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© REPORT OF DECISION

This arbitration proceeding has been conducted pursuant

 to Act No. 312, Michigan Public Act of 1969, as Amended. It
- was initiated by petition of the Police Officers Association
-~ of Michigan on behalf of the police officers of the City of

- Flat Rock, in October 1983.. The,Michigan~Employment;Relationsﬁ
Commission appointed the undersigned Chairman by letter of
December 22, 1983. -~ o o T

Flat Rock is lbcatédVin;éaﬁthéin.Wayne County,fpartidf‘;]1;1L

a«stringtofvcitiesaand,towns*most“Commqnly“referredatOjas;,-"
- the '"downriver" communities. For a number of years, the o
- single sizable industry in Flat Rock was the Michigan Castings

Company, owned and operated by the Ford Motor Company, and

~employing approximately 5,700 people. Ford shut down its

~operations at Michigan Castings in late 1981, The only

 remaining manufacturing'employgrszare;ofafarhlessfsignificance;" L

Flat Rock Metals, with 50 employees, and Colto, employing
two or three persons. The commercial area of the community
has a small retail shopping center and a "main street" with :
food services and other kinds of retail and services facilities.

8 Flat Rock occﬁpiés?seﬁenﬁsquafegmiles;v Its population

- was measured at 6,800 in the 1980 census. According to Mayor

T. Anders, only about two square miles of Flat Rock is
developed. The State of Michigan Department of Natural =

~ Resources has disapproved any extensive real estate develop-

ment plan which’would‘extendgorv:equiré.installation of a

multiple tap, asserting that present sewage treatment =

~facilities are overloaded. Anders testified that most of
Flat Rock is residential, and most of the people work outside

“of the éommunity._

With the shut down of Michigan Castings, negotiations

'~ led to an agreement concerning the appropriate basis for

assessing the properties s—xboth'rEaltyTand’personalty; The
impact on the City's SEV can be seen in the following figures,

taken from Employer's Exhibit No. 26:

Date e ‘ 1fSEy*f ©

1981 - o . 8144.1 Million
1982 - 8152 4 Million
1983 oo oo 8132.7 Million

- 1984 e 810000 Million
1985 S oo $89.3 Million

 *Based‘uPCn,thé“precédiﬁg;ygagfeqd Qé1u§;1QhfTf,~‘



‘ 1983 flgures are the flrst to refleet the agreed~upon tax~f'

ba51s reductlon

G-

The Clty 1a1d off six employees from the Pollce

Department in 1981-1982. The Union further agreed to freeze
‘wages when the then current collective bargaining Agreement -
“expired in June 1982, arrlvzng at a contract extension for.
. one year, until July 1983, It is against this background -
~ that negotlatlons for the 1983 1985 Agreement began v

The partles were. unable to reach a settlement of all
issues through their own collective bargaining efforts.

© Accordingly, the Union sought arbitration. under Act 312.
. -Section 8 of the Act directs that the economic issues in :
- dispute be identified and that the parties submit a "Last,

Offer of Settlement" on each economic issue. The economic

~issues in thls case concern wages. and: certaxn pension S
~ improvements. The non-economic issues in dispute concern
. performance of bargaining unit work by non-bargainlng unit

‘members), the establlshment of a new,[civlllan posxtlon G
within the bargaining unit, changes in the provision regardlng

Management Rights (Section 7.1 in the prior Agreement),
introduction of a Waiver Clause, and elimination of the -

" Maintenance of" Condltlons provlsion (Sectlon,23 1 in the
?'prlor Agreement) , ; L : SR

Sectlon 9 of the Act establishes the standards to be
considered by the Panel in arriving at flndings, opinions-

~and its orders. The factors most ertinent in the instant

matter and upon which the pattles 1ave relied in their

presentations are’ these

e e ﬁgi*?;u-'~1) **:f{

S "Me) The 1nterests and welfare of the :
public and the financial ability of the
unit of government to meet those costs.

