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STATE OF MICHIGAN 
EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS COMMISSION 

LABOR RELATIONS DIVISION 

In the Matter of Statutory Arbitration Between: 

. Grand Rapids Fighters Association, Local 366, 
IAFF, AFL-CIO 

-and" 

City of Grand Rapids, Michigan 

Michael P. Long, Chair 
Joseph Dubay, Fire Fighter Delegate 
Kenneth Deering, Employer Delegate 

MERC Case No: L07 D-7010 

ACT 312 ARBITRATION DECISION 

The Petition for Arbitration in this case was filed on after the parties reached an 
impasse in their negotiations for a new contract. A pre-arbitration hearing 
conference was held on December 19, 2008. The parties have stipulated to a three 
(3) year contract from July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2010. It is noted that the 
contract has reached its scheduled expiration date prior to the issuance of the 
award in this matter. 

There were six days of arbitration hearings held pursuant to Act 312 all at the 
offices of Local 366 of the International Association of Fire Fig'hters in Grand 
Rapids, Michigan. 

'l'he City is represented by John H, Gretzinger of the law firm of Nantz, Litowich, 
Smith, Girard & Hamilton. The Union is represented by Alison L. Paton of the law 
firm of Alison L. Paton, P.C. 

In tllis decision, r will Stlmmarize the positions of the parties, and then in 
appropriate instances make a determination as to the award along with the reason. 
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Public Act 312 of 1969 provides for compulsory arbitration oflabor disputes in 
municipal police and fire departments. Section 8 of the Act provides that the 
arbitration panel shall adopt the last offer of settlement on each economic issue, 
which most nearly complies with the factors prescribed in Section 9 of the Act. 
Section 9 of the Act reads as follows: 

"Where there is no agreement between the parties, or where there is 
an agreement but the parties have begun negotiations or discussions 
looking to a new agreement or amendment of the existing agreement, 
and wage rates or other conditions of employment under the proposed 
new or amended agreement are in dispute, the arbitration panel shall 
base its findings, opinions and order upon the following factors, as 
applicable: 

(a) The lawful authority of the employer. 

(b) Stipulations of the parties. 

(c) The interests and welfare ofthe public and the financial 
ability of the unit of government to meet those costs. 

(d) Comparison of the wages, hours and conditions of 
employment of the employees involved in the arbitration 
proceeding with the wages, hours and conditions of 
employment of other employees performing similar 
services and with other employees generally: 

(j) In public employment in comparable communities. 

(ii) In private employment in comparable communities. 

(e) The average consumer prices for goods and services, 
commonly known as the cost of living. 

co The overall compensation presently received by the 
employees, including direct wage compensation, 
vacations, holidays and other excused time, insurance and 
pensions, medical and hospitalization benefits, the 
continuity and stability of employment, and all other 
benefits received. 
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(g) Changes in any of the foregoing circumstances during the 
pendency of the arbitration proceedings .. 

(h) Such other factors, not confined to the foregoing, which as 
normally or traditionally taken into consideration in the 
determination of wages, hours and conditions of 
employment through voluntary collective bargaining, 
mediation, fact-finding, arbitration or otherwise between 
the parties,in the public service or in private 
employment." [MCLA 423.239] 

STIPULATIONS OF THE PARTIES 

During the arbitration proceedings, the parties met on a number of occasions 

and reached settlement on many issues. The settlement agreements are set 

forth below in the order that they were provided to me, and are made part of 

this decision. At the end of this section will be signature blocks for each of 

the panel members to sign, indicating that they agree that the stipulations 

are as set forth. 

I 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER & INDUSTRY SERVICES 

Employment Relations Commission 
Labor Relations Division 

CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS 

Employer, 

and 

GRANO RAPIDS FIRE FIGHTERS 
ASSOCIATION, IAFF LOCAL 366 

Labor Organization. 

Case No. L07 1)..7010 
Michael P. Long 
Act 312 Chairperson 

-------------------------_._ •. _-
SUMMARY OF TENTATIVE AGREEMENTS REACHED AS OF JANUARY 23, 2009 

The City of Grand Rapids and the Grand Rapids fire Fighters Association, IAfF Local 366 
stipulate and agree that the attached matters have been resolved by the parties and will be 
included in the collective bargaining agreement upon the issuance of the Act 312 Award 
in this maner. 

Dated: January 23, 2009 

J~~r~;Zi~28979) .-.-
Attorney for the City of Grand Rapids 
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IAfF l-366 PROPOSAL "3 

The Union and employees agree that during the lIfe of this Agreement they wm not cause, encourage, 

partlcipate In or support any strike ~tJng-aga~nst Management or on any slowdown or other 
interrUptIoh of of interference with the normal fUl'lctlof).5 or Management conc.ernlng any matter whkh 
Is subject to the grievance procedure or to tbe jurisdiction of 1he board ot Arbitration. ViolaHon of this' 

paragraph 5oi)li be grounds for disclpUtmry action up to a~d including dlstharge without recourse to the 

grievance procedure. 

JAfF 11/3 
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ern aARGAINING PROPOSAIIIAFF lOCAL 3 •• /2007·200B) 

MAY 22. ,007 

SECTION 2. SHWAllD REPRESENTA1IOl'l 

S, Upon the request of an employee, a Steward shall be present and participate at any prlvate 
meeting between a higher ranking officer and/oT management representative, and the employee. 
If the meetIng involves inveS11gatlon into mi5conduct oJ the employee or management reasonably 
expect\ the meeting to result In disclplinary adlon to the employee, the Union President or VIce 
President lor their designee In writing) and the Stew'fd 'hall be afforded the opportunity to be 
present. unless the employee waives such right to representation in wrlUng prior to the meetIng. 
In such cases where a waiver is signed, a copy shall be provided to Ihe Union. THtSE PROVISIONS 
SHAll 1'101 APPLY IN .HE fOllOWING CIRCUMSlANCES: 

1. WHEN PREPARING AND RESEARCHING FOR AN ARBITRAlION, 

2, MEOINGS BEING HElD TO DISCUSS IMPOSlTION Of DISCIPLINE BtrWHN MANAGI'MENI 
PERSONNEL Of 1HE CITY. 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 36612007-2008) 
February 7. 2008 

ARTICLE 6. GR~IE\lj\J:!QL\'ROC.EDURE 

SECTION 3. PROCEDURE AND ARBITRA nON AND TIME LIMITS 
Grievances will be pJOcessed In the following manner and wlthfn tl1e stated tlma 
limits: 

A. Slap 1: The grievance shall be reduced \0 willing and signed by the 
aggrleved employee or group 01 employees and by the Union Sleward~ The 
grievance shall be prepared in accordance with the provisions ollhis Article 
and be doled. The grlevanc.e shall 00 presenled OR SENT 10 Ihe Fire Chief 
LABOR RELATIONS OFFICE wilhin 15 calendar days of Ille occurrence 
OR WHEN THE EMPLOYEE HAD KNOWLEDGE OF THE OCCURRENCE 
ollne alleged vlolallon, nol including lhe day of occu"en~"". ACCEPTABLE 
MEANS OF PRESENTATION SHAll INCLUDE IN PERSON, BY FAX. OR 
BY EMAIL. The Fire Chief will reply 10 Ihe grievance In writing wilhin 15 
calendar days 01 dale of !he presenl.Uon of the wrillen gnevance, nol 
including Ihe day oj presenlallon~ Such reply will be given 10 the Union 
Preslden\, Vice Presldenl. and Ihe grievant eilher personally or by mail, 
posbnarked no laler than the lasl day specified hemin lor such reply. In the 
Bvent Ihe Fire Chief Is absenl, Ihe grlevance shall be presented 10 and 
answered by lhe Labor Relallons Office wilhin Ihe time IIm"s sel lorth 
abovo. 

B. ~ Slep 2: 

1. I[ lhe grleyance is nol seWed at Step 1; the wllllen grievance shal! be 
presenled lolha Labor Relations om", within 15 calendar days aller the 
Fire Chiefs response is !jiven RECEIVED, not Including Ille day of 
rasponse. The grievance shall be presented along wilh all pertinent 
ronespondence 10 dale. 

2. Wrthln 15 calenrlar days the parties shall meel io discuss the grievance. 
Each party shall be limited \0 3 partIcipants, unlBss mutually agreed 
Qtherwise~ 

3~ The labor RelaUons Office will reply to the grievance In wrillng wilhln 15 
calendar days of the dale of the meellng~ Such reply will be 9iven 10 the 
Union President, Vice PresIdent, and the grievanl ellher personally, BY 
FAX, BY EMAil. or by mail, postmarked OR SENT no laler Ihan Ihe lasl day 
specified herein for such reply. 
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4. The Union may lni\lale Ihe glievance al Ihls slep oj Ihe grievance 
procedure. A Union grievance is 0l1e in whIch a righl given 10 Ihe Union as 
such is alleged 10 have been violated. Such grievances must be Inillated 
wilhin 15 calendar days of Iheir occurrence OR WHEN THE UNIOW HAD 
KNOWLEDGE OF THE OCCURRENCE. ACCEPTABLE MEANS OF 
INITlATION SHALL INCLUDE IN PERSON, BY FAX, OR BY EMAIL. 

C. Step 3: 

1. The Union may submil a Demand lor Arbltralion withIn 15 calendar days 
after receipt of the GlIy-MaRa§eH; LABOR RELATIONS OFFICE response 
ill AT Step 2, nol including tile day 01 recelpl 01 response. ~ 
selecl-al'l-1!lfbl\fa~ •. IRE>·.fG"QW1HlJ panel {ffi-{l~~ basis: 
THEREAFTER, THE PARTIES MAY SELECT AN ARBITRATOR FROM 
THE PANEL OF ARBITRATORS LISTED BELOW BY ALTERNATELY 
SlRlKING NAMES UNTIL ONE REMAINING NAME IS MUTUALLY 
AGREED UPON; OR, EITHER PARTY MAY STRIKE THE REMAINING 
NAME AND FILE A DEMAND FOR ARBITRATION USING THE SERVICES 
OF AM. 

Marlo Chiesa 
Deborah M. Brodsky 
Robert McCormick 

Theodore SI. Antoine 
Benjamin Wolklnaon 

. 2. Ailer a demand for arbllrallon has been received, Ihe parties shall meet in 
no less than 45 days prior 10 the grievance arbitration dale and al\Bmj>I 
MAY MUTUALLY ELECT to rasolve the grievance. 

3. The arbitration shati be conducled in accordance with Iha rules of the 
American Arbitration Association. The power 01 Ihe aTbilrator shall be. 
Ilmiled 10 the inlerprelallon al1d application of the terms 01 Ihls Agreement 
and Ihe arbltralor shall have no power 10 a~er, add 10, subtract from or 
otherwise modify Ihe lenns of this Agreement as wrlttel'l. Decisions on 
grievances wllhln Ihe jUlIsdlctlon of Ihe arbitrator shall be final and binding 
on lhe employee or employees, lhe Union, and Management 

4. The fee and expenses of 1))e arbitrator snail be paid by the Un!on if the 
grievance is denied and by !he employer if the grievance is granted or as 
the orbarator direels olheJwise. Each party shall fully bear ils cosls 
regarding wllnesses and any olner persons it requires or requests \0 attend 
the arbitration. IF UTILIZED THE FEES FOR THE AM SERVICES SHALL 
BE PAID BY THE PARW ELECTING TO STRIKE THE REMAINING NAME 
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OF A PANEL ARBITRATOR. UNLESS MUTUALLY AGREED 
OTHERWISE. 
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5. Ills speciflcally and expressly understood and agreed thaI submissIon of a 
grievance 10 arbllrallon constilules a waiver of any and all rights by the 
appealing party and all persons ft represenls 10 1!llgate or otherwise conlest 
!he appealed subject mailer In any court or olher forum. 

IAFF Local 36,u'~<Z: 
-r--~ 

Dale· ()1-=rlO(;' 
~---L.!.J~-----

"","'" 
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ARnnE 12, PROMOTION AND VOLUNTARY DEMOTIONS 

SECTIDN,_ AIllNUALEXAMlllATlONS 

Page: 11 of 151. 

A. There wm be annual promotional examinaUons for the Tanks of FIre Ueutenant~ fire CaptaIn, 
BATTAUON fIRE CHIE}, and Fire EquIpment Operator. Those emplovees passing these 
examJo3tfofl5 will be added to the eligible lists. The remaIning ranks will be tested on an as-needed 
bas&!. 

On or about Oclober 315l of each year, the HUman Resour(:es Department Shall provide an 
announcement indkaUng \he monlh of tbe upcomIng scheduled e.xamfnal1cns as well as the 

expected schedule fot the eMI $elVke examtnation process fOJ the classifications of Fire Captain, 
fire liEutenant, BATIAlION fiRE CHIEf, and Fire EquipMent operator. 

All \est dates set by the Human Resources. Department shan be final. £Xceptlol'l5 may be granted 

on a case-by-case basis after the Human Resources Departmenl. thE: fire ChIef, and tne UnIon meet 
and confer. Vae<nioh: scheduling shall not be cOIlS!d~red to be a basis to gr.Hlt on exception. 

WfUO 
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IAFF PROPOSAL 1111 

ARUCIE 15. OVERTIME 

sEmON 3. QUALIFYING FOR OVERTIME 

A. OVertlme sha.1I consist of authorned work In excess 01 regular number of hours 10 allY scheduled 
work shift OJ any work week, OverUme of less 'han 20 minutes In any VJOT~ day shall not be 

included In determinIng the: total number of hours worked. Thereaiter, overtime shall be 

wmput~d to the ~earest ~ hour. 

B, All overt1me shall be authorized by a responsIble supervisor. 

C. It \5 agreed that members 01 the batgi:3inlng volt shan be allowed time a~ authorized by thejr 

supef\llsor \0 dean and s10w their persona) eftect~ ~&efi}~.f()nowlng \helj ,durn from 

a fire which they have been re'leved on slte. It is further understood that the provlslon:» of 
Article 15, Section 3A shjjlJ apply in calculating the compensaHon fot suth tlme but In no event 

shall the Ume exceed 30 minutes and no stKn tlme shall be allowed for personal hygiene 

purposes. Upon returnlng from a medkal alarm where selVices were provided, employees will 

have up tt> 30 minutes upon returnIng to their stalIon for cleaning .and decontamination. 11 Is 

agreed that this determlnatlt>n wm be left to the dl.suEtfon of the 5uperv15or. 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366/2007·2003) 
May 22, 2008 

; , 

ARII~b.I;;JJl~j\J'~HANGE§ 

SECTION 1. PURPOSE 
The following provisions shall govern the assignmenl of pay steps to employees 
!lIthe CiI,;, WITHIN THE BARGAINING UNIT. 
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IAFf L·366 PROPOSAL 1115 

e,mCLE 20. V ACi\JlOI'/S 

SECTION 3. 24 HOUR EMPLOYEES 

Vacallonall\lwance for employees \'ino work a 24 hour work d",y. 

Page: 1,1 ofl51. 

E. tire suppmsslon emp~oyees shall be allowsd 10 maintaIn a ma'Ximum oJ 20 days 01 
vocatIo.') hom one fiscal year to aoother. Any earned vacatlon in excess of 20 days shail be 
considered void wilh the excepllon of a balance of up 10 32 days belween \he period 01 
January 1 and NO\Iember 30. 

st.cnON2. F.]GHl HOUR EMPtO'YEES 

Vacation a:owance for employees. C1ther than dispatchers, who do not work a 24 hour work day, 

O. An employee shall be allowed 10 malnlaln a maximum of 40 days of vacation from one 
fIScal year to another. Any earned vacatfon In excess of '10 days shaU be considered 
,oid with \he excepUon of a balanca of up 10 68 days belween lhe period of January 1 
and November 30. 

IA.F.f.lotaI3S&:4~_~ 
Oate:Au;;J=~_, 
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llODENDUM TO SUPPLEME/>j3AL E\()REEMENT 
Maximum Vacation Balance (Eight Hour and Twenty.Four Hour Employees) 

On July 31, 2006, Ihe parties enlered into a supplemental agreement 10 plOvide for an 
altemalive dale al which accrued vacaUon maximums of up 10 6B days for 8 hour employees 
and 32 days for 24 hour employees are contractually lowered \0 no more Ihan 40 days for 8 
hour employees and 20 days fOI 24 hour employees (see attached). 

The provisions of fhat agreement were 10 remain in effect through Ihe duration of the current 
agreement which expires OIl June 30, 200'1, unless extended by mutual agreemenl during Ihe 
negotiations for a successor agreement 

This "agendum provides for an exlension 10 Ihe duration of Ihe supple menial agreement until 
Ihe lime Ihal a successor agreement has been reached by Ihe perties and approved by City 
Commission, 

C' OF GRAND RAPIDS IAFF LOCAL 366 

DATE~·_·~=F 

CJ:$A ADO VAt:, BAlIAFf- 061107 



Act 312 Arbitration Decision 
G.RF.:F.U., Local 366, lAFF, AFL-CIO 
City of Grand Rapids, Michigan 
MERC Case No: L07 D-7010 Page: 16 of 151. 

SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT 
Moxlmum VaC<ltlon Balance (Eight Hour and 1'wl>nty.Four Hour Employ"",,) 

In order to provide for an altemaliva date al which accrued VlIC<!ijon maximums of up to 
sixty-eight (68) days for eighl hour employees and thlrty·two (32) days fOt !wenty-four 
hour employees are ron\rt\clually lowered 10 no more forty (40) days for eight hour 
emplOyees and !wanly (20) days for twflllty-four hour employees, !he parties mUlualty 
agree and stipulate 10 the foIkIwing amended provisions for Miele 20-Vaca\k>n$ and 
terms for Implemenla!lon: 

1. The provisions of Article 20. SecIlon 2(0) shall be amended to read: 

An employee shall be allowed fo maintain a maximum of 40 days of vacation 
from one fiscal year to another. Any earned vacation in excess of 40 daytl shall 
be considered void with the exception of a blllanct> of 68 days be\Wl>en the 
period of Jaoual)' 1 and November 30. 

2. ll10 proviSIOns of Article 20, Section 3{E) shall tle amended to read: 

Fire suppression employees shall be allowed to maintain a maxfmum of 20 days 
ofvacaUon from one r,.cal year to anolher. Any eamed vacalion In excess of 20 
d~ys shall be considered void with the exception of a balanr..e of 32 days 
between !he period of January 1 and November 30. 

3. The amendmenls to the above provisions shall .amain in effect through Ihe 
duration of Ihe currenl Agreemenl which will expire on June 30, 2007, unlew 
extended by mutual agreement during the negotiations (or a successor 
Agreement or as the partles may mutually agree otheTWls<l. 

4. Except as expressly provided above all other terms and condiUons of 
employment shall remain in fun loIre and eff~. 

FOR THE cm OF GRAND RAPIDS FOR THE IAFF, LOCAL 366 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366/2007·2008) ( ~ /;!& 
May 22, 2006 . 

AimcLE ZOo VACATIONS 

,.,. ER1jlloyees assi§Red 10 tho Dispalsnor 12 hoy! schodul&-sf\G!l-nave-lAelf 
\'(JaalioR GOlwerte440--lleumrfalheHhar.-<:Iay&--{h&.-4 'NOOK equals 40 
heu~,), 

B.... Dispalooere 6hal~~Be--ellewe<l--te4!laiB1aiJ+~mum of 32Q houre-ef 
~~yeaf-\<HIl\9\her.--A~~aoalioll ifl'Ol<OOS15 
Gf-32Q hems choll he Gefl81",*~~~6ejllID~aA<!e--GI 
544 heufSbeIwee~JofllJory 1 {3J\d.·JuIy~7 

SECTION 5. DRAW AND OTHER PROCEDURES 

9c-'Vaooi10fl Draw !>reeedure lor Fira DispatsholS 

--~ ._. o. P,ime ~-+fIe41'lonllls <>f--JIJfl€>,.JIlly, ,>\IJg\lc\,4lfl<!-af\y 
j:l€IflOO-IhatffiGllldoo-Gt;Hslma.r. 

-...Jbl:h.-iHal~~::rw<H:lOOf\eeijflg wa~ <1<>)", OR-IWG_ecllR!J 
~ 

-'---~---4.--SlfI!Jl&P~"WBfl<.~ weAl Righi oycle. 

d. Double-l"9f!Gd,-+WG-Wfl!leoo~Ie-i"*ie<l&, 

e, Unit: AR'r~Gf..-.vasaIkm--#!al--f\ms ill c~ 
~&~ . 

f. ElfeGli'Ie-JanuaT)'-- 1. 1997, ...tM---<leliRitioRs ab~ire 
Glspalcnols shaU.J:>e-.;h<mge!l-le-be; 

(1) PAme Parica: Tile molllhs 01 JUM, Jyly,Augus'., alla any 
!,erioG tha~iAGlIJ!los-Ghrisimas. 

(2) rlalI·PeriGffi-gthe!-4ha-lircl-\we--{)r~lat\ FNO dGY~~ 
slR!Jle-l'e!ialh 

(~) 8iA§le Period: ,A, four work day ef-fouf-~I-GYGl07 

--~---1("4)I---DbI·""~PeHeffi....+w"",,,,l\WGIJlWo-sln!lle periods. 
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(€i) Unit /\rPf ~<l of vasa~o~ lIlal lune in so_ullve-w9fk 
sWfl& 

2. The ~A draw will be GIlRElwele<l Ily gaRlsfily £e\v,'een the ~ermanem 
JCif<H}ispatohere ana 'tAli ee oollil*>tOO-in th,eo Isunds 01 drowSr--+M 
S!'!itliAll 01 periods lAte half periods is alio'l}(ld. ~ifl!J-!~alf 
pafiOO-iswnsleered to be lhe sa_~10 pORocHo, pmposes 
oW1~ 

~aw-arPJ-B""IIaBle-eoui>l&-jloriGd-~rlffia-li1l1e, If tIlis epjjo~ 
1lSOd;_~~n be draw~the eosefld--faHflG.of4fIe 
dfawwlth-ooy romain~e;:lits..4_-tIle-lhiftHoooo-el-lile draw, 

~.-£, Dra' .... ofl't-fl\'8ilabkHllAijla-penod dullnHrime-l!me-ood--any...,mQle 
perletl-oolsi<lo>-ol-pIime-Ilme,...Jf.1hi&W1ierH,l-\lsed;-<lli_inlng .,edits 
san-l:Je4fawn-GMoo.seooru\.r<lyAG'£)(..tl1e4row, 

--~raw-full-vaealien oreans o,"side-fJl-j>llm<Hime. These """b04",WA 
ffi....GGTl<>Wulive-pafiG<ls""'Hl!>Ii!--inIG-lWG,-oot-_l--mOfe-4han-Iffi"ee 
sej>Ilrat~ 

4 . IRe manne' aml se~YeROO 01 ills sasona ana thlr~f lila 9'ffi',' 'Nill 
~-IlJl"IHmw-\lle.lrulMdool-Glloe8es 10 maka hlslheHlffil.QfBW, 

ij, WhefHl-l<Hha tllm fer Ihe Rell\-GisfHlk;lleH9-dmw.-llelshs-wlli£~9 
'll<>fk-.ds'is 10 mak<> Risifle. dmw-,--Il-MIshe-d~&-h!sIl!ef-sheloo 
within iha two WGfk-.:k\Y%--heisho-w'~!>d--ih<:Hlffiw-w\" 
""RIIRUe with tho no*' peman, 

".--T~_'.'aaallen, "emp lime, Sf la sahedule-refuwer va.aliGn dGys 
wilHe<lllire-&mlflImum-Wi<>--weaks-nolifl<;alIon-t~lfIg--fle~ 
~"iiffiRl~af<l-*I-69Alority unless mulllally.sgreee 
slhorv,qse ll'/Ih"i"'fli_ 

'h,---9ispatsnors sRall hwe IRe fight 10 sraw twa 1G "aooOOn-periess at GrPf-lima 
dU,jA!llh~ 

g;. If requested priaHo lho publication of tho upcoming seileOOle,tI!spatsl>ero 
shall ha'lo tho addilAonal agility 10 make salesllans to periada nol olased by 
!J!e-.d",W-by-balOlJ--{lrante<l--tlflliml!e<Hlualle, parioos--<ieflRed as one day 
grows iIIM4ays-af&~"",,-€.~ntod-e,,-a-l'ifS\ 
""me, ijR!l-sePle aasis wilholl\--regal<l-l9-seruelil>r. 
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A. An emptoyee shall accumulate 1 day of sick laave for each calendar mon1h of service In 
which the employee worKs ~ Of more of all feijufarly scheduled days, 

I.AJ.f: loe'136b=:£i:}: -~ __ 

D31e: 12 1- If-::.oL?---
• 
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ARTICLE n SICK lEAVt 

SECTION 6. SUnSTANTIAllON 
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Al'Hil.yee .~all ,ubslal1llate-l~kIGIH~y-w_","",bI!Hn""R<H>& the I'lm 
G~I.I "'rPf require, lial,i1iGallofl sf any sick lea>.'. al!i~"""'~ 0101\ leavEHlOOlI 
a"i¥<lUAd, I., di$Gipll~alJ' aSH"A up I. and lAcl"dln8~ 

SECTION 6. SUBSTANTIATION 

A. d,5.Q.4 emplpyeeshallbe entitled up tQOO~ (31 Q!OJf(cnU$ pe({(JIe.ru!Qcy~[ 

un<llJbsta~fltl~Jll!JJ.i:1L4Qh.e..l!!Jlli:!~~.enUt1ed to 5lxf6J lJ.~J;urrenC£!..5 per 
~kndb~arofunsuh.HanUaled;l(kLeav~ 

8. ..&.:~mll/Qyee shall ~ntJqie ouySI," leave usaqc»-~SmQJhe abQve stgtedllmlts of 
UIDubstgnHoted uses bv pne gfJhe foJlmvloo meq@ 
bf!1lAonal}movyledgf!. (11 obr.elVotlan ofsupervhol not to exceed 10 calendar dgys. 

~. Note fram physldun Cf)nto/nJnq dote and person was unable fa work. ExccptJcm~ 

~50n ta/ll)j')j get Into the rmYsleJom offlte onrlis l5sued a stafemeni to thai effect, 

4. Letter [rom "I",slclan slalillg tm on.olng condition, which shall be 
ruMt~ntJca.foJ1 (or occur,rences Qf relevant §k!Jl~flY~ usage !Or up1!!.l.1.~mrom 
!!!l!.'!.J2/Jssue. 

C. Ji'rnudulent use of sick lel\lvc mD)' he investigated by 1he Labor Re)n6ow office.. 
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GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION 
!,I\FF}111-07 - UNION INITIATEDISICK LEAVE SUBSTANTIATION 

In order to provide for resolution of 1ha above referenced gnevance matter! the parties agree 
and stipulate 1o the following lerms and conditions: 

1. This grievance deall wllh the Issue of whether or not an officer's observation served as 
appropriale sick leave subslanUation In March and April of 2007. Under Ihe provisions of 
the labor agreement in effect al Ihat Ume (711103 6130107), Seclion 6 of Article 22-Sick 
Leave slaled. "An employee shall substantiale Ihe use of sick leave by such reasonable 
means as Ihe fire Chief may require. falsification of any sick leave affidavit or 
fraudulenl use of sick leave shall be grounds fOf disciplinary acllon up 10 and including 
discharge: 

2. During negoUations for a successor labor agreement. Ihls lople was discussed and the 
parties reached a lenlative agreemenl on May 22, 2008, 10 revise the language in 
Section 6 of Article 22 as follows: 

"SECTION 6. SUBSTANTIATION 

A. A 50.4 hour employee shall be entitled up to three (3) occurrences per calendar 
year of unsubstantiated sick leave; a 40 hour employee shall be entilled 10 six (6) 
occurrences per calendar year of unsubstantiated sick leave. 

S. An employee shall substantiate any sick leave usage beyond Ihe above slaled 
limits of unsubslantlaled uses by one of Ihe following means: 

1. Personal knowledge or observation of supervisor nol to ex('.eed 10 
calendar days. 

2. Prescription induding dale of Issue on or about dale of sick leave 
usage, 

3. Note from phYSician containing dale and Ihal Ihe person was unable 10 
work. Exception Is II the person cannol gel into the physician's office 
and is Issued a slalemenllo that effect. 

4. Le"er from physician slating an ongoIng condiUon. whish shall be 
substanliation for occurrences of relevant sIck leave usage for up to 1 
year from date of Issue, 

C. Fraudulenl use of sick leave may be investigated by Ihe Labor Relations office. 

This language as contained In the signed lontalive agreement will be effective 
retroactively to March of 2007. 

3. The above provides iull and complele resolution to alt matlers raIsed In the above 
referenced grievance. 

CI1Y OF GRAND RAPIDS IAFF LOCAL 366 

J:f1ES 11--07F 100903 
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.-rjj"V 
() S'· ;;1;;;>' -08 
--<;<'w<> L - 'a 1,(, 

CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (JAFF LOCAL 36612007·2008) {' it,a/7 
May2?,2008 ~ '( 

ARTICLE 42. WORK WEEK AND WORK DAY 

The-U-MIIr shill lor DlspalAABf!H5llall be establlshod iA Iha-!ollowifljj manner; 

",·--There shall be W.'O shins, a fif&l..sFiilt and a ,snoAd sRIlt. -+1Je.4!mt-1ffilft 
MlalH;la!+-al-OOOO-hellf&ilAd tile soeand shiH shall slart al 1S0Q-OOHfEh 

[k--AIl-em~l"ye" sha~lR~~~I!>_lRe-n\ghl 
~f<>llawed4ly-l<lYr peooQs elf. 

