STATE OF MIGHIGAN

Ccmpulsory Arbitration Between:

CITY OF INKSTER 0y
- -and- )  Arbitration Arising Under ‘§§\§§§
. )  Act No. 312, Public Acts .
" INKSTER POLICE ) of 1969, as amended.
OFFICERS' ASSOCIATION )
%7//75’ N . ‘
o INTRODUCTION ,

. This arbitxration proceeding has been conducted pursuant
to Act No. 312, Michigan Public Acts of 1969, and upon the
initiation of the parties. e ’

On August 20, 1974, Robert G. Howlett, Chairman of the
Michigan Employment Relations Commission, designated Harry T.
Edwards to serve as the Impartial Chairman in this matter.

The three members 6f the Arbitration Panel were: ,
Mark Reizen, Esq. (Association Delegate), John Reseigh, Esq.

. (City Delegate) and:-Harry T. Edwards (Impartial Chairman).

: ~ Three hearings were held in the instant arbitration matter,
on September 25, 1974, December 11, 1974 and March 4, 1975.
 The parties also met on October 1, 1974, during which time the
Impartial Chairman was given a guided tour of the City of
-Inkster. ' ' ' o : ' .

In addition to the testimony and documents received during
 the aforementioned hearings, the parties submitted the deposi-
‘tions of David A. Killins III'and Edward F. Juarez (taken on
* November 19, 1974), Dennis Robert Anderson and Martin John -
‘Yurchak (taken on February 17, 1975), and Ben A. Denny (taken
"on March 11, 1975). Post-hearing briefs were submitted by
~ both parties. - SRR = T

The dispute in this matter arose during the summer:
when the parties reached an impasse in their collective,
ing negotiations for a new two-year contract covering the o
period from July 1, 1974 through June 30, 1976. Prior to the
commencement of this arbitration proceeding, the parties were
_able to resolve all but two issues, salaries and pEReANBNSBUSTRIAL
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- As a consequence, these two matters were the only substantive
isstes submitted to this Arbitration Panel for final and
.blndlng resolution S . v

An Expedlted«Awaré was issued on June 4 1975 w1thout any
'statement of facts or supporting rationale. The parties waived
receipt of such statement in comsideration of their need for
~ an award in this matter, but with the further stipulation that

within sixty (60) days of the Expedited Award, or as soon

_ therebefore as fea31bie, the Arbitracion Panel would issue

a formal opinion, includihp a state nt of facte and rationale
to support the award there given. :77F

It should be noted that, before reachlng a jddgment in-
this matter, the Chairman carefully weighed all of the evidence
in the record, including the transcripts of testlmony, deposi-
tions, briefs, contracts and other exhibits in the evidence.

In considering the evidence, the;‘anel paid heed to and was
strictly guided by the explicit mindates of Sections 8 and 9
of Act No. 312, Public Acts of 19;9;aasfamended§-M.S,A;»17.455
(38) and (39). S i L L S

This Oplnlon has been wrltten by the Chalrman of the Panel.
‘Concurrence by either member of the Panel in the Award does
not necessarily 1nd1cate agreement with everything stated in
this Opinion o e e

| 1. RESIDENCY ISSUE

Durlng the course of 75,;,w ings.in.this Le: and in
thelr post-hearing briefs; the parties advanced numerous argu-
ments in support of theifr respective positions on the issue
. of "resideticy." A summary bf these various arguments is set

forth hereinbelow*= e |

AssOciatioﬁfArguments

1. The elimination,of““be eéldency requirement costs.
~ the city nothing. P T ) v

2. Children of police officers liv1ng in Inkster are re-
quired to attend school aﬁtside the city limits of Inkster

3; There is a scarc1ty of suitable housing in Inkster '
where an offlcer and his famlly can b safe from erlme, particularly




- with whom the' officeré ha e de*;;fe
Y>ment ' . .