f”(d) Comparlson of the wages and
conditions of employment of the employees
involved in the arbitration proceeding :
- with the wages...and conditions of employ-
e -ment of other employees performing similar
R serv1ces and with ether employees generally:,

,,,,,,,




g “(i)'~In publlc employment 1n comparable
e communltles : :

s (e)  the'eost‘of‘1iVihg o

“(f) The overall compensatxon presently
wﬂreéelved S e

;‘“(g) Changes in. any of the foreg01ng
~circumstances during the pendency of the
;‘arbltratlon proceedlngs.

kf "(h) Such other factors . normally , :
- ~taken into conSLderation in the determrnatlon
‘of wages..eand condltions of employment

Some dlscu581on of the Sectlon 9 criterla as they relate
to the parties’ positions in this case will be helpful, before
‘proceedlng ‘to examination of the Unlon and the Employer s

respective arguments in relation to the various dlsputed
2 contractual prov131ons P :

The Union empha31zes several pornts to support its
economic demands: the: layoffs which occurred subsequent to
the Ford closing, with an asserted increase in work load
for the remalnlng police officers (h); an allegation that if
- the Employer's position regarding a wage increase is awarded,
- the employees would be going without an increase for three
years (h); the impact of the cost of living (e); and the
status of this bargaining unit relative to the '"comparables",
the cities in the downriver area Whlch 1t believes are
approprlate to ‘consider (d)(i)

The Employer, for its part malnly asserts an 1nab111ty
. to pay (c). It emphasizes the adverse impact on its tax base

~ due to the closing of the Ford-owned facility, its very

careful ‘budgeting and its greater tax effort which have enabled |
the City to stay in the black despite the drop in the state

equalized valuation. The Employer insists that any award beyond -

. what it has offered would jeopardize the City s f1nanc1a1 health)o

‘Examining the Union's claims flrst, ‘the record states

- that therée had been 22 members 4in the bargaining unit, and

there are now 16.. That is a reduction of twenty-seven percent,
'not forty one percent as. the Union brief alleges - Whether the



: certainly will be given weight. =

‘ ” Z~A;x?;,!xif{fjﬂrf“"

" work load has increaéedfby fbrtyfone ﬁérbeht:isfqﬁiteVanothér5
- matter. That f

act is certainly not developed on the record.
Some activities may have been eliminated. 1In other cases,.

 there may be an increase in the amount of overtime, which is
‘not precisely the same as an increased work burden brought on.

by fewer personnel. 1In any event, police work, unlike,~3ay, ' ﬁ 

~ a manufacturing operation, cannot be reduced to measurable . g
units.. GivénfthExlack-of:a .evelppedfrecord~on-thisfpoint.v>,;;,_‘

 this particuia§ argument“pannopfbeZgivenimuch,we;ght;f;

- AS'td the~éiiegﬁﬁi0n‘ﬁhatjtﬁéﬁémplaieesLwi113have7hadf~'

"*5n03wage‘increase;forvthree;years if the Employer's offer of

a wage increase 0n1y~invthelseﬁond?Year;of_the‘ContraCE isJ

~awarded, that is simply ndtgso;n:Thg,last]increasefWas given
©.in 1981. No increase was given in 1982, and under the

Employer's offer none wOUlinssue;in 1983; ¢Thgjt;mgfpgribd' (R

runs frOm, ’quly ”1982“,_ not - 1931. i

 As to the cost Qf;liViﬁg;ftheiuﬁion asserts that the
theory of the COLA concept is to preserve the employees'

. agreed-upon wage bargain‘frcm;erQSionfby;inflatiOnj”‘In~this .

case the parties are divided as to the starting point for

-measuring the impact of inflation. The Union believes the

starting point isf198131the”timefofﬁthe*last7increaSe4,j_he,
-Employer-insiStsfthe‘appropriate*starting7pointfis‘1982;' LR
which marked the extension of the "old" Agreement, Accepting
‘the‘Employer‘s,contEntion,jitvaPPEarsrthataunder'eithers'“ i
partyfssproposal,‘the“emp10yees:will:nbt{be’made‘Whalevfor'V”

‘the loss of purchasing power which they have suffered.