G,.--+h<>£<lhedHla-!e, 0iS)l8\.her<rsl;al\-IJe-oo~~Hsed c.f-lhe-follGWlng ROllrs: 

_· ______ ·_~~N-T.\J~9__THUR pRJ SI\T 

~~·----I>4~48-1J...-43-i>-oIf- 011 011 
::!fld week ·oIf.-.-.s.·1s...·_8-ia-l>-4~-{)!f.·-<>lI 
~·-··--·......-oII--QjjC·-·-l>4S--&411-4!;-l:>-48-1J...-4>II 
4I1H','eek -ell. 911 .<JII-......{i..tl>-.g j 8 1 B l>-1-B-ll 
1iIl+wee1<-.-~. -·--<>fj..·-aU--{)U--{)fI-.-~6 18 1~ 
ethweek---~-·-4g.fI-.4!-·-~lJ..--<>I!-<#- (l 18 6 11l 
7lh'IJeak w·e 188 011 all 011 olf 6 11l 
8lhwaak----8-4f1-.4S-il-186 oll .~' 
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IMf l<i5t5D PR,OPDSAlIl40 

ilRIICLE49. PHYSICAl. FlTNE>ll!lQl\!l8M 

SECllON 1. PURPOSE 

Page: 23 of 151. 

Ills Iho mutuallnl.nl oj Ihe pallleslD dov.lop • mandatory physical fllness program 10 '"ellitale 
and promote lna overall efficiency of depar1mental personnal. Consequently the parties agIee 
to tho "'"owIng progrom principles: 

A. An members of the bargalnlng linn shall paJtldpate in n supeMsed~ structured pnysl:cal exerdo;;e 
workout of at least 30 minutes per oo-rluty day_ Such enrdse period shan be scheduled during 
the COl.llse of the active duly day (0745·1600 houn). 

8. The department SOiln engage \he services of 3 physical fitness specialist '0 ass;;;t In the 
deve!opme»l of the exercise program iJnd to p.iWltle profeSSJoflBI advice and consultaUon 
regarding til? Implementation 0' Ihe program. 

C. lhe program shall locofl'Orate the concepl of approprl;)te medic;)l ev;)Iuatton regarding the 
suilllblllty of the exerdse pIogr-am as Indivldual medlGlI drcums1ances dtc\ate, 

D;" ~any __ """"_~""~IM~mJ._~""""""'<-~"'" 
~nOO-ImdeH:he~A. £MPlOYHS ME RESPONSIBLE FOR COMPLETION OF THE 
EXERCISE PROGRAM DESCRIBED IN SuBSECTION A. 

L The CRy win ensure that each of tile s\a\lons wll) have access to app,opriate ex~'rcl:se equlpme:n\ 
as detelIDlneo necessary for tile success of 'he exercise program based upon "the 
recommenda11on of the" phys!U\) fltness spedelist ;)nd concurrence of the Are ChIef. 

"", .. 
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l«~'D <>.;>-0)-08 

(0: 17 A"., ---p; 
Crry BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 36612007-2008) 

February 7, 2008 . 

ARTICLE 52. CONTRACTUAL AMENDMENT§ ANDEFFECTIVE DATES 

SIlCTlml g, MliMQRANtWM OF U~I!)!;RSTl,NIlIHG ALTIlRNI\TI'Ii,.WQRK 
SCWEDUY;;S 
lfH>f<ler la pr""We a trial ~erlod-fuf.ir!\~e!l\aU9lH~I-altefA01lve-w~<l<Mru; 
~effi.l~ille-l_I10R31-A_ia\!el'l of"lFo 
Rghlon; {11',~66, '.vho 'NOrl, 4Q..l)9I}f-we!k waoK6, Iha parties have 
f>llfOOO ena sllpHlala 10 Ihe leHowiAij' 

A--·-Alleffiallyo Gchodulin§ Is-lelended \e aIiOw-ef"l'leyceG SOfRO limilod 
f1e;<ihilily in Iheif-W8~lJle~nlhly basis while-slilli*evkllnll 
oove"'!J0-9I~9-fl~~!rWilliJef\e"'I\y-Ee 
a¥aiIabkH>n a mom!; by ~sl" Ie regulaf-MI-Ilm~"" 
I'GgYIaf.wefk-wee.I( GGAsis!-s of 4lJ...hGblf~h aHorAaij'l8--SGhool:Jf~ 
90 as sunoeuled aAd a~_<l-Oy-lI~a-GRIekMoo£! 1 "'91'\'1i1 
1A-OO_~pleyceG s~-ekheoolA!J-Whslllaf-OHle\ 
l<J-j>aflielpale-1~~u!ifl!j.-Appr""al 81 wHl""~eyce&-wlll 
1::><HJllewm>.l~l~dis.re\iorHlf..tHe-.FIre-Gh1ah 

B,-.. -€mjlI"yeoo-epllrlfrl.<>j>llRIGljID!o~rHlllama!1"fHlt'Reflul~l-j>l<>Vifle 
~Io. Ie Ino De~llly-l'lfo..GIljel-l»r\OO.;m"~ 
1*,,0601l1@ any-month ""ham ao allema""" .GIledele Is !<>-l>IHI"""*'l>eeh 

Gc--.GAG<Hl-Werl\-s<;heOOle-l9f a gi"e"'ffiGl'I!~pprtwe<l, the 
altemallve G.ho!JYlo-£ll~_el barFiRg UIlYWal 
GlreemGieeSO<r. 

[J, ",lkl",ali>;e.~euH1l-lloof-.work days wiill Ih~iII 
_ifl!rllme 01 9700 hour&al1d shift eAdIJljj-IlffI<Hll4llQ!l-A9uRl, e .. lusing 
&~ .. W"'*~OOule&-Mall~l-a-paltefR"" 
~~h!O"ah Tlluroday-<me weak aAd IheR l"e$da~ 
~~ek, 

l',-.i!:mployooG worl<ll1!l-allemative sohe<4Jla&-shall-be requlrollle-Hllliz-o-sisl4 
loo¥\H!~lan en an 1l0Y!l;4>asil'rWitlH"'Gruals-OOiflg-Hrldell3looG-tG 
b<>-ofllKiay-a<¥ffil&<li!Jll.1 hoo ••. WherIHofe,eRca is mada-lfHho 
A\l_Alle 'clays', '"oaks", 'NorkrJays", "work weeks", BAd Ihe 1iI1&; 

600M~IJ.f~yoos-aw<jfled.\Q.altemall_edule&1>e 
Il'\'Ierj:lreled oml applied 10 a manner cooslsteRl-wilMho basis 
""flew\a~~"Iinjj-WllHl<'l~Se-lAa-Gl!f&laOO' -. 
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1'. I'Sf warl! weells In whlGlro Aoliday Is abso,\'ed.lhe employee saR alest 
ellllef to we,k 10m 8 hellr days aRe be G.oeiloe 'Ni!~ 8 houl'S holiday pay 
{!J&i*lWldoo·l!t-AJll<lk.-:lh-S;J6Ilen 2[8]) Of werk I"fOO4{J hour da!>'. aAd 
OO~"oo!klA 10 be OOded 10 the !!-he"", holiday pay I~r---le 
ootein 4Q..h_pay In fual 'JwFk waok-, 

+h<Hria~~II-Ge_Ge--9A-NevemgeI'4,~elllast IhrollllB 
G\;lOOef.3-1-.400~ltI'ter ~arty may tormiRale--IM-tIi~kling 30 day 
R6!loo in writin~rlal peRoo -mey*larmlnaleo by mutual a@fOOfflOOt at any 
lillie, 

Nole: Parties agrea 10 re·number Sections following SeeUon 9 accordingly. 

Date:...Q;2--~.L--

\ 
Coy of Grand Rapids: ~-~~~"";:;: f.----v._ ::?,,->U>'!bv 

Date: __ J# =rj2L 
Mdl!62,Q 
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IAFF L.366 PROPOSAL II 50 

ARTICLE 52. COtlTRACIUAtAMENDj\,IENTSANP EFfECTIVE PATES 

SECTlOlI13. bliTIiR O~~t--SH!I'+ 

Page: 26 of 151. 

+he fleal eillft \'AII .)<is'. ao a leUe, sf \lA<le .. la"di~@ "filII"'. -I-<Iu~l draw r. "" __ HlM 
Im!ll.meffied '" 2005 "A<leF-t~pro'A'lons of ,'I!Ilola 14 W.~, Assi!J"me!1l,Se£lio" 2. Tho 
paRie. mal'all"'.I" Gontn"elll", 1""Of-OH,"~AAlXlI-",!ly-<lr"",j" 201lli 
". lila ""rIlG<Hl{jroa to Go"Ihme Ill. 1I.al shill~~""t .. <lu!)' <lra ... of 20Qll, 
elllls. v_fly",")' "".G.IIlla t"fIfIS 011"5,1""0' 'f .A<le-..Jj~IHl""'IyiOO) dayG RoIk"" 

City of Grand Rapids; --"'~:lli ~1:c!."f.J.1<:)t1 
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"/lib 
0S" . .;;>.::t ~ r9 8 

y_ L' 3(,(, 

CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAl38SI2007-2008) 1", lIP /J 

May 22, 2008 lp ''('' 

AI'PENDlXA 

fLASSmCl\1JQN 'I1'l1& TiIJlLE 

Ht».araons Materials PllUIDeT 

Fire Captain + Prevention 

Fire Fighter 

Fire Equipment Operator 

fire Lieutenant 

Fire Caplrun 

DnttalloD Fire Chief 

Deput)' Fire Chief 

Fire Trainiog SupervlsUf 

Assislimt Fire Training Sllper-viSOJ 

Fite In'l'estlgator 

File Prevention lnspector 

File M Illshul 

Fire Captnin - Building M~iJltenance 

Fire Maintooance Electrician 

Fire Cnp1ain ~ Fleet Maintenance 

Assislrult Fleel Mein1enance Snpervisor 

FJDorgency Medical Services Coordinator 

198 

200 

201 

202 

203 

204 

205 

206 

207 

20& 

209 

210 

211 

~ 

214 

215 

220 

463 

807 
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BA.'rr ALlON eHlF.!' . ADDlTlONAL COMPENSA nON FOR DAlLY STAFFING 
DUTI!'1l & PROCEDURE MODIFICATION 

In accordance with Arilcle 32-Supplemenlal Agreaneo\s, Section 1, the parties m\\tuaHy agree and 
stipulale 10 tlJe fonowing terms and conditions in order 10 provide additional compensa.tion to 
Banation Chiefs fOJ du~jes perfonned during lbni\ed duty hours lo delermine daily staffing and to 
modify the procedure: 

1. One (1) additional hour of pay 81 the Dal1alion Chief regular rate shaU be provided to the SouUl 
Battalion Chief (or other voluniarily trained personnel as provided in hem #~ below) when the 
duties of determining daily staffing are cllIl'ied oUi during 'he twenty-four (24) hour shift. If the 
South Battalion Chlef (or otheJ voluntarily trained personnel as provided in hem #3 bdow) is 
nol available. to perfonn these duties during lhe fuJI twenty· four (24) hour shift) they shan revert 
to a Deputy Chief andlor 1he nre Chief. In such case where the duties of delenninlng daily 
staffing are performed by a Deputy Chief and/or the Fire Chjef~ no additional compensation 
shalibe provided. 

2. 1115 expected that ihe dUlles of determining d~ily staffing will be required during bmiled duly 
hours between approximately 20.00 - 22:00 and again between apPlo);imaleJy 05:00"~ 01:00. 

3. Training shaH be provlded 10 the South Battalion Chiefs and on 8 voluntary basis to North 
BaHalion Chiefs and any non'pJOba1)onary Fire Captain. 

4. This supplemenlal agreement shall be in effect for a one (l) year trial perjctd between February 
l~ 20013 and January 31, 2009 unless mutually agreed olherw.ise by the parties. 

5. Neither ptHty shalt use.lhis suppl.emenlal agreement to assert that the other musl again agree io 
provide !>udl supplemental compensatlon in any fmure sim;\ar or disshnihu case. 

6. During the period of lime thls SlIpplerncnlnl agreement is In effect, the pro'1lis\on5 of---ArticleA4~"-~-~-­
Acting Af,signrnenl. Section 2{B) shall be modified as fonows: 

Dally caUbnek and short term acting assIgnments wUJ be based Oil the ~felestaff Rosier as 
of 20:00 of the preceding day. 1n preparIng for the next day, a determination wJJl first be 
mad~ to see if oventme Is netessary and what rank(s) wilJ be caned back, If it is 
dttermlned thHt can backs are necessary for the foUowlng days staffing) caUs will be made 
during tile 20:00-12:00 period or nfler 0500 Ihe nexl morning. Earlier oUempts for e,1I 
hack may be made before !.he 20:00 - 12:00 period provided such early can bad attempl 
is stopped at tbe point wberethe phone nih billt) maRe direct contact with the emp1nyee. 
In such caSe the caU backs snaB reSllme at approximately 20:00 at lbe point ""here they 
had been stopped. Tbe 10tent of tbe above staffing process is to have l'I:ssignmen lS finalized 
sufficiently in ndvtmce of tbe 07:00 reporting time to allow suppression personnel 
knowledge of where they are required to report for worN in the event lhf:ir station and/or 
machine assignment i5 dlffurnt born thdr drawn po!OHion. 
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7. During the period of time this supplemental agreement is in effect, the provisions of Article 44-
Acting Assignment, Section 2(C) shan be modifIed l1S follows: 

Any ,'offing cbanges reported aner 20,00 will be de.l! with "paTolely. The new ".fling 
infDrmatlon wllJ no! change Ibe .sslgnments and tailback, already determined during tbe 
lO:OO 10 07:00 hours preparalion time wilh Ibe excepllOD of rntedper.onnel Who are 
returning 10 duly. In Ibis Instance, acting a"lgnment J"rsonnc\ will be returned to Lbelr 
regular ... ignmen!{,), 

&. Except as expressly provided above •• n olber terms and condition, of employment .... provided 
by the collect;ve bargaining Agrcemenl 'hall remain in nIl! force and effecl. 

FOR THE lAFl', LOCAL 366 

DATE, .~- 0 7 -.QX.~._._ 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 
DEPARTMENT or CONSUMER & INDUSTRY SERVICES 

hnployment Relations Commission 
labor Relations Division 

CITY 01 GRAND RAPIDS 

Emplo}'er, 

and 

GRAND RAPIDS FIRE FIGHTfRS 
ASSOCIATION, IAH LOCAL 366 

labor Organization. 

Case No, L07 D·7010 
Michael p, long 
Act 312 Chairperson 

. Page: 31 ofl51. 

SUMMARY or TENTA fiVE AGREEMENTS REACHED AS OF DECEMBER 1 a, 2009 

The CIty of Grand Rapids and the Grand Rapids Fire Fighters A:'Soci<llion, IAFf Local 366 
stipulate <lnd agree that following attached maHers have been resolved by the parties; 

~. Summa:), of Tentative Agreemenls between th~rc;;,d Rapids and 
!AFF LOC~1 _ (, Including Partial Settlement a ~n Ordinance Change 

The ,lgreernenls on these m,,1Hers will be included in Ihe colleclive bargaining agreemenl 
upon the issuance of the Act 312 Award in this maHer. 

Dated: December 18, 2009 

cj.t.. [;Ij.-,--_ 
.~---.. ---.. ~--.--

John H. Gretzinger 1P28979j 
Attorney for the City 01 Grand Rapids 

,~"d~ 4--~. ~--.. -.~--.-----.. ~--. 
Alison L. Paton (PJA803) 
AHorney for the Grand Rapids Fire 
FightHS Association, IAFF local 366 
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SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT 
BREAKlNG TIES IN RANK SENIORITY FOR PURPOSES OF LAYOFF 

In accordance with Article 32-Supplemenlal Agreements, Section I, the parties'mulually agree and 
s\lpulate to the following tenl1$ and conditions ill order 10 prOVIde for a means of breaking ties in 
re1ative nmk seniority under the provisions of Article 13-Layoff and RecaU. Section 2 and/or 
Section 6: 

I. In the event pennanent or probationary employees are tied in RANK seniority for purposes of 
Jayo-ff and/or recaU due to the {.act of being l)romoted or laterally transferred 10 a classification 
other than Fire Fighter On 1he same date, the first tie breaker in relative RANK seniority shan he 
the entering service date (dale of original hire without a bre;lk in continuous service)_ If 
seniority still remwns tied, then relative seniority shall be determined by the relative score on 
the Civil Service examination for Fire Fighter. 

2. Except as expressly provided above, aU other tenns and conditions of employment as provided 
by the collective bargaining Agreement shall remain in full force and effect. 

FOR THE CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS FOR TIlE IAPF, LOCAL 366 
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SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT 
EXCEPTION FOR 2009 LAYOFFS - PREFERRED ELIGIBLE LIST 

In accordance with Article 32-Supplemental Agreements. Section 1, the parties mutuaUy agree and 
stipulate to the foHowing tenus and conditions in order to provide for a deviation fo the provisions 
of Article 13~Layoffand Recall. Sedion 6B: 

L In light of the layoffs projected lake place effective December 31; 2009, the provisions of 
Article 13, Seetion 6B are amended to provide a minimum of five (5) years verSus the 
contractually based two (2) years for names remaining on the preferred eligible list due to this 
anticipated layoffresuh. It is expressly understood that lhis amendment by the parties shaH not 
apply, unJe$$ mutuaJly agreed othcJ\vise. to lll1y prior or any subsequent iayoffs involving the 
lAl1F. Loea1 366 bargaining unit. 

2. Except as expressly prov;ded above, all other terms and conditions of employment as provided 
by the collective bargaining Agreement shan remain in fun force and effect. 

FOR THE CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS FOR THE IAFF, LOCAL 366 
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CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS arid IAFF, lOCAL 366 - December 4,2009 If rt 
TENTATIVE AGREEMENTS BETWEEN THE PARTIES 

To Be Attached to the Act 312 Arbitration Opinion and Award 

ARTICLE 52. CONTRACTUAL AMENDMENTS~FFECTIVE DATES 

SECTION 18 (New). Retirement Incentive 

~ 

Employees who retire on or before December 31, 2009 shall be provided with an 
incentive as follows: 

A. The minimum service retirement age of fifly-five (55) and the table of 
actuarial equivalent percentages as provided under Section t249 of the 
City of Grand Rapids Police and Fire Retirement System shall be waived, 
provided the employee is at least fifty-two (52) years of age and has 
achieved ten (10) or more years of credited service as of December 31, 
2009. 

B. A pension multiplier of 2.8% with the applicable cap (94<5% if hired prior 10 
July 1, 1992; 90.0% if hired on or after July 1. 1992) shalt be applied in 
calculating the employee's allowance under the provisions of Section 
1.246. 

c. The actuarial cost of the retiremenl incentive shall be estimated by the 
systems actuary, and the employee contribution rate (currentty to be kept 
at 3.20% for the fiscal years of 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013 under a 
supplemental agreement daled April 22, 2009) shall be raised to 4.20% (a 
raise of 1 % which equates to an estimated $180,000 increased contribution 
annually) for a period of three (3) years from the date this retiremenl 
incentive is enacted, or until the actuarial estimated cost of the retirement 
incentive has been fully paid by such increase in the employee contribution 
rate, whichever occurs first 

O. Retiree health care benefits for those employees who elect to utilize the 
retirement incenUve, as provided within this Section, shall be at the level 
provided to active employees at the time he/she enters retirement, unless 
otherwise modified by the 312 Arbitration Opinion and Award. 
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CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS AND IAFF LOCAL 366 
DECEMBER 15, 2009 

TENTATIVE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE PARTIES 
fo Be Attached to the Act 312 Arbitratlon Opinion and Award 

ARTM;LE 5a, CONLRACJUAbc.i\MEN])MEI'IJS ~tlP EFFE.CTI\LE..Pi\I~ 

Page: 35 of 151. 

This to'ital1ve agreement seNes as a.clarlficatlon to the lentalive agreemf,):1t signed on 
DecembGr 9, 2009 fOL 1.~~f!I D. Seelion 18 of Artlc:e"52:-

The parties agree that any individuals who uHlize the early rellrement opHon whlch expires on 
December 31, 2009, shall not be subject to any premium sharing of any changes in retirement 
healthcare noallng with active men:bcrs regardless of any Act 312 decision, 

Benelits will be consistent with any other retirees who have separated during this contract 
negotiation process, but prior to receipt of the ACl312 aV/ard. 
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CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS and IAFF, LOCAL 366· December4, 2009 

TENTATIVE AGREEMENTS BETWEEN TI:JE PARITES 
To Be Attached to the Acl312 Arbitration Opinion and Award 

ARTt~lE 52. _COi'jTRACTUAl AME:NDME:NTSAND HFE:CTIVE: DATES 

SECTION 19 (New). Increase in the Pension Multiplier 

A. Effective July 1. 2012, the pension multiplier. as provided in this Article 
under Section 2(H), shall be raised from 2.7% to 2.8%. 

B. The actuarially estimated cost of this benefit improvement (using a thirty 
[30J year amortization of such cost) is 1.01%. That cost shall be shared by 
the bargaining unit members by increasing the employee contribution rate 
by one-half of one (1) percent (.5%) effective July 1, 2012. The rate of 
4.20% (if still applicable under Section 18 above of this Article) shall 
thereafter be reduced to 3.70%; or, if the rate has already been reduced to 
3.20% under tile provisions of Section 18 above. tile employee contribution 
rate shall be raised to 3.70%. Effective in fiscal year 2014 the employee 
contribution rate shall be' as provided in the penSion ordinance 
amendments herein utilizing the applicable table which provide the 
applicable employee contribution percentage based upon the pension 
funding level percentage. 

C. The parties agree that the issue of the cost and effective date of the 2.8% 
multiplier increase. and provided herein. shall not be the subject of further 
negotiations for the subsequent collective bargaining Agreement covering a 
period of July 1, 2010 through the negotiated effective ending date of such 
Agreement. nor shall either party have the right to submit such an issue to 
binding interest arbitration through Public Act 312 of 1969 (MCLA 423.231 
through 423.247) for that same contract period. 
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ARTICLE 25. INSURANCE & HOSPITALIZAT.ION 

SECTION 1. HOSPITALIZATION I ~rtr 
B. 

~'P' 
L 

Begi,,~!Jly--h 1986, tThe City will pay Ihe medical and hospitalization 
insurance premiums, LESS ANY APPLICABLE PREMIUM SHARING AMOUNT, 
for an employee who is disabled pursuant to the provisions of the Pension 
Ordinance until such time as Ihe employee is eligible for Medicare, or reaches age 
65, whichever occurs first. The City will also pay the premiums for the disabled 
employee's spouse and QUALIFIED dependents. IF THE RETIREE AND 
SPOUSE AT THE TIME OF RETIREMENT SHOULD HAVE FURTHER 
CHILDREN AFTER RETIREMENT, SUCH CHILDREN BY BIRTH OR LEGAL 
ADOPTON SHALL BE CONSIDERED QAULIFIED DEPENDENTS FOR THE 
FIRST TWO (2) OF SUCH BIRTHS AND/OR ADOPTIONS ONLY. NO FURTHER 
QUALIFIED DEPENDENTS MAY BE ADDED DUE TO BIRTH OR LEGAL 
ADOPTION AFTER THE RETIREE REACHES AGE FIFTY (50). 

FOR NON·RHSA COVERED EMPLOYEES, THIS BENEFIT SHALl. APPLY TO 
BOTH DUTY AND NON·DUTY RELATED DISABILITY RETIREMENTS. 

FOR RHSA COVERED EMPl.OYEES, THIS BENEFIT SHALL APPLY ONLY TO 
DUTY RELATE,D DISABILITY RETIREMENTS. IN ADDITION, f'OR RHSA 
COVERED EMPLOYEES, PREMIUMS SHALL BE FIRST PAID TO THE CITY 
FROM FUNDS IN THE EMPLOYEE'S RHSA ACCOUNT IF THE EMPLOYEE 
WISHES TO CONTINUE MEDICAL AND HOSPITALIZATION COVERAGE 
UNDER THE CITY'S PLAN AT THE TIME THE DUTY DISABILITY RETIREMENT 
BECOMES EFFECTIVE. IN SUCH CASE WHEN RHSA FUNDS ARE 
EXHAUSTED, THE CITY SHALL RESUME PAYING THE PREMIUMS, LESS ANY 
APPLICABLE PREMIUM SHARING AMOUNTS, UNTIL SUCH TIME AS THE 
EMPLOYEE IS ELIGIBLE FOR MEDICARE, OR REACHES AGE 65, 
WHICHEVER OCCURS FIRST. 

GRFFU ?arti,,1 SellicmCr.t of Reliree He3!:h 15sue:; Ilem \ final 
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SECTION 1. HOSPITALIZATION 

Page: 38 of 151. 

C. II is agreed Iha! Management will llay··~.fle-h&Sl'italii'ali<lR .. -iASlIffifI<le,Jr_i­
PROVIDE HEALTH CARE COVERAGE for the retirees, their spouse and 
dependents for those years of age of the retiree between 55 and 64 Inclusive. In· 
the event the retiree dies after retirement bel\'1een the ages of 55 and 64 inclusive, 
the spouse and dependents, if any, will continue to Rave-the...fl€>Sj}italizatioR 
if\S\H<lAOO-i'remiam-~l<l BE PROVIDED HEALTH CARE COVERAGE by 
Management unlil such time as the retiree would have reached age 65. Spouse is 
understood to be thai person to whom the retiree Is married al time of retirement. 
F0F-_f'loyees--whe-fOOf&oorlA".Jl;e·pe,ie~<lt·IAe-<:ool!aet·oove'ifl€rJ"'Y-1-,·2!liJ;l 
th_g~(f,2QQ1.,..ve.stiBfj-iR-llealIh-iAB\;;af1ee-BeAeIils-f;hBli-t>8-<lt-lllfHeveis 

ne[j<ltiated-fef,tAalGGrHFaetPOOQ9, 

1. FOR THOSE EMPLOYEES COVERED BY fHE RHSA, THE CITY WILL NOT 
BE REQUIRED TO PAY ANY AMOUNT TOWARD THE PREMIUMS AFTER 
RETIREMENT OR OTHER FORM OF SEPARATION FROM EMPLOYMENT, 
EXCEPT AS OTHERWISE PROVIDED IN SECTION 1(8) AND (D) .OF 
,-.RTIGLE 2fj THIS ARTICLE. 

2. FOR THOSE EMPLOYEES NOT COVERED BY THE RHSA. IN ADDITION TO 
SECTION l(B)AND 1(D)ABOVE IN fHIS ARTICLE: 

a) THE CITY WILL PAY THE FULL PREMIUM (LESS ANY APPLICABLE 
PRDAIUM SHARING AMOUNT) FOR THE RETIREE, THE SPOUSE, 
AND DEPENDENTS, IF ANY, IN ANY OF THE FOLLOWING 
CIRCUMSTANCES PROVIDED THE EMPLOYEE HAS AT LEAST TEN 
(10) YEARS OF CREDITED SERVICE: 

1) WHERE THE EMPLOYEE HAS REACHED THE MAXIMUM 
APPLICABLE CAP (THE PRODUCT OF THE MULTIPLIER TIMES 
YEARS OF CREDITED SERVICE) AS PROVIDED IN ARTICLE 52, 
SECTION 2(H)(3); 

2) WHERE THE EMPLOYEE HAS REACHED AGE 55. 

bJ IN ALL OTHER CIRCUMSTANCES, THE CITY WILL PAY THE EARNED 
PERCENTAGE OF THE EMPLOYER PREMIUM IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH THE FOLLOWING (LESS ANY APPLICABLE PREMIUM SHARING 
AMOUNT): 

10 YEARS OF SERVICE .. 40,0% 18 YEARS OF SERVICE .. 72.0% 
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11 YEARS OF SERVICE· 44.0% 
12 YE ARS OF SE RVIC E . 48.0% 
13 YEARS OF SERVICE· 52.0% 
14 YEARS OE SERVICE 56,0% 
15 YEARS OF SERVICE· 60,0% 
16 YEARS OF SERVICE· 64.0% 
17 YEARS OF SERVICE· 68.0% 
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19 YEARS OF SERVICE· 76,0% 
20 YEARS OF SERVICE· 80.0% 
21 YEARS OF SERVICE· 84.0% 
22 YEARS OF SERVICE· 88,0% 
23 YEARS OF SERVICE· 92.0% 
24 YEARS OF SERVICE 96.0% 
25 YEARS OF SERVICE· 100.0% 

c) IN THE EVENT THE RETIREE DOES NOT HAVE SUFFICIENT YFARS 
OF CREDITED SERVICE TO RECEIVE AN EMPLOYER CONTRIBUTON 
EQUAL TO ONE HUNDRED PERCENT (100%) OF THE EMPLOYER'S 
PERCENTAGE PORTION OF THE RETIREE HEALTH INSURANCE 
COST, THE RETIREE, OR THE ELIGIBLE SPOUSE/DEPENDENTS OF 
A DECEASED RETIREE. SHALL BE REQUIRED TO PAY THE 
REMAINDER OF THE EMPLOYER'S PERCENTAGE PORTION OF THE 
RETIREE HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUM COST, IN ADDITION TO 
ANY APPLICABLE PREMIUM SHARING AMOUNT. 

d) FOR EMPLOYEES WHO LEAVE EMPLOYMENT AFTER COMPLETING 
TEN (10) OR MORE YEARS SERVICE BUT BEFORE BEING ELIGIBLE 
FOR AN IMMEDIATE PENSION BENEFIT, AND WHO ARE NOT 
COVERED BY THE RHSA, SUCH AN EMPLOYEE AND/OR SPOUSE 
AND DEPENDENTS SHALL NOT RECEIVE ANY RETIREE HEALTH 
CARE BENEFIT UNTIL THE EMPLOYEE BEGINS TO RECEIVE A 
PENSION BENEFIT, UPON RECEII'T OF PENSION BENEFITS, THE 
RETIREE HEALTH CARE BENEFIT PREMIUM PAID BY THE CITY 
SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE YEARS OF CREDITED 
SERVICE AND EARNED EMPLOYER PERCENTAGE UNDER THE 
APPLICABLE FORMULA SET FORTH IN ITEM 2(b) ABOVE LESS ANY 
APPLICABLE PREMIUM SHARING AMOUNT, 

GRFFU Partial SelHernenl.of Reur~f) HeJ~th Issuos ii;lfr. 3 FL~~I 
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SECTION 1, HOSPITALIZATION 
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D. In the event a person covered by this Agreement dies prior to retirement, 
Management will pay the hospitalization insurance premium, LESS ANY 
APPLICABLE PREMIUM SHARING AMOUNT, for that person's spouse and 
dependents unlil s.uGh time as the covered person would have reached age 65. If, 
however, the spouse remarries or the spouse is covered by anolher health 
insurance policy, Ihis provision shall not apply. 

