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L STATEMENT OF THE CASE:
| On June 27 1996 the labor orgamzation Police Ofﬁcers Labor Council, filed a petition for

arbitration pursuant to Act 312, PA of 1969 as amended (MCLA 423.231, et seq.). The union
asserted in its petition that it had engaged in good faith bargammg with the employer, the City of
Grandville, on \ behalf of the city’s pohce sergeants and an impasse on retirement benefits in
negotiations had bee\n}e{ched ‘The employer ﬁled 1ts answer f to the above descrlbed petition with
the Michigan Employment Relations Commnssron and added the issue of a bi-weekly work period.
On August 6, 1996, MERC Commissioner Harry Bishop appointed Barry C. Brown as the impartial
' arbitratc)r and chairperson for the arhitration panel in this matter. |

The partles estabhshed the unresolved issues and )the hearmg procedures to be followed ina
pre-hearmg conference conducted on October 17, 1996 A formal hearmg was subsequently
conducted by the panel in 1997 and the last offers of settlement were exchanged on February 16,
1997 The drspute between the partles pertams to a three-year collective bargalmng agreement which
will become effective on July 01, 1996 and whlch w1ll continue through June 30, 1999.

- The issues before the panel‘ for resolutlon are:

Union: e

1. Retirement (Economic)

Employer: | |

1. Bi-weekly work period (Economic)t;z;;;_

As provided by Act 312, the Arbitration Panel is comprised of a delegate chosen by each party

to the dispute, and an impartial chairperson selected by the, Michigan Employment Relations

Commission. The current Panel is comprised of Chairperson Barry Brown, Ken Krombeen, panel
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memberselected by the city and Jim Quinn, panel member seleeted by the union. The parties have
also Stipulated that all iSsues are’economic | The parties also stipulated and the panel agreedthat all
Act 312 statutory time limits were walved Further the parties agreed that the new contract (1996-
" 1999) would consist of the terms of the predecessor agreement (1993-1996) as modified by the
- parties’ settlements on various issues and also as modified by this panel’s award on the issues still in

dispute. N

.  THE STANDARDS FOR THE PANEL’S DECISION:
In pertinent part, Section 9 of Act 312 sets forth the following factors upon which the Panel’s
decision must rest:

[Tlhe arbltratlon panel shall base its fmdmgs opinions and order upon the following
factors, as applrcable ‘

]
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(a) The lawful authorlty of the employers ‘
) Strpulatlons of the partxes

()  Theinterests and welfare of the public and the financial ability of the
E unit of government to meet these costs.

(d)  Comparison of the wages, hours and conditions of employment of the
employees involved in the arbitration proceeding with the wages,
hours and conditions of employment of other employees perfomnng
‘srmllar services and with other employees generally

0] In public employment in comparable communities.
@ _In private employment in comparable communities.

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

® The overall compensation presently received by the employees,
including direct wage compensatron vacations, holidays and other
excused time, msurance and pensions, medical and hospitalization
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‘benefits, the contmunty and stablhty of employment and all other
benefits received.

(8 . Changes in any of the foregoing circumstances during the pendency
of the arbitration proceedings.

(h) SUch other factors not conﬁned tot he foregoing, which are normelly
~ or traditionally taken into consideration in the determination of wages,
" hours and conditions of employment through voluntary collective
- bargan\nng, mediation, fact-finding, arbitration or otherwise between
the part\lei in the public servxce or in pnvate employment.
L BACKGROUND
The Clty of Grandville has a ‘pop‘ulation of approximately 1”6,000 and it covers an area of
approxlmately 20 square kxlometers The land use in the Clty is largely rural and residential, but its
commercnal component may be growmg asitis at the cross-roads of several major trafﬁc arteries of
the metropolitan Grand Raplds area. It may soon have a large shopping center and it has several
offices and shops - especially near tlte main thoroughfares.k Ihete is a growing commercial/residential
property ratio and this mny have a good impaot on the teVenues received by the city. Further, the
changing nature of the community may e’ﬂ'eckt‘the t’uns and the duties of the police officers and their
sergeants. | |
IV, COMPARABLES: |
A. ;Exte“rnal Comparnbles:
The Union and the City of Grandville ha\}e both offered the following city as a comparable
“community: |
Nortonb Shores |
The City ot; Grandville has prOpo’sed Adrian, Nilee, Owosso, and Ttaverse City as additional

