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and after a mezezzary swount of

prici

Nen-economlic proposals will also be referred to as last offers of

This Opinion, Award and Order £follews as soon therea

possible.

o " 1SSUES

N The parties agreed that the new Collective Bzrge

Jume 30, 1984. This of course. results in a two-year
Regarding thereto the partie; agreed that each year
: tract qould be dealt with separately in relation to
dispute. For examplé, when dealing with the'waée is
wéuld be an issue regarding fhe first year wage and
. regarding the second yeér wage.
The parties waived all of the time limits in the
’ ; agreed:chat‘the issues, which will subsequently be d
were éhe.ouly ;reas of dispute between the parties.

' agreed that in addition to the decisions regarding t

settlement, even though the parel is well aware of the distirnctior

The panel coanducted an executive session on October i7, 1983.

fter as

T
e

ining Agree-

ment would be effective from July 1, 1982, through and including

contract.

/‘/'

of the con-
the areas in

sue, there

another issue

elineatad,
It was furthe

he issces

herein, whizh of necessity will become part of the Award and Crdex

the Award will also include the prior Collective Bar
ment where not modified by the issues in contention
tentative agrcements which are also part of the reco
be contained in the final Awarcd and Order.

Keeping in mind that each contract year is treat
the issues in dispute and their chnracterizatibn as
non-economic arc as follews:

Wages - Ecopomié
Residéncy - Non-Ezoromic
Food Allowance - Economic

§ick Leave Pay Out - Economie

gaining Agree-
or the

rd and will

ed separztely

eagonomic or




¥ Pension/COLA - Econoumic
Lougevity - Ecuvnomic
Promoticu/Elepyibility List - Non-Economic

Holiday Pay - Cconomic

Acting Assigmment Pay = Economic
Uniform Cleaning Allowance - Economic

Vacation Scheduling - Non-Economic

5
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i
i
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Pension Pop-Up - Economic

It should be noted that the pension pop-up issue wag rather

. was economic or non-economic depended upon .the last offers of

i. sectlement. Thus, the fact that the pension pop-up isste is

ii panel to adopt the last offer of settlament of one party or the
other.
g The last offers of settlement submitted by the parties con-

. tained the exact language and figures which would appear in the

i minimize any possibility of error e¢r inaccuracy.

It should be noted that the parties did a splendid job in

:Esive and helpful briefs. The mare fact that a particular item

difficult to characterize because essentially whether the issce.

. characterized as economic is orly relevant in that it forces the,
. 4

% gollective Bargaining Agreement if that particular last offer of

! settlement were adopted. This procedure was utilized in order to

. of evidence or argument ig not displayed herein does not wmean it

argument was carefully considered, but the volume of the record

- COMPARABLES

Anyone involved with this type of proceeding is aware that
Section 9 of Act 312 contains 2 number of factors on which the

atbipration panel must base ite findings, opinions and crder.

iParagraph (d) of Section 9 ‘deals with compaéisons of wages, hecurs

i and conditions of employment of the employees involved in the

was ignored. That's hardly the case. Each item of evidence and

indicates it is much more prudent not to reproduce same in total.

i{ presenting their evidence and arguments and that, both filed exnten=




,.arbitration with similar elements of other empioyees performing
" gimilar services and with other embluyees generally in both publ
. employment and private employment in "ecomparable communities."
The use of compafable communitics 1is a very imporﬁant factor in
dealing with these types of disputes.

Many times parties are unable to agree on a list of comparab

i communities and thus it becomes nccessary for the panel to conside
i N

., and weigh their arguments and evidence regarding same. This of

";- course can lead to an extensive lengthening of the hearing.

In the current dispute the parties have shown excellent
r

,

. Judgment by agreseing to a list of five communities which shouié

';be considered comparable to Grand Rapids for the purpose of this
he;riné. They are: Battle Creek, Flint, Kalamazoo, Lansing,

" and Muskegon.

N In addition, the Union has offered Pontiac, Saginaw and Amnn

Arbor. The City disputes ;hehcomparability of the three mentione

- cities and indicates that they should not be comsidered comparabl

'tb Grand.Ra;idé for the pﬁrposes of this heariﬁg. Thus, the
dispute regarding the comparable communifies is limited to the
three commuﬁities mentioned, i.e., Ann Arbor, P;;tiac and Saginaw

Before the contentions regarding the three cities im question
are examined, it would be appropriate to discuss some of the back
ground informaticn regarding Grand Rapids.
Grand Rapids is the second largest city in Michigan with a

1980 censuvs population of almost 182,000. The eity occupies

| 44.9 square miles. It had a 1980 SEV of 1,180,809,725. In 1982
the SEV was 1,492,725,600. According to the 1982 figures the

. SEV was comprised of a base which is 16% commercial, 6% industria

64% residential and 14% personal.. Using 1980 figures, the SEV

' per capita-is 6,494,




! The 1979 mediar family income figure is $18,876. The léBL

. annual salary is $15,911. Per capita income for 1979 was $6,69l;

and the 1981 median household effective buying income was‘316,991.
There are 249 individuals in the firefighters’ bargaining unit.

The City has 12 ;tations and has a fire protection class code of

{
3%3.

% Currently there are 12 fire companies. In 1982 there were
4,462 total alarms; This is compared to 1976 which had 4,384 T
alarms. Between 1976 and 1982 the highest ﬁumbé;;of alarms came

i in 1979-with 5,346 alarms. . In 1976 there were 275 firefighters on
machines, while as of March li; ;é83, there wg;§_23l.“ There wé}é
321 false alarms in 1979 and 273 in 1981, Fire losses have
dropped dramatically between 1979 and 1981.

There are a number of ranks and classifications contained in
the Collective Bargaining Agreement. .They are: Firefighfer, Fire
" Engine Operator, Fire Lieutengﬁt, Fire Captain, Battalion Fire
;.éhief, Deputy Fire Chief, Chief'Fira Alarm Operator, Fire Alarm

, Operator, Fire Investigator, Fir

w

Prevention Ingpector, Firz
’;Marshall, Fire Maintenance Supervisor, aund Fire Maintenance
 Electrician. In addition to the responsibilites’ in the City of
., Grand Rapids, the Department also has fire protection agreements
with seven surrounding communities and dispatches for seventeen
" communities. ‘

The stﬁtute does not indicate the standards which should be
"utilized in determining whether a commﬁnity is comparable to the
“ one involved in the litigation. However, historically parties
_have utilized certain types of data to establish compazabilicty.

. This includes geographical locations, size, population, SEV,

per-capita income and -many, many other items,
Comparability cannot be dealt wich in-an extremely precise

;. manner. Certainly one community may be comparable to the communit

]
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involved in the litigation in certain aspects and yet in others-

" 4{t would be fairly concluded thc community was not comparable.

. Thus, there may be a substantial amount of balancing involved

in determining which communities should be considered comparable.
In fact, in the past one chairman has devised a rather elaborate
scheme of weighing each community and assigning various weighcs

to the various comparable communities. Certainly that is on

m»

approach. Essentially the same procedure is realized when tha __,

differences in communities are kept in mind as.the information
supplied regarding each is compared to the community involved in
the arbitration. o ' ) ’
. 7,
As indicated above the communities in question in this

A arbitration are Ann Arbor, Saginaw and Poatiac, Population-wise

21l three of them are less than Grand Rapids. To recall, Grand
ﬁapids' pppulation was 182,000. Ann Arbor's is about 108,000,
Saginaw's ié 78,000, and Pont%ac is. 77,000. The 1982 SZV for Anm
Arbor was 1,301,972,260, Saginaw's was 618,017,064, and Pontiac's
was 713,?95,547. Per capita SEVY was 9,410 in Ann Arbor, 8,051
in Saginaw, and 7,311 in Pontiac. The 1979 per capita income
in Ann Arbo;rwas $8,731, Saginaw was $6,101, andiPontiac Was
$6,252. |

The City's objection to the communities offered by the Unicn
is essentially based on the geographical location of Ana Arbor,

Dontiac and Saginazw. It further points out that the cites are

.

1= different SMSAs, are smaller in ate housin

o
(=N

5population an

[++]

units, and that Ann Arbor is strongly infleenced by the University
of Michigan and the economic benafits derived therefrom.

Essentially the Union maintairns that Ann Arbor, Saginaw arnd

Pontiac are just as comparable as the communities agrecd upon by

the parties and, furtliermore, in an Opinion dated August 29, 1978,
Chairman Brown found that Amn Arbor, Saginaw and Pontiac were

indecd comparablc to Crand Rapids.

-6
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. Arbitrator Barry C. Brown igsued an Act 312 Award on August 29, -

The record cstablishes that aen arbitration panel chaired by

1978, which did indeed include Pountiac, Ann Arbor and Saginaw.

Thus, another 312 panel dealing with the same parties p:e%iously i

found that the communities in question are comparable to Grand

Rapids.
While .the Chairman does not helieve that the prior arbitration

Award forever binds subsequent panslis, it does, however, indicate
4 ? T ad -

that when faced with the same questiorn a prior panel found the

three communities were comparable. Indeed, it must also now be

found that the communities of Anr Arbor, Saginaw and Pontiac shepld

[
[V

be considered in the current arbitration.
The differences between those conpunities and what influences

ther has beern developed in the record and surely those differences

L}
i3]
v
=2
-
[}

may be carefully considered. For instance, Ann Arbor's. geogz
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cal location, the location ofi the University of Michigszn
and ocher aspects making 1t dissimilar from Grand Rapids are well

kpown. So =re the considerations regarding Saginaw and Pontiac.

i

Yet, even considering those dissimilarities there are other

1y

similiarities which suggest that the three commupities should be

sncluded ip an analysis of the larger Michigan cities. For :

P

e

nstance, in dealing with Ann Arbor, it is apparent that its
[}

population is closer to that of Grand Rapids than Battle Creek, é
Kalamazoo or Muskegon. Of course the arbitrator realizes that the

i
three aforementiorned communities are geographically closer to

Grand Rapids, but that prescnts something wiich must be weighed,

i
\

just ss all th other factors must be cousidered and weighed.
Saginaw and Poatiac are almost thc same size, population-wise, as

Kalawazoo and are largex thar. Yuskegon znd Datile Crcek. 0f cours

there avre differcnces in other accas, but the same is S0 for the
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communities which were accepted as being comnarable tn Grand

» Rapids.

v b

Thus, it is concluded that the cities of Ann Arbor, Saginaw

! and Pontiac should be considered comparable to Grand Rapids for

e A o SRR

the purpose of this arbitration and the information supplied

regarding same must be considered in arriving at the resolutions

to the current issues.

AR!
Y
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; ABILITY TO PAY

I+ is clear from Section 9 of the statute that one of the

i eriteria utilized in disputes of this nature is the financial ,i’

LT G et s

i ability of the unit of govermment to meet the costs involved. In

this case the City has raised the question of its ability to pay.
;:The matter was carefully litigated at one point in the record and%
Yowill only be discussed in some detail at this point of the Opinion
Efand Award. Surely the City'éhability.to pay may be referred to
in various subsequent discussiomns, but it would just extend the
proces; if fhe argument was specifically dealt with during the
. discussion of 2ach issue in contention,
The evidence contains much testimcny and documents regarding
this aspect of the dispute and all of it_was carefulxy ccnsidered;
There has been much written about the consideration of abilitf
to pay. There have been many statements indicating how it should
be regardad or perhaps disregarded, and that the employesas should
" not be forced to subsidize taxpayeré, gte. ete, However, oune
. cannot lose sight of the fact that ability to pay has tbteen
specifically dealt with by the legislature in Section 9 of the
statute aé one of the criteria which must be cpnsideted at
. arriving at the resolution of the issues 1in dispute.

! When analyziang ability to pay it must be kept in mind that

essentially ability to pay is intertvined with the allocation of

3



Aresources. 1t is obvious. that the City must allocacte 1its
financial resources in many different areas, including of course
the fire department. Thus, the total financial landscape must be '
carefully considered.

There has been testimony regarding the accuracy of the City's
budgeting procedures. It has also been argued that gemnerally

the City budgets very conservativaly and oftentimes its budge: '

paints pictures which are more gloomy than that established by
reality. Without going through each specific exaﬁple, the record
does establish that the City budgets rather conservatively and

. ’
this of course will be considered when this aspect of the dispdwe

et an s mrn A

is analyzed.

The finarcial structure in the City of Grand Rapids includes,

inter alia, the general fund, or perhaps more accurately, the

; géneral operating fund, and wmore than 80 additional funds. s
! i
5, ‘ !

Of course the fire department is included in the public safety!
category of the gémeral operating fund.

Since fiscal year 1981 it appears the three main sources of

b 2 et £ W

H

‘ revenue to the general fund have been income taxes, properiy taxes

* N 3 * . s
i and state grants and shared revenues. Keeping in mind the fact

%;that the City levies an income tax, the general operating pro?ertyi
%ztax rate in mills in 1980-1981 was 9.1472; 1981-1982 - 9.6777; |
,51982-1983 - 9,4073. Up uﬁtil fiscal year 1979, with the exception’
‘of fiscal §ear 1975, there has always been an operating excess.
This ranged from $2,600,000 in 19797to.a litcle more than.

1 $400,000 in 1976. However, in 1980 the operating fund deficit
' was over $3,000,000. 1In 1981 it was more than $675,000 and in

$1982 it was a little better than $2,400,000. It is estimated

;
{ that the deficit in 1983 will be nearly $951,000 and in 1984

it will be a little better than $102,000.°




! provides a subsidy and receives money from the other funds on _

In examining the general operating fund balance since 1975
it appears the highest balance exigted in 19T§ when the;e was
almost §9,700,000 in reserve. Thié dwindled to an estimated
$430,000 in 1983.

As previously indicated there are other funds in the City

in addition to the general operating fund. Their relationship to

the operating fund is such that in some cases the operating fund

a cost-reimbursement basis.

One of the exhibits shows the budgeted fund balance for 1982-

1983, the estimated or actual fund balance for 1982-1983, and/zbe
’

estimated faveorable variance for the 1984 fiscal plan. The funds
inyolvgd are motor equipment, water system;‘sewer system, major
and local street funds, refuse collection, aute parking systenm,

érand Center operating, cemeteries operating, and datz processing.

The favorable: variance rangeshfrom approximately $53,600 from the

cemeteries' operating fund to $1,300,000 in sewer system fund.
P g

" The Un*on argued that the favorable balances existing in' these

funds should reduce the amount of subsidy which the general fund

must provide and thus free up funds for other usgs. This seems

. reasonable.

It is also true as suggested by the Union that the City has

. engaged in utilizing special funds money on discreticmary prrojects.

. of firefighters during fiscal 1983.

This may very well be and of course becomes a consideration to
be analyzed with other items in the record.

The record also establishes that essentially the 4% wagc
increase-offered by the City has already been funded even though
the budget doesn't réflect same. According to the testimony the

funds werz accumulated because of the retirement or resignation




The evidence estab]lshes that in Elscal year. 1981 specifically”

,x .- ~

from December to March, 1981 64 permanent p051tions in the genera]
{
i fund and 21 in the enterprise funds were eliminated as part of a
mid-year révigw.~ In fiscal 1982 105 permanent general fund

positions were eliminated in addition to the 64 positions

e o o o R+ P

eliminated thz year before. Thirteen positions were eliminated

in the street funds and 11 positions in ether enterprise funds.

. -.—'ll.— s

f The documentation also establishes that approximately

b
1
% z
Durlng the 1983 budget review prccass a net of 625 permanent :
ﬁ general fund positions were eliminated in addition to those g
I} eliminated in fiscal year 1981 and 1982. ;o
i
i

1
1
¥
I

0 $1,295,000 of state shared revenues were cancelled or projections

:‘written dowrn before they were distributed to the City. Payment

[

¢ of part of the remaining state shared revenues had been deferred.

% In April, 1983 the City received 56% of the February payment. The
3 ) L X3

amount of the deferral is estimated to be about $1,175,000. Becaus
* gf_the cashflow problem the payment of the Clty s first calendar yea

guarter 1982 contribution to the pension funds was deferred until

B Dot » e Rt

July 5, 1683, This was approximately $1,129,000.
- .
Wage freezes were realized by some City employees for fiscal
1983. The record does establish, however, that the 22 member
.

pelice command unit received a, 7.8%7 increase effective July 1, ;

1982zZ.

The question becomes what does the above and of course all
the other evidence in the record pertaining to .the subject which E
t
wasn't mentioned establish? It is clear that while it 1s difficult
te precisziy gauge the degree of the problem, the actions takan A
;by the City, as well as the figures contained in the recowd,
;indicate that the City is not in thc best financial situation.

arbitrarer is aware that the state income tax incrcase will

" The




{ certainly have an effect as will the general upswing in thé

- periods concerned with herein the,City is suffering financial

gconomy.  However, the record still establishes that during the

" difficulties. This does not mean that the City of Gramd Rapids

is broke. This is hardly the case, and there is every indication

that the City will enjoy a healthy financial future.

