 underbudgeting on the expenditure for the
repair of the Bailey Center roof. (City #129). The Mayor referred to these
monies “one=-time-only” revenues and Gorman said 1t“s not likely the City will
get 30 luck again this year. (Civy #128, V:41)
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general fund revenues for 1986-S7 were derived from the following sources: 452
from property taxes for s total of $5,847,000; 5% from licenses, fines, ete. for
a total of $965,810; 14% from charges for services for a total of $2,933,500; 7%
from hignway reimbursement for a total of $1,381,000 and 27% from state shared
revenue for a total of 35,681,606. This adds up to total revenues for 1936-87
of $20,828,910. {(City #113). Kunxel added that this revenue outline does not
include the $111,586 1o g;deral revenue which Uestland received after the 1986~

87 budget wvas completed.

Kuokel explained that the general fund expenditures for 1986-37 were,
by function: 24Z for police for a total of $5,087,500 (of this about 90Z, or
$4,439,500 being aalaries and fringes);33 26% for other services for a total of
$5,357,725, 4% for motor pool for a total of $805,000; 11% for samnitation for a
total of $2,282,500; 5% for court for a total of $1,020,000; 3Z for debt service
for a total of $668,250; 7% for recreation for a total of $1,512,000; 61 for
public service for a total of $1,203,500 and 14X for fire for a total of
$2,876,800. This adds up to total expenditures of $20,813,275. (City #115).34

Runkel explained that for the 1986~87 Budget the City started with an
unallocated balance at of $711,000, that adding to that the $20,828,910 of 1986~
87 revenues and subtracting the expenditures of $20,813,275, left a projected
2eneral fund balance as of June 30, 1987 of $726,635. (Iv:77-78, City #84).

But with the 1985-86 audit, Kuokel continued, it appears that the balance of
$726,000 {s going to be closer to $265,000, after providing an estimated wage

settlenent for police and fire and AFSCME as of June, 1986. (IV:77-78).

32 / It is undisputed that federal revenue sharing for 1987-83 is zero.
TIv:69, 1v:110).

3/ In FY 1983-84 26,302 of the general fund went to Police; in FY 1984-85
2

3
3% went to Police and in FY 1985-86 25.90% went to Pollce, {(City ##35, 87, 89).

25.

__3_/ Kunkel said about 60Z of all City expenses are wages and fringes. (1V:72).
Fot unusual for 60~70% of expensas of a governmental unit to go to salaries. (IV:93).
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Kunkel also commented that the fiscal coadition {n Westland is “fair,”

is "tight.” (IV:110). He explained that contingencies not budgetted for will

e T B

realistically occur and that the curreat fund balance of about $250,000 is
35
dangerously low. (V:39, V:i19).

During FY 1986=-87 the City sought two additional mills to support

police and fire services. This millage was defeated 9,027 votes to 5,520 at the
November 4, 1986 election. (City #132) Gorman testified that the Union and City
worked together to try to get the millage passed and they had an agreement that

if this passed one mill would go to maintain current services, covering the loss

e

of about $600,000 in federal revenue money, and one mill would be used for new

P

personnel and equipment. (V:9). Gorman also testified that six millages elec-
36 :
tiens since 1978 have also gone down to defeat. (V:$§).

!

Background - Fiscal Year 1987-88

The proposed Budget for 1987-88 sets forth an estimated beginning and

e e T

ending unallocated fund balance of $20,000. (City #127). Starting from the

R

audited fund balance of $248,625, from the 1985-85 audit, Gorman explained that
ia the proposed Budget for 1987-88 the administration used $200,000 of this to ﬁ
cover current operations. Since $20,000 is estimated fund balanée in 1987-88 i
Budget, there is difference of $28,000 and this, per Gorman, (VII:117) is an f
“adjustment that the auditors probably will make at year end for a motor pool
entry.” Gorman also salid that an estimated fund balance of $20,000 is dangerously ;
low., (VII:115). As examples of comtingencies that Westland cannot face with
this fund balance, he cited five outstanding workers compensation cases and i
__35_/ Kunkel explained that a general fund balance, according to generally
accsp:ed standards, should be 10X of revenues which, for Westland, would be
about $2 million. (IV:78). He also said that the City was forced to borrow
$700,000 in June, 1986 to get through into July when its tax monies started |
coming in. (IV:79) i
36_/ Kunkel similarly testified to defeat of several millages in the past. ;

TIv:33-54).
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37
several outstanding lawsuits, (VII:1l15-114)

The Mayor bas an April 1, 1987 coverletter to Council with the pro-

posad 1987-83 Budget. The letter explains the -budget raduces expenditures to
38
$242,533.00 by 11 layoffs and cuts ic onon-mandated services areas Inmcluding

the closiag of the swimming pool and arema. (City #128). Gorman added that the
1587-88 proposed Budget eliminates all part-time positions except some in parcks
and recreation, liaits operating budgets and chops professional services. He
concurred with the comment in the Mayor”s cov?rlet;et that it is a "barebones”™
budget. (VII:13l).

Finally, there is evidence on the record about wage increases given to
the Mayor, the sevea City Council members and the 20 or 21 directors/department
heads in Spring, 1587. (V1I:127, 139, Cnion #33). The Mayor and City Touncil

receivad the increases determined by the Local Officer”s Compensation Commission

39
{"Locc") For directors, the Mayor recommends and the Council approved their
40

raises which covered Januvary 1, 1986 to June 30, 1987. These raises, per
41

Gorman, affect the 1687-88 budget which includes them. (VII:128).

__J37_/ Gorman explained that the City is self-~insured on the workers coopensa-
‘tion and liable for first $50,000 on the lawsuit. (VII:115~116)., He also said
that the City has a special reserve of $106,000 for workers coapensation cases
but that this is oot enough. (VII:119)

38 / Gorman said he recommended 22 layoffs, effective January 1, 198§, to
make 1 up this the deficit. (VII:109). He alsc said he had recommended 23 layoffs
as of July 1, 1987. Finally, he said that even with 3% or 4% increases there

will be layoffs.

__39_/ The seven-zeaber LOCC has been in existence since 1970 and the current
Mayor has appointed two of its members. (VII:139, 156). Gorman said the LOCC
meets each two years and raised the Mayor from $48,538 to $61,2590, and the
Council from $6,076 to $8,755 as of March 2, 1987 (VII:132).

__40_/ Gorman explained that with this raise the directors gave up accumulated
Biek | pay (VII:133) phased out car allowances and had thelr vacation entitlements

reducad, (VII:136).

_41_/ Coraan also said that the money was used for the directors, Local 1602,
Lieutenants and Serzeants and general fund employees and now the money is zone.
(VII:129).
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Background = Hillag-e_

During the time of the Act 312 hearings, the City had levied 7.8 of
the 8.0 operating mills which.were authorized. (V:75). Gorman explained that
City éouncil decided not to lavy the full amount because it toought that action
might cause an unfavorable resul; in the special millage election on police and
fire in November, 1986. (V:75). After that was defeated, the Mayor requested
that Council authorize the additional .2 mills to levy the full charter limit,
but the record does not reveal if that has happened. (VII:114-15).

Background :.Cost'gg Living

The City provided proofs on cost of living and the Union did not.
Fremont presented am analysis of cost of living changes usiag the U.S..
Department of lLabor, Bureau of labor Stati#tics, Consumer Price Index for Urban
Wage Esrners ("CPIN") (V:100, City #116). He compared the changes fn the CPIW
and to the increases received by the police since the beginning of the 1982-85
contract (including added take home due to the pension pick-up) and up through
July, 1987. He concluded that real wages for police had risen 2.35% because
their net wages went up slightly over 10Z and prices went up about 7.55.(V:113,
City #117). He also moted that inflation has only been about 2.37% since July,
1985. (V:1l4) Fremont concluded that the purchasing power of employees, from
June, 1982 to November, 1986, remained basically the same so that anything the
Act 312 panel awards prior to November, 1986 would increase their real wages
(v:112, 114). He also concluded that 1f the employees received a 3% increase in
the first two contract years, they would enjoy an alaost 4% 1ncre#se in real
wages over what they earned im June, 1982. (V:116, City #1l17).

2a. WAGES FOR POLICE OFFICERS 1985-86

UNION LBO: Seven (7.5%) percent.

