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OPINION

Procedural MattérS‘
This is a compuléory arbitration matter pursuant to Act
312 6f the Public Acts of the State 6f Michigaé, 1969 as amended,
MSA 17,455 (313\23.,§21.; MCLA’423.231 et. seq., (hereipafter Act
312) better knoWn\és the Michigan’Poiicemen and Firemen Compul-
sory Arbitrétion Act, The members of the Arbitration Panel are

Kenneth Grinstead, impartial chairman; George Brannick, Union

~delegate, and Lewis Loren, Employer delegate.

This dispute involves contract négotiations between the
City of Hillsdale (hereinafter City) and the Michigan State Fire
Fighters' Union, #961 (hereinafter Union). The>City and the
Union have a collective Bargaining‘relationship and their most
recent collective bargéining‘cdntract‘expired on June 30, 1982,

Prior to the expiration of their collective bargaining
agreement, fhe parties attempted to negotiate a new contract.
Despite their best efforté, a[iarge numbér of issues remained
unsettled and én impasse occurred. Subsequently, the Union
invoked the provisions set forth’in Section 3, Act 312. By
letter petition to the Emﬁloyment Relations Commission and dated
May 25, 1982, the Union, through its President William Warfield,
initiated arbit;atioﬁ proceedings. P;ésident Warfield stated
that the entire contra;t‘was still open. This petition did nof
indicate~thét mediaﬁion meetings héd been held.
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A second letter petition dated December 30, 1982, and
submitted by the Union's attorney, George J;fBrannick, was filed
with the Employment Relations Commission, ~This petition revealed
that mediation meetings had’been~held,oﬁ'Juiy 14, July 28,
September 8, and November~16, 1982. ’The following issues were
listed on the petition as unrésoived:_ |

Holldéxs

Wage increase

Dental and/or vision allowance

‘Pay for unused sick leave

Membership on any committee, organlzatlon, or otherw1se
relative to public safety. .
Vacation increase

Minimum manning

Acceptance of all items tentatlvely agreed to and
retroactivity of all other items

Term of contract

Following receipf of the Sécond petition, the Employment
Relations Commission appointed’Dr. Kenneth Grinstead to serVe as
impa;tial chairman‘of the arbitration panel and directed him to
contact the parties and arrange;fér‘the hearing. |

The Pre-Hearing Conference

A pfe—hearing'conference in this matter was held on March
30, 1983, in Jackson, Michigan, fof the purpose ofvélarifyihg the
outstanding issues and schéduling the arbitration hearing. At
this meeting, the Union withdrew issue number 5 from the above
list leaving eight (8) issﬁés’outstanding. The arbitration
hearing was scheduled for two days‘—— Mayb24 and 25, 1983 -~ to
be held in the Hillsdale City Hall Council Chambers commencing at

10:00 A, M, on the 24th.



The May 24, 1983, Hearing

—————— |

At the opening of the héaring on the 24th, the partles
‘requested permission to engage in further negotlatlons for the
purpose of resolving some or all of the outstandlng issues.
After about twg (2) hours the partles reported to the Chalrman

they had successfully settled several of the issues. The

- remaining open issues were:

Wages for July 1, 1983 to June 30, 1984 inclusive
Holiday issues '

Minimum manning

Maintenance of standards

Term of contract.

[V, R VL S
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At ‘the meeting on the 24th the partles also agreed to
postpone arbitration for sixty (60) add1t10na1 days to permit
negotiations to continue with regard to the. remalnlng unresolved
issues. These negotlatlons proved to be unsuccessful and after
several postponements, the arbltratlon hearing was flnally held

oon April 10 and 30, 1984,

The April 10 and 30, 1984 Hearings

k At these hearings each party was given full opportunlty
to present testimonial and documentary evidence in support of the
p031t10ns taken on bargaining issues‘claimed to be in existence.
A verbatim_reportorial ttansoript of the proceedings was taken,

A typed transcfipt was ordered by the-Panel and the written
findings, opinion and order on the isSues‘presented,have been

+ made with benefit of a transcript.



No post hearing briefs were filed with the Panel.
This opinion has been wrltten by the Chairman of the
Panel, but the valuable suggestions of the other members of the
Panel is‘acknowledged.' Concurrence by the other members on any
‘of the igsuesfunder submission does not ﬁécessarily signify that
they égree with everything‘stated’inrthe;opinion. 
N&\ , ,

Standards for Decision

Section 9 of Aét 312 provides that a‘pénel's "majority
action and rulings shall constitute the éctibns and fuliﬁgs of
the arbitration panel.ﬁ Under Section’8, a Panel "shall make
written findings of fact andkpromﬁlgatefa writfen opinion and
order upon the issues presented to it and uﬁon the record made
before it", and "the findings, opinion and order shall be just
and reasdnable and bésed upoﬁ‘the factors prescribed in Section
9." Section 9 provides:

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

(a) The lawful authorlty of the employer.