‘breaking and entering. There- is avidence that policemen are
concetned for the. safety of their families while on duty, that
homes of several officers have been vandalized, that full theft
~insurance coverage is difficult to obtain, and that off-duty
~ officers and their families have been harassed by residents
M]the cdurSe of their employ-~

s marital tensiohs, since

- 4 The r951den‘y’rulev §f‘*
ers ish. ta live out31de

-“f‘the spouses of pc‘ic o
~ of, Inkster.k 5

- 5. Other Qommunit A
housing ané llfe styles nbt

6. Malntéhaﬁce of the r931dency rule has caused a numbex
_of offlcers to Ieave the force S s

‘ Abciitlon of the lgiﬁégeaaéfthe;avaiiability
.of qualified pclice ; Al e
a;8‘ Ellmlnatlon of th  will not create manpower o
shortages, since no offlaﬂrs haVE‘been called in to respond
- to wotrk emergencies during the past several years. Moreover,:
~ officers are likely to be more | dliy available for emergency
pcalls when they are alioweﬂ:to /‘x@se th31r place of re51dence

10

__1es and upgraées marale

e reguiations would enable
ies and ‘wavel to their

‘ staEions faster. h
~within the Cit :
. tion systems have ies
"~ to the City '

im ‘fé'tranSporta-
1 tim&s from outiying areas

12, There is-a'9§é;p y of
~police officers in Ink‘te’;%n‘

[ 13. The 1nvestment Value a "‘1“‘ "1it?ﬁdfna home in



o
%

l Inkster W1th the knowledg__df the city.

,-the abolitlenwgf the resldehcy_ 15%“

: Michlgan have abollshe'h

~extends beyond the city limltsff,
- such as the Saturatlon Patral..f}

,Inkster are far less than in surrohnding areas.»

14, Between March 1967, and November, 1970 Inkster

Civil Service. regulatlons alloWed all policemen to resxde
~in nelghborlng communities.. o B

15 At 1east three”p'iice offxceré prESently llve outside

| 16 Forty-three patrol off 'eﬁ gﬁ;dléﬂpetitlaﬁ réduestihg

17. The resi&ency requzrement 13 discriminatory and unéon-
stitutional in that it applies only to police officers, fire-
'flghters and Department of Publlc Serv1ce employees

+

| 18.' A 31gn1ficant n;mber of‘thllpollce departmehts in ;

19. A police officer‘c '

ét“engage in unrestricted polltlcal
activ1ty if he must 1ive where . e

he wofks

20. The work jurlsdlction ?.__-

~enfotced durin% all his
a necessary brlef hlab“

 the residency requirement. agaln”
.residing outSLde the City.»»*- £

enforced against the 5
3 employees. i

'52.? The rule has been
class of city polxce and firefig_

,3.~ Special c1chmstances ~ vent the Clty from enforcing

léﬂthree offiaers currently




o

.,4, The I1.P.O. A has the burden of showing changed
circumstances necessitating a re- evaluation of the re31dency
rule. :

5. Re31dency rules are not constltutlonally imperm1351ble
if they are uniformly enforced and reasonably job- related

6. As a "para~milltary" force pollce officers requlre
'-greater regulatlon,than do other city employees.,, '

7. Reiaxation of the re31dency standard would créate a

mass - exodus of" police officers, partlcularly White offlcers,
from the Clty.-\ ot : ‘ t 8

: .}8, The current view shared by many Inkster citizens, of
the police department as an "occhpation force " tould.be
strengthened if pollce offlcers no 1onger re31ded in ‘Inkster..

9. A vast maJorlty of citlzens attendlng hearlngs on
the igsue of pollce residency faVored the rule

10. Upon thelr hirlng, all offlcers knew of the re31dency
requirement, which conditlon of eontinued employment they
voluntarily accepted ‘ : e

11. The residency rule 1mproves job performance by enabling
policemen to receive a greater amoiint of confidential infor-
mation and thereby more readily ie“'“ the 1dent1ty and character-
istlcs of the crlmlnal elem' Ly G

12 Vlgereus~enforrement'of, esidenicy regulations since
1970 has resulted in a signifiaant«decrease in the number of

| 'charges of police brutallty

7 13. Residents of a community feel ‘more secure when‘
. pollce officers 11ve in thé commuhity. :

14 Officers stated motives for 1iving elsewhere are
spurious, since crime knows no ecotiomic or political boundaries
- and marital discord is inherently greatet ‘Tong police offlcers ,
than among many other professionais._sgb :

15 After the most recent examinatlons, the City ‘hired
~ five Police Department employees, leaving an eligible list of
Lin excess of thirty qualified candidates. ,-‘_




Adequate housing of a‘type and naﬁure suitable for
palice offxeers exists withinwthe City . |

The re31dency rule does not impede equal oppcrtunlty
in the City of Inkster.‘ ‘;a.; S ,

