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Michigan Erployment Nelations Couaissicn Case $F-1396

IN THE MATTER OF ARBITRATION BEIWEEN:

L

pUSTRIA CITY OF GROSSE POINTE FARVS

ABOR AND 1 crioN

RELAT\ONSt_ ‘e Dalv ersity and

michigan Sta GROSSE POINTE FARVS FIRE FIGHTERS UNTT

POLICE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF MICHIGAN

OPINION AND AWARD

Chairman of Arbitration Panel: Dawson J. Lewis o

City's Delegate: Carrol C. Lock

Fire Fighters' Delegete: Robert Wines

Representing City: Timothy H. Howlett

Representing Firefighters: William Birdseye

Pre-Arbitration Conference: August 24, 1987, at the City of Grosse Pointe
Farms Offices, 90 Kerby Road, Grosse Pointe Farms.

Hearings Held: October 7, Nov. 5, 6, 23, 30, Dec. 17, 21, 1987,
at the City of Grosse Pointe Farms QOffices, 90
Kerby Road, Grosse Pointe Farms.

Exchange of Final Offers of Settlement: Jan. 15, 1988

Briefs Received: Feb. 29, 1988

Executive Meeting of the Arbitration Panel: Oct. 12 and April 15, 1988, at the
City of Grosse Pointe Farms
Offices, 80 Kerby Road, Grosse
Pointe Farms. March 25, 1988, at
M.E.R.C. facilities in Detroit,
Michigan,

Opinion and Award Issued:
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of Public 2Act 312 a patition for arbitratirs

wa I ‘nicn dated lzxch 18, 1987. 1In the pztiticn ti-
1 they | enga in gced faith harcainirng end medizticn and ti:
r= ccritract had rot succeeded in recsclving elevern (11) spzciric

Trerefore, this matter came on for hearing befcre a pan2l of

aibitration appointed pursuant to the terms of Act 312 (P.A. 1862, as arznded)
tor the pwrpose of hearing and deciding these unresolved issues ard a new
contract between the parties shown above.

Pursuant to the statute, Dawson J. lLewis was appointed by the
Michigan FErployrent Relations Commission to serve as chaimman of the
arbitration panel. The two other memkers of the panel selected by the
respective parties were Mr. Carrol C. Leck for the employer and Mr. Robert
Wines for the Union.

A pre-arbitration ccnference was held on August 24, 1987, to allow
the parties the opportunity to acquaint the parnel regardirg the unresolved
issues. The parties stipulated and the panel agreed that the folloving issues
were economic and therefore subject to the last best offer provisions of
Scction 8 of the Act.

Unicon izsues:

1. Vages

2. CoLa

3. Holidays

4, Vacaticns

5. Overtime

6. EAT Premium

7. Sick Time Payout

8. Pension - 2.5 Multiplier

9, Pension - BC/BS after retirement
10. Pensicn = COLA after retirement
11. Pension - Annuity withdrawal

The City identified the follewing issues as unresolved City issues:
L
a. Hospitalization insurance
b. Sick leave incentive pay
c. Focd allowance
d. Public safety
e. Boundaries

The arbitration panel conducted hearings con Cct. 7, MNov. 5, 6, 23,
30, Dec. 17 & 20, 1985, at the City of Grosse Pointe Farms Offices, 90 Kerby
Road, Grosse Pointe Farms. The last best offers were exchanged thrcugh the
chairman, postmarked no later than Friday, Jan. 15, 1988. Subsequently, on
eb., 29, 1988, the parties mailed their briefs to the chairman of the
srbitration parel, who in twrn forwarded them to crposing cocuvncel and tha ctlor
ianzl rerbars. Cn March 25 and 2pril 15, 1988, ths pan:l rat in erzor Live
csssicn in Detroit, Michigan to consider thz evid:nce and arquoents in ow pocd
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of tho lost Lest offers of the parties on ench OU 02 13ZURS.




It needs {4 2 “hat the panel rr"_'*,bh:-rs ri—:;:rc.-.--:-r-.tir.g the
City end thz Fire lichter Rlilsve with certain cZ the firdirgz ard e nrdc
eet forth larein Y. Ezch gezrerally sugroried tie last kest offers c¢Z the
Farty by whon he crointzd to the panel. 2Acccrdingly, tha ."-fi;f‘.:‘:"’._. ol
eizler of the pax perel mavkers at the conclusion of this cpinien :ré
& ord ces not représent a corcurrence in each and every elemznt ¢ the Zinal
ar2xd, but dees censtitute a reccgnition that there exists a rmajority vots in

=
suppert of each item contaired in the f£inal award.

BACKGROUND

The City and the Fire Fighters were signatory to a Collective
Bargaining Agreerent with an expiration date of Jure 30, 1985. 1e parties
ccrmrenced negotiations for a new contract. Several bargaining sessions were
fruitless and the Union requested mediation. -

Subsequently, on March 18, 1987, a demand was made for interest
arbitration under Act 312, The parties mutually agreed to waive the time limit
requirements of the act. No issue with respect to the proper apcoin‘ment or
constitution of arbitration panel was raised during the course of these
proczedings., Neither was any question raised about the arbitrability of the
disputes raiced by the City or the Fire Fighters,

LAST BEST OFFER

The parties exchanged their 1last best offers on each of the
outstanding eccncmic issves through the panel's chairman. They also exchanged
briefs in similar fashion. For convenience, the issues are set forth in
nursrical order, with a recitation of the provisions, if any, in the old
contract, followed by the City's last best offer and the Fire Fighter's final
cffer of settlerent.

UHIONS ISSUES

Issue #1 - Wages 1
A. Current Provision:
APPENDIX A
WAGES
The annual rate of pay of Employees in the Grosse Pointe Farms Fire
Departrent, belrg the entire Fire Cepartment except the Fire Chief, shall ke as

fOl lGY S

Lzginnirg July 1, 1983

Baze Months 18 I'oniths 30 lMonthg 42 ienilz
21,548 22,697 23,312 24,928 26,04




Fooe
Fj_ref:'-.g‘:.t;z Ecurly Pate
fargzant 28,065 56 _ 8.,7878
Ticuzzsnant 29,692 54 - §,2760
40 - 12,5226
Beqginning July 1, 1984
Base 6 Mconths 18 Months 30 Months 42 Nonths
22,539 23,741 24,914 26,075 27,245
. Firefighter Hourly PRate
Sergeant 29,356 56 - 9.1920
Lieutenant 31,059 54 - 9.7026
: 40 - 13.0886
B. Unions Final Cffer:
APPEIDIX A
WAGES

The arnual rate of pay of BEmployees in the Grosse Pointe Farms Fire
Cepartment, being the entire Fire Cepartment except the Fire Chief, shall be as

follcws:

Reginning July 1, 1985

Base 6 Months 18 Months 30 Menths 42 Meonths
22,539 23,741 24,914 26,075 29,288
Sergeant 31,558
Lieutenant 33,388
Beginning January 1, 1987
Base 6 Months 18 rMonths 30 lionths 42 l'onths

Sergeant 32,978
Lieutenant 34,890

Wages to be retrcactive to July 1, 1985.

C. City's Final Offer:

1. 1he City procgoses that 2pperdix A of the Collectiva Bargainiig

‘yucerant ke revisad as felleuss

|




Fozoe 5
Pogirnire Julv 1, 1985
Bare 6 !lMonths 12 Menths 30 '-nths 42 Menths
§22,590 £24,21¢6 525,411 £26,5%0 527,75
fergasnt 29,044
Licutenant  $31,681
Beginning Janvarv 1, 1986
Base 6 Months 18 Months 30 Mcnths 42 Months
$23,599 $24,858 $26,085 $27,301 $28,526
Sergeant $30,737
Lieutenant $32,520
Beginning Janvary 1, 1987
Base 6 Months 18 Months 30 Months 42 Months
$24,614 $25,927 $27,207 $28,475 $29,762

Sergeant $32,069
Lieutenant $33,929

Issue #2
A. Current Provision:

ARTICTE XXVII
COST CF LIVING

27.1: Enployees shall receive a cost of living allowence in accordance with
the follcwing plan:

27.2: Cost of 1living increases in base wages will be determined in
accordance with increases in the revised Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage
Earners and Clerical Workers, Detroit, Michigan. All items (1967 = 100) based
on the 1972-1973 Survey of Consurmer Expenditures as published by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, hereinafter referred to as the
L[] Index“.

27.3: Cost of living allciviance shall be paid twice yearly as a separate
lurp sum check, the first payment to ke made in February, 1984, the second
payment to be made in August, 1984. Payments shall also be made in February,
1985 and August, 1985. The amount of the first cost of living allcowance
payment shall be based upon the increase in the Index for December, 1983 over
the Index for June, 1983. The amcunt of the second cost of living allcwance
payrent shall be based upon the increase in the Index for June, 1984 over the
Index for Decerber, 1983, The February, 1985 payment shall be based upon the
increase in the Index for Lecerlter, 1984 over June, 1984, and the August, 1985
mayrant sball be based upon the increase in the Index for June, 1985 cver
I'ccarkar, 1984, Fach cost of livirng allcuance paynent shall ke calculatcd on
th2 kasis that a four tenths (.!) increase in the Ind=x siall equal onz cent
(3.01) per heur vp to a cap of tirenty cants ($.20) rar heur for each rayment
using cne thcuzand (1,009) hours for each exployes as hours worked for a six
(6) month peried. The first payront cech fiscal yvear will ccver the sizt (6)
ronth peried from July to Cecerker ard the sccond each fiscal year will cover
the six (6) menth rericd from Januvary to Jure, provided the erplcyee was on the
payrell during the respective sixt (6) ronth peried for which vayrant is mace.




se2 sgparates frem gorvices with the ITployer pricr to

cercar 31, 1984, or June 30, 1885, by

ion, di::‘*'xv cr uvrpaid lezve of ghsence,
[

unt for the respsctive sin (6) ranth

Fxrl:s for whder
27.4: If the Index calls for &n increace in excess of the twenty cents
($.20) cap in either of the atove tvio (2) six (6) meonth per: ods, that eicess
will carry-over into the pericd following the two (2) successive six (6) months
idsrtified in paragraph .3 akove and will ke added to the base rate not to
exce=d, hcwever, ten cents ($.10) per hour for two thousand (2,000) hours or
two hurdred ($200) dollars. The new base rate will be effective as of June 20,
1984 and June 30, 1985.