(b) Stipulations of the parties.

(c) The interests and welfare of the public and

financial ability of the unit of government to

meet those costs.

(d) Comparison of the wages, hours and conditions

of employment of the employees involved in the

arbitration proceeding with the wages, hours and

conditions of employment of other employees

performing performing similar services and with
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other employees generally.

(i) In public employment in comparable

communities.

(ii) 1In private employment in comparable

communities.
(e) The average consumer prlces for goods and
services commonly known as the cost of living.
(£f) The overall compensation presently received
by the employees, including direct wage compen-
sation, vacations, holidays, and other excused
time, insurance and pensions, medical and
hospitalization benefits, the continuity and
‘stablllty\of employment, and all other benefits
received. *
(g) Changes in any of the foregoing circumstances
during the pendency of the arbltratlon proceed-
ings.
(h) Such other factors, not conflned to the
foregoing, which are normally or traditionally
taken into consideration in the determination of
wages, hours and conditions of employment through
voluntary collective bargaining, mediation,
fact-finding, arbitration or otherwise between the
parties, in the public service of in private
employment.

It is the judgment of the Panel, (1) that it base its
findings, opiniens and order upon the factors stated in Act 312,
Section 9, as applicable, and (2) that the Panel retain
- jurisdiction in this matter to interpret its opinion and award,

and adjust the award, if necessary.

The Hillsdale Fire Department and the Bargaining Unit
The City of Hillsdale is located in Hillsdale County, in
south-west lower‘Michigan. The City hes a population of slightly
more that 7,000 of which approximately 900 are students at
Hiilsdale College. The community has a number of small factories

and commercial enterprises.



The Fire/Depértment consists Of‘éix:employees: one Chiéf
and five engineersf(an,ASSiStaﬁf Chief and four fire fighters).
The Chief is not a member~of‘thé'bafgaining unit. The Department
‘isAsupported by twenty volunteers who‘résﬁond whan a fire is
reported. |

-Fire fighters are on duty for twenty-one and one-half
hours and‘offlgbrgy-eight hours."Off'duty.fire fighters are
éalled out when neédéd tovfight a fire. TFor benefit 6f the
Panel, fire fighter Thomas Stiverson deécribed the work schedule
and primary duties and obligétioﬁs of fire fighters in Hillsdale.
Stiverson testified to the need for the firé’fighters to maintain
continual contact with community indus£ries in regard to the use
of ﬁew chemicals and to the~1ocation of all chemicals., He
.described the. work schedulé of fire fighters and the utilization

of volunteers,

Issue: Wages July 1, 1983 to June 30 1984
In making its awvard on wages the Panel reviewed data
related to several of the criteria as set forth in Act 312

standards for decision.

Cost of Living

The Employer subﬁitted‘ah article from the Wall Street
Journal, dated January 25, 1984, (EmployerkExhibit No. 13) that
describes the rise in the consumer price index for calendar 1983.

The article cites the U.S. Labor Department as its source for



/

establishing an increase~in‘the eest‘of;living~for‘all of"1983 of
sut SR e , ,

Consumer price 1ncreases for 1983 are not- approprlate for
this arbltration because the last pay 1ncrease received by the
Hillsdale f1re flghters~wa5‘effect1ve on»July~1 1982 - The
partles are seeklng to settle their salary dlfferences in this
arbltratlon me%ter for the perlod July 1 1983 to June 30 1984,
Consequently the ;ocus should be on consumer prlce increases for
the period from July 1 1982 to July 1 1983

The Panel takes Judlcial notice of the Consumer Prlce

Index as»reported by the~U.S. Labor«Department, Bureau of Labor
Statistics for all urban conSumers. This 1ndex is widely used as
an escalator in collectlve bargalning agreements. On July 1,
1982, the CPI stood ate291 8, and on<Ju1y 1, 1983 had risen to
298.2, This was increase of sllghtly more than 2% for fiscal

year 1983,

Abllltx to 2_1 S e ]y ’ ‘ ; k  | .
"The Clty submitted con31derab1e ev1dence related to its
ability to pay, Information was presented to the Panel on 1)
 state eéqualized valuation}of propertj perwcapitaj(SEV/PC), and 2)
median familysincome,f The'Citj conteﬁdS‘these factofs express a
community' 8 ablllty to pay and will reflect that community's wage
levels for employees. The City also submltted an article from

the Wall Street'Jou:nal deplcting the flnanc1al pl;ght of cities.