Usiﬁg Emplo érfs ExhibitnNoQ,25;f$23;97i};top patrdiman\ 

wages -- said to be the most common classification ~- for
. 1982 * have not kept up with the consumers price index since

March ofg1983,,,In{July-1983,gthat wage~wou1d‘haV6~had to
be a little more than $25,000 to account for a higher cost of

~living. In July 1984, thgtffiguremrqsgftc,justsunderf$28,000g
It is true that the consumer price index as drawn on the = =

Employer‘s;gxhibitgstartedfto decline.after,January,1984.

, Nonetheless,~that;factfdoésfnctkdetract from the circumstance

that the wages of the bargaining unit members were adversely

‘affected by the CPI movements from July 1983 and thereafter.
If the only criterion was protection against inflation, clearly

the Union's demands would meet that test. However, of

'course;-COntrary'to;;heZUnianfsfasSgrtiansthatiphe statute
"mandates" adoption of its demands under this criterion, Act

312 simply enumerates many-factorg;and;thisyis bupione. RiE




- Monroe. . Monroe is substantially larger t

comparable cities.

h‘i:—5ri.fﬁy fF]*>"

 Next, theimattét=ofﬁcomparabl§é;*7TheﬁUnionfSelééted;

~ fourteen neighboring communities, the so-called "downriver"
- group. It asserts that these cities share commerce, some.
‘have a mutual aid pact in which the

‘police force may help .

~out in another area. The Employer selected Melvindale,

which is also among the Union comparables, and Monroe, which

~is not, It urges that there is a bond of commerce between
Flat Rock and«Monroe, that the Monroe newspaper covers Flat
“ Rock matters,fénd_that.genera11y~there:is a social inter-
.minglingﬂbetween\the\tWQfcqmmunities,§ .’u I R

2 The Employer selected only two communities for its

- comparables: MeIVindalei,alsqﬂseiectgdwbg,the?UniOn; and
{ , an Flat Rock. 1Its

population is approximately four times greater; its police-

force is three times the size of Flat Rock, and its area is

o fifty percent greater. It is somewhat difficult to evaluate =

their wage structure in relation to Flat Rock because it has
far more service steps. I conclude that there is insufficient
basis to lobk-onlyvat'Melvindale,and~Mcnraévas»the;gppropriate~
_ ; - Rather, Monroe will be considered as one
~additional community, along with the Union's selections. '

My own conclusion regarding the usefulness of these’
comparables is that they serve the valuable purpose of pro-
viding a general, overall picture of public safety officers’
wage rates in the geographical area, which is a valid con-
sideration. However, the record does not contain sufficient

‘QinformatiOn to permit determination of whether some are more

relevant than others. For example, there is no information

~ about tax rates, density of population, whether there has been = -

‘an historical reliance on these particular communities in

cOllective:bargaining,'whether,thesegcammunities}haVepsuffered B
a similar reduction in SEV to that which has occurred in Flat

Rock due to its loss of Michigan Castings.

.. The most that can be said is that Flat Rock in 1981 was
very close to the average (a simple avera%e)‘wages;paid.inf '
these communities. Flat Rock's top patrolman was paid $23,971.
The Union provided comparable wage information for ten communi-
ties. The average, not including Flat Rock, was $23,803. B
Six communities paid more than Flat Rock; four paid less.