.

B. Unions Final Offer:

ARTICLE XXVIT
COST OF LIVING

27.1 Erployees shall receive a ccst of living allcwance in accordance with
the follcwing plan.

27.2 Cost of 1living increases in base wages will be determined in
accorczrce with incieases in the revised Consumer Price Index for Urkan Wage
Earmers and Clerical Workers, Detroit, Michigan. All items (1967 = 100) based
on the 1972-1973 Survey of Consurer Expenditures as published by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, U.S. Departmant of Labor, hereinafter referred to as the
"Index", .

27.3 Cost of living shall be paid twice yearly as a separate lunp sum
check, payments to be made in August and February of each year thrcugh and
including the payment of February 1988 and thereafter. The amount of the first
cost of living allcwance payment shall be based upon the increase in the Index
for June 1986 over the Index for December 1985, The amount of the next cost of
living allowance payment shall be based upon the increase in the Index for
December 1986 over the Index for June 1986 and ccntinuing on in the came
mannner., Each cost of living allcwance payment shall ke calculated on the
basis that four tenths (.4) increase in the Index shall equal one cent ($.01)
per hour using 1000 hours for each erployee as hcurs worked for a six (6) menth
period., Each COIA payment will cover the preceeding six (6) month pericd
provided the employee was on the payroll during the respective six (6) month
pericd for which payment is made, ending December 31 and June 30 respectively
of any year. In the event that an employee separates from service with the
Erployer during a six (6) month period by reason of retirement, death,
resignation, discharge or an unpaid leave of absence, such emplcyee shall
receive a pro-rata amount for the respective six (6) month period for which he
is entitled to rayrant.

Ccst of Livirg Allcwvance to L2 retreactive to July 1, 1985,




ERTICLE 5071

I
CO3TY CF LIVING

27.1: Employees shall receive a cost of living allcwance in accordance
with the follcowing plan:

27.2: Cost of living increases in base wages will be determined in
accordance with increases in the revised Consurer Price Index for Urban Wage
Earners and Clerical Workers, Detroit, Michigan. All items (1967 = 100) based
on the 1972-1973 Survey of Ccnsumer Expenditures as published by the Burezu of
Labor Statistics, U.S. Lepartment of Labor, hereinafter referred to as the

"Index".

27.3: Cost of living allowance chall be paid twice yearly as a
separate lurp sum check, the first payment to be made in February, 1586, the
second payment to be made in August, 1986, Payments shall also be made in
February, 1987 and August, 1987. The amount of the first cost of livirg
calculation shall be based upon the increase in the Index for Cecemker, 1985
over the Index for Jure, 1985. The amount of the second cost of living
calculation shall be based upon the increase in the Index for June, 1986 over
the InCex for December, 1985. The February, 1987 figure shall be based upon
the increase for December, 1986 over June, 1986 and the August, 1987 figure
shall be based upon the increase in the Index for June, 1987 over December,
1986. Each cost of living calculation shall be made on the basis that a four
tenths (.4) increase in the Index shall equal cne cent ($.01) per hour tp to a
cap of twenty cents ($.20) per hour for each calculation using one thousand
(1,000) hours for each ermployee as hours worked for a six (6) menth period.
However, the payment made shall be based only on the increase in the cost of
living over $.10 per hcur based upon the above calculation and under the cap of
$.20 per hour, any one payment not to exceed $.10 per hour for each payment
using one thousand (1,000) hours for each employee as hours worked for a six
(6) month periocd. The first payment each fiscal year will cover the six (6)
month period fram July to Decerber and the second each fiscal year will cover
the six (6) month period frem January to June, provided the employee was on the
payroll during the respective six (6) month period for which payment is made.
In the event that an employee separates frcm service with the Emplcyer prior to
Decerber 31, 1985, June 30, 1986, December 31, 1986, or June 30, 1987, by
reason of retirement, death, resignation, discharge or unpaid leave of absence,
such employee shall receive a pro-rata amount for the respective six (6) month
period for which he is entitled to payment.

24,7 If the Index calls for an increase in excess of the twenty cents
($.20) cap in either of the above two (2) six (6) month pericds, that excess
will carry-over into the pericd follcwing the two (2) succesive six (6) ronths
identified in paragrarh .2 akove and will ke added to the base rate not to
excecd, however, ten cents ($.10) per lLowr for two theusand (2,027) hours o
tvo hundred (3200) dellars., The new hasz rate will ke effactive as of Jun2 30,
1986 ard Jur2 30, 19£7.




Tszve 13 - lolidays
A, Currcat Provieicn:

ARTICLE DXNIII
HOLIDAY

33.1: Employees are granted a total of four (4) compensatory working
days each calendar year in lieu of all holidays worked. In addition, beginning

on July 1, 1981, on or about May 15th each year, a total of Five Hundred
Dollars ($500.00) will be paid to each employee.

B. Union's Final Offer:

ARTICLE X2OIOIT
HOLIDAY

33.1: Employees are granted a total of five (5) compensatory working
days each calendar year in lieu of all holidays worked. In addition, beginning
on July 1, 1981, on or about May 15th each year, a totzl of Five Hundred
Dollars ($500.00) will be paid to each employee.

Holidays to be effective December 31, 1987.

C. City's Final Offer:

ARTICIE XXXIII
HOLIDAY

The City proposes that the holiday provisions remain the sane.

Issue $#4 - Vacation
Current Provision:

ARTICLE XXXVI
VACATION

36.1: Emplcvess who have commanced employmant with the City after July
1, 1973, will be granted vacation according to the following schedules:

Upon cerpletion of six (6) months of employment by
January 1 of any year - 1% working days.

After comletion of one (1) calendar vear following
the January lst ocourring after employmant as a
parmancnt full-tirz erploves - thres (3) working days.

I, Ll . g o) N - —— | B N Y ) -
L2 gamasmy e CToUrTiIing arcel erDIOYVTMTRT as a peEr-

2 - feur (&) working deys.

. J——
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AZter campleticn of thres (3) calender vears follciing
the January 1st Cccvrrﬁzﬁ after eploymant as a psr-
rrrznt Full-time errleres - £ive (5) workirg days.

iter cerpleticn of forty-tvo (42) menths following
the January lst ccourring after employmant as a
permanent full-tire employee - eight (8) working
days can ke taken after January 1 of the follcwing
calendar year.

After campletion of ten (10) calendar years following
the January lst occurring after erployment as a per-
manent full-time employee, and thereafter - nine (9)
working days.

After ccmpletion of fifteen (15) calendar years fol-
lowing the January lst cccurring after erployment as
a rermanent full-tire enmployee, and thereafter - ten
(10) working days.

After completion of twenty (20) calendar years fol-
le7ing the January lst occurrirg after employment as
a full-time employee, and thereafter - eleven (1l)
working days.

B. Union's Final Offer:

ARTICLE XXXVI
VACATTON

36.1: Erployees who have commenced employment with the City after July
1, 1973, will ke granted vacation according to the following schedule:

Upon completion of six (6) months of employment by January 1
of any year - 1} working days.

After campletion of one (1) calendar year following the
January lst occurring after employment as a permanent
full-time employee - three (3) working days.

After completion of two (2) calendar years follcwing the
January lst occurring after employrent as a permanent
full-time erployee - four (4) working days.

After completion of three (3) calendar years follcwing
the January 1st occurring after employment as a per-
manent full-time employee - five (5) working days.

After ccrpletion of forty-tvio (42) months follcying
the Janvarv lst cccurrirg after erployrﬂnt as a par-
ranzpt fuil-tiza erployes - eight (8) werldng davs
can te talen after Ja“m:x;y 1 of the follcuiirg calﬂnodr
year.




v

After ccrpleticn ¢f ten (1C) calendar years Inllcuirg the

Jarvery lst ccourring after erplojwant as a pampanent
full-tirs erplcyzz, and thersafter - nire (9) working
cays.

After ccapletion of fifteen (15) calendar years following
the January lst cccurrirg after employrent as a permanent
full-tire erployee, and thereafter - twelve (12) workirg
days.

After ccmpleticn of twenty (20) calendar years following
the January lst occurring after employment as a full-time
erployee, and thereafter - fourteen (14) working days.

Vacation to be effective Decerber 31, 1987.

C. City's Final Offer:

ARTICLE XXXVI
VACATION

The City proposes that the vacation provision remains the sare.

Issve #5 - Overtime
A. Current Provision:

Appendix B
LETTER OF UNDERSTAKDING

The Grosse Ponte Farms Firefighters Association and the the City of Gross
Pointe Farms have agreed upon and bargained for, and pericdically do agree upon
and bargain for, a fair rate of ccmpensation for a fifty-six (56) hour
workweek. It is the intention of the parties that the rate of ccmpensation
agreed upon by them in their collective bargaining agreement for a fifty-six
(56) hour workweek be the compensation for a fifty-six (56) hour workweek.
Accordingly, the parties agree that shculd the workweek be reduced other than
through the collective bargaining process or Act 312 arbitration, then the rate
of carpensation shall ke changed so that the new base rate of ccrpensation will
result in the same total compensaticn of a fifty-six (56) hour workweek even
when overtire is included for that nmumber of hours necessary to add to the
nuber of hours in the new worlaveek in order to equal fifty-six (56) hours. It
is also the intention of the parties that overtime pay of at least time and
one-half be paid for those hours in excess of any new statutory worlueek.

This letter of Urderstanding incorporates by reference any applicable
articles of the Agreement between the City of Grosse Pointe Farms and Police
Officers Rssociaticn of Michigan on kehalf of the Grosse Pointe Fams
Firafighter Asscciation replaces any agreerent to the centrary cconrning thoe
s subject matter,

B. Unicn - Cvartima

Tr2 Unicn vithdraws-this issue.