V merhd HAEE L . -

Nevertheless, as previously indicated, the financial ability
of the City is one of the criteria that is mentioned in Section” 9"
of the statute and it must be carefully considered in relation

to the other criteria. In this regard there must be weight given

- . 4
to the fact that the City is experiencing some financial diffi;/ .

culties. Obviously at this point there can be no specific state~

" ment made indicating that the City's financial situation completeL
|

"at this point it is obvious the City is in a tenuous financial

prohibits adoption of any of the Union's last offers of settle~
ment. That cannot be done'because all of the other considerations
must be analyzed. Yet, it ist.enough to say that the City's

ability to pay has been carefully considered and will be carefully

considered when each of the individual issues are decided. Howeve

position. . .




ISSUE - WAGES

- ECONOMIC

The last offers of sett

section.

settlement for the first contract year -is a 4% increase,

the Union's is 'a 97 increase.

Ccity's last offer of settlement is again a 4% increase,

the Union's

"As is generally the cas
of evidence was presented.

much testimony given in support of the various last offers of

settlement.

is a 6% increase.

" A summary of the wage rates

for 7/1/81, 7/1/82 and 7/1/83,

depending
appear as follows:

Ann Arbeor
Battle Creék
Flint

Kalamazoo

Lansing

Muskegon
Pontiac

Sagiﬁaw

Grand Rapids

(COLA added to base in Flint & Saginaw - no Act 604 dollars

included)

upon the last offers

g

1t should be noted that the City's last offer of §

For the second contract year the

There were numerous documents and

of settlement adopted, would .

Full Paid Firefighter

7/1/81"
$24,778

22,134

23,000

23,571
(1/1/82)

21,493

22,416
(1/1/82)

21,437
(1/1/80)

23,996

21,657

7/1/82 7/1/83
$26,760
24,126
23,999
24,985 $25,484
(1/1/83) (1/1/84%)
22,393
23,761
(1/1/83)
22,079 22,936
(10/31/83) (3/1/84)
25,249
23,606 25,022
22,523 23,424
23,606 24,550
gé,sz: 23,874

lement are displayed at the end of this:

while

while

7
s

$
§
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i
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in all the comparable communities

!

along with the rates possible - {

et 1 A e At

ks

m i b e de T

$23,793 !
(6/30/84)-

{Un/Un)

1

. :
(Grev/CicvY
)
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e with a wage issue a substantial amoarmt ™



1t should be noted that in Flint aund Saginnw_COLA is added
to the base rate and the rate for Saginéw-on 7/1/82 includes-only;
. : ]

the roll-in for COLA. Saginaw is currently in arbitration and -
apparently the 7/1/82 rate will change. Furthermore, thére is no;
Act 604 dollars included in the ;bové schedule.

The differcnces in the above schedule are quite obvious, but
it must also be remembefe@ that the hours worked by firefighters

vary. The firefighters in Grznd Rapids work an average of 50.4. ..

.

‘
i

hours per weelk, or 2,620.8 hours per year. Departments working

56 hours per week would work 2,912 hours per year and departménts‘
working 54 hours per week would work 2,808 hours per year. ey !
The following schedule displays the full paid firefighter's

rate, including the hourly rate and the hours worked per week, i

as of May of 1983, the time of the arbitration. i

As of A;b. Hourly Hours
Ann Arbor $26,760 $10.21 50.4
saginaw . 25,249 | 8.67 56.0
Kalamazoo 24,985 8.58 56.0 i
Battle Creek 24,126 8.29 , 56.0
Flint 23,999 9.16 . 50.4
fuskegon 23,761 8.46 54.0
Lansing 22,393 7.69 56.0
Pontiac 21,437 7.36 56.0

Grand Rapids - (50.4) 21,657 - Union $23,606 - City $22,523

8.26 9.01 8.59

—1l4=




1f the hourly rate figures arc displayed for the dates 7/1/81,

7/1/82 and 7/1/83, the information would appe&r as follows:

7/1/81 7/1/82 7/1/83. ;
Ann Arbor (50.4) 9.45 . 10.21 - s
: ;
Fliant (50.4) 8.78 : 9.16 - ;
3
Saginaw (56) 8.24 8.67 - {
Battle Creek (56) 7.60 8.29 -
Kalamazoo (56) 7.64 - 8.09 8.58 (9.09) 7
1/1/84 :‘
Muskegon (54) 7.26 7.98 8.46 B
Lansing (56) 7.38 7.69 e
. V4 M
Pontiac (56) 7.36 7.36 7.36 (7.38)
: ©10/31/83
Grand Rapids (50.4)  8.26 Union  9.01 9.56 Un/Un
city 8.59 8.94 citv/City
9.37 Un/City
" _ 9.11 City/Un

‘As can Se seen from the above, as of 7/1/81 the Grand Rapids
rate, $é.2% per hour, was third behind only Anﬁ Arbor and Flint.
If ‘the Union's last offer of settlement is accepted fer the first
contract yéar, the hourly rate in Grand Rapids ;Duld razain the 7
third highest, but would be the fourth highest if the City's last;

;
offer of settlement were adopted for the periocd. Any combination’

i
!

of last offers would exceed the hourly rate in effect on 7/1/83
in the communities where the information is available.

The record also establishes that the contracts in Ann Azrbor,
Battle Crcek, Flint and Lanéing expired on 6/30/83. Kalarazoo's
contract will expire 12/31/84 and Muskegon's expired on 12/21/83.
Pontiac will expire on 6/30/84, while the contract in Saginawvw

expired orn 6/30/82. .




Only Pontiac, Flint and Kalamazoo provide a COLA. In Saginaw.
it is added to the base and is rolled in in Flint., The Flint

payment from July, 1982 to December, 1982 was $56.00 while the

IR

amounts received by Poantiac firefighters for the period January,
1982 to December, 1982 was $183.00.

The City's ability to pay has already been discussed, but will

be referred tc as it becomes .necessary.

-The City bargains with five separate units. There is AFSCME “s

Local 1061, the AFSCME unit for the 61st District Court, the

Police Command Officers, the Police Patrol Officers and the

T

Firefighters. AFSCﬁE Local 1061 has apprgximately_772 p&sit{dﬁ;;
the District Court Local has approximately 43 or 44; the Police
Patrol Unit has 253 and the Command Unit has 22, There are
approximately 250 in the Fire Unit,.

:An exhibit indicates that in 1980 the firefighters ;eceived

.
a2 wage increase of 107, while in 1981 there was a 5% wage increase

and a fringe increase of 3.6%Z. The 3.67 increase has been disput:

because apparently if w;s said to encompass the cost of changing
a pension multiplier, but the Union has taken the position that
there was reaily no 3.6Z‘cqst. The Police Comm;nd Unit received
a IOwaage increase in 1980. The wage increase in 1981 was 4%,

with a fringe increase of 47%. TFor tHe period 7/1/82 to 6/30/83,

the Police Command Unit received a 7.87 increase. AFSCME Local

1061 received a2 wage increase 95 12.5%Z in 1980, along with an
equity adjustment of 27 and a fringe increase of 1.5%Z. The 12.5%
waée and the 27 equity adjustment were effective November 4,
1980, with the fringe adjustment being effective January 1, 1981.
In 1981 the AFSCME Local received a 9% wage increase. The rccord
establishes that the wage rate in the AFSCME Local was frozen

‘

from 7/1/82 through and including 12/31/83. As a result of an

Act 312 arbitration the Police Patrol Unit received a 12% wage




J—

and 1.1% fringe increase for the period 7/1/80 to. 6/30/81,
and a 10Z wage increase for the period 7/1/81 to 6/30/82., There

is no wage increase for the period 7/1/82 to 6/30/83. However,

b e b vrand
1

there is a 4% wage increase effective 7/1/83, another 4% on

7/1/84 and an additional 4% on 1/1/85.

Non-union employees, executive, management, supervisor, etc.,

: i
had their salaries frozen from July 1, 1982 through June 30, 19§3i

~ 3

and the proposed budget contains no increase for .them for the

period July 1, 1983 to June 30, 1984.

B L

The evidence establishes that or 7/1/76 a police patrolman,w§é
- ’
s
making $16,652, while 2 full-paid firefighter was makiag
$15,857. The figure for police patrclman was raised to $24,259

as of 7/1/8%, while the firefighter's figure was $21,657. The

patrolman's salary increased 46% ovar the period in questiorn,

[

while the firafighter's salary imecreased 37%. The patrolman's
‘salary will be frozen until 7/%/83, but at that point it will be
increased by 4%Z which equates to $25,229. The possibie salaxry

jevels for firefighters have praviously been displayed.

The record establishes that for the period 7!1/76 to 7/1/81
the highest percentage increasz for non-uniform Ciﬁy bargaining
unit employeés was 64%, while the lowest was 41%. As aforesaid

b
- !
the firefighter's wage increassz during the period was 37%. ?

During the same period non-bargaininrg unl:t supervisory classifica
tions receivsd increases which when expressed as a perczniage

i
i
1
far exceaded =that receivad by firefighters. The wage increasas

:
for the period aforementioned for exccutive level classficiations

!
ranged from 26% to 54%.
|
|
|
percentage increase fn wages with th2 percentage incrcase in CPI,

One of the documznts supplied by the Union coxpares the

utilizing the urban wage earners and clorical workers index,
all eities 1967 equals 10C, for the period 1974-1975 to 1981~

1982. The document shows percantage wage increases starting witt



32‘1975—1976 of 6.4%, 6%, 7%, 5.25%, 5%, 10% and 5%. The percentage
 4iperease in CPI, again starting with 1975-1976 was 9.7%2, 5.47%, %
i 6.7%, 7.7%, 11.5%Z, 13% and 10.7%Z. Utilizing this informatlion

a document submitted by the Union indicates that the purchasing
power of =2 fi:efighter has dronpzd through the yzars from 2

i level of $9,498 in 1975-1975 to $7,887 in 1981-1982. The Union's

i document indicates that if the fircfighter's salary were

AL

jnereased at the rate of inflation the 1981-1982 salary would

have to be $26,051.

PREPYRS

i The record also establishes the percentage increase in CPI
i ’ T 7

* .
. . AR
- . ;. again using the same index and Sase year, between March, 1982 dnd
" March, 1983 was 3.7%. There was 3.9% between December, 198L and
December, 1982, and .0007% betwecn September, 1982 and March, l98$

K A Unior document indicates tkat in 7/7/76 a production wotTker |

[}
]

who was hourly rated receivgq $5.63 per hour, while a fi:cfighter:
received $6.05. As of 9/8[82Lthes€ figures changed to $9.48
for a productibn'worker.and $8.,26 for the firefighter. It must
be noted, however, that the $8.26 firefighter figﬁ:e is the
salary rate of 7/1/61. The preduction worker's increase was
68Z, while thé firefighter's increase was 37%. iAgain, according
to the Union's documents for the same period, the production
worker suffered a real wage loss of 1k%, while firefighters
suffered a 20Z real wage loss. In 7/7/76 a firefighter rceceived
7%%2 more par hour than a production worker, but as of September,
1982, using the firefighter's 7/1/81 rate, a production worker
- received 157 more.

A document submitted by the City indicates that as of July 1,
1982, an Ann Arbor firefighter':eccived an hourly rate which was
86.§Z of the average private sector hourly earnings. In Y:skegoné

the figure is 83%; Kalamazoo 77.4%; Battle Creek 69.%; Flint

68.12; Pontiac 62.3%; and in Lansing 61.1%Z. There is no figure




‘percentage increase was 5%, while as of 10/1/83 the largest

evidence dealt with that particular individual.

Crdrreia et ae

for Saginaw, but using the method contained in -the exhibif.and
the figures contained elsewhere in-the record, the percentage in
Saginaw would be 65.2%. 1In Grand Rapids the percentage is 86.8%,
utilizing the 7/1/81 hourlyiratc and 96.2% utilizing the City's
last offer of settlement. Utilizing the Union's last offer of !
settlement, the percentage then beaconmes 94.67%.

There was also information contained in the racord regarding

R

-

general wage increases received. by major bargaining units
employed by the State of Michigam. As of 10/1/82 the largest

7

percentage increcase appears to be 7.1%, although there is one’,’

A — T

increase that is expressed as a monetary per hour increase.

"In discussing all of the evidence it must be understood that

PR

as is the custom the comparisons znd the analysis are basad upon

a full paid firefighter. 1In fact, the vast najority of the

»

e B te A —— e e

There was much evidence regarding what transpired in prior
years ind relation to wage rates, ranks, percentage increases and |
’ {
. . - ; i
consumer price index. Information of this nature must be :

¥

carefully analyzed because in any particular cakse thers may be

considerations which affect the valuve of the evidence. Does

the historical evidence just establish a situation which the
parties were content with at the tizme and represents a series of
settlements which were acceptable to both at the time, or does

the data represent a situation where the settlements were

depressed because a Union recognized and responded to firancial
:

difficulties or other considerations which were pertinent at the :
time the settlements were executed? 1In looking at historical i

CPI data, does the information estzblish that a larger wage

i
increase is now more appropriate because wages have not kept up %

1



with the cost of living, or does it represent a situation where
b R . : : i

! even though wages have not kept up-with the cost of living, there'

! were prior opportunities for the parties to narrow the gap and
they didan't? Does the information set a pattern, or does it

indicate the need for substantial change or perhaps both?

e 5 4 4h A URE T S i

There was some discussion regarding substantial salary increas

JR—

that were realized by members of the administration in 1980.

-

i Apparently there was a study made of the various positions andv'f
responsibilities which was received b§ the Cit&zét the end cf‘
March, 1980 and upon which the Ci;y Commission acted on July i,
1980. The study hﬁs been referred to as the Yager Study. THQ;;
i1 record indicates tﬁat as a resulg of the implementation of the

study ‘the pay plan was adjusted by vpwards of 9.5%Z. The Union's

argument is obvious. However, it doesn't necessarily follow that’
- {
the increascs were not justified and were made at the expense of |

v v

"
firefighters. One could simpiisticzally state that beczuse the

executive administrative individuals involved received wage

adjustmeh:é,cﬁhétS in the community, including firefighters, were,
disadvactaged by same, or should haverinéreases granted which i
raflect a consideration of the incrcases receivéd by the executive
and administrative personnel. However, that is not necessa=ily
true., There are so many considcerations that may come to play
in analyzing the wage adjustments given to administrators and
executives pursuant to the Yager Study, including changes,
responsibilities and duties, total cost, etc., to make such a
simplistic assessment inappropriate.

For rzaso=s which will be displiayed and discussed, the panel,
after carefully considering the =2vidence and arguments, has

concluded that the City's last offer of settlement should be

ii adopted for the first contract year, while the Union's last offer’

-20-




‘the increases which the panel -would have instituted had it nmot

of settlement should be adopted for the second coatract year. B
Thus, as of 7/1/82 a full paid firefighter's salary would be :
$22,523, while on 7/1/83 that figure would become $23,874.

It musf be noted that Section 8 of the Act requires the
arbitration panel to adopt the last offer of settlement which in
ics opiﬁion more nearly complies with the facts prescribéd jin

Section 9. This the panei has done. 1In other words, the panel

=-

M

has adopted that last offer of settlement which more nearly
: C {

complies with the Section 9 criteria, but which is not necessaril&

4
,/

been bound by the last offer provisions of the statute.