Burden of Proof

Sectlon 9 of Act Na 312 /Pﬁblic'Acts of 1969 M. S A. 17 455
(39) authorizes thls Arbltratln Panel to‘ ,

‘...basevlts findlng ~ opinisns and order
upcn the‘fallewiﬁg fact@rs.,.;u ;

o (a) The lawful autharity of the employer
~  (c) tThe intéres%s and welfare of the
~police... - '
(d) Comparison of ... conditlons of
employment of the ‘employees in-
VOlvedg 1 the arbitration proceeding
& .. tonditions of employment
"Wf:offothefve ployess +i. in public
~ employment in comparable communities...
~ (h) Such other factors, not confined
. to the foregoing, which are nor-
 mally or. raditionally taken into
eo derﬁtlon in the determination
“of ‘conditions of employment
through voluntary collective bar-
gdining, medlatlan, fact finding,
. arbitration or otherwise between
' the parties, in the pubiic seater i
' ar in privata Employment.. Fe

The Clty contends that the E ”fclation as the party moving
g of employment, has the bur-
stances ds wotuld justify '
fWhiie this is not en-

ion' 18 a substitute for :
fuliﬂfledged judieial

f evidence shall not apply,"

ieless must render an

‘rcollectivé Bargélning5 er t]
. proceeding, and "technica rules
M.8.A, 17.455 (36)5 the Panel
order supported by "compe t, material and substantial evi-
dence on the whole record.!" M.8,A. 17 455 (42). To the extent
- that stich evidence is requiﬁed it‘ cems only just that it

| “should be fcrthcomlng ih na smali m asure from the moving party
on any glven issue o e




After havmng carefully rev1eWed all of the pertlnent evi-

~dence ;n_thls record, the Panel coﬁcludes that the Association

request for a relaxation of the current residency rule is
plainly justified by competent, material and substantial

~evidence on the whole record. The primary considerations
' mllltating in favor of thls result are dlscussed below

A The Exlstlng Resiéency Rule i

The present Personnel Rules and Regulatlons of the City
of Iﬁkstef provide, in part, Eﬁliows‘ Ut

" The re31deﬁcy for City Employment shall
be as fOliéWS‘“‘f‘; |

I‘ Entry level laboring and trade p031tions
persons’ 5ﬁtering the City service in these
positiots must reside in the City of
Inkster at the time of appointment and

L must remain reﬁidents of the City of
“Inkster éurin'k he duration of their

e employment with the City through any

promotional positionsw~,fa~

, F E'men . Shall be required

; within the City of Inkster within
, three (3) months &fter oompletion of thelr
o < d

ity € : ’fthe Clty and their

' residency within the City be a part. of
their continU1ng condltlon of tﬁeir

Vemployment ‘ £ .

3: A11 other emplo*
',v,sidency requirem ﬁt'except ;m
g ed by subzequent acti

v ; eﬁts, the City
,.;“ of Inkster resi hts w111 e given prefer-
““‘f'ence in Eéing cénsldered for empioyment."

: Uhder these rules, the City hés requlred all police offlcers
to live within the boundaries of the City of Inkster, w1th1n
three months after completion of their probat1 e |
as a condition of oontinued empioyment., | :




';:'deratioﬁ'by the Panel.

" herein retridered on the residen
~ unnecessary to consider or res : ‘
‘raised by the Association. If the Associdtion persists in

- Acty M.S.A. 17.455 (15). petroi
City of Pontiac, 391 Mich. 814, 87 L.

~ In support of its request for a relaxation of the residency

‘fule, the Association has taiseﬁjséveraifiegal,issueS‘for‘consi~

. The first of these issues relates to the Association claim

| that the existing residghcylfule‘isfuﬁlaW£ullyvdiscriminatory
- because it impedes equal access to job opportunities in vio-

lation of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 1.S.C.
secs, 2000¢ et seq. In light of the conclusions and Award
1idsue; the Panel deems it
‘resolve the Title VII questions

the belief thatfa-resideﬁéy'fQIE~is;somehow unlawfully

“discriminatory, then the matter can be appropriately heard

and resolved by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission -
and the cgurtsvphrsuant~tquitlé‘VII§,~‘; S e