Poge 11

Uréerstanding would be eliminated and Article

o lhgie
XI wvculd k2 chanzzd &s rollews:

11.1: Porwal Overtim=., Any overtims work shall ke paid as
prcvided by fecderal law.

11.2: Holdcver. In the event an employee is required by
the City to remain on duty for a pericd after ccrpletion of
his reqular shift and such holdover is fifteen (15) minutes
or less, he shall not be ccrpensated for such holdover tire.
If such holdover period is sixteen (16) to thirty (30)
minutes, he shall be ccrpensated for one-half (1/2) hour at
tire and one-half rates.

. 11.3: The hourly rate for overtime other than that
R Geccrired in 11.4, shall ke computed as provided by federal
law,

11.4: The hourly rate for 40 hcur work week is arrived at
by dividing Arnual Salary by 2080. This only applies if such
overtire is the result of the need for emegency response to a
working fire.

Issue 4 6 - EMT Premium

A. Current Provision:

tlo provision or contract language.

B. Union's Final Offer:

2dd language to the ccntract:

Any employee who is or becomes certified as an Emergency Medical
Technician (EMT) shall ke paid in addition to his regular salary two and
ore-half (23%) annually of the base wage of a full paid four (4) year
firefighter. Payment shall be by separate check in the first pay pericd of

Jure,

EMT Premium to be retroactive to July 1, 1985.

C. City's Final Offer:

Tre City proposes that there ke no HIT Premium.

L B
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Issue #7 = Siclt Leave Paycut

A. Curront Frovisicn:

ARTICIE XXIV
SICK LEAVE

24.1: An employee shall be eligible for sick leave after thirty (30)
days of service with the City and he shall ke allcwed to accumlate cne (1)
unit of sick leave for each calendar month of service. This may accumulate up
to one hundred sixty (160) units. At the end of each calendar year any units
evcesding cre hundred sixty (160) will be lost to the employee.

24.2: Effective July 1, 1975, upon retirement, enplovees will be paid
at the rate of one-quarter (1/4) of the accurulated sick leave units (maximum
of forty (40) sick leave units). 7

24.3: When an emplovee is sick and unable to report for work, and has

accurmulated siclk leave units, he will be paid for the day and charged two (2)
sick leave units for each twenty-four (24) hour tour of duty for vhich he is
absent.

B. Union"s Final Offer

ARTICLE XXIV
SICK LEAVE

24.1: An employee shall be eligible for sick leave after thirty (30)
days of service with the City and he shall ke allcwed to accurmilate one (1)
unit of sick leave for each calendar month of service. This may accumilate up
to one hundred sixty (160) units. At the end of each calendar year any units
exceeding one hundred sixty (160) will be lost to the employee.

24.2: Effective July 1, 1985 employees shall receive a payout of fifty
(50%) percent of all accurulated sick leave units. (maximum 80 units or 40 days
pay) upon retirement and fifty (50%) percent of the remairder of maximum shall
be paid to an employee at age sixty-five (65) or to his beneficiary if death
occurs hefore retiree reaches sixty-five (65) years of age. In the event of
death of an employee prior to retirement, seventy-five (75%) percent of all
accurulated sick leave units to maximum shall be paid to the employee's
beneficiary.

24.3: When an employee is sick and unable to report for work, and has
accumilated sick leave units, he will be paid for the day and charged two (2)
sick leave units for each twenty-four (24) hour tour of duty for which he is
absent.

Sick Leave Paycut to k2 effective Decanker 31, 19C7.




\RTICLE IV
SICK LEAVE PRNCUT
Tre City prcroses that Article XiIV ke revised as follcis:
241: Employees shall ke eligible for sick leave after thirty (30)

days service with the City.

Employees shall ke allowed to accumlate one (1) unit of sick
leave for each calendar menth of service.

: Subsequent to Pecerker 31, 1987, the maxirmm accumulation shall ;
be 80 ‘units. J

When an employee is sick and urnzble to report for work, and has
accumulated sick leave units, he will ke paid for one day and charged for two 5
(2) sick leave units for each twenty-four (24) hour tour of duty for which he
is absent.

24.2: Annual Incentive Pay to Reduce Use of Sick leave. To qualify,
an erployee must have accurulated eichty (30) sick units as of January 1 of the

qualifyirg year.

If an employee dces not erceed six (6) units absent frem work
dee to illness or injury, he will receive Incentive Pay ccmputed as follcows:
1/2 (12-totzl units absent from work Gue to illress or injury) X current rate
of pay. Ircentive pay will ke paid in a lump sum by February lst follcwing a

qualifying year and will not e included in carpensation for purpcses of
cemputing pension.

24.3: Members of the unit shall receive payment for one-half of their
accumulated sick leave between eighty (80) units and one hundred and sixty
(160) units, if any, as of the date of December 31, 1987. Sick units shall be
paid at the rate of pay in effect December 31, 1987. Such payment shall not be
considered as compensation under the provisicns of Chapter 17 of the City .
Charter. 0

If an employee exhausts his sick leave bank because of extended
illness, and has previcusly cashed in his acccumulated sick leave cver eighty
(80) units as described akove, he may re-purchase sick units to the extent
reeded at the rate at which they were cashed in. '

Issue $#8

PENSION MULTIPLIER

A. CQurrent Provision:

Yo ceontract language.

S,

Pensicn rultinlier is 2.03 of Fipal Averags Corpensaticn for tha
first tuenty-five (25) years of service and 1.0% for years in scrvice in excess
of twenty-Tfivae (25).




B, Unicne ©inal Offzr:

ECd lerguzce to the controact:

Eergaining unit merkers who rotire undsr the City of Grcscz
?.‘.._“ te Farns Charter Fensieon Plan shall receive a pension nuliinlicr of 2.25%
»f Final merego chpv.-_atlon for the first twenty-five (25) years of scrvice

and 1.0% for years of ssrvice in excess of twenty-five (25).
Pension - Multiplier to ke effective Decerker 31, 1987.
C. City's Final Offer:

Pension Multiplier - The City prcposes the follcowing new Article
IIi and changing the murbering by one of the current Articles XXXIII through

XL.

33.1: Arcunt of Straight Life Pension.

Effective for retirements and deaths cccurring on and after July
1, 1985, the amount of straight life pension provided by Chapter 17, Section
17.16(a) of thke City Charter, applicable at the time of retirement or death,
shall ke ccrputed in accordance with the following Pension Formula in lieu of-
the method of ccrputation specified in Section 17.16(a).

Pension Formila. The amount of straight life pension is equal
to 2.25 percent of the membter's final average ccirpensation multiplied by the
rerker's credited service with a cap of 70%.

Issue #9

HOSPITALIZATICH INSURANCE
FOR RETIREES

A. Current Provision:

ARTICIE XXXII
GROUP HEALTII INSURANCE — RETIRED MEMBERS

32.1: The City shall subsidize the cost of group medical and hospltal
insurarce for covered persons during the pericd of this contract.

32.2: Covered Persons.

A, Members of the retirement system who retire under
the provisions or Section 17.15 (normal retirement) or
Section 17.19 (duty disability) with an effective date of
retirement after June 30, 1983 but prior to July 1, 1985,

B. Members of the retirement system who retire under
the provisions of Section 17.14 (voluntary retircrant) durirg
the 1.=rlod, if any, follcwing attairnmzrt of age 60 years.

C. The spous2 of parsons covered wider A or B if the
retiremant system pansion is teing paid in accerdence with
Cpticn II or Cpticn III provided in Sectien 17.13 ard thwz
spcuse is the named bereficiary.




32.3: Arcunt of Svkszidy,

A. The full cost of City spenzcrsd coverace if e
covered person 1s age 50 years or older kut has rnot attzired
age 65 years or ollzr,

B. The full cost of City sponscred coverage which
supplerents medicare coverage, if the covered person is age
65 years or older and is eligible for Medicare Part A
coverage by reason of Social Security covered earnings.

C. One-half of the cost of Medicare Part A voluntary
coverage and one-half of the cost of City sponsored coverage
which supplements Medicare coverage, if the covered person is
age 65 or older, is not eligible for Medicare Part A coverage
by reasen of Social Security covered earnings, but has
enrolled for Medicare Part A voluntary coverage.

.

D. One-half the cost of City sponsored coverage, if
the covered person is age 65 years or older, is not eligible
for Medicare Part A coverage by reason of Social Security
covered earnings, and has not enrolled for Medicare Part A
voluntary coverage.

32.4: Other Conditions. A covered perscn must enroll for Medicare Part B if
eligible to cdo so.

B. Union's Final Offer:
Replace present language with the follcwing:

Bargaining unit members who retire frcm service may elect to remain in
the Blue Cross group with kenefit level identical to that of active enployees.
In such event, the Employer shall pay full premium for the retiree and spouse.
In the event a retiree qualifies for Medicare, such retiree shall apply for
same. In the event that the retiree receives Medicare coverage, the Erployver's
liability shall be limited to the Medicare filler only.

Hospitalization Insurance for Petirees to ke effective December 31,
1987. : .

»

C. City's Final Offer:

.

Health Insurance for Retirees - Replace Article XXXII, Section 32.2A,
as follcws:

Memcers of the retirement system who retire under the
provisicrns of Section 17.15 (rormal retirenent) or Section
17.19 (Quty disability) vith an effectiva date of retircmant
after July 1, 1985.

ol

. S
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A. Current Provisicon:

No provision or centract language.

B. Unicn's Final Offer:

Add language to the contract:

For firefighters retiring on or after June 30,

1987 the monthly

retirerent berefit shall be increased annually, ccmmencing with the seccrnd year
of retirerent, to the amount oZ Lerefit otherwise payable nultiplied by one
hundred (100%) percent plus two (2.0%) percent of the original amcunt for each

year of retirement.

Pension - Escalator to ke effective Pecember 31, 1587.

C. City's Final Offer:

The City proposes no change.

Issue #11

PENSION ANNUITY WITHDRAWAL

A. Current Provision:

None.
B. Union's Final Offer:

Union withdraws this issue.
C. City's Final Offer:

City proposes no change.