‘In 1982, Flat Rock remained at $23,971; the average for
chirteen;communitiesfwas,SZh,SIO;‘“In 1983, the average

(for twelve communities) rose to $25,329. :

: ~ Finally, the matter of the Employer's ability to pay
which, in Section 9 (c) is linked to "[tlhe interests and

~ welfare of the public". It{ggesﬂw;;hopt;saying;that the welfare




= and’thezintefesté'ofuﬁhé‘publié ére;direCtly.related toka ey
- viable police force, one with good morale. As was stated by

the City in the hearings, the community must understand and

. expect to pay for the high quality of public safety services
which it perceives to be necessary to its‘welfa;eiand_lnterest.

"It appears from the dataxpresénte&7that‘Wheh‘the Ford ;.[

~ Plant was operating, Flat Rock met its employees' wage s
demands, and at-the same time built up a sufficient surplus
- to help it later withstand revenue losses due to Ford's -

closing. Subsequent to the closing, the City has raised
its millage rates 14 to 16, and again to 16.75, the latter
rate to take effect in 1985. Under the governing laws of S
the City, it may levy as much as 20 mils without resorting .

- to a referendum. In addition to this greater tax effort

through increased millage, residential property has been
reassessed and has yielded greater revenues. 1 :

The evidence establishes that fhé City is tightly -

~'budgeted;~that it has scaled its expenditures to fit within
~ its budgeted revenues, and that because of past years when

there was surplus or savings possible, it is not in a deficit
position. S e : L - FEEE

Muéh’testimony‘-—fas'shoﬁid'5é~apparent;from the fore-

: going -- relating to the ability to pay argument was tied to

the Plant shutdown. Also, the Employer's post-hearing brief
in support of its final offer alludes frequently to. the
'"bleak prospects' for Flat Rock. Subsequent to the time
during which final offers and post-hearing briefs were due,

there was a public announcement that Mazda had agreed to =

build a facility on the land formerly occupied by Michigan

~ Castings. The precise economic impact’ of this decision is,
~ of course, not known, but it is safe to conclude that this is

a most positive event and therefore, ‘I believe it is proper
to discount the Employer's concern about the community's
"bleak prospects'. At the same time there is no evidence
on the record to support a finding that the Mazda plant will
have any fiscal impact for the years with which this proceeding

is concerned, July 1983 through June 1985. It was stated by
‘the Employer's auditor that 1985 tax bills are based upon

~an evaluation on the records as of December 31, 1984. It -

- would seem therefore that the earliest time at which the

Mazdafannouncement,would“translate,into*improved revenues

would be 1986.
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 The conclusion from the foregoing is that Flat Rock
- has the present ability to;providg~for;some imprpvgments;» S
in the bargaining unit‘s.compensatipn and*that(its_prcspectsf SR

5 »forj1at¢r~year3garevmpchvbrighter,;gﬁ ﬁH

- ECONOMIC ISSUES

S 1. Wages. The Union's final offer with respect to wages -
is for the year commencing July 1, 1983, that there be a =~ R
. three percent increase, For the year commencing July 1, 1984,
 the Union's final offer s a six percent increase. = ' o

: For the first year of the Contract, the Employer offers

" no increase. For phe&second;,it?gffersvav;hree*peICent R

. Given all of the considerations which have been discussed =
aearlier,fnamely,\the,erosionﬁin'the,wages'WhiCh,the;bérgainingﬁ A
~unit has suffered in the past two years, that there has been

no wage: increase for two years, that the community has the
financial ability to afford some increase, equitable con-
Sidérations'persuade_me;to;adopt the Union's offer for a three
fpercent‘increaSeleffective9July;1,~1983."andjthe'Employer’s~f
~offer of a three percent increase for4the“SeCOndtyeaf,of,the