CITY LBO: Four (4.0X) percent. However, if the percent of salary increases
awarded by the Panel should exceed a total of eight (8.0X) percent in
any two year period, then the City”s last best offer is reduced to
three (3.0%).
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CURRENT  LANGUAGE:

Article XIXII ot Hages

7/1/84: ~21,324

The Union”s demand would provide:

Article XIII - Uages

7/1/85: 22,923
The City”s offer would provide:

Article XIII - Wages

_1_ Year
7/1/85: 22,177 321,96é)

2 Years 3 Years i Years
22,745 24,168 26,869
2 Years _:i Years _4_ Years
24,451 25,981 28,884
2 Years 3 Years 4 Years

23,655 (23,427) 25,135 (24,893) 27,944 (27,675)

DISCUSSION: As to base wages42 in comparable communities the panel

considered the following wages for July 1, 1984 to June 30, 1985:

Aon Arbor
Dearboru Heights
Faraington Hills
Livonjia

Pantiac
Boseville

Royal Oak

St. Clair Shores
Taylor

Westland

Westland raoks seventh among these comparables,

30,075
25,654
28,196
26,718 (1/2 yr @ 26,125 & 1/2 yr @ 27,310)
27,860
28,245
28,070
28,718
26,570

26,869
(Union #26)

is $27,728 and the Westland base salary is %$359 below that average. The panel

also considered the following wages for July 1, 1585 to June 30, 1986:

Ann Arbor

Dearborn Helghts
- Faraiagton liills

Livonia

Pontiac

30,997
26,680

30,206 _

28,132 (1/2 yr @ 27,310 & 1/2 yr @ 28,954)
30,161 (1/2 yr @ 29,425 & 1/2 yr @ 30,896)

42 / The data set forth does anot show cost of living (Dearborn Heights,

?;fnington Hills, Pontiac, Rosev{lle, Royal Oak, St. Clair Shores and Taylor and
some form of this), pension pickups (Westland has 57 and Pontiac has 2.5%7, gun,
uniform, longevity and various other allowances (it is assumed all comparables

have scoe coambination of these allowances).
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Roseville 29,375

Royal Oax 29,474
St. Clair Shores In Act 312 (7/1/84 = 28,718)
Taylor - S In Act 312 (7/1/84 = 26,570)
Westland

Unica LBO 28,884

City L3O 27,944 (27,675)

{Union #26)
Westland ranks sixth among the eight (including Westland) with settled wages for
1985-86.a3 The average wage among the eight is $29,238.63 and Westland with the
Union”s LBO 1s $354 below that figure. Under either varfation of the City’s
LBO, Westland would rank seventh among the comparables and the average wage
would be_$29,121 (529,088) with Westland $1177 ($1413) below that average.

Although not part of the base wage, the SI pension plckup is worth
$1442 under the Union”s LBO and $1397 ($1384) under the City“s LEBO.

The panel also considered the relationship between base uages‘& of the
kestland police officers and Westland Firefighters. They compare as follows
from July 1, 1979 to June 30, 198C:

Police 21,840 Fire 21,840 {Union #6)
from July 1, 1980 to Jume 30, 1981:

Police 23,588 Fire 23,369
(Police advantage over Fire: 0.94%) (Union #6)

from July 1, 1981 to June 30, 1982:

Police 25,7111 Fire 25,239
(Police advantage over Fire: 1.57%) (Union 26)

from July 1, 1932 to June 30, 1983:

Police 25,711 Fire 25,239
(Police advantage over Fire: 1.87%) (lUnion #6)

43 / The panel chair considered factoring in unsettled communities at cucreat
Tates but since there seemed a mix, some higher, some lower, among the unset-
tled, the panel chair decided only to use the comparables with settled wages.

_ 44 / Flrefighters are necessarily paid for one hour of overtime a week and
this is not reflected by this wage data, ((V:37-38). Gorman also testified that
police garn $12.98 per hour (based on 2080 hours) while firefighters earn $9.80
per hour (based on 2912 hours). {(V:82=84).
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from July 1, 1983 to June 30, 1984:

Police 25,711 Fire 27,384
-~ (Fire advantage over Police: 6.11%) (Union #6)

Police 26,869 Fire 28,754
(Fire advantage over Police: 6.59%2) (Union #6)

Neither Westland Police nor Fire employees have reached & new contract for wages
effective July 1, 1985 and any years thereafter.

ARGUMENTS: The Union contends its LBO”s more fairly places Westland
police officers iz relationship to off;cers in comparable conmunities. It ;lso
stresses that they have “paid and double paid™ for the 5Z pension pickup and
that the employees were clearly helping out the City when {t took this benefit
instead of wages and they should not be handicapped by haviﬁg dooe so. It also
stresses that the City hn# experienced a decrease, not increasa, in pension
contribution amounts and in light of this it should aot be allowed a “discount”
for the 5. Finally, the Union stresses its unfavorable comparison with the
Westland firefighters and urges the panel to corract this situation.

The City contends its L3O is fair because it is coasistent with its
financial ability to pay, with wages of comparable employees in other communi-
ties and with City employees in other units. It also claims its LBO will raise
police officers real wages, that the Union”s iBO iz excessive and ignores the 5Z
pension pickup which means a substantial sun of money in the employses” pockets.
Finally, the City urges that layoffs are going to be required regardless of what
amount 1s avarded and that its LBEQ, theraforsa, is the bhectcter cholce.

DECISION: The majority of the panel has considered the record in
light of the criteria set forth in Section 9(a) of Act 312 and has decided that

45
33 for the firszt year should be accepted. Among the considerations are that

_ 45 / The panel chair notes that she considers the conditional forz of the
City s offers to be inconsistent with the directive given at the heariag (I:8)
and the pre~hearing that separate LBO”3 for each year be provided {nstead of
package offers. She does mot, in this case, however, disqualify the City“a
LBO”s because the directive may not have been clearly understood.
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the Union“s L3O appeared to move the police officers up in base pay, in relation-

ship to the Vestland firefighters and the police in comparable communities, as
if the vage freeze of 1982 and 1983 had been totally uncompensated. (The %
benefit of the pension pickup se?ns to the majority of the panel to be a factor !
which will always affect wages although it admittedly has not cost the City as
much as it has gained for the employees and it has, because it is oot part of
base wage, no effect on many other current and peansfon benefits tied to base
wage). The LBO of 7;52 also appeared to the majority to be too high in light of
the City”s strained finances. Another reason the majority accepted the City”s
3% 130 was because of the awards made by this 312 panel in the second and third
years of the contract and with respect to longevity.

AWARD: Article XIII = Uages

1 Year 2 Years
7/1/85: 21,964 23,427
T
Bl -
CF Zack /{;;gﬁﬂfkf#ﬂ & CaégbdﬂJ Cr
Elaine Frost, Chair C. Charles kos, 527
Employer Delegate Union D
( CONCUR ARGEEINNS ) { CONCUR/ )

2b. VAGES FOR POLICE QFFICERS 1986-87

UNION L30: Four and one~half (4.52) percemt.

CITY LBC: Three and one=half (3.5%) percent. However, if the percent of salary
increases awarded by the Panel should exceed a total of eight (8.0%)
percent in any two year period, then the City“s last best offer 1is :
reduced to three (3.0%).

DISCUSSIOK: At the fourth step, the Union”s LBO, in light of the award |
in the first contract year, would amount to $28,920 and the City”s would be é
$28,644 ($28,505). é
As to base wages in comparable comsunities the panel considered the |

|
following for July 1, 1986 to June 30, 1987: i

Ann Arbor In neg (7/1/85 = 30,997) i
Dearborn Heights 27,993 g

Faraington Hills 31,414 @
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Livonia

Pontiac
Roseville

Royal Qak '
St. Clair Shores
Taylor

Westlaad
Union LBO

City LBO

29,609 (1/2 yr & 2
g3

8,954 &
31,665 (1/2 yr 0,896 &
30,844

In neg (6/1/85 = 29,474)

Ia Act 312 (7/1/8% = 28,718)
In Act 312 (7/1/84 = 26,570)
28,920

28,644 (28,508)
(Union #26)

Cf the six settled (including Westland) communities;, Westland ranks 5th under

the Union“s LBO. The average base wage is $30,075 and Westland is $1155 below

that figure. Under the City”s L30”s Westland ranks Sth and the average base

wage 1{ $30,029 ($30,006) and Westland is $1389 ($1501) below that figure.

Although not part of the base wage, the 5% pension pickup is worth

$1446 under the Union”s LBO and $1432 ($1425) under the City”s LBO.

DECISION: A majority of the panel, particularly in light of the award

on the first year and of the relative sranding of Westland police among their

counterparts in ccaparable communities who have settled contracts, has decided

that the Union”s L30 is aost comnsistent with the criteria set forth in Sec. 9(a).

AWARD: Article XIII = kazes

}. Year
7/1/86: 22,952

(- '_%;u[e, /wéﬁ/"

Elaine frost, Chair

C. Caarles Békos,

2 Years 3 Years 4 Years
24,481 26,013 28,920
[ %

Eaployer Delegate Delegate

(QAMEER/ DISSENT) NCUR/DISSENT)

2c. WAGES FCR POLICE OFFICERS 19387~-88

UNION LBO: Four and one-half (4.5%) percent.

CITY L20: Three (3.0%) percent.