A RR L § €

It seems reasonable to discuss the first year of the contract

+

first.
Much of the evidence regarding the wage rates and other
considerations which exist in the comparable communities has

.already beern displayed, but there are certain matters which can

be gleansd therefrom that should be explored. For instance,
keeping in mind the fact that the da;a regarding yearly salary
rate does not include Act 604 dollars and the Saginaw 7/1/82
includes oniy éhe roll-in for COLA, and not a wage increase
which currently is in arbitratien, It is apparent that in 7/1/81
Grand Rapids ranked about 7th in annual salaries. It appears
that either the Union's or the City's last offer of settlement
would maintain this rank in 7/1/62. If the figure is based on
an ;nalysis of hourly salaries, Grand Rapids ranked 3rd on
7/1/81, and on 7/1/82 would rank 3rd if the Union's last offer
of settlement were adopted, or'&th if the City's last offer of
settlement ware adopted. . , i
It also appears that on the avecrage the wagé differences in i

the comparable communities between the rate on 7/1/81 and the ;

-21- i
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of settlement for the first cémntract year. However, the gvidence:

raﬁe on 7/1/82 is approximately 5%7% to 6%. OLviously that figure
is more closely aligned to the City's last offer than the Union's.
Now the pancl is aware that percentages can be deceiving, depending
upon the actﬁal dollar base they deal with and this of course hasi
been considered.- : . ‘ é
The information regarding the consumer price index, or 2as
otherwise known, the cost of living, has also been carefully
considered. The evidence éertainly establishes that recently '7£”f
there has been a tremendous decline in the‘ratéisf increase of
the CPI. Nevertheless, the evidence does establish that for the
year 1981-1982 there was 10.7%.iﬁcrease. Depending upen whethéﬂ
you categorize a wage increase as catch-up or not, it is pretty i
clear that during 1981-1982 a firefighter's wage increase was

oﬁly 5%. A pretty good argument could be made that the 10.7%

inecrease in CPI strongly supports adoption of the Union's last

i

j
also estzblishes that for the lZ-month period ending March, 1983

the index only rose 3.7%. This of course is less than the 47
increase which the City has offered effective July 1, 1982.
As indica;éd above there is also evidence regarding wage rates;
ete. in the private sector. As indicated above if examined from
figures going back to 1976, the firefighter has lost ground in

relation to the production worker in the Grand Rapids area. Yet,

" 4s established by the City's evidence, when firefighter wages

are analyzed as a percéntage of local average hourly earnings

_the City's last offer of settlement for the contract year

beginning 7/1/82, would create an hourly rate of $8.5% which
would be 90.2% of the $9.52 per hour average private scctor
hourly earnings in the lqcal area. This is a higher percontage

than any of the comparable communitics, with the exceptien cf

Saginaw whare the information was not presented on the City's




‘tion.

document. However, if the Saginaw's percentage is calculated

from other information in the record, the Grand Rapids’' per-

dentage still far exceeds Saginaw. It is noted that the average

private sector hourly earnings in Grand Rapids is the lowest
of the comparable cdmmpnities.
The evidence regarding stability of employment indicates that

in the firefighter bargaining unit employment is extremely stable
and there are very few individuals leaving the service. -

..

It ig difficult to-analyze the evidence regarding the total

compensation received by Grand Rapids firefighters in light of
. e

the total cash compensation received by firefighters in the 7

\

comparable communities. The Union's figure shows that Grand
Rapids firefighters fair ﬁoorly in overall total cash compensa-
However, it is obvious that this arbitration proceeding

will make a difference in those figures and it must e noted that

_the wages are stated in an annual fashion, rather than an hourly

fashion, with the ramifications flowing therefrowm whick have

previouély beén discussed.

There is of course the considecrations regarding financial
ability anﬁ other things which are :raditionalfy considered. in
these types of situations. In this case there is ﬁo doubt in the
panel's mind that during the first year of this contract the

jnancial ability of the City to meet the costs of the proposals

y

most clearly favors the City's last offer of settlement. The

.

figures will not be reproduced herein for they have already been

displayed in the discussion regarding the ability to pay. The

figures and othef evidence,inclﬁding the City's conduct, establi
that the City's financial ability te pay 1s most severe during
the first year of this Colle;tivc Pargaining Agreement. The
evidence establishes that while perhaps the ability to pay

problem is not completely eliminated in the second year of the

-23=




contract, there have been steps taken, hoth at the 1oc51 and
higher levels, which will tend to .alleviate the financial

préssures. Certainly it appears that the City has recognized ;~
this for the recent police settlements, while freezing w;ges

from 7/1/82 to 6/30/83 provides 2 4% increase as of 7/1/83, :

another 4% on 7/l/§4 and an additional 4% on 1/1/85 which
apparently is the mid-year of the last year of the police con-
tract. | ' . 'ﬂ1
As indicated above no other bargaining Uﬂlt,' ;ith perhaps the
exception of the Police Command Unit or for that matter any
other employee in the City of . Grand Raplds, has received a /i/
salary increase during the per‘od wblch rcpres;;ts the flhst year
of this Collective Bargaining Agr2ement, i.e., 7/1/82 to 6/30/83.
The City's 4% offer to the firefighters seems to indicate that

the firefighters are in substazntial need of a pay increase and

the panel agrees, but the evidence regarding the City's ability

3

to pay, as well as what has transpired in relation to other

bargaining uvnits and other empioyees in the City during the first
year of the firefighters' contract,Aungquivocally supports the
City's last offer of settlement for the first centract year.

Thus, it is clear that from therconsiderations stated above
an application of the criteria contained in Section 9 of the Act
demands that the panel aaopt the City's last offer of settle-
ment for Ehe first contract year.

The evidence is just as clear, however, that in the second
contract year the Union's last offer of settlement should be
adopted.

Certainly ability to pay and what transpired in other bar-
gaining units wascareﬂdly considered by the panel in rendering
the first year award. .However, it appears from this record

that those con51deracions have beceun somewhat allevlated in the



in the first contract year.

second contract year. In other words, it appears that the city's
financial situation will improve or at least the potential for
improvement will be intensified during the second coantract year,

and ite financial situation will not be as critical as it was -

The evidence clearly establishes that even though other
individuals cmployed py the City may still face a proposed wage
freeze, the police contract as Irdicated above provides fer z ﬁvf
47 wage incrcase during the last year of éhe fi;;fighters'
contract and 4Z on July 1, 19§4 with another 4% on January 1,
1985. 1If thz City can afford such increases far a unit wheréﬂ;
a police patrolman was receiving $24,259 as of 7/1/81 as opposedi
to a firefighter's $21,657, it would be difficult to comnclude
that it cannot afford the Union's last offer of settlement for
the second contract year. )

In looking at the comparaéie communities there is little data
regarding the wage rates which will be ineffect on 7/1/83.
However, what is available, including the information regarding
the elimination or reduction of firafighter pension contributioms’
in certain coﬁparable communities, eétablishes xhat a 6% increase
is much more acceptable than a 47 increase.

It must also be keptlin mind that in the prior contract year
this pane; ordezred a 4% increase, while the percentage increases
in the comparable communities averaged out to about 5%% to 6%.
Certéinly these figures support a 6% increase in the second year
of the contract.

Additionally, when utilizing the figures displayed herein, the
panel's award effective 7/1/82.essentially reduces the hourly
rate ranking enjoyed by Grand Rapids from three in the previous
year to four. This of course supports the larger increase in theé

second contract year.



What evidence is available for the consumer price index does

“ tend to establish that in the first contract year the percentage

growth in CPI will probably be cuch less than the 6% naw ordered

i by the panel. Nevertheless, that's only one consideration.

It is also recognized that historically and for reasons which

are mot really clear firefighters have been losing ground to

policemen. As of 7/1/76 a police patrolman was receiving

1

was $795. On 7/1/81 this difference blossomed te $2,600. While ;
- i

of course it could be argued that the reasons for the differences .

can be found in other areas of the contract and that the L

4

differences actually represent the agreements voluntarily struck

——— o B E i

by -the-parties, the evidence does tend to establish that the 67
increase invthe second year of the contract is more acceptable
than the City's 4% increase because it tends to narroﬁ‘the
difference between police officers and firefighters.

It is quite clear to this panel that when the Section 9
criteria is analyzed, the Union's last offer of settlemant, i.e.,

a 67 wage increase effective July 1, 1983, must be adopted.

AWARD ' :
The panel orders that the City's last offer of settlement be
adopted for the first contracﬁ vear, July 1, 1982, and further ;
orders that the Union's last offer of settlement be adopted for

the second contract year, July 1, 1983, !
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1. WAGES - JULY 1, 1982

Pursuant to Section 8 of Act.312, as amended, the
Union submits its last offer of settlement on the economic issue
of wages for éhe first year of the contract, July 1, 1982 through
June 30, 1983. The Union's last offer is to émend Appendix B
of the 1980-82 collective bargaining agreement to reflect a nine
percent (97) across—the-boérd.increase over the wage rates in

effec; on June 30, 1982 for all ranks and classifications, as

" follows:
o ,
APPENDIX B Ty
(Effective July 1, 1982)
Code SATARY STEPS
No. Classification Title B c D E F
201 Fire Fighter 16,696 18,087 19,478 20,870 23,606
202 Fire Equipment ’ . ' .
OperatoTr. . « « + = + -« e e e e e e e e e 24,788
203 Fire Lieutenant . « .« « o o s = + = = = « =« = = ° 27,148
204 Fire Captain. . « + o « o = = = ¢ = o = = o = 000" 28,800
. 205 Battalion Fire
i T 30,689
206  Deputy Fire Chief . « « « « o+ o o o 0 5 = o 0 0 o 36,590

212 Chief Fire Alarm
OPETALtOT. « « « « o = = = o+ o = = s 0 0t T 28,800

- 213 Fire Alarm

OPETALOT. « « « = o o + = = = s &t o s v & 0 0t 27,148

009 Fire INVESLigator . . « « o o+ o« o s o s oo s s« 27,970

210 Fire Prevention .

- INSPECLOT « & 4 + ¢ o = & s o = s e e s om0 27,148
211 Fire Marshall . . « « o « ¢ o s o o oo 00 m 000t 28,800
214 Fire Maintenance

SUPETVLSOT. o o+ o o + = & = o o o o o 0 0 0000 27,974
215 Fire Maintenance

Electyician 16,696 18,087 -19,478 20,870 23,606
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!
Pursuant to Sectio@ 8 of Act 312, as am

IT. WAGES = JULY 1, 1983

ended, the -

Union submits its last offer 4f'sett1ement on the econcmic issue

of wages for the second year éf the -contract, July 1, 1983,

through June 30, 1984. The Uﬁion's last offer is to amend

Appendix C of the 1980-82 col}ective bargaining agreement to
all ranks - .o

reflect a six percent (67) across-the-board increase for

and classifications, said increase to be applied to the wage

rates in effect on June 30, 1983

.
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FINAL BEST OFFER OF lHE CITY OF GRAND RAPIDS
- i

FIRE FIGHTERS |- 312 ARBITRATION

ISSUE: WAGES
CHARACTERIZATION: . ECONOMIC
YEAR: 1982

CITY PROPOSAL .

Modify Appendix B of the current Contract to reflect a four

percent (4%) across-the-board increase to the 1981 salary levels

effective July 1, 1982. See ApPendix B attached. o,
: B ] _f}’
YEAR: 1983

CITY PROPOSAL

Amend Appendix C of the current Contract to reflect a four

percent (4%) across-the-board incrgase'to the 1982 salary levels

I3

effective July 1, 1983. See Appendiﬁ C attached.
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Code Classification

|
|
APP PENDIX B
\
(Effective July l, 1982)

SALARY STEPS

No. Title B é E P
201 Fire Fighter 15,930 17,258 18,585 19,913 22,523
202 Fire Equip- 23,651
ment Cperator
203 Fire 25,902
Lieutenant T
204 Fire Captain | 27,479

i
205 Battalion Fire | 29,281
Chief
206 Deputy Fire 34,912
Chief :
212 Chief Fire 27,479
Alarm Operator
213 Fire Alarm ) 25,902
Operator .
209 Fire 26,691
Investigator |
. ) ) |
210 Fire Prevention 25,902
Inspector
211 Fire Marshall 27,479
214 Fire Main- 26,691
tenance
Supervisor
215 Fire Main- 15,930 17,258 18,585 19,913 22,523
tenance .
Electrician

\\'
A8




Code Classification

No. Title

AFPPENDIX C

{Effective July 1, '1983)

SALARY STEPS

201 Fire Fighter

202 Fire Equip-
ment Operator

203 Fire
Lieutenant

' 204 Fire Captain

205 Battalion Fir
Chief -

206 Deputy Fire
Chief

212 Chief Fire
Alarm Cperator

212 Fir=2 Alarm
Operator

209 Fire
Investigator

210 Fire Prevention

Inspector
211 Fire Marshail

214 Pire Main-
tenance
Supervisor

215 Fire Main-
tenance
Electrician

17,948 19,328

16,567 17,948 19,328

23,424
24,597

26,938

28,578
30,452

35,308
28,578
26,938
27,759
26,938
28,578

27,759

23,424

Ny
'
L



: Pontiac's at the time of the heaving is that the?r firefighters
"requirement for employees hired bafore January 1, 1978. However,

1982, must reside within a radius of 15 miles from the ecity hall.

_ment.

‘ pattle Creek there was no residency requirement prior to 1978, i

" However, employess hired after Januvary 1, 1978, must live

- contiguous townships and in addéiticn if an employee who is hired

"Employees hired on or after Januaty 1, 1982, must

ISSUE - RESTDENCY - NON-ECONOMIC :
The last offers of settlement submitted by the parties are

contained at the end of this section. The City's proposal is

the continuation of the language contained in the prior Collective,

Bargaining Agrecment. Essentially the Union'’s propesal is to

allow anyone regardless of date of hire within the Grand

Rapids toll free telephome area &s

.

of July 1, 1977,

or as it may be expanded during the life of the. agreemecnt. z-

Resideney requirements are rather common conditions of

The evidence estzblishes

employment in the comparable comnmunities.
I i

s

be varying only Muskegon, 7

that even though the requirements may ,

has no requirement at all. Ann A-bor requires fivrefighters to

live within 2 25-mile radius of the city limits. It appearc in
in the

metropolitan area which includes the City of Battle Creek and

A e i R - e

after Januvary 1, 1978 changes residence he or she must establish

a residence inside the city limits. Flint's requirement. as was

must live within the county. In ¥alzmazoo there was no residency

employees hired subsequent to that date but before January 1,

- an s e L mr e e

reside within

e ——

rhe city or move into the city within one year of their employ-~

live within 2

| ———

Lansicg's requirement is that firefighters

I'IOHG;

T

25-mile radius of the city limits. As indicated Muskegoun lhas

but Saginaw has a city limits requirement.

The tcstimony offered by the Union's witnesses indicates that

[
(nd
b

s difficult for firefighters to find adequate housing in the

i
1
]
H
H
i
H
i
H
i
1
:
1



$30,000 to $35,000 price range. According te the record surrounding
i ' i
- eommunities, such as Wyoming, have_older neighborhoods with -

" smaller homes which the firefighterz could more easily afford. -

Furthermore, it appears there is only one very small trailer park
in the city, which according to the testimony, is full of "smaller,

" older trailers." The record also suggests that a number of fire-

fighters are "bitter" becaﬁse of the residency requirement.
Tbe record also es{ébliéhes that the City h;s fire protectioca. -

' agreements with Wyoming, Kentwood, Walker and Ea§t Grand Rapids,

aiong-with the Townships of Crand Rapids, Cascade and Plainfield.

* Aecording to the Union this stéte'of the affairs makes the / ,;

residency requirement rather arbifréry because éfand Rapidé-

. firefighters may have to perform deties in the above-mentioned

", communities.
The residency requirement applies not only tq fireffghters, i
but to all City employees. Aégording to the testimony offered by
the City even though omne of the initial motivating factors for
establishing the ordinéﬁce in 1971, "suburban flight"” has been
eliminated, there are still valid reasons for the City to continue
to require residemcy. According to the testimony ¢civic pride has
increased andAin turn there has been an escazlation of the feceling .
that City employees should be totally invoived with the City.
Furthermecre, according to the testimony it would be difficuls, if
not impossible, to selectively enforce a residency requirement
and essentially that is what wou=ld have to be done if the Union's
positidn werc adopted. Furthermore, the testimony indicated that
Qne of the reasons for creating the residency requiremcnt was to
provide preference for employment to City residents.
" 1t séems clear that when the entire record is examined and

the evidence is weighed aund analyzed in relation to the statutory

=28~




criteria contained in Sectioun 9 of the Act, the panel should not

change the current residency requirement. Thus, it will adopt

the City's last offer of settlement.
The evidence regarding the terms of the residency requirements

if any, existing in comparable conmmunities has been displayed

above, but certainly it must be concluded that the current

e ot et i ¢y matead S s

residency requirement falls within the perimeter of requirements

existing in comparable communities. ) 2P -

As indicated above there was souwe testimony tegarding the

unavailability of suitable housing., However, the terms do indeed

~
[T

allow the Civil Service Board té waive the requirements or to 7,/
extend the time for compliance wiéh_same if éeft;in criﬁeria are
met. The testimony offered by the City's witness indicates that
such appeals have been made to the Civil Service Board with many

being granted and some being denied. The Union's testimony §

..

. indicates that there is no recellzaciion of a firefighter living

" out of the City limits as a result of any actions by the Civil

Service Board. Nevertheless, there is no evidence which establishes
. . +
that the procedure allowing exceptions to the residency reauire- )

ment is enly window dressing and in fact is meaningless.