_ Agreement, that is, to be effectingJuly’l,fIQBAQ,,v

- Using the Employer's figures, the wage bill for the

- bargaining unit is currently approximately $449,000, A three

. percent improvement in the first year will raise the bill to

-~ $462,490, the increment being $13,470. In the second year of
~the Contract, the three percent increase will add $13,875 to

wages, thus raising the overall wage bill for the bargaining

~unit to $476,365. Stated differently, this award yields -

- over the twnhyear-term of;theuAgreement:anfincrease in wage

£1 payments'Which‘amounts?to"$40,835:”f;75” o el 7

4 1AsitheSUnion,pbints,Ouc’iniitsfpost-hearing brief, o
this amount of increase leaves the bargaining unit a little
more than $600 below the average of the twelve communities ‘
'shown as Union 'comparables", for 1983. In the second year,
~with anotherVthree“pErcentfadded,TFlat;Reck3s,wages'argﬁapproxi—!
- mately]$1200”belpW‘thef1984”avera e of the Union's comparables.

| 2. Pension Improvements, The Union seeks several
improVements‘in,the?panSiohﬁﬁbnéfits,¥iThe[improvements which

e seeks to be effective June 30, 1985 are the following:




Pl

1) it seeks a higher multiplier, that is, an increase in the
percentage of compensation to be used in calculating the
employee's pension; 2) it asks that an employee be allowed
to retire at age 55 after fifteen years' service with no’ :
actuarial reduction in the pension; 3) it seeks an E-2
escalator, which links the pension benefit to the consumer

price index y}thﬂa‘cap;off2;5’p¢rcent7perﬂy23r;f“'

. The remaining pension-related demand concerns the
shifting of a portion of the employee's pension contribution
to the Employer; it would carry an earlier effective date. s
‘Whereas' employees now contribute three percent of the first
$4,200 of compensation and five percent of the remaining, A
“under the Union's proposal they would pay in one percent of
~ the first $4,200 and three percent of the remaining, The
. Union seeks this change either in the first year or, as an

alternative, to begin in the second year. -

The;EmpIOyerVWOu1d maké,onlnyhe ¢hénge in the pension
benefit structure: with respect to early retirement, ic
- would permit retirement at age 55, after twenty-five years'

~ service, with no actuarial reduction in the benefit,

The estimated cost of these varipus changes were given
as follows: ‘ Cn B . o

~ Multiplier factor -- .98 percent of payroll =
Age 55 after fifteen years -- 1.69 percent of payroll
~Age 55 after twenty-five years -- 1.3 percent ' ~
E-2 escalator -- 2.32 percent e ‘

Shift of employee contribu;ions'-é»z,lsupercént

° The Union emphasizes that the Employer's costs with .
respect to pensions have diminished in recent years. It relies
on these figures frOm'the,Plan'actuary,'yhich show the

trend of the Employer's contribution: = -

~ 1981 -~ 8.78 percent of payroll
1982 -- 6.78 percent of payroll
1983 -- 6.37 percent of payroll
1984 -- 6.10 percent of payroll

The Union further notes that among the Union's comparable
communities, seven employerszcontributeﬂayrange‘of;approximately '
twenty-three percent of payroll to thirty-four percent; the
- remaining contribute ' between nine and sixteen percent. It




urges that both of these circumstances -- the diminishing -

cost to the Employer ofJthegexisting,programgandfthe:relatively :
low burden compared to the downriver communities -- call for

‘ an'award,offthe;Union's‘demands;:'Furtherg.thE'Unian.contends

~ that benefit improvements made;inr1985=willinot require g
 Employer funding until 1986. .~ o

: The Employer argues‘agaipSt.the_ahanges,{apartffromf,,,

~the early retirement which it pffered;;,lt;urgeS;that:many‘of

, the;impfoVement§}\particularly-those,Whichvdo,not~be¢cmef';‘

Ueffectivé-until June‘30, 1985,*Will'havaglittlevor‘no impact -

. on this bargaining unit for some time forward. It believes

the Union is seeking to attain in thiS“cbﬁtract~what'it'should, L
' be postponing until negotiations for the next contract.  There
- is some merit to the EmplpyerfS"argumEnt;fjﬂawever; when
_.pensions are the subject of collective bargaining, these

© matters often are prospective, for benefits are funded over’