DISCUSSION: As to base wages {n comparable communities the panel

congsidered the following wages for July 1, 1987 to June 30, 1988:
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Ann Arbor In neg (7/1/85 = 30,997)

FCearborn Helights 29,113
Farmington Hills Unsettled (7/1/86 = 31,414)
Livonia - — . - .- 1/2 year of 31,179, unsettled as to rest
Pontiac 32,441 for 1/2 year, unsettled as to reat
Roseville 32,078
Royal Oak In neg (6/1/85 = 29,474)
St. Clair Shores * Ia Act 312 (7/1/84 = 28,718)
Taylor In Act 312 (7/1/84 = 26,570)
Westland
tUnion LBO 30,221
City LBO 29,788

{Union #26)
Cf the five (including Westland) settled comparables, under the Union”s LBO the
average base vage is $30,815 and Westland is $594 below that figure. Under the
Clty”s LBC the average base wage is $30,728 and Westland iz $940 below average.
Although not part of the base wage, the 5% pension pickup is worth
$1511 under the Union“s LBC and $1489 under the City”s LBO.

DECISION: A majority of the panel, particularly in light of the award
on the first year aund on the relative standing of Westland police amsong their
countaroarts 1# comparable compunities who have settled contracts,-has decided
that the Union“s LBO is most consistent with the criteria set forth in Sec. 9(a).

AWARD: Article XIII = Wages

1 Year 2 Years _§_ Years i Years
7/1/87: 23,985 25,583 27,184 30,221
ot - 4T ’
hff:u«/’ /'/’!J p(’“’é G 20%
Elaine Frost, Ghalir C. Charles Bdkos, i¢hard Ringer, (;/
Eaployer’ Delegate Delegate
(GASEER /DISSENT) /DISSENT)

3a. WACES FCR DISPATCHERS 1955-36

LNION L30: Change Article XIII to read for dfspatchers:

ARTICLE XIII
WAGES

General Wage Scale - Dispatcher
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The top rate of Dispatcher (end of 4 years) shall be established at
702 of top rate for Police Cfficer (4 years). Incremental steps for Dispatcher
shall be deterained as follows:

At the end of 4 Years 705 of top Police Officer
At the end of 3 Year 96.67% of top Dispatcher
At the end of 2 Years = 93.34% of top Dispatcher
At the end of 1 Year 90.004 of top Dispatcher
At the end of 6 Months 86.282 of top Dispatcher
Start 75.14% of top Dispatcher

CITY LBO: Five (5.0Z) percent.

CURRENT CONTRACT: ARTICLE XIII WAGES
General Wage Scale - Dispatcher

7/1/84: Start
At the
At the
At the
At the
At the

end
end
end
end
end

11,500

of 6 Months 13,204

of 1 Year 13,774

of 2 Years 14,284
of 3 Years 14,794

of 4 Years 15,304
46

DISCUSSION: As to comparables, the Unlion provided the following data

for base wages for dispatchers as of July, 1984:

Ann Arber
Farmington Hills
Livonia

Pontiac

Royal Oale
Westland

23,516

17,665

23,008 (1/2 yr @ 22,506 & 1/2 yr @ 23,519)
15,125

17,434

15,304 (Unfon #7)

As to comparables, the Union provided the following data for base

wages for dispatchers as of July, 1585:

Ann Arbor
Farmington Hills
Livonia

Pontiac

Royal Oak

Vestland
Union“s LBO
Clty“s LBO

In neg (7/1/84 = 23,516)

18,195

24,048 (1/2 yr Q@ 23,519 & 1/2 yr @ 24,577)
23,390

18,307 (Union #7)

19,373
16,069
47

According to the City“s exhibit on comparables the full scale

__46 / Dearborn uses sworn officers or police cadets. (VI:10, City #93). It
also appears undisputed that St. Clair Shores and Taylor do not use dispatchers.

__ 47 / The City does not identify the year for this exhibit either on it or in
testimony (V:23). The panel chair assumes it covers 1985 because City #94
covers 1985 and because City #94 uses the 1985 Westland dispatcher rate.
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dispatchers in the comparable communities earn the followlngz figures:

Faraington Hills 18,923

Livonia 24,586
Poatiac 23,390
Roseville 18,511

Also, in contradiction to the Union”s exhibit, the City”s states that dis-
patching in Ann Arbor 1s done by sworn officers who receive 3% above patroman”s
base salary. (City #93). It also disagrees that Royal Oak has dispatchers,
instead setting forth in its exhibit that sworn officers do this work.(City #93).

Clearly the two sets of proofs do not mesh. One of the things that is
clear, however, is that applying the Union”s formula to the 1985-86 police
officer award of $27,675, would give the full scale dispatcher $19,373 which {s
a 26.59% ioncrease.

Finaily, there was coasiderable testimouy at the hearing concerning
the duties of the civilian dispatchers in Westlaad, auﬁ this is discussed in
detail under Issue 11, “Dispatcher Duties.”

ARGUMENTS: The City argues that its LBO is substantial while that of
the Union is excessive. It also argues, based on its comparison of dutles set
forth in City #147, that the civilian dispatchers in Westland perform far fewer
duties than those in the communities for which wage information has been given.
The Union stresses that the LBO”s of both parties illustrate agraement in prin-
ciple to effectuate an equity adjustment for dispatchers. The Union also argues
that its LDO more closely approaches the wage scales of the comparables.48

DECISIOL: Because the panel findQ no support for changing the format
of paying dispatchers, so as to establish a formula tied to police officer
wages; because of the sketchy and conflicting nature of the proofs on comparables;
and because of the size of the increase the Union seeks, a majority of th; panel
has decided that the City”s LEO is more consi{stent with the provisions of Sec.9(a).

48 / In its brief, the Union cites recent settlements for Livonla, Southfield

and Sterling Heights. The panel chair has decided not to accept this informa-
tion into the record, since it i3 set forth in a brief.
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AWARD: Article XII1 - wages
13.2 General Wage Scale - Disparcher

7-1-35 Start $12,07%
At ead of & months $13,864
At end of 1 year $14,463

At end'of 2 years §14,9
At end of 3 years $15,534
_ : At end of 4 years $16,069

e d . Y e J
%laine rrost, Chalr <. ¢ Charles.aokos, Richard Ringer,
Eaploye: Delegate Union
{ CONCUR oy ) ( CONCUR/ )

3b. WAGES FOR DISPATCHERS 1986-37

QSION LBO: Apply the same formula as proposed in the first year.
CITY LBC: Tea (10.02) percent.

CISCUSSICN: Applying the Union”s formula to the 1986~87 police
officer avard of $28,920 the full scale dispatchar would earn $20,244.

As to céuparables, the Union provided the folloving data for base

wages for dispatchers as of July, 1586:

Ann Arbor Io neg (7/1/84 = 23,516)
Farmington Hills 19,680°
Livenia 1/2 yr @ 24,577 & 1/2 yr unsettled
Pontiac 24,559
Royal Oak In neg (6/1/35 = 18,3¢7) ({Union #7)
Westland

Unien“s L3O 20,244

City”s LBC 17,675

DECISICN: For the saze reascons as a majority of the panel accepted the
City”s offar for the first year, it has decided that the Clty”s LBO is more
consistent with the criteria set forth in Sec. 9(a).

AWARD: Article X111 - Wages
13.2 General Wa 5 Scale - Dtspatcher

7=1=86 Start $13,282
At end of & months $15,250
At end of 1 year $15,809
At end of 2 years $16,497
At end of 3 years $17,C87
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'ffiaine ?ros:, Chair c. Charles Boxod, Richard Ringer,
f Enployer [elegate Union
( CONCUR /AU (concm/ )

3C. WAGES FCR DISPATCHERS 1987-88

UNION LBO: Apply the same formula as proposed in the first year.

CITY LBO: Fifteen (15.0%) percent.

DISCUSSION: Applying the Union“s formula to the 1987-85 police officer
award of $30,221, the full scale dispatcher would earn $21,155.

As to comparables, the Union provicded the following data for base

vages for dispatchers as of July, 1987:

Ann Arbor In neg (7/1/8&4 = 23,516)
Faroington dills 21,000
Livonia Unsettled (12/1/85 = 24,577)
Pontiac 25,786
Royal Cak . In neg (6/1/85 = 18,307) (Union #7)
VWestland

Union“s L3O 21,155

City“s LBO 20,326

DECISION: For the same reasons as a majority of the panmel accepted the
City“s offer for the first ycar, it bas decided that the City“s LBO is more
consistent with the griteria set forth in Sec. 9(a).