-



1. State/equalized vaiuatiqn of property per capita.

The City argues that SEV/PC is related to the ability of a
community to generaté revenue. Table I (appendix) shows how
Hillédale SEV/PC compares with eigﬁt Michigan cities of similar
size that are also located in southern lowé: Michigan. k

2. MeQi?n Family Income. The City submitted information
fegafding‘mediéﬁ$f§mily iﬁcbme for Hilisdale; These data are
also shown in TablekI (appendix).

The right hand column iﬁ Téblé I shows a combined ranking
of the ranking for SEV/PC and the ranking fqr median family
income. It can be seen that’Hillsdale'rénké iﬁ eighth place on
all three rankings. | v |

Data in Table II shbws‘that Hillsda1e~fanks lowest among
the comparable cities on median family income and state equalized
valqétion per capita combined, and~oh fire‘fighter salaries and

patrolmen salaries.

Wall Street Journal Article

The City'submitted an article from the Wall Street
Journal dated Monday, November 28, 1983, captioned "Cities are
Still Fébing Fiscal ProblemskDespite Economic Reéovery, Survey
Findsf" The article cites a survey by the National League of
Cities which suggests that, 1) municipal revenues in fiscal 1984
will grow more slowly than during 1983,-2) cities are likely to
incur deficits, 3) about 6ne—ha1f‘of the cities plan to reduéé

deficits, and 4) cities cannot expect a bail out from federal or

-9-



state sources, The following is' a quote'frdm the article.
The survey suggests that the most serious problems
facing city officials are high interest rates, local
unemployment, energy costs, inadequate revenue
sources, inability to attract new jobs to the
community and lack of hou51ng for low and moderate
income families.

The Wall Journal article depicts nation-wide problems of
cities but doesxnot descrlbe the 1mpact of the recession on the
financial ablllty o{ the City of Hillsdale. The flscal hlstory
of the City of Hillsdale is more adequately portrayed in its
audit for fiscal 1983 and its fiscal 1984 budget. These items

were submitted to the Panel for review and consideration.

.City'g Fiscal Health
| During fiscal 1983, the CityAreceived General Fund

revenues of §1, 685 055 compared to revenues of $1, 774 338 in
flscal 1982._ This was a decline of $89,283 over the one year
period. | |

Expenditures frombthe General Fund during fiscal 1982
were $1,532,498 and for $I,343,441'during fiscal 1983, The
City's General Fund exﬁenditﬁres declined $189,057.

~ On June 30, 1982; the Cityereported'a General Fund

e’balance of $479,688 and on June 30, 1983, a balance of $473,536.
The Citj Maneger testified that he estimates the June 30,’1984,
Genefal Fund balance will be.“in the five hundred to six hundred
thousand dollar range."\(Transcript at 117, Vol, i). The City

has estimated that it will earn $52,000 on note investments

-10-



during fiscal '84. S

During fiscal 1983 the,City spent $216,228 under the
audit‘category of FIRE. The budget‘for fiscal 1984 shows an
allocation for FIRE of $240,408. This is an increaséyof $24,180
or 11,2%. If fire fightersf Salaries‘ére increased by 7.5%,
fiscal 1984 expenditures will increase less than $9,000 for fire
fighteré' salgéiqf. ‘

It is the\;pinion’of the“Panelrthat the City has the
ability to pay the union's demand of a 7.5% wage increase for

fiscal 1984,

Comparableé

The City submitted contracts and financial data from the
following nine (9) Michigén Cities for comparisonkﬁith Hillsdale:
Cadillac, Coldwater, Greenville, Hastiangs, Ionia, Marshall, South

Haven, Sturgis, and Three Rivefs.' From a review of the State map

of Michigan and the population counts for the submitted list of

cities, it is apparent that the City has selected soﬁe
communities that are reasonably Close to Hilisdalé, has chosen
several cities that arekndt nearby gedgraphically, and ignored
severél other cities. The City St%ﬁed’that it selected cities
that were isoiated from large cit? iﬁfluence.

The City's selection of Cadiliéc as a.comparable with
Hillsdale while igndring citieé;that are much closer, i.e.,
Dowagiac and Charlotte, renders the inclusibn\of Cadillac

suspect. Cadillac is too distant to be used for comparison

-11-



purposes. It is doubtful that co1lecti§e bargaining in Cadillac
has hadkany influence on:colleetivé bargaining in Hillsdale.
Accordingly, the Panei has detefminedfthat,Cadillac éhould'be
deleted from the list of comparables for which information has
been provided. |

L o = |
Comparables—-Witﬁ\Other;EmployeesfGengrallz

Section 9 (d) of Act 312]prdvides that wage comparisions
are to be made "with other employees general;y". The City\
offered into evidence a summary pége'from a “Wage and Benefit
Survey of AreakManufactufers"\dated May; 1983, that was prepared
by the Hillsdale County Industfiai;Development Commiésion. The
summary pagé showed the minimum, median,kmaiimum and average
wages paid for beginning emp107éeé,kand‘for employees who had
reached the maximum wagé level.;‘The sﬂfvej’reported data for -
union and non-union employeés.