Issue #12
CITY ISSUES
ARTICLE XXX
ECSPITALIZATICN
A. Current Provision:
30.1: The City will rointain hogpital, radical arnd surgical insuronce

ccrparable to the coverage undar Blue Cross — Blue Shield, existing cn Ccickor

1, 1982, including laster Mzdical.

Per Arbitraticn Avard of Darry C. Brewn dated August 27, 1976.




1
R, Unien's Final Cifier:

Unicn propcsas no changa.,

C. City's final Offer:
Replace Article XI{, Section 30.2 as follcws:

The Employer shall have no obligation to pay more for
Hospitalization, Surgical, Medical and Dental Penefits than
$368.39 per employee per month for full family coverage;
$331.75 per employee per month for two persons coverage; Or
$153.69 per exployee per month for one person coverage.

Iscsve %lB

ARTICLE XXXVII
FCCD ALLCWANCE

A, Current Prcovision:

37.1: A food allowance of three hundred and thirty-two dollars ($332.60)
per year shall be paid to all bargaining unit members effective July 1, 1984.

B. Unicn's Final Offer:

36.1: A food allcwance of three hundred and thirty-two dollars ($332.00)
per vear shall be paid to all bargaining unit members effective July 1, 1984,
Effective January 1, 1987, such amount shall ke increased to three hundred ard
fifty-one dollars ($351.00) per year for all bargaining unit merekers.,

Focd allcwance to be retroactive to January 1, 1987.

L
.

C.. City's Final Offer:
The City proposes the following:
Replace Article XXXVII as follcws:

37.1: As 24-hour fire fighters, because of their schedule,
eat on an average 5 meals per week during work hours,
similar to the average 5 lunches eaten by a 40 hour
erployee, no feod allowance will be provided. However, fire
fighters will be permitted paid time to eat off the premises
as scheculed by the Fire Chief in a manner sirdlar to police
officers, as well as to continuz their current cpportunity
to prepare rzals on the pramises.




\TATCIE NIX
BCUIDARIES CF RESITENCE
A. Current Frovision:
19.1: Employees covered by this Agreement must maintain a residence

within the kourndaries as cutlined on a map of southeastern Michigan, a copy of
which is attached hereto as Appendix "C" to this Agreement and by this
reference made a party hereof.

B. Unicn's Final Offer:
: The Union rejects any changes, additions or deletions to the
present contract regarding this issue, thereby maintaining the status quo.
C. City's Final Offer:
Pesidency - The City prcposes the follcwing:

Replace Aprendix C per Article XIX with the attached boundary
map. Replace Article XIX as follows:

Residential boundaries for present fire fighters who may change
their residence after Cecember 31, 1987, and new hires shall be established as
outlined cn a map of scutheasterm Michigan, a copy of which is attached hereto
as Arpendix "C" to this Agreement and by this reference made a part hereof.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSICNS

The follcwing opinions and orders have taken into consideration

each of the factors enurerated in Section 9 of Act 312. Section 9 of Act 312

lists the eight areas upon which the Arbitration Panels shall base its final

opinions and orders as follows:
L

(a) The lawful authority of the Employer.

(b) Stipulation of the parties.

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

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

(i) In public ermployment in comparable communities.
(ii) In private employrﬁnt in corparable comunities.

(e) The average consumer prices for goeds and services, cermonly knmm as the
cost of 11v1rg.

(£) T2 overall ccmpensation presaently received by the aiployees, 1r:clv.cl1_r:g
direct wage cempensaticn, vacaticns, holidays erd other ercuzed tirs,
insurarce and pansicns, madical end hospitalizaticn ben=fits, the
centiruity and stebility of enployment, erd all cther barefits rccaived.




(g) Changes in any cf the forscoing circaumctances Suring thz pardsicy of the
arbitraticn precezdings,

(i) Such cilizr factors, nct cenfin:d to the fo:‘r_:gc:f:'.;, vwhich cre romvally cr
traditicnally telien into ccnsideraticen in ths deterriraticon cf '..'a.ges,

hours &nd cenditicns of erploymant throwgh voluntary collsctive
b""CIZE’J“'_‘I rzdiztion, faci~-finding, arbitraticn or othervise ketizan the
parties, in the public service or in private employment.

Relative to the above eight (8) areas listed in Section 9 of Act 312:

a) There was no question of the lawful authority of the Employer.

b) The parties stipulated there are eleven issues in dispute.

¢) The Irployer did not assert the “ability to pay" as a defense.

d) Cecrparison of wages, etc. of other emplovees performing similar
services in public employment in camparable ccmmunites is the
primary area upon which the Arbitration Panel bkased its final
opinion and orcders.

e} The COLA factor is a consideration that was reviewed as a major
part of overall wages. .

f) The overall ccmpensation received by the ermployees was reviewed
by the Panel.

g) Mo charges cccurred during pendency of arbitraticn proceedings.

Secticn 10 of Act 312 indicates that the decision of the Arbitration Parel
must be "supported by competent, material and substantial evidence on the whole
record." The onus is on the parties to intrcduce supporting evidence, within
the evidentiary guidelines as detailed in Secticn 9 of the statute. The Fanel
is required to make written firdings of fact and to pramulgate a written
opinion and order based upon the record developed by the parties. In effect,
then, any finding, or opinion, or order of the Panel on any issue must eminate
frcm a consideration of the eight listed Section 9 factors as applicable.

The panel has agreed, as subsequently stipulated by the parties, that
because of the similarities in population and residential and kusiness
configuration, the geograrhic proximity, the ccomparable level of city services
offered to the cermunity, and the City's adcopted as camparables in previous
interest arbitrations, the communities of Grosse Pointe Woods, Grosse Pointe
Park, Grosse Pointe City, Grosse Pointe Shores, and Harper Woods will be used
for comparisons. These comparisons and the elements ccontained in Secticn 9 of
Act 312 prevml_sly descrited herein have Lbeen the basis of the follcm.ng
findings, cpinions and orders.

ISSUE 1 - VAGES

The parties have agreed on a two and one half (2}) year with a contract
duration of July 1, 1985, through December 31, 1987.

In its last best offer, the City proposes an increase of 2+% effective
January 1, 1986, and an increase of 4.3% effective January 1, 1987.

The Unicn's proposal would result in a 7.5% increoze effective July 1,
1685, and a 4.5% increase effective Jamuary 1, 1987.




Tre City's total, in addlzé dellars, for tuo and cre holf (2)) yvears ic
essentially:

2. Pay increased overtima costz of approximately $363.C0 resulting frem
increased ccmpensation,

3. Pay cost of living of $400.C0.

4. Provide additioral helpitalization costs for retirees in excess of
$1,832.00 per enployee.

5. Ifay additional sick leave incentive pay of $778.00.

6. Pay increased pension costs of $410.00 per employee resulting frem
increased ccripensation.

7. Provide additional pension benefits from an increase in the maltiplier -
an additional cost of $2,449.00. '

8. Decrease food allcwance by $332.00.

The City asserts that the cost of this total package is approximately
$8,417.00 per person.

In contrast, the wage increase proposed by the Union would bring the
firefighters top rate (42 month service) to $30,365.00; an increase of
$3,360.00 for a percentage increase over two and one half (2%) years of 12,3%,
This percentage dces not factor other Union demands, i.e. , EMP, vacations,
holidays, ete.

One of the facters the arbitration panel is required, by Section 9 of the
Act, is the comparison of wages, hours and ccnditions of employrent of those
erployees involved in the arbitration proceedings, with those of employees in
public employment in ccmparable communities.

L
As was previously noted, the parties stipulated, and the panel agreed,
that the ccmmunites of Grosse Pointe, Grosse Pointe Park, Grosse Pointe Woods,
Grosse Pointe Shores and Harper Woods would be the choices to be designated
ccmparable communities. :

It should be noted however that only two of the above nared cemmunites are
camparable in all aspects with Grosse Pointe Farms: Harper Voods and Grosse
Pointe Park. Grosse Pointe, Grosse Pointe Woods and Grosse Pointe Shores have
combined the police and fire functions into public safety departrents and
therefore cannot be ccmpared in all categories with Grosse Pointe Farms. The
rarel has recognized these differences in making th= carparison of the parties
respective rositions.

The two remainirg external ccaparable cities, CGrosse Pointe Park and
farper Ticeds, had ceparate fire dzpartwonts durirg the pericd in quasticr
(Grosze Fointe Park is in the prccess of changing over o a rublic safety

departmant.,)




The Union centernds that thre2 of the ccnraralyle cermunities cheould ke

ccneidered when raking the cerparicscn ¢f wagss: Crcsse Points “co'-,, Gross-:
Pointe Parlt and Harpar Veods, This contenticn is questicnable as cnly Harpa
Weods hes a "pure" fire department,  CGrosse Pointe Vecds has a Cedre of
cployezs stationed at the fire staticns kut these aployess are classifizd as

Public Safety Officers and paid the same wages as other expleyzes performing a
aval functicn. Grosse Pointe Park has had nine (9) firefighters gracduate frcm
the police academy, and while the Fire Departwent and Poclice Department have
recently been converted to Public Safety, the City continues to employ some
pecple in firefighting capacities.

Harper Woods maintains a separate fire department but the department is
muich larger with a much greater work load than Grosse Pointe Farms.

An examination of bargaining settlements within the City of Grosse Pointe
Farms (City exb. 20) reveals that the City's last kest offer, percentage viise,
ccrpares favorably with that of any other bargaining unit, i.e.: the Crosse
Pointe Farms Police Officers Asscciation (non-supervisory) and the City have

agreed to a contract which provides for a 2% increase and a 2.65% in 1985-86"

and a 4.3% increase effective 1-1-87. In addition, administrative personnel
received a 5% increase + 1% to those who only received lump sum in 83-84, The
increase in 1986-87 was 4.5%.