AWARD: Artigle XIII - Wages
13.2 General Wage Scale - Dispatcher

7=-1=87 Start $15,274

At end of 6 months $17,538

At end of 1 year £18,245

At end of 2 years $18,972

At end of 3 years $19,650

- At end of 4 years $20,326
‘gigf ,/f/ é?d {L ’

c/fé,_o/ --?M o7 /é/?{’?/’ eyl A
Elaine Frost, Chair C. Charles Ebkos, ichard Ringer, C;/
Employer Celegate Union te
( CCNCUR SN ( CONCUR/ @)
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4, PENSION = ESCALATOR

UNION LBO: Add new language:

-.-Lost of Living for Retirees. Bargaining unit members who retire shall
receive, in addition to their entitled pension benefit, & pension escalator
added to that original amount which shall be an additional two percent
(2.0%) of original amount each year on each January lst following the

date of retirement. . i

CITY LBO: Status Quo g
DISCUSSION: Maurer explained the Union”s proposal of a simple %

i

ascalatm:"9 is essentfal to offser the lost of a pensioner”s purchasing power é
due to 1nflation.50 At present none of the Westland employees coverad by Act %

345 pensions have an escalator (Union #12) whereas general government employees,

EREH

including civilian dispatchers, have a simple 2.5% escalator under the Michigan

Municipal Employees Retirement System ("MERS”). (Uniom #20, #21, VII:47). It is

]

also clear that the Act 345 employees are not covered by social security whereas

other Westland employees are and that a compound escalator prbvision is part of
51

the social security system. (VII:45,49, Union #32).

A e S e

Auditor J. Kathryn Sonnanstine, Cabriel, Roeder, Szmith & Company
52

("GRs"}, provided an actuarial valuation with raspect to the cost to the City

of a 2.02 escalator, determining that it would cost an additional 7.86% of

A

49 / Under & simple 2% escalator a hypothetical pension entitlement of $100
would become $102 the second year, $104 the third and so forth, adding 2% of the
original sum on each year. A compound escalator, however, would add 2% of the
last year”s retiremeat total instead of 2% of the orizinal sum,

o

R R AR e T A e T

50 / Thus, as shown in Union #25, the pension of a 50-year old retiree, using
17,500 for example, would result in a loss of purchasing power of approximately
$7CC per year, using a 4% inflation factor. The Union exhibit compares this to
iapact of inflation on a Westland employee with a MERS pension who, by age 75
will see an increase of $4,636 In purcnasing power because that pension has a
simple escalator and there 1s a compound escalator under social security. {But
a police officer by the same age will suffer a purchasing power loss of £29,152).

i

51 / All Westland employees can participate in PEBSCO deferred compensation
systea which {s not covered or affected by the contract. About 35 police
officers participate {n this program. (VII:79=80)

__32_/ GRS has been the actuary on the Westlaand plan for 18 years. (VII:1C) Each
year it provides the actuarial report to the City and the Pension Board setting
forth the necessary amount of the City”s contribution to fund the pension plan.
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53 _
payroll and taat the iancrease in Unfunded Accrued Liabilities (“UAL™) would be
1A
$1,046,809. (Union #19, City #118).

As part of its proofs, the Union presented documeatatioan from the
City”s actuary to the Act 345 peasion board which set forth three alternative

assumptions, any one of which could lower the Clty”s contribution to the penslon

55
plan, At its September 15, 1986 meeting, the Police & Fire Retirement Beard

chose an option between alternative A and 3, lowering the City“s amnnual contri-
bution from 26.58% to 23.00%. (City #120). Sonnanstine explaincd.that the
change was basically in the assumed rate of return on investments, from 7.0X to
7.54, using the saqe inflation factor. (VI1:74-75).

As to coaparisons with other communities, Sonnanétine testified that

Trenton is the only one of the 41 Act 345 coamunities in the GRS state-wide

56
survey which has ag automatic post-retirement increase and, she added, the

__53_/ This is the figure with a 26 year anortization of UAL and the exhibic
also sets forth a figure for a 40 year schedule and that percentage is 7.05%
(Union #19). Currently, the Pension Board has used a 26 year period (VII:10)
altoough, Sonnanstine explained, they will be using 25 years when GRS does the
1986 teport. (VII:12).

__54 / Io the City exhibit Sonnanstine sets forth an actuarial valuation for a
3% siaple escalator for which she projected the cost would be an additicnal
11.80% of payroll contridution, with UAL amounting to $1,570,214. (City #118)
In her testimony Sonnanstine explained that this valuation could be adjusted to
a 2% escalator by reducing the projections by ome third (VII:34). With these
calculations, the totals are the same as set forth ia Union #19.

55 / Union #1§ is dated 5/15/36. It sets forth the preseant of 26.53% of
payroll contributed by the City (this includes fire and police conmand as well
at chiefs of both department; the average cootributiocn for the patrol unit
members only is 25.832% per Union #17). Alterpative A was projected to lower the
City”s pensfon contribution by 2.25I to 24.33; alternative © was projected to
lower the City”s pension contribution by 6.76% to 15.82% and alternative C was
projected to lower the City”s pension coairidution by 10.98% to 15.60Z. (The
cnanges in assumptions which could merit these reductions basically concern
changes in the projected rate of ianflation and rate of return on fund inves~-

taents).

__36_/ The 1985 GRS survey of public employee pension programs does not include
all communities within the State,
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57
Union“s proposal is not the same as the provision in Trenton. (VII:25-26).

Other comparative evidence came from the Union in its exhibit Union
#17, setting forth pension plan iaformation for Westland, Aann Arbor, Dearborn
Heights, Faramington Hills, Livonia, Pontia:, Roseville, Royal Oak, St. Clair
Shores, Taylor and Westland, It reveals that there are cost of living provi-
sions for four =- Ann Arbor {adjustments made every two years to eligible
retirants and beneficiaries), Livonia {(benefit increases $120 annually first 5
years of retirement), Pontiac (2% of original benefit for first 12.5 years) and
Roseville (15X at 5 years and 15X compounded at 10 years).ss

Evidence from the City included its exhibit #133 which compares the
pension benefits of a police officer to those which would be received by a top
paid employee in the supervisor”s unit. Providing both eaployees with 16 years
of paid pension benefits, this example calculates that the police officer will
receive $38,255 more than what the general employee would receive from both MERS
and social secutity.59

ARGUMENTS: The Union contends a serious inequity iz imposed on the
retired police officer whose unescalated pension benefit compares uanfavorably
with those of general city employees wno recaive an escalated city pemsion plus
soclal security which contains a second escalated benmefit. The City responds
that the proposal is unreasonable, that pension benefits for this unit rank

_57_/ She also testified that 14 of the 41 Act 345 units in the GRS survey are
covered by social security in additfon to their police pension plan, and that at
least one, maybe two of the Act 345 communities not in the survey also have
social security. (VII:57). Union #17 also reveals that Livonia, Cearborn
lleights and Farmington Hills police are covered by socilal security in addition
to their pensfon plans. {Among these, Dearborn lieizhts is an Act 345 city).

_58 / Ann Arbor has a pension system under its ordinance, Livonia has an
ordinance system and social security, Pontiac and Roseville both have plans
established by their charters.

.39 / Galss also testified that pension of City employees under MERS would

start out at about half the value of what the police officers receive under the
Act 345 plan. (VII:91, 95).
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among the best when compared to any within or without the city and that the

Union“s proposal .13 very costly and one which the City cannot afford.

DECISICN: 1In deciding that the City“s L20 should be adopted, a
majority of the panel has beex pgrticularly impressed by the fact that an
automatic increase is rare under Act 345 pension plans and it has also felt that
the cost of the proposal, which is projected as 7.8Z of payroll, would be an
extrenely expensive one, especially in light of the panel“s award on the second
pension issue.

AWARD Status Cuo

;; Voad Ll S

Flaine Frost, Chair C. Charles Bokgs, ifhard Ringef,
Enplover Delegate Union te
(CONCUR (SN (CONCUR/ )

6. PENSION - 25 & OUT
UNION LBO: Add language nev language to be affective June 3Q, 1588:

Police officers shall be permitted to receive a normal retirement
after 25 years of service, regardless of age.

CITY LBO: Status Quo

DISCUSSICN: The parties agree that the current provisions for
He;tland police allow them to retire after serving 25 years and attaining age 50
or after attaining age 60 regardless of service. (Union #12, #24, #17, City
#123).60 It is also clear that employees coverad by Act 345 can buy military
time in order to help meet their service requirement. (VII:4, 66).

As to conparatives, Union #17 sets forth this pension information:

Ann Arbor (25 years and out - 0ld Plan, New Plan has 55 with 10 years
service)

Dearbora Heights (25 years and age 50 or can take special, early
retirenent with 13 years of service, regardless of age)

__60_/ Article XXXIX of the contract does not appear to set forth any age
requirement and Act 345 sets forth age 55. Nonetheless the parties appear in
agreement on this matter.