‘Thé‘City‘suggests thét a reasonabie hourly wage for union
and non-union Hillsdale area emploYeéskin private industry would
be $7.91; This figure was obﬁained'by weighting the‘1,324 union
and the 966 non-union employeeskhburly éverage maximum wége. At
$7.91 per hour.én employee working'Z,OSO'hqurs annually could
“earn $16,452. |

- In the Panel's Opihion, the’mdst useful data are hbﬁrly
wages paid to union eﬁployees in private industry who are at the
hourly maximum wage. Fifty;eight'per cent of the Hillsdale

employees are unionized while only forty-two percent are
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non-union. Union~employees,are‘more comparable to the Hillsdale
fire fighters.

The median wage ﬁaid to ﬁnion~eﬁployees in private
industry at the time of the report (May, 1983) was $8.90 per
hour. If an employee worked a full year of 2,080 hours he/she
would héve earned wagés of $18,512, A Hillsdale~fire fighter at
his current sgﬁa;y‘earns $16,887. ‘The'City' offer of 3.5%
increase wduld prévide.$17,478, and'the Union's demand of 7.53%,
$18,154. e

The average hourly wage paid to union employees in
Hillsdale area privatekindustry who were at the_maxiﬁum was
$8.79. 1If an employée worked a full work year of 2,080 hours at
$8.79 per hour he/she would héve earned'$18,283.

It is the opinion of the Panel that the Hillsdale County
IndustrialyDevelopment Commission supports thé fire fighters

demand for a 7.5% increase in wages.

The Question of Parity

It is the contention of the Union that as a result of
collective bargaining, the parties in Hillsdale have attempted to
maintéin salary‘parity of the fife\fighter3~with the police..

It is the Union's position that,past‘préctice has established
that the fire fighters have received;iaé the'maximum‘salary

level, 95 %Z of the police patrolmen's wages.
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Qﬁta:inATablé,iII~(see#éppendix) shows this'history‘since
Jul} 1, 1978, Table IIIkéhowstthét théffire'fighter's maximum
éalary dﬁring thé period fréﬁ July 1, 1978 through July 1, 1982,
has ranged from a low of 88.8 percent of the police patrolmen s
maximum to a high of 95 4 percent."Thg median and average
percentage differences are 92 0 percent. 

Some d? t?e varlations in percentageskshown in Table III
can be attrlbuted to the fact that contract settlement dates and

salary increase dates have not been simultaneous for the two

- bargaining units. FOr‘exaﬁplé, ittcantbe seen from Table III

that the fire'fighters received a paytihtreésé on January 1,
1982,’but the patrolmen‘&id,npt.w |

| The*City's’finaltwage~pffér of a 3.5% increase for the
period Julykl, 1983 to Junek30;'1984,,would increase the fire
fighter's'maéimum pay t0‘$17;478‘which WQuldtbe 91.0 percent of
the maximum police patrolmen's saléry ($19;202) effective July 1,
1983, | '

. The Union's final wége demand of 7;5% increase effective
July 1, 1983, would increase the flre flghters maximum pay to

$18,154, This would be 94 5 percent of the maximum police

patrolmen s salary effectlve July 1 11983,

The Union's demand of 7. 5% 1s 1dent1cal to the pay
increase received by the police for the same’perlod and retains
the same paritf of 94.5 ﬁercent'ééwestablished on July 1, 1982,
when w;ge,increases'for both:bargaining units were concurrently

implemented.
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Data from eight (8) cities show the relationshippin each
city of maximum salaries for fire fighters and patrolmen during
the 1984 fiscal year. Table IV (See appendix) shows this data
from the eight cities.‘ | | |

Data in Tﬁble IV (see appendix) do not reveal a consistent
pattern of difference infpay,'dr paritf, for police patrolmen and
fire fighters\éthhe eight selected cities. The rangé is from a
-1.7% to a high 05\15.3 %+ The aVerage difference is 6.3%Z. The
sample of eight neighboring and comparable citieskdoes not show
sufficient consistency td establish,a differential in pay for
fire fighters and péiice in Hillsdale;

The purpose of Table V (see appendix) is to show how
Hillsdale police patrolmen's‘salaries cbmpare with police
salaries in seven comparable cities and the relationship of that
comparison to Hillsdale fire~fighters' salaries:

Table V (see appendix) shows that effective Ju1y 1, 1983,
maximum salaries for policé patrolmen in Hillsdale were 95.36% of
the average of the selected cities. The City's'offer of a 3.5%
increase ih the salary for Hillédale's fire fighters' would
provide a salary that is 92.16% of the seven city average. The
Unionfs demand of a.7.5%vincreaSe would raise the fire fighters'
salaries to 95.7L%'of the’seven city average.