FOR NON·RHSA COVERED EMPLOYEES, THIS BENEFIT SHALL APPLY TO 
BOTH DUTY AND NON·DUTY RELATED DEATHS PRIOR TO RETIREMENT. 

FOR RHSA COVFRED FMPLOYEES, THIS BENEFIT SHALL APPLY ONLY TO 
DUTY·RELATED DEATHS PRIOR TO RETIREMENT. IN ADDITION, FOR RHSA 
COVERED EMPLOYEES, PREMIUMS SHALL BE FIRST PAID TO THE CITY 
FROM FUNDS IN THE EMPLOYEE'S RHSA ACCOUNT IF THE SURVIVING 
SPOUSE ANDIOR ELIGIBLE DEPENDENTS WISH TO CONTiNUE MEDICAL 
AND HOSPTILIZATION COVERAGE UNDER THE CITY'S PLAN AT THE TiME 
OF DEATH. iN SUCH CASE WHEN RHSA FUNDS ARE EXHAUSTED, THE 
CiTY SHALL RESUME PAYING THE PREMIUMS, LESS ANY APPLICABLE 
PREMIUM SHARING AMOUNT, UNTIL SUCH TIME AS THE COVERED 
PERSON WOULD HAVE REACHED AGE 65. 

GRFFU Pluta: S;:ll:Sifwn! of RB:il€1! HtiaHh Iswes ;:~n'I 2 Fioal 
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CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS and IAFF, LOCAL 366-December4, 2009 lu 

&rtf 
=f 

TENTATIVE AGREEMENTS BE1WEEN THE PARTIES 
To Be Attached to the Act 312 Arbllralion Opinion and Award 

SECTION i0(NEW) ONE·FOR·ONE RECALL (LAYOFFS OF DECEMBER 
2009) 

DURING DISCUSSIONS CONCERNING SCHEDULED LAYOFFS IN 2009 THE 
PARTIES CAME TO AN UNDERSTANDING WHICH RESULTED IN A 
RETIREMENT INCENfiVE BEING OFFERED (SEE ARTICLE. 52. SECTION 
18). IN CONJUCTION WITH THE AGREEMENT TO PROVIDE SUCHAN 
INCENTIVE THE CITY AGREED TO UTILIZE THE RECALL PROVISIONS OF 
THIS ARTICLE TO FILL VACANCIES CREATED BY EMPLOYEES WHO 
UTILIZED THE RETIREMENT INCENTIVE AND WHO RETIRED ON OR 
BEFORE DECEMBER 31,2009. 

IT IS EXPRESSLY AGREED THAT IF A POSITION VACANCY OCCURS DUE 
TO SUCH RETIREMENT(S), THE CITY SHALL RECALL LAID OFr 
EMPLOYEES ON A ONE·FOR·ONE BASIS. IF THE RETIREMENT IS WITHIN 
THE CLASSIFICATION OF FIRE FIGHTER, THE MOST SENIOR FIRE 
FIGHTER ON THE PREFERRED ELIGIBLE LIST FOR THAT CLASSIFICA TlON 
SHALL BE OFFERED RECALL. IF THE RETIREMENT OCCURS WITHIN A 
CLASSIFICATION/RANK ABOVE FIRE FIGHTER, IT IS EXPRESSLY AGREED 
THAT A PROMOTION TO THAT CLASSIFICATION/RANK VACANCY SHALL 
BE CARRIED OUT TO FILL THE VACANCY AND ANY SUBSEQUENT 
VACANCIES VIA PROMOTIONS, OR USE OF PREFERRED ELlGILBE LISTS 
(IF ANY) UP TO AND INCLUDING THE CLASSIFICATION OF FIRE FIGHTER 

AS EXAMPLE -IF A FIRE CAPTAIN IN SUPPRESSION RETIRES UNDER THE 
TERMS OF THE RE flREMENT INCENTIVE PROVIDED IN ARTICLE 52. 
SECTION 18, HIS/HER VACANCY IS TO BE FILLED BY PROMOTION FIRST 
FROM THE PREFERRED ELIGIBLE LIST FOR THAT CLASSIFICATION OR IF 
NONE EXISTS FROM AN ELIGIBLE LIST FOR FIRE CAPTAIN. IF THAT 
PROMOTION RESULTS IN A VACANT FIRE LIEUTENANT POSITION, THAT 
VACANT POSITION IS TO FILLED IN THE SAME MANNER. FIRST BY . 
PREFERRED ELIGIBLE LIST AND IF NONE BY THE ELIGIBLE LIST FOR FIRE 
LIEUTENANT. THIS PROCESS IS TO BE REPEATED DOWN THROUGH THE 
VARIOUS CLASSIFICATIONS/RANKS INVOLVED INCLUDING THE 
CLASSIFICATION OF FIRE FIGHTER, UNLESS THE PREFERRED ELIGIBLE 
LlST(S) FOR ALL CLASSIFICATIONS HAVE BEEN EXHAUSTED. IN SUCH 
CASE THE CITY'S OBLIGATION TO CARRY OUT A RECALL SHALL CEASE. 
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Tentative agreements between the Cltv of Grand Rapids and IAFF Local 366 

Including Partial Settlement and Pension Ordinance Change 

1-2. City of GR and IAFF l366 Partial Settlement as Ratified 

3, Agreement for Pension Ordinance Changes 

4. Ordinance amending Police and Fire Retirement System 

5. Art. 3 Sec 1 Removal of Picketing 

6. Art. 5 Sec 1 Bargaining Members 

7. Art. 7 Sec 2, B, 1&2 Steward Representation 

8-11. Art. 8Sec 3 Grievance Comm/Arbitrator Selection 

12. Art. 12 Sec 3, A, B, C B'c' annual promotion exam 

13. Art. 14 Sec 5,F,5 limited duty hours training 

14. Art 15 Sec 1 Bargaining Unit 

15. Alt 15 Sec 3, C Strike "Rubber Goods" 

16. Art 15 Sec 3, D Strike part D 

17. Art 15 Sec 5, A Fiscal changed from Calendar 

18. Art. 18 Sec 1 Bargaining Unit 

19. Art 19 Sec 2, H Longevity Pay 

20-1. Art 20 Sec 2,A,B,lntro 8 hr Employee Vac. Earn Schedule 

22. Art 20 Sec 2,D&3,E Vacation Carryover 

23-4. Art 20 Sec 4&5 Strike Sections (dispatch) 

25-6 Art 20 Sec 5,A Draw Clarification/8 to 7 on Vae 

27, Art 21 Sec 1 MLK for B Day/Personal Holiday 
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28. Art 21 Sec 4 

29. Art 22 Sec 1 

30. Art 22 Sec 2,A 

31. Art 22 Sec 3 

32. Art 22 Sec 6 

33. Art 22 Sec 9,D 

34. Art 36 Sec 2 

35. Art 38 Sec 1,2,4 

36. Art 40 Sec 5,6/41 3 

37-8. Art 42 Sec1,2 

39. Art 42 Sec 3 

40. Art 44 Sec 2,C 

41. Art 44 Sec 3,A 

42. Art 49 Sec 1 

43. Art 51 Sec 1,2,3 

44. Art 52 Sec 2,G 

45. Art 52 Sec 2,H,4 

46. Art 52 Sec 6 

47-8. Art 52 Sec 9 

49. Art 52 Sec 13 

50. Art 52 new Section 

51. Appendix A 
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Holiday pay while on W/C 

Step Parents 

S/L Accumulation 

Doc Visits while on Duty 

S/L Substantiation 

Pay for unused S/L (Language to Follow) 

Parking for FAO's 

Trade Time/Leave Days 

Working Agreement/Light Duty 

Strike FAO only 

Strike 

Manpower Compilation Time 

E.O'/Off. Certification 

Physical Fitness Tracking 

Contract Termination & Modification 

Pension Purchase Reimbursement 

All W-2 

No Smoking 

Strike Alternative Work Schedule 

Strike Float Shift 

Direct pay to Health Ins from Pension 

Remove FAO and Chief FAO 
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52. Appendix A 

53. New Art/Sec 
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Fleet Maintenance/Building Maintenance 

Mutua 1/ Auto Aid 
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IAFF Partial Settlement of Issues Pending for Act 312 Interest Arbitration 

The parties mutually agree and stipulate to the following terms and conditions in 
order to resolve, in pari, issues pending for Act 312 Interest Arbitration before the 
Act 312 Panel chaired by Arbitrator Michael Long: 

1. Wages 

Upon ratification and approval by the City Commission the wages (or the period 
of July 1. 2007 through June 30. 2010 (the period of the three [3J year Agreement 
at issue in the 312 proceedings) shall be: 

Effective upon ratification and approval 2.0% then 2.5% (with 
compounding elfect) 

Effective 7-1-2009 3.0% 

Upon ralification and approval by the City Commission the City shall 
implement a 10% premium sharing for active emplpyees and the plan design 
changes consistent wilh the GRPOA 312 Award which was signed on 
December 17, 2008. 

3. Betiree Health Savings Accounts (RHSAl 

Upon ratificalion and approval new hires wilhin the bargaining unit shall be 
provided with an RHSA in lieu of the current retiree health care benefits with a 
stepped in employee and employer contribution as follows: 

(1) After six (6) months of service, new hires shall make conlributions at the 
annual rate of $375 ($14.42 gross per bi-weekly payroll) for six (6) months 
duling which time the City shall make contributions at the annual rate of $750, 
payable in hi-weekly pay period increments (I.e. $28.85 gross per payroll). 

(2) For the next one (1) year of service, the employee shall make 
contributions at the annual rate 01 $750 ($28.85 gross per bi-weekly payroll) 
during which time the City shall make contributions at the annual rate of 
$1,500, payable in bi-weekly pay period increments (I.e. $57.69 gross per 
payroll). 

(3) For all years thereafter the employee shall make contributions at the 
annual rate of $1,000 ($38.46 gross per bi-weekly payroll) during which time 
the Cily shall make contribulions at Ihe annual rale of $1,750, payable in bi­
weekly pay period increments (I.e. $67.30 gross per payroll). 

It is further agreed that neither party shall be prejudiced by this interim 
agreement in its' position in Act 312 as to the City's current proposal for the 
mandatory conversion of employees with less than ten (10) years of service 

Page 1 
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to an RHSA or other City proposed changes for retiree health care benefits, 
and the Union's current proposal that there be nO change for current 
employees as far 8S retiree health care benefits, or other Union positions on 
retiree health care benefits. 

4. Trade of 13"' ChecK fora. Simple Non·Compounding Escalator 

Upon ratification and approval by the City Commission the parties agree to 
implement for retirees retiring on or after July 1, 2007 a trade by the 
elimination of the 13th check (a benefit given up under Grand Rapids City 
Code, Chapter 7 - Pension and Retirement Benefits, Article 5 - Thirteenth 
Check Supplement - Police and Fire Pension System) and creation of simple 
nan·compounding escalator at one and one·half percent (1,5%) annually, with 
a two (2) year wait after date of retirement (a benefit gained), commencing as 
of January 1" or July 1" of each calendar year falling most nearly on or after 
the retiree's retirement anniversary date, The parties acknowledge that this 
trade is considered to be cost neutral based upon the Retirement System 
actuary's valuation of October 19, 2007 which determined the value of 13"' 
Check was between four percent and six percent (4% 6%; the parties have 
agreed to use the value of 5% for this trade) and the value of the one and 
one-half percent (1,5%) simple non-compounding escalator was four and 
ninety.nine one hundredlhs percent (4,99%) using a thirty (30) year period. 
Retirees retiring on or after July 1, 2007 who receive Ihe simple non­
compounding escalator benefit in lieu of 13'" check would be counted for 
purposes of delermining 13th check payments for Ihose retirees who do 
qualify. 

It is further agreed that the use of the thirty (30) year period for this benefit 
exchange shall be without prejudice or precedent, and shall nol be used by 
eilher party in the future to assen a practice or assert thaI the other must 
again agree to use such a period for any future similar or dissimilar benefit 
cost valuation, 

5, The parties agree that the signed Agreement for Pension Ordinance 
Changes, which will be an addendum to the collective bargaining Agreement, 
shall not take effect until this Partial Settlement Agreement is ratnied and 
approved by both the City and the Union, 

FOR THE CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS FOR THE IAFF, LOCAL 366 

Page 2 
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Agreement for Pension Ordinance Changes 

1_ The Union, by its signature below, agrees to modify the provisions of Article 
45-Pension, Section 1 B to "The pension plan shall have a 2li thirty (30) year 
amortization period cap'; the Union agrees to and shall not contest a change 
in the valuation of assets definition provisions of the Police and Retirement 
System Ordinance (Section 1.233{28J) from a closed two (2) year period to a 
closed five (5) year period. (see the exact provisions in the attached draft 
ordinance amendment) for purposes of asset smoothing; and. the Union 
agrees to and shall not contestlhe adoption of the actuaries' recommendation 
to decouple the market and book value in the method used for annual 
valuations. It is understood that the City may elect to use up to a thirty (30) 
year amortization period for those and future valuations. 

2. The City, by its signature below, agrees that in exchange for item #1 that for 
Fiscal years 2010,2011,2012, and 2013 the employee contribution rate for 
fire fighter members of the Police and Fire Retirement System shall not be 
raised to the percentage funding pension contribution rate which would 
otherwise be required by Article 52, Section 2·Pension Ordinance 
Amendments (K, 2) and shall be kept at the rate of 3.20% (which currently 
equates 10 a syslem funding level of above one hundred and fifteen percent 
[115%]) for Ihose four (4) Fiscal years regardless of the annual valuation 
resulls. 

FOR THE CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS FOR THE IAFF, LOCAL 366 

ate: 0'1, 30 -0'L __ 

Sep:;arale Aga,emen! 011 Peos!oo Qfdir3rce Ch;mgos 
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AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND SECTION 1.233(28) OF ARTICLE 2, CHAPTER 7, TITLE I OF THE 
CODE OF THE CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS ENTITLED "POLICE AND FIRE RETIREMENT SYSTEM' 

ORDINANCE NO. 09-_ 

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS DO ORDAIN: 

Sectio!Ll,. Thai Section 1.233(28) of Article 2 of Chapter 7. Tme I of the Code of 

the City of Grand Rapids be amended to read as follows: 

"(28) Valuation Assels means the value 01 the current plan assets 
recognized for the purpose of determining required conlribufions to the plan. For 
purposes of determining the employer's contribution requirements for its fiscal year 
beginning July 1, 2004, valuation assets shall be equal to the market value of 
System assets as of December 31, 2003. For. purposes 01 determining the 
employers contribution requirements for its fiscal year beginning July 1, 2005 
through its fiscal year ending June 30, 2009 (valuation date December 31, 2007), 
valuaUon assets shall be determined using a market~related (smoothed) asset 
value method which recognizes projected investment income uniformly oYer a 
closed two (2) year period, For purposes of determining the employer's contribution 
requirements for its fiscal year beginning July 1. 2009 (valuolion dale December 
31, 2008) and all subsequent fiscal years, valuation assels shall be delermined 
using a markel-reioted (smoothed) asset value melhod which recognizes 20% of 
the investment return in a frseal year immedlately, and 20% of the investment (alum 
in each of lhe next four subsequent fiscal years. The remaining unrealized 
investmenl relurn from December 31, 2007 shall be recognized equal~ over the 
next four fiscal years, beginning with Ihe December 31, 2008 valuation." 

Section 2. This Ordinance shall be effeclive as of December 31. 2008. 

Yea~ 

laGmll(! 

LUr:lpkir.$ 

Wbl0 

Mayor HNHtw,,)! 

Na)'$; 
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IAFF l·366 PROPOSAL ff3 

lhe Union and employees agree that during the life of this Agreement they will not cau'.ie~ encourage, 

participate in or support any stoike GviJic-.ke{iAfragainst Management or on any slowdown or other 

Interruption of or imer(erence with the normal functions- of Management concerning anV matter whleh 

is subject to the grielfancp procedure Of to the jurisdiction of the board of Arbitration. Violation of this 

paragraph shall be grounds for disciplinary action lJ'p to and including discharge without recourse to the 

grievance procedure, 

lAff 043 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366/2007-2006) 

4 ~ IJ MAY 20,2009 (Updated from 11126/07) 

It- (p V'1 
ARTICLE 7. UNION BARGAINING COMMITIEE 

SECTION 1. BARGAINING MEMBERS 

The bargaining committee of the Union will include not more than five bargaining unit 
members and Jwo alternate members employed by the City of Grand Rapids. IF .ANY 
ONE (1) OF THE FIVE (5) NAMED BARGAINING UNIT MEMBERS REGULARLY 
ATIENDING COLLECTIVE BARGAINING ON THE UNION BARGAINING 
COMMITTEE IS ABSENT FOR A SCHEDULED BARGAINING SESSION, ONE (1) OF 
THE NAMED ALTERNATIVE MEMBERS MAY REPLACE HIM/HER FOR THAT 
SESSON. It may also include non-employee representatives of Local 366 of the 
International Association of Fire Fighters, not more than two in number. The Union will 
give to Management in writing the name of its employee representatives on the 
bargaining committee at least SIXTY (60) days prior to the expiration of this Agreement. 

THE CITY'S BARGAINING TEAM SHALL NOT EXCEED THE NUMBER OF 
MEMBERS OF THE UNION'S BARGAINING TEAM, AS PROVIDED ABOVE, AT A 
SCHEDULED BARGAINING SESSION. THE PARTIES MAY MUTUALLY AGREE TO 
MAKE EXCEPTIONS TO THE MEMBER LIMITATIONS, AS AGREED TO ABOVE, ON 
A CASE-BY-CASE BASIS. 

SECTION 2. NO DISCRIMINATION 

There will be no discrimination against any employee because of duties as a Union 
official, Steward, or committee member. 

SECTION 3. NO LOST TIME 

Employee members of the bargaining committee will be paid by Management for time 
spent in negotiations with Management, but only for the straight time hours they would 
otherwise have worked on the regular woll< schedUle. For the purpose of computing 
overtime, time spent in negotiations shall be considered as hours worked to the extent 
of the regular work schedule hours which otherwise would have been worked by the 
committee person. I ~ 
M'<I,'!'" l bt (; }27 0 0 

~ eetifr 

~~ 
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CITY 8ARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366/2007-2008) 

MAY 22. 2007 

ARTICLE ], ~j\lI.QN STEWARDS AND OFFICIALS 

SECTION 2. STEWARD REPRESENTATION 
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S. Upon the request of an employee, a Steward shall be prescnt and participate at any private 
meeting beh'leen a higher ranking officer and/or management representative, and the employee. 
If the meeting involves, investigation into misconduct of the employee or management reasonably 
expects the meeting to result in disciplinary action to the employee, the Union President or Vice 
President (or their dc-signee 10 ",;riting) and the Steward shall be afforded the opportunity to be 
present, unless the employee waives such right to representation in writing prior [0 the meeting, 
!n such cases where a waiver is signed, a copy shall be provided to lhp. Union. THESE PROVISIONS 
SHALL NOT APPLY IN THE FOLLOWING CIRCUMSTANCES: 

1. WHEN PREPARING AND RESEARCHING FOR AN ARBITRATION, 

2. MEETINGS BEING HElD TO DISCUSS IMPOSITION OF DISCIPLINE BETWEEN MANAGEMENT 

PERSONNEL OF THE CITY, 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366/2001·2008) 
February 7. 2008 

ARTICLE 8. GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

SECTION 3. PROCEDURE AND ARBITRATION AND TIME LIMITS 
Grievances will be processed in Ihe following manner and within the slated time 
limits: 

A Step 1: The grievance shall be reduced to writing and signed by the 
aggrieved employee or group of employees and by the Union Steward. The 
grievance shall be prepared in accordance with the provisions of Ihis Article 
and be dated. The grievance shall be presented OR SENT to the Fiffi-GAief 
LABOR RELATIONS OFFICE wHhin 15 calendar days of the occurrence 
OR WHEN THE EMPLOYEE HAD KNOWLEDGE OF THE OCCURRENCE 
of the alleged violation, not including the day of occurrence. ACCEPTABLE 
MEANS OF PRESENTATION SHALL INCLUDE IN PERSON, BY FAX, OR 
BY EMAIL. The Fire Chief wili reply to the grievance in wriling wilhin 15 
calendar days of date of Ihe presentation of Ihe written grievance, not 
including the day of presentation. Such reply will be given 10 the Union 
President, Vice President, and fhe grievant either personally or by mail, 
postmarked no later Ihan the last day specified herein for such reply. in the 
event the Fire Chief is absent, the grievance shall be presented to and 
answered by the Labor Relations Office within the lime limits set forlh 
above. 

B. Step 2: 

1. If the grievance is not settled at Step 1, the written grievance shall be 
presented to the Labor Relations Office within 15 calendar days after the 
Fire Chiefs response· is gNoo RECEIVED, nol including the day of 
response. The grievance shall be presented along with all pertinent 
correspondence to date. 

2. Within 15 calendar days the parties shall meet to discuss Ihe grievance. 
Each party shall be limited to 3 participants, unless mutually agreed 
otherwise. 

3. The Labor Relations Office will reply 10 the grievance in writing within 15 
calendar days of the dale of the meeting. Such reply will be given 10 Ihe 
Union President, Vice President. and the grievant either personally, BY 
FAX, BY EMAIL, or by mail, postmarked OR SENT no Jater than the last day 
specified herein for such reply. 
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4. The Union may initiate the grievance at this step of the grievance 
procedure. A Union grievance is one in which a right given to the Union as 
such is alleged to have been violated. Such grievances must be initiated 
within 15 calendar days of their occurrence OR WHEN THE UNION HAD 
KNOWLEDGE OF THE OCCURRENCE. ACCEPTABLE MEANS OF 
INITIATION SHALL INCLUDE IN PERSON, BY FAX, OR BY EMAIl. 

C. Step 3: 

1. The Union may submit a Demand for Arbitration within 15 calendar days 
after receipt of the Gity Manager's LABOR RELATIONS OFFICE response 
ill AT Step 2, not including the day of receipt of response. :rho partie&shall 
select an aFlJilfator· frem the-f<:>llewiAg-fl8f>€l1 ona ro!a~n9 basis: 
THEREAFTER, THE PARTIES MAY SELECT AN ARBITRATOR' FROM 
THE PANEL OF ARBITRATORS LISTED BELOW BY ALTERNATELY 
STRIKING NAMES UNTIL ONE REMAINING NAME IS MUTUALLY 
AGREED UPON; OR, EITHER PARTY MAY STRIKE THE REMAINING 
NAME AND FILE A DEMAND FOR ARBITRATION USING THE SERVICES 
OF AM. 

M aria Chiesa 
Deborah M. Brodsky 
Robert McCormick 

Theodore 81. Antoine 
Benjamin Wolkinson 

2. After a demand for arbitration has been received, the parties shall meet in 
no less than 45 days prior to the grievance arbitration date and _"I 
MAY MUTUALLY ELECT to resolve the grievance. 

3. The arbitration shall be conducted in accordance with the rules of the 
American Arbitration Association. The power of the arbitrator shall be 
limited to the interpretation and application of the terms of Ihis Agreement 
and the arbitrator shall have no power to aller, add to, subtract from or 
otherwise modify the terms of lhis Agreement as written. Decisions on 
grievances within the jurisdiction of lhe arbitrator shall be final and binding 
on the employee or employees, the Union, and Management. 

4. The fee and expenses of the arbitrator shall be paid by the Union if the 
grievance is denied and by the employer if the grievance is granted or as 
the arbitrator directs otherwise. Each party shall fully bear ils costs 
regarding witnesses and any other persons it requires or requests to attend 
the arbitration. IF UTILIZED THE FEES FOR THE AAA SERVICES SHALL 
BE PAID BY THE PARTY ELECTING TO STRIKE THE REMAINING NAME 
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OF A PANEL ARBITRATOR, UNLESS MUTUALLY AGREED 
OTHERWISE. 
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5. It is specifically and expressly understood and agreed that submission of a 
grievance to arbitration constitutes a waiver of any and aU rights by the 
appeallng party and all persons it represents to litigate or otherwise conlest 
the appealed subject matter in any court or other forum. 

Date: .JL~~.L:::'£'::'<L_ ....... _ 

. ~),., {'{\{~ b· ~" (\~)It 
City of Grand Rapids: \l':&I:J{J~ . - ...... \)W~ \ 

( I 

Date:_eJ {-:rIo!; 
I 
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IAFF l-366 PROPOSAL #10 

MilClE 12. PROM.9iION AND VOLUNTARY DEMOTIONS 

SECTION 3. ANNUAL EXAMINATIONS 

Page: 56 of 151. 

A. There wll! be annual promotional examinations for the ranks of Fire lieulenant, Fire Captain, 

BATTALION FIRE CHtEF~ i)fld fire Equipment Operator. Those employees passing these 

examinations wilt be added to the eligible lists. The remaining ranks will be tested on an as-needed 

basis. 

On or about October 3111 of cach year, the Human Resources Department shall provide an 

announcement indka(ing the month of the upcoming scheduled examinations as well as the 

expected schedule for the Civil Service examination process for the dassiffcallons of Fire Captain, 

fire Ueutenar,t, BATTAUON FIRE CHIEF, and fiee Equipment Opee3toL 

C . Air test dates set by till? Human Resources Department shall be final, Exceptions may be granted 

on a ca5e·b¥~case basis after the Human Resollrces Department, the Fire Chief, and the Union meet 

and c(lnfe" Vacation scheduling shall not be considered to be a basis to grant an exception. 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 36612007-2008) 1/ ' 
November 26,2007 Q ()o Mf\.J 

~fD/I\ 

ARTICLE 14. WORK ASSIGNMENT 

SECTION 5. CLEANING, DUTY HOURS, REMODELING, RIVER DUTY AND 
WEATHER CONDITIONS 

0) .------
~(1 .. -.. ---
,,",v 0 E. The hours between 4<hl{J 2200 and 0730 on Mondays through l'fiEiays 
\)( SATURDAY (with a lunch I",fi_m HOUR BETWEEN 1130 to 1300 1230 
P hours), 14-00)' (1200 0'.'00 "ay(s}·{>~roays,_y&rilr>G.g""eml--j>ai<l 
~ Reli<lal's set4MIl-il+-lhls-Afjfeemefll..shail be termed as Limited Duty Time. ON 

"\ I' LSUNDAYS AND GENERAL PAID HOLIDAYS, AS DEFINED IN THIS 
AGREEMENT, THE LIMITED DUTY HOURS ARE FROM 1400 TO 0700. Only 
those non-emergency dulies customarily perforrned in the past shall be require 

~'::F-, -:1-n-a7'~?cd""iti:-o-n-:to-emergencies, Ihe following activities shall also be exempt from the 
limited dUty hours provisions of this Agreement and shall be considered 
appropriate duties to be performed during such limited duty times, 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5, 

Shift Change: The period immediately following the daily shift change 
at 0700 hours shall be exempt from the limited duly provisions 
expressed for 0700 hours to 0745 hours in Ihat typical dulies such as 
radio check, vehicle check, and eqUipment checks Including SCBA 
checks, shall be completed immedlalely following the shill change. 

Any necessary vehicle transfers or apparatus exchanges \.'JiI! also take 
place as directed during Ihis period notwithstanding the limited duly 
time involved. 

fn cases where vehicle transfers or apparatus exchanges have 
interrered wilh the available limned duly time on a given date, 
provisions shall be made by a company officer 10 provide an adequate 
break period during a reasonable time in the early part of the morning. 