It is ciear from the evidence that every City employee is
covered by the residency requiremsnt. The firefighters are not
being treated any differently than any other City employee aud !

in fact are asking to be treated differently. When dealing with

s

" a consideration such as residency, the status of same in relation

" to other City employees is a very important consideration. 1In

this case it is apparent that the requirement is across the board.
Furthermore, evenrn though some of the reasons which motivated
the initial establishment of a residency requirement have changed,

the reasons for continuing same are neither arbitrary or capricious

and cannot be found to be unsound. The requirement does not become




" arbitrary or capricious in light of the fact that miutual aid pacts

exist with surrounding cities and townships and that often fire-

: fighters must perform servicés therein. .The firefighters stiil
1'work for the City. of Grand Rapids and the record establishes that
-’the overwhelming employmént efforts are rendered for the City.

It is apparént that the Union's last offer of settlement must
. be rejected and the prior contract language be continued. Ea
AWARD o

JETTNN

The panel orders that the City's last offer-of settlement;ﬁé’

; adopted for each contract year. i

PR




ITI. RESIDENCY

ion 8 of Act 312, as amended, the Union

Pursuant to Sect
ent on the non-economic iss

s its last offer of settlem ue. of

submit

residency. The Union's last offer is to modify Article TXVIL,

1983, as follows:

ARTICLE XXXVII. RESIDENCY

Efféctive July 1, 1982 all Fire
shall be required to
ence within the Grand

ea as it exists

.effective July 1,

maintain a bona

Rapids toll-free telephone ar
as of July, 1977, or as it may be expanded
his Agreement.

during the life of t

gidence Reqﬁired, to'be deleted]

[Section 2, Re

- \‘I>
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ISSUE: RESIDENCY
CHARACTERIZATION: : NON-ECONOMIC
YEAR: 1982

CITY PROPOSAL

Retain current Contract language:

ARTICLE XXXVII. ° RESIDENCY

Section 1. Employees hired prior to January 1, 1972, shall be
required to maintain a bona fide residence within the-Grand Rapids
toll-free telephone area as it exists as of July 1977 or as it may
be expanded during the life of this Agreement.

Section 2, Residence Required. .

a.

All employees appointed or employed after January 1,
1972, are required to become residents of the City of
Grand Rapids prior to the expiration of the probationary
period specified in Title VII, Section 8, of the Charter
of the City of Grand Rapids, and maintain a bona fide
Grand Rapids city residence. Exceptions to this resi-
dence requirement may be made by the Civil Service Board
for the following reasons:

(1} The duties of the emﬁloyee require him/her to work
outside the City; or

(2) . The employee is diligently seeking housing inside
the- City; or

(3) Housing suitable to the employee's needs is not
available; or .

(4) The employee would suffer an unusual hardship to
him/herself or his/her family.

Such exceptions as granted by the Civil Service Board may
be a waiver of this residence requirement or extensions
of time in which to gain residence.

Appeals to City Commission. An adverse ruling of the
Civil Service Board or a direct appeal by reason of
particular circumstances or hardship as to the residence
requirements may be made to the City Commission by the
City Manager or Personnel Director. The City Commission
sitting as a Committee of the Whole shall hear and decide
such appeals and may waive the requirement of residence
as to a particular employee, position, or department.

-4 -
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YEAR: 1983
CITY PROEBOSAL

Retain current Contract language. See above.

W
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ISSUE = FOOD ALLOWANCE - ECOKQMIC

The parties' last offers of settlement are reproduced at the
end of this section. As can be scenrn from the laét offers of
settlement the Union's proposal seceks a $200.00 food zllowance
effective July 1, 1982, and & $200.00 food aliowance effective
July 1, 1983, in addition to any which may have been acquired

in the previous year. The Ci&y's position is that there should

AN

not be a food allowance in either contract year.

The City bases its opposition to the Union'é ;roposal solely
on its ability to pay. In this ;egard the evidence establishes
that there would be 231 employees eligible for food allowance /{

and if the Union's last offer of settlement for each year is

adbptéd, the total contract cost would be approximately $139,000.

As suggested by the City this awmount would equal approximately
2.4Z of the current base salary cost. If just the sac;nd year
of the Union's proposal were;édoptéd, the cost would te just
under 17%.

Thé évi&enﬁe regarding food allowance as existing in the
comparable coumunities establishes thét in Flint firefighters
receive $600; Pontiac - $550; Ann Arbor - $525;iKalamazoc - $493;
Battle Creek - $375; Lansing - $375; Saginaw - $350; and Muskegon
$200._ It is obvious that each comparable community supplies a
food allowance,

The rccord establishes that those firefighters working a

24~hour shift are required to ezt their meals at the fire s

(s

and cannot leave to go home or to a restaurant. Generally there
are two meals prepared, i.e., lunch and dinner, during a 24-hour
shift, The firefighters attempt to assign someone to cook, but

occasionally that doesn't work out. The individual who does the

cooking is of course a firefighter aad must respond to czllcg,

ation’

e




it
i
b
|
)t

Firefighters not brngingvtheir own food generally pay for tﬁe
food every two weeks. The money is pooled and the cook is
designated to purchase the food. There wvere 2 number of figures
placed in ‘the repord, one of which being the approximate total
cost a firefighter pays per year for food. ‘It was $366.72.

As indicated above, the City's position is that the Union's
proposal is too costly,. The Union of course takes the position
that every other cgmparable community provides a food allowance kK
and given the constraints placed upon firefightéf;, and the
necessity for them eating at work, makes such an allowance
reasonable. . . . _ s

Certainly it must be concluded that when the evidence i
regarding the comparable communities is examined, it over-

whelmingly supports the adoption of a food allowance. There just

can be no gefting around the fact that every comparablé conmunity
provides its firefighters witﬁ a food allowance.

There.is some merit to the City's argument regaFding coskt.
1f the Uni&n's proposals were adopted for e€ach comntract year,
the increase in cost would be $600 per employee over. the ife of
the contract.- This of course adds up to be 2 rather sgbstantial
amount. The discussions regarding the City's ability to pay
have been previously displayed and there 1s mno need to examine
them again.

When the evidence is carefully considered it is concluded
that tﬁe application of the criteria in Section 9 of the Act
mandates the adoption of the City's last offer of settiement
in the first contract year and the Union's last offer of settle-
ment in the second contract yeﬁr. Thus, this award would grant i
a 5200 food allowance effective July 1, 1983, to the employces

on a 24-hour duty schedule.
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It is clear from the evidence that the firefighters in this

unit must be granted a food allowance. While it is true, as

the City suggests, that the Union had the opportunityrto'negotiaté

same in the past and hasn't, it is difficult to conclude why
a food allowance was not included in prior contracts. However,
the fact of the matter is that all of the comparable communities

provlde their flreflghters with a food allowance. ]
1

.

' The City's last offer of settlement was accepted in the first
contract year. As previously stated the first contract year %
appears to be the one where the City has endured its most diffi?ult
financial circumstances. The additional cost in that fire-coni
tract year would be over $46,000. Additionally, what has
transpired in other units employed by the City makes it impossible
for the panel to concludé that food allowance should be awarded
in the first comtract year.

However, it is quitg clear to this Panel that food allowance
ﬁust be awarded in the second ;ontract_year. The evidence
regarding the comparable commuﬁities ig clear. It just over~
whelmingly establishes the need for a food allowance. Furthermore,

. .
as previously explained in the wage discussion, the evidence
establishes, aad in fact the City's actionsg allow the conclusion
that its financial situation will be much better in the second
‘contract vear and thus it will be in a better position to absord
the cost of this benefit. It *is true that a $200 food allowance
wonld make Grand Rapids only eqral td the lowest paying comparable
on the list, i.e., Muskegon, but it must be kept in mind that
prior to this award firefighters in Grand Rapids were receiving
no food allowance. Furthermore, it is clear that the evidence
regarding the increase in food cost ‘supports an adoption of the _
Union's last offer of settlement in the second year of the contra}!.




Thus, as previously stated, the panel concludes that an abplica-

contract year.

tion of the criteria contained in.Section 9 of the ‘Act forces

contract year, but the adoption of the Union's last offer of

settlement for the second contract year.

AWARD

The panel orders the adoption of the City's last offer of
settlement for the first contract year, but also orders the

adoption of the Union's last offer of settlement for the second

-3l
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IV. FOOD ALLOWANCE - 1982-83

‘ Pursuant to Section 8 of Act 312, as amended, the Union
submits its last offer of settlement on the economic issue of food
allowance for the first year of the contract, July 1, 1982 through

- June 30, 1983. The Union's last offer is to add a food allowance

provision to the collective bargaining agreement, as follows:

ARTICLE . FOOD ALLOWANCE

Effective July 1, 1982, each employee covered )
by this Agreement who is on a 24-hour duty 7
schedule shall receive an annual food allowance S
reimbursement of Two Hundred and 00/100 ($200.00)
Dollars. Food allowance reimbursement shall be paid
by the City, in a separate check, the first pay

- period of July each year.




V. FOOD ALLOWANCE - 1983-84

Pursuant to Section 8 of Acﬁ 312, as amended, the Union
submits its last offer of settlement on the economic issue of
food allowancé for the second year of the contract, July 1, 1983
through June 30, 1984. The Union's last offerris to add the

following language to the collective bargaining agreement:

Effective July 1, 1983, each employee covered

by this agreement who is on a 24-hour duty
schedule shall receive an annual food allowance
reimbursement of Two Hundred and 00/100 ($200.00)
Dollars in addition to any food allowance which c//
may be in effect on June 30, 1983. Food allow-

ance reimbursement shall be paid by the City, in

a separate check, the first pay period of July g
each year.
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ISSUE: FOOD ALLOWANCE

CHARACTERIZATION: ECONOMIC
YEAR: 1982 : : 7

/

CITY PROPOSAL J//

No food allowance or language to be added to the Contract.

YEAR: ) 1983
CITY PROPOSAL N

No food allowance or language to be added to the Contract.




ISSUE - SICK LEAVE PAY OUT - ECONOMIC i

The parties' last offers of settlement arc reproduced at the
end of this section.

The language in the prior Collective Bargaining Agrcement

states:

! ARTICLE XXII ~ SICK LEAVE

"gection 9. Pay for Unused Sick Leave.

A e

a. TFor employees who do not work. a twenty-—
four (24) hour work day, vnused, accumulated sick
cave shall be paid to employees wvho resign or
retire with ten (10) years or more of continuous
service, to a maximum of eighty (80) days at the
rate of One Dollar ($1.00) per day times the years
of continuous service for employees retiring, and 7
i at the rate of Fifty Cents ($.50) per day times the
years of continuous service for persons resigning.

i b. For employees who work a twventy-four (24)

i hour work day, unused, accumulated sick leave shall

! be paid to employees who resign or retire with ten
(10) years or more of continuous service, to a

o maximum of forty (40) days. at the mte of Two Dollars
o ($2.00) per day times the years of continuous service
' for employees retiring, and at the rate of One ;
b Dollar ($1.00) per day times the years of continuocus
service for persons resigning."

As can be seen from an examination of the parties' last offers
of settlement and the above language, the City is proposing that
- - L] n
the maximum ﬁumberrof days referred to in paragraph a. be increaséé
from 80 to 90 and in paragraph b. from 40 to 45 days. This shall;
be effective the first year of the contract. The Union's proposal
. seeks to eliminate all maximums and it is effective the second |
year of the contract.

While it appears that none of the comparable communities
f'provide a pay out upon pre-retirement separation , each does %
ﬂ indeed provide some type of pay out upon retirement.

The provision in Ann Arbor provides for an accumulation of

one day a month with no maximum, except that at the end of each

~35-
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calendar ycar one-half of any accumulated days over 60 shall be

paid out with a remainder

with a maximum of 1,800 ho

per payroll period worked,

; straight time and 3 hours
hours, but less than 88.8.
tion. Upon retirement 720
hours in excess of 1,440,
In Kalamazoo sick time

per month and there is no

is one-half of all unused

In Battle Creek sick time is accumulated

being added to the sick leave bank.

The pay out at retirement is a maximum of 60 days plus all vrnused

days accumulated during the current calendar year.

urs. Upon retirement the pay out is

one-half of accumulated hours with a maximum of 1,350.

Sick time is accumulated in Flint on the basis of 6 hours

assuming at least 88.8 hours at
per pay period, assuming at least 50.4
ra

There is no maximum on ;he_accumulé—

hours are paid, plus one-half of =all

is accumulated at the rate of 12 hours

maximum. Upon retirement the pay out

»

days with no maximum.

g In Lansiag sick leave is accumulated at the rate of one day

per month, with at least 10 but no more than 12 days per year.

There is the maximum accumulation of 170 days. Upon retirement

i

at 12 hours per month,

- [
there is a pay out of one-half of the unused days with the maximumn

pay of 85 days.

Sick leave is accumulated in Muskegon at the rate of 1.2 days

per month with a maximum of 129.8 days. The pay out is one-half

of all days, plus all days in gxcess of 129.8 paid at ornc-half

annually.

In Pontiac sick leave is accumulated at the rate of one day

per month, with a maximum

of 150 days. The pay out is one~-half

of all days; maximum 150 accumulated.
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In Saginaw sick leave is accumulated at the rate of 16 hours

per month, with a maximum accumulation of 100 days. Pay out is
one-half of all days, with a maximum of 85.
Thus, the maximum days of sick leave paid at retirement is

85 for Lansing, 75 for Pontiac, 64.9 for Muskegon, 60 for Ann

Arbor, 42.5 for Saginaw, 30 for Flint and 28.125 for Battle Creek,

There is no.maximum in Kalamazoo.

"The Unicn presented a document which purports to compare the
value of sick leave pay out at retirement between the comparable
communities. The amounts were calculated at the current rate
existing in the community utilizing the maximum number of daysf
allowed and where there was no maximum utilizing an accumulation
of 100 days. One day's pay was calculated as being one-tenth
Bi—weekly salary. The comparison shows ;hat excluding_Grand

Rapids, the lowest dollar value was realized in Battle Creek,

’.

with a pay cut of $5,600. The highest is in Kalamazoo with a

pay out of $20,500. Grand Rapids' pay out would be $2,400.

‘It appears that if the City's last offer settlement were adopted,

the figure would rise to $2,700, while if the Umion's last offer

of settlement were adopted and the same 100 days is utilized, the’

figure would increase to $6,000.

The tecord also establishes that at least the same methodology

regarding sick leave pay out is utilized under the AFSCME con-.
tract, the Police and Sergeant's Contract with the Fraternal
Order of Police, as well as the Lieutenants and Captains and
for managemegt non-bargaining unit pérsonnel.

After carefully considering the evidence and the afguments,
the panel concludes that the City;s last offer of settlement

should be adopted for both contract years.
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comparable communities have such limits.

It certainly is true that the Union's example indicates rthat

the Grand Rapids' formula provides a smaller dollar value within :
i
it

of the comparable communities. However, there is more to it than

-t

the assumptions utilized than any other provision existing in any

that, . ] i

The formula utilized in Grand Rapids incorporates years of

service, a fixed rate per day, and an accumulation limit. It is

Ny

unlike any of the other formulas. 'While in terms of dollar

value there may be room for improvement, the Union's position of.

1

i

eliminating the number of days to be utilized has the poténtial
’ ’

of increasing the dollar value of the benefit to a level which” | ..

may exceed that of the comparable'communities, with perhaps the
exception of the top two or three. It is noted that there is no
makimum accumitlation limit restricting the number of sick leave
days Grand Rapids' firefighters may accumulate. Seven of the ,

Furthermore, the sick leave pay out procedure is essentially
the same for many other bargaiﬁing units and for management non-
bargaining unit personnel. This is not to say that whatever
takes place in the other- units must.be followedi but in this case%
the evidence does not establish that the Union's proposal is !
an appropriate deviation.

The cost factor does not appear, at least at this point, to
be great, but it must be considered in the overall scheme of the
Ci;y‘s ability to pay and the other cost increasing awvards which
have and will be made herein. V

Thus, the panel finds that application of the criteria con-
tained in Sec;ion 9 of the Act dictates that the City's last

offer of settlement be adopted for each contract year.
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ISSUE:

SICK LEAVE PAY-QUT

CHARACTERIZATION: ECONOMIC
YEAR: 1982

CITY PROPOSAL

Modify current Contract language as found in Artijcle XXII,

Section 9, {'s a. & b. to increase maximum pay for unused accumu-

lated sick leave as followss

Section 9. Pay For Unused Sick Leave.

a.
b.
YEAR:
No change

For employees who do not work a twenty-four (24)
hour workday, unused, accumulated sick leave shall
be paid to employees who resign or retire with ten
(10) years or more of continuous service, to a maxi-
mum of ninety (90) days at the rate of One Dollar
($1.00) per day times the vears of continuous
service for employees retiring, and at the rate of
Fifty Cents ($.50) per day times the years of con-
tinuous service for persons resigning.