It is the opinion of the Panel that the above data reveal
that the the most appropriate salary for the Hilisdale fire

fightérs is an increase of 7.5%7 effective July 1, 1983,
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Issue: Minimum Manning

There are-four'engineers (fite fighters), one assistant
chief, and one chief in the Hillsdale Fire Department. Excluding
the chief, there are five members of the bargaining unit. The
Union has demanded‘that the City employ one,more engineer.

Starting in 1975, the City employed five englneers, an
assistant chléf\and akchief. This staffing arrangement provided
two engineefs'fo;\each‘shift.‘(Thefassistant‘Chief is considered
a fire fighter). In’March 1983, an engineer retired and the
City did not £ill the positlon., Except for vacations, sickness,
bonus days, personal leave days, and holidays, two engineers are
on duty_forktwo-thirds of the shifts,'andkoneiengineer for the
other one~third of the shifts.' It ie‘the Union'ekcontention that
the present staffing~arrangement cnnStitutes insufficient manning
and demands that an additiona1~person'beiemployed to return the
manning level to six fire fighters.

The Union argues thet theesefety of the fire fighters,
and the community, is’jeopardized by the five person~manning. In
addition, the Union contends that the City has changed the
conditions of employment W1thout negotiating the 1mpact" of its
deci81on not to fill the vacancy caused by the March, 1983,
retirement of a fire fighter. |

The Union is not requesting that the City be required to
have two fighters on duty at all times. It only asks that the

manning level that existed unt11 March, 1983, be restored.
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The:City‘afgues that it has the managefial right to make
policy'deqisions,as to’the élldcatidn of resources, to determine
where the City's dollars are to,bé~spent; and the appropriate
staffing level for the fire department. -Thé City contends that
its decision not to £ill the vacancy was based on economics. The
City also asserts there'has never;been\a provision\in a contract

with the fire fighters that inclnded»minimum manning. In

~
N

addition, the City\believes that its decision not to fill the
‘vacancy in 1983 did not increéSe the work load of the fire‘
fighters nof was the safety of:the'fire fighters compromised by
its decision. |

Minimum manning-ié within the scope of a 312 arbitration

pahel. In Alpena v Alpena Flre Fi ghters Ass'n, 56 Mich App 568-

224 NW2d 672 (1974), the Mlchlgan Court of Appeals determined
that a manpower award was within the subject matter and
jurisdiction of the arbitration‘panel‘because~safety is a
"condition of employment", The Court stated:

The union representatiVe'testlfled that the number of
“firemen on duty affected not only the public safety, but
~also the firemen's safety. This position was supported by

extensive testimony concerning fire fighting practices and

procedures, A safety practice is a condition of
employment... - We hold, therefore, that the manpower award
was within the subject matter and Jurlsdlction of the
arbitration panel. -

In a similaerase,'the Rhode Island Supreme Court found

that the minimum manpower requirement affected both the workload

and safety of the fire'fighters and therefore was a mandatory

subject of bargaining and arbitrable. Narrangansett v.
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International Ass'n of Fire Fightere, AFL-CIO, Local 1589, 119 RI

)506 380 A2d 521 (1977).

The issue of mlnimum mannlng is properly before this
Arbitration Panel forkdeterminatlon.

At the,Hearing,'Union President;Wa:field testified that
the failure of the City to stafffthe engineer positioﬁ in March

: BN
1983 due to the\vacancy created by a retlrement, added
substantlally to the duties of the remalnlng fire fighters
(Transcript Vol. I at p. 69). Engineer Stiverson testified, as
shown below, that it is normal pracfica that fire fighters will
not enter a building to fight a fire unless accompanied by a
"buddy".

Q. In performing the duties of a fireman, is it not.
an established rule that a fireman does not enter a
building unless with a buddy?