‘Tﬁe'secbnd’1egal'qUésEion>COﬁéefnnghé ciaim by the

Association that the existing residency ruile violates the

Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the

‘United States Constitution in that its application among

City employees is limited to police,
laboring and trade positions. Rel
Civil Service Commission, 383 Mick
responds that a requirement that

firefighters, and

ing on Williams v. Detroit
507 (1970), the City
ployees live within the

limits of a city is not such an infringement of constitutional
~rights as to render it impermissib
~for this Panel to reach the ulti |  the |
‘tionality of the regulation. The Michigan Supreme Court only
last year ruled'that'tesidenég

+ It is plaitily unnecessary
€ issue of the constitu-

'is a mandatory subject of

e Public Employment Relations

Police Officers Association v.
R.R.M. 2540 (1974).

collective bargaining under t

Furthermore, nothing in the Williams decision suggests that

- residency must always be a nece éaryjcéndition}of_employment.

for municipal employees. |
 Since the Williams decision merely holds that a residency

~rule is not constitutionally impermissible and since the DPOA
“decision plainly allows public employees in Michigan to

bargain about the subject of residéncy, the Panel will be
guided solely by the applicable sections of Act No. 312, Public
Acts of 1969, as amended, in its consideration of the residency
issue. Any constitutional issues remdining unresolved after
the issuance of this decision must of necessity be resolved

by the courts; not this}Pénélyyr¥*‘




‘reopen 'thé issue as of
‘gtatutory duty with impunity

gconditions of tﬁeir emﬁloyment

‘the residency issue is supported

a guided tour of the City of Inks
" October 1, 1974, that 4 dearth of desirable homes in the price
‘range generally sought by employées earning approx1mate1v '

- Denny, a Westland realtor,
.fv$15 000 annual 1ncome ~a"

V‘»?that houslng‘ls évallable n(i :

I(City Ex. M~2), this is a (uch s
by the residency rule whi

in Williams' v. Detroit Civil Service Commission, supra. At least

‘one officer on the presertt police force has tried without success
.~ to find a suitable house within the small area of the City of

- Tr. 25 26)

It shoﬁld alsc be nbted that since the Clty fs legally |

:reQuired to hegotiate about the subject of residency it cannot

effectively contend that the pulice officers are estopped

~ from seeking a modification of the residency rule because
~of their knowing and voluntary consent at the time of hiring
to residency as a condition of cantinued employment. The -
~duty to bargain over residency is & continuing duty. Any
~agreement on this subject endures only until the particular

contract  term expires, at whith time either party may -
‘ghtfﬁés ~affirm the City's con-
t to permitting it to breach its
d would deny these public
employees thelr right to bargaih c ‘ctlvely over the

tention would be ‘tanta

ifC. Discu331on of Resmdency Issue S

“The Panel finds that the p051ti0n cf the Associatlon on
substantial evidence on
the whole record: 1In reaching,tﬁi  conicltision, the Panel
has béen greatly influenced by the*folloW1ng factors'~'

the whole record, 1nclud1ng
r given the Chairman on

l It is well established 6

$15,000 per year currently exists within Inkster. Mr. Ben
V ie i eople in the

ly se ;houSLng which

nd,that”ver little of

at Tr. 7 14 18 19, and'ZO)

"'-States Censﬁs, which indicated only 284 bwner-occuPied
 houses in Inkster withi
'g7$25 000 to $34 999

n the owner-estimated value range of
thié’is equivalent to a mere 3,87% of

- 0¢ ouses in the City (Ex. M-1).
d city-limit residency -
flcer's search fot desirable
~only 6.25 square miles
sr area than that delimited
\ withstood constitutional challenge

Inkstetr (February 17 1975 ﬁepGSLtlan of lannls Anderson at




"‘approximately a rate of abaut 4 per

‘ vaen these facts, the Panel finds that the scarcity of
available and suitable. homes ﬁor police offlcers has been
“amply demonstrated = ot ,
Although a house in Inkster may be purchased more cheaply

than a similar house in nearby communities, the real vdlue of
~ such an investment in Inkster is apparently lower. Once put
‘up for sale, Inkster houses gene aily remain on the market
longer than houses in surrounding communities (March 11, 1975
Deposition &t Tr. 10-11). Testitony from both sides also

shows home values in inkster site 1970 have increased at
nt per year (March 11, 1975
 Deposition at~Tr. 9-10 and 32; Mercr 4, 1975 Hearing at Tr. 19);

whereas the home<va1ues in nearby Westland and Livonia have
been increasing at roughly double that rate (March 11 1975
Dep051tion at Tr 10, 12 13 and 32 33)

In additlon to the cther criterla mentloned in this oplnlon,‘
- the Panel also believes that the City should be able to point
to an ample variety of available and adequate housing, in suit-’
‘able surroundings, consistent with the incomes of the affected
‘employees, in order to justify a city- 1imit residency rule.