For employees who work a twenty-four (24) - hour
workday, unused, accumulated sick leave shall be
paid to employees who, resign or retire with ten (10)
years or more of continuous service, to a maximum of
forty-five (45) days at the rate of Two Dollars
($2.00) per day times the years of continuous
service for employees retiring, and at the rate of
One Dollar ($1.00) per day times the years of
continuous service for persons resigning.

1983

CITY PROPOSAL

to Contract language. See above.

M



VI. SICK LEAVE PAY-OUT

Pursuant to Section 8 of Act 312, as amended, the

Union submits its last offer of settlement on the economic

issue of sick leave pay-out. The Union's.last offer is to

modify Article XXII, Section 9 of the collective bargaining

agreement, effective July 1,1983, by eliminating the maximum

number of days specified in Paragraﬁhs a and b of Section 9

(80 days and 40 days, respectively), as follows:

Section 9. Pay for Unused Sick Leave.

a.

For employees who do not work a twenty-four
(24) hour work day, unused, accumulated sick
leave shall be paid to employees who resign
or retire with ten (10) years or more of
continuous service, at the rate of One Dollar
($1.00) per day times the years of continuous
service for employees retiring, and at the
rate of Fifty Cents ($.50) per day times the

years of continuous service for persons resigning.

For employees who work a twenty-four (24) hour
work day, unused accumulated sick leave shall
be paid to employees who resign or retire with
ten (10) years or more of continuous service,

at the rate of Two Dollars ($2.00) per day times

. the years of continuous service for employees -

retiring, and at the rate of One Dollar ($1.00)
per day times the years of continuous service
for persoms resigning.

“7-




ISSUE - LONGEVITY -~ ECONOMTC

The parties' last offers of settlement are reproduced at the

end of this section.

As can be seen therefrom the City's proposal is to maintain
the current contract language in 1982 and in 1983 to retain
contract 1$nguage of Article XIX, Section 2a. The Union's last
f.offer of settlementris thprovide a percentage increase based
upon the full paid firefighter wage in effect on 7/1/83. '5;;

The current situation is reflected by the Cif&'s last offer of
settlement and essentially a firefighter with five through nine
years of service receives 5186_per vear, ten through fourteen y%a;s
of service receives $300 per year, fifteeﬁ through nineteen yearsf
of service receives $420 per year, twenty through twenty-four
yearé of service receives $540 per year, while a firefighter with
twenty-five and ovet.years'of service receives $660 pef year.

The Union's proposal is based on the wage rate effective 7/1/83
.which according to prior awards would be $23,874. Thus, if the
Union's last offer of settlement were édopted, it appéars that a
firefighter with five ;hrough nine years of experience would
receive $239 per year, a firefighter with ten through fourteen
years of service would receive $477, fifteen through nineteen
years'would receive $716, twenty through twenty-four yezrs would
receive $935, and a firefighter with twenty~-five or more vears of
service would receive $1,194.

The evidernce regarding the ;omparable conmunities displays
various schémes, both in the way longevity is caleculated and
the amount received.

In Ann Arbor a firefighte; with seven through eleven vears of

service receives $666, twelve through seventcen years $1,331,

and eighteen years and more $1,995.

~40-




B . 1
~its last step is twenty years or more. The percentages are 2%,

In Battle Creel a firefighter with seven through eleveﬁ years
of service receives 2.5% with a maximum of $300, twelve through
nineteen years 5% with a maximum of $600, and twenty years or
more 7% w;th a maximum of $800. ) Z

Flint firefighters receive $569 per year for ten through
fourteen years of service, $1,943 per year for fifteen through

nineteen years of service, and $1,924 per year for twenty years

\U

and more.

In Kalamazoo a firefighter receives $30 per'fear for each

U

year of service, but begins receiving same after six years of

service. The maximum is §780., : Co o ;

In Lansing a firefighter with five through nine years of

service receives 27 with a maximum of $220, ten through fourteen

Ve

years of service 47 with a maximum of $440, fifteen through

nineteen years of service 67 with a maximum of $660, and twenty

EToOsp—

vears or more of service 8% with a maximum of $880.
Muskegon uses the same progression as exists in Grand Rapids,
but the dollars figures are $100, $200, $300, $400 and $500.
Pontiac utilizes the same schedule as Grand Rapids, but its
pay-out provisions are 2%, 4%, 6%, 8% and 10%Z.* The corresponding
figu;es are approximately $429, $858, $1,287, $1,716, and $2,145.

Saginaw utilizes the same progression as Grand Rapids, except

4%, 6% and 8% and the dollar maximums are $180, $360, $540, and

. ‘

$720.
In dealing just with the maximum longevity payments avail-
able, it is apparent that in Pontiac the maximum is $2,145,

Auwn Arbor $1,995, Flint $1,924, Lansing $880, Battle Creeck $800,

Xalamazoo $780, Saginaw $720, and Muskegon $500.
It appears the parties agrec that the increase in cost

generated by the Union's proposal would be approximately $86,000 .
; :
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which would represent about 1L% of the fire payroll. It shbuld
be noted that the cost-figure ~is based upon acceptaﬁée*df'thc
i; City's last offer of settlement regarding wages in both contract -
years. Given the wage awards the actual cost would be a little
higher. .
There is no dispute rtegarding the first year of the contract.
Regarding the second year of the contract, the panel, after
;' carefully considering the évidence and the arguments, finds that’z
the criteria contained in Section 9 of the Act fdices the adoptioﬁ
of the City's last offer of settlement. Thus, the longevity
benefit shall not be changed. ' . p
In examining the comparable communities it is apparent that ‘
the top three, Pomtiac, Ann Arbor and Flint, pay a maximum ¢
longevity payment which is more than twice that of the other

communities. Of the other communities the highest payment is

Lansing which is $880 and the'lowest is Muskegon which is $500.
VOut of six commpnities{ excluding Pontiac, Ann Arbor and Flint,
Grand Rapids ranks 5th behind Saginaw, Kalamazoo, Battle Creek
and Lansing and ahead of Muskegon. . i

Now there‘is no avoiding the fact that even When censidered
with the communities, excluding TFlint, Ann Arbor and Pontiac,
Grand Rapids does not rank very high. In the area of maximtnm
payment the Grand Rapidslfirefighter receives about $220 less
than a Laﬁsing firefighter and about $160 more than a Muskegon
firefighter. Inm Battle Creek, Kalamazoo and Saginaw, firefighters
receive a maximum longevity benefit of $140, $120 and $ 60 more,
respectively, than a firefighter in Gramd Rapids.

Based upon the comparables, it could reasonably be concluded thaoi

an improvement in this benefit is warranted. Yet, there is other

evidence which precludes the adoption of. the Union's last offer

of settlement.




w

If the Union's position is adopted, tﬁe maximum longevity
payment would be approximately $1,194. This would of course
place Grand Rapids behind Pontiac, Ann Arbor and Flint, but 1t
would then be providing a maximum longevity payment thch would
be more than the maximum in Lansing, Battle Creek, Kalamazoo,
Saginaw ana Muskegan. In fact, the maximum‘longevity payment in

Grand Rapids would exceed that received in Lansing, Battle Creek,:

Kalmazoo, Saginaw and Muskegon by $314, $394, $414, $474, and K
$694, respectively. While certainly it would be acceptable for ;
the maximum longevity payment received by firefighters in Grand

re

Rapids to exceed thét of ﬁhe cemmunities indicated in the prio”
sentence, it certainly wouid represent a substantial change which?
in fact equates with an 81% increase over the current maximum
longevity paymeﬁt level. This of course must be considered in
light of the substantial increase in coét. ‘

Thus, when all of the evidence is considered, while perhaps

some longevity payment improvement would have been warranted in
the second year of the Eontfacf, the c;st, nature of the change,
the City's financial condition, along with other relevant con-—

siderations) fofce the Ranél to comnclude that the City's last é

offer of settlement is more acceptable than the Union's.

AWARD

The panel orders the adoption of the City's last offer of

settlement for both the first and second contract years.
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VII. LONGEVITY

Pursuant to Section 8 of Acf 312, as amended, the
Union submits its last offer of settlement on the economic
issue of longevity. The Union's last offer is to modify Article
XIX, Section 2 of the collective bargaining agreement by adding
the following:

Effective July 1, 1983, Longevity Pay shall
be paid in accordance with the following

schedule:
Service Years Longevity Pay
5 through 9 ' 17 of Full-Paid Fire Fighter Wage in-

effect 7/1/83 : SR

10 through 14 2% of Full-Paid Fire Fighter Wage in
effect 7/1/83

15 through 19 37 of Full-Paid Fire Fighter Wage in
effect 7/1/83 .

20 through 24 4% of Full-Paid Fire Fighter Wage in
effect-7/1/83

25 and over 57 of Full-Paid Fire Fighter Wage in
effect 7/1/83 . )




I

ISSUE: LONGEVITY PAY
CHARACTERIZATION: ECONOMIC

YEAR: 1982

CITY PROPOSAL

Retain current Contract language of Article XIX, Secticn 2 a.

Section 2. Definitions.

“a. Longevity Pay shall mean a salary additive payment !
based on length of continuous service paid periodi-
cally to employees, adjusted at specified intervals
in accordance with the following schedule:

) Longevity Pay ’
Service Years Amount : Scale
5 through 9 $180 per year L1
10 through 14 $300 per year L2
15 through 19 $420 per year L3
20 through 24 $540 per year L4

25 and over $660 per year LS

YEAR: 1983

CITY PROPOSAL

Retain Contract language of Article XIX, Section 2 a. See

above.
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ISSUE -~ PENSION/COLA - ECONOMIG

The last offers of settlement are contained at the end of this:

section. Essentially the City proposes no addition of a cost of

living increase for pensioners. Essentially the Union's offer
seeks . 2% of the allowance at the time of retirement each year
payable after the anniversary date of retirement. Its effective

'

date is July 1, 1983. . , !
The record shows that the employese contribution expresses a =
percentage of annual earnings of 5% in Ann Arbof;ABéttla Creek
and Lansing. It is 8% in Pontiac and Saginaw. It is 6% in
Muskegon, 7% in Kalaﬁazoo, 6.5%7. in Flint apd 5;9% iinan&m N
Rapids. The employer's contribution when expressed in a per-
centage of payroll is 31.27%Z in Ann Arbor, 22:432 in Battle Creek;
27.6%Z in Grand Rapids, 15.78% in Kalamazoo, 24.92% in Lansing, -
18.35% in Muskegon, 29.25% in Pontiac, and 32.42% in Saéinaw.'

The information was not availabls for Flint.

The Union's evidence indicates that Battle Creek, Flint, Grand

t

Rapids, Kalamazoo, Lansing, Muskegon aﬂd Pontiac do not provide
fer post-retirement increases, although there were one-time
increases inm Grand Rapids, Lansing and Muskegon? Ann Arbor
providgs post-retirement increases every two years based upon tueA
percentage rTeturm to the retirement fund. Essentially it is an
automatic increase. Saginaw also provides a limited adjustment
for éertain individuals and the Union's documents indicate that
Pontiac provides aone. The City's ev;dence is pretty much in
acéord, except that it does indicate that Pontiac provides a

2% per year increase.

The increase in Grand Rapids which took placc as of July 1,
19890, providcd; inter alia, that thcAminimum monthly benefit an
individual would receive, inciuvding both thevsupplementnl
allowance benefit and any monthly allowance was $150. The mnximuﬁ

was $350.
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According to the actuaries the cosi of the Union's .proposal
would range from 5;32 of payroll for a 30-year amortization to
6.3% of payroll for a 20 year. The increase in unfunded
actuarial accrued liabilities would be in excess of 3.6 million
dollars. . . | i

The Union presented-a document which indicated that by the
year 2002 a $1,000 monthly pension benefit would oﬁly equal .
47.5% of tﬂe original benefit adjusted for the cost of living. ]
The‘assumptions were $1,000 monthiy pension benefit beginning in

1983 with cost of living increasing at a 4% annual rate. The

7
R s
$1,000 monthly pension benefit did not escalate. The same

assumptions, when modified by theAUnion's proposal, indicated
that the monthly benefit rece;vad in the year 2002 would be 65.5%:
of the monthly benefit received in 1983 adjusted for cost of
living through 2002. . j

There was also evidgnce regarding what transpired during the :
1980 negotiations. There was some disagreement of whether there

£
ered by the City when the pensioq.

rn

was actually a cost increase suf

benefit formula was increased from 2 to 2.2. This need not be ?
. .

specifically examined.

The record also establishes that social security has instituteé
COLA adjustments since 1975. The figures for 1975 throughk and -
including 1982 are: 8%, 6.4%Z, 5.9%, 6.5%, 9.9%, 14.3%, 11.2% and
7.4%. .

After carefully considering the evidence and arguments, the
panel has comz to the conclusion that the Union's last offer AE
settlement should not be accented. '

At best therdata regarding the comparable communities i

i

establishes that Ann Arbor, Saginaw and possiﬁly Pontiac provide

automatic adjustments in post-ratirement benefits. Except for thé

~45~ : !




one—time incrcases realized in Lansing, HMuskegon and Crand Rapids,

none of the other comparable communities provide such adjustments,

The fact that Grand Rapids provided a one-time adjustment

indicates that it has recognized that such adjustments may be

i necessary. Yet, because a one-time adjustment was granted does
not mean that an automatic adjustment should be.
There is really no quarrel that such an adjustment helps

retirees who are stuck with fixed pension benefits in the face 72

3]

ust

of an increase in the cost of living. Related thereto, it

also be recognized that in 1980 the pension formula was improved

. so that at. least certain membe%s'of the unit will receive a /’ {
. higher pension when they retira._ Tre increaserwas effective
July 1, 1981. . _ '
Certainly another factor is the very substantial cost which -
would be generated if the Union's last offer of_settlemént wvere
adopted. Now the panel has c&refully considered the data
fegarding the amortizgtion.period and the fact that certain adjusé—
ment in the actuarial assumptioﬁ led to a shortening of that V
period, bur nonetheless, adoption of the Union's last offer of
settlement would increase the City'S‘COSt rather considerably.
¥hen all of the evidence is considered, it must be found that
the application of the criteria contained in Section 9 of thea
Act does not warrant the‘adoption of the Union's last offer of
settlemenf. Thie is especially so in light of the evidence

regarding the comparable communities,'the cost of the benefit

and the City's ability to pay.

AVARD

The panel orders that the City's last offer of settlement for

both contract years be adopted.
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ISSUE: COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT
FOR PENSIONERS :

CHARACTERIZATION ECONOMIC
YEAR: 1982

CITY PROPOSAL

No addition of a cost-of-living increase for pensioners.

YEAR: 1983

CITY PROPOSAL

No addition of a cost~of-living increase for pensioners.




VIII. PENSION/COLA

Pursuant to Section 8 of Act 312, as amended, the
Union submits its last offer of settlement on the economic
jssue of Pension/Cost of Living Allowance. The Union's last
offer is to adé a simple 27 cost of living escalator to the City
of Grand Rapids Police and Fire Retirement Systém, effective
July 1, 1983, as follows:

Employees of the Grand Rapids Fire Department ~

who retire on or after July 1, 1983 shall be

granted annual post-retirement increases equal

to two percent (2%) of the allowance at the time
of retirement (simple escalator). The two percent

(2%) simple escalator shall be added to the first

monthly pension payment after the anniversary date
of retirement and annually thereafter.

-9-




i:factors will be slightly reduced so there would be no cost. The

i,on page 191 of the May 24, 1983 transcript, where he indicated

 pop-ups sought by the Union. However, it must be noted that the

. recent police patrol settlement provides for a pensien pop-up.
_comparable communities because of the relationship between the

ordindnce and even though the comparable communities may not

.  factors are the actuarial equivalent of a single life payment."

' city nothing. As will be seen- from the analysis the panel is
" considering the pension pop-up proposal on the basis thatl it

~does not inerease the cost to the City and that the pop-up option

" panel's understanding is substantiated by Mr. Helveston's statemen

. communities have pension provisions which provide the pension

ISSUE - PENSION POP-UP - ECONOMIC

The last offers of settlement submitted by the Unlon and the

v o A 41

City are reproduced at the end of this section. The City does
not wish the pension pop-up option to be adopted. The Union's
preposal secks the adoption of the pension pop-up provision

effective July 1, 1983.

ot A A b S 1 4 T B AL

Essentially what the Union.is seeking is a situation where

[

a retiree who originally opted for a reduced pension in turm for -_
continued bemefits to his spouse after his death would receive

a full pension if his spouse predeceased him.

dn e g D AP

The Union's evidence indicateé that there would be no cost
7

to the City to provide this benefit if "the 'pop-up' option B

P T

It is the panel's understanding that the Union's proposal is in

keeping with the previous statement and in fact would cost the !