- a substanti31:periodhftimg;f,_lmmediatefimpa_c;t-i:s;not{thew

- Improvement of the pension plan means an increase in

cost to the Employer. ' This cannot: be measured only in light
of the recent decline in the Employer's pension costs, but,

- this Award must also consider t e cost of the wage award and
- the various factorSWWhich'affec;.each&party‘s!poSitiOnw" ar

; . After cdnsiderationzofjthe*mexité“of’thefvéribusfpro—.*'

. posed pension improvements, the cost factors involved, the
overall Pattern,of‘pensiOn,proviSionSveVidenCed;in the tables

: regarging-the}comparable'communiciES;utheffollowing award will

. The multiplier faccor’proposedwby'the'UniOnywill be
granted. Of the,thirteenvcomparable‘communities selected by
the Union, all had a more generous formula than Flat Rock.

The new formula, at~the’C~§»leve1,under the Michigan Municipal

-Employees Retirement System uses two percent of final average

, compénsation,timeS'yearSfof;serVice]withra B-1 base, i.e., =
‘when social secyrity begins for a retiree, the MERS pension

-~ shall not be offsetgbytSecial:securityfbelcw~a;value,of‘1.7
percent of final average compensation times the years of
service. The cost of the benefit. has been estimated at .98
percent of payroll. It becomes effective on' June 30, 1985,

yThéfé&rly1fetirémént PfOViéiéﬁ”éfféred’bifﬁﬁé_Employér,
. permitting an[unreduced;pénsionjat‘age 55;after,twenty-five
- years, is awarded.  It;;s,effettive immedia;ely; ' :

- The E-Z‘escélatof_isrdeﬁiéﬁ;ﬂylt wasveétimatéd,té;cbstfi~‘
2.32 percentfof;payrgll,‘.Thexbenefi;{isiclearly one‘of value



;,;;1073'"“°

to retlrees, for 1t protects thelr income from erosxon by .
~inflation. Nonetheless, given the realistic limits which -
must be set on the increased financial burden to the Employer,,.
I belleve it not appropriate to grant thls demand -

S The shlft of a portlon of the pens1on contrlbutlons
ffrom the employees to the Employer 1s denled
R R R : :

o ECONOMIC ISSUES

1. Bargalnlng Unlt Work Thls lssue concerns the use of
non- bargaining unit employees to perform bargalnlng unit work,

namely work at the police desk The Employer proposed thls
: language : : o

"Management may flll 1n the pollce
desk position up to a maximum of
- 8ix (6) hours in the event of an
'unscheduled absence or emergency

The Unlon proposes thlS wordlng

‘”Bargalnlng unit work shall be

. performed only by bargaining unit

- members with the sole exception
‘that Management personnel may flll
“in the police desk position for a
period less than four (4) hours
cumulative in any one day in the
~event of unscheduled absence."n

, , The Employer 'S proposal permlts the use of non- bargainlnp ,
~ unit people when there is an unscheduled absence or an. emergency,
- whereas the Union would permit the assignment only for an
unscheduled absence. I concur with the Employer's position

“that either c1rcumstance Justifles the 3331gnment.k

As to the 1ength of t1me the Unlon ] ‘allowance of four

--hours 'seems more reasonable, but should be permitted in any

~one shift. Accordingly, the follow1ng 1anguage will be

- ordered:
"Bargalnlng unit work shall be
‘performed only by bargalning unlt

: members,, However Management



o e R Sttt ki

J“';‘ifggll;”t{ f; :; 

personnel may fill in the police »
desk position for a period up to =
four (4) hours in any one shift
in the event of an unscheduled
. absence or an emergency." L

2. Dispatch-Jailer Job Classification. This job classi-

fication does not now eXiSt;‘fIthvalidity'iS-thfdisputed;'~g
There isvgoméxdisagreement'about,thellanguage,,zThe‘Emplayer'
Proposes:s . N o s T e T e
f"During;the’term:of»thisjAgreement;~;‘,'
‘the City may establish the civilian
Jjob classification of Dispatcher/Jailer,
and as such shall perform certain =
functions relating to dispatching
~and as a jailer presently performed
by officers within the bargaining unit.
Prior to the establishment of this
classification, the City shall meet
and discuss with the Union the wage
scale for this classification."