A. That is a normal practice; yes. In the city of
Hillsdale, it is our practice to normally work with a
buddy system, or if you are going to enter a
building, you enter with another partner, so that
there are two people. We pretty much adhere to that.,
(Transcript Vol, I at p 14)

The present manning practice in Hillsdale is two men on
duty for two, twenty-four hour shifts, and one man on duty for
one shift except for vacatlons, bonus days, 111ness, and personal
leave days when more than the one Shlft will be manned by one
person, Present practice is a factor normally and traditionally
taken into consideration (criterion [h]). The~practice that
existed at the commencement of thisyarbitratidn‘was~five (5)
engineers and an assistant chief,

-18-



Failure of the City to fili the unstaffed fire fighter
position has increased the duties and the’danger'of the Hillsdale
fire fighters, The manniﬁg practice of‘fivé engineers and an
assistant chief that existed ét the time this arbitration was

initiated (December 30, 1982) is to be restored.

“

N :
N Issue: Holidays

Under the présent contract provisions, Hillsdale fire
fighters’receive oné paid holiday during éach four-month pgriod.
A holiday consists of a singlé, twenty-one and one-half hour
period free of duty. The paid holiday is granted to the fire
fighters because of their,scﬁedule,#hiﬁh‘requires them to report
for duty at an assigned time regardless of the day on which the
duty day falls, including holidéys. Bétause a duty day for fire
figﬁters cdnstitutes approximately three, eight hour periods, the
three holidays are equivalént to about ning, eight hour days.;
Other City employeeskreceive 9 1/2 paid holidays,

It is the poéition of the Union thét;fire fighters are
scheduled for duty for 2,808 hours (52 weeks times 54 hours each
week) while.regular ﬁity employees afe required to report for
dpty only 2,080-hours. Thus, the Union aréues, other Cify
employegs receive ,0346 hours of‘holiday time off for every hour
of duty time. (The correct pumber of‘hours~shou1d have been.
.0365). The Union asserts épat fire fighters who are on dﬁty 54
hours each week ahd 2;808 hours per year receive only .0256 hours

(72 hours divided by 2,808) of holiday time off for every hour
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worked. (The more correct numﬁer offhours off for holidays for
’each,hbur of duty is .0229). | |

Tﬁe~Uﬁion has demanded;that hdlidayjtime for the fire
fighters be incréaéed’bj'one additibnal duty day (twenty-fouf
hours). This iﬁcreaée'WOnld pfovide';0341~hours off for holidays
for each hour of duty time.k~,:fk

It'isffﬁé\Positioh~of the City'that:ankincréase in
holiday time fbr thé,fire fighters is not warranted because
of the total vacation, personél'léave;kand~bonus‘days'reCeived by
the fire‘fighters. In exhibit No.:18 ihe Ci;y demonstrated that,
a Hillsdale fire fighter receiveé é total of 365.5 hours of paid
time;fot vacation, holidays,/and bbnué‘days. Thé police receive
1228 hours for these sameVdays: the street wo;kérs receive 236 and
clerical‘receive'196;;

The Union has not shqﬁn that the nﬁmber Qf paid holidays
received by the Hillsdale fife;fighterS‘is<less than that
received by other employeesfinkHillsdale. 

The Union subﬁitted‘a’report, extracted from contracts of
four private employers in the HillSdale,area to show the number
of paid holidays;received‘bykemPIOyees‘of‘thosé_companies. Essex
International,rlﬁc. employees réceived eight'paidfholidays; F.W.
Stock and,Sons,'Incs~ employees received ten paid holidays;
Allied Prdducts Corp. empioyeeé feceived fourteén,paid holidays;
and, employees at Vaco Produéts Cemﬁany, under an expired
contraﬁt, reéeived ten paid holidays. The averagé number of

- holidays received By emplojees of the four Hillsdale employers is
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10.5.

It is’the opinion of the Panei that an increase in
Holidays 'is not'justified when the tbtal number of days the fire
fighters teceive for vacations, bonus days, holidays, and
personal 1eave is compared to those‘receivedfby other city

employees.

Issue: Term of the Contract

It is the Unions's position that the arbitration award
should extend the expiration date of the contract to either June
30, 1985 or June 30, 1986, except for eéonomics; whiéh should be
"piggy-backed" toithe‘economics obtained by the ﬁolice‘in their
negotiations. The Union demands that the fire fighters retain,
over thé next year or two years;‘the parity relationship that has
been established with the'police. In fhé’alternative, the Union
requests that the contract‘be extended, except for econoﬁics,
which would be negotiated. | |

The rationale‘fof the Union's position is as folloﬁs:
This arbitfation will conclude about June 30, 1984, for a
contract wh;dh will éxpiré‘at the same time. The parties will be
required to resumernegotiations immediately for a new contract to
cover the next two years. The Union believes that extending the
contract will promote labor peace} save time and money, enhance

the parties' public'image,‘and improve the fire fighters morale,
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" The Clty obJects to an award that would extend the
contract beyond June 30 1984 because two—year contracts have
been trad1t10na1 in Hillsdale and this arbltration completes a
two-year contract. In addltion, the City would like the
opportunlty to renegotiate some of the prov131ons of the contract
which have been\operational for a number of years. An |
arbitration award that would extend the contract one or two more
years prohlbits con51derat10n of non—economic items which the
City may want to change,in the~COntract. The City alsofstrongly
obgects ‘to any prov1s1on that would "piggy—back" the economic
prov131ons of the fire fighters to the police contract.