While it is accepted that parity in wages does not exist ketween the
firefighters unit and the police officers unit, the percentage increases are
significant. The Union's proposal for a 12.3% increase over the two and one
half (23}) year pericd would create a morale problem when one recocgnizes that
the wage settlements, dating back to 1981-82, for the firefighters and the
police officers have Leen very close percentage wise. In 1981-82 the
firefighters received a 9% increase; the police officers an 8% increase. 1In
1982-83 the firefighters received a 5.7% increase and the police officers a 5%
increase. In 1983-84 the wage increase for firefighters was 4.2% and for the
police officers, 4%. In 1984-85 the firefighters received an increzse of 4.6%
and the police officers received the same percentage increase, 4.6%.

In essence, not any of the cited communities are truly comparable with the
possible exception of Grosse Pointe Park and Harper Woods. Both of these
cammunities had full time firefighters during the pericd being examined. Even
these two are suspect in that the Park firefighters unit is in transition to a
Public Safety Cepartment and Harper Woods have a much larger work force with a
greater number of potent:.al fires kecause of the number of ccrrr'c-rc:Lal and
industrial establishments in the area.

It was difficult to make a comparison of wages ketween the three most
ccmparable communities: Grosse Pointe Farms, Grosse Pointe Park and Harper
Woods, as neither the City's final offer on wages nor that of the Union will
place the Grosse Pointe Firefighters wage rate close to the average of the
wages paid in the two comparable ccrmmunities, as the following graphic shows
for the pericd frcm 1-1-85 to 1-1-87:

R, |
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7-1-C 1-1-25 7-1-C6 1-1-27
Cionoe Pointe Parlk 26,000 23,000 29,000 29,000
Harpar Veods 29,627 31,2E6 31,256 31,255
aeorace 28,013 29,628 30,1z8 30,128
City Offer 27,790 28,526 28,526 29,762
-1,123 -1,102 -1,602 - 366
7-1-85 1-1-86 7-1-86 1-1-87
Average 28,813 29,628 30,128 30,128
Union Offer 29,288 29,288 29,288 30,605
+ 475 - 342 + B840 + 477

Ancther factor to be considered are the percentage increases granted by
the ccmparable communities (City exb. 39); While actual wage rates are not, in
all cases, ccmparable because of the different classification, i.e., Public
Safety Officers and Firefighters, the percentage increases granted by other
carmunities are significant as shcwn below:

Grosse Pointe Park increased wages 3.7% in 1985-86 and 3.5% in 1986-87,
total 7.2% over two years. Harper Weods increased wages 5.5% in calendar year
1986 and froze the wages in 1987, total 5% over two years. Grosse Pointe
increased wages in 1985-86 4% and 4.5% in 1986-87. Grosse Pointe Voods
increased waces 4.5% in 1985-86 and 4.25% in 1986-87.

Censidering the above, the panel concludes that the City's last best offer
more nearly ccmplies with the factors prescriked in Section 9 of the Act.

The City's last kest offer, while not fully ccmparable with average wages
paid for similar services in the ccmparable communities, dces fit the pattern
of wage increases, percentage wise, granted cther units of employees within the
City, a fact that must be realized as most important in maintaining a geed
relationship with the employees throughout the City; the offer is consistent
with other colloective bargaining settlements within the City.

Bward: The City's last best offer is adopted.

x'//ij(f‘ ;

City's Panel Member: Concurs
Carrol C. Lock Dissents
Union Panel Mamber: Concurs Ly
Robert Wines Dissents NS

ISSUE #2 - C.0.L.A.

The City's last best offer is:

1) Retain the cap of 20¢ on paymants of COLA.

2) Change tha payrrent dates to reflect the chanced dates of thz contwact

with the COIA provisicn terminaticn date coircidirg with that of the Fgreawank,

3) Insert a provision that wculd linit the payronts rade by adding this
arguage: "the paymant wmade shall ke baszd cnly cn the increase in the cost of
living over $.10 per htur tased ugen the above calculation and under the cap of

-y




$.20 per hour, any crne payrwent not to exceed $.10 per hour for each peajuwant

e

wiing cne thcusand (1000) hours for cach eplovee as hcurs workied for a six

SRR = S S

n

The Unien's last kest cffsr on C.O0.L.A. vould remove the car of .20¢ ard
also remove the terminaticn dates so that COLA weould ke continted into the
succeeding contracts,

Neither position taken by the Unicn or the City in the last best offers
are entirely satisfactory but as other 312 arbitrators have pointed out, last
best offers must be considered in toto and are not severable.

The Union's prcposal to remove the cap of .20¢ on the cost of 1living
payout wculd cause the C.O.L.A. contractural provisicn to ke materially
different and possible more gerercus than the allcwances in the ccmparable
communities, all of whom have a cap on C.0.L.A. payments with the exception
Harper Woods, For example:

Grosse Pointe Wocds' COLA has a maximum bonus paid annually of $1,200.00.
Grosse Pointe Park's COLA has a cap of $200.00 for each 6 month pericd.

Grosse Pointe pays a semi-annual lump sum payment of $500.00 every 6
months for the P.S.0. II position and $200.00 every 6 months for the P.5.0. III
position.

Grosse Fointe Shores' cost of living provision contains a $1,200.00 annual
cap.

Considering the above, the Union's last best offer would not be acceptable
but in reviewirg the City's last best offer, the inclusion of the limitation on
the payout of the cost of living to one half of the total amcunt of .20¢ (if
the increase in the index caused the payout to reach that amount) makes a major
change in the C.C.L.A. language.

This lanquage was inserted in the City's last best offer, however, there
was no supporting evidence offered during the hearings nor does the City's
brief make any reference to this new and different method of carputing the
payout of cost of living or present any argurents in support of this proposed
change. The purpcse of this change and the rationale, in support of this
change, was not presented to the parel, -

In view of the fact the panel must select one or the other last kest offer
there is little support for removing the cap of the cost of living payout, but
the propcsal made by the City reduces the payout to 50% of the allowable
payments and would mean a substantial reduction in the amcunt of cost of living
payrent the firefighters could receive. Further, the proposed change would
make the C.0.L.A. provision materially different from the C.0.L.A. provisions
of the comparables and would make the C.0.L.A. provision different frcm the
C.0.L.A. provisicn in the Grosse Pecinte Folice Officers's contract with the
City.

Consicdering the akove factors, it is the cpinicn of the rajority of the
panel that the Union's last kest offer on the C.O0.L.A. is less crarous of the
tvio offers and the panel kelieves the Unicn's oifer in light of tha record and




ArarZ: 'The Unicn's last kzst coifer on C.O0.L.A. is adnpted
The City's Panzl lecker
Coxrrel C. Leck Cericurs

Discents A%
The Unicn"s Panel Member:
Rcbert Wines Concurs

Discents

ISSUE #3 - HOLIDAYS

'i‘l;e Union's last best offer is to add one ccmpensatory working day each
calendar vear making a total of five (5) ccmpensatory working days each
calendar year in lieu of all holidays worked.

The City's last kest offer is: No change in the mumker of compensatory
days off.

The Uninn contends a ccrpariscon of the holiday bkenefits of the ccmparables
sugports the Union's prcposal of one more conpensatory cday off and sutmitted
tlie fcllowirg data in support of their position:

The present kenefit of four (4) days off plus $500.00 per year equates tc
a tectal of six days. The proposal would gererate the equivalent of
approximately seven (7) cdavs.

Cther commnities (comparables) provide varying amounts as shcewn in Unicn

cib.

o H
Grosse Pointe Farms:

Grosse Pointe Woods:

L

Grosse Pointe Park:

Grosse Pointe City:

Grosse Pointe Shores:

4 days off plus $500.00 or 6 days.

12 days paid in lump sum (equivalent to 6
24-hour days) plus 8 hours additional pay
for each holiday worked.

12 - 12-hour days off (6 - 24~hour davs off)
plus time and cone half for holiday hour
worked. ’

»

102.4 hours additicnal pay for not working
eight (8) hours (4.26 days pay) plus nearly
dcuble time for holidays worked.

9 extra days pay in 1987, 10 extra days pay
in 1988. Additional days pay for each
holiday worked.

According to the Union's eralysis, Gresze Pointa Fanns Firverfichters arc
ohead of Creossz Fointe Park, but receive a lescar kenefit than Hoarper Viecds arxd

b1}

Grosese Pointe Vieeds Firefichters. Cressze Pointe City has a slightly bLottes
benefit vhile Grozsze Tointe Shiores de=s rot.  The Unicn's prezeszal tculd place
the Grosse Peinte Fircfighters in the mid rarge.




* ort for the Unicn's prcpesal for an
z.cz-.tio:-\.s ard kolidays en enplcyzz can
3} éay pericde ofi in a given vear ox
7 ;,-.--:?'_rfzs off plus thrzz (3) sixt (6) =
5) two (2) wesk vecatlcnz in any civen

The City also pecints out that an internal comparison shews that no City
employees have received ccmparable increases in time off over the past six (6)
years (City exb. 20).

It is scmewhat difficult to make a true ccmparison of the holiday benefits
provided bv the ccmmunities being used as ccmparables because of the different
rethods used in expressing the holiday bkenefits, hcwever, the CGrosse Pointe
Farms Fireiighters appear to be an average in the mid range of the ccrparables
and there seems to ke no valid reason to support the Union's last kest offer cn
holidays.

Award: The City's last kest offer on holidays is adopted.
City's Panel Member:

o A
Carrol C. Lock Concurs X C S ?71
Dissents

Union's Panel Member:
Rokert Wines Concurs
Dissents ot

ISSUE #4 - VACATIONS

The Union's last best offer on vacation allowances proposes to increase
the vacaticn allowance for employees with fifteen (15) years to twenty (20)
years of service and for employees with twenty (20) and over years of service,
Employees with fifteen (15) years and up to twenty (20) years of service
presently receive ten (10) working days as vacation allcwance. Employees with
twenty (20) years and above receive eleven (11) working days as vacation
allcwance. :

The Union's proposal would increase the vacation allcwance for those
employees with fifteen (15) to twenty (20) years of service to twelve (12)
working days and for those employees with twenty (20) or more years of service
to fourteen (14) days. The increases to be effective 12-31-1987.