. Thé_Union's‘prdpoSal,is,thié:f’:

~"Dutring the term of ‘this Agreement,
the City may establish the civilian
job classification of Dispatcher/
Jailer, and as such, shall perform
certain functions relating to dis-
patching and as a jailer, presently
performed by officers within the
- bargaining unit. Prior to the :
establishment of this classification,
~the City shall negotiate with the
Union the wage scale for this class-
ification. " There shall be a minimum
of three (3) members of the bargaining o
-unit who shall be sworn officers on
‘duty at all times one of whom shall S
- be a Sergeant or Lieutenant who shall

be assigned to the desk."

- The Employer's language which promises to meet and dis-
‘cuss the wage for this new classification is not well based
and will be rejected. On the other hand, it is inappropriate
for the Union to seek to establish manning requirements in
this context. According, this language shall be ordered:



. "During the term of the Agreement, the
City may establish the civilian job -
~classification of Dispatcher/Jailer,
- and as such, shall perform certain .
functions relating to dispatching and
as a jailer, presently performed by
officers within the bargaining unit. =
- Prior to the establishment of this
“elassification, the City shall negotiate.
with the Union the wage scale for this

classification." .

3. Management Rights. There is a Management Rights

~. provisionfin_the'Agreement'which;the»Employep seeks to expand
. at considerable length and detail. The Union believes the
‘present language'is‘3qfficient‘and OPPOS&S'anygghangef;.

The Employer aééértsfthatgit §eeks,toIavqid‘the-situatibn 

- which has arisen in the past where an individual employee
challenges a Management decision. That reason simply is not'
~sufficient to justify the kind of lengthy provision sought

by the Employer.  The Employer noted that these inquiries =
come not from the Union but from an individual who "questions"

- Management. Lt would seem that the existing language is

sufficient to respond to such an individual inquiry. 1 am
not persuaded that an individual who wishes to question a
particular decision will be silenced by four or five para-
graphs which do not dramatically add substance to what the

existing Article 7 now states.

After careful examination of the existing and proposed

~ language, and the absence of substantial justification, parti-
- cularly that it is not demonstrated that the Union abuses .

this provision to challenge City actions, I find the modifi-
cations do not serve any demonstrated purpose not met by

current language. The Employer's proposal will be denied.

4. The Waiver CiauSé; *Thé Emﬁloye: seeks the inciuSion,

‘for the first time, language which, in summary, represents:
. the acknowledgement that the Contract represents the parties'
vfull‘agreement.', DR Ll . '

.The Union opposés:Suchllanguagé., 

The Employer presented no testimony or argument as to
the introduction of a waiverigl&uae, ,Achrding1y,;I:can find




no basis for its approVal;:[ ¢cbrdingly;‘the'demand for a
waiver clause will be denied. .

R Eliminatidn df a,Maihténén¢e of4Conditioﬁs‘Clause.f«"
The Employer regards this provision as a ""guper' past-

- -practice clause™. It believes that the Maintenance of

Condition Clause (Article 23) is in conflict with inherent
management rights., - . oo e e
_ The,EmployérfS;assertion[ofrcOnflict;is;unsupported S

by any testimony on the/record;f,Withoutisome*persuasivé’H S
basis to strike the provision, it would seem highly improper
to addpt~theﬂEmployerfS‘demand.'iAccprdingly;;the‘Employer’s N
final offer with respect to deletion of the Maintenance of o
Conditions article from the Agreement will be denied. =

o AWARD

I.. Economic Issues,ij,”j

1. Wages. The Union's final offer of settlement -
-+ for the first year of the Agreement, effective
July 1, 1983, is ordered. The Employer's final
offer of settlement for the second year of the ‘
ContractgleffectiVe,July,13'1984;.is_ordered.* T
~ Accordingly, Appendix A, with respect to wages,
'Shall read as fOIIQWS}VM SRR e k i