N

B
:
:
i
i
¢

2

that the HUnion was agreeing that the factors wouldn't remain at
the current level and thus there wouldn't be any cost.

The evidence does establish that none of the comparable

A i e ¢ A 4 3

This is found to be more significant than what exists in the

fire and police deparfment. They are under the same pensioen




. provide the pension pop-up, considering the type of bencfit, the
fact that the police patrol unit receives same, convinces the :

papel that the firefighters should, Thus, the Union's proposal

i shall be adopted. ’

i : : AWARD

The panel orders that the Qnion's last offer of settlement be

i adopted.

AR
1
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ISSUE: PENSION POP-UP -~ SPOUSE OPTION
CHARACTERIZATION: TO BE DETERMINED BY PANEL

YEAR: ) 1982

CITY PROPOSAL

No addition of pensicn pop=-up option.

A%

 YEAR: 1983

CITY PROPOSAL

No addition of pension pop-up option.




XVv. PENSION POP-UP

Pursuant to Section 8 of Act 312, as amended, the Union
submits its Last Offer of Settlement on the issue of Pension Pop-Uﬁ.
This issue has not been designated econcmic of non-economic at this
point, however, the Union takes the position that it is a non-economic
issue, in light of the fact that there will be no cost to the system and
no cost to the City of Grand Rapids. The Union's Last Offer is to
amend Section 1.247 of the City of Grand Rapids Police and Fire
Retirement System, as it applies to Fire Department employees only, by

the inclusion of the following provision:
\

Effective July 1, 1983, for Fire Department emplovees:

If the designated beneficiary of a retirant who
elected Option B-100, B-75, or B-50 predeceases the
retirant, the amount of allowance being paid shall be .
increased for the remainder of the retirant's lifetime
to the amount that would have been payable if an
optional form of allowance had not been elected.

«-16-
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§§ : ISSUE - PROMOTION ELIGIBILITY - NON-ECONOMI1C

The parties' last offers of settlement are reproduced at

the end of this section.

The language contained in Article XIIL - Promotion of the prior.
Collective Bargaining Agreement states:

"Gaetion 1. In the competitive class promotions :
to positions within the bargaining unit shall be made i
by appointment from the top three (3) persons on the i
eligible list. In the event the top standing eligible -~ .
is not chosen, that person shall be afforded an -
opportunity to discuss the matter with 'the Fire Chief.

i
|
i
1

"Section 2. Promotion Points

(a) Written examinations shall be set at a
o : maximum of 100 points.

ST el et

i
H
i
{
:
'

(1) The examination of Fire Equipment

Operator shall consist of sixty (60)
: points written and forty (40) pointe
: . performance.

(b) Seniority shall be set at a maximum of
fifteen (15) points. )

" (c) The combined written examination and seniovity
‘ factor shall be set at 115 points maximum.

(d) Seniority shall be calculated on the basis
¥ of 1/12 point for each completed month of
service in the eligible rank.
(e) A passing grade must be obtained on the
’ written test before seniority point credits
will be added. A vpassing grade for the Fire
Equipment Operator examination shall be based
on the combined written and performance score.”
As can be seen from the above there is no language in the
prior Collective Bargaining Agreement regarding the duration of
an eligibility list or establishing a requirement of having an
_eligibility list always in effect.
An examinationm of the Union's last offer of settlemant ‘

indicates that it would establish an eligibility list with an

effective period of two years from the date of certification, or

[l

until it is exhausted. TFurthermore, at the time the list was i
N ]

i

/

exhausted or two years had passed a new list would be established.
)

The Unicn's preposal is effective July 1, 1983,

{
t
t
B
¢
!
H
/
$
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Essentially the City's proposal is a continuation of the

“ gtatus quo and indicates that an eligibility list shall remain in
effect for six months from the date it is approved unless.by a :
i majority vete the Civil Service Board shall extend the effective,i
. period of the list for any period up to two years, or shall void
the list. There is no requirement that a list always be in
effect. .

The record indicates that the eligibilitf'l;gt in Ann Arbar :
ig effective for five years or until exhauséed, but that an

examination is held every twelve months and individuals are allowea
. 7

to slot in to the eligibility list. In Battle Creek the list ig
effective two years or until exhausted. In Flint, Pontiac and
Saginaw the éligibility list is in zffect for two years, while

in Muskegon and Kalamazoo the list is im effect for ome year. 1In
Lansing the promotional system'is pure seniority. It is also
noted that Act 78 of Public Acts of 1938 contains a promotional
eligibility list duration of two years.

The record establishes that from the period 1/1/80 to 5/13/83
there were two examinations given for the Fire Equipment Operator
position, Marcﬁ 4, 1981 and August 30; 1982; Fir; Lieutenant
January 5, 1981 and January 5, 1982; Fire Captain january 15,

1981 and May 28, 1982; Fire Investigator January 9, 198l; Fire
Preventionrlnspector December 16, 1980; Fire Marshall Decembar 15,
1980; and Bartalion Fire Chief January 21, 1931 and October 19,

1982, It is obvious that the City does not have eligibilicty

[oes

ists
.for promotion in effect on a year-round basis. In fact, it appears
that once a list expires there is no examination given until
vacancies arise. '

The record establishes that the current practice is for an

eligibility list to expire at the cnd of six months. The City

does not automatically Te-test at the end of six months, but only

S0-
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' when a position becomes vacani. .Prior to the current practice the:

i, promotion eligibility lists were in effect anywhere from one year

‘to-two years. Apparently back in 1975 the Equal Opportunity

Department, along with the Citizens Advisory Group, made somne

i recommendations while writing the City's affirmative action
%prpgram. One of these was to change the length of time-the
i promotional eligibility 1ists wvere effective to six months. The
; gix-month eligibility list period is uniform throgghou: the City

where such lists are used.

The record also establishes that the Fire Department is

~

under a consent decree mandating affirmative action.

[EPRNPN

i 1ist allows more flexibility and gives minorities a better chance

1
[}
. i .
- 4 According to the City's witness the six-month eligibility
1
1

at getting promoted. For instance the witmess pointed out that

firefighters may write for their first promotiomal exam after five

».

i years of service and if the practice were changed to a two-year

eligibility list, some firefighters dincluding both minority and

non-minority firefighters would have to wait seven years before

they could write for their first promotional exam. |

; The record also establishes that if a vacanty arises and
there is no list in effect, it could take eight, nine or ten weeks;
more or less, after the posting to the point where a certified
eligibility list would exist.

" The evidence also establishes that it would be virtuvally

1

[y

., .impossible for the City to continuously have an eligibilit st

<G

. in effect under the current six-month life limitation.

M

According to the Union's witness a survey was conducted and

out of the 24 minority firefighters polled 21 indicated that they !
favored a two-year list, one ﬁid not respond, one indicated no, :

and onme stated a one-year list. It was established that there

are at least 34 minorities in the Fire Department. The survey

3




was conducted by the President of the Union calling cach of the
minority firefighters on the telephone and asking their preference}'

According to the Union's witness a six-month eligibility 1isﬁ
does just the oppesite to what the City suggested and in fact E
does not give alminority member -a better chance of being promctedi
He suggests that with a six-month list it is almost impossible to

promote from a fourth or fifth position and only the best writers

T e

in the Department will constantly score at the top of the list. o
The record'contains an eligibility list dated August 30,
1982, for Fire Equipment‘Operatori It shéws that twenty-threc
firefighters took the test, eight of whom were minorities. Th;
highest minority ranked fifth, with three minorities at the aighthi
ninih %nd tenth rank. According to the Union's witness the
minorities listad would have a greater chance of being promoted
because the odds are that-the¥e would be enough vacancies within
Fhe twvo-year period to éllow promotion of the individuals wlo

ranked lowar than the top three. The Union's witness suggested

that in twe years thare‘may very possibiy be ten vacancies.

-Ihere was aléé_evidence regarding the question of the ;
appropriateness of the weight given to written ekams as opposed
to the weight which is given seniority and experience. There were
obvious differences of opinion, but given the nature of the issue
an im—depth discussion is not necessary.

The record also establishes that even though there were no
regular eligibility exams scheduled and the exams are generally
given when wvacancies arise, there is time given to the applicants
to prepare for the tests,.

Both partizs submitted extensive wfitten arguments which of
COUrse Were Vary thorqughly aﬁd carefully considered even though

they will not be totally displayod herein.
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A careful examination of the evidence and arguments forces

ithe panel to conclude that an application of the criteria con-

tained in the statute mandates adoption of the City's lagt offer
of settlement for both contract years.

It is guite clear that the City's last offer of sctilement
represents the status quo in this matter and in fact the status

quo which has existed for quite some time., While it may bec

concluded that in some other type of issue, suth as wages, there -:

would be an expected change every contractryear, conditions of
employment, such as the nature of the current issue, generally
should not be changed unless the propoment convinces the panel/
that such a change is necessary. 1In this case the panel-is not
convinced.
One of the arguments presented by the Union is that the

eligibility lists in the éompagable communities have a much longer
1iife than the six-month provision in Grand Rapids. However, just

that fact doess not really support the conclusion that the Urnion's

offer should be adopted. The Union's offer is two-fold, it

includes not only increasing the life of an eligibility list to
two years, buﬁ also making a current list manda;ory year-round.
Even given therlength of time an eligibility list may be effectivé
in the comparable commun;ties, except for a couple of them it
could not be safely concluded that such lists are always in i
affect. ) §
One of the concerns that the Union has is that the curreant
systam does nothing more than really promote delay in filling
vzeancies. Yet that may or. may not be true. It is true that
the record establishes there céuld be aﬁ eight to ten-week wait
before an eligibility list exists from the time there is 2 postiné

indicating the test will be given. Fuerthermore, the evidence

does establish that for substantial periods of time since
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':January 1, 1980, there were no eligibility lists in effect. However

this may or may not have actually ﬂelayed any promotions. It is

unknown if any promotions were in fact delayed. Furthermore, the
. record establishes that it is up to the'City to decide whether

they will fi1l any vacancies and there is no requirement to fill

i vacancies as they occur.

It is true that the record establishes that it would be
impossible to keep current eligibility lists under the six-month -
rule. However, the pPractice has been to give e%eminations when
" vacancies arise and there is no active list. Also given the '

i .

' actual experience of testing, it cannot be said that firefighté;s
are forever studying to take a test every six months. The record
does establish however, that they are glven notice of when tbe
e€xams will bn scheduled and are given a period of time to Prepare
i for same. There is no allegation that this period of time is
inadequate. -

There is also the question of the flexibility attrebutable
to the six-nonth ellglblllty llSt and the effect it may have in
helping minorities gain promotions at a faster rate. However, the
evidence directed at this point is severely confblcting. For
instance, rhe City's witness inequivocally stated that the six-~
month eligibility list gives minorities a greater opportunity
to be promoted because there is a greater opportunity to write
the exams. The Union's witness indicated that this is not really
S0 because if the eligibility lists had e two-year life, a minority
would.have 4 greater opportunity to be promoted because the
length of time the list was effective would increase the prob-
ability of he or she being chosen if he or she were ranked out

of the first three on the list. Certzinly both the Union's and

the City's evidence has some merit. Yet, the Union's evidence is




2

-

‘ not such that it convincées the panel that the status quo should

i examination of the actpal experience under the six-month rule

iibe changed,

A very important consideration is that the six-month cligi~-

i where such lists are used.

Another aspect is that the panel is not convinced that zn

-

" varrants changing same. There is a lot of testimony and argument

indicating that the six-month rule should be changed beczuse of

circumstances which flow from irs limited life. However, the
. ’

Id

panel is not convinced that the actual experience mentioned in

this record forces the conclusion that the Union's position
should be adopted.
Furthermore, the City's proposal allows the Civil Service

Board the flexibility of extending the effective period of any

list fer up to two years. It also has a provision for maintaining:

‘what appears to be an on-going list with continuously open

examinations. Thus, it appears that under the proper circum=~
stances the Civil Service Board could exercise its authority
contained in.fhe City's proposal and increase tﬁe life of an
eligibility list.

As indicated above,.the panel concludes thgt an application

of the criteria contained in Section 9 of the Act mandates an

Z,bility list is uniformly utilizad throughout the City in positions

-

i

adoption of the CiFy's last offer of settlement for both contract ~

years.
AWARD
The panel orders that the City's last offer of settlement

be adopted for each contract year,
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I1SSUE: PROMOTION ELIGIBILITY LIST
CHARACTERIZATION: NON-ECONOMIC
YEAR: 1982

CITY PROPOSAL

Modify Article XII, Section 1, of the current Contract to read

as follows:

YEAR:'

.

Section 1.

(a)

(b)

Continue Contract language as proposed above.

In the competitive class, promotions to positions
within the bargaining unit shall be made by appoint-
ment from the top three (3) persons on the eligible
list. In the event that the top standing eligible
is- not chosen, that person shall be afforded an
opportunity to discuss the matter with the Fire
Chief.

For the duration of this Agreement, eligible lists
shall become effective upon the approval thereof by
the Civil Service Board of the City of Grand
Rapids. Such lists shall remain in effect for six
(6) months from the date of approval unless by
majority vote, the Board shall extend the effective
period of the list for any period of time up to two
(2) years or shall void a list. For classes of
employment determined by the Board, continuous open

" examinations may be held and names of eligikles

placed on an eligible list in accordance with the
final earned rating without regard to time of
examination.

1983

CITY PROPOSAL

Y



IX. PROMOTION/ELIGIBILITY LIST

Pursuant to Section 8 of Act 312, as amended, the
Union‘submits jts last offer of settlement on the non-ecoﬁomic
issue of promotion eligibility list. The Union's last offer is
to modify the civil Serv}ce.Rules and the collective bargaining
agreement tO provide that the progdtion eligibility list remain
in effect for a period of two years from the date of certifica-
tjon. Article XII. Section 1 shall be amended to read as

follows:

ARTICLE XTII. PROMOTION

_gection 1. Im the competitive class promotions
~to positions within the bargaining unit shall
be made by appointment from the top three {3
persons on the eligibility list. In the
event the top standing eligible is not chosen,
that person thall be afforded an opportunity
to discuss the matter with the Fire Chief.

Effective July 1, 1983, the said eligibility
1ist shall remain in Full force and effect
for a period of two (2) vears from the date

. of certification or until the list is exhausted,

-10-
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ISSUE = HOLIDAY PAY - ECORONIC

The parties' last offers of seétlcment are reproduced at the
end of this section. As can 'be scen from the last offcrs of
settlement the City's position is to - continue the language con-
tained in the prior Collective. Bargainiug Agrecment. The Union's
proposal if adopted would pay all emp%oyees whe regularly work
a 24-hour shift 10 hours.holiaay pay in addition to their regulér
pay for each holiday. The Union's nroposal el%qinates a distinclp
tion between employees who work and employees who do not work on
the holiday. ,

In Ann Arbor the holiday pay provision provides a firefighgéf
with six days'pay based on a 24-hour day.- Compensatory time is
gféntéd for Good Friday if inéeed Cood Friday is worked. According
to the record the holiday pay provision is worth $1,470 to an
Ann Afbcr firefighter. 7

As of June 30, 1933, a fir;fighter in Battle Creek veceived _
'$1’050 for 13 holidays. This figure was $965 as of Jure 30, 1982;

In FIint if a firefighter is scheduled to work a holiday, he
or she receives compensation at time and one-~half. Emnployees on

a 50.4 hour work schedule who 'do not work on a aesignated holiday

will mot have any time deducted from their annval leavas zccrual

[p]

unless the holiday was a regularly scheduled workday and the
employee was authorized to have that holiday off in whiéh event

the employee is charged annual leavce. If an employee works he or
she receives the aforementioned tipe and one-half and there is no
deduction from =he employee’sﬁannual leave accumulation. Kecping

all of that in mind the exhibiit in question indicates that the

annual wort™ of holiday pay in Flint is around $265.
A Kalamzazoe firefighter reccives 120 hours additional day at

straight time fer 10 holidays. This is worth $1,030. Langing
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pays $45 for cach of 11 holidays which Is worth $495.

In Muskegon there are nine recognized holidays and the fire~
fighters are required to work the holiday in order to receive
pay. If the major part of the holiday is worked a firefighter

receives 17 hours additional compencation and 7. hours additional

compensation if the lesser part is worked. The value of this ¢

!
i
!
1
b
%

benefit has been placed at $574 per vyear.

\\I

In Pontiac a firefighter receives 11 - 24-hour days times
1/10th bi-weekly pay plus time anrd one-half for each holiday
worxed. This is worth about $907.

i . 7
iy In Saginaw a firefighter receives nine paid holidays per yedr

at the rate of $68.75 per holiday. This is worth $619 per year.