The Justification for continuing the non—economic items
in the collective bargaining agreement past June 30 1984, for
either one or tw0~yeats, has not beenkestabllshed. The issues
upon which this arbitrationcmatter werecpfemieed were identified
nearly two years ago. All other matters were settled through
collective'bargaining. The Clty has stated that it is concerned
about somedof‘the itens in'the)contract to which it has already
agreed to. To eXtendﬁthe COnttactaprovisions for one or two more
years, would have the effect of denyingkthe~dity, as well as the
Union, the otportunitylto select”cettain'objectionable itena from
the contract for renegotiations. | ’

The Panel haa’not accepted the Unionfs argument that
parity with the police on aalaties hae'been established. Nor
does the award provided in this dec181on create a parity

relationship on salary or any economic item. The Panel will not
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extend the contract'past June 30,k1984 or enforce a parity

relationship for fiscal 1985 or 1986.

Issue: Maintenance of Standards

The«collective bargaining contract between the City and
the Union prov&ées that’the coﬁditioﬁs of employment in effect at
~ the time of thé\éie;ution of the agreement, not otherwise covered
by the agreement, shall be maintained during thé term of the
agreement,

The City demands that this prdvision be eliminated.

It is the City's position that the Union has not
demonstrated the need for a continuation of the Maintenance of
Standards provision in the collective bargaining agfeement. The
City argues that any items the Union had a concern about when
collective bargaining was initiéted have élready Been
incorporated in?d the agreement thus‘rendefing the provision
qnnécessary. When’coliective bargaining cémmenced, the City
contends, there might have‘been a necessity for the parties fo
include a Maintenance of Standards provision because of their
inexperience and the poésibility of overlooking something
important. The purpoée of the provision was to cover those items
that might have been forgqtten. HoweVer; the provision has now
outlived ité usefulness.k |

The City believes the ﬁnion can use the provison as a
potential "club" and hold the bity to some nebulous, vague

condition of employment based on unfounded accusations or
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hearsay. In addition; the City argués,'agreements have been
reached with other City bargaining units to exclude maintenance
of staﬁdards provisions.

The Union'objects to the4elimihatiohkof the Maintenance
'of Standards provision from the collective bargaining agreement
for several reasons. The'Unibniattfibutes the "dissatisfaction".
in the police depé}tment to the élimiﬁation‘of’the Maintenance of
Standards provision from the police contract. The Union points
out that during the time the pro#ision has been in the collective
bargaining agreement there has nevef been a grievance arbitration
arising out of the fire fighters' contract. .

It is the Panel's decision that the City has not
demonstrated sufficient reasbn for the Panel to excise the
Maintenance of Standafds provision from the collective bargaining
agreement, Only speculation of potentiai future problems, rather
than real problemé, have been cited by the City as justification
for elimination of the provision. Because the City and the Union
have been able to administer their'collective bargaining
agreement over a period of several years without significant
controversy, the Pénel has determined that the Maintenance of .

Standards provision should remain in the contract.
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Summary of the Award

The Panel awards the Unlon 8 last offer of a 7.5%
1ncreese in wages for the perlod July 1 1983 through June 30,
1984, | o B |

The Panel awards' the Union's last offer of one additional
fire fighter for the purpose of restafflng an engineer p081t10n

by

that has not be:h\staffed 31nce March 1983
The Panel ;wards the City's last offer of a term of
contract with an expirationfdate of June 30, 1984,
The.Panellewards'the theVCity*s 1ast offer of no change
in the number of holidays. e

The Panel awards the Union's last offer of no change in

the contract language pertaining tofMaintenance.of Standards.

etr GrlnsEeaﬁ
Impartial Chairman

June 30, 1984

; Lewis‘Loten
Union Delegate PR - City Delegate
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CITY

Coldwater

Greenville

" Hastings

Hillsdale
Tonia

Marshall

South Haven .