The City's last best offer is no change in the vacation allowances.
An examination of the vacation allcwances provided by the ccrparable

ccermunities relative to the allcowrances provided by Grosse ,.-o_rte Fams  (Un.
L-\D. r) :: ROW 1< |




15 - 20 Years 20+ Yeare
trocee Pointe Farms 10 - 24-Fx, days 11 - Z24-hzr. cdars
Crezse Peirnte Vecds 13} - 24~hr. days 15 - 24i-lx. days
Gresse Pointe Park 9 -~ 24~hr, days 12 - 24-hr. days
llarrer Woods ' 12 - 24-hr, days 15 = 24-hr., days
Grosse Pointe 15 - 24-hr. days 16 - 24-hr. days
Grosee Pointe Shores *12} - 24-hr, days *13% - 24~-hr. days

*plus two (2) additional days after 15 years service.

Cdnsidering the above factors, it is apparent that the Union's position is
supported by the ccmparisons of the other ccmmunities and the Union's last best
offer will be adcpted.

Awerd: The Unicn's last best offer on vacation allcwances is adopted by
thke panel. |

City's Panel lMerber:

Carrol C. Leck Concurs )
Dissents X (- X

Union's Panel Member:

Robert Wines Concurs 18/\/
Dissents

ISSUE #5 — CVERTIME

The Union withdraws this issue.
The City's last best offer is:

"The Ietter of Understanding would be eliminated and Article
XTI would be changed as follcws:

11.1: Normal Overtime, Any overtime work shall be paid as
provided by federal law.

11.2: Eoldover. In the event an employee is required by the
City to remain on duty for a period after campleticn of his
reqular shift and such holdover is fifteen (15) minutes or
less, he shall not ke ccrpensated for such holdover time. IE£
such holdover period is sixteen (16) to thirty (30) minutes,
he shall ke ccnpensated Zor one-half (1/2) heur at tirz ard
cre-half rates,

11.3: 1Tte rourly rate for overtine other then that Jdzscrikod
in 11.4, shall he ccrputed as provided by fedaral law.
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11.4: The hourly rate for 40 hour work week is arrived at by
dividing Zrmnual Salary bv 2080, This only applies if such
overtime is the result of the need for ansrgency response to
a vorking fire."

Award: Inasmuch as the issue of overtime was withdrawn Ly the Union,
no award is issued by the panel.

City's Panel Member:

Carrol C. Lock Concurs X .f/"- e/
Dissents

Union's Panel Member:

Robert Wines Concurs /6»}

" Dissents

ISSUE #6 - E.M.T. PREMIUMS

The Union's last best offer proposes to add the following language to the
contract:

"Any employee who is or becames certified as an Emergency Medical
Technician (E.M.T.) shall be paid, in addition to his regular salary, two and
one half percent (23%) anmually of the base wage of a full paid four (4) year
firefighter. Payment shall be by separate check in the first pay period of
June, "

"E.M.T. premiums to be retroactive to July 1, 1985."
The City's last best offer is that no E.M.T. premiums should be awarded.

The Union cites the comparison of the commmnities considered as
camnparables:

Grosse Pointe Woods: No camparable classification.

Grosse Pointe Park: 3% of base wages of a four-year firefighter.
Harper Woods: 2% of average annual base salary.

Grosse Pointe City: Contracts with Grosse Pointe Park.

Grosse Pointe Shores: 3% of base wage.

The Union contends that Grosse Pointe Farms Firefighters, with E.M.T.
certification, who perform E.M.T. duties are deserving of at least a minimum of
2% of salary as a premium for the additional responsibilities, duties
performed, training possessed and skills achieved.

The City on the other hand cbjects to the proposal on:

1) The proposal is based on a percentage of salary thereby containing an
inflator, providing an automatic increase each time the salary is increased.
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2) The Union's proposal would provide every emwployee who completes E.M.T.
training with the benefit, thus each firefichter would receive the premium
vhether or not he performs E.M.T. duties,

3) Paying an E.M.T. premium would create a pay differential between iliose
firefighters who are certified and those who are not.

4) The City allowed the firefighters, who were trained, to attend four
(4) hours of class and allowed them twelve hours off and they were paid
overtime; the average payment for overtime was $1,500.00. They also receive
$400.00 every three years to keep their certification.

In considering the above factors, it is quite apparent that the payment of
an E.M.T. premium is cammon practice among the camparable cammunities and one
would be inclined to agree with the Union's position that Grosse Pointe
Firefighters who perform E.M.T. duties are justifiably deserving of a premium
for the duties performed and the special training they must have to be
certified, but the Union's proposal contains two provisions that makes the
proposal unacceptable:

1) The proposal is that any employee, who is or beccmes certified, shall
be paid the premium. This would mean whether or not there was need, :|.nthe
Grosse Pointe Farms Fire Department, for additional E.M.T. trained personnel,
anyone who became certified would be entitled to the premium even if the person
was not performing the duties.

2) The proposal establishes the premium as a percentage of the wage paid
firefighters with four (4) years service (the top rate paid firefighters in
Grosse Pointe Famms). A check of the comparables shows that only one of the
commnities, that pay a premium, bases the premium on a percentage of a four
(4) year firefighter's wage (in effect, the top rate), the others that pay a
premium (Harper Woods and Grosse Pointe Shores) base the premium on a
percentage of base wage.

To pay the E.M.T. premium to all personnel who become certified is grossly
unfair to those firefighters who perform the work and to pay the premium to
those employees not assigned to E.M.T. duties defeats the purpose of the
premium; that is to pay employees for the additional responsibilities and for
the duties performed.

Secondly, to base the premium on the top wage would reduce the pay
differential between the wage classifications which would result in an
inequitable wage structure.

Based on these reasons and on the record as a whole, the Union's last best
offer is rejected.

Award: The panel rejects the Union's last best offer on E.M.T. Premiums.

City's Panel Member: . ' .
Carrol C. ILock o Concurs /\/ C:- *)(4
Dissents

Union's Panel Member: : '
Robert Wines Concurs .
Dissents [N
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ISSUE #7 - SICK LEAVE PAYOUT

The Union's least bast cffer on this iscve proposes to change the ammunt of
payment of all eccoumulated sick leave units upon retirement.

The City's last best offer is a proposal to change the stiructure of the
sick leave payout upon retirement by allowing employees to receive incentive
pay if they do not exceed six units absent from work due to illness or injury.

The current provision allows a payment of 25% payout of up to 40 sick
leave units or 20 days pay upon retirement (Sick leave units are expressed as
one unit equaling one half of a 24-hour day).

The Union seeks to change the payout to 50% of all accumlated sick leave
units (maximum 80 units or 40 days pay) upon retirement plus 50% of the
remainder of the maximum to be paid to an employee upon reaching the age of 65
or to the beneficiary, if death occurs before the retiree reaches age 65, If
an employee dies before retirement, 75% of all accumulated sick leave units up
to the maximum shall be paid to his beneficiary.

The City's last best offer proposes a sick leave plan that would reduce
the maximum accumilation of sick leave units to 80 fram the current 160. The
plan establishes an incentive pay plan to reduce the use of sick leave. To
qualify for the incentive plan, an employee must have accumilated 80 sick units

as of January of the qualifying year.

If an employee does not exceed six (6) units absent from work due to
illness or injury, he will receive incentive pay computed as follows: 1/2 (12
total units absent fram work due to illness or injury) current rate of pay,
paid in a lump sum.,

The Union seeks a payout of unused sick leave at death or retirement that
matches the sick leave payout plan now in effect for the police officers in the
City of Grosse Pointe Farms.

In addition, the Union contends that an examination of the comparables
demonstrates that the plan, now in effect for Grosse Pointe Farms firefighters,
is deficient in several respects: ¢

Grosse Pointe Farms: 25% of accumilated sick leave units
(maximum of 40 units)

Grosse Pointe Woods: 50% of unused units at termination,

25% at retirement, plus 25% of unused
units converted to paid-up life insurance,
100% of accumlation at death.

Grosse Pointe Park: Up to 30 days of sick leave or one half
of accumilated days, whichever is less.

Harper Woods: 50% of sick leave time accumilated to a
maximm of 100 days. Upon reaching the
maximm, 50% of the hours are paid and
the balance added to a "Reserve Sick-
Bank" to be used for illness or injury.
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Grosse Pointe City: Up to 50% of accumilated sick days upon
retirement., Payrent based on average of
retirvea’'s base wage for a nuler of days,
not to esncezd 37.5.

Grosse Pointe Shore: 50% of sick leave over 200 day maxinum
paid out annually to active employees.
Up to 200 days at 75% upon retirement.
Up to 200 days at 50% upon death.

Based on the above comparisons , the Union argues that all the camparables
provide sick leave payout benefits superior to the current provision for Grosse
Pointe Farms Firefighters.

The City asserts that the proposed plan is designed to reduce the use of
sick leave pay by providing an annual incentive pay each year to employees who
do not exceed six units absence fram work due to illness or injury. The City
claims that an incentive is needed to reduce the mumber of sick days taken; the
average mumber of sgick days taken per employee between 1952 & 1956 was 1.5
days; the average taken between 1981 & 1986 was 4.5 days The use of sick
leave has increased 300 percent.

The City contends that those retiring under the plan will have a much
better payout than under the current plan,

The claim made by the City that the adoption of the incentive plan would reduce
the number of sick day per employee is a supposition not supported by any
factual evidence. Further, the plan would eliminate the sick leave payouts the
firefighters have received upon retirement in the past years.

While the City points out that the plan has been accepted by the Police
Officer Cammand Unit and put into effect for the City Administration Staff, it
is still a dramatically different plan than any of the sick leave plans in any
of the camparable commmnities. While it is understandable why the City wants
to install the incentive plan and there are undoubtedly abuses of sick leave,
the panel must reject the City's last best offer based on the reasons stated
above and on the examination of the camwparables,

The Union's last best offer on the sick leave payout goes beyond in many
respects of those benefits in effect in the comparable communities but on the
whole is more equitable to the employees of the Grosse Pointe Farms Fire Dept.
than that of the City's. As has been previously noted by other arbitrators in
Act 312 proceedings last best offers must be considered in total and are not
severable. Based on the record as a whole, the Union's last best offer must be

accepted.
Award: The City's last best offer on Sick leave Payout is rejected.