- Cf.  State, County & Munlcipa[ Emp ioyees local 339 v. City of.

. Highland Park, 363 Mich. 79 (1961). The. ev1dence here plalnly
fails to satisfy these addltlonal criterla [ ,

: Furthermore, the evidence indicates that there is no rural‘
.housing in Inkster (September 25,

. 1974 Hearing at Tr. 25). Yet
- "you can go ten minutes away in % he City of Romulus and have a
- five-acre farm and horseé?;;,"

: ry 17, 1975 Deposition of
 Dennis Anderson at Tr. | ger lots in Inkster, located
in a portion of the southeast sec’ion of the City, cost between
855,000 and $100,000 (Mareh 11, 1975 Deposition at Tr. 5).
. The remalning housing is fairly h geneous , con31sting of.
- low income two- and four-family wooden duplex-type houses

~and city housing projects in the south and southwestern sections

‘(September 25, 1974 Hearing at T" ?2&), ‘and three bedroom ranches

and one and one-half stoty bunga“ows in the northern half of
‘the city in the $19,000-824,000 range (March 11, 1975 Deposition
at Tr. 5, 6). ~ Estcept for a few 1@&1&13 nedr’ the Westland
border (March 11, 1975 Depositi Tr. 6), one cannot easily |
purchase bi- 1eve1 and tri levei ,ﬂSlng in InkStEf&

Nor can the rate of crime 1n Inkster be overlooked in :
examining the avallabllity of suitable housing there. The rela-
tively high crime rate is illustrated by statistics from the '
 Uniform Crime Enforcement Act- (Ass n Exhibits 4 and 5). More to
© the point is the evidence that several officers have had their
homes broken into and entered, have been victimized




- of Martin Yurchak at Tr. 25-26, 27 &nd 32,

‘thtée{officers~current1y'reside4@utside Inkster (City's Summary

'by~theft5“haVe received threats from residents of the coﬁﬁunity‘
‘while engaged in various off-duty activities, and sometimes
fear for the safety of their families (September 24, 1974

Hearirg at Tr. 36, 37, and 52; February 17, 1975 Deposition

2. The éVidence héféféi§b ShowsuEhaﬁ,eff?ﬁuty,lﬁkster

 police officers dre rarely required to return to work to

respond to emergency situations (September 25, 1974 Hearing
at Tr. 53). This fact is not insignificant because the

~need for the "immediate mobilization of police officers
'iS»frgqueﬁtiy\advanced“asféjprimary\jﬁstification'in'support ,
of a residency rule. See, Detroit Police Officers Association v.

City of Detroit,, 385 Mich. 519;f78'L.R.R1M{’2267 (1971y. No such

Justification has been shown in this case.

} Thére:ié no reaSOn'Suggested Byfthe,ré¢ord;of eVi&ence
here to explain why Inkster police officers are rarely called

. back in to work. The Panel adssumes; however, that even in
. the absence of such evidence it may become necessary for the
- City to mobilize the off-duty police force on occasions in
the futlure to respond to emergency

i e to res 0 emergericy situations. As a conse-
quence,»theWPaneldhasfdeéideé'tdﬂlfmit‘thé,Award here to

- - something less than the urlimited residency rule sought by

the Association. Under the new fule, as prescribed by the
Panel Award, off-duty police officers who are at home when
summoned will still be able to respond to emergency calls -
within a reasonable period of time. T i ~

" *;35‘7A;SQbéténtiai~numbef bfﬂﬁi¢higaﬁimﬁniéipélitiesfhavé
either sbolished or relaxed residency tules. On this point,
Assoclation Exhibit No. 7 indicates that only 86 out bf 244

. police departmeﬁtS‘sqgveyéd &aé*citysiimitftegidengylrulgs‘

4, Reiaxatiaﬁ bfithéﬁsquthfiéld;;Miﬁhigaﬁ residency rules,

_to allow police officers to live within one hour's traveling

time of police headquarters, has not resulted in manpower
dtions according to Captain
‘Southfield Police
i 53-55).

problems there in emergency situdtions
Edward Ritenour, Exectitive Officer o:
Department (December 11; 1974 Hedrin