‘compar’able communities. The Police Oﬁ'lcfe‘rs Labor Council contested the use of these cities by the



panel and it ’oﬂ‘ercd the cities 6_f Holland, Kentwood and ‘Wyoming as comparables. The union
_ asserted that using the additional communities propdséd by the city as comparables was inappropriate
for the following reasons: ‘
1) | Thése communities are too large and distant from Grandville.
2) | - The cities offered by the union compbrt more closely to the statutory standards, and
they are all in the Gr\;;&lgipids labor market.
The éity has offered tﬂé following two charts showing demographic data in support of the list

of comparables that it has proposed:

SEV POPULATION & CRIME RATE
{Ranked by SEV]

Norton Shores . | 462.5 4516 121,755 998
Traverse City | 391.2 369.2 fasass 3480
Grandville 383.1 3% 15,624 2181
Adrian 289.6 289 | 2209 2815
Owosso 191 1764|1632 666

Wyoming 1380.0 1366.4 63,891 5787

Kentwood | 11733 1418|3782 4395

Holland[1] | 7206 702.1 30,745 1916

Grandville | 383.1 376 : 15,624 = 2181
n - Holland is Iocated in 2 counties. '

Only Ottawa county crime data is shown. No data submitted by Allegan county.

SOURCE: - Mlchlgan Department of Treasury, State Tax Commlssnon 1996 Assessed Valuation, state Equalized
; Valuation, Assessment chel and S.E.V. Multiplier (Factor) for Separately Equahzed Classifications.

11990 Census of Population, General Population Charactenstws—Mchngan.
1994 Uniform Crime Report (Crime in Michigan)
1996 Taxable Valuations, Michigan Department of Treasury, State Tax Commission



AREA PATROLLED
Number of . e Patrol [1990] Square | Officers Per
F/T Patrol | Numberof - | Officers per Kilometers Square
Cities Officers Sergeants Sergeant Patrolled Kilometer
Adian |24 |4 |eo 17.9 13
Niles [1] 117 s s fas 12
Norton Shores | 20 5 40 | e02 03
owosof2] |1 [s 22 |126 09
TraverssCity | 25 6 |42 22 12
Holad ~ f16 |8 |20 36.7 04
Kentwood |38 2 |32 54.5 07
‘Wyoming 64 - 14 ~ 4.6 : 62.9 , 1.0
- Grandville [3] | 12 4 30 . |195 0.6
[1]. . The number of Sergeants represents the number of Licutenants. Currently, the Crty does not have any Sergeants.
The Lieutenants supervise the Patrol Officers.
2] There will be 12 Patrol Officers starting in mid February
, 1 of the Sergeants is assigned to Det. Bur w/County and ] of the Sergeants assigned to local drug magnet.
[31 Currently, there are 4 Sergeants One of the five hsted ot the 312 Petition has moved to an Admrmstratrve position.

“The city cited the follong factors m,support of its list:

1) All of theskekcomm’unities have a slm»ilarpopulation.

2) In terms‘ of commumty proﬁle, Grandville is \rery similar to these eommunities‘ All
of the cityeOmparables hsve sirnilar crime rates and S;EVlex"els.A

3) In tenns of physical cha‘racteristics; the City is very similar to the listed communities.
In 1990 populations levels, the City is at the median leslel. Simllarly, in terms of the area patrolled,
the City ranks fourth among the comparables offered |

The panel considered all of the arguments and statlstlcal mformatlon set forth above, but it
 was most influenced by the geographxc proxmuty of the union’s cltres and the other srmllantres of the

cities proposed by the employer.’ TherefOre,‘ there is a sound basis to combine*the offered cities
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consider both parties’ comparable communities in considering the parties’ offers of settlement.