Training Exercises: Special training exercises or other restricted duty 
may be requested on a voluntary basis. I ) 

-r~fl.fk- L:' ~IR../q) 
Management has t,\'!k'19hl to schedule up to \;'.'9 FIVE; (6) add:tienal 
training exercises pedliil'r~ the limited duty hours, t.O ,T!> MV-paj~ 
f\''l>~IV)W' f'vLTHuL ~0litLO 'T(?An).A)1" Mf\'"<t Bfz­

SO'H!-1)0LM> DiU Pr· ~+\"t..-I3'1-CA-"£. 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (lAFF LOCAL 366/2007-2009) 

MAY 20, 2009 (Updated Proposal from 11/26/07) 

ARTICLE 15, OYERTIME 

SECTION 1. PURPOSE 

The following provisions shall govern compensation for overtime to employess ot'-lRe 
Gill' WITHIN THE BARGAINING UNIT. 

Article 15 §1 Updllte 
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IAFF PROPOSAL #11 

SECTION 3. QUALIFYiNG FOR OVERTIME 

Page: 59 of 151. 

A Overtime shall consist of authorized work in excess of regular number of hours in any scheduled 

work shift or any \'JOfi< \ .... eek. Overtime of less than 20 minutes in any worK day shall not be 

included in determining the total number of hOUfS worked, Thereafter, overtime shalt be 

computed to the nearest % hour. 

B. All overtime shall be authorized by a responsible supervisor. 

C. It is agreed that members of the bargaining unit shall be allowed time 35 authorized by their 

!tupervisQr to dean and stow their persona! effects £W~tl~~folfowjng their return from 

a fire which they have been relieved on site, Jt is further understood that the p(ovlsions of 

Article lS, Section 3A shalt apply in cafculaUng the compensation for such time but in no event 

shall the time exceed 30 minutes and no such time shall be allowed for personal hygiene 

purposes. Upon (eturning from a medkal alarm where services were provided, employees will 
have up to 30 minutes upon returning to their station for cleaning and decontamination. jt fS 

agreed that this determination will be left to the discretion of the supervisor. 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366/2007-2009) 

MAY 20, 2009 (Updated Proposaifrom 11126/07) 

ARTICLE 15_ OVERTIME 

SECTION 3. QUALIFYING FOR OVERTIME 

A. Overtime shall consist of authorized work in excess of regular number of hours in 
any scheduled work shiff or any work week. Overtime of less than 20 minutes in 
any work day shall not be included In determining the total number of hours 
worked. Thereafter, overtime shall be computed to the nearest 14 hour. 

B. All overtime shall be authorized by a responsible supervisor. 

C. II is agreed that members of the bargaining unit shall be allowed time as 
authorized by their supervisor to clean and stow their personal effects (FIlbIler I-L. 
§eeel~) following their return from a fire which they have been relieved on site. It is li>1 It; 
further understood that the prOVisions of Article 15, Section 3A shall apply in 
calculating the compensation for such time bul in no event shalilhe time exceed 
30 minutes and no such lime shall be allowed for personal hygiene purposes. 
Upon returning from a medical alarm where services were provided, employees 
will have up to 30 minutes upon returning to their station for cleaning and 
decontamination. It is agreed that this determination will be left to the discretion of 
the supervisor. 

0. AlHlls~atohefS Ylil~ s~!ljeGt Ie Gall in far 9vefliflls 9~pofl~Ai!ies ana ',',411 be 
GElAAlder~eduleG-Gvertime ~rior to aM-afier vaoaliorli>eROOs. 

Article 15§3Updale 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366/2007·2009) 

MAY 20, 2009 (Updated Proposal from 11126/07) 

ARTICLE 15. OVERTIME 

SECTION 5. COMPENSATORY TIME OFF 

A. At the request of any employee eligible for overtime pay. the Fire Chief may 
provide that, in lieu of cash payment for overtime, he/she may be allowed time off 
equal to time and one-half of the number of hOllrs of overtime worked. 
Accumulation of such time will be in compliance with Law. Any such time off 
shall be taken at a Ume mulually agreed upon by the employee and the Fire 
Chief during the Galef\daf FISCAL year in wihich the overtime was worked. 
Further deferment of such time off shall be allowed only if approved by the City 
Manager. Employees may request payment of all or a portion of their earned 
compensatory time at any time during the calaRsar FISCAL year. Such request 
shall be made at least one payroll period in advance. Payment will be based on 
the rate of pay in effect at the time of the request and shall be made within the 
next payroll period immediately following the requesl. In the event that such time 
off is not taken by the employee within the limiting time, helshe shall be given 
cash payment for the overtime hours worked at the overtime rate as of [)eGeFfl~er 
JUNE of the ealenGar FISCAL year for which paid, 

Article 15 §5 Upda1e2 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (lAFF LOCAL 36612007-2008) 
May 22,2008 

ARTICLE 18. PAY CHANGES 

SECTION 1. PURPOSE 

620fl51. 

The following provisions shall govern the assignment of pay sleps 10 employees 
althe Ci!y WITHIN THE BARGAINING UNIT. 
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IAFF L-366 PROPOSAL # 14 

ARTICLE 19. LONGEVITY,PAY 

SECTION 2. DEFINITIONS 

~G>I~ 
A.?If Longevity Pay shall mean a .sillflry· additive payment based on length of continuous 

'. sen'ice p<iid pcric(~ically 10 employees, adjusted at specified intervals in accordance \vilh 

the following scheduleLfl'~~f!id Hi q.£:,!:~ceqUrgll fl:~n;{j;tb:(;JJ '~.!!f:.!£:! if ... 
. ,,'. "-" L. Gl 'f' 

. Sef\lk.~ Year? Amou.~ longevity Pay Scale 
." 

R~""'-,m Ll Sao . 
5 through 9 

10 through 14 ~'..Jl!fr- L2 <OOCl 

)S through 19 >;;'3~""" V1,,.lil L3 '1 oil 

20 through 24 S&J1J1*'"f.~ d.596 L4 1200 

25 and over ~.- ~ '5 1<;00 
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Local 366 Bargaining Proposal #68 

Article 20-Vacations 

Section I-definitions-remains same 

Section 2-changes to following 

Vacation allowance for employees who do not work 24 hour schedule-40 hours 

Section 2 Eight hour employees 

..,0 c __ :lf.. ~I 
y ~ ""V-'vi" 

(Xl ~Tbe f"IIGwifl~ ,f,;'t.;W~"r:I scat shall ~"us.dim eamiR!j vacati_ 

(otNrv ~. 
1\. -i!f On the first day of each calendar year following completion of 

employee's 2-16'" year of continuous service, credit will be added by the 

fol/owing scale~"scale equalizes 40 hour and 24 hour scale so that 24 hour 

employees max at 15 years of earned service credit and 40 hour employees 

max at 16 years of continuous service(max of 12 days on 24 hours-25 days on 

40 hour schedule). 

Years of continuous service 

1 year 

2 years 

3 years 

4 years 

5 years 

Vacation days credited on day 

following January I 

Gays-so hours 

1 I days.~8lt:;~urs 
12 daYS-~Urs 
13 days-ffiours 

14 days-~ours 
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6 years 1 S days-120 hours 

7 years 16 days-128 hours 

8 years 17 days-l 36 hours 

9 years 18 days-144 hours 

10 years 19 days-l S2 hours 

11 years 20 days-160 hours 

12 years 21 days-16B hours 

13 years 22 days-l 76 hours 

14 years 23 days-184 hours 

1 S years 24 days-l 92 hours 

16 + years gays-200 hours 

An employee shall become eligible for 1/12 of his/her vacation 

allowance under subparagraphs A and B above for each calendar month in 

which he/she works 12 or more days. 

(elly 
iY 

C Jil An employee shall be allowed to maintain a maximum of 40 days of 

vacation from one fiscal year to another. Any earned vacation in excess of 40 

days shall be considered void with the exception of a balance of up to 68 days 

between the period of January 1" and November 301h• 

(This Incorporates TA signed on 1111/08 for 40 hour employees) 



Act 312 Arbitration Decision 
G.RF,F.D., Local 366, lAFF, AFL-CIO 
City of Grand Rapids, Michigan 
MElW Case No: L07 D-7010 Page: 66 of 151. 

ex..) It vJ '--fD uAJ I b I 
\lll~/(j~ 

CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366 12007.2008) @ g tff'%l 
November 19, 2007 

ARTICLE 20, VACATIONS 

SECTION 2. EIGHT HOUR EMPLOYEES 

'i;,:D, An employee shall be allowed to maintain a maximum of 40 days of 
vacation from one fiscal year to another. Any earned vacation in excess 
of 40 days shall be considered void wilh the exception of a balance of 68 
days between the period of January 1 and Ju~ NOVEMBER 30, 

SECTION 3. 24 HOUR EMPLOYEES 

E, Fire suppression employees shall be allowed to maintain a maximum of 20 
days of vacation from one fiscal year to another. Any earned vacation in 
eXCess of 20 days shall be considered void with Ihe exception of a balance 
of 32 days between the period of January 1 and July-&4- NOVEMBER 30, 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (lAFF LOCAL 366 /2007·2008) C3J(7.s( [<VIA... 
November 19, 2007 () /' 

ARTICLE 20. VACATIONS 

SECTION 4. DISPATCHERS 

A. Employees assigned \0 tAo -f}ispaWler 12 hOYF-SeRM;;le sllall l1ave-!l1elr 
Vflea!iGfl-bGnvefied 10 heurs, [alher than days (i.e. 1 WOOK equals 10 
fleurs, o\s. ). 

Il. Dis!,alshors shall--lle-allowOO-te-malRlalA-a-maJ<iml;m of 320 hO\lf&-Bf 
vaGalieFl from oAe-fisool .. yeaHo another. Any earned '1ooation in OXBeSS 
of 320 flOUrs sAall-lle-oonsidered void with tho ol<Goption of a balaAse-el 
€i44-i1euf&ealWoen4fte-paried"fJaAuaf)'-1-aAd.luly-34-, 

.s(1~;(1f)0 -"-. DlIJ\0 '<\: O'lWhrL..· T~D(I,k00~ 
f*...-....VaG3tion DfCP.v-PfeGedUfe·(or Firo DispalohefS 

1. DefiAitioos 

mmmmmmmm·······~mo Period: The-ffKH1ths of Jooo,JY!y,-AlJ§us!,aRG-any 
peH8r.l-lhal-lnGlL!f!os..C.h,islmas, 

-----b,HallmPeriOfi·:····...'fwe....GeAflecting worl,-clayS~R!WB cORnecting 
wBFkfligl;ts, 

c. Single Period: ,A, two worl, da)', two-wer!< ni\}p.t cycle. 

----· .. e·, .. Uflit,,A,ny porio&-Bf....¥aeatiefl-that-rum;...jr;-oom;erutive-work 
shills, 

____ mI. ElioGlive JaOUflfy-1,-W9h--!he--deliAiliBflS--aoove-fef---Fife 
QispalGhars .. snaU 99 CAOAgod 10 be: 

(1) Pri~od: Tho Alonths OhlUne,JHly,--A;;gusl· ... aflGOR¥ 
period Ihat includes Chfis~ 

(2) Half.period: Eill1er tho first two or las! Iwo <Jays/nigA's ofa 
sl+;,,!o·peJiOO, 

--.....f(44)--: .. .gouel~od, Two G8ASeffiliv8 siR§le periods. 
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~·-UAil: Any porled of \'3CaIiOR that fUns in consocutlve Wi>fk 
shiffil, 

b--1+1O vacation dr£IW-Wili be conducted by seniorily-bolwoon the-p6ffRafleAl 
Fire DispaIGhofS--laRd will ;'0 cSff\Ploled-ifHflre~ds of drows ... -+he 
sfJliHiA§ of pefieds iAtO half periods is all~Ag--to drow-fl-hBlf 
period is eOAsi<lOrB9 te be Iho same-as-flrawing a single-j:Jeriod for p~ 
eWl&4raw, 

:h----Qf\ tho lirst roufl<klHho draw a p0FS6fH'OOYi 

---fI,- OfaW anyavailabte dOUBle flerleG-oorin§ primo lime. If IAisOfJliell-is 
HSed,-ooI)4H;iR§I~Baf!-I:l<HlfaWA.·-oo-#Ia-soseAd-ro~HRe 
Eifaw.wUi'!-"IfIY remainlng-srodils drawn on the lAird round of tho-draw. 

_·.g,··......jJfawafly-BvaiIOOla···sin§Ie- pOfiElfl...<j""R[!-flrime-time-and-ap,y-siA§le 
period o"tside-ef.pflme-lim~setl,al4emaifll~dils 
GaR be dr8Wl'KlR-tho SOGOAEHaunG.<Jf tho era'N. 

-~ ····.Qraw.f.,;k<aGalief1-Bfe<ljfs..e!+lskl"'·.<Jf.fJrime-t~ThOS&Ban bo drawR 
jn.·.;;()f!f;e£UI~8fi()f/&...()fm-spIiHnID~·l>lIl-H()\.·~r;-l1iffio 

&efl8fl'I<HlfIi!& 

4. Tho _or-and-<'~ooRre-Bf lho seSOflG-aAG Ihird royods-Gf 1110 eraw will 
f10flOO<H~w..ji1e-ffi.divld'JaI 01109606 10 mako-his.'hor firsl draw, 

fh....-Whon II is the tum· for tho ne)(I~IGAer to d,ow, heJ&fle-wi1i bo given·lwe 
weAl days 10 make-hislher draw, If helsRB does oot make hislher··<;OOIGo 
\',;tl1in the -lwo work days, holslle will be bypasseEl aml-lhe-draw-wiU 
GOnlifll<e..with-lRo-oox.f-jJOC£f>A, 

iJ..~~an§e dr8wn-vaGalion,semr~r.j€>-SsAed"le 10f!0v~a)'6 

wHHoqulro a minlmurrHw9-Woel<s eotill6a\ioA to Ihe S"'''''\l-POfsOR. These 
&flaAgos wil~b6-§rnnlod with due fO§Qffi.4er-senigFily-Uflies&mUtueliy-agree<l 
gthofWiso-By··lhe parties. 

h--DlspolsherssAall have-lA<Hi§hl-l&dfa\ ... .Jwe.1;,..yaGffiieR-flerl~.jjme 
ooFin!l..jhe-y~ 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (lAFF LOCAL 366/2007-2008) 10.' 6.S: 

November 19, 2001 

ARTIj::LE 20. VACATION" 

SECTION 5. DRAW & OTHER PROCEDURES 

A Vacations shall be scheduled with due regard for seniority, employee 
preference and needs of the sONlce, In accordance with the following 
procedure: 

~ 2. 

~ 3. 

J 4. 

1. The vacation draw procedure forJillAJ:l£Yr personnel will be conducted 
in four rounds of draws. On the first round of the draw, a person may: 

a. Draw any available FULL period during prime time. Any remaining 
lime CREDITS will MAY be drawn on the second and third rounds 
in half period units. 

b. Draw a half period during prime time. and a half out or two half 
periods outside prime time. All ANY remaining credits GM MAY be 
drawn in HALF PERIOD units on the second round of the draw. 

c. Draw full vacation credits in any series of CONNECTING half 
periods outside of prime time. ANY REMAINING CREDITS MAY 
BE USED IN THE FOURTH (JUNK) ROUND. 

d. Draw full vacation credits in nllo separate units outside of prime 
time. These can be In combinations of three and six, three and 
nine, or six and six, depending on the number of days credited. 
ANY REMAINING CREDITS MAY BE USED IN THE FOURTH 
(JUNK) ROUND. 

The manner and sequence of the second and third draws will depend 
upon how the individual chooses to make the firsl draw. 

As soon as the vacation draw has been completed on each shift, we will 
go down the list for a fourth time to allow each individual to draw all 
remaining credits at this time. Anyone not wishing to draw these credits 
at this time will be limiled to the days available at the time they make 
their seleelion. 

Ten days after the vacalion draw has been completed, changes will be 
allowed to periods that are not closed by the draw. Splitting of days into 
12 hour vacation periods will be allowed but only after this time. These 
changes will be granted on a first come, fjrst serve basis without regard 
for seniority. 
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~ 5. 

.:;. 6. 

Article 20 'l;5A 

The vacation draw will be conducted by shifts with department seniority S6Jli«>l~) 
given preference on each shift. A maximum of ei§AI- SD( (6) employees . 
will be scheduled on vacation in anyone day on each shift. A maximum C? pY 
of three employees per shift will be permitted on vacation at the same ~ 
time in anyone company. - i 

After the sispalellefs have assembles the next day's manpower figures 
HAVE BEEN ASSEMBLED, Battalion Chiefs shall approve vacation 
requests for the oncoming shift, provided that the provisions of item "5" 
above are strictly adhered to. REQUESTS SUBMITTED WITII LESS 
{"I IAN FORTY-EIGHT (45) MOURS NO liCE IVIAr BE APPROVED A I 
TilE SOLE DISCRETIOl4 OF MANACEM!ONT SASED ItPO~1 THE 
NEEDS OF SERVICE. wiD rollY 

/t 
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UNION BARGAINING PROPOSAL #18 UAFF lOCAL 366/2007-2009) 

[lRTlClE 21, HOLIDAYS 

SECTION 1. 

MAYlO, 2009 (Updated from Initial Proposal) 

The following shall be general paid holidays for City employees: 

January 1 labor Oay 

Presldentsl Day Veteran's Day 

Good Friday Thanksgiving Day 

Memortal Day December 24 

July 4 December 2:5 

E",ple,!ee', BiTthday MARTIN LUTHER KING DAYPerson.1 Holiday (8 hour employ •• s) 

Eight hour employees may have the option of the Frfday follOWIng rhanksglving or their ~ 
PERSONAL HOLIDAY. 

ihe days on which the above holidays are celebrated shaH be the same as those observed by the United 
States Government, provIded that holiday premium pay shall be paid for the actual calendar date of the 
holiday on July 41 December 24, December 25, and January 1. 

WheRev-er the emple'lee's bittnE'lay falls; en the day eenskfsFeEl as GAe af tRe other paid ooIiEiaj'5, the 
Aext 6ah?Aaar say shall he c6'Rsldered as the empIs'fee's bhthsay. A ~ PERSONAL holiday may be 
used on the EMPLOYEE'S BIRTHDAY ~-or 3G says feHo .... '!Ag tHe 9:ccurrefl(fe at the 
employee's dlscretion. If the employee chooses not to use the ~ PERSONAL holiday during this 
~ ON HIS/HER BIRTHDAY .. it may be used at any time mutually agreed upon iH DURING the FUll 
calendar year. If the employee chooses not to use their ~ PERSONAL holiday during the calendar 
year .. it WJn automatlcal~y be credited to their vacation bank. Pie ReUday premium ~ay shall he paid if 
the eml'}!eyee aleEts to w('Jfk aA hls/lier birth:iay. 

Union 18Artf(Je 21 §1 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF lOCAL 366 12007-2008) Q; ))!_~.f(l\' 
November 19,2007 

SECTION 3. 
Employees who regularly work 24 consecutive hour shifts shall receive the 
following; 

A. Employees on duty and working on a holiday shall receive 10 hours 
holiday pay in addition to their regular pay for the week in which any such 
calida 0 S--------

B. Employees who are off duly and who do not actually work on a hOljd~Y . 
shall receive 1J...A0000.41eliGay-i*'y..ffi'flOOitiEm-t&.lheiF-re§uIa~"HM 

__ week-ffi-wliiclHlfly-suGlt41oliclayeool1fS NO HOLIDAY PAY. ~ 
----~-~.------~--------.~--.-~--

SECTION 4. 
An employee on formal unpaid leave of absence Of, layoff (removed from 
payroll), OR RECEIVING STATUTOHY WAGE LOSS PAYME.NTS UNDER THE 
MICHIGAN WORKERS' COMPENSA nON ACT shall no! receive holiday pay for 
any holiday which occurs during such period.:. 
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UNION BARGAINING PROPOSAL #19 {IAFF LOCAL 366 ! 2007-2009) 

MAY 20, 2009 (Updated from Initial Proposal) 

ARTiClE 22, SICK LEAVE 

SECTION 1. DEFINITIONS 

Immediate family shall be the following: spou$e~ children, step~children, parents, CURRENT STEP 
PARENTS, grandparents1 brothers, sisters, father-In-law or mother~in-law of the employe~. 

Urlon 19A1tkfe2i §1 
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IAFF l-366 PROPOSAL # 20 

I , 7. ---

ARTiClE 22. SICK LEAVE 

"V 
2... 5/L ,q.(Lv,.,,,,III."·'~ If,vo/ 

SECTION 1. BEFINITIONS 

A An employee shall accumulate 1 day of sick leave for each calendar month of service in 
which the employee works y.. or more of all regularly scheduled day·s. 

'(/\ ~'. 0) , ,', 7 ,I, )" ", 

City of Grand RapiWiliLk ~ ~(/ \ 

) I <;/ /' , . 
Date: \ I I , () 0 j ; 

I f '''' __ / 

IAF.F, local 366''='"¥~GC::<:::'~-;L __ _ 

Date: 6/- /)- 0 

) I. , I. ,j 
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e (} Q3llAl1 
CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366/2007-2008) '1 f1V~'--

November 19, 2007 

ARTICLE 22. SICK LEAVE 

SECTION 3. RECORDING USE OF SICK LEAVE 
Sick leave usage shall be recorded to the nearest V. hour. Employees who are 
scheduled 10 work on a holiday and either call in sick or report to work and go 
home SiCK during the shift shall have all hours not worked charged to their sick 
leave bank. 

THE PRACTICE OF ALLOWING EMPLOYEES WHO DO NOT WORK A 24 
HOUF, WORK DAY TO TAKE UP TO TWO (2) REGULARLY SCHEDULED 
HOURS OfT FOF, A DOCTOR OR DENTIST APPOINTMENT WITHOUT 
CHARGE TO SICK LEAVE SHALL CEASE UPON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF 

THE SUCCESSOR C<?~TRAC~~i~ ~U~u6' 2~li ~~b€8~ TilE -
~ I~ , I II ~ BLNEFlr 
TIIROUC31 t-F."XPRESS eONTRACT LAI<C3UAGE. IN ABSENCIii OF SIICH 
EXPRESS I"ROVISIO,"S BEING MUTUALLY AGREED TO BV TilE f'ART~ 
THE PRACTICE SI-IALL CI'<AS5 
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An~pleyef':--fjha~wb$1-amiak1--{hQ-~f-~~~by--suGh--fea-son<'lble--meaf}&-a~-tile.-P.ire 
Q4i€!--fna)"4€q\Jl(~ FclsilicatKm-ohlny-siGl-r-leav.e-0ifKia¥1t-()~f.aLKiwienl·~e-f)f-.siGk-lea~RaU 
he-yfeHAds-fuF-dlsG$li~Fy..aGliOfl-u~l~AtJ-iAsllldif'lg.-di&Ghat§e,. 

SECTION 6. SUBSTANTIATION 

A. f150.il en1l1/.g;tJ!g shoJlJl£_Jlfltitlt'd lJ.i2l9 three llLoccuf.!£!jillJ1.er col.H1.dot 't!tI!I..91 
I£!Y.l!DSrOnriated sick leay",; a 40 hpur emplovee sholl be eplilled to s}x(GJ occummces per 

fplelJJ!.or year of unsuS;stontJo.!.ed 5.ick Leo~~ 

B. lin ~mllfJ!.Y!Zf.?1Li'!P sl.Jqsta!1J.iat€...Q!).YLJklli(]y'!;.3M.!!!l!L}~f~!L;;L'!_rLilIe ohJJY.~§lolft!!J!!1llYJ!l 
Y.m~bstontioled 1~.QyQ1.H~ of the. {o/{aW{!J.!L!1l.cons: 

~_£WQ!1QHno;y!edfi!L2J..J}~£IJ!..<!liR!l£1illP.!i(Vi5o.f no-Llit.exceed 10 co.1engor df!Jfb. 

J.41vorej!J!J)lQb.'il.k!S!!JJ.eJlJstinin.I1JIgJ!J!IJ!!..Bprs'!Jl W05 LJnable to wor~. EXfepf1!!!l.l.I.1fthe 

eer~~)fl (pnnot get Intp the ph'lsjciflill...Q/fls.e Gnd is (ssued 0 stotement to (hot effect. 

1. Leifer from pilvsician stating all ollgoilIJ?"'£Q]ldilioll t which shall be 
sulzlf!!.!J..li!!.tt'o'f!JQt.!2ff!ltfeflceUli.relevrw! sic!> lC(H'e 1t5llge {or tip to J r@L(r01!l 
daJe of issulb. 

C. J'r:ntdulcnt usc <>( sick If'ave mny be i1)wsligntcil by tb!: Labor Helalions om;:-!!, 
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IAFF l·366 PROPOSAL /I 25 

SECTION 9. PAY fOR UNUS(O SICK LEAVE 

0, The parties agreed lo jointly establish a program which pro'lidesincenl:ive for saving 5ick leave time 

by allowing fulf time emplo"'e~s who retift" to receive pension seN!ce credit for ayMhe-*!t9used sick 

leave ~j.rlle up to a maximum of L,080 hours for 40 hour a '.'!eek employees alld~ hours for 24 hour 

employees, !:ffk:ctive!JliY. )'" leMhi tJil~18f et5 ; BV"'Hi 6'~ f)( sf:rf!":!:l::li!)~! 'OO?J_ Qm-J?l£!t~!!:5 uNI he "'"1.;0 
eiigisie tB:.t?§fthssc 2 reu.$ pefHi"~ se"'irfi credit i"ith 00" "f'a. O{S:dl hJ:CNS However. employees GfV(: 
would not he able to use sick leav~ to acqUire eligibility status for obtaining said pension" 

ij)rf~f1Pb 
ktr'" 
10 Bi--~ ~ 
WPAiT 6</ 
#(ro~trJ> 
9~ /10 

f--" 
&tI~ 

-rf~ 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366 12007-2008) I ~]-I:/:;-
November 26, 2007 . @ ? ~AM 

ARTICLE 36. CAR ALLO'NANC!;; ANI:} PARKING 

• ...,f\);, S~TION 1. 
>'F\' On-/Ae-{)coasion tl( i:leiAg tomfJtlfaflly transferred ffOFfl-Bne En9in~9lffiO--1o 
~'t) f. aAffiROf-by reason of Ihe necessity Ie balance th~ly's lirefighting ca~al:Jimy, an i.fiJ '{ emrloye<HlRall be paid $3 as a reimoorseffiefll-OOIl-willf*El'ilGe hlslhef <>Wfl 

010 ~at~~i4e-f;u,*IfaflSfOf,--j!Hlleevent an employee has Ria 

~!at:»e-ffieaAs-of transPGrtaOOfra¥ailablo;-lhe~at~l'-sl!alt~ge 
fof-Ilw employee's !1<:IAsfef,-aAfl-IAEH::>ffijlfoyee wililoffci!4h& $3 payment, 

Thei"'ymen~Hravo4Jay-wil/.be-.G)4neaas-oHH;ReGk on a qHafleliy·~ 

S€G+IGI'J-2, 
MaF!a€l8moAI--B§rees to prgvide free pori(iA§..spaGO al locali0ns-<:l~ed 9)' it 
ief.Hr&Alafm .. OpcraloffH>fI<Hhe-Ghief Fife 1\larm·.Qjleralor who are-Bmploye<:l..ffi 
the--I"Gli£e---.gHildiH;j-aoo-whg·-drive-tllelf--.-pefSOn,,!-f\u!emo9iles.ffi......wafk 
MaTl811emoAI shal"-j}FO'Iiee OiSF'atcR with pafkiAg"~f the ramj:>·..\ha! 
aGOOfflfIlOOates tho Polioo BHildiAg. 
,) 'Z- - ? MIA? /I,X . . stfJifP 8.,GTIQN~PARKING 
The parties agree to moet and explore alternative transportation incentives, The 
purpose of these meetings will be to see if incentives can be provided to avoid 
driving personal vehicles 10 work. 



Act 312 Arbitration Decision 
G.R.F.F.U., Local 366, IM'F, AFL-CIO 
City of Grand Rapids, Michigan 
MERC Case.No: L07 D-7010 

JAFF L-366 PROPOSAL II 27 

SECTION 1. TRADING Df WORK DAYS 

Page: 79 of 151. 