5. Furthermore, Inkster itself has had limited experience
with a relaxed residency rule with no apparent ill effects. |
Under a rule adopted March 6, 1967, allowing police officers to !
reside in three adjacent municipalities (Jt. M-Ex. 2), certain |
officers were hired who lived beyond the City limits (March 4,
1975 Hearing at Tr, 42). The City concedes, in addition, that

and Cibsing7Arguments«at,1):a No evidence has been produced,



. City of Detroit.

however, which shows unsatisfactory job performance on the
part of any of these officers. :
6. The current residency rule in force in Inkster
1s discriminatory in its application.  While police, fire-
" fighter, and laboring and trade employees must be residents of
~the City, no other City employees are subject to residency
limitations. It should be noted that the rule which with-
stood cOﬁStitutional,challenge in Williams, supra, applied
uniformly to all employees in the classified service of the

| Morebve?;\the Panel ié;haf§¥ﬁ£essed[t6 find any legitimate
reasons underlying the distinctions drawn by the current resi-

- dency rule in Inkster. In an effofrt to point to such reasons,

the City suggested at least four justifications in support

of its position.. : s S S - -

First, the City asserts that police officers are subject
to greater regulation than employees in other City departments
- by virtue of the "para-military' nature of the department in
which "roll calls and formations are required prior to each
_shift change" (City's Summary and Closing Arguments at 3).
However, this "para-military" categorization overlooks the fact
that, insofar as the residency rule is concerned, it is only -
the possibility of ‘emergency call-ins, not roll calls and
formations, that distinguishes police officers from other
~city employees. Indeed, The Michigan Supreme Court has
stated that "[t]he police fotce is a semi-military organization
~subject- at all times to immediate mobllization, which distin-
. guishes this type of employment from every other in the
~classified service." D.P.0.A. v. City of Detroit, 385 Mich. 519
at 523. However, as noted dbove, there have been no emergency
call-ins of Inkster police officers during the past two years.
More importantly, however, is the fdct that the modified
residency rule prescribed by the Award here will still allow
_for police officers to returft to work within 4 reasonable

b

"perioﬂzbf~time.

- If the City of Inkster constituted a relatively large

- geographic area, with a good variety of available and suitable
“housing, then the Cityis””ﬁﬁfaJﬁiiitary"farguménté might carry
‘more force. But Inkster is confined to a relatively small
‘area and, therefore, police officers can live outside of the
City iimits ahd.sti11ybé_réésoﬁ&biy7avéiléble‘fbr”emergehcy
call-insy RS R I s e e e e T



 The Panel is unable to find any

m:;offlcers refuted this ¢ldaim whe:

- about the time of the Deﬁrc“t

~ - are nowhere substantlated

 police force to such an exter

Second the Clty contends that resxdent police officers are
11ke1y to. learn the: ldentity of persens engaged in criminal
activity within the: community during their off~duty hours,
terial or substantial

- Indeed, several police
“éked to draw from their
own experiences (November 19, 1974 Deposition of David A.
Killens at Tr. 18 19; Now: er 19, 1974 Deposition of Edward
F. Juarez at Tr. 18 19 ﬁea mbe‘ 1 *197& at Tt« 49 50)

evidence to ‘support this conten

e Third,~thé~City arguesltﬁ*
police brutality hds subsided since it began vigorous enforce-
ment of its. residency requireme‘ - This contention is a classic
example of the error of belleVlﬁg that because an event occurs
-after an act it octurs because of that act. It is just as -
likely, if not more so, that the decrease in such charges is
 ‘due to better tralnlng of police vfficers or to a somewhat
“calmer atmosphere in the community than that which prevailed
ts of 1968. Furthermore,
~ the City coricedes that residen y“‘as also 'strictly enforced
before 1970, when brutality charges we llegedly substantially
greater thar they are now 1%y’s*assertions in any case,
reliable data. The argument
_thus fails as 1ack1ng,in both logic and proof |

the number of charges bf

L Finally, the Clty cantends‘t «the‘wide1y~shared view
in the community of the police rtment as an "occupation
force" will harden if policemen
the city they police. This ¢
in that any added resent I
" would very likely impedé the per

'lpg“l ted to live outside
ent, if t?he, 1is ttroublesome,
;tterneés tawaré/the police