B. Internal Comparables.

* The Grandville Pohce Department consists of four 4 pohce sergeants and twelve (12) pohce

officers. The four command officers have a separate bargaining unit.

bargaining unit in the city.

There is no firefighter

The panel alsz\“ﬁgfis the wages, benefits and conditions of work for other Grandville city

employees to be relevant to its deliberations. They share many of the same working conditions and

they must rely on the same financial resources of the city for their contract settlements. Furthermore,

the overall compensation received by other city employees has frequently been consistent with that

received by the police officers. Thus, the compensation of all city employees will carry some

relevance in the panel’s deliberations as follows:

PENSION PLANS
TYPE NORMAL
: OF MULTIPLIER/ | RETIRE. MAXIMUM YEARS
INTERNAL UNITS PLAN YEARS AGE/SERVICE | BENEFIT RATE IN FAC
SEIU-WWTP [1] MERSB-3 | 2.25% 60/10 80% 3
Non-Union (Administrators) MERS B-3 | 2.25% 60/10 80% 3
City Employees Assoc. (Public MERSB-2 | 2.00% 60/10 none 3
Wks)[2] |
POLC (Police) [3] MERSB-3 | 2.25% 55/15 80% 3
POLC (Supervisory Unit) [4]
Employer Proposal MERS B-3 | 2.25%- 55118 80% 3
[7] Union Proposal MERS B-4 | 2.50% 5515 80% 3

[1] MERS B-3 (eff 7/1/95).. Employees pay the actual cost of the B-3 upgrade capped at .4% of wages from 7/1/96-

6/30/

New employees hired afler 7/ 1/94, do not partlcnpate in MERS. They are placed in a defined contnbutlon retirement
plan, with the City contributing 5% of gross annual wages. -
2] The city will pay for the full cost of the retirement contribution. If at any time in the future, the employces share is
' increased by MERS above the 3% and 5%, employees shall pay the increased amt.
*LAY. 6/30/98-MERS B-3. Employees pay the actual cost of such upgrade.
Payroll deduction for retirement is capped at .2% of wages from 6/30/98 on.
*New employees hired after 7/1/95, do not participate in MERS They are placed in a defined contribution retirement




plan, with the Clty contributing 5% of gross annual wages. V
[3]1 - - Police contract expired 6/30/96. An Act312 Arbitration is pending. ‘
[4] Sergeants hired afier 7/ 1/93 ina defmed contnbutlon retlrement plan with the C|ty contnbutmg 5% of gross annual

Sl wage e
[7) " The Actuarial Study prepared on the MERS B4 Plan shows a 2. 02% increase above the current contnbutlon rates.
: (Thel : e :

V. ISSUESIN DISPUTE:"»
I " | ,Union' Issue: Retirement‘- JArti‘cle XVI[, Section 57(a)
. A, \Current Contract Language v
Sectron 57a. Eﬂ‘%\t}ve July 1 1994 the retrrement plan shall be upgraded from MERS B-2
Plan 'wnth F-55/15 erer to the MERS B-3 Plan with F-SS/ 15 erer with the employee paying the
actual cost of such upgrade through payroll deductlon Payroll deduction for retirement shall be
capped at 2/ lOths of one percent ( 2%) of wages from July 1, 1994 to June 30 1995 and capped at
4/ 10ths of one percent ( 4%) of wages from July 1 1995 to June 30 1996.
New Sergeants hired aﬁer July 1 1993 wrll not partlclpate in the MERS defined benefit
o retrrement plan, but shall be placed in a deﬁned contrnbutlon retrrement plan, with the City
contrrbutmg ﬂve percent (5%) of gross annual wages to such plan. Sergeants promoted form the
k’ patrol officers’ unit who are presently,partici_patingk in the MERS ”’deﬂned’ benefit retirement plan, shall
have the option of con_tinuing in the MERS plan or ’electing ’thedetlned contribution retirement plan.
Union Proposal | . ’ o | | »
Eﬂ'ectlve July 1 1994 the retrrement plan shall be upgraded from the MERS B-2 Plan with
: JF-SS/ 15 Rlder to the MERS B-3 Plan w1th F-55/ 15 Rlder wrth the employee paying the actual cost
of such upgrade through payroll deductlon Payroll deductron for retirement shall be capped at
| 2/ 10th of one percent ( 2%) of\ wages from July 1, 1994 to June 30, 1995, and capped at four tenths