I\n employee shaft be allowed to trade an unlimited number of days wilh another employee upon 

;}Pf'l-it~fHffi{'j.,,?,p~a-' in accordance with the cdministriiti'le procedures of thi;' Fire Department. It is 

expti:ssJy und2rstood that during the ftrst 1"2 weeks {ollowing assignment after graduiltion from the Fire 

Training J\cademy recruits shaJl be limited to trading or exchanging time with other recfuits from his/her 

dass. If such trades: or exchcnges Me m.)de by recruits the",' must be t2ken ar,d paid back during the 

in;t~lalliw<?eli (otation, 

SECTION 2, TRAD1NG .OF LEAVE DAYS 

t .... "l employee shell be allowed to initi2le the (>~chaflge of lea'.'€" days (L-da'ls; with another emplo'lel? 

u~~ligOOf)---.-;J;;4.-~",al in accofd.ance with the administrative procedures of the Fire 

Depilrtment. It is expressly understood th~t durir,g the first 12 weeks folJowio{: tlsslgnrnen: after 

gr2dua;:ion from the Firc rraining Academ~' rcauits shall be ailo':Jcd (0 trade L"days with any other 

Cmp:O'/i:'e as long JS {he lr~d2S Uf: completed witr.'n the appropriilte Lwday cycle and the init'JI12 week 

SECTION 4. PROCEDURE FOR TRADING TIM.': {2ot! HOUR SHIFT EMPLOYEESj 

B,-Al~.;eq ~tG...{0r-e-)(~Fl9-£-~~-ef...+~-,h·9~!;-ffiw.·~n~,T;;'*GAa;;se-e+-+;n:te 

RGQue-s~Of'..'"r.-arlfl--su~mi~~;;7t)§l:-{.~~~!&J£;qP'c nCGessaFf·-aPfP()V~·...sa:~.a-4nR 
{;i1~;s--;a;~!£i;~~~P~'1€--3-A-£..;(~e--tt~~··AOOfS.:.....GgmfNny~Gf;'Ge;:S 
aR--a;MMF~~S4~~pOT~a-€-~-af't~'-l}~.f~GeeJ--.4w~·~BattaH~me!s 
E-Fro~ffia9e-aYi3!€-~f;c;se iFlstZA;;;'e.!-

F A#--feC}'iZ:St&-·'~;aGe 1::3\1H~~fn~~~""}t;ffij~~~>J:: Q~;::'TUes~f~'""rt, 
+-F.E·-f£-q':}fot-~-fflUS~··~pJi:'tf8-a;;,,:}-s~;:;:~;}~4a-th~~f~ie~~O~G~~a~~44ar 
4a~"':Gft:-1R::: ea;f.i.es~~h3;:;ft~p..y..-z.A/c&-- Arq !faCE:S 0: leave days muSi occur w:thm the 
:,;;110'.'1;("';2 or preceding (' .. ie leave da'/ cycles. 
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SECTION 5. ADMINISTRATION lp . ~ 

A. AdmlAlsl,aIIaR aiIAI. THE Working Agreement shall be mrule·lhre~§h tRa I'lre Cl1iE>f,s.J • 
QIIie& JOINTLY ADMINISTERED BY THE UNION AND THE FIRE CHIEF OR HIS/HER"l' 
DESIGNEE. A rotation list shall be established and detailed records kept of each . 
Indlvidual's participation in the agreement. These records will be made available to any 
officer of Local #366 at any convenient time. 

B. The cost of meals. house dues, and other expenses tncldental to the employee's position 
shall be borne by the incapacitated member during the period of the member's absence. 

C. Any dispute arising out of the interpretation or applications of the provisions of Ihls 
Article shall be resolved by means of negotiations between the parties. 

D. The parties recognize Ihat the workers' compensation process is the legal process which 
ultimately adjudlcales claims of work related injuries or illnesses. Therefore. the parlies 
acknowledge that the City's not Implementing the working agreement Is in no wayan 
admission lhat the Injuryfrllness is work related, In addition, such an act by the CHy 
should nol be construed as a waiver or forfeiture of the City's right as the employer to 
contest any workers' compensation claim. 

E. The Union agrees and assures the City that ils approval or disapproval of 
implementation of the working agreement will not be arbitrary or capricious and it wlll not 
be based on any illegal reasons (i.e, discrimination). The Union will hold the City 
hanmless In any challenge to the Union's decision to disapprove the Implementation of 
the working agreement. 

SECTION 6. IMPLEMENTATION 

A, Actual implementation of this Working Agreement shall be as follows: 

~ 4. 

1. The 50.4 HOUR person working on an aSSigned day SHAll EITHER reporl to 
the staUon of Ihe Incapacitaled member TO VOLUNTARILY WORK FOR THAT I' 
MEMBER OR, HAVE UPON THEIR ELECTION 12 HOURS DEDUCTED FROM ~" ;.r 
THEIR SICK LEAVE BANK OR 4 HOURS DEDUCTED"vACATION BANK -l! V 
SUCH ELECTION SHALL BE MADE NO LATER THAN 20:00 HOURS ON THE oJ>,f A 

PRECEDING CALENDAR DAY. When a 50.4 hour scheduled member reports (p 1'-( 
for work under Ihis agreement, the member shall work a 12 hour shift, with 2 
members covering a 24 hour shift. 

2. If an officer, or rated individual. Is the working member, they will be utilized 
somewhere in Ihe Department In their rated capacity whenever pOSSible. but 
slIch assignment shall not disrupt acting assIgnment pay situations, 

3. All individual's reporting for work shall do so wilh all necessary protective clothing 
and equipment necessary to perform in their aSSigned capacity. 

WheA a .0.4 R""' seRe,Me. """"bar·reperts fer~{his-a§f8_ti_ 
member sRall-werk a 12 he~r sRiII, with 2 member •• eveRR§ a 24 Re~, sRill. When a 
40 hour scheduled member reporls to work, the member shall EITHER work 8 hours 
OR HAVE THAT TIME DEDUCTED FROM THEIR VACATION DR SICK LEAVE 
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BANKS. Three 40 hOur scheduled member. shall be teamed together to complete the 
.24 hour shift. 

~5. 40 hour personnel and ais~atch e~el'a_ who are assigned to work under the WOrking 
Agreement will be scheduled in the order they appear on the lisl. but will be assigned 
on a shift thai i. most conducive to the needs of service. This work will be completed 
within a 90 day time period from the date the name appears on the schedule. It Is 
understood that such assignment may not be in exact calendar order with those 
employees who work in other areas In order to meet those needs of service. 

SECTION 7. NO COMPENSATION 
It is agreed and understood that wihen this Article is applied. working members shell not be 
compensated in any way. They are working on behalf of the incapacitated member in order that 
that member may be maintained on the payroll as if Working. 

SECTION S. MILITARY DUTY 
In recognition of the economic and social dislocations resulting from the activation of military 
reserve unit members. the parties agree that any member of the bargaining unit who is inducted 
inlo any branch of the United States Armed Services or wiho is a member of a reserve unit and 
is called to full time active mll~ary service may be eligible for the application of the benefits of 
this Working Agreement. Such benefits shall apply only if sufficient volunteers are available to 
work the membe(s scheduled shifts and such benefits shall be limited to a tolal of two (2) 
months time. 

ARTICLE 41. LIGHT DUTY 

SECTION 1. PROCEDURE 
The following proviSions shall establish the criteria and procedure to be used in delermlnlng the 
duty status of employees in the uniformed Fire Service who are disabled. 

SECTION 2. MEDICAL DETERMINATION 
. The City physician shall determine the eldent of the disability and the degree of physical 

limitation as it relates to the job duties of the employee. If the employee is found to be 
incapable of performing the required regular job duties. the City Physician will consult with the 
Fire Chief. The City PhYSician shall determine whether or not an employee shall be aSSigned to 
light duty. consistent wilh the limitations of the employse. 

SECTION 3. LIMITATION 
Light duty assignments shall be limited to not more than 4 employees at any given time (NOT 
COUNTING UNDISPUTED WORKER'S COMPENSATION ASSIGNMENTS). Light duty 
assignments shall be limited to a tolal of 12 months conseculive or in the aggregate, An 
employee on light duty shall be compensated at hisfher regUlar rate of pay. reg.rdless of the 
duty assignment. Management reserves the right to retain an employee on light duty in excess 
of 1 year when such action is determined to be in the best Interest of the City. 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 3661200'/-2008) 
November 19, 2007 

ARTICLE 42. WORK WEEK AND WORK DAY 

SECTION 1. WORK WEEK 

A. A work week for regular full-time employees in the Fire Department, 
excluding Deputy Fire Chiefs. l'ire-Alafffi-GpeFaOOfS. Gll~-iffi-Alafm 
Gpe;ale" Fire Maintenance Electrician, Fire Captain-Building 
Maintenance, Fire Captain-Fleet Maintenance, Fire Prevention Inspector. 
Fire Investigator, Fire Captain-Prevention, Fire Marshal, .Hazardous 
Materials Planner, Fire Training Supervisor and Assislant Fire Training 
Supervisor sIlali MAY consist of eM 56 hours including meal periods. 
SHIFTS MAY INCLUDE THOSE LESS THAN 56 HOURS IN ORDER TO 
ADJUST FOR PEAK DEMANDS FOR SERVICE. 

B, UNLESS THE NEEDS OF SERVICE REQUIRE OTHERWISE +the work 
week for Deputy Fire Chiefs, ~laFf'FI-GpeFaffifS, Chief I'ire--Alafffi 
GjleFa\"F, Fire Captain-Building Maintenance, Fire Captain-Fleet 
Maintenance, Fire Maintenance Electrician. Fire Prevention Inspector, Firo 
Investigator, Fire Captain-Prevention. Fire Marshal, Hazardous Materials 
Planner, Fire Training SupelVisor and Assistant Fire Training Supervisor 
shall consist of 40 hours. AT THE DISCRETION OF THE FIRE CHIEF 
EMPLOYEES IN THESE CLASSIFICATIONS MAY BE ASSIGNED TO 56 
HOUR SHIFTS WHEN THE' NEEDS OF SERVICE REQUIRE SUCH 
ASSIGNMENTS, 