If the amounts received for actually working the holicay are

ignored, the value of the Grand Rzpids' provision is about $727.

If it is assumed that two-thirds of the members of the department

will work either the larger or smaller portion of amy given

holiday, this would increaée the previous figure by about $121.

| N .

This makes the total $848.§ i
t

i Ac?ording to the testimony prior to 1980 firefighters were
receiving eigﬁt hours additiomnal pay for each hbliday whether or
not they worked same. This anplied to the 24-hour duty SChEdUlEi
During subsequent négotiations the current provision was agreed
to.

Y While it has been suggested by the Union that the evidence

i regarding the comparable communities éupporﬁs its position, the

panel is not so sure that guch 2 conclusion can be reached. The

comparable ccmmunities poséess varjous formulas for dealing with
holiday.pay and it is diff%cul& to come to the generalization

ﬁ that a consideration of glf the different schemes indicates that

the Union's last offer of settlement should be adopted. :
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If discussed in purely the dollar figures attached to annual

holiday pay and igunoring the additional compensation received

]
"
[¢]
-
L=
m

by firefighters who may work any particular holiday, it

r2 below

]

noted that at legst three of the comparable communitics
Grand Rapids, with four abgve. Essentially Grand Rapids iz just
about at the median.

The provision which, is - contained in the prior Collective Bar~-
gainiﬁg Agreement is relatively new and contains the concept thatJA

at least to some degree employees who work the holiday should be

. ; | . P .
paid more. The Union's current proposal eliminates such distin

tions. It is true that thé 40-h§ur per week employees are paid
differently, but whenwlooking at the schedules in total, it is
difficult to concludé that the contract provisions regarding the
40-hour employees mandates the adoption of the Uniom's last offer
of settlement, . ;

It appears that adoption of the Union's proposal would amount
to a very slight cost incrgase,_but nevertheless, even the absence
of a substantial cost impa&t doss not establish that the Union's
last offer of settlement should be adopted.

- [}
Thus, after carefully considering the evidence and the arguments,

the pamel concludes that the criteria established in Section 9 of

the Act raquire the adoption of the City's last offer of settle-
ment for both contract years,
AWARD
The pamel orders that the City's last offer of settlement be

adopted for each countract year.
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ISSUE: HOLIDAY PAY

CHARACTERIZATION: ECONOMIC
YEAR: 1982

CITY PROPOSAL

Retain current Contract language as found in Article XXI,
Section 3 a. and b.

Section 3. Employeés who regularly work twenty-four (24)
consecutive hour shifts shall receive the following:

a. Employees on duty and working on a holiday
shall receive ten (10) hours holiday pay in
addition to their regular pay for the week .in
which any such holiday occurs.

b. Employees who are off duty and who do not
actually work on a holiday shall receive eight
(8) hours holiday pay in addition to their
regular pay for the week in which any such
holiday occurs.

YEAR: 1983

CITY PROPOSAL

Retain Contract language as found in Article XXI, Section 3

a. and b. See above.

~11-
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X. HOLIDAY PAY

Pursuant to Section 8 of Act 312, as amended, the
Union submits its last offer of settlement on the economic
issue of holiday pay. The Union's last offer is to amend Article

XXI, Section 3, effective July 1, 1982, to read as follows:

Section 3. All esployees who regularly work
twenty-four (24) consecutive hour shifts
shall receive ten (10) hours holiday pay in
addition to their regular pay for the week
in which any such holiday occurs.

[Paragraphs a and b deleted.]

-11-



ISSUE - ACTING ASSICNMENTS = ECONOMIC

The parties' last offers of settlecment are reproduced at the

end of this section. As will be noted the City's proposal for

the first contract year is te restain prior contract Janguage. The

City's proposal for the second ccntract year essentially modifies

the language to make the provision apply to a series of
acting assignments. Payment of the higher or lower rate begins

on the second day of each work assignment, both tUnder *he nrior

contract language, and the City's second year proposal. The

Union's proposal causes the higher or lower rate of pay to be 7

implemented on the first day of each work assignment.

The data regarding the status of acting assignment pay in the
comparable communities indicates that in Saginaw the acting rate
is paid immediately, but there is a minimum of one fuill dav.

In Pontiac the acting pay beginsvafter five days, while in

.Battle Creek it begins after two hours. In Ann Arbor it begins

immediately, but there is a minimun of one-half day. .-In
Kalamazoo the rate also begins immediately, but again there is
a minimum of one full day. The only two communities where it

. 3
begins immediately with mo other qualification is Flint and
Lansing. Accerding to the evidence Muskegon has no contractual
provisions fcr actimg pay.

The cost unrder the pr;or contract language for the period
7/1/81 to 6/30/82 was $53,600.- The City's testimony estimated
that this could double and perkaps increase much more if the
Union's proposal were adopted. GCiven the wvorkings of the acting
assignment pay contained in the prior contract, the estimated

cost figure doesn't seem totally out of line.

Part of the concern exhibited by the Union's testinmony iuvolve

situations where a firefighter wes assigned to different higher

rmmrs {f) men e

xtassifications for a three~day period and received no acting pay;

)
|
'
i

f
'
!
!



beczuse the classifications were not the same on two consecutive

days. Furthermore, according to the testimony the built-in

absences contained in the schedule force employees to

e
]
(o]
re
e
5]

other tharn their regular assignment and according to :he Union,

they should be paid for same.

After carefully considering the evidence and the arguments, !

the panel coacludes that .the City's last offer of settiement

should te accepted for both the first and second .contract year. :

There is nothing in the Union's proposal which lcads the panel

- to believe that there is any mirnimum involved. To state it ,
" ’

another way, it appears that pursuant to the Union's propbsal

an employee placed in an acting assignment would receive the

higher or lower rate of pay beginning on the first day. There

is nothing which indicates that the employee must work.an entire

day or half a day, or for tha; matter, any minircum. Keening that

in mind, it appears that only Flint and Lansing have such pro-

visions. With the exception of Muskegon where there is no pro-
g T

vision in the contract, every other community has some type of

minimum. Thus, it appears that when examined 25 a whole the

data regarding the comparable communities doesn't really require

adoption of the Union's last offer of settlement.

Furthermore, it is clear that adoption of the City's proposal

would eliminate much of the concern voiced by the Unien through

its testimony. That is, adoption of the City's proposal would
: y P

allow payment of acting pay effective the second day even if the

consecutive acting assignments were different.

Given the other awards in this Orinion, as well as the evidence

regarding the City's ability to pay, adoption of the Union's

proposal is also unot justificd in light of the substantial

increase in cost. It is true that the evidence cstablishes that

tlie cost increase above the $53,600 mentioned was an estina

e, but

re




at least when cxamined in relation to the cost figure given and

given the fact that the pay would begin on the first day under

the Union's offer, it is not unreasonable to conclude that cost

increases would be substantial. O0f -course, this would depend

i

on how often the transaction took place, but the Unicn's evidence

establishes that it would take place rather frequently and on a -

regular basis. There would be a substantial increase in cost.

Certainly given the above, the panel must comeclude that an

application of the criteria contained in Section 9 of the Act

mandates that the City's last offer of settlement be adopted forp

each contract year. :

AWARD

The panel orders that the City's last offer of settlement

for each contract year be adopted.

’.




XI. ACTING ASSIGNMENTS

Pursuant to Section 8 of Act 312, as amended, the
Union submits its last offer of settlement on the economic issue
of acting assignment. The Union's last -offer is to amend
~Article XVIII, Pay Changes,. Section 4, Paragraph e, Acting
Assignment, effective July 1, 1983, by adding a new sub-paragraph

(4), which reads as follows:

AV}

(4) Effective July 1, 1983, if an employee

works on acting assignment to a higher or

lower position class pursuant to a written

order from Management, he/she shall be paid ’
at the higher or lower rate beginning on the
first day of each work assignment.

-12-




LSSUE = ACTING ASSIGNMENT PAY

CHARACTERIZATION: ECONOMIC

YEAR: 1982

CITY PROPOSAL

Retain current Contract language found 1in Article XVIII,

Section 4 e (l):

e. Acting Assignment.

(1) If a man/woman works on acting assignment to a
higher or lower position class pursuant to a
written order from Management for more than cne ,
(1) workday or fraction thereof, he/she shall /'
be paid at the higher or lower rate beginning
on the seoond day of each work assignment.

YEAR: 1983

CITY PROPOSAL

Modify language in Article XVI}I, Section 4 e (l), effective
as of the issuance of the award, to read as follows:

e. Acting Assignment.

(1) If a man/woman works on an acting assignment or a
serigs of acting assignments to a higher or lower
position class or classes pursuant to a written
order from Management for more than cne (1) consecu-
tive workday or fraction thereof, he/she shall bse
paid at the higher or lower rate beginning on the

second day of each work assignment,



ISSUE - CLEANING_ALLOWANCE - ECONOMIC

The parties' last offers of setflement are reproduced at thé
end of this section.

The 1gnguage in the prior Collecctive Bargaining Agrecrent
provides a $100-allowance to Deputy Fire Chiefs, Battalion Fire
Chiefs, Fife Investigators% Fire Marshalls and Fire Inspectors.,
The City's last offer of settlement is to continue the prior

»

contract language for 1982 with no new language_in 1983. The

A}

Union's last offer of settlement seeks a $100 increase, for a
total of 3260, effective July .1, 1982. Tor the second year of
the contract the Union proposes a $100 increase over the cleangng_
allowance in effgct on June 30, 1983.

The evidence regarding the situation in comparable communitiesf
indicates that none of the comparable communities provide a
cleaning allowance, with the exception of Lansing, which provides

.

$75 and Battle Creek and Flint which "maintain" the uniforms.

A uniform allowance of $500 is provided in Ann Arbor, $200 in

Séginaw and $180 in Muskegon. Muskegon also supplies turnmout
coats, boots, gloves and helmets. In each of the other
communities, including Grand Rapids, the City provides the uni-
ferms., ‘

Other evidence introduced by the Union suggests that typical
yearly cleaning bilis run frorm $291.30 to $255.90.

Apparehtly the police officers in Grand Rapids receive $150
annual cleaning allowance, as do the Captains and Lieutenants.

The classifications referred to in this issue are 40-hour R
positions, with the exception of the Battalion Chiefs, which are
24-hour positions. There are nine Battalion Chiefs, one perman-
ent and‘oue acting Deputx Chief, two Fire Investigators, one Fire:

Harshall and one Fire Inspector,




It is c¢lear that since there is only a limited number of

individuals involved the cost considcrdtions‘regarding this

issue are rather insignificant.

A careful coansideration of the evidence and arguments estzblish

that the City's last offer of settlement should be adopted for

the firsr contract year, but that in the second contract year

i the Union's last offer of settlement should be adopted. So,

effective July 1, 1983, the total cleaning allowance received by’

indjividuals in the appropriate classification would be $200 per

year,

i ' . 7
V The evidence regarding what exists in comparable communities

is not really determinative and in fact doesn't necessarily weigh

one way or the other. The communities use different schemecs

of dealing with this consideration. For instance, in Ann Arbor

a $500 annual uniform allowance is granted. This is a rather

’.

substantial amount of money and there is nothing to indicate

" that it is paid on a need basis. Thus, it appears that a fire-

fightér,in-Ann Arbor could very well receive a substantial benefit

from the yearly sum. Yet, if you move closer to Grand Rapidsz,

you have communities such as Battle Creek and Flint which not only

provide urniforms, but maintain them. O0f course the panel realizes

that Kalamazoo may provide uniforms, but doesn't provide a

cleaning allowance, and that even though Lansing provides

uniforms, their cleaning allowance is only $75.

Yet, the evidence establsihes that police officers receive $150

in cleaning allowance. This exceeds what firefighters are current’

receiving and was apparently realized awhile ago.

Furthermore, the ecvidence regarding yearly cleaning bhills

clearly indicatocs that an inerease of $100 in the uniform allow-

ance would not pay the bills in Eotal, but would provide sub-

stantial help in maintaining samc.




Even though the cost considerations are not really significant,
) ¢

the panel cannot adopt the Union's last offer of settlement for -

the first year of the contract. It is clear that the first year

3
H

of the contract is the period in whiech the City will be suffering

its most financial difficulty. Furthermore, the panel has also
considered the situation regarding other City bargaining units
during the first year of this contract.

Thus, the panel must conclude that an application of the

criteria contained in Secction 9 of the Act.demands that the City'é
i

last offer of settlement be adopted for the first year of the

i
i

e e R ¢ rm— m s e

X s
contract, but the Union's last offer of settlement be adjor:ed for’

the second year of the contract. Thus, the individuals affected
by this award will receive a $20C0 cleaning.allowance effective

July 1, 1983.

AWARD
The panel orders the adoption of the City's last offer of
settlement for the first year of the contract and orders the

adoption of the Union's last offer of settlement for the second

year of the contract.
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ISSUE: UNIFORM CLEANING ALLOWANCE
- CHARACTERIZATION: ECONOMIC
YEAR: - 1982

CITY PROPOSAL

Retain current Contract language in aArticle XXXIX, Section 3.

YEAR:

Section 3, It is agreed that Management will pay
annually, on or about July 1, a cleaning allowance in the
amount of $100 to employees classified as Deputy Fire
Chief, Battalion Fire Chief, Fire Investigator, Fire
Marshal, and Fire Inspector.

1983

CITY PROPOSAL

Retain Contract language of Article XXXIX, Section 3. - See

above.

_-13-




XIT. CLEANING ALLOWANCE - 1982

Pursuant to Section 8 of Act 312, as amended, the
Union submits its last offer of settlement on the economic
issue of cleaning allowance for the first year of the conﬁfact,
July 1, 1982 th;ough June 30, 1983.. The Unioﬁ‘sllast offer

is to amend Article XXXIX, Uniforms, Section 3, as follows:

Section 3. Effective July 1, 1982, the City ’
shall pay annually, or about July 1, a cleaning L//
allowance in the amount of Two Hundred Dollars
($200.00) to employees classified as Deputy

Fire Chief, Battalion Fire Chief, Fire

Investigator, Fire Marshall, and Fire Inspector.

«13-.
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XIII. CLEANTING ALLOWANCE - 1983

Pursuant to Section 8 of Act 312, as amended, the
Union submits its last offer of settlement on the economic
issue of cleaning allowance for the second year of the contract,
July 1, 1983 ;hrough June 30, 1984. The Union's last offer
is to add a new Section 4 to Article XXXIX, Uniforms, which
reads as follows: C

Section 4. Effective July 1, 1983, the-’ b///

cleaning allowance in effect on June 30,

1983 shall be increased by One Hundred
Dollars ($100.00).

clb-



ISSUE - VACATION SCHEDULING = NON-ECONOMIC

The last offers of settlement submitted by the parties are

duplicated at the end of this section. The only disputc involves

the last year of the contract. As can be

seen the Union's

position is to continue the language contained in the prior

Collective Rargaining Agreement, while the City's proposal is to

reduce the maximum number of employecs who .

vacation in any one period on each shift to seven.

effective Januvary 1, 1984,

According to the City its proposal is necessary in order to
better allow it to manage its manpower in order to compensate

for the decrease in available personnel within the depariment. The
§

Union suggests that the award of the proposal would punish

can be scheduled can

I

This is to be’

7

employees by preventing them from utilizing a right and privilege

which they have enjoyed for about ten years.

The evidence establishes that prior to 1967
seven firefighters per day. Subsequent thereto

or eight and from appfokimately‘1970 onward the

the limit was

limit was nine.

there were seven

The number was first officially incorporated into the Collective

Bargaining Agreement in 1977. It appears

that in 1977 the

department’s strength was 279, and presently the authorized level

is 234. The City's minimum manning level

was 535, but it was suggested that it be revised upward,

prior to fiscal 1984

July 1, 1983, the minimum daily standard is 57.

The evidence establishes that even with the current

maximum

!

camtim v s AL e

so beginning

'

vacation limitation there is sufficient staff to meet the proposed

maintained. Howaver, according to the record there are wideg

variances from day to day with the City's

manning standards reduced during the peak

»

-5~

ability to meet i

vacation periods.

ts

57 limit, and in fact in most cases a 60-person manning level is



However, the record further establishes that the City has
'not calculated how much cost is involved, if any, in call-ins
. that are necessary when manning levels cannot be reached. 1In
‘ffact it appears that when based upon program leave days and
. scheduled vacation days there is no nced to call back personnel
‘;to meet manﬁing levels, é
The O0'Hagan Study was referred to and indicates, inter alia,
:thatla revised vacation schedule should be negotiated to allow
::for optimum manning of fire companies. The.report pointed out
‘éthat it was difficult to man the compaﬁies-because of the vacation
. . i d
schedule and the erratic influence it had on manning.