'Effective July 1, 1983 Gl
CURANK . SIRTING 2 vEMs
. "Liéhtenant/Dét,‘Lieuténanti‘fllzvoﬁer‘top-Patrolnan |
- Sergeant/Det. Sergeant 8% over top Patrolman
Patrolman © 819,800 $24,690

- Police Clerk ’  "2kfix'~«16-52kbelcw~Patrolman .
Ordinance Officer ~  °  30.57 below Patrolman"




- -14 S

| “Effective July 1, 1984

"L:Leutenant /Det Lleutenam: o

- Sergeant /Det. Sergeant
Patrolman
Bolice Clerk =
Ordlnance Offlcer

. kPen31ons

a)}‘,Multlplier'FaCtOr

- SU@TBW} | Z‘myms L
1IZ over top Patrolman L
8% over top Patrolman S
- $20,487 825, 431; e
.- 16.57 below Patrolman - SRS
©'30.5% below Patrolman'

The Unlon 8 demand 1s ordered;~',
Accordingly, all employees in the bargalnlng unlt.jﬁ‘

shall be covered by the chhlgan Municipal
Employees Retlrement System (MMERS), plan c-2,
with a B-1 base. This multlpller factor is to

be effect1ve»June 30 1985

by The 47f Walver, Early Retlrement ] The'Uﬁlon‘s

- demand is denied.

The Employer's offer is

“awarded. Accordlngly, the follow1ng 1anguage

- is adopted

The C1ty shall elect to waive
Section 47f of the Plan, but only
for employees who have twenty-five
(25) or more years of credited

1semn£e"\

ThlS prov1s1on is effectlve 1mmed1ately

.. The Unlon s demand for the E-2 escalator 1s denled

Employee contrlbutlons w111 remaln unchanged from

the prev1ous Agreement

Non- Economlc Issues

'1; Bargalnlng Unlt Work

ig ordered

Thekfbllowing‘langﬁege



“&ngaunngxxutvxmk:ﬂmrlbe G
perﬂnmedcxﬂy*bytxmgauﬂngtxut
“.members:  ‘Ho -Man e
personnel*mayu,‘ll;in the police o
degkamitﬁxxfb,atperuxiup to o

~ four (4) hours in any one @m&k }:;;w‘ '
in the event of an unscheduled

d@xxmm or anzﬂmmgﬁnqy

SR

/‘/ N

. ;’2\ Dlspatch/Jaller" : Classlflcatlon;; e following
. language is ordered: X e R
; Whmlngtme term of ﬂueAgm%ment,the
‘City may establish the civilian job S
‘ﬁ classification o Dlspatcher/Jaller, : _.Qlaff"- .
~and:as such, sha | pexform certain - ,
functions relatrng to dispatching . %f--;w-‘~”~‘“*" =
w,w mﬁasajmlr,gm&mdypaﬁnmmtw L ey
~ officers within.the bargaini: e
 Prior to the establishment of thls-sf“” S
classification, the City shall negntlatesj .
‘vnthtie Umux;thevk@ﬁ &xﬂa ﬁn:thls

c1a531flcatlan‘“'

 -3?a Management nghts The language contalned in
- ‘the previous Agreeﬁent shall be retained. e
The Employer s flnal offer is reJected

 ‘4_ The Walver Clause The Emplgyer s Offerf‘if'f
o ois regected i 0

';1”5 The Mazntenance of Condltlans ClauSe The
. existing language shall be retained The
Employer s offer is rejected:;:~

Representlng the Clty of*

Flat Rock

‘Associa hon}vf Michlgan