SECTION 2. WORK DAY 

A. The schedule of employees required to work an average WA S6 hour 
work week as set forth above shall be as follows: 1 dayan, 1 day off, 1 
day on. 1 day off, 1 dayan, and 4 days off, ~"ition, employees 
~~~sIledul&-sllall-b~fl~a~leaw·ooy...based-lJpoo 
tRe---faliewieg;.-E.-flFfleQ....!eave days artH3Slablished-i~f:....1.()...weFk 
Gays-A1lffIbe'iAjJ-1.-.jQ.·~Gh-Bmployee is assigee£l-4-ef-lhe-mlmbefeU 
lea¥O--OOys-..iH--eac~&'·-#Hf\e··_t.-flfHJfRj3loy0B4s-1faAsf8ffOG..jo...a 

diffe~ift,...rusllle",...Jeave---<!oy"-fH;mbGf--s1>alc-~§e<l.-I!--is 
HOOafsloeU--II1flf...-c-BfflpliaAGe--wilh--!fie. .. avera§e--§()A....hGHf.-wfleflHle--i& 
aCG8mplisf\e4-if--.a<\--iRdividtfal-fla&....a-ssheeelee leave day ir>--eesll 
6Omlllo\ecl--Ieav&--day-<3I'GIe-, --A-60fftfJIo\e .. .Jeave day -eyc~e-sheIHle 
GeHslRde4-le-moofHl-4.()..wf>fiv.4ay.-<;yGle .. beginffing with 1~'a¥fHJay-1..-aoo 
~itR-leave day 10. MewovBf,it-is-'H,oogAizod Ihat-tha-lfadiHg-af 
leave-.eay$--OOIwee ..... ffidiYifluals--maY-fesull-iR ... ;L(),c-moFO--leave--d'l':' 

ocWffiAg-in 1 Gycl~one-ffi-<>thefs.o v) IDS Ii /.l 

@(Mir~u 
;~~ 
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B. Employees required to work a 40 hour work week, as set forth above. 
shall work 8 hours per day. 5 days per week, unless regularly scheduled 
othe rwise. 

The shill starting time fOr personnel assigned to the W.4 56 hour work week will 
be 0700 hours. The shift starting time for personnel assigned to the 40 hour 
work week. ""sept fe~AlaFm-Gf.!<"ffileffi,wjll be 0800 hours. 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366) 2007-2008) 
November 19. 2007 

ARTICLE 42. WORK WEEK AND WORK pAY 

S&G+l~,..mSAATGM;;;g~I4Il"1=S 

+R~OOf-SAift-feH"lspalGhors shall be estabJisheG-lB Ihe fellowi"!l-fOOAHeF. 

A.- THore shali--e<>-twe-shills. a fifSl shift and -a-_d-sAi#~Tl1e'4ifst-<;Rilt 
&RalI-s!aft.ffi-Q~cIl~e·~i#-sAalt.staft-a!43OO-Ag"fS. 

l'h--·----Arl-efHj)ley€e-sAall-wor~€Iay~oflayshlft,lw~.Mm4he_Aighl 
sWflAollewod-l>yfe!1F-jJ€fiods off. 

G-c-·-The-sGlle4Ylo-lef-9isj>alGhefS sHalI-be-BGffijOfisod-Bf-llie-fe~ 

-~ .. --~------WN--·MGN-·-+lJes-w~IJR-FRI SAT 

·1-sl-week-~~-~-+-Ul~ .. 1-<iI&--4lii&---Bff---Gff~---GIf 
~·-~·------Bff·-------<>-~1>4S---1 g e 1 g " -Bff-----fl!f 
3rd week· -'Ill4l---·-1-8-!>-·--t>ff 
4IH-weel<-~-~eff~--off--~ff-~&4S-----i>-~~S-li 

5th week .. ·-~·----Bff--Bff.--.(;ff-------Bff-·{}4S--·~--4S-<'l 
i3tll-weelv- 18" off---off~ff 618 64ii! 
·flh-week--~ .. 1S-lJ-··~·B#~··--off--··--t>ff-··--Gff··---1:).48 
8lh-week---~ ---1:).4!>---1-ll~&---<>i!---t>ff---off----eff 

I 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366/2007-2008) 
November 19,2007 

ARTICLE 44. ACTING ASSIGNMENT 

SECTION 2. SHORT TERM 

C. Any ff\aflpewer chaR§es reperted-al\er-misRight will STAFFING CHANGES 
AFTER 20:00 THE NIGHT PRIOR TO THE ONCOMING SHIFT SHALL be 
dealt with separately. The new maflpeWflf STAFFING information will not 
change the aSSignments and/OR callbacks already determined during tbe 
mifIfIi1:IRI- 20:00 to 0600 hours preparalion time with the exception of rated 
personnel who are returning 10 duly. In Ihis instance, ac!log assignment 
personnel will be returned 10 their regular assignment(s}. 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366' 2007-200B) 
UpdatedSI2B109 (Mini Session) 

ARTICLE 44. ACTING ASSIGNMENT 

SECTION 3. CERTIFiCATION AND DECERTIFICATION 

A. Effective April 28, 1992, any new certification for Truck E.O. and Engine 
E.O. will be combined into the single certification of Certified E.O. In order 
for new personnel to be certified, they will have to successfully complete the 
certification tests for both Engine E.O. and Truck E.O. These Individuals will 
specify their travel preferences annually and separately for Engine E.O. and 
Truck E.O. once they are certified. ANY EMPLOYEE HIRED AFTER JULY 
1, 2009 SHALL BE REQUIRED TO ACHIEVE HIS/HER OFFICER AND 
EQUIPMENT OPERATOR CERTIFICATIONS WITHIN A PERIOD OF SIX 
(6) YEARS FROM DATE OF HIRE, UNLESS THERE ARE LEGITIMATE 
REASONS TO GRANT AN EXCEPTION TO THIS REQUIREMENT. 
EXCEPTIONS MAY BE REASONABLY GRANTED BY THE CERTIFYING 
AUTHORITY DESIGNATED BY THE FIRE CHIEF. 
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IAff l-366 PROPOSAL ~qO 

ARTICLE 4~, PHYSICAUITNE!>S PR9GRAM 

SECTION 1. PURPOSE 

Page: 87 of 151. 

--pI' v 
05'-,;<;;-00 

;..(.'t. .. 3t t -r GltP . 

It is the mutual intent of the parties to develop a mandatory physical fitness program to faellilale 
and promole the overa~1 efficiency of departmental personnel. Consequently Ihe parties agree 
to the following program principles: 

A. All members of the bargaining unit shall participate in a supervised, structured phYSical exerdsc 
workout of at least 30 minutes per on-duty day, Such exercise period shall be scheduled during 
the course of the active duty day (0745-1600 hours). 

B, The department shaJl engage the services of a physical fitness specialist to assist in the 
development of the exercise program and to provide professional advice and consultation 

regarding the implementation of the program. 

C The program shall incorporate the concept of appropriate medica! evaluation regarding the 
511itilbi1ilY of the exerdse program as individual medical circumstances dictate. 

D. Ge-mp.3"'l eff'CE'(s,:;haH-&e--ffi5f/<1l1-MIe--fflf-+&a raiAg 3flEl-f~~OA-Gf cXE"H:ise Gydes 
e.!i*'f5Gn~(teHf;;.:tf:..5l1~fl' EMPLOYEES ARE RESPONSiBLE FOR COMPLETION OF THE 
EXERCISE PROGR,\M DfSCRIOED IN SUBSECTION A. 

E. The City \'Jill ensure that C"ilch of the stations \'!iII have access to appropriate exercise equipment 
i'lS determined necessary for the suCCeSs of the exercise !-Hogram based upon the 
recommenda lion of the ph'iSicill fitness spedalist and concurrence of the nre Chief. 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 355/2007·2008) C %v\ 

November 26, 2007 (\ 

ARTICLE 51. CONTRACT TERMINATION AND MODIFICATION 

SECTION 1. 
This Agreement shall continue in full force and effect until 11 :59 PM on Jlffie-ilo, 
i200+.~EM!lER :iii, 2010. 

JI.lIll.t 30 r;, 
SECTION 2. 
If either party desires to terminale this Agreement, it shall NO LATER THAN 
SIXTY (60) days MID ~IOT EARLIER Tlll'dq ONE IIUNDREO ElGIITY (180) 
l'lfI¥S prior 10 Ihe termination date, give written notice of termination. If neither 
party shall give notice of amendment as hereinafter provided, or if each party 
giving a nolice of termination withdraws the Same prior to termination date, this 
Agreement shall continue in effect from year to year thereafter, subject to nolice 
of termination by eilher party % 60 days wrilten notice prior to the current year's 
termination dale. U)ITH -ND L-Us: TII'A,0 ~ 

SECTION 3. 
If eUher party desires to modify or change this Agreement, it shall NO LATER /. 
THAN SIXTY (60) days Atf&-NeT-EARUER TIIAN ONE IIUlmREI'J EIGFITV 'f' 
(180) BAYS prior to the termination date or any subsequent termination, give 
wrilten notice of amendment, in which event the notice of amendment shall set 
forth the nalure of the amendment or amendments desired. If notice of 
amendment of Ihis Agreement has been given in accordance with this paragraph, 
Ihis Agreement may be terminated by either pally on its termination date or any 
time thereafter on 10 days writien notice of termination. Any amendments that 
may be agreed upon shall become and be a part of this Agreement without 
modifying Of changing any of the other terms of this Agreement. 

SECTtON4, 
Notice shall be in writing and shall be sufficient if sent by certified mail. 
addressed, if to the Union, to the Union Presidenl al his/her home address, and if 
to Management, addressed to the City of Grand Rapids, City Hall, Grand Rapids, 
Michigan, or to any such address as the Union or Management may make 
available to each other. 
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IAfF l·366 Proposal 64 

Article 52, :section 2 

G. Pension Purchase: Employees shall be permitled at their option to purchase up to 2 years of 

credited service at the total expense of the empfoyee. The cost per year is 17.84% of the 

employee's current covered compensation. This will be effective for employees of record as of 

and after July 1. 1991. Effective July 1. ~994. the cost per year for purchasing credited service 

shall be determrned on a separate normal cost basis annually {or Fire Fighters as provided In the 

Grand Rapids City Code under Title I, Chapter 7, Article t Section 1.243.{4}. An employee who 

purchases service credit and is subscqu'eotly granted a duty Of non-duty disability retirement 

siii;.Jlladd the pu"l;,3£ea 5ef\lce tilde to tl~d; final dbabilitj eaktllDtioll. S~ tl p(jf...) 

.' 

~\)UT 8£ a.~FvJ.Jl:>1U:> TtI[. ?v~€ AiYld'lvrOT lUin\Ov'\ 

A.v'1 A~I2.()\i..1) '<VTjSO'JUT. ,ttl'- 'i'aov'!;.loi) J:.~IW- 6£ 
ltY~nJl:mJ£.. ::::l V '-*t r} 2 00 q. Fr~ Pm (YJ1U0n. s i'l1t(..c, 8 t.. 
mltiH. {JJ ~{'/IPL-rft,Jok- \'p:,rt :tILt, fVi.-~0v:r6'tJ~7!..p 

4't1' \ 0( 5./7,.-6r (p''& 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366 f 2007-2009) 
June 3, 2009 

ARTICLE 52. CONTRACTUAL AMENDMENTS AND EFFECTIVE DATES 

SECTION 2. PENSION ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS 

H. 

4. Avoroflo Final Eamings For PensioA GaIG~laiiens: Eflesti'.le July 1. 1994. 
BIlleRa the l'eAsl~reflest that oil la><ai>le-wages are 10 ee 
iMkKIe<I-iIl-FiAal-·IWemge-SaI!If)'-tI'·A$}--for pension Galo~lalion pu~ 
~OOfll-sl'lall be a pe~enlafle of 7.3%. ADDITIONAL 
COMPENSATION ITEMS (ALL W-2 SUPPLEMENTAL EARNINGS) 
EARNINGS ADJUSTMENT TO FINAL AVERAGE SALARY (FAS), AS 
PROVIDED UNDER SECTION 2(C) ABOVE, SHALL UTILIZE AN 
OVERTIME AMOUNT OF FOUR AND TWO-TENTHS PERCENT (4.2%) 
OF THE EMPLOYEE'S BASE SALARY RATE. ADDITIONALLY THE 
INDIVIDUAL EMPLOYEE AT HIS/HER DISCRETION MAY INCLUDE UP 
TO SIX (6) DAYS OF VACATION WHEN CASH PAYMENT IN LIEU OF 
UNUSED VACATION IS MADE FOR THAT NUMBER OF DAYS OR 
GREATER UPON TERMINATION UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF 
ARTICLE 20, SECTION 5 (G) OR (H) IN. HIS/HER FAS. THIS PROVISION 
SHALL BE EFFECTIVE ON THE DATE OF THE ISSUANCE OF THE 312 
AWARD. 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366/2007-2008) 
February 25, 2008 

ARTICLE 52. CONTRACTUAL AMENDMENTS AND EFfECTIVE DATES 

SECTION 6. NO SMOKING POLICY 
THE RE SHALL BE NO Ssmoking in the fire slations·ffialJ-..tJ&-limilei:!.te-lRe 
aflpar~R~oolside thofooiHly OR IN ANY CITY VEHICLES. SMOKING 
IN THE AREA SURROUNDING THE FIRE STATIONS SHALL BE IN 
COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE CITY ORDINANCES. 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 366/2007-2008) 
February 7,2008 

ARTICLE 52. CONTRACTUAL AMENDMENTS AND EFFECTIVE DATES' 

S€G+10~MEMQAANf)ljM-QF-\JND!iRSTl'.NDING--AbTE-R.wA1P,lEWGRK 
SG~L-E~ 
ifH>ffIef-lQ-l'revi<Je-<f-lfia4>~rlmp1_IaliaR-Gf..ajt""",!W&werJ<.sehe<lules 

at-Ihe !,ire [)efll'Flm""Wef.mem~-lhe-IHtemali",,~ire 
~!ors (liIFF),booaJ.dOO,wHQ-Werk 40 h08f.Werk-week&iIOO-paFliesha¥e 
awoe<i-aOO-stip_IG-!he-ieilewiA'if. 

A--AltemaliVEH5Ghe<luliRfr-ls-·iflleA~.at!ew-empleyee~oo 
IIffiOOilily";n-llleir-werJ<.sehetluIO&lJn-a-meAIhly .. Basis-wIliIe-sllll-j3rovlaIA§ 
cevef~e--ef..tlleMoos-ef-&ewiae,-AllemalillEH>.me<luliA!rwiIIilMeralI;4:le 
available·-e .... -a-meRtn-iby mOAtR-basi&1<Hegtllaf..full4ime."mployees whosa 
re§~rk-weelHlansists 01 40 tlmMs. Such alternalive-sGflooules sha~ 
OO-a&S€lloouJOOaBfl-aP!JfGVetl-iby-lh<H)efHJIyr:ireGllie!-a\--leasl-4--fAemll 
ifl.-a€I¥aRG&.-EmplByees--shall-lla¥e-~l-GheesifllfwllelheH>"'f\e\ 
l~iGipale.jfl.-altOOla!We-sGIleciuling. APf'<eVal-afwhiffi-empleyees-will 
oo.atlGwoo\()..j>artiGipa\e--Ghalk>eel-#le-s9Ie4isGroli"fl-()H/1e--1'ir~k>f, 

B. Emp!oyeO&lJl'HAft-IQ-j>OOiGipale-i<HlnefRalive-sGfle~llalli>r""'<lB 
wRlleIH,,,~he Deputy.l'J~r!j)e·~'"-<lay·eHhEHAeRI" 
preeetliflrr-any-rnGAJH..wI18f&ar+altefflaliv~ule.js-.Jobe-<levelo"ech 

~nS8-a-WG~ooul&feFa-jjlv~slablislletl-andappreved, Iho 
alteFAalive-sGAAfMe-sllail-ibe-f;eAoroe by mana!jemef'll-baf{iA"...oostral 
Girwms-t-aAooSo 

fh.-..-.AIlema.uve..S€llea"'Ii~·sllalk;onsist of louf'-W.flellf-Werl<-days witMAe-shlft 
s\aFlffi!ltime-<JI..o:l·OO-floUf&an-d-5l;iften<li~f.18GG-1lw1'S,{7)(GI"ging 
~"ur-{",pai€l-l"nslb .. Wofk..<lay-S€llOOules-sha/l..wnsisl·Bf..a..pat!eff!.-e1 
werkiAtJ-Menaaymreugh Thmsaay ORe weel...an-d-lRen-+uosday thrQugh 
f'fi<lBy-tlle-follewiR§-w",*, 

~Eml'leye,*,-wo~l!efflalj""""Ghea"los shall b~€G-la-uiilize-siGII 
lea __ a"vaGalie&o~hooflrba&i&wi!j)a_ual&l>e~erstOOlHe 
bfHlR<HlaY-8€i~,"WHeRHeferef\G&is--maEle in the 
A!jreernefll4E>-'days"."week&',"weFi«!eys;..::worl, weeks";-an<Hl1e-like, 
""cI1-lorm&-5l'.a\l-4<" those employees assignea·lG-ellefna#vesooe<l..Jos-he 
iAter¥alefl-aRfl-awJie4ffi.a·ffiaAAor-ooflSisleRt-with-11le-OOsiG 
undeffitaflffiA!,rlha!-allemativo sched"lifl\f-wil~_a6a4ll,,·Gilfi'HabOf -



Act 312 Arhitration Decision 
G.RF.F.U., Local 366, IAFF', AFL'CIO 
City of Grand Rapids, Michigan 
MERC Case No: L07 D·701:c:0:..-__________ ~ _____ ---'P"'''''''g'''e_: 9",3::...::of:c1:.:5;,:1::.. __ ~ 

~·~--I'e_erk weeks.ffi-wRisA a heliday is ebeeIVed, the ~~Ioot 
. eilhOf to werk f~~G be srodited with g heurs-f;~ 
(as pro'JideclciR-Article 21, gOOlioo-;/fajtGfWOfMhro€-lQ-he .. Hlay&-!lfl<l 
Garry 2 hO\lf~~",.ooIi9ay;:>ay in order 10 
OO!aiH4{)..h~wefl<..weeK. 

'f.fle-!,iaJ..pefio<l-sRall-oommSA(le-ofH'lovembe,+,W97i Bfl<H;oolf-lasl-tilfOH\¥l 
GelObor 31~y.may·_ifia\e-lhe..lfial.poriod by pfOVid~{kIay 
AoHoo-iR..wfijing. The trial poriod-may-tJo tefffiina\eG.by4f!IJluaJ..afjreemeffi-al'*'Y 
lim&. 

Note: Parties agfee to fe·number Sections following Section 9 accordingly. 

"~"""""'~- -­

Date: ..JJ2..:J12:.Q'L .. ~_._ 

"',' G." COO., \~~ b~'~ 
Date: :3/t / cif -_ ..... ~.--.. -
Af\4~52 '[<; 



Act 312 Arbitration Decision 
G.R.F.F.U., Local 366, 1AFF, AFL'CIO 
City of Grand Rapids, Michigan 
MERC CaS€ No: L07 D-7010 

IAFF l·366 PROPOSAL II 50 

Page: 94 of 151. 

SliC4jOI>l4;J~ER-Qf'-.UND~s:rANDING-I",QAUj,j'I'-; 

+he-tleal-shjft..wi!~~.~ellef-{}f-undeffitaAElil194JAtil·lh&-anI)YakitJty.tlfaw46-Gaffie4-eu-t-and 
irnplemoAterl-iR-u.;;WQ.&-.-{mdoF-the---pFOvisi-oAs----o~·_ArtiGie_1_4_\lItofk__A&SIiIRmeA!_,____SeGOOA 2. The 
pafli~gree-!<K<>A~"Ue-lA's.Ja'te~'*-"A<ief5lan<iiA;rl>"'IeM-l~e;.aA-.<i"ty_<lraw--ifhl(JO!i, 
'I-ine.'l'aRieo-ay",,,.1<HlOAtiAue-the-iloaHlllil!-jJf"ll,,,_yoAe-ih<HlAnual.<lupt.<!faw-oI·.zg0@, 
ei-lheF-parl~y-cfHlce~IA&-tefmS4)~-.mi'Tletter~4mdeffitandjng-with-fliFH.:ty{QO}<iay&410HG('" 



Act 312 Arbitration Decision 
G.R.F.F.U., Local 366, IAFF, AFL-CIO 
City of Grand Rapids, Michigan 
MERC Case No: L07 D-7010 

~ 

I 
I , 
l , 
~ , 
~AFF L - 366 Proposal 65 
I I 

"~DtP ; 
Anicle 52 NUl 3ecti~1I 11 p- V c:>./t(' 

Page: 95 of 151. 

Allow and aCCoum for retireesLd I or thei; spouse and dependants to pay premiums for 
acciuelltal or'health insurance 6r long tenn care insurance directly from their individual 
monthly l:lenefit in the Police ~hd Fire·Pens\on Plan to their insurance provider. See IRS 
Publication 575, page 5, InSlIr]:'nce Premiu,,)s for Retired Public Safety OfficI:rs for 
further detai!s. ! ~ , ( , 
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CITY BARGAINING PROPOSAL (IAFF LOCAL 36612007-2008) (),' ~ fu-\ 
November 19, 2007 .~ II p' 

APPENDIX A 

CLASSIFlCA TION TITLE TABLE 

Hazardous Materials Planner 

Fire Captain ~ Prevention 

Fire Fighter 

Fire Equipment Operator 

Fire Lieutellant 

J98 

200 

201 

202 

203 

Fire-f?Gl'lain--··--·-----. ___ . ___ . __ ._ -2il4 

Ba!!olion Fir. Ciliel'-----.---.-.. -.-._._. __ ~ 

Fire Training Supervisor 

Assistant Fire Training Supervisor 

Fire Investigator 

Fire Prevention Inspector 

Fire Marshal 

207 

208 

209 

210 

211 

212 

Fire Alarm Opero!i)f---.. -.----.. ----.-. __ .. 213 

Fire Captain ~ Building Maintenance 

Fire Maintenance Eiectrkian 

Fire Captain ~ Fleet Maintenance 

Assisiant Fleet Maintenance Supervisor 

Emergency Medical Services Coordinator 

214 

215 

220 

463 

807 

CITY PROPOSES RANKS OF FIRE CAPTAIN AND ABOVE BE OUT OF THE 

BARGAINING UNIT. I @ ~ iL'P f 
"",0" A 0J /0 s/,,'V o~ ~;:#'1 ;9I'1~))1)1 

~ 1\.)/IVIJ 0 fI pJ 
,j\)\t)'-s"f !"'V -00'\ I ~t> ,..1".v 
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IAFF L -366 Proposal # 55 (modified) 

Increase the wage for the position of Fire Captain Fleet 

Maintenance/Building Maintenance to the rate of $75,750.00 effective 

upon approval of Civil Service Board. Strike the positions of Fire Captain 

Fleet Maintenance and Fire Captain Building Maintenance from wage 

scale. 

Union and City to write new job description encompassing both 

stricken positions. !\VI:> SvBM" 10 (1.,,/,<- IH,IL~I~ I3bAAi> 

FD.c. f'rPP{l.(i-l~ fh-ooV Ip u:> l'fl,.\ 10 \t(po To f.\>rt.() WI\-tQ (. t2fl'i1L 
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UNION BARGAINI NG PROPOSAL #56 (June 3, 2009) 
(;; .c;. 

MUTUAL AND AUTOMATIC AID 

Except as expressly stated herein, the City of Grand Rapids retains the right to 
utilize andlor enter into agreements for automatic andlor mutual aid with other 
jurisdictions. Local 366 will be afforded the opportunity to meet and confer 
regarding such agreements prior to signing, 

If automatic andlor mutual aid is requested for a multiple unit response (defined 
as two or more GRFD units) and automatic andlor mutual aid is not released 
within 30 minutes of arrival on scene or to staff an Engine House, an emergency 
callback will take place, provided one has not already been carried out, as 
outlined below, It is understood that the normal staffing of GRFD units for 
emergency call back would include one (1) Officer; one (1) Equipment Operator; 
and two (2) Fire Fighters. 

When making the required emergency callbacks the appropriate lists will 
be exhausted, if needed. 

If 1·7 MutualiAutomatic aid personnel are utilized for 30 minutes or longer, a 
minimum of 1 GRFD Emergency Callback Unit shall be called back. 

If 8-11 MutualiAulomatic aid personnel are utilized for 30 minutes or longer, a 
minimum of 2 GRFD Emergency Callback Units shall be called back. 

If 12-15 Mutual/Automatic aid personnel are utilized for 30 minutes or longer, a 
minimum of 3 GRFD Emergency Callback Unit shall be called back, 

Etc ... 

It is understood by both parties that if the need persists for exira personnel on a 
scene or in engine houses in the aggregate, mutual/automatic aid personnel can 
remain on scene or in the engine houses so long as there is equal number of 
GRFD Emergency Callback units utilized in engine houses or on scene as 

outlined above. I "V 
~ f\ I ~ ) 0 q IF' 

lpl A 
(~V~~ \\ 11 
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DATED: 

I concur with the stipulations set forth above. 

DATED: , 2011 
Kenneth Deering, Employer Delegate 

DATED: k;J;--, 2011 
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CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS FINAL OFFER OF SETTLEMENT 

1. Issue 14. Mandatory Conversion of Existing Employees to RHSA Retiree Health 
Care Plan. (Economic Issue). 

A MoclliY Article 25, Section 1, Paragraph C(I) to read as follows: 

1. Retiree Health Savings Ammnt (RHSA) fur employees hired after July], 1999. 
Employees hired after July 1, 1999 are provided with a defined­
contribution retiree health care savings account (the RHSA") in 
order to pay for retiree health care costs. This account will be 
funded with an Initial City Contribution for employees hired 
between July 1, 1999 and June 30, 2010 and with the following 
ongoing employee and City contributions: 

(al The employee will make contributions at the annual 
rate of $1,000 ($38.46 gross per bi'weekly payroll). 

(b) The City shall make contributions at the annual rate of 
$1,750, payable in biweekly pay period increments (i.e. 
$67.30 gross per payroll), 

If these employees separate from City employment, 
they shall, in accordance with IRS regulations and plan 
provisions, be entitled to receive the initial City 

Contribution to their defined contribution retiree 
health care savings account, the annual City 
contributions, their annual employee contributions, 
and all investment earnings from their defined 
contribution retiree health care savings account when 
they leave City employment. 

For those employees covered by the RHSA, the City will 
not be required to pay any amount towards the 
premiums after retirement or other form of separation 
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from employment, except as otherwise provided in 
Section l(E) and (D) of this Article. 

B. Add the following Letter of Understanding to the address transitional issues: 

1. Transition provisiollB applicable to active employees who were converted to the 
RHSA. gmployer contributions for active employees who were hired 
after July 1. 1999 shall be effective the first full bi'weekly pay 
period after June 30, 2010 or the first full bi 'weekly pay period 
after the issuance of the Act 312 Award, whichever is later. 
Active employees who were hired after July 1, 1999 shall receive 
an Initial City Contribution into their Retiree Health Savings 
Account in the amount set forth on Exhibit A, increased by $2625. 
This amount shall be deposited into the employee's RHSA 
account with MERS as soon as administratively practicable 
after the issuance of the Act 312 Award. There will be no employee 
contrib ution during the first thirteen (13) full bi'weekly pay periods 
after the date of the Act 312 Award and the employee contribution 
during the second thirteen (13) full bi -weekly pay periods after 
the date of the Act 312 Award shall be $500, payable in bi'weekly 
pay period increments of $38.46. The employee contribution 
thereafter shall be in accordance provisions of the collective 
bargaining agreement. 

2. Transition provisions applicable to employees on layoff. Nathan Brazen, 
JamesP. Betz, Bryan M. Blattert, Edward D. Braman, Joshua B. 
Veldkamp and Winston Wood were employed by the City as 
firefighters on January 5, 2009 and are presently on layoff status. 
In the event that any of these employees are recalled as a firefighter, 
the City will make an Initial City Contribution of $1750 into 
the employee's RHSA account with MERS. This Initial City 
Contribution will be made as soon as administratively 
practicable after the laid off employee returns to employment as 
a firefighter. These employees will have no employee contribution 
during the first thirteen (13) full bi'weekly pay periods after their 
return to work as a firefighter and their employee contribution 
during the second thirteen (13) full biweekly pay periods after their 
return to work as a firefighter shall be $500, payable in bi-weekly 
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pay period increments of $38.46. The employee contribution 
thereafter shall be in accordance provisions of the collective 
bargaining agreement. 

2. Issue 16. [City Issue) Retiree Health Insurance Premium Sharing. 
(Economic Issue). 

CITY PROPOSAL: Modify Article 25, Section 1, Paragraph C to add 
new subparagraph 3 to read as follows: 

3. Retiree Premium Sharing Amount. The premium sharing amount 
to be paid by pre-65 retirees not covered by the RHSA shall be 
the same as paid by active employees, as the same may be 
changed for active employees from time to time. After exhaustion 
of RHSA amounts, the premium sharing amount to be paid by pre' 
65 duty disability retirees covered by the RHSA shall be the same as 
paid by active employees, as the same may be changed for active 
employees from time to time. 

3. Issue 21. [City Issue] Retiree Health Care Plan Benefits. (Economic 
Isstw). 

Add the following to Article 25, Section 1, Paragraph C: 

The health care plan for p1'e'65 retirees will be the same health care 
plan provided to active employees including deductibles, co'payments, co' 
insurance, and benefit design changes, as the same may changed for 
active employees from time to time. 

4. Issue 22. [City Issue) Voluntary conversion to RHSA (Economic 
Issue). 

The City withdraws this issue and proposes that there shall 
be no voluntary conversion option to the RHSA. 
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{tMND RAPIDS FIGHTERS' ASSOCIATION, LOCAL 366, LA.F.F., 
AFL-CIO FINAL OFFER OF SETTLEMENT 

City Issue: Mandatory Conversion to RHSA (Economic) 
The Union's last best offer is to maintain the status quo; no change in the 
contractual provisions. 

City Issue: Floating Retiree Contribution to Health Care Cost (Economic) 
The Union's last best offer is to maintain the status quo; no change in the 
contractual provisions. 

City Issue: Floating Retiree Health Care Plan Benefits (Economic) 
The Union's last best offer is to maintain the status quo; no change in the 
contractual provisions. 

City Issue: Voluntary Conversion to RHSA (Economic) 
The Union's last best offer is to maintain the status quo; no change in the 
contractual provisions. 

The existing contract language for Article 25, Section 1- Hospitalization is as 

follows: 

ARTICLE 25. INSURANCE & HOSPITALIZATION 

SlWTION L HOSPITALIZATION 

A. Management shall, at its expense, provide a group hospital, medical, surgical 
insurance policy and dental insurance policy to all employees within the 
bargaining unit, which shall provide coverage rOT the employee and the 
employees spouse and dependents as defined in said policy, provided that the 
coverage of said policy shall not be less than the coverage of the present 
policy provided by Management to employees. 

B. Beginning July 1, 1986, the City will pay the medical and hospitalization 
insurance premiums for an employee who is disabled pursuant to the 
provisions of the Pension Ordinance until such time as the employee is 
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eligible for Medicare, or reaches age 65, whichever occurs first. The City will 
also pay the premiums for the disabled employee's spouse and dependents. 

C. It is agreed that Management will pay the hospitalization insurance 
premium for the retirees, their spouse and dependents for those years· of age 
of the retiree between 55 and 64 inclusive. In the event the retiree dies after 
retirement between the ages of 55 and 64 inclusive, the spouse and 
dependents, if any, will continue to have the hospitalization insurance 
premium paid by Management until such time as the retiree would have 
reached age 65. Spouse is understood to be that person to whom the retiree 
is married at time of retirement. For employees who retire during the period 
of the contract covering July I, 2003 through June 30,2007, vesting in health 
insurance benefits shall be at the levels negotiated for that contract period. 

D. In the event a person covered by this Agreement dies prior to retirement, 
Management will pay the hospitalization insurance premiulll for that 
person's spouse and dependents until such time as the covered person would 
have reached age 65. n, however, the spouse remarries or the spouse is 
covered by another health insurance policy, this provision shall not apply. 

DISCUSSION 

The current situation is that upon retirement - including pre-65 retirement for Fire 

Fighters City employees are continued in the City health insurance program at no 

cost to the employee/retiree. All three issues that remain to be decided are 

economic issues brought to the table by the City to relieve the City of providing all 

or sOllie of these benefits to the employees/retirees. 

These City proposed changes can be briefly described as follows: 

Issue 14. Retiree Health Care for employees hired before July 1, 2008, but were not 
vested in a City Pension System as of July 1, 2008. 
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The City proposes that employees hired before the date of the Act 312 Award who 

did not have ten years of service in the City defined benefit pension system as of 

January 1, 2009 shall no longer be entitled to City paid health insurance at the time 

of their retirement, but shall be eligible only for a defined' contribution retiree 

health care savings account so that they can fund their own health insurance. As 

the retirement eligibility age for bargaining unit members is 55 years of age, and 

Medicare under current law does not commence until age 65, the bargaining unit 

member will need health insurance for coverage between the age of retirement and 

age 65. 

The City offer proposes an Initial City Contribution into the employee's Retiree 

Health Savings Account that shall be actuarially determined based on the present 

value of their future benefit as of July 1, 2008. This Iuitial City Contribution will 

be the greater of: 

(a) The actuarially determined present value ofthe accrued benefit 
multiplied by 90%. This result will be multiplied by a percentage determined 
by reducing 100% by .60% for each month that the employee is below the age 
of 55; or 

(b) The actuarially determined present value of the accrued benefit 
multiplied by 90%. This result will be multiplied by a percentage determined 
by multiplying the months of service as of July 1, 2008 by one'quarter 
percent (.25%). 

This account would also be funded with ongoing contributions as follows: 

(1) The employee will make contributions at the annual rate of $1,000 ($38.46 
gross per bi'weekly payroll). 

(2) The City will make contributions at the anlluall'ate of $1,750, payable in 
biweekly pay period increments (i.e. $67.30 gross per payroll). 
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If these employees separate from City employment, they shall, in accordance 
with IRS regulations and plan provisions, be entitled to receive the Initial 
City Contribution to their defined contribution retiree health care savings 
account, the annual City contributions, their annual employee contributions, 
and all investment earnings from their defined contribution retiree health 
care savings account when they leave City employment. 

The amounts of the Initial City Contribution and the employees eligible for this 

contribution were included in an attachment to the pl'Oposal. 

The City proposal also included a phase'in of Employee Contributions into their 

defined contribution retiree health care savings account, There will be no employee 

contribution during the 6 month period after the. date of the Act 312 Award; and, 

the employee contribution during the period f~'om 6 months after the date of the Act 

312 Award shall be $500, 

The conversion to the defined contribution retiree health care savings plan shall be 

effective upon the date of the Act 312 Award and contributions shall begin as of that 

date. 

This program would be mandatory for all Fire Fighters hired after July 1, 2009; 

therefore, the City has realized its savings for all new Fire Fighters, It is agreed 

that the llew program will not apply to those Fire Fighters with 10 years of more of 

service (already vested in the current retirement plan). Thus, these proposals 

W01tld apply to Fire Fighters who have been employed prior to J ttly 1, 2009, have 

not vested in the retirement plan, but have already earned at least a portion of their 

retirement health care benefits as part of the existing compensation package, The 

City's proposal would be funded with an initial city contribution presumably to pay 

for that part of the retirement health care that has already been earned. For the 
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future, these non vested, already employed Fire Fighters would contribute 

$l,OOO/year and the City would contribute $1,750/year for future benefits should 

they retire between the ages of 55 and 65. Fire Fighters would be entitled to receive 

initial city contribution and have access to their health savings account if and when 

they separate from the city under tax and other regulations for such programs. The 

City will not contribute after retirement. There would be a phase-in period. 

Issue 16. Retiree Direct Contribution to Health Care Premium Sharing for 
employees hired before July 1, 2008 who are vested in a City Pension System as of 
July 1, 2008 and subsequently retire. 

The City proposes to add the following Paragraph B (1): 

(1) Retiree Pre-65 Retiree Direct Contribution to Health Care Premium Sharing. 

The premium sharing contribution (the "retiree direct contribution") to be paid by 

pre-65 service and disability retirees, who retire on or after the date of the Act 312 

Award, shall be the same as paid by active employees, as the same may be changed 

from time to time. The pre-65 retiree health care premium sharing payment would 

be applied uniformly without regard to the category of coverage (i.e. single pre-65 

retiree, pre-65 retiree and one dependent and pre-retiree and two or more 

dependents). Cost would be defined as the blended rate for all active employees and 

pre-65 retirees. This is referred to as the premium "float" that will adjust for 

retirees as it does for active employees and keep the pre-65 retirees in the same 

group as the still employed ("active") City employees. 

Issue 21. Retiree Health Care Plan Benefits. 

The City proposes to add Paragraph B (6), which states that the health care plan for 

pre-65 retirees will be the same as provided to active employees including 

deductibles, co- payments, co-insurance, and benefit design-changes, as the same 
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may changed from time to time. This is referred to as the coverage "float," and 

provides for pre 65 retirees to be subject to the same plan adjustments. as the still 

employed ("active") City employees. 

These issues are economic in nature, and the Act 312 Panel is required to select the 

offer on each issue that is best supported by the evidence after a review of the 

statutory requirements of Section 9 of Act 312 as set forth earlier in this decision. 

The Panel is permitted to determine the weight to be given to each factor. 

The City asserts that these changes are needed because the City's financial 

situation significantly worsened during the period of 2003-2007. This ('xeated a 

"functional budget deficit" meaning that City revenues can no longer pay for the 

current level of services. 

A March 27, 2006 Citizen Budget Advisor's Report recommended that employee 

benefits costs must be reduced. In implementing this recommendation one of the 

chief foci of the City was the City's health insurance program that did not require 

employees or retirees to make any significant contribution towards its costs. The 

Cit)' asserted that changes to the health care plan and the retiree health care 

program were logical sources of potential savings, because the level of benefits 

provided by the City were significantly higher than provided by other public and 

private employers in the Grand Rapids area. 

After exploring these issues with all employee groups, the City determined that a 

direct 10% contribution towards health care premium costs was appropriate and 

that a defined contribution type retiree health care program under which the City 

would contribute $1750 each year combined with $1000 in yearly employee 

contributions would provide an appropriate level of City support for the retiree 

health care needs of its employees. It also concluded that those employees closest to 
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Tetirement should have the least changes to their retiree health care expectations 

and decided to continue to offer a defined benefit type retiree health cal'e program to 

those employees who had not yet achieved vested status under their retirement 

system. 

The Union addresses Ability to Pay is part of one of the eight factors to consider 

under Section 9 of Act 312: "The interests and welfare of the public and the 

financial ability of the unit of government to meet those costs." The Union argues 

that a fair reading of the statute leads to the conclusion that ability to pay is 

coupled with, and of equal stature with if not subordinate to, the "interests and 

we Ifare of the public." The Union asserts that it is well'established Michigan 

appellate precedent that ability to pay is only one factor among many that an Act 

312 panel is to consider, and it is not to be treated as a controlling or even dominant 

factor. (Hamtramck v. Hamtramck Fire Fighters Association and/or Detroit v. 

DPOA). It goes on to argue that it has been recognized by many Act 312 arbitrators 

that a municipal employer should not be permitted to treat the economic benefits of 

its employees as having lesser priority than other municipal concel'llS, and in effect, 

expect its employees to subsidize the municipality. 

Arbitrator Gabriel Alexander stated: 

"Detroit callnot buy coal for its generating plants or salt for its streets 
for less than the 'going rate' because it is impoverished. Why then 
should they be able to 'buy' the labor of its policemen for less than the 
'going rate' (in statutory words 'just and reasonable') as that rate 
which shall be fixed by the Panel. , ," 
(City of Detroit 'and' DPOA, 1972) 

Al'lJitrator George ROcunell stated: 

"It is as much a part of the City's responsibility t.o pay reasonable and 
fair wages as it is to provide reasonable and fail' service and capital 



Act 312 Arbitration Decision 
G.R.F,F.U" Local 366, lAFF, AFL'CIO 
City of Grand Rapids, Michigan 
MERC Case No: L07 D-7010 110 of 151. 

improvements. In a final analysis, applying the various factors 
outlined above as taken fmm Section 9 of Act 312, the majority of the 
panel believes that it becomes a question of priority, and that indeed 
though the financial situation in Southgate is difficult, it is far from 
hopeless. The order that will be entered hpre by the majority ofthis 
panel may require are-evaluation of budgetary priorities." 
(City of Southgate, 54 LA 901, 909-910, 1970) 

Arbitrator Roumell also stated as follows in a more recent case: 

"There is little question that comparisons are probably the 
predominant criteria ... After all, it is comparisons that cause private 
employers and unions in the private sector to make decisions as to 
whether to reach agreement or strike. The ability to pay follows this 
most closely. The relationship between comparisons and the ability to 
pay was suggested by Arbitrator Charles C. Killingsworth when 
serving as the impartial chairman in an early City ofDetroit-DPOA 
panel when he noted that the employer's ability to pay may probably 
be taken into consideration only within the limits of a 'zone of 
reasonableness'. This zone is determined by examining wage rates in 
other cities for similarly situated employees," 
(City of Southfield, 78 LA 153, 154-155). 

The Union states that the financial condition of Grand Rapids is very strong 

stronger than it is for many communities in Michigan, It quotes the January 20lO 

Mayor's report on the state of the City's finances: 

• Grand Rapids is widely recognized as the strongest economy in Michigan 
• City continues to enjoy economic development 
• Growth in entertalnment district, housing, retail is slow but steady 
• Growth is education and life sciences are l'apidly expanding 

}<'rom 2000 through 2008, Grand Rapids enjoyecl the largest increase in Total 

Taxable Vall1ation compared to the historic com parables - 41.5% larger than even 

Ann Arbor. 
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The new audit for the most recent fiscal year (ending 6/30/2009) shows the following 

• The general fund increased by $560,000 above what it was a year earlier 
• The fund balance is more than double what it was in 1998 ($19.7 million 

today vs. $8.7 million in 1998) 

• General fund expenditures have decreased significantly - by about $4 million 
from 2008 to 2009 

• The fund balance as a percentage of expenditures is better now than it was a 
year prior and over 50% higher than it was in 1998 (9.6% in 1998, 16.7% in 
2008, 17.8% in 2009) 

• The City's projections for the fund balance for 2009 was $14.6 million, when 
it was actually $19.7 million 

• An additional $3.2 million has already been transferred out of the fund to the 
Streets Capital Fund. Otherwise, the fund would be at $22.9 million 

The Union point out that for many years, the City has not paid any contribution to 

the Grand Rapids Police/Fire Pension fund, due to that fund being over 100% 

funded .... excess funds are used to off, set the employer contribution bringing it to 