32

L T S et e T

e S

ZLELEEE S

e

T

A o R R e T S T P T

i S R S AT AT

:
|

Y
¥
5




Farmington Hills (25 years and age 50)

Livoaia (10 years and age 52) %
Pontiac =~ "~ (25 years and ot or 20 years and age 50) !
Boseville (20 years and age 50 or 10 vears and age 55)

Royal Oak (25 years an& age 50 or 10 years and age 55)

St. Clair Shores (25 years and out or age 60 regardless of service)

Taylor (25 years and out or age 60 regardless of service)

Westland (25 years and age 50 or age 60 regardless of service)

In 1ts comparative data, the City listed pertinent benefits which
differed, in part, from those the Union provided. Thus, City #123 disagrees
with Union #17 in these respects: as to Dearborn Heights it does not have any
aﬁecial, early retirement provision; as to Livonia the City adds "30Q years at
age 50;" as to Pontiac the City exhibit reveals 25 years of service at 50, as to
Roseville it says "20 years of service;” as to Royal Cak it states "25 years of
service at age 50 or 5 years at agze 55."’61

Sonnanstine provided an actuarial valuation with respect to the cost
to the City of the "25 and out” option, determinming that it would be 3.07% of
payroll and would produce an UAL of $397,037. (Union #13, City #118).62

ARGUMENTS: The Union contends that its L30 should be accepted because
a clear majority of the comparables have this benefit or better. Next it claims
that granting this benefit would allow officers greater ability to secure
coveraze under social security which, unlike the Act 345 pension, has a
mechanism to offset the impact of {nflation. Finally, the Union argues that its
proposal would not create an additional cost for the City since decreased costs
in maintaining the pension system would allow the City to granted this benefit

61 / The source materlal supplied along with Union #17 reveals as to Pontiac

and Royal Oak that the GRS survey is the same as what the lnion reports io #17.

62 / This projection is based on a 26 year amortization period of the UAL and
the percentage would fall to 2.76% 1f a 40 year amortization period were used.

D AP A e
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and still achieve a savings im its amnual contribution. The City opposes this

benefit because it would allow nany officers to retire with full pensicn
benefits at a very early age. (The City gives the example of an officer hired
at 13 who then acquires 25 years‘of service by age 43), Further, the City
argues that it should not be liable for several additional years of pension
benefits for such young retirees and that the costs of the new benefits would

" place a great burden on the taxpayers in the form of an increased millage.
Finally, the City argues that adoption of the proposal would cost the City the
benefit of the services of seniorty officers who possess skills and years of
experience needed by the Departaent.

DECISION: A majority of the panel is persuaded that this bemefit
should be part of the new contract. The present 25 years and age 50 requirement
appears to be less favorable than most of the comparatives -~ four of the nine
other than Westland have “25 and out™ (Ann Arbor = old plan, Pontiac, St. Clair
Shores and Taylor), and an additional two (Livonia and Roseville), have
different, but also more lenient provisions than does Westland., Further, it
appears to the panel that the cost of this benefit, which 3.07Z of payroll, is
approxinately oifset by the lowering of the City”s contributicn rate from from
26.58% to 23.00% (City #120), so that further costs need not be imposed on the
taxpayers,

AWARD: Article XXXIX new language to be effective June 30, 1983:

retirement

Police officers shall be permitted to receive a no
after 25 years of service, regardless of age.

“/.-..‘ '/‘
Zo i (ol
([ i C- LAtk forors
Elaine Frost, Chair C. Charles Bgkos, Richard Ringer,

Employer Delegate gn Delegat
SEN/ DISSENT) .. ﬁ‘r /DISSENT)
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15 LONGEVITY
UNIOK L3O: Would change Article XV Sec. 15.1 to read:

15.1: Longevity pay at the rate of Thirty-Five ($35.00) Dollars per year
will be paid each July 1. Longevity is paid after completing three
{3) years of service as a police officer with the City. Longevity
shall not apply to Dispatchers.

CITY L30: Article EEH: Longevitz'

15.1: Patrol officers shall receive $150.00 after coampleting three (3)
years of service as a police officer with the City of Westland and
$50.C0 per year for each year of service thereafter. Payment of
longevity pay shall be made as part of the first payroll in July each
year. The anniversary date for the purpose of determining eligibi-
1ity for longevity pay, shall be the date of appointment to the
Westland Police Department. Longevity shall not apply to Dispatchers.

; CURRENT LANCUAGE:  ARTICLE XV, LONGEVITY
15.1: tongevity pay at the rate of Thirty-Five ($35.00) Dollars per year
up to a maximum of Five Hundred ($500.00) Dellars will be pafid each
July 1. Longevity i{s paid after completing three {(3) years of
service as a police officer with the City. Longevity shall not
apply to Dispatchers.

DISCUSSION & ARGUMENTS: The parties both recognize that the City”s LBO
on this issue is the more generous. The Union, therefore, asks that the City“s
be accepted and the City counters that it should be accepted caly if the Union”s
wage offers as to the first two years are rejected.

DECISION: A majority of the panel find that the City”s LBO offer
should be accepted, particularly in light of the award given to police officers
ia the first year of the contract.

AWARD: Article XV - Longevity

15.1: Patrol officers shall receive $150.00 after completing three (3)

years of service as a police officer with the City of Westland and

$50.00 per year for each year of service thereafter. Payment of
longevity pay shall be made as part of the first payroll in July each
year. The anniversary date for the purpose of deteraining eligibility

for longevity pay, shall be the cdate of appointment to the’Westland
_— Police Lepartment. Longevity shall not apply to Dispat

i ya ,
Tiny ot C Ol efodlre lspr”
“Z1aine Frost, Chair C. Charles Bokos, Richard Ringer, d

Eaployer Delegate Jdon Delegate
{ CONCUR snuy) /CISSENT)



8. VACATIONS
UNION LBO: Improve ARTICLE XXI, VACATICNS effective 1/1/38 as follows:

21.2: Vacations shall be earmed in accordance with the following
schedules:

POLICE CFFICERS

A. Less than three (3) years . . . . . One (1) vacation day per month.

B. More than three (3) years . . . « . One and one half (1 1/2) vacation
but less than seven (7) years days per mounth

C. Hore than seven (7) years
but less than thirteen (13)
FEATS ¢ ¢ ¢ « + o s « » » » » » » « Two {(2) vacation days per month.

D. More than thirteen (13) years
but less than fifteen (15) years . Two and two tenths (2-2/10)
vacation days per month.

E. More than Fifteen (15) years
but less than twenty (20) years . . Two and Six-tenths (2-6/10)
vacation days per month.

F. More than twenty (20) years . . . . Three (3) vacation days per
month.

DISPATCHERS

A. Less than one (l) year . . . « « » « One half (1/2) vacation day
per month.

B. Over one (1) year . +« « = » « + » « « One (1) vacation day per
moata.

CITY LBO: Status Quo
CURRENT LANGUAGE: ARTICLE XXI, VACATICONS
21.2: Vacations shall be earned in accordance with the following

schedules:
POLICE QFFICERS

A. Less than three (3) years . . . . . One (1) vacation day per month.

B. More than three (3) years . . . . . One and one half (1 1/2) vacation
but less than seven (7) years days per month

C. More than seven (7) years . . . . Two (2) vacation days per month.
DISPATCHERS

A, Less than one (l) year . . « » + « « One half (1/2) vacation day
per aoath,
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5. Over one (1) year . -« v « « « « = » « One (1) vacation day per
month.

DISCUSSION: In support of its proposal the Unfon provided exhibit #30
(VI1I:66) whicih coopares vacation allotmeats for Westland patrol officers,
firefighters and command police officers. It reveals that firefighters with 10
to 15 years of employment get 11 (24-hour) days per year, that with 15 to 20
years they get 13 (za-hour) days and that with 20+ years they get 15 (24~hour)
days. The City presented Gaiss” testimony on this issue. (VI1I:66-78). He
testified that employees in the supervisors unit get 18 days per year from a 260
work séhedula for up to three years of employment, that they get 21 days per
year for 3+ years and that they get 24 days per year for 7+ ysars. (VIII:70-71).
As to Local 1602, he explained that they get 12 days per year for (-3 years, 18
days per year for 3+ years, 20 days per year for 7+ years, 22 days per year for
10+ years and 24 per year for 15+ years. (VIII:71). As to directors Gaiss
testified that they get 15 days per year for 0=4 years, 20 days per year for 5+
years and 25 days per ye#: for 9+ years. (VIII:71). Gaiss also explained that
police officers can accumulate vacation days, up to 240 hours, to sell back
while firefighters lose vacation days if they are not used in the next half year
after earned. (VI1I:73, 78).

ARGUMENTS: The Union argues its LBO should be accepted because it
would provide police with equal vacation time to what firefighters recelve over
the course of thelr respective careers. (After comparing those benefits over 25
years the firefighter recei{ves 1.2 total days more than the police officer under
tne lnlon”s LBO, usiag a 2.4 multiplier to convert firefighter days to police
days). The City countaers that police already receive generous vacation time
compared to other City employees and {t should not be put to the added expense

of increasing those benefits as well as to the indirect costs additional vaca-

tions aean for computation of pensions.