Sturgis

Three Rivers

STATE EQUALIZED VALUATION PER CAPITA

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME

~
™

~
~

ST

APPENDIX

TABLE 1

HILLSDALE AND SELECTED CITIES

'MEDIAN

ATE. ,
EQUALIZED VALUATION
PER CAPITA
. AMOUNT RANK
$ 7,827 7
9,647 2
8,886 6
7,579 8
6,523 9
9,691 1
9,255 5
9,504 4
9,608 3

- 26 -

FAMILY INCOME
COMBINED
AMOUNT  RANK RANK
18,043 7 14
18,732 .6 8
19,281 2 8
16,922 8 16
19,221 3 12
20,755 1 2
19,132 4 9
18,722 5 9
16,689 9 12



TABLE II

CORRELATION
' COMBINED RANK
STATE EQUALIZED VALUATION PER CAPITA
, -and
MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME -
. - with o
JPQLICE AND FIRE FIGHTERS' SALARIES

A

STATE EQUALIZED

VALUATION
PER CAPITA
and ‘ “RANK RANK
MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME FIRE FIGHTERS' POLICE
COMBINED RANK 7 SALARIES ‘ SALARIES
Marshall Marshallk ~ Hastings
Hastings | Sturgis Marshall
Greenville : 7 : Coldwater ‘ South Haven
South Haven . R Greenville o IoniaE
Sturgis Hastings . Greenville
Ionia | South Haven Coldwater
Coldwater ' ' Ionia ' 4 Sturgis
Hillsdale Hillsdale* Hillsdale

*The present maximum salary for Hillsdale fire fighters is
$16,887. The City's offer of a 3.5 per cent increase would raise
the maximum salary to $17,477. This would change the Hillsdale
fire fighters to seventh place ahead of Ionia. The Union's
demand is 7.5 per cent and would raise the maximum salary to
$18,152. This would also change the Hillsdale fire fighters
ranking to seventh place. Both the City's offer and the Union's
demand leave Hillsdale in seventh place. The Panel's award of
7.5 percent increase brings the fire fighter's salary into- line
with how the police salaries compare w1th the same selected
cities. : ,



DATE

July 1,
January
July 1,
bJanuaryf
July 1,
January
July 1,
January

July 1,

N

1978

1, 1979
1979

1, 1980
1980

1, 1981
1981

1, 1982
1982 -

Average

FIRE FIGHTER AN

FIRE

FIGHTER'S
MAXTIMUM

11,818
12,245
13,045
13,045
13,697
14,382
15,101
15,856
16,887 .

Table III

HILLSDALE
COMPARISON

POLICE

PATROLMAN'S
MAXIMUM

13.300
13,300
13,965
14,523
15,249
16,200
16,616
16,616
17,862

‘ D POLICE PATROLMAN
MAXIMUM SALARIES

PERCENTAGE

FIRE FIGHTERS'

SALARY OF
POLICE SALARY

88.8%
92.0
93.4
89.8
89.8
93.2
- 90.8
95.4
94.5
92.0%



TABLE IV
HILLSDALE

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
POLICE OFFICER AND FIRE FIGHTERS
MAXIMUM BASE SALARY
EIGHT SELECTED CITIES
S 1984 FISCAL YEAR

FIREFIGHTERS' POLICE

MAXIMUM MAX TMUM PERCENT
CITY . SALARY  SALARY DIFFERENCE
Coldwater  $ 19,726 § 19,726 0.0
Greenville 19,507 : 20,013 2.5
Hastings 18,482 20,763 11.0
Ionia 17,000 20,060 15.3
Marshall 19,856 20,475 3.0
South Haven 18,342 20,400 110.0
Sturgis 19,835 19,510 -1.7
Three Rivers* 18,450 19,945 7.5

Average $18,899 $20,111 6.3 %

* Data for Three Rivers is for fiscal 1983,



CITY*

Coldwater
Greenville
Hastings
Ionia
Marshall
South Haven
Sturgis

‘3 Average

Hillsdale -

TABLE V
HILLSDALE

COMPARISON -

 POLICE AND FIRE FIGHTER'S SALARIES

SEVEN SELECTED CITIES
7/1/83 | ‘7/1/83
POLICE ~ FIRE FIGHTERS'
SALARIES SALARIES

$ 19,726 $ 19,726
20,013 19,507
20,763 18,482
20,062 17,000 i
20,475 19,856
20,400 18,342
19,510 19,835

$ 20,135 $ 18,964

$ 19,201  (City Offer) $17,477

(Union Demand) $18,152

Percent Hillsdale Police are of'éverage Police salaries
for seven comparable cities: 95.36%

Percent Hiildale City offerifor‘fire fighters would be of.
average fire fighter sal

92.16%

aries for seven comparable cities:

Percent HillsdalevUnion demand for fire fighters would be
of average fire fighter salaries for seven comparable

cities:

95.71%

* Three Rivers not included

incomplete data.

in this table because of