zero. Nonetheless, employees still contributed anywhere from 3.2% to 8.13% during 

the same period. 

The State's employment forecast for 2014 shows Grand Rapids having one of the 

highest increases in employment (11.5%) (Exhibit U38), and Grand Rapids also has 

one of the highest bond ratings among larger metropolitan areas in Michigan. 

The Union asserts that the City relies on the "Citizens Budget Committee" for 

recommendations, but that the Citizens Budget Committee is not actually 

comprised of a cross section of citizens, but rather owners and executives of private 

sector businesses in the city. 

On October 14, 2008 in a case involving a non PolicelFire City bargaining 11l1it, a 

.Fact Finder issued Report that indicated as follows: 
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This Fact Finder's Recommended Settlement recognizes the financial 
situation of the City and its need to institute cost saving measures in 
its health insurance and retiree health insurance programs. Transition 
measures are included to ease the impact of these changes on 
employees nearing retirement. No wage increase is recommended for 
the period from January 1, 2007 through the date ofratification and 
approval by the City Commission due to the City's financial condition. 
The wage increases recommended for the remainder of the contract 
period will allow employees to increase their take home pay after 
factoring in implementation of the new health care contribution. 

After review of the Fact Finders Report, the City and the APAGR entered into a 

voluntary agreement that included the following provisions: 

(1) Health care plan design changes 
(2) 10% employee contribution to the health care plan based upon a blended 

rate of active and pre'65 employees 
(3) Retiree conh'ibution to the health care plan would float with changes 

approved for active employees 
(4) Health care plan changes for retirees would float with changes apPl'oved 

for active employees 
(5) Defined contribution retiree health care plan for new employees and for 

those employees not vested in the retirement plan as of July 1, 2008 with 
a City contribution of $1750 and employee contribution of $1000. 

(6) 2.5% wage increase effective upon ratification, 2.0% wage increase 7-1-
2009 and 2.5% wage increase 6-30-2010 

(7) A 1.00% non'compounding pension escalator for employees who retire 
after 1-}-2010 paid for with increased employee contributions 

The GRPOA had previously filed for Act 312 and were in the hearing process at the 

time. On December 17, 2008, Act 312 Arbitrator Grossman issued his Arbitration 

Opinion and Award ill the GRPOA Act 312 proceeding. Tlus award imposed the 

City'S new defined contribution retiree health care plan for new hires based upon 

the following rationale: 
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"The reasons and grounds for acceptance of the City's last best offer on 
this issue are as follows: The City currently is faced with a $160 
million unfunded liability for retiree health care. Approximately $50 
million is attributed to the police department which would only 
continue to increase if the City continues to provide and maintain a 
defined benefit plan for all of this bargaining unit's employees. While 
presently there is an even division between the 14 comparables. the 
legacy cost of maintaining a defined benefit program where employer 
pays the entire cost will drive all of the comparable communities to 
ending a defined benefit plan as the only plan to provide health 
insurance for its retirees. The comparable communities will be 
providing either a defined contribution program or one that will pay a 
fixed amount as 7 of the comparable communities currently are 
providing. The City's proposal gradually increases the employee's 
contribution taking into account the newly hired employee is least able 
to initially afford to pay $1,000 per year as the employee's contribution. 
The employee begins making a $1,000.00 per year contribution 
beginning with the employees third year of employment. The time the 
employee would have received step increases as well as general wage 
increases. Whether the dollars the employee will have after 25 or 30 
years of contribution are as large as portrayed by the City, the money 
will be invested and managed by the Municipal Employees Retirement 
System. The employee's contribution is not taxed when the employee 
makes his biweekly contribution. Once vested, the amounts are 
transportable even if the employee no longer works for the City. The 
employee controls the timing of the usage of the funds. Duce vested 

. the funds are the employees, the funds can be used for purposes other 
than health care as well and can be transferred .to heirs upon death. 
The City's supervisory employee ullit vol untarily agreed to this defined 
contribution plan for health insurance of retirees who aTe hired after 
July 1, 2008, and this plan has been implemented for the City's non' 
represented employees." 

In addition, Arbitrator Grossman imposed this new plan on employees who were not 

vested in the retirement plan based upon the following rationale: 
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"The reasons and grounds for accepting the City's last best offer on this 
issue are as follows: There are no constitutional or statutory 
impediments to doing so. This, like other mandatory issues of 
bargaining, are subject to negotiations between the parties. The same 
reasons and basis for deciding disputed Issues 11 and 12 on the basis 
of the City's last best offer come into play on deciding disputed Issue 
14. Having agreed to a defined contribution retiree health savings 
plan generally and in its application to employees hired after July 1, 
2008, Issue 14 is an extension to that group of police officers will the 
defined contribution retiree health savings plan be mandatorily 
required to be included. Issue 14 chose those police officers having less. 
than ten (10) years service prior to January 1, 2009, coincidentally ten 
(10) years is the amount of service needed to have a vested pension. 
It is eminently clear with the state ofthe State of Michigan and the 
nation's economy today and the likelihood the State of Michigan 
economy will be in the doldrums for the foreseeable future, retiree 
health insurance plans and programs need to change. Examining the 
comparable communities, several of the communities' obligation 
toward their employees' retiree health insurance is less than the City's 
current obligation and those comparable communities providing 
defined benefit health insurance plan for their retirees will need to 
change to some different type of retiree health insurance plan to 
maintain their solvency. 

Unless something is done soon to address this issue the City's legacy 
costs will continue to grow and will impede the City's ability to provide 
necessary services to its residents and to provide living wages and 
benefits to its employees." 

Arbitrator Grossman also awarded the City proposal to have the retiree cost for 

health insurance float with the actives, based upon the following rationale: 

"The reasons and grounds for accepting the City's last best offer on this 
issue are as follows: The Union has already agreed to allow a blending 
of costs of health insurance for active employees an.d age pre-65 
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retirees. As a result of this decision the premium for active employees 
are already higher. It is neither consistent nor logical to freeze the cost 
a pre age 65 retiree would pay to what active employees were paying 
when the police officer retired and at the same time active employees' 
health premium sharing is going up by a larger amount due to higher 
cost of providing health insurance coverage to age pre-65 retirees. 
There would be little incentive for the pre age 65 retirees to do 
anything to help contain the rising cost of health care." 

Arbitrator Grossman also awarded the City proposal to have the health care plan 

for retirees float with the actives, based upon the following rationale: 

"The reasons and grounds for adopting the City's proposal on this issue 
are as follows: A majority of the panel find significant the City's plan 
enables and will permit the City to maintain only a single plan for both 
active and retirees; a majority of the panel finds multiple plans would 
be inherently inefficient. The retiree's benefits would float with the 
coverage the active employees receive. Adopting the Union's proposal 
would likely result in the retirees having better coverage than the 
active employees. Since the cost of health insurance for the retiree 
group is higher, but for the fact of blending the cost of retiree health 
care with active employee health care, retiree health care standing 
alone would cost more. Another way oflooking at this by not having 
the health care coverage of retirees float with the health care coverage 
ofthe active employees it would result in active employees premium 
rates being even larger. All of the comparable communities have one 
health insurance plan that covers both its active employees and 
retirees." 

In addition, the award implemented the health care changes, provided increases in 

the retirement plan and increased wages 2.0% on 12-31'2008, 2.5% on 1-1-2009 and 

3.0% 7-1-2009. 

The Union vehemently disagrees with the Grossman Award and calls it baseless and 

unfounded. It argues that the sole reasons cited for his award were (a) his completely 

specula tive prediction that the "comparable communities providing defined benefit 
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health insurance plan[s] for their retirees will need to change"; and (b) his equally 

speculative prediction that "unless something is done soon to address this issue the 

City's legacy costs will continue to grow and will impede the City's ability to provide 

necessary services." The Union continues that given that Grossman had already 

awarded the RHSA for new hires, thus terminating through attrition the existing 

defined benefit, his opinion cites to no -evidence whatsoever supporting his speculation 

that maintaining the current defined retiree health benefit for the relatively small 

group of Patrol officers having less than 10 years service would have caused any 

financial hardship for the City. In addition, it is clear from his opinion that he gave no 

consideration to the inherent unfairness in how the City calculated "present value" 

and the "initial City contribution", no consideration of whether it amounts to a 

retroactive reduction in violation of the Act, and no consideration of the deleterious 

impact on employee morale. 

The Union states that the Grossman award, 

" ... is not only unfounded, but an aberration in the annals of Act 312 
decisions. No other Act 312 arbitrator has mandatorily converted 

current employees to an RHSA, and indeed few employers have even 
sought to do so. Other than the Patrol Act 312 with Grossman, the 
only other Act 312 arbitration the Union knows of where the employer 
sought to mandatorily convert existing employees to an RHSA is City 

of Battle Creek -and- Battle Creek Fire Fighters, MERC Case No. L04 
G-4005 (issued 4/23/07), wherein Arbitrator Ben Wolkinson awarded 
the RHSA for new hires, but rejected it for current employees, 
explaining as follows: 

'Ill this instance, I find it reasonable to differentiate 
future hires froll1 current employees, who arguably began 
employment with the expectation of having City-funded 

health insurance benefits available. Future hires will 
know exactly what to expect in terms of City support for 
their retiree health insurance from the time they hire in. 
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The Union asserts that there is no reason for the Panel to treat the GRFFU the 

same as the Police unions, for any or all of the following reasons: 

• The undisputed testimony of GRFFU President Joe Dubay was that there 

has never been any kind of parity or even pattern relationship between the 

fire union and the police unions, and there have been long' standing historical 

differences in their compensation and benefits. In key areas such as base 

wages, holiday pay, work hours, and pension there have been long'standing 

differences between the GRFFU and the Police units. The Union continues 

that moreover, even as to changes put into place in their new agreements 

commencing 2007, there are significant differences which already exist; thus, 

to award the Union status quo 011 the three remaining issues would simply be 

a continuation of differences that already exist. 

.. The Police unions for more than 20 years have enjoyed the benefit of being 

able to retire at age 50, whereas the Fire members cannot retire until age 55. 

This is a historical difference which still exists and has been continued into 

the new agreements commencing 2007. It should also be noted that the 

GRFFU has made bargaining proposals over the years for the age 50 

retirement, but the City has always refused to extend it to the GRFF'U, and 

the GRFFU did not prevail when it sought the benefit in Act 312 arbitration. 

.. The Union asserts that not only has this caused the pension benefit for the 

Police unions to be more beneficial to Police for many years, it likewise has 



Act 312 Arbitration Deoision 
G.RF.F.u', Local 366, IAFF, AFL·CIO 
City of Grand Rapids, Michigan 
MER.C Case No: L07 D'7010 118 of 151. 

caused the retirement health benefit for the Police unions to be more costly to 

the City for many years. As admitted by City witness Childers, because a 

police officer retiring at age 50 willl'eceive the retiree health benefit for 15 

years up to age 65, compared to a fire fighter's receipt of the retiree health 

benefit for just 10 years from age 55 to age 65, this makes the Police unions' 

defined retiree health benefit 50% richer and more costly to the City than it 

is for the GRFFU members. 

• The City proposes that the mandatory RHSA for current employees, as well 

as the new "float" provisions for retiree health, be imposed on the Fire unit 

the same as for the Police units, yet the City's Final Offers of Settlement 

include no proposal to provide the Fire unit with pension and retiree health 

benefits at age 50 as enjoyed by the Police unions. In short, the City urges 

the Panel Chair to slap the GRFFU with the same reductions as the Police 

unions in the area of retiree health benefits, but makes no provision to 

overall equalize pension and retiree health benefits by giving the Fire union 

the same age 50 benefit that the Police unions enjoy. 

• In the new agreements commencing 2007, the Police unions will enjoy higher 

wage increases than will the GRFFU members. As shown in Union Exhibit 

62 and as related by Union President Dubay, under the new police and fire 

contracts for the term commencing July 1, 2007: 

• For year 2007, the GR]i']i'U received only 2.0%; the Patrol members 
received 2.0% plus another 1.25% ('" 3.25% total) for Police Officers and 
another 1.75% ('" 3.75% total) for Sergeants. 

• For year 2008, the GRFFU received the same 2.5% increase as the police 
units. 
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• For year 2009, the GRFFU received only 3.0%; the Patrol members 
received 3.0% plus another 2% (= 5.0% total) for those having 10 years of 
service or more. 

• For 2007 . 2009, the Police Command unit received not only the same 
percentage wage increases as the GRFFU, but also an additional $2,500 
bonus not given to the GRFFU members. 

• In the new agreements commencing 2007, the Police unions will enjoy the 

newlY'increased 2.8% multiplier for retirements occurring after June 30, 

2010; for the GRF'FU it will not apply until retirements occurring after June 

30,2012. 

• In the new agreements commencing 2007, the Police unions obtained five 

new tiers under which the employee pension contribution will be reduced 

further in the event the pension system reaches various funding levels 

between 115% and 135% or more; for the GRFFU the last tier is at 115% 

funded, with no further reductions in the employee pension contribution for 

funded levels between 115% and 135% as for the police unions. For the 

GRFFU, the lowest possible employee pension cont.ribution is 3.2%; for the 

Police unions, it. is 2.02% for Patrol and 2.37% for Command. 

• As testified by both City witness George Childers and Union President 

Dubay, for not only the Police units, but all the other City units as well, the 

imposition of the mandatory RHSA on current employees included a 

voluntary RHSA conversion option for current employees as well. In this 

proceeding for the GRFFU, the City has withdrawn its earlier proposal of a 

voluntary RHSA conversion option for the GRFFU as well, yet the City 

persists in seeking to impose the mandatory RHSA on current employees of 

the GRFFU. Thus, the City in this proceeding for the GRFFU is not even 
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offering the same RHSA program for current employees (including both a 

mandatory and voluntary feature) that applies in the other City bargaining 

units. For this reason alone, the City's LBO on the RHSAfor current 

employees must be rejected. 

The Union asserts that it has already agreed to a number of substantial reductions 

in :health insurance benefits applicable to both active employees and retirees, 

namely, plan design changes which reduced the City'S costs by 8%, and also a new 

10% employee and retiree contribution to health insurance costs, thus bringing the 

total City savings to 18%. Further, the new 10% contribution that active employees 

and retirees will make towards their health insurance costs is far greater than any 

contributions being made by employees or retirees in the comparable fire 

departments. The Union has also already agreed that new hires will be covered by 

the RHSA program, and not the defined benefit retiree health benefit, which will 

now be phased out through attrition. 

The Union argues that the comparability evidence overwhelmingly supports the 

Union's Final Offers of Settlement for status quo. It states that the proofs show 

that, with the limited exception of Muskegon, none ofthe historic seven 

comparables provide for retiree health benefits to float with the actives or otherwise 

be subject to change postTetirement. In lV1uskegon, it was recently agreed in 2007 

that for new hires only after May 2007, their retiree health plan will float, but even 

those new hires when retired will not be required to contribute to premiums at all, 

as do the actives. 

The Union points to the City's proposed comparables, and asserts that they also 

overwhe lmingly support the Union's Final Offers of Settlement f01' status quo. 

Neither ,Jackson, nor Norton Shores, nor Plainfield Township, nor Holland, n01' 

Kentwood contain the type ofiangnage snch as that proposed by the City. 

Kalamazoo provides only for a capped floating of premium, much more limited than 
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what the City proposes in its Final Offers of Settlement; Kalamazoo provides that 

retlrees will pay the same premium contribution as actives, but in no event more 

than 50% above what the retiree last paid when last employed as an active. Of all 

the Union and City proposed compal'ables, only one, Wyoming, contains float 

language similar to what the City proposes in its Final Offers of Settlement. 

The Union goes further and states that in examining the comparability evidence, it 

is evident that the retiree health benefit cUl'1'ently provided by the City of Grand 

Rapids is already less than that of the comparables. In virtually all seven ofthe 

Union-proposed historic comparables, the employer-funded retiree health benefit is 

paid from retirement until death of the employee and spouse while the GRFFU 

benefit is a mere lO-year maximmn benefit from retirement age of 55 or later to age 

65lMedicare. In six of the seven Union-proposed historic compal'ables, the employer 

pays 100% the cost of the retiree health benefit until death of the retiree and 

spouse. In the seventh, Battle Creek, retirees pay only 2.5% of their pension benefit 

witli the employer paying the rest. Among the eight City-proposed comparables, 

seven of the eight provide for employer-funded health insurance for retiree and 

spouse until death, with six of the eight being 100% or nearly 100% paid by the 

employer. 

The Union adds that because of the physical demands of the job, to have members 

keep working into their later years is a negative for the members and the City, 

because it will lead to greater risk of injuries, and more and longer periods off work 

to recover from injuries. 

The Union argues tbat there is an important fact which distinguishes tIllS Act 312 

case from the Patrol Act 312. In the Patrol case, the Patrol Union's Final Offer of 

Settlement was to fix the retiree's health contribution at the dollar amount that was 

in place on the retiree's last day of active employment, and the Panel opted for the 
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City's "'inal Offer of Settlement over the Union's Final Offer of Settlement. In this 

case, the Union's };1nal Of reI' of Settlement for "status quo" includes the newly' 

negotiated requirement that future GRFFU retirees will pay 10% of their retiree 

health care "premium" costs, whatever that may be from one year to the next, 

In the Police Command unit, the proofs show that the Police Command tentative 

agreement that was ratified does not provide for their retiree health benefits to float 

with the actives or othelwise be subject to change after retirement. 

The Union argues that there is an inherent inequity in linking retiree health 

benefits for those who are already retired and thus no longer in the bargaining unit 

with active employees who are in the bargaining unit. Because the already' retired 

persons are not in the bargaining ullit, the Union has no duty nor even the legal 

right to represent them; the Union's sole duty and sole right under the law is to 

fairly represent the active employees. The problem is that the interests of the 

active employees and the already-retired people could be distinctly different and in 

opposition to one another. Active employees might agree to increases in the 

employee percentage contribution above the existing 10%, or agree to increased co' 

pays, deductibles, or co' insurances which members must payout of pocket, with a 

tradeoff such as a greater wage increase or other benefit improvement that only the 

actives will enjoy and not the retirees. These tradeoffs would not be available to the 

retirees. 

The Union states that at least two Act 312 Arbitrators in recent cases have rejected 

employer float proposals such as that proposed in the City's Final Offers of 

Settlement. In a recent decision by Act 312 Chah-man Donald Sugerman in Shelby 

Township 'and' Shelby Township Fire Fighters, MERC Case No. D03 K2611 (dated 

9/26/07), the panel considered a much more limited form of retiree heait,h float 

under which the employer proposed t,hat retiree prescription cO'pays (only) be 
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subject to change after retirement in accord with changes made for the active 

em]lloyees. As stated by Panel Chairman Sugerman: 

"Be that as it may, there is no basic support among the comparables 
for Shelby's proposal. The fact that health costs are generally on the 
increase, and that municipal governments have not adequately 
considered and accounted for these costs, will not change the outcome." 

Mme recently, Arbitrator Benjamin Kerner in City of Birmingham 'and' 

Bh'mingham Fire Fighters, MERC Case No. D07 C'0591 (dated 8/11/09), considered 

an employer proposal for deductibles, cO'insurance, and co'pays to change post, 

retirement with changes for the active employees. Arbitrator Kernel' rejected the 

proposal, noting the Union's argument that "under the City's proposal, retirees will 

be at the mercy offuture collective bargaining, including the possibility that active 

employees will trade off increases in deductibles or cO'insurances for a wage 

increase", and also noting the absence of external comparability support for the 

employer's proposal. 

The City's Proposed Comparables are: 

Kentwood Muskegon 

}'lint* Holland 

Lansing Saginaw* 

Plainfield Twp Battle Creek 

Wyoming 

Jackson 

Norton Shores 

*Flint and Saginaw are only to be used if cities outside of Western Michigan are 
considel'ed. 

The GRFFA Proposed Comparables are: 

Ann Arbor Lansing Saginaw 

Battle Creek rVluskegon Flint 

Pontiac 
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The parties submitted evidence and briefs regarding compal'ables. As is indicated 

by the lists above, the Union referenced the historic comparables while the City 

sought to modify the comparables. Given the limited number of remaining issues to 

be decided, and given that under the circumstances of this case in relation to the 

issues to be decided, it is not necessary for the panel to make a definitive ruling on 

com parables as they may be used in the future. 

Under the existing retiree health benefit in Grand Rapids, the City·funded benefit 

terminates completely when the retiree reaches age 65 or Medicare eligibility, 

whichever occurs first. Thus, the existing City·funded retiree health benefit is at 

most a 10'year City obligation, running from age 55/retirement to age 65lMedicare. 

In virtually all of the seven historic comparable fire departments, tbe employer­

funded retiree health benefit is paid from retirement until death of the employee 

and spouse' thus making the employer funded retirement benefit in those 

communities one that endures past Medicare eligibility for up to 30 years or more. 

Under the existing retiree health benefit in Grand Rapids, during tbe 10 year (or 

less) period from age 55lretirement to age 65liVIedicare eligibility, under the new 

concessions voluntarily agreed to by the parties, the City will pay only 90% of the 

cost· less than any of the comparables. Si,,, of the seven traditionally comparable 

communities pay 100% of the cost, and in the seventh, Battle Creek' the City pays 

the entire cost less only the 2.5% ofpensioll benefit retiree contribution. 

The existing retiree health benefit that is funded by the City of Grand Rapids is less 

than that of six of the eight additional communities proposed by the City as 

comparable: 
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• Jackson pays 100% of the retiree health benefit for retiree and spouse 
until death, converting to a Medicare supplement plan at age 65; 

• Kalamazoo pays all of the retiree health benefit for retiree and spouse 
but fol' $103/month paid by the retiree; 

• Norton Shores pays 100% of the retiree health benefit for retiree and 
spouse until death, converting to a Medicare supplement plan at age 
65; 

• Plainfield Township pays 100% of the retiree health benefit for retiree 
and spouse until death; 

• Portage has a trust fund solely funded by the employer that pays until 
death of the l'ctiree and spouse; 

• Wyoming pays a stipend equal to $20xyears of service/month until age 
60, but then at age 60 pays 100% of the retiree health benefit for 
retiree and spouse until death. 

• Holland, depending on the longevity of the retiree and spouse, may 
also pay more than does Grand Rapids for its existing benefit, 
inasmuch as the $500fmonth paid by Holland is paid from retirement 
until death of the retiree and spouse. 

• Kentwood, one of the City's proposed comparables, has a lesser 
employer-funded retiree health benefit than that currently provided by 
Grand Rapids. 

The Union asserts that as demonstrated by these comparables, the Section 9(d) 

comparability evidence overwhelmingly supports award of the Union's Final Offer of 

Settlement for retention of the current retiree health benefit for all. 
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There was much argument concerning whether other City bargaining units are 

"comparables" within the meaning of Section 9 of the Act, in accordance with 

Michigan law. 

While there mayor may not be a requirement that the other City units be 

considered as comparables under Section 9 (d) of the Act, Section 9 (h) allows for the 

consideration of 

"Such other factors, not confined to the foregoing, which are normally 
or traditionally taken into consideration in the determination of wages, 
hours and conditions of employment through voluntary collective 
bargaining, mediation, fact- finding, arbitration or otherwise between 
the parties, in the public service or in private employment." 

There is no need to make a determination regarding the issue of whether the other 

City bargaining units may be considered under Section 9(d) as it is clear that they 

can be considered under Section 9(h). In addition, the statute sta.tes that "Each of 

these factors must be considered by the Act 312 Panel, but it is permitted to 

determine the weight to be given to each factor." Such was done in the 

determination made in this case. Wilile the award is not solely based on what other 

employees get either in the City or in what maybe'deemed "comparable" 

communities, it is based hI a broad sense on the same body of evidence that affects 

other units of the same employer. Incre"ses or cuts in those units can well affect 

the circumstances affecting the unit in question. Continuity mayor may not be 

justified by the facts as they pertain to each unit, and a decision must be made 

considering all the evidence that is relevant. 

The City of Grand Rapids is located in Kent County and its 2000 census population 

of 197,800 makes it the second largest city ill Michigan. The City is part of the 

Grand Rapids-Muskegon-Holland CSA, which is comprised of the Gl'and Rapids­

''''yorning Metropolitan Area, the Holland-Grand Haven Metropolitan Area, the 
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Muskegon'Norton Shores Metropolitan Area and the Allegan Micl'opolitan Area. 

The City operates under a commission/manager form of government, by which the 

City Manager is appointed by the City Commission and serves as its chief 

administrative officer. The City Manager's Letter explaining the state of the city 

and budget asserts that a 6.4% reduction in total employee compensation is 

necessary to balance the budget. Current proposals represent less than a 5% 

reduction. Budget deficits led to the layoff of (police and) fire fighters in 2009, and 

the budget deficit continues to increase. 

MallY new buildings in the city are either government properties or are in 

renaissance zones, and will not pay any taxes in the near future, although they are 

entitled to City (including ,I<'ire Fighter) services. The city must fund the accounts 

for retiree benefits as the services are provided, and not use those funds for current 

operating costs under the provisions of the Michigan Constitution. The Cityasserts 

that other city employees have accepted changes to the retiree health care plan, and 

no one group should have significantly better benefit packages than another. 

The City among a number of things maintains a system of roads; provides water, 

sewer and garbage servkes: provides regulation of planning and zoning matters; 

provides recreational facilities; and protects the safety through police, fire and 

emergency dispatch services. It is in the interests and welfare of the individuals 

living and working in the City that these services are provided at adequate levels to 

ensure that they are safe in their community, and that their community can operate 

in an efficient manner. The cost to provide these services has been escalating over 

the last several years, and the City has been required to recognize its obligation to 

fund legacy costs associated with the retiree health care program. At the same 

time, the revenues available to the City to pay for those services had remained 

stagnant 01' decreased during the period of the contract in question. While the FY 

2008 adopted budget reflected an op~rating deficit in excess of $5 million, the FY 
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2009 Genel'al Operating Fund Adopted Budget was balanced and reflected a slight 

year-end surplus, 

Several exhibits that show building projects are still under way in downtown Grand 

Rapids were submitted into evidence. The City indicates that these projects will not 

brhlg any quick resolution to the City's financial difficulties, since many of these 

projects belong to governmental entities, which do not pay property taxes, and 

others are in tax exempt renaissance zones that will not allow additional taxes to be 

received for many years. 

The City notes that GRFFA also contends that the City does not need to make 

payments towards its $160.000,000 unfunded accrued liability for the current 

retiree health insm'ance program, and that continuation of the present pay as you 

go system would allow the City to use those funds to maintain their current level of 

benefits. The City argues that GRFFA is technically correct in its cclltention that 

GASB does not mandate pre'payment of these costs, but it fails to recognize the 

public policy considerations and increased costs associated with not prefunding 

retiree health care costs, 

The City argues that retiree health coverage is very similar to retirement benefits, 

sillce it is a contractual benefit that is paid in consideration of prior active service, 

The City says that the cost of retirement plans is required by the Michigan 

Constitution to be funded in the year of service in order that the benefits recoived 

from that service will be paid by the citizens who actually received that service, 

The City states that individuals who are protected by the Grand Rapids Fire 

Department in 2007-2010 should pay the full cost for that protection. which 

requires pre'funding of the current service component of a11Y retiree health care 

program. The City states that its decision to fund 75% of these costs covers the 

amounts attributable to current employees. and it is being retained in separate fund 
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so that this money will be available to pay for these benefits when current 

employees retire rather than being use to fund current salaries and benefits. The 

City states that this will be reflected in lower than projected City income tax 

revenues, The City indicates that GASH was adopted in recognition of the 

importance ofrequiring prefunding, and that the City should not shift this cost to 

future generations. It states that the investment power of compounding interest 

makes pre'funding less costly than a pay as you go system; the 30 year amortization 

period on the GASH prefunding amount corresponds to the normal work life of a fire 

fighter; and the 75% pl'efunding means that the City will have to use a partial pay 

as you go system for current retirees during the maximum period of 15 years in 

which they can draw retiree health care benefits. 

The GRFFA contends that the City does not need to make payments towards its 

accrued liability for the current retiree health insurance program, and that 

continuation of the present pay as you go system would allow the City to use those 

funds to maintain their current level of benefits. It is true that governmental 

accounting standards (GASH) do not mandate pre'payment of these costs. The City 

states that this position fails to recognize the public policy considerations and 

increased costs associated with not prefulldillg retiree health care costs. It states 

that retiree health coverage is very similar to retirement benefits, since it is a 

contractual benefit that is paid in consideration of prior active service. The City 

contends that the cost of retirement plans is required by the Michigan Constitution 

to be funded in the year of service in order that the benefits received from that 

sel'viee will be paid by the citizens who actually received that service, and that the 

individuals who are protected by the Grand Rapids Fire Department in 2007'2010 

should })ay the full cost for that protectiou, which requires pre'funding of the 

current service component of any retiree health care program. The decision to 

prefund GASH costs has been adopted by Kent County, Ottawa Couuty, Kalamazoo 

County and the City of Kentwood. 
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The City states that it must continue funding the cost to provide retiree health care 

benefits to cUI'rent retirees and to fund the future· cost of these benefits for current 

employees, and these funds cannot be diverted to pay for current operating costs. 

The City's fiscal situation is not unique, since virtually all communities are facing 

diffIcult financial stress due to increased costs and declining economic conditions. 

Th€ City's financial situation requires that changes must occur to the fringe benefit 

package provided to City employees to avoid jeopardizing the City's ability to 

deliver necessary services, even though such would constitute a substantial 

reduction in compensation to the employees. 

The Citizen Budget Advisor's Report of March 27, 2006 concluded that the City's 

fringe benefit programs should be benc!llnarked with that of other similarly 

situated public and private entities. To that end, the City secured the Employer's 

Association 2008 Health Care Cost survey on the fringe benefits paid within the 

Grand Rapids'Muskegol1-Holland CSA. The City had the Employer's Association 

also perform a job survey of City jobs that are also performed in the private sector. 

This survey did not include fire fighters since there is no direct private sector 

co~parable position. The following communities were chosen by the City as 

"comparable: Kentwood, Holland, Muskegon, Jackson, Wyoming, Lansing, Flint, 

Saginaw, Norton Shores, Plainfield Township, and Battle Creek. 

The City argues that this information is significantly less important than a 

comparison to other City of Grand Rapids employees who have already accepted 

changes in the retiree health care plan, because all City employees perform 

valuable functions and no City employee group should be provided with benefit 

packages significantly better than the other groups. Accordingly, the Act 312 panel 

should be strongly guided by the voluntary settlements achieved with the APAGR, 
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the GREIU, the POLC, Teamsters Local 406 and the Act 312 Awards issued to the 

GRPOLC and the GRCOA, since there are no "special circumstances" that require 

. fire fighters to be treated better than other City employees. 

The City's study shows that during the pel'iod of the survey most employees in the 

CSA were paying at least 20% of their health insurance costs and 83% had no 

em}lloyer provided retiree health insurance coverage. The City concluded that the 

fringe benefit package currently received byFirefighters is substantially above that 

which is received by iudividuals residing and working in Grand Rapids. Thus, the 

Citizeu Budget Advisors recommended the City realign employee compensation 

levels through benchmarking benefit levels, sharing of health care benefit costs, 
/ 

controlling health care benefit costs and controlling pension benefit costs. The 

Citizen Budget Advisors did not believe that it was appropriate to provide City 

employees with wages and benefits significantly higher than those received by the 

citizens who pay for the services provided by the City through their tax and fee 

payments. 

The Union asserts that the work performed by the GRFFU members is ranked as 

the second most stressful occupation in the United States. In the six'year period 

from 2002 to 2008, the number of fire suppression employees dropped from 243 to 

214, while the number of runs increased from 17,484 to 20,098' representing a 

30.6% increase in workload as measured by the ratio of l'uns/supPl'ession 