- -




DECISICN: The Union saeks to 1n=£aase the number of vacation days
after 12 years of service, at the 13, 15 and 20 year intervals. A majority of
the panel, however, finds no justification from the proofs before it to increase
the vacation entitlement. The police officers” benefits are basically the same
as those for the command officers and there appears to be no rationale behind

the proposal other than a desire for an izprovement.

s Loiir o el fo o AL Rt

='1ai.m=. Frost, Chair €. Charles Bonos, iénard Ringar,
Employer Delagate Union Ce t
( CONCUR ASSUSURRR (cc::cmﬁ)

«9. WORK SCEEDULE FOR DISPATCHERS

UMION LEO: Permanent shifts
CITY LBO: Status Cuo

CCRRENT LANGUAGE: ARTICLE XX, PERMANENT SHIFTS

20.1: Officers will be assigned to permanent shifts for a pericd not
to exceed six (6) months. The cycles shall commence April 1 and
October 1 and run for a period of six (6) months thereafter. Perma-
nent shfits shall be deterained on a senilority basis with each officer
being pernitted for a two (2) week perfod beginning thirty (30) days
before the start of a new six (6) month shift. The City will post
schedules ten (10) days prior to the beginning of the six (6) month
shift ecycle.

20.2: Police Officers shall be peraitted, by the approval of their
respective Command Officers, to voluntarily trade work shifts or leave

days on a day for day bas{s. Peraission to trade shall nmot be unrea-
souably withhald,

20.3: Permanent shifts shall apply to the three (3) uniform patrol

salfts and the uniforn overlap shifts. Peramanent shifts shall aot
apply te Dispatchers,

DISCUSSION: Oa this issue Ringer testified that the three civilian
dispatchers rotate onto all three shifts every 30 days. He stressed that
taey have worked this schedule since the dispatcher classification was esta-—
blished in 1982 and that the schedule laposes a hardshift because each shift has
different supervision and different procedures for dispatching and service.

(VI11:82). Chief Fred N. lansby also testified about the dispatcher rotation,
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saying 1t was a good thing because it gives dispatchers “a better idea what”s

going on in the City and it also preveants alliances...” (IX:42).
ARGUMENTS: The Union contends its L2C should be accepted to eliminate
the Inequality between police officers amd dispztchers as to shifts. Thus, it
stresses the iaportance and value of seuiority as to bidding on shift prefarenca
and urges the panel to provide this benefit to dispatchers._ The City counters
that the status quo should be preserved because of the value of haviag dis~
patchers beconme familiar with personnel and procadures on esch of the three !
shifts. Further, it claims the Union has demonstrated no need for a change.
DECISION: A mafority of thg panel has decided that the City”s LEO
should be adopted. In reaching this conclusion, the panel chair was of the

opinion that any changes in dispatchers” work schedule should be nmade in con-

e ek

Junction with resolution of the other dispatcher lssues concerning numbers and
duties. Thus, the lack of improvament under this proposal is tied to the manner
in which the panel has decided the other dispatcher issues even though the panel

chair {s generally impressed by the Union“s hardship arguae

nt.
B AHARP: Status que,
e [ i < 44 m&/‘; o w{ﬂ tegin

Eiaine Frost, Chair. C. Charles Bokos, Ricaare Ringer,
Employer Delezata Union D
{ CONCUR /i) (CC‘ICJRI )
10. DUTY DISAZILITY BENEFITIS f

CITY LBC: HModify Article XVII1 by adding 3 new section in place of Section 17.2,
effective July 1, 1985, which shall provide:

Article XVII - Employee In‘uries

17.2: After receiving an amount by the Clty sufficient to make up the ]
difference between Worker”s Compensation income and his/her regular
weekly pay, up to a maxioun of one (1) year as provided for in
Section 9.5 of Article IX of the Contract, each full-tinme police
officer and each probationary police officers who is unable to work
as g the result of an Injury or sickness arising out of and from the
pecformance of his/her duty, shall be paid by the Ciry at eizhty
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(80%) percent of his/her regular rate of pay for the duration of
Worker®s Compensation benefits, without loszs of sick leave, until

e e e St

that patrol officer is granted an Act 345 duty disability retirament
or noruaal retirement, whichever evént shall first occur. All
Worker”s Compensation checks shall be sizned and turned over to the
City by the eaployee during such period of time as the employae is

elizible for amd is recelving eighty (8CX) percent of his/her
regular rate of pay under this section.

UNICR LEO: Status Quo

CURRENT LANGUAGE: ARTICLE IX, EMPLOYEE"S RIGHTS, Section 9.5:

Each employee shall be covered by the applicable Worker”s Compensation
Laws. The City further agrees, that with the exception of Dispatchers,
officers being elizible for Worker”s Compensation income, shall
receive an amount to be paid by the employer sufficient to make up the
difference between Worker”s Compensation income and his regularly
weekly income up to a maximum of one (1) year.

ARTICLE XVII, EMPLOYEE INJURIES, Section 17.2:

If a Police Officer is completely disabled from an on the job event

or while off duty and acting in the capacity of his oath of office and
cannot perform any departaental duties, the Police Officer shall be
relieved of his duties ané shall receive from the City his current
base pay of this and future contracts, and the continuance of the
aedical and life insurance plans of this and future contracts, until
retirenent or death, whichever comes first, providing the employee
does not not earn more than fifty (50X) percent of his base pay in

pther enployment.

DISCUSSION: With respect to comparables, City #145 reveals several

variations among the comparable communities as to how and by how much they

supplenent the income of duty disabled police officers who are recelving workers

compensation benefits.

Ann Arbor

Dearborn Heights:

Farzington lills:
Livonia:
Pontiac:

Roseville:

Pays to 100% for 1 year; pays to 70X afterward
until duty disability retirement taken.

Pays to 1002 for 1 year; duty disability retirement
terninates benefits.

Pays to 95X for up to 2 years.
Pays to 100% until duty disability retirement.
Pays to 100% until receives disability annuity.

Pays to 80X for up to 1 year.
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Royal Cak: Pays to 1C0X% for 380 working hours; pays te 80X for
the next 17C0 working hours; pays to 66 2/3% after
one year {with conthly cap of $2,000) uvontil exployeae
reaches age 5:5.

St. Clair fhores: Pays to 1C0T until receives disability pension.

Taylor: Pays to 100X uatil retirement under Act 345.
Yestland

Firefigzhter: Pays 100Z for 2 years; pays to 753 for next 3 years
(In pegotations)

Westland _

Coomand : Pays 1002 for 2 years; pays to 755 for next 3
years; during first 5 years supplements to con-
tinue even after duty disability retirement taken

Westland
Supervisors: Pay to 100% for 2 years.
Westland .

Local 1602: Pay' ta 100X for 2 years.

Genera]l Motors: No supplenent to workers compensatiocn.
Ford Motor Co: No suppleazent to workers compensation.
Chrysler Corp: No supplement to workers compensation.

Gorzman testified that prior to 1980 the City“s contract with the
firefighers was “basically the same as the police,” "unlinited,” but the Act 212
C“Rourke award changed that contract to a one year supplement and then the Klein
avard changed that to a two to three year settlement.” (IX:IS).63 Gorman also
‘testifiad that there are six people currently on duty disability, two fire-
fighters and four polica officers, and three of these are receiving City supple-
nents to their duty disability pensions. (IX:16). He added that P.0. Atwelss
who 13 currently age 47 and disabled could collect a total of $384,C00 in the

next 15 years with 333C,(00 of that amount coming through workers compensation

or direct City suppleaent winile only $55,0C0 of it is pald by duty disability

__63 / The Peter E. O“Rourke award of Decenber 14, 1981 (MERC DD-80 F-3101) did
not set forth the prior firefighters contract language nor does it specify the
rationale for accepting the one year limit on supplemental payment. (Issue 17).
The Bernard Kle{n award of September 17, 1985 (MER D83 X-2631) accepted the
offer which impleaented the current provisica of 1003 supplement for the first
two years with 753 supploent for the next 2 years. {page 7).
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64

pension (IX:17).

ARGUMENTS: The City argues its L3O should be adopted because the
current workers compensation provision is an extraocrdinary benefit compared to
other cities and it imposes an enormous cost on the City. It also arzues ﬁhat
the provision it suzgzests properly balances the employees” need for a very hizh
level of coverage while still providing & mors reasonable cost to the City. In
opposition, the Union contends that the City failed to explain why the current
provision needs to be chenged. The Unjon alsc contends that the City”s offer
has eliminated coatinuation of medical and life insurance as provided in the
current Article 17.2 without any comment, and that the only conclusicn the panel
can draw is that the record lacks ﬁny evidence to support any change.

DECISICN: It Is clear that the parties disagree as to the meaning of
“retirenent”™ under the current contract -- the Union adamantly maintaining that
it means “"noraal retivement” while the City maintains it means disability or
normal retirement. (IX:11-12, 33).55 Regardless of who 1s correct oo the
peaning of the 1%82-85 language, the C{ty”s LBO would remove any doubt. It
would spell out the end point of the supplement as the taking of either dis-
ability or noraal rétirement. A second impact of the City”s LBO would be to
reduce the perceantage amount of the supplement (after the first year), from 10X
to 80%. In considering this issuve and in discussions in executive sessions, the
panel chair has expressed her view that this is an extremely generous benefit

(if, indeed, the 100% supplement now extends through until normal retirement

age, even assunming the disabled officer earlier took a disability retirement).