The Union's last best offer on Sick Leave is adopted.

City's Panel Member:

Carrol C. Lock Concurs

Dissents X (7%
Union's Panel Member:
Robert Wines Concurs &J

Dissents

-
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ISSUE #8 -~ PENSION MULTIPLIER

The City's last best offer is to ofd a nev NMrticle (DDIII) to the
contract, 33.1 PAmcunt of Straicht Life Pencion, effective for retirements and
deaths occurring on and aftcr July 1, 1985, the amount of straight life pznsion
provided by Chapter 17, Section 17.16 (a) of the City Charter, applicable at
the time of retirement or death, shall be computed in accordance with the
following pension formula in lieu of the method of computation specified in
Section 17.16 (a) Pension Forrmla. The amount of straight life pension is
equal to 2.25 percent of the member's final average compensation multiplied by
the member's credited service with a cap of 70%.

The Union's last best offer is, upon review of the final offers by the
parties, the Union accepts the Employer's final offer on this issue. The
Employer's language shall become part of the award,

Award: The last best offer of the City on Pension - Multiplier is

adopted.
City's Panel Member: ' 2
Carrol C. Lock Concurs X ﬂ d/ .
Dissents '
Union's Panel Member:
Robert Wines Concurs n
Dissents [/N ]

ISSUE #9 - PENSION — ANNUITY WITHDRAWAL

The Union withdraws this issue.

The City proposes no change.,

Inasmich as the Union withdraws this issue, no award is issued by the
panel.

City's Panel Member: _ =

Carrol C. Lock Concurs y 9{ :
Dissents

Union's Panel Member: ,

Robert Wines Concurs B/J
Dissents

ISSUE #10 - HEALTH INSURANCE - RETIRED MEMBERS

The City's last best offer on Health Insurance for retired members is:
Replace Article XXXII, Section 32.2A, as follows:

Members of the retirement system who retire under the provisions of
Section 17.15 (normal retirement) or Section 17.19 (duty disability) with an
effective date of retirement after July 1, 1985. The remainder of Article
XXXIT would remain the same as shown in the current contract.

The Union's last best offer on health insurance for retired members is to
replace the present language of Article XXXII with the following: -
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Bargaining unit members, who retire from service, may elect to remain in
the Blue Cross Croup with henefit level identical to that of active employvees.
In such event a retireec cualifies fer Mzdicave, such retiree ghall apply for
gam2. In the event that the retirec receives Mcodicere coverage, the Ewmployer's
liebility shall be limited to the Lzlicare filler only.

The City's final offer, in essence, maintains the health insurance
coverage for retirees at the present levels with only a change in the date of
retirement; The current contract states: members who retire with an effective
date after June 30, 1983, but prior to July 1, 1985. The change would update
the effective date of retirement to after July 1, 1985,

The Union seeks to gain full health benefits for retirees and their
spouses, paid by the Employer. The proposal would reduce the Employer's
liability by providing that if a retiree later qualifies and receives Medicare
coverage, the Employer would only be liable for the cost of the Medicare
supplement.

The Union points out that the present plan provides coverage only after
retirees reach the age of 60; employees who retire before age 60 are not
provided with any coverage, paid for by the Employer. The Union also cites the
fact that if a retiree 1is not eligible for Medicare, the Employer's
t_:ontribution to the cost of the coverage drops to one-half of the cost of the
insurance.

The Union's proposal would provide the same level of coverage, now in
effect, for active employees to all retirees, regardless of age, fully paid for
by the Employer. When the retiree reaches the age of 65 and becomes eligible
for Medicare, he would be required to apply for Medicare and, if eligible, the
cost of the supplemental coverage would be paid by the Employer. In the event
of a retiree not being eligible for Medicare because of not having qualified
for Social Security, the Employer would pay the full cost of the same level of
benefits as provided active employees.

According to the Union, a review of the comparable commnities shows that
the majority of those considered as camparable (Un. exb. 17) indicates that the
most relevant comparables provide fully paid coverage for retirees and spouses
at the same level as active employees, i.e.:

Grosse Pointe Woods provides fully paid coverage for retiree
and spouse.

Harper Woods provides fully paid coverage for retiree and
spouse as long as the retiree's taxable wages do not exceed
the amount paid by the City pension.

Grosse Pointe Park converts unused sick time at retirement to
fund health insurance for the retiree and spouse; the plan
may be better or less generous than the Grosse Pointe Farms
plan depending on the amount of unused sick leave and the
nmumber of years of survival by the retiree,

Grosse Pointe Shores pays the full cost of the retirees's
health insurance at the same level of coverage provided
active employees and provides the coverage for the spouse as
long as he/she remains ummarried.

City of Grosse Pointe pays a portion of the coverage for
retirees.
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The City contends that the present level of coverage provided retirees
Trom the Grosse Pointe Ferms firefighter unit is the identical health insurance
coverage as that provided for the police officers and for other units of
ciwployees of the City. ZRceomrding to the City, the City's propeszl (a
continuation of the present level of bznafits now provided retirees in the
current contract) costs $21,474.00 the first year, approximately $1,832.00 per
employee which equates to a 6.7% increase in wages. The continuation of the
benefit would result in an unfunded actuarial accrued liability increase of
$255,100.00, almost $17,000.00 per employee.

The City claims the Union's proposal would result in an additional
$32,314.00 the first year and an additional $198,000.00 in unfunded actuarial
accrued liability.

The City also points out that the Union's proposal would include dental
benefit coverage which not any of the internal units of employees enjoy and
which only one of the camparables provide - Grosse Pointe Shores.,

An examination of the parties proposals on health insurance for retirees
reveals some rather significant differences. For example, the City's proposal
(the current plan) does not provide coverage for employees who retire before
age 60 and employees may voluntarily retire at age 55 (mandatory retirement age
is 65). Employees who may elect to retire at age 55 are not provided health
insurance coverage paid for by the Employer. The Union's proposal would
provide that coverage.

Both proposals provide fully paid coverage for employees who retire at age
60; at age 65, if they are eligible for Medicare, Part A, they must apply for
that coverage and, if they are eligible to receive Medicare, Part A, coverage,
the Employer pays the cost of the supplemental coverage. However, the City's
proposal is: if the retiree is not eligible, because of not having qualified
for Social Security benefits, the Employer would pay for 50% of the cost of the
supplemental coverage.

The Union's proposal would provide for supplemental coverage, even though
the retiree was not eligible for Medicare coverage, fully paid for by the

Employer.

In addition the Union's proposal would provide dental coverage fully paid
for by the Employer, a benefit now not available to retirees or their spouses
and a benefit not covered by Medicare.

In locking at the camparables (Un. exb. 17), it is apparent that two of
the five camparables pay the full cost of providing health care coverage for
retirees and spouses - Grosse Pointe Woods and Grosse Points Shores. All the
others have qualifiers that limit the Employer's liability. Only one of the
camparables provide dental coverage paid for by the Employer - Grosse Pointe

shores,

A review of the record shows that a majority of the comparables do not
provide fully paid health care coverage for all retirees as the Union proposes
and, as noted above, only one of the comparables provides dental coverage.
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Further, the record shows that the health insurance coverage plan,
proposed by the City, is the same plan as thet provided for the Grosse Pointe
Farms police officers and the Gresse Pointe Farms Pelice Officers Comnand unit
and cther City amployess.

For the above reasons and based on the record as a whole, the City's last
best offer on Health Insurance - Retired Members is accepted.

Award: The City's last best offer on Health Insurance - Retired Members
is approved by the panel,

City's Panel Member: .
Carrol C. Lock Concurs e
. Dissents

Union's Panel Menber:
Robert Wines Concurs -

Dissents y NI

ISSUE #11 - PENSION ESCALATOR

The City's last best offer is: No change. (at present no contract
language) .

The Union's last best offer is to add language to the contract: "For
firefighters retiring on or after June 30, 1987, the monthly retirement benefit
shall be increased annually, cammencing with the second year of retirement, to
the amount of benefit otherwise payable multiplied by one hundred (100%)
percent plus two (2.0%) percent of the original amount for each year of
retirement."

"Pension - Escalator to be effective December 31, 1987."

The Union seeks a 2% annual increment to pension amounts non-cumlative;
the provision to take effect on the last day of the contract for persons
retiring on or after December 31, 1987.

The Union contends that the acceptance of the pension multiplier issue
vhereby the pension multiplier is capped at 70% of final average campensation
will adversely limit the pension amount for any retiree with more than 31 years
service whose pension would cap out at 69.75%. The 2% pension escalator would
allow the retiree's pension to grow beyond the 70% limit.

The Union argues that because Grosse Pointe Farms Firefighters do not earn
Social Security credits while employed by the City, this protection is needed.
The Union likens the proposed pension escalator to that in effect for Social
Security recipiants.

The City contends that the Union has presented no evidence to support the
pension escalator proposal. According to the City, the increase in the pension
multiplier and the additional hospitalization for retirees will cost $4,281.00
per firefighter annually, an 11% increase of payroll. The escalator of 2%
would cost $2,108.00 per person, per year, a 5.8% increase of payroll. The
cost would be $31,617,00 the first year and increase the accrued liability
$255,000.00.

“ .M
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Further, the City claims that the firefighters have retirement income from
Social Security in that no firefighter has retired in the last ien years
without Social Security coverage.

The City also easserts that the intemal cormpariecns do not support an
escalator provision, in the retirement plan, as no other employees of the City
have such a benefit. The City also contends that this type of request should
be brought to the bargaining table and not in Act 312 proceedings.