~ residency: But again, the Cit s cencl‘
. unfounded, ' The City asserts th 1at the "oce
,_wouid barden if poliée aff‘”"” ﬁ”"“”‘?; (
) : 5 “’acknowledges that the
perceptieh developed durlng period of mandatory police

7i léther than pniice non-

' residency st 3 ,
If sucﬁ c&usatlve factars 1ﬁci e

~ the ptbblem might be to assign patrals in suc avmanner that
their racial compoéitxnn conforms more closely to that of the
nelghborhaods to which they are assigned patrol duty, and not

 to require the entire force to live within the city limits. 1In

- any event, the Panel is without competent and substantial evidence
 concerning the conditions that generated the "occupation force"
.perceptlon, and we - acbotd" detline t“e;invitatlcn to specu-




 late as to the effect of non-residency on the continued growth
of this view. R i e G -

- 6. With improved transportation facilities, a police

-~ officer can live virtually anywhere in Wayne County and be
- reasonably near to Inkster City Hall in terms of traveling -
~ time. Traveling time, for example, from Gibraltar, Michigan

- at the southeasternmost reach of the county to. City Hall is

" only about 33 minutes (Assoc. Ex. 11). Traveling time from
near the western border of Wayne County is roughly comparable
(Northville) or even substantially less (Canton or Belleville)
(Assoe. Ex. 11). The Panel can forsee no impairment of future
emergency mobilizations by permitting officers to live in

theSe‘lccatiﬁns}; > “.

 Pursuant to M.S.A. 17.455 (38), each party submitted to
the Arbitration Panel its last offer of settlement on the
issue of salaries for the patrol 8§fi¢ers_at stepv4; as follows

(March 4, 1975 Héatingja&pfﬁiw88§£ﬁﬁ.ﬂ*::1:,‘ ey
E o 1974-75  1975-76 |
Thé City  §14,800°  $15,980 -

f, : T'Thé_As$Q¢iéﬁioﬁ7 ?JlsglOOf“ifg[V'; 16s300

It is easily seen that these bffers dre extremely close.
~ M.S.A. 17.455 (38) states that "as to each economic issue, the
~arbitration panel shall adopt the last offer of settlement
.~ which, in the opinion of the arbitration panel, more nearly
- complies with the applicable factors prescribed in Section 9,"
~ including the amount of compensation paid other City employees,
- budgetary constraints of the City, the interests and welfare
of the public, and the rate of inflation. 1In complying with
this statutory mandate, the Pane  unanimously agreed to
~adopt the last offer of t ity S i '




'(1) SALARY' L
It is hereby found that the salary for Patroimen and

| Patrolwomen at Step 4 (2 years) shall be $14,800 for the
'1974 75 flscal year and $154980 for the 1975 76 fiscal year.

) Rﬁsmmmz
The Personnel Rules and Regulatinns for the City ef
Jnkster presentiy provide that "all pelicemen and firemen
“hired by the City shall be required to live within the
City limits of Inkster .,.." (Jt. Ex, 5). Effective immediately,

- said residency rule shall be null and void insofar as it affects

personnel represented by The Inkster Pellce Offlcers ASSOCi&thnu_

- In substitutlon for the eX1st1ng residency ruIe the )
following rule shall be adopted and incorporated as. part of
the 1974-76 collective bargaining agreement between the
Clty of Inkster and The Inkster Police 0ff1cers ASSOCiation

"All persons covered by the terms of this
; agreement must, as a condition of ¢ontinued
";;gemplbyment 1live and maintain residency s
- within Wayne County; Michigarn; except that
. to the east of the City of Inkster north
__ of where I-75 intersects Fort Street in
 Detroit, I-75 shall be the east boundary
for purposes of the residency requirement "

This new re51dency rule shalI take effect 1mmediate1y
X upon issuance of this. Award A e

, The’ opinlon of the Arbitration Panel is unanimous with

;'respect to the Award on the second issue (salaries), as to the
‘Awatrd on the first issue (resid: , Mr. Reizen concurs and
“Mr. Reseigh diSSEHtqu s

This Opinion is. hereby execnted and dellvered on this
24th day of July, 1975 by the Chairman, for himself and for
- (and with the authorization ef) the Assoelation Delegate and
~ the City Delegate , o :

4'
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!Fﬁ?‘thé;?anel:-'

Chairmah

',Mark Re1zen /s/ -,

Assaciatlcn Delegate

”: John Reseigh /s/

}Clty Deiegate