__ b4 _/ Gorman calculated the numbers as if the officer were 40 and 55 was the
nornal retirement age. (IX:17) It Is unclear why 55 Iinstead of 50 was used, see
footnote 60, '

65_/ When the disagreement as to the meaning of the current language came up
at the hearing, and a grievance was mentioned, the panel chair reminded the
parties that she was not acting or authorized to act as a rights arbitrator to
interpret the curreat language. (IX: 33-34).
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The panel chair is also of the view that this benefit is5 so far ahead of any-
thiag the conparables have that the City {s reéasonably entitled to some reduc-
ticn of its liability, especially as to officers on disability retirement.
Hotwithstanding these views, the_panel chair has voted to maintain the status
que because to accept the City”s LBO would make two substantial cutbacks on this
benefit at one time and the panel chair does not think that such a drastic
chaage could ever have resulted through the process of voluntary collective
barzaining.

gqun: Status Quo

Thu St ol b

Elaine Frost, Chair C. Charles BoKoS,
Enployer Delegate

JENIEERY ©ISSENT)
11. DISPATCHZRS DUTIES; KUMBER OF DISPATCEERS ON DUTY AT ONE TIME

CITY LBO: Modify sections on dispatchers as follows:

Article XXXVI - Dispatchers

36.1: The City shall have the right to hire full-time civilians
to perfora dispatching work and duties now performed by members
of the Association. More than ome (1) dispatcher may be sche-
duled to be on duty at one time. Dispatchers will work under the
direction of a police officers.

36.3: Dispatchers may do clerical work, take field incident
reperts, suppleaental reports, and the like, provided that this
work is performed inside the police station and provided they
shall not take enforcenment action upon the detection of an 1lle-
gal act by way of issuance of citations, or by making physical

arrest.
UNION LBO: Status Que

CURRENT LANGUAGE: ARTICLE XXXVI, DISPATCUERS

36.1: The City shall have the right to hire full-time civillans to
perfors dispatching work and dutles now performed by members of the
Assoclation. It is understocod that while no more than one (1) than
one dispatcher can be on duty at cne time, this will not limit the
pumber of full-time dispatchers the City may hire. It is further
understood that the dispatchers will werk under the direction of a
police officer and all duties of the dispatcher will be confined to
the area where the dispatching equipment is located.
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36.2: The new position of dispatcher shall refer to the civilain
dispatcher. It is recognized that at times a police officer may have
to relieve or replace the dispatcher.

36.3: Dispatchers are nmot to take field incident reports or
supplemental reports.

DISCUSSION: The civilian dispatther position was added in 1982, by the last
contract. They work in the radio room, directly behind the front desk lobby
(I:40) and they work in conjunction with an officer oa the desk. (IX:?S).66
Dispatchers are givean specialized traianing to handle the job and its pressures.
(IX:55, City #£149).

Much of the testimony at the hearing concernéd what dispatchers are
doing or not doing and what, perhaps, they should be dolngz. Spisak testified
that they dispatch cars over the police radio for calls for service, they run
the LEIN machine checks at the requests of officers, they answer the phone, and
they are responsible for typing up a log of the daily activities and dispatches.
(I:63). Spisak testiffed that dispatchers can”t take reports that a house had
been ransacked or for a stolen bike but he thought they could take a file on’
home or business addresses and pumbers for motification i{f there is a problem.
(I:63). He added that the back desk off{cer, not the dispatcher, keeps track of
the traffic tickets issued each day (I1:63=64).

Chief Dansby testified that the issues i{n arbitration were how many
dispatchers could be on duty at one tize and what their duties would be.
(IX:47). The Chief also sald that he wants “that they can take policg reports
where people that copme into the staticn, or either call in on the telephone.

For instance, to report their bicycle stolan. And, miscellaneous.” (IX:46).
__66 / Terry testified that on the afternoon shift, in the early evering, there
would be two patrol officers i{in the station and a civilian dispatcher and
usually a lieutenant or sergeant. Cne patrolnan assigned for walk-in traffic,
the other duties such as ansvering phones, we have a back desk officer which
sits besides the dispatcher, processes reports, checks and feeds prisoners,
answers the phome, and a civilian dispatcher who answers the phones, dispatches,

types a log and operates the LEIN machine. He also said that on days it is
substantially busier but the make-up {s the same. (I:26=31).
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Dansby expléined that he needs more than one civilian at one time and wants

duties changed because the City is going into police and fire central dise
67

patching and it would require two civilian dispatchers working at a time.
68

s T R

Insurance type reports, he stressed, are basically the main concerm.{IX:49).
Along with the Chief”s testimony, City #148, exhibits A to K were provided and

these are sample forms which the Chief would 1ike to see dispatchers complete.

69
(IX:50). Dansby alsc testified that dispatchers are already "unofficially”

filling out many of these foras even though they are supposed to be done by

police officers, because the officers allow the dispatchers to do the work.

{IX:66=67).

ARGUMENTS: The City contends that its LBC proposes minor but
necessary changes in the number of civilian dispatchers cn duty at one time and
on the dutles they may perform. It adds that the increased number has become
necessary because of a nev communications s£sten and that the enlargement of
duties is to increase the departmental efficiency by having civilian dispatchers
perform some routine clerical work. The Union counters that the City is seeking

to expand the number of dispatcher positions at the expense of the police officer

70
classification and that such action would undermine police officers” job

__67 / The Chief said that the joint dispatcher came out of the Klein award and
the proposal is to hire six nmore dispatchers for a total of nine. (IX:54) He
also said Unlon dispatchers will take over fire calls expected although this has
not negotiated with the Union.(IX:57) Both the City and Union agreed, however,
that the only issues before the 312 panel are the aumber and duties. (IX:58-59).

68 / The Chief acknowledged, however, that these insurance reports are also
Teports of crimes with the exception of storm damage types of reports.(IX:6(,62).

_69 / The exhibits include a vacation form, a caution notice, a business card,
a warraat envelope, a daily case repert log, a fora letter to owner of an
iapounded car, a log setting forth complaint, a report of traffic violations
issued, an incident field report, a supplementary report and a LEIN sheet.

__70_/ Ringer testified that he attended a budget meeting on May 21, 1987 where
the Chief was present and a council member said that he would replace one police
officers with two dispatchers. (IX:70-71). Dansby, however, testified that he
never heard any such coament and that at the end of that budget meeting, after
Ringer had gone, the concensus was reached to hire one additional police officer

and one more civilian dispatcher. {IX:83).
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security. In particular it objects to the proposal that dispatchers be allowed

to take field incident reports because these are reports of crimes and officers
taxiag these reports may later be required to tastify in court. Finally, it
contends that the issue of transferring work froz onme classification of
eaployees to amother is best left to bargaining by the partiss rather than to an
Act 312 panel.

DECISION: In reaching the conclusion to adopt the Union”s L3O the
panel chair noteﬁ that she is persuaded that the Department”s request to have
some additional clerical duties assigned to the dispatchers {s a reasonable one.
And the chair also sees a rationale for some addition to the dispatching comple-
meat. The determination on this issue, however, is made in light of the specific
language in the City”s L3071 which, for instance, in proposed section 36.1 could
leave the Department totally unincumbered in the total aumber of dispatchers who
would be allowed to "perform dispatching work and duties now performed by mem-—
bers of the Association.”™ This language {s so broad that the panel chair thinks
that it would not have had a chance to become part of the contract through the

process of negotiations. For that reason, the panel chair and a majority of the

panel accept the Union“s LBO.

AWARD: Status Quo on Article XXXV - Dispatcher number

ZJ W . %{sz_ Mﬁ,«

Elaine Frost, Chair C. Charles Bokos, ichard Ringer,
Employer Delegate n Delegate
(@mEN/DISSENT) /DISSENT)

12, NUMBER OF TWO~MAN PATROL CARS

CITY LBC: Modify Article XXIV to permit additional one-man patrol vehicles
between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. as follows:

71_/ Although the concept behind section 36.3 appears reasonable and plausible
for adoption through the 312 process, the parties in this matter stipulated that
all issues before the panel were economic. Hence, the panel is not allowed to
pick and choose but but accept In full the LBC which more closely meets the
criteria in Section 9(a) of thc Act., In this case the inclusion of 36.1, as
discussed above, persuade the arbitrator that the Union”s LBO should be accepted.
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ARTICLE XXIV, SAFETYS AND WELFA2ES

24.1: All officers working between 7:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M., with
the exception of the traffic bureau, shall work by the following
formula:

Number of Cfficers  Nuaber of Tuo Man Suzber of Cne Man
On Road . Cars Cars

S
6

N

7
8
9
10
11
12
13 and above to contintte the sape forumla

MR MBMNMN LS
O3 ~J O LA 2 L)

Overlap shifr:
tumber of Cfficers Number of Two Man

25 Road Cars
] 1l
2 2
3 3
4 4
5 5
& 3
7 7
8 8
9 9
10 10
1l 11
12 12

i3 and above to continue tha same forunmla

UNION LBO: Change to read: ARTICLE XXIV, SAFETYS AND WELFARE

24.1: All officers working between 7:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M., with
the exception of the traffic bursau, shall work dy the following
foraula:

Number of Cfflcers Nuamber of Two IMan Nunber of One Man

On Road Cars Cars
5 2 1
6 3 o]
7 3 1
8 &4 0
9 4 1
10 5 0
11 . 1
12 6 0

13 and above to continue the sasne foruazla
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24,2; Cars shall be manned only by duly swora officers.