of one percent (. 4%) of wages from July 1 1995 to June 30 1996.



Effective July 1, 1997, the retirement plan shall be upgraded from the MERS B-3 Plan with
| F-SS/ 15 rider to the MERS B-4 Plan with F-55/15 rider, with the employee paying the actual cost

of such upgrade through payroll deduction. Payroll deduction for retirement shall be capped at two
and 64/100] percent (2.64%) of wages from July 1, 1997 to June 30, 1999. |

New sergeants hired after July 1, 1993, will not partrcrpate in the MERS defined benefit plan,
but shall be placed ni\a deﬂned contrlbution retirement plan, with the City contributing five (5%)
percent of gross annual wages to such plan. |

Sergeants promoted from _the Patrol O'ﬂicersk’ unit who are presently participating in the
MERS defined benefit retirement plan, shall have the option of continuing in the MERS plan or
electing the defined contribution retirernent plan. | |
City Proposal:

That the current Retirernent System remain status quo.

B. kDiscussion:
The annual retirement allowance of the comparable communities is shown on the next two

exhibits below:

ANNUAL RETIREMENT ALLOWANCE

Sergeants

’ . Sgt. Wage . .
City . -} [efX6/30/96]) Multiplier

-Multiplier Multiplier

Adrian ‘ $36,814 2.50% 2.50% 2.50%
Niles [1] $36,881 2.30% 12:30% 1 230%
Norton Shores $41,188 2.25% 2.25% 2.25%




 ANNUAL RETIREMENT ALLOWANCE

Sergeants

1
Continued...

~$34,837 2.25% | 2.25%for
N : 1st25 yrs,

| 1% thereafter ?

2.25% for

N

\

1 2.5% for 1st

Traverse City $36,733 ‘ 2.50% i
‘ . 1 25yrs. 1%

Holland $43.035

Kentwood[2) || $45,079 230%

WYOMING (3]

$45,802

$42,527

$42,527

[1] Wage shown is effective 10/1/96.

[2] Kentwood has a 2.3% multiplier. FAC is capped at 27 years of service.

[3] Wyoming has a 2.25% multiplier. FAC is capped at 30 years of service.

_ X | ~ PENSION | ,
| [SERGEANTS]
-

Adrian 22109463096 | off 1/1/94-MERS B-4 (was B- |.7.3% : Eff. 7/1/91, MERS B-3
, | 3)efr3/ime, Faca ,
Niles 10/1/94-10/1/97 | NONE i 5.0% NONE

10



PENSION -
[SERGEANTS]

Continued..

Norton Shores 7/1/94-6/30197 | eff 1/1/97, Benefit E oo Eff 7/1/91, MERS B-3, F
. : / 55125, FAC-3
[ owesso 7-1/93-6/30/96 | eff7/1/93,Fso2s 60% NONE
TraveseCity  [[*901/94-6/30/96 | NONE : 1 o.0% NONE