The Union's proposal for 2% escalator in the pension plan is not supported
by any evidence that any of the comparable commnities have such a benefit and
as the City points out, not any of the other units of employees within the City
have this benefit., The City is correct in its contention that a provision such
as this should be discussed in collective bargaining. The arbitration panel
does not have the background information to properly decide a matter such as
this whereas the parties, in collective bargaining, can marshall the facts to
support their respective positions on the question. The proposal is not a
matter that should be decided in an Act 312 proceeding, therefore, the Union's
proposal on the pension escalator is rejected.

‘Award: The Union's last best offer on the issue of Pension - Escalator is
rejected.

City's Panel Member: - 7
Carrol C. Lock Concurs e ;Z/ .
Dissents '

Union's Panel Member:
Robert Wines Concurs h
Dissents fant/

ISSUE #12 - HOSPITALIZATION - INSURANCE PREMIUM

The City's last best offer on Hospitalization - Insurance Premium is:
Replace Article XXX - Section 30.2, as follows:

The Employer shall have no obligation to pay more for Hospitalization,
Surgical, Medical and Dental Benefits than $368.39 per employee, per month, for
full family coverage; $331.75 per employee, per month, for two persons
coverage; or $153.69 per employee, per month, for one person coverage.

The Union's last best offer on Hospitalization - Insurance Premium:

The Union rejects any changes, additions or deletions to the present
contract regarding this issue, thereby maintaining the status quo.

The City proposes that the health insurance premium be fixed at the
current rate and that any additional premiums be a subject of negotiation,
rather than an automatic inflator, in the collective bargaining agreement.
' According to the City, this proposal is designed to treat health insurance
costs like other items in the collective bargaining agreement that are a
subject of negoctiations.
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The City claims that 80-85% of fire department budget is labor ccsts and a
fixed health insurance premiuvm would essist the City in determining the kudcet
items and the premium ccould b2 a egubject of ncgotiation erd recognized as &
part of the total cost of the cverall contract.

The City asserts a fixed cost provision has leen negotiated with the
Department of Public Works and requests that this comparable be followed by the
Arbitration Panel.

The Union's position is that the City does not present a compelling need
or problem with the insurance premium. Nor has the City shown that a majority
of external or internal comparables have health insurance premiums capped.

The Union further asserts that the City has had the option of replacing
the current carrier, Blue Cross - Blue Shield, with a potentially less costly
carrier and has not exercised this option.

An examination of the record shows that not any such plans have been put
into effect in any of the other comparable commnities. Further, the only
other unit of employees, within the City that have a capped health insurance
premium, are in the Department of Public Works; the Police Officers and the
Police Command Officers have an uncapped health insurance plan similar to the
current plan for the fire department employees; the other employees of the City
also are provided with an uncapped health insurance plan.

For these reasons, and based on the record as a whole, the last best offer
of the City is rejected.

Award: The Union's last best offer on Hospitalization - Insurance Premium

is approved.
City's Panel Member:

Carrol A. Iock Concurs
Dissents Y X
Unicn's Panel Member: @J
Robert Wines Concurs
. Dissents

ISSUE #13 - FOOD ALLOWANCE

The City's last best offer on this issue is: Replace Article XXVII as
follows:

37.1: As 24 hour firefighters, because of their schedule, eat on an
average five (5) meals per week during work hours, similar to the average five
(5) lunches eaten by a forty (40) hour employee, no food allowance will be
provided. However, firefighters will be permitted paid time to eat off the
premises, as scheduled by the Fire Chief,

The Union's last best offer on this issue is:

37.1: A food allowance of three hundred and thirty-two dollars
($332.00) per year shall be paid to all bargaining unit members effective July
1, 1985. Effective January 1, 1987, such amount shall be increased to three
hundred and fifty-one dollars ($351.00) per year for all bargaining unit
menbers. Food allowance to be retroactive to January 1, 1987.

e
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The City doss not believe a food allowance is justified and no reasons
exist to justify cuch a food allowance.

hccording to the City, firefichters are poid viidle they eat, while they
shop for food and vhile they picpare the food and the firefighters, on the
average, eat only five meals away frem hone, per week - the same as cother
employees in both private and public sectors.

The City contends that any individual firefighter can being food fram hame
already prepared or prepare food at work. The City proposal provides that
firefighters can eat their meals at a restaurant, therefore, a firefighter can
eat all the meals away from home as cheaply as any other employee.

The City argues that the firefighters should not be given the special
treatment of a food allowance when other City employees do not receive one.

The City cites the fact that three of the comparables do not provide a
fooig allowance to employees: Grosse Pointe, Grosse Pointe Woods, and Grosse
Pointe Park. -

The Union contends that the Employer presented no evidence to demonstrate
why this benefit should be eliminated. In fact, the Union claims the evidence
points to an increase in the dollar amount of the allowance.

The Union refers to last 312 Arbitration (Jnt. exb., 2) that set the food
allowance at $332.00 per year (up from $200.00) in recognition of 66.2%
increase in the "Food at Home" segment of the Consumer Price Index. The Union
asks that the arbitration panel continue the adjustment of the food allowance
consistent with increases in the "Food at Home" segment of the Consumer Price
Index.

According to the Union, the "Food at Home" segment of CPI is available as
a public record; at July 1985, this index was recorded as 285.7. By December
1986, the index had increased by 5.7% to 302.1. The Union added 5.7% to the
current food allowance of $332.00 to arrive at $351.00.

It is understandable why the City wants to eliminate the food allowance
for firefighters as a cost saving factor. BHowever, it is somewhat questionable
when the City claims that firefighters on the average eat only five (5) meals
per week away from home. According to the testimony the firefighters are
working 24 hour schedules and eat two meals during the shift. Therefore, it is
difficult to accept the claim they only eat one meal in a 24 hour period.

It is also difficult to understand how the time off for meals could be
scheduled so as to allow personnel to leave the fire station and eat a meal;
There was no testimony offered on how much time would be allowed, but the other
question is, how could people be spared when according to the record, on the
average only four firefighters, including Command personnel, are on duty? The
normal compliment on a shift is three firemen (Pipemen), and one Cormand:
Officer. Considering the amount of furlough time available to the firefighters
and the probability of personnel being absent on sick leave, the number of
personnel on duty would be minimal.
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Tthile there is no question that the number of fire calls are comparatively
few in CGrosse Pointe Farms, there is the need for E.M.T. trained parscnnel on
each shift and if 2 responce to a fire call and an encrgency madical run vere
recessary at the samez time, it is conceivable that there would not be encugh
people available if one perscn was off on a meal break.

Although the City claimed three of the camparables did not provide a food
allowance for firefighters, no evidence was introduced as to how the shifts in
the cited communities were manned in numbers or how the people were allowed to
leave the fire stations for meal breaks. Without this information it is

difficult for the panel to compare the policies regarding meal allowance of
Grosse Pointe Farms and the cited communities.

Based on these reasons and on the record as a whole, the Union's last best
offer on the issue of food allowance is approved.

Award: The Union's last best offer on Food Allowance is approved by the
panel.
City's Panel Member:

Carrol C. Iock Concurs

Dissents Y Vo
Union's Panel Member: EJ
Robert Wines Concurs

Dissents

ISSUE #14 — RESIDENCY (NON-ECONOMIC)

The City's last best offer on the issue of residency is:

Replace Appendix C per Article XIX with the attached boundary map.
Replace Article XIX as follows:

Residential boundaries for present firefighters who may change their
residence after December 31, 1987, and new lines shall be established as
outlined on a map of southeastern Michigan, a copy of which is attached hereto
as Appendix "C" to the Agreement and by this reference made a part hereof.

The Union's last best offer, on the issue of residency is: The Union
rejects any changes, additions or deletions to the present contract regarding
this issue, thereby maintaining the status quo.

The City states that the proposed change in the boundaries does not limit
the firefighters to living in the irmediate Grosse Pointe area or in Grosse
Pointe Farms. According to the City the proposed boundaries are camparable to
the boundaries established in the Police Command Officers' contract and are
consistent with the anticipated boundaries for the proposed public safety
department and, among the comparables, the City of Harper Woods has a similar
requirement. The City argues that the change is necessary because of the
distance some firefighters live from the City; these people are not called in
case of emergencies because of the distance between home and work.
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'I‘he City asserts the reason for the proposal is to insure quicker

availability of Ix.c"'ﬂle end recponse, and vhat the City would like is to h_:w
mc,r)le evaileble in 5 to 10 minutes, not 45 mirvtes, as is the case in son
stances at the present tinz (one firefichter lives in Rew Baltimore).

The Union asserts that the City failed to demonstrate a need for the
change or a problem with the present residency policy and therefore urges
maintenance of the status quo. i

The City proposal would bring the limits of the area, in which
firefighters could live, closer to Grosse Pointe Farms; new lines would be
required to live within the established boundaries and present employees, not
living within the stated area, would be required to move into the area if they
changed their residence. The City believes the proposal is supported by the
comparables of Harper Woods and the Police Command Officers.

The record indicates that to date there have been no problems due to the
current contract language regarding residency; there was no evidence entered
into the record that there had been problems because of the unavailability of
those employees who now live outside the proposed boundaries.

The panel has concluded that the City has failed to demonstrate a need or
any problem with the current residency policy and therefore the panel rejects .
the City's proposal to change the current residency requirements now shown in !
the current contract. For these reasons and based on the record as a whole,
the last best offer of the City is rejected.

Award: The Union's last best offer is adopted.

City's Panel Member: Concurs
Carrol C. lock Dissents X .
Union's Panel Member: Concurs |
Robert Wines Dissents
AWARD

The contract between the City of Grosse Pointe Farms and the Police
Officers Association of Michigan for the period of July 1, 1985 through
December 31, 1987 shall contain the City's Last Best Offers on Issues 1, 3,

6, 8, 10 & 11, and shall contain the Union's Last Best Offers offers of
Settlement on Issues 2, 4, 7, 12, 13, & 14,

Issues # 5 and # 9 were withdrawn by the Union.

All tentative agreements between the parties are stipulated to for
inclusion in the new contract.

Panel of Arbitrators

Cpived & Aok ,%fc Anss)
C.ZB Maé Robert Wines, Union Delegate i

Dawson J. lewis, Pa.ne e I