24.3: Tor the purposas of counting eaployees, in order to
determine the ratio of two (2) man cars to omne (1) man cars,
(24.1) the afternoon and midnight shift shall always be counted

separately.

24,42 The afterncon shift shall start at 3:00 p.m., and the
nidnizht shift at 11:00 p.a. An overlap shift shall start at
7:00 p.w. All members who select the overlap shift cay be
required to work one (1) man cars as determined by the Employer.

24.5: Ome (1) man cars on the midnight shift and afternoon shift
shall be offered first to the most senior man on the shift and
secondly by individual preference of the employees on that shift.

24.6 through 24,11: no change from current language.

CURRENT LANGUAGE: ARTICLE XXIV, SAFETYS AND WELFARE

24.1: All officers working between 7:00 P.M. and

formula:

Number of Officers Nuaber of Two Man Number of Cne Man

On Road Cars Cars
5 2 1l
é 2 2
7 2 3
8 2 4
9 3 3
10 3 &
1 3 5
12 3 6

13 and above to continue the same forumla

24,23 Overlap shifrc:

Humber of Officers Number of Two Man Humber of Cne Man

521 Road Cars Cars
1 0
2 1l
k! 1
4 2
5 2
6 2
7 s
8 2
5 3
10 2
11 3
12 3

13 and above to continue the saae forumla
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24.3: Cacs shall be manned only by duly swora officers.

24.4: TFor the puzposes of counting employees, in order to
Ceternine the rates of two (2) mac cars to one (1) man cars,
shifts shall aluays counted separately.

24.5: One (1) azn cars shall be offered first to the most senior
zan on the shift ind secondly by individual preference of the
eaployees on that saift.

24.6 through 24.11: po change proposed,

DISCUSSION: Dansby testified that the pattern of one and two~person
patrol cars has changed over the yaars since 1966 and that the last change 1is
the oce set out in the 1982-85 contract. (IX:92-93). He continued that the
City“s proposal to the 312 panel is to reduce the nunber of two-man cars by one,
so0 the Departoent now has three and under the proposal will have two. (IX:93).
The Chief continued that this is cost efficient, that it is a safety factor,
alloviag more cazrs on the road, and that it will allow thes to cover the
workload better. (IX:94). The City also provided documentary evidence, City
#151, containing 19 color coded zaps of Westland showing how the one and two-man
ecars would be assizned undar the City”s offer. The City also offered an exhibit
coaparing the current provisions of Article XXIV to the provisions for two—man
cars in comparable communities, (City #150).

ARGUMENTS: The City contends a change in deployment of patrol units is
necessary to increase the police presence in the community aad that the testimony
Zivea by the Chief supports the wisdom of the proposal it zakes. The Union
arzues that Llts proposal is desizned to meet the concerns the Chief mentioned in
his testimony by allowing officers on overlap shlft372 to be assigned to one=-man
cars Iinstead of creating a hazarious sitnation for officers on regular shifts by
assigniag them. It urzes the paasel to accept its offer as a compromise which it
clalzs would likely have been the result attainable through bargaining.

72/ The day shift is 7:00 an to 3:00 pm, the afternoon shift is from 3:00 pm
o 11:00 pm, the aidnizht shift is from 11:CQ pm to 7:00 an and the overlap

shifc is from 7:00 pn to 3:00 an.
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DECISION: It appeared at the hearing, froa the cross examination of
the City”s witnesses on this issue (IX:85-107) and from the absence of its oun
proofs (IX:107), that the Union”s position was to be status quo. Its L3O,

however, sats forth a totally new proposal as to which no pros and cons or

= et e i P S AL AT

explanation have been provided on the record. 1Im light of this situation and
in light of the the evidentiary suppert which the City has provided for its L3O,
a zajority of the panmel has decided to adopt the City”s LEO.

AWARD: Article XXIV is changed to reflect the City LEO on two-ma
R .

i

Elaine Frost, Chair C. Charles Epkos, chard ager, /
Eaployer Delegate Union De te
(CONCUR ARRSY (CONCUR/ )

13. NEW HIRE BENEFITS

CITY L30: Modify the amount of time allotad for vacation, sick leave and
personal business time for new hires, specifically for those hired
after July 1, 1987, as follows:

Article XXI = Vacations

21.2: For police officers appointed to Westland Police
Department July 1, 1987, and therasafter, vacations shall be
earned in accordance with the following schedule:

A. Less than (3) years Tuo~thirds (2/3) of a vacatfon
day per month.

B. More than three (3) years Cne and one quarter (1 1/4)
but less than seven (7) years vacation days per month.

C. More than seven (7) years Two (2} vacation days per month.

Article XXVI‘: Sick Leave

26.1: Police officers appointed to the Westland Police Depar-
tnent July 1, 1987, and thereafter, shall accunmulate eight (8)
hours per month sick leave, credited on the first day of each
month., Each officer shall accumulate no more than one thousand
two hundred (1,200) hours in his sick bank. On the second payday
in Januvary, and every year thereafter, any hours in excess of the
raximum as calculated as of lecember 31 of the preceding year,
shall be paid to the employee at the prevalling hourly rate at
one hundred (100Z) percent of his pay as of the paynment date,
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28.1: Police officers appointed to the Westland Police Depar-
tment July 1, 1987, and therefater, and who have accumulated one
year”s seniority, shall be allowed two (2) mon-cumulative
personal leave days with pay per year for personesl businass.

UNICN LBO: Status Quo

DISCUSSION: In support of the City”s LBO, Gaiss testified that the
City “wishes teo slow down the accumulation of time, sick time, vacation time,
personal business time, the granting of medical, the granting of dental, et
cetera, with people that we are bringing in, as of given dates to the city.”

He also explained that the City had successfully taken this approach with AFSCME
Local 1602, with the Supervisors unit and that the City Council took it with the
directors. (VII:88).73 In addition to need, he pointed out that there are 15
people who apply for each job opening. (VI1l:92-92).

There is no two-tiered system in the police command officers unit nor
in the fire upit but the fire contract iz in negotiations and Gaiss indicated
the City is interested in implementing such approach there too. (VIII:93). The
City also provided an exhibit setting forth data from comparable communities
(City #142). It raeveals a two-tier approach with respect to at least some
benefits in Dearborn Heights, Farmington Hills, livonia, Royal Qak and Taylor.
The Union provided no avidence on this issue. (IX:94).

ARGUMENTS: The City ceontends that it is seeking to slow down the
accrual of benefits for newly hired police officers and so proposes reductions
in vacation leave, vacation accumulation, sick accumulation and personal leave.
In support the City contends the present benefit system {3 out of line with the
private and public sectors and should be modified. The Union challenges the
__73_/ As to Local 1602 Gaiss said that {t has longevity as to new hires but it
starts with year six, that they must wait 90 days on dental and medical, that
personal days start at the end of two years, that sick leave accumulates at the
rate of 10 days a year versus 12, that vacation days are reduced to they get 10
days from one to three years, 12 days from four to six years and 15 days from
seven to 10 days. (VIII:88, 90). As to supervisors Gaiss said they have their

longevity held baeck for two years, they get personal leave at the end of two
years and they walt for dental for 9C days (VIII:90, 91).
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City”s proposal, ia part, on the ground that it provided no evidence in support.

It also argues that the City”s concern for its finances fs misguided since it
entered into expensive contractual arranageaent for computers when the police
contract was unsettled and the LOCC and Council have seen fit to give generous
raisas to others.

DECISION: The panel chair is here presented with a few pages of
testimony (IX:88-94) and two documents and on that basis urged to adopt a two=-
tier systea for newly hired unit employees, raduciug their vacation, g4.y and
persocal leave benefits. Not only are these specific benefit changes sought,
but the requested impositfon would be the first occasion fn this unit vhere a
two~tier pattern was followed. Because of these factors, which the panel chair
considers extremely weighty in the bargaining process, and because the panel
chair 1s told cnly that the City sesks these changes because it “wants to slow

cown benefits,” she has concluded that the Union”s LBO should be accepted

AUARD: Status Quo

Tlaige Frost, Chair C. Charles Bowos, fchard Ringer,

Exployer Delegate ethn Dalegatiﬁjy
@BOWORR / DISSENT) ﬁ* /DISSENT)
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