The testimony offered by Union witnesses suggested that its
:'proposals could very well prevent a firefighter from drawing a
vacation during the summer months when high utilization was the
: rule. This would lessen the possibility of a vacation being
taken with the family. Howgver, it was also established that fire;
fighters with school age childfep would likely not have enough
- seniority to drawv their vacations during the summer anyway.
However, the testimony went on to indicate that if the City's
proposal were,édopted, more individvals would be®on vacaztion during
the winter months, during a tinme according to the witness, when
manpower demands were the heaviest.

There was no evidence.indicating the situation in any of the
comparable comnmunities.

A careful examination of the record and an application of the
standards contained in Section 9 of the statute indicate that the
City's proposal should not be accepted.

The current limit has been in cffect for a number of years.

It is certainly true ﬁh;t,there has been diminishing manpower and

thus it may be more difficult to maintain-'manning levels. However,
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the evidence does establish that even with the current maximum,

manning levels can be met except for the unusual occasion where
unscheduled or unpredictable absences arise.

Vv Essentially the City has the burden of establishing that the - f
status quo ;hould be changed, and it just hasn't done so. Certainiy
from its poiat of view its proposal would make it much easier to
meet manning standards,s but of course there are other considera- %

tions. Given the manner in which vacations are §élected, adoption

of the City's proposal would have the effect of restricting the

choices‘available to lesser senio;ity-employees. It would even//
out the use of vacation days over the year, but at the expense of
restricting an employee's choice.

Furthermore, there has been no evidence indicating thet there
is a financial impact. There was some mention of call-in, but
i there was no evidences introductd which indicated that the current
vacation maximum causes the City to expend additional funds for
overtiﬁe pay in order to cover wvacancies which have to be covered ;
as a result of failure to ﬁeec manning standards.

Certainly it is true that everyona has an interest in main-

3
taining adequate manning and of course the public interest is

served by same. Yet, the City's evidence does not convince the
panel that the situation is such that the status quo shouid bLe
disturbed. In fact, there is some testimony wﬁich suggested

that the current system supplies more manpower when needed, i.e.,
during winter, than would be possible under the City's prorosal.

It must te concluded that the status quo should not be change&

and thus’ the City's proposal is not accepted, i
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AWARD

The panel orders that the Union's last offer of scttlement be

adopted,

N
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ISSUE: VACATION LEAVE

CHARACTERIZATION: NON~-ECONOMIC

YEAR: 1982

"~ CITY PROPOSAL

Retain current Contract language of Article XX, Section 4 a.,

5:
A maximum of nine '(9) employees will be scheduled on
vacation in any one period on each shift. "A  maximum of
three (3) employees per shift will be permitted on vaca-
tion at the same time in any one company.
YEAR: ' 1983

CITY PROPOSAL

Modify Contract language of Article XX, Section 4, 5, to read

as follows:

Effective January 1, 1984, a maximum of seven (7)
employees will be scheduled on vacation in any one period
on each shift. A maximum of three (3) employees may be
permitted on vacation at the same time in any one
company.

-15-



VACATION SCHEDULING

Pursuant to Section 8 of Act 312, as amended, the

Union submits its last offer of settlement on the non-economic

issue of vacation scheduling.

each shift.
employees per shift will be permitted on
vacation at the same time

_ retain the status quo of Article XX, Vacations, Section 4a,

specifically the paragraph which reads:

A maximum of nine (9) employees will be
scheduled on vacation in any one period on

The Union's last offer is to

AN

A maximum of three (3)

-15-

in any one




Agreement:

Article I -

|.
,(lqu

SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS
OF AGREEMENT - FIREFIGHTERS' 1982

Amend date.

r

Article

Recognition: Present language.

Union Securitv and Check-off

Article

Section &. Delece word ocner', from third line.

- Manazement Securitv: Present language.

Article

Management Rights: Present language.

Article

Union Bargzining Committee:

Article

Section 1. Change number 4L to 5 at line 2.

Special Meeting: Present language.

Article VII - Union Stewards:
Section &. Add: '"Safety Committee Chazrpevson " line 1,
and "and to attend to safrty matters,”
line 5. . i

Article

VIII - Grievance Procedure: Present language.

Article

Payment of Back Pay Claims: Present language.

Article X

Article XI

ischarge and Discipline: Present language.

Seniority: : ‘

Section L. Definition:. Delete: "City," add "Fire *(See howes
Department,” line 2. Article 1
Add: '"(Except that employees who entered the Fire

Service prior to 7-1-82 shall have their seniority
determined by length of continuous service with the
City.)"

Section 2.a. Delete: "City," add: "Fire Department,”
Tine Z.

Section 2.4. New: "After 7-1-82, emplovees from other

. City departments who enter the Fire Depart-
ment service, shall retain their earned
seniority only for the purpose of deter-
mining the amount of vacation leave and
lonaev1tv pay. Service time in other City
departments shall not be appllcable to any

- other provision of this Agreement.

Article XII - Promotion: Disputed issue, Act 312.




Article XIII Layoff & Recall P

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

1. Definition _ (No Change)

2. Order of Layoff

a. (No Change)

b. Permanent and probationary employees shall have

RANK seniority in their position classes and if
exercised in the event a layoff beccmes nécessa.ry,
éhall replace the employee with the least RANK
seniority in their positidn classes.

N \.

c. Except as prcvi;'ied belcw, the layoff of probationary
or permanent emplovees in the department shall be
in inverse order of RANK seniority in the position
classes affected.

d. (New)

| RANK SENTORTTY SHALL DATE FRGM THT DATE OF
ORIGINAL APPOINTMENT IN POSITION CLASSES.

3. be demcted by RANK senicrity to a lower

4. (No Change)

s. (No Change) -

6.

a. - in order of RANK seniority for each class
in order of RANK seniority for each class
Permanent and probaticnary employees shall haye
RANK seniority in their position classes.

. 8. (No Change)
9 (No Change)



Article XIV - Work Assigmnment:
Section Z.e. Change: '"(0700-1200 hours)"” to
”iLZ%U—O?OO hours})"
New: “Employees" responsibilities with
respect to river duty shall be lim-
ited to river rescue operations and
shall not include river clean up
details of any kind."
Article XV - Quertime and Work Hours:
. Section 3: Normal Worlk Week and Work Dav,
Delere word '"Normal."
3.a.b.4d. Delete word "Normal."
3.e. Zmend word "Normal" to "Regularly."
Article XVI - New or Changed Jobs: Present language. T
Article XVII - Wages:
Article XVIII - Pav Changes: )
Section Z2.f, Amend last sentence to read: "Acting .7
assigrments, when utilized to fill a permanent vacancy,”
shall be made from one of the top three standing persons
on existing eligible lists or most recent eligible
. lists, for the position within fifteen (15) days of
the onset of the vacancy." "Acting assignment with
the potential of thirty (30) days or more shall be
filled from one of the top three standing persons on
existing eligible lists or most recent eligible lists
for the position. This shall not include vacation
periods. This provision shall be implemented within
fifteen (15) days of the position opening.”
’ Section 4.e.l. Acting Assignment: isputed issue,
- Act 3127,
Article XIX - Longevity Pay: Disputed issue, Act 312.
Article XX - Vacation:
Section 4. Change: ''City" Wide Seniority to
"Department''.
Numper oI employees on vacation: Disputed issue, Act 312.
Article XXI - Holidavs:
. Section 3.b. Disputed issue, Act 312,
Article XXII - Sick Leave:
Section %.a.b. Disputed issue, Act 312.
Article XXIII - Leave for Union Conferences or Conventions:
Present language.
Article XXIV - Jury Leave: Present language.



Article XXV

Insurance;

arricle XXVI

Section 5.b. New: "In the event a person covered
by this agreement dies prior to retirement, Manage-
ment will pav the hospitalization insurance premium
for that person's spouse for those years during
which the covered person would have been between 55
and 64 years of age inclusive had the person lived,

- provided that the spouse has kept the insurance in

force and has not remarried or does not remarry .
during the time premiums are being paid by the City."

Militarv Service Veterans: Present language.
guag

Article XVIT -

Workers' Compensation: Present language.
.

Article XXVIII

A
ML

Bulletin Boards: Present language..

Article X¥IX

No Discrimination: Present language.

Article XXX -

Maintenance of Standards: Present Language.

Article XXKI

- Authorized Representatives: Present language. I

Article XXIT -~

Supplemental Agreements: Present language.

Car Allowance and Parking: Present language.

Article XXXIIl - Validity: Present language.

Article XXXIV - Entire Agreement: Present language.
Article XXXV - Emergencies: Present language.
Article XXXVI -

Article XXXVIL -

Residency: Disputed issue, Act 312,

Article XXXVIIL

Trade Time: Present language.

Article XNIX

Uniforms:

Article XXXX

Section 3. Disputed issue, Act 3122

Working Agreement: Present language.

Article XXXXI

Termination and Modification: Amend dates.

CArticle XXXXIT -

New Article

)

Effective Dates of Contract:

Delete: L, 2, 3, &. :

lncorporate 5 into grievance procedure.
Delete reference to Health Insurance.

, Oor uncer Article XXV - Insurance

"Section 4. Management shall provide each employee
with legal counsel for acts in the course of his/h-+
employment which give rise to a cause or action under
any civil or criminal action. The foregoing shall



New Article

New Article

Appendix A:

Appendix D:

» OT unaer Article XXV - Insurance: (Continued)

not apply to any cause of action arising out of

(1) ultra vires (unauthorized) acts, (2) gross
negtligence or wiliful misconduct, (3) actions taken
while under the influence of intoxicating liquor or
controlled substances or (4) worker's ccmpensation

. ¢laims, grievances or other claims made against the

City of Grand Rapids."
, Light Duty:

Section 1. The following provisions shall establich
the criteria and procedure to be used in determining
the duty status of enployees in tne uniformed Fire

hy

Service who are disabled’ ) =z

Section 2. Medical Determination. The City Physician
shali determine tne excent of tae disability and the
degree of physical limitation as ic reirates to the

job duties of the edployee. If the emplovee is found,

P,

.to be incapable of performing the required regular ,’s

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 with limitations of the employee.

Section 3. Limitation. Light duty assignments shall
be limited to not more than four (4) emplovees at

any given time. Light duty assignments shall be lim-
ited to a total of ;twelve (12) months consecutive or

in the aggregate. "An emplovee on light duty shall

be compensated at his/her regular rate of pay, regard-
less of the duty assignment. Management reserves the
right to retain an employee on light duty in excess

of cne year when such action is determined to be in

the best interest of the City.

Present language.

Present language.

Dispatchers 12 Hour Shifts: Present Language.




CRDER

The panel orders as follows:

1

2)

. 3)

4)

5)

WAGES ~ Effective July 1, 1982:

The City's last offér of settleﬁent shall be adopted.

Corcur Dissent

Union Delegate
City Delegate X .
Chairman - ) .

WAGES -~ Effective July 1, 1983:
The Union's last offer of settlement shall be adopted.

Union Delegate ’ ’ %

City Delegate . X

Chairman

RESIDENCY:

The City's last offer of settlement shall be édopted

for each contract year.
ar
!

Union Delegate

City Delegate X )

Chairman

FCOD AILOWANCE - 1982-1983:

The City's last offer of settlement shall bhe adopted.

Unien Delegate

City Delegate g

‘Chairman

FOOD ALLOWANCE - 1983-1984:

The Urnion's last offer of settlement shall be adopted.

Union Delegate

City Declegate ___msz______

Chairman




6) SICK LEAVE PAY OUT:

The City's last offer of settlement shall be adopted
for each contract year,

Concur Disseég
Union Delegate L . .
City Delegate 5 : .
Chairman __
7) LONGEVITY: , c

The City's last offer of settlement shall be adopted
for each contract year.

Union Delegate . . . s’
City Delegate _____5;_;___ ___;_;_;____

Chairman

8) PENSION/COLA:

The City's last offer of settlement shall be adopted
for each contract vear.

Unicn Delegate

City Delegate - . X'

Chairman

9) PENSION POP-UP:

The Union's last offer of settlement, which is effective
July 1, 1983, is adopted.

Union Delegate

City Delegate X

Chairman

I

10) PROMOTION/ELIGIBILITY LIST:

The Cizy's last offer of settlement shall be adopted for
each contract year.

Union Delegace

o ————— e

City Delegate X

Chairman




11)

12)

13)

14)

13)

HOLIDAY PAY:

The City's last offer of settlement shall be adopted
for each contract year.

Concur . Dissent
Uniop Delegate ) .
City Delegate . ' X
Chairman
ACTING ASSIGNMENT: . e

The City's last offer of settlement shall be adopted
for each contract year. .

Union Delegate c 7
s

City Delegate X

Chairman

CLEANING ALLOWANCE 1982-1983:

The City's last offer of settlement shall be adopnted.

P

Union Delegate

City Delegate A

——— e————

‘Chairman

CLEANING ALLOWANCE 1983-1984:

»
The Union's last offer of settlement shall be adopted.

Union Delegate

Fal

City Delegate

Chairman

VACATION SCHEDULING:

The Union's last offer of settlement shall be adopnted
for each contract year.

Union Delegate

City Delegate ) ' X

Chairman -

. —a wt i s

e

Cmt e b e



16)

MISCELLANEOUS:

The pancl incorporates into t
attached hereto,

his Award the T/A's

Concur Dissent
Union Delegate
City Delegate X )
Chairman .
T
4
UNION DELEGATE
JOHN RUSILOWSKI
CITY DELEGATE S T 6

- ',/
CHAIRMAN e ,/

- Lo =
C. BARRY OTT

(o C::ZZLQ_—z;_,—/

MARIO CHIESA

2-/7-89

MY




' ORDER

The panel orders as follows:

“ . 1) WNAGES - Effective July 1, 1982:

The City's last offer of settlement shall be adopted.

Concur Dissent

f Union Delegate Vny

City Delegate

Chairman -

2) WAGES - Effective July 1, 1983:

The Uanion's last offer of settlement shall be adopted.

£

Union Delegate

City Delegate

Chairman
- 3) RESIDENCY:

The City's last offer of settlement shall be édopted

‘E . for each contract year.
:', Union Delegate ) ‘ QAfﬂ
' . . City Delegate ] /
Ehairméu .

4) FOOD ALLOWANCE - 1982-1983:
- )

The City's last offer of settlement shall be adoptead.

7=

Union Delegate

City Delegate

Chairman

5) FOOD ALLOWANCE - 1983-1984:

The Union's last offer of settlement shall be adopted.

Uaion Delegate }K

ity Dslegate

Chairman




6) SICK LEAVE PAY QUT:

The City's last offer of settlement shall be adopted
for each contract year.

Concur issent
Union Delegate .
City Delegate . ——
Chairman — —_———
7)  LONGEVITY: g

The City's last offer of settlement shall be adopted
for each contract year.

Union Delegate o ’
City Delegate

Chairman

8) PENSTION/COLA:

The City's last offer of settlement shall be adopted.
for each contract year. h

Union Delegate

City Delegate

Chairman

9) PENSION POP-UP:

The Union's last offer of settlement, which is effective

July 1, 1983, is adopted.
Union Delegate %¥(:?

{

City Delegate

Chairman

10} PROMOTION/ELIGIBILITY LIST:

The Cicy's last offer of settlement shall be adopted for
each contract year.

Tnion Delegate

Ciry Pelegate

Chairman




11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

‘Chairman

HOLIDAY PAY:

The City's last offer of settlement shall be adopted
for each contract year.

Concur

——— e

Union Delegate

City Delegate

Chairman

ACTING ASSIGNMENT:

The City's last offer of settlement shall be adopted
for each contract year.

Union Delegate
City Delegate

Chairman

CLEANING ALLOWANCE 1982-1983:

The City's last offer of settlement shall be adopted.

e
. N/

Union Delegate

City Delegate

CLEANTING ALLOWANCE 1983-1984:

The Union's last offer of settlement shall be adopted.

Uniorn Delegate E«f?

City Delegate

Chairman

VACATION SCHEDULING:

The Union's last offer of settlement shall be adorpted
for each contract year. '

Union Delegate

City Delegate . — et e

Chairman -




16) MISCELLANEOQUS:

The panel incorporates
attached hereto.

Union Delegate

City Delegate

1 Chairman
' UNION DELEGATE
CITY DELEGATE
CE CHAIRMAN 8

into this Award the T/A's

Concur Dissent

-

AV}

"\DLQMQ«,QQ

JOHN RUSILOWSKI

C. BARRY OTT

Mo CQ,,L,,

MARIO CHIESA

2~/2FY

-‘ ll

PR