employees. Workload and stress have increased even more since 2008, inasmuch as 

staffing is now down to 198. The Union asserts that not only does the work of a 

GRFFU member involve a significant risk of physical injury and death, it also 

involves a significant risk of developing cancer due to the exposure to smoke and 

toxins; the Union refel'GJ1ced studies that show that fire fighters are twice as likely 

to get cancer than is the average person. 
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'The Union asserts that it has already made a number of concessions as part of the 

new contract with the City, which has resulted in substantial cost savings for the 

Cit}', including in the area of health benefits: 

L The Union has agreed to a variety of plan design changes which have 

decreased the City's health costs for both actives and future retirees by 8% 

from the prior year. In addition, both employees and future retirees will now 

be paying 10% of their health costs. The Union asserts that these two recent 

concessions in health care have produced a total cost savings of 18% for the 

City, applicable to both active employee and retiree health costs. The Union 

states that these are not just short-term reductions in the City's health costs 

- they are concessions which.will produce cost savings for the City in health 

benefits year after year. Furthermore, the new 10% employee and retiree 

contribution to health costs - amounting to $1,554/year for 2010 -- makes 

the GRFFU employee and retiree contribution to health costs virtually the 

highest among active employees and among retirees in the comparable fire 

departments. The Union points to the exhibits in stating: 

• In the seven historic comparable fire departments, four have 100% 

employer paid health insurance, and of the three that have any active 

employee contribution to health insurance, all at fixed dollar rates (not a 

% as for the GRFFU) with the highest being $1,500/year (fixed, in Pontiac) 

compared to GRFFU's $1,554/year (for 2010, and subject to increase) 

under the new 10% provision. 

• In six of the seven historic comparable fire departments, retirees pay 

nothing for their retiree health insurance with the employers paying the 

entire cost; and in the seventh, Battle Creek, members while actively 

employed contribute 3% of their pay into a fund and once retired pay 2.5% 
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of their pension benefit into a fund. In contrast, GRFFU retirees will now 

be paying 10% of their health cost up to age 65lMedicare, at which point 

they (as before) will be responsible for paying the entire amount of their 

health care cost less only whatever supplement they might receive from 

the trust fund, which in 2009 paid only $140/month. 

The Union argues that because the City has already obtained by way of the 

Union's voluntary agreement far greater contributions from employees and 

retirees to help fund their health costs than is found in any of the historic 

comparable fire departments, there is simply 110 reaS011 or justification for 

making the further drastic reductions that the City is proposing to institute 

under the remaining issues in this proceeding. 

2. The Union has voluntarily agreed that new hires will no longer be covered by 

the existing defined retiree health benefit, but will instead by covered hy {:he 

RRSA Thus, to the extent the existing benefit can even be regarded as a 

"legacy" cost when it is a benefit that in no event is ever paid hy the City for 

more than 10 years from the time of retirement (which for the GRFFU, 

unlike the Police units, is age 55) until age 65 or Medicare, the existing 

benefit is now going to be phased out. and terminated over time. The Union 

indicates that this was a significant concession which the Union agreed to 

make only very reluctantly, since it means splitting the bargaining unit into 

the "haves" and the "have-nots;" however, new hi,'es will know what to expect 

when they agree to accept the job with the GRIm. 

3. While the new agreement commencing 2007 includes a new pension cost of 

living adjustment (COLA) provision, this was a 'no cost' item to the City 

because as part oEthat change, the GRFFU agreed to give up the 13th check 

benefit previously in place. The parties' written agreement itself states that 
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this change replacing the existing 13th check benefit with the COLA provision 

is "cost neutral" based on the actuarial costing that was done. 

4. When layoffs occurred in late 2009, the Union voluntarily agreed that its 

members will pay for nearly the full cost over the next 3 years of a one-time 

early retirement window that was offered in December 2009 to encourage 

more senior members to retire then so that laid off members could be recalled 

in their stead. The cost to the members is about $600/member for each ofthe 

three years following the agreement, in addition to the existing employee 

pension contribution. Notwithstanding the early retirement window funded 

by the Union members so that some laid off members could be recalled, the 

GRFFU bargaining unit has suffered an ovexallioss from about 250 members 

twenty years ago, to about 220 members before the 2009 layoffs, to just 198 

members at the close of the Act 312 hearing. 

The Union asserts that the method by which the City calculated Present Value of 

Accrued Benefit, and then from that the Initial City Contribution, is inherently 

flawed and inequitable; and in addition, it amounts to a retroactive reduction in 

henefits which cannot·lawfully be awarded hy the Panel. 

The City's Final Offer of Settlement provides that the initial City contribution to 

the RHSAs will be the lump-sum Initial City Contribution amounts as shown on 

City Exhibit 38, plus an additional $2,625. Although the additional $2,625 makes 

up for 18 months of lost on-going employer contributions of $67.30 every bi-weekly 

payroll for a period of18 months, covering the period January 1, 2009 through July 

1, 2010, this does not coneet the undervalued Present Value and lump-sum Initial 

City Contribution figures which were based on service and age only through July 1, 

2008, instead of through January 1, 2009. The amount of the Initial City 

Contribution to the RHSA accounts is the most substantial portion of the RHSA 
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accounts, of far greater value than the on-going employer contributions of just 

$1,750Iyear; 

The Union argues that it is grossly inequitable t.o base the Present Value and in 

turn, the very important Initial City Contribution amount, on a calculation that 

does not give service and age credit through January 1, 2009. This means that the 

Present Value, and in turn the Initial City Contribution amounts, do not even 

represent a value as of January 1, 2009; they represent a lower value as of July 1, 

2008, and yet the City'S Final Offer of Settlement makes no provision for any 

retl'Oactive on-going employer contributions to cover this gap between July 1, 2008 

and January 1, 2009_ 

The Union asserts that not only is this grossly inequitable, it also means that the 

City Final Offer of Settlement amounts to an illegal retroactive reduction in 

benefits. The Onion indicates that Section 10 of Act 312 pel'mits only "increases in 

rates of compensation or other benefits" to be awarded retroactively, and the 

Michigan Court of Appeals has held that this statutory provision prohibits 

retroactive benefit decreases. Ottawa County v_ POA]'v1, No_ 276669 (published 

12/11108); Flint Professional Firefighters Union v. City of Flint, No. 244953 

(6117104). The Union says that by failing to include in the Present Value of Accrued 

Benefit, and thus likewise failing to include in the Initial City Contribution, the 

additional value of the existing retiree health defined benefit for service accrued 

and age attainod after July 1, 2008 - while at the same time failing to provide for 

on-going employer contributions to the RHSA retroactive to July J, 2008 - the 

result is a Final Offer of Settlement which would impose a retroactive reduction in 

benefits which cannot be lawfully awarded under the Act_ 

'rhe Union asserts. that the method by which the Initial City Contribution amounts 

were calculated for the GRFFU was not the same as was done for the Police uuits, 
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and resulted in lower Initial City Contribution amounts for GRFFU members than 

would have applied were they in the Police units, The initial City Contribution 

amounts were calculated from the Present Value figures, as follows: the Present 

Value figure from actuary (Wiener) (based on age and service only through July I, 

2008) was first reduced by 90% to reflect the new 10% contribution to health costs 

that retirees will now make under the new agreement, Following the 90% reduction, 

then. another reduction in the Present Value figure was applied in City Exhibit 38 

(the exhibit attached to the City's Final Offer of Settlement), using either an age or 

service reduction in the computatiou of the Initial City Contribution' for service, 

redllcing by a percentage of actual years of service through 1/1/09 relative to 25 

years service; or for age, reducing by ,6% for each month that age as of 1/1/09 was 

below age 55, City witnesses could not say for which members the age reduction 

was used, and for which the service reduction was nsed, because this was allegedly 

done by the computer automatically picking the lesser of the reductions. 

It was undisputed that because Police enjoy age 50 retirement (versus age 55 for 

GRFFU), this caused the age reduction to be greater for a GRFFU member than for 

a similarly- situated Police member having the same age and years of service, thus 

leaving the Police member better offundel' the Initial City Contribntion formula, 

The Union argues that over the course of many years, the City has denied and 

successfully defeated the GRFFU's efforts to obtain age 50 retirement for 

themselves, a pension and retiree health benefit, wbich the police unions bave 

enjoyed for at least 20 years, The Union states that as a result the City has enjoyed 

significant cost savings over the years, but now the City now would have this panel 

impose upon GRFFU members a mandatory RHSA conversion undel' which 

melnbers will receive a lesser eit,y Initial Contribution, and thus end up at 

retirement with a lesser RHSA account, than would be the case had tbey been 

emllloyed as Police members instead, 
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The Union asserts that an additional way in which the City's Final Offer of 

Settlement constitutes a retroactive reduction in benefits which cannot be lawfully 

awarded under the Act is the 90% reduction in Present Value that was taken in 

calculating the Initial City Contribution amounts. The Initial City Contribution 

amounts were calculated from the Present Value figures, as follows: the Present 

Vahe figure from Wiener (based on age and service only through July 1,2008) was 

firs t reduced by 90% to reflect the new 10% contribution to health costs that retirees 

will now make under the new agreement. This reduction by 90% in effect applied 

the new 10% retiree health contribution to years of service fTOm date of hire, even 

though the new 10% retiree health contribution just came into effect. Under all the 

past years that GRFFU members served the City, they earned the defined retiree 

hea Ith benefit without the liability of any 10% retiree health contribution. Had any 

of them suffered the misfortune of going off on a disability retirement, they would 

have received the full retiree health benefit. The critical impact of the Present 

Val ue of Accrued Benefit figure is that it forms the basis of the City Initial 

Contdbutions to the RHSA accounts, and the City Initial Contributions to the 

RHSA accounts is the most substantial piece. Yet under the City's calculation for 

the Initial City Contribution, instead of crediting the member the full true value of 

the Present Value of the Accrued Benefit, the City's Final Offer of Settlement 

reduced it by a factor of 90%, which in turn reduced the City Initial Contribution 

that was calculated from it. The Union asserts that by calculating the City Initial 

Contributions based on just 90% of the Present Value 6f Accrued Benefit amounts, 

instead of 100% of the Present Value of Accrued Benefit amounts, the City Final 

Offer of Settlement is not only grossly inequitable but amounts to a retroactive 

reduction in benefits which canllot lawfully be awarded. 

'l'he Union argues that there is not equity or justice in the City's niethod of 

mathematical computation. Because of differences in age at which members were 
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hired, their Initial City Contribution will be higher or lower, even if they have the 

same amount of service to the City. The Union demonstrated a range of variation 

in the Initial City Contribution amounts for each class of employees who were all 

hired the same date, and between classes: 

• In the class hired 1129/01, R would receive an initial City contrihution 
of only $29,555, while F hired the same day would receive an initial 
City contribution of $56, 197. 

• In the class hired 5/27/03, D would receive an initial City contribution 
of only $19,162, while G hired the same day would receive an initial 
City contribution of $30,212, whi.ch is more even than R who was hired 
two years earlier in the class of 1129101. 

• Member C, hired 5/28/04' after the classes of 1129101 and 5/27/03 . 

receives a significantly larger initial City contribution of $156,331. 

• In the class hired 11/29/04, Mu would receive an initial City 
contribution of $13,454, while Ma would receive an initial City 
contribution of $20, 198, which is more than D, Br, or Bo hired one year 
earlier in the class of5/27/03 would receive. 

The Union states that this flaw that permeates the entirety of the City's Final Offer 

of Settlement is that it purports to calculate a dollar value for the exist.ing retiree 

health benefit, which does not have a dollar value. The existing retiree health 

benefit has value, to be sure, but it is impossible to calculate what the dollar value 

of this defined benefit is, inasmuch as it remains to be seen when a member retires, 

how long he lives after retirement, whether he has a Jiving spouse or not after 

retirement, and what the "Premium" cost of the City's self-insured health plan will 

be during his pre'Medicare years of retirement. This is what makes it a "defined 

benefit" t.ype of belle fit as opposed to a "defined contribution" type of bene fit. And 

this is why it is inherently unjust to remove current employees from the existing . 
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retiree health benefit, and to mandate them into the defined contribution RHSA 

benefit - The Union asserts that there is simply no fair way to do it. 

The Union argues that the City's proposed RHSA conversion for current employees 

amounts to a substantial decrease in their retiree health benefit, and will fall far short 

of what will be needed to pay for retiree health, as well as leave them in an inequitable 

position relative to one another. 

The Union submitted Exhibit 80, focusing on those GRFFU members who will fall 

under the City's Final Offer of Settlement because they were hired after July 1, 1999, 

the first of those who will reach retirement eligibility are as follows: 

• F, who ifhe retires at age 57 in 2019 with 18 years of service, will have an 
RHSA of $108,289 (into which an initial City contribution of $56,197 was 
made), which will be short of what his projected pre'Medicare health benefit 
will cost by $82,267. 

• G, who if he retires at age 57 in 2022 with 19 years of service, will have an 
RHSA of $86,418 Unto which an initial City contribution of $80,212 was 
made), which will be short of what his projected pre'Medicare health benefit 
will cost by $116,842. 

G retires with just one more year of service than F, yet he is left with a 
shortage to covel' somehow that is nearly 50% greater than F's 
shortage. 

• S, who if he retires at age 57 in 2024 with 28 years of service, will have an 
RHSA of $113,589 (jnto which an initial City contribution of $48, 152 was 
made), which will be short of what his projected pre' Medicare health benefit 
will cost by $101,519. 

Even though S will retire with 28 years of service' more than F who 
would retire with just 18 years of service' S has a shortage of 
$101,519 to cover somehow, while G has a shortage of $82,267. 
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M, who ifhe retires at age 57 in 2025 with 21 years of service, will have an 
RHSA of $85,364 (into which an initial City contribution of $20,198 was 
made), which will be short of what his projected pre-Medicare health benefit 
will cost by $136,198. 

Even though M retires with more years of service than F or G, he is 
left with a shortage that is substantially greater - over 50% 
greater than F's shortage .. 

• Mac, who if he retires at age 57 in 2025 with 22 years of service, will have an 
RHSA of $97,338 (into which an initial City contribution of $27,661 was 
made), which will be short of what his projected pre'Medicare health benefit 
will cost by $124,224. 

Even though Mac retires with more years of service than Fl or G, he 
has a substantially greater shortage to somehow cover - about 50% 
greater than Ji"s shortage. 

• Fa, who if he retires at age 57 in 2026 with 23 years of service, will have an 
RHSA of $102,728 (into which an initial City contribution of $20, 193 was 
made), which will be short of what his projected pre-Medicare health benefit 
will cost by $125,481. 

Even though Fa retires with more years of service than F or G, he has 
a substantially greater shortage to somehow cover - about 50% 
greater than F's shortage. 

• Ma, who if he retires at age 57 in 2027 with 26 years of service, will have an 
RHSA of $125,681 (into which an initial City contl'ibution of $39,515 was 
made), which will be short of what his projected pre-Medicare health benefit 
will cost by $109,374. 

Even though Ma retires with 26 years of service, 8 more years of 
service than F, Ma has a substantially greater shortage to somehow 
cover - ahout 35% greater than F's shortage. 

The Union states that the treatment that results under the City's Final Offer of 

Settlement leaves the affected current employees with a substantial shortage that 

they must somehow cover after retirement - even though they too will have 

contributed to the RHSA while employed and will even be paying for 10% of the 
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City's self'insured "premium" for their retiree health care - because of the 

inadequacy of the RHSA accounts. In addition, relative to their co-workers, many 

will be left worse off even though they retired after devoting more years of service to 

the City. 

The Union points to Section 1 of Act 312, which indicates that one of the purposes of 

the Act is to ensure "the high morale" of police and fire department employees upon 

whom our safety depends, and who put themselves in harm's way to protect our 

safety. At the hearings, the Union presented the testimony of eight representative 

employees who described the negative impact the City's proposal will have on their 

morale, if awarded, They indicated their disappointment at facing a change in their 

compensation package that they believe will be to their great detriment. They 

indicated that have no expectation of being able to make up for the shortage in the 

cost of pre-Medicare health costs under the City's RHSA proposal, and will no doubt 

have to work until into their later years, which will subject them to a higher risk of 

injury and longer refA.)Very periods due to the physical demands of the job and their 

advancing age, 

The Union asserts that whatever the City believes its Final Offer of Settlement is 

going to save it in money' and that is highly questionahle, given that the City'S Final 

Offer of Settlement will require it to come up with Initial City Contribution monies 

totaling approximately $1,516,100.00 in one payment out of the General Fund shortly 

after issuance of the Act 312 award' . it's not worth destroying the morale of the Fire 

Fighters for it. 

The Union addresses Ability to Pay is part of one of the eight factors to consider 

under Section 9 of Act 312: "The interests and welfare of the public and the 

financial ability of the unit of government to meet those costs." The Union argues 

that a fair reading of the statute leads to the conclusion that ability to pay is 
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coupled with, and of equal stature with if not subordinate to, the "interests and 

welfare ofthe public." The Union asserts that it is well "established Michigan 

appellate precedent that ability to pay is only one factor among many that an Act 

312 panel is to consider, and it is not to be treated as a controlling or even dominant 

factor. (Hamtramck v. Hamtramck Fire Fighters Association and/or Detroit v, 

DPOA). It goes on to argue that it has been recognized by many Act 312 arbitrators 

that a municipal employer should not be permitted to treat the economic benefits of 

its employees as having lesser priority than other municipal concel'ns, and in effect, 

expect its employees to subsidize the municipality, 

Arbitrator Gabriel Alexander stated: 

"Detroit cannot buy coal for its generating plants or salt for its streets 
for less than the 'going rate' because it is impoverished. Why then 
should they be able to 'buy' the labor of its policemen for less than the 
'going rate' (in statutory words 'jllst and reasonable') as that rate 
which shall be fixed by the Panel. , ," 
(City of Detroit "and" DPOA, 1972) 

Arbitrator George Roumell stated: 

"It is as much a part of the City's responsibility to pay reasonable and 
fair wages as it is to provide reasonable and fair service and capital 
improvements. In a final analysis, applying the various factors 
outlined above as taken fro111 Section 9 of Act 312, the majority of the 
panel believes that it becomes a question of priority, and that indeed 
though the financial situation in Southgate is difficult, it is far from 
hopeless. The order that will be entered here by the majority of this 
panel may require a rll"evaluation of budgetary priorities." 
(City of Southgate, 54 LA 901,909"910, 1970) 

Arbitrator Ronmell also stated as follows in a more recent case: 

"There is little question that comparisons are probably the 
predominant criteria ... After all, it is comparisons that cause private 
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employers and unions in the private sector to make decisions as to 
whether to reach agreement or strike. The ability to pay follows this 
most closely. The relationship between comparisons and the ability to 
pay was suggested by Arbitrator Charles C. Killingsworth when 
serving as the impartial chairman in an early City ofDetroit-DPOA 
panel when he noted that the employer's ability to pay may probably 
be taken into consideration only within the limits of a 'zone of 
re!l.sonableness'. This zone is determined by examining wage rates in 
other cities for similarly situated employees." 
(City of Southfield, 78 LA 153,154-155). 

The Union states that the financial condition of Grand Rapids is very strong -

stronger than it is for many communities in Michigan. It quotes the January 2010 

Mayor's report on the state of the City's finanees: 

• Grand Rapids is widely recognized as the strongest economy in Michigan 
• City continues to enjoy economic development 
• Growth in entertainment district, housing, retail is slow but steady 
• Growth is education and life sciences are rapidly expanding 

From 2000 through 2008, Grand Rapids enjoyed the largest increase in Total 

Taxable Valuation compared to the historic comparables 41.5% larger than even 

Ann Arbor. 

The new audit for the most recent fiscal year (ending 613012009) shows the 

following: 

• The general fund increased by $560,000 above what it was a year earlier 
• The fund balance is more than double what it was in 1998 ($19.7 million 

today VS. $8.7 million in 1998) 
• General fund expenditures have decreased significantly by about $4 million 

from 2008 to 2009 
• The fund balance as a percentage of expenditures is better now than it was a 

year prior and over 50% higher than it was in ]998 (9.6% in 1998, 16.7% in 
2008,17.8% in 2009) 
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• The City's projections for the fund balance for 2009 was $14.6 million, when 
it was actually $19.7 million 

• An additional $3.2 million has already been transferred out of the fund to the 
Streets Capital Fund. Otherwise, the fund would be at $22.9 million 

The Union point out that for many years, the City has not paid any contribution to 

the Grand Rapids Police/Fire Pension fund, due to that fund being over 100% 

funded - excess funds are used to off, set the employer contribution bringing it to 

zero. Nonetheless, employees still contributed anywhere from 3.2% to 8.13% during 

the same period. 

The State's employment forecast for 2014 shows Grand Rapids having one of the 

highest increases in employment (11.5%) (Exhibit U38), and Grand Rapids also has 

one of the highest bond ratings among larger metropolitan areas in Michigan. 

The Union asserts that the City relies on the "Citizens Budget Committee" for 

recommendations,but that the Citizens Budget Committee is not actually 

comprised of a cross section of citizens, but rather owners and executives of private 

sector businesses in the city. 

There are three remaining issues to be decided. There were four at the close of 

proofs, but the City in its Final Offer of Settlement withdrew its Issue 22. Voluntary 

conversion to RHSA. The Union's position was for status quo, and status quo is the 

l'esult ofthe City's withdrawal ofthe issue. 

Decisions regarding the three remaining issues follow. 

1. City Issue 14. Mandatory Conversion of Existing Employees to RHSA Retiree 
Health Care Plan. (Economic IS81.1.e). 
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CITY'S POSITION: CHANGE CURRENT CONTRACT LANGUAGE 

A Mod.iJY Article 25, Section 1, Paragraph C (:J) to read as fullows: 

1. Retiree Health Savings Acmunt (R.HSA) fur employees hired after July 1, 1999. 
Employees hired after July 1, 1999 are provided with a defined­
contribution retiree health care savings account (the "RHSA") in 
order to pay for retiree health care costs. This account will be 
funded with an Initial City Contribution for employees hired 
between ,July 1, 1999 and JUlie 30, 2010 and with the following 
ongoing employee and City contributions: 

(e) The employee will make contributiolls at the annual 
rate of $1,000 ($38.46 gross per bi'weekly payroll). 

(d) The City shall make contributions at the annual rate of 
$1,750, payable in biweekly pay period incremeuts (i.e. 
$67.30 gross per payroll). 

If these employees separate from City employment, 
they shall, in accordance with IRS regulations and plan 
provisions, be entitled to receive the initial City 

Contribution to their defined contribution retiree 
health care savings account, the annual City 
contributions, their annual employee contributions, 
and all investment earnings from their defined 
contribution retiree health care savings account when 
they leave City employment. 

For those employees covered by the RHSA, the City will 
not. be required to pay any amount towards the 
pl'emiums after retirement or other form of separation 
from employment, except as otherwise provided in 
Section HB) and (D) of this Article. 

B. Add the following Letter of Understanding to the address transitional issues: 

3. Transition provisions applicable to active employees who were converted to the 
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RHSA. Employer contributions for active employees who were hired 
after July 1, 1999 shall be effective the first full bi-weekly pay 
period after June 30, 2010 or the first full bi-weekly pay period 
after the issuance of the Act 312 Award, whichever is later. 
Active employees who were hired after July 1, 1999 shall receive 
an Initial City Contribution into their Retiree Health Savings 
Account in the amount set forth on Exhibit A, increased by $2625. 
This amount shall be deposited into the employee's RHSA 
account with MERS as soon as administratively practicable 
after the issuance of the Act 312 Award. There will be no employee 
contribution during the first thirteen (13) full bi-weekly pay periods 
after the date of the Act 312 Award and the employee contribution 
during the second thirteen (13) full bi-weekly pay periods after 
the date of the Act 312 Award shall be $500, payable in bi-weekly 
pay period increments of $38.46. The employee contribution 
thereafter shall be in accordance provisions of the collective 
bargaining agreement. 

4. Transition provisions applicable to employeE'.8 on layoff. Nathan Brazen, 
JamesP. Betz, Bryan M. Blattert, Edward D. Braman, Joshua B. 
Veldkamp and Winston Wood were employed by the City as 
firefighters on January 5, 2009 and are presently on layoff status. 
In the event that any of these employees are recalled as a firefighter, 
the City will make an Initial City Contribution of $1750 into 
the employee's RHSA account with MERS. This Initial City 
Contribution will be made as soon as administratively 
practicable after the laid off employee returns to employment as 
a firefighter. These employees will have no employee contribution 
during the first thirteen (13) full bi-weekly pay periods after their 
return to work as a firefighter and their employee contribution 
during the second thirteen (13) full biweekly pay periods after their 
return to work as a firefighter shall be $500, payable in bi-weekly 
pay period increments of $38.46. The employee contribution 
thereafter shall be in accordance provisions of the collective 
bargaining agreement. 
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UNION'S POSITION: STATUS QUO - CURRENT CONTRACT 
LANGUAGE 

Current contract language reads: 

ARTICLE 25. INSURANCE & HOSPITALIZATION 

SECTION L HOSPITALIZATION 

E. Management shall, at its expense, provide a group hospital, medical, 
surgical insurance policy and dental insurance policy to all employees 
within the bargaining unit, which shall provide coverage for the 
employee and the employees spouse and dependents as defined in said 
policy, provided that the coverage of said policy shall not be less than the 
coverage of the present policy provided by Management to employees, 

F, Beginning July 1, 1986, the City will pay the medical and hospitalization 
insurance premiums for an employee who is disabled pursuant to the 
provisions of the Pension Ordinance until such time as the employee is 
eligible for Medicare, or reaches age 65, whichever occurs first. The City 
will also pay the premiums for the disabled employee's spouse and 
dependents, 

G, It is agreed that Management will pay the hospitalization insurance 
premium for the retirees, their spouse and dependents for those years of 
age of the retiree between 55 and 64 inclusive. In the event the retiree 
dies after retirement between the ages of 55 and 64 inclusive, the spouse 
and dependents, if any, will continue to have the hospitalization 
insurance premium paid by Management until such time as the retiree 
would have reached age 65, Spouse is understood to be that person to 
whom the retiree is married at time of retirement. For employees who 
retire during the period of the contract covering July 1, 2003 through 
June 30, 2007, vesting in health insurance benefits shall be at the levels 
negotiated for that contract period, 

H, In the event a person covered by this Agreement dies prior to 
retirement, Management will pay tho hospitalization insurance 
premium for that person's spouse and dependents until such tillle as the 
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covered person would have reached age 65. II, however, the spouse 
remarries or the spouse is covered by another health insurance policy, 
this provision shall not apply. 

Award for Issue 1 regarding Mandatory Conversion of Existing Employees to RHSA 
Retiree Health Care Plan: 

The Union's proposal for maintaining the status quo is adopted. 

Reasons: After a careful review of all the issues presented and record made, and 
based on all the applicable factors prescribed in Section 9 of the Act, it is concluded 
that the changes proposed by the City regarding issue 1 are not adopted. It is 
recognized that the GRFFU is a separate and distinct bargaining unit from each 
and every other bargaining unit in the City, and, thus, has its separate and distinct 
set of wages, hours and other terms and conditions of employment. At the same 
time it is also recognized that there is interdependency between all the bargaining 
units and the City in terms of continuity of service and reasonable avail~bility of 
resources, monetary and otherwise. 

The Union has agreed to a number of concessions for current and fnture bargaiuing 
ullit members; the City has accomplished its goals in terms of moving to a defined 
contribution pre-65 retiree health care system as it applies to employees hired after 
June 30, 2010. The current bargaining unit employees with fewer than ten years of 
service have, however, earned employer paid pre 65 retirement health care coverage 
as part of their overall compensation package. The City's proposal attempts to end 
its existing contractual obligation to provide health insurance to pre 65 fire fighter 
bargaining unit retirees through payment of a lump sum into a retirement health 
savings account and then maintain a system of City and employee payments into 
separate accounts for each employee. The proofs and arguments regarding the 
advisability of this approach are discussed in great detail earlier throughout this 
opinion and will not be recited again here, but are reiterated by refercllce. Based on 
all the evidence, it is not deemed advisable to adopt the City's position due to the 
manner in which the value of the bargaining unit members' service was factored 
into an amount for lump sum payment, as well as the formula for future payments 
into the RHSA, which, in effect, lower the compensation of fire fighters by $1000.00 
per year in addition to the concessions already made in regards to other issues 
within the contract and provide no assurance that at the time ofretirement the 
RHSA balance will be sufficient to provide adequate payment for necessary health 
lnsurance_ 
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2. Issue 16. [City Issue] Retiree Health Insurance Premium Sharing. 
(Economic Issue). 

CITY'S POSITION: CHANGE CURRENT CONTRACT LANGUAGE 

CITY PROPOSAL: Modify Article 25, Section 1, Paragraph C to add 
new subparagraph 3 to read as follows: 

3. Retiree Premium Sharing Amount. The premium sharing amount 
to be paid by pre'65 retirees not covered by the RHSA shall be 
the same as paid by active employees, as the same may be 
changed for active employees from time to time. After exhaustion 
of RHSA amounts, the premium sharing amount to be paid by pre' 
65 duty disability retirees covered by the RHSA shall be the same as 
paid by active employees, as the same may be changed for active 
employees from time to time. 

UNION'SPQsITION: STATUS QUO - MAINTAIN CURRENT CONTRACT 
LANGUAGE 

The Union's last best offer is to maintain the status quo: no change in the 
contractual provisions. 

3, Issue 21. [City Issue] Retiree Health Care Plan Benefits. (Economic 
Issue). 

CI~S POSITION: CHANGE CURRENT CONTRACT LANGUAGE 

Add the following to Article 25, Section 1, Paragraph C: 

The health care plan for pre'65 retirees will be the same health care 
plan provided to active employees including deductibles, co'payments, co' 
inS1.1ranCe, and benefit design changes, as the same may changed for 
active employees from time to time. 
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UNION'S POSITION: STATUS-illlO - MAINTAIN CURRENT CONTRACT 
LANGUAGE 

The Union's last best offer is to maintain the status quo; no change in the 
con tractual provisions. 

Awards for issues 2 and 3 regarding changes in pre 65 retiree health care to provide 
for pre 65 retiree health insurance premium sharing and pre 65 health care plan 
benefits: 

The City's proposals are adopted. 

Reasons: After a careful review of all the issues presented and record made, and 
based on all the applicable factors prescribed in Section 9 of the Act, it is concluded 
that the changes proposed by the City regarding issues 2 & 3 are adopted. The 
above stated reasoning for Issue 1 continues to apply and is reiterated. The 
difference here is that these proposals do not negate past earnings, but apply to 
maintaining consistency of coverage, fol' better or worse, between pre 65 retirees 
and members of the bargaining unit from which they retired. 

It is already agreed that there will be a blending of costs of health insurance for 
active employees and age pre"65 retirees. As a result of this decision the premium 
for active employees is already higher. It is neither consistent nor logical to fr(leze 
the cost a pre age 65 retiree would pay to what active emploY(les were paying when 
the police officer retired and at the same time active employees' health premium 
sharing is going up by a larger amount due to higher cost of providing health 
insurance coverage to age pre'65 retirees. The interests ofthe active versus pre 65 
retiree Fire Fighters would have a natural tendency to be halanced. While there 
could possibly be an incentive for manipulation for active Fire Fighters to take cash 
wage increases in the future in lieu of increased insurance benefits or co"pays, and 
then, might be little incentive for the pre age 65 retirees to do anything to help 
contain the rising cost of health care, it is anticipated that the goodwill between tIlt; 
Fire Fighters and their retireel compatriots will prevail in a shared reasonability 
and reasonableness. The fact that the active employees and the pre 65 retirees are 
in the same insurance coverage group provides continuity of health care 
indemnification, with active employees respect for the pre 65 retirees bolstered by 
the actives' expectations of becoming part of the retiree g.roup themselves. 

As to the inclusion of the pre 65 retirees with the same health insurance coverage 
as may changed for activ(l employees from time to time, including deductibles, co' 
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payments, cO'insurance, and benefit design cbanges, for better 01' worse, the same 
dynamics apply as stated above, and such will permit the City to maintain only a 
single plan for both active and retirees. Allowing the retiree's benefits to "float" 
with the coverage the active employees receive leads to better efficiencies of scale as 
well as in administration. Coverage between all the participants will be the same 
as will the individual contributions. 

CONCLUSION" 

Each and every proposal of both of the parties has been evaluated in relation to all 
the issues presented and rocol'cl made, and based on each of the statutory criteria. 
The decisions concerning tbe individual proposals take into account the totality of 
evidence presented as it applies to such criteria. The specific language from the 
parties' proposals has been quoted in this decision, but there may be some 
typographical errors, In adopting the proposal of one party or the other, it is 
intended that the exact language proposed by that party in its last offer of 
settlement is adopted. 

$iJ 
(\{) 

~~'- "" .'. .' .' .. ,' . . ~/ ~ '. -ill~~----
Michael P. Long, Cha~'son 

I concur with the issues awm'ded in favor of the Employer, and dissent on those 
issues awarded in favor of the Union. 

DATED: 201J 
Kenneth Deering, Employer Delegate 

DATED: 
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