Holland - : k THE FOLLOWING [i] eff l/ 1/97, MERS B4 0.0% i [2] Employees contribution
~J| CONTRACT WATINGTO. - | (was B-3) : ) ) | rate decreased to 0% due to
BE SIGNED: : . : : longevity deletion in 1990.
11/36-6730/9 , .
Kentwood . . 7/1/93-6/30/96 - | NONE k " 4.0% “Hl 2.3% Multiplier (was 2.2%)
Wyoming 7/1/96:6/30/99 225% . 1 0.0% NONE
Grandville ' 7/1/93-6/30/96 eff 7/1/94, MERS B-3 (was 1 04% : Eff 1/1/92, MERS B-2 (was
I B-2) : Cc-2)

[1]  The Employer provided the employees with a MERS B-4 ONLY because the Fire
Fighters 312 Award gave the Fire Fighters a MERS B-4

(2] | Asa Result of Longevity deleted in 1990: employees contribution decreased int he
- following manner: eff 7/1/93 employee-2% (was 3%) eff 7/1/94 employee-1% (was
2%) eﬁ‘ 7/1/95 employee-O% (was 1%). : ,
The city argued that the Umon has madeno compellmg ease to support a change in the
current retirement benefit. Only 3 comparables have a 2.5% multiplier, and none of these 3 provide
social secunty asan additional retirement beneﬁt Grandvnlle does provide the 7.65% soeial security
contribution as an additional pension beneﬁt (Employer Exhibit #l 1). When Social Security beneﬁts
are added to the MERS benefit payment, Grandville’s total retirement payments surpass most, if not
all of the comparables. | | k

- Further, all of the comparables with a 2.5% pension multiplier have budgets which exceed

Grandville’s budget. For instance, Adrian has an additional $3,094,325 in its’ total city-budget |
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compared to Giandville, (Einploye‘r Exhibit #6). ‘Hoiland exceeds Grandville’s total city budget by
almost $’23,000,000.' The same is true when comparing the police budgets. The comparables with
a2.5% pension rnultiplier have between $473,530 and $2,46’0,'200’ additional money in their police
departmerit budgets over and abqve Grandville’s police department budget at $1,539,800.
Furthermore, Grandville has maintained its’ SEV ranking among the comparables. With the Union
comparebles, Grandvilié‘ranked fast with '1990 SEV in the previous Act 312 arbitration and continues
that ranking withe current SEV \Among the City comparables, Grandville continues its’ 1990 ranking
| of third. Simply put, if Gfandville is lest in the Union’s “comparables,” and third in its’ own
comparables, there is certainly no reason it should match the best of any comparables benefit levels.

B Additionally, the intemal units within the City of Grandville do not support a pension upgrade.
iNone of the internal units have a 2.5% pension muitiplier, including the patrol unit which receives
a 2.25% retirement multiplier, the same as the sergeants.

On the other hand, the union contended that the only significant change that this upgrade
entails is increasing the mnltiplier factor from 2.25% te 2.50%. The City has offered no change in
the current proyisions. The maximum rate a sergeant would be allowed to receive under the B-4 plan
would remain constant at 80%. Further, the ﬁnal average compensation would still be calculated as
the average of the higher 36 consecutive montheof earnings (FAC-3). The retirement age would
eontinue to be 55 with unreduced benefits, provided that the employee has put in 15 years of service.
The payi*oll deduction cap oi‘ 4% would beraised to‘2.64% to ‘allow the actual increase in the cost
of the upgrade (2.24%) to be abserbed by the ernployees. |

The Union’s proposal is reasonable within the provisions of Act 312 and would\ place no

substantial additional burden upon the Employer’s budget constraints as the Union is absorbing the
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cost. Evenif it did cost the City, and it doesn’t under this proposal, it has not argued inability to pay.
| Regardless, the Union has agreed, in its LestBe‘st Offer, to remove the .4% cap and pay for the
change, based upon the actuaria‘l report of 2.24%.

The panel must note that most recentlky' the city ot' Owosso adopted a new contract for its
pohce unit which adopted a 2 5% pensnon multiplier. So now three of the five comparable cities
offered by the employera< at that level. Further Niles, Kentwood and Holland all utilize pensnon
multlpliers higher than the 2. 25% in the employer s proposal The city’s provision of social security
beneﬂts isa strong factor which favors its posntion, but other cities which continue at the 2.25% level
have no employee contributions. The union’s proposal calhng for a 2 64% payroll deduction will pay
for the cost of this beneﬁt, and it puts Grandvill‘e in line for benefits like those offered in other
communities where there is a contribution, Becauseof the small size of this unit and because no
sergeants are now eligible for retirement, and the fact that all nei)v sergeants will be in a different plan
all combine to favor the union’s proposal. ~

i' C. Conclusion:

" The union’s offer of settlement seemed"‘to best conform to the Act 312 criteria. It is in
keeping with the trend in comparable communities, and it will not represent a significant cost increase
to the city. This new retirement provision will go into effect on July 1, 1997. |

D. Panel’sk AWard:
The union’s last offer of settlement is adopted by the panel
IL Employer Issue: Bi-Weekly Work Schedule Artlcle V, Section 10
A Current Contract Language: ~

-
'

Section 10. Overtime shall be paid at the rate of one and one half (1-1/2) times an employee’s
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hourly rate for each hour actually worked in excess 6f twelve (12) hours per day or'eight-four (84)

hohrs‘ ina four;eenv(14) day pay kpe\:ri(#)d. Employeesk shall for the 84 hours receive 80 hours at the
’ emploﬁe’s hourly rate and four hours of coinpensatory time earned. A twenty-four (24) hour period
shall begin at 12:01 a.m. and end at 12:00 nﬁdnigm. |
- Union Prdposal: : | | |
That the cur;éht\hours and overtime languégé remain status quo.
City Proposal: i
That the curfent houkrs“and‘ évenime language remaih status quo. -
~B.  Panel’s Award:

As the partiés both prdposed fhat the contract lahguage shall be unchanged, this issue is no

longer in dispute . | S
*DISSENTING, SE

) ATTACHED
Kenneth Krombeen, City De gate j Wﬂmn Delegate

‘\B/rry C. BOn, Panel Chalrman
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GRANDVILLE

May 7, 1997

Barry C. Brown Arbrtrator N
P.0.Box 4669
'East Lansing, MI 48826-4669

Dear Mr. Brown;

Enclosed is the original award in the matter of MERC Act 312 - Case No. L96 B-6000. 1
have signed the award but indicated my dlssent with the majorlty opinion. The dissent is

based on the following arguments among others

1)  City-provided comparable commumtles were more appropriate than union
comparables which included communities many times larger in terms of
populatlon and budget '

2) The City’s actual annual retlrement allowance with the current benefit already

' exceeds most comparable communities even without a pension multiplier
increase, especially since the city Voluntarlly makes a social security
contribution.

3) - No comparable COmnmnity has al.s multiplier and social security benefits.

4) ,The award, for some reason, factored in a recent pension increase in the City
of Owosso that was mentioned during the hearing, but never formally entered
into the record and neglected to take into account a 4% cap on employer costs
that was an 1ntegral part of that upgrade

5)  Actuarial assumptlons and possible inaccuracies indicate the full cost of

‘ providing the pension increase may not be borne by the employees as they
~proposed.

_  ADMINISTRATION BUILDING PUBLIC WORKS : POLICE/FIRE BUILDING
3195 Wilson Aventie .- 4095 White Street - 3161 Wilson Avenue
Grandville, MI 49418-1274 © " Grandoille, MI 494181277 ‘ Grandville, MI 49418-1298
Phone (616) 531-3030 ' Phone (616) 538-1990 Phone (616) 538-6110

- Fax (616) 530-4984 : ' .Fax (616) 538-7553



Mr. Barry Brown
May 7, 1997
Page Two

I understand through your office that this dissent will be attached to the arbitration award. /

Sincerely,
City gf Grandville

E\y é
A o,

‘Kenneth D. Krombeen\x ‘
“City Manager

KDK/mim



