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| This is a proceedlng in arbltratlon pursuant to Act 312
of Public Acts of 1969 : The Ecard of Comm1551oners of the County
of . Leelanau, Mmchigan is the employer hereln. The employees, con~
stituting the deputies in the Leelaneu County Sherlff's Department,
are represented by Local 214; State, ccunty and Munic1pal Workers,
affiliated w1tﬁRthe Teamsters Union. Arthur J. Borsch was named _
by the County as 1ts aesignee to the arbitratlon panel. Paul Gully
was app01nted by the Unlon as ite designee.v On December'28 i972

the unders1gned Leon J. Herman was appoznted by mutual consent as

‘ 1mpartial chalrman of the arbltratioﬁ panel.

A prehearlng conference was held on January 17, 1973 at

Traverse City, Michigan. The 1ssues to be arbltrated Were prepared

_and stlpulated by the partles._ A hearing was held and testrmony

taken on March 30 1973 in the conference room of the Traverse City
State Bank branch at Suttons Bay, Mlchlgan. Thereafter, a conference

between the members of the panel of arbitrators was held on June 15,

| 1973 1n TraVerse Clty, Mlchigan.' A Verbatlm record of the proceedlnge

was made and a transcrlpt de11Vered tb the panel ;
Hubbell, Blakeslee, McCormlck and Houlihan, attorneys, by

James R. McCormick, represented the Board of Ccmmlssioners. Joseph

' Valentl, PreS1dent of Lecal 214, appeared on behalf of the Union.

Present at the hearlnq on behalf of the Board were Thomas

Llndqulst and Ivan Egeler, members of the Board of COmmlssicners,

. Fred Buehrer, Sheriff cf Leelanau County, and Charlene Schlueter,

‘ secretary to the Board of CQmmiSSLoners. Preeent on_behalf of the
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Unlon were Frank b. Allen and Robert O Russell of the Leelanau
County Sheriff's Department..~Test1m@ny was offered.by Charlene“
" Schlueter. Sixty-two exhlbits were eubmltfed Theetrenseribt
fcon51sts of one hundred flfty-four pages. Argumenﬁiwas\ﬁresented'
by Mr: McCormlck and Mr Valentl.' Both parties waivediﬁﬁerfiling
‘.of wrltten briefse‘\ o e  'k’v s

Both partles entered in good faith into ‘the proceedlng.
No 1ssue of arbltrablllty was ralsed. No- questlon was raised as
jto the legallty or: authority of the arbltratlon pahel to determlne
the issues presented.. Tlme 11mite were extended as requlred to meet
the restrictions of the statute.;k | |

Local 214 of the Teamsters Unlon is the bargalnlnq agent
»for the members of the Leelanau County Sheriff s Department below the
class;ficatlcn of Sherlff; For the calendar year 1973 the parties
have agreed upcn all issues w1th respect to. wages, hours and other
‘terms and conditions of employment with the exception of the issues
» presented to thls pahel for determlnatlon.n The unresolved issues.

to be dec1ded are the follQW1ng.

Issue No. -‘Eye and Dental Insurance

1
- Issue No. 2 - Life Insurance o
Issue No. 3 - Hospitalization Insurance
Issue No. 4 - Gun Allowance
Issue No. 5 =~ Vacations
Issue No. 6 =- Holidays '
- Issue No. 7 - Payment of Sick Leave Accumulatlon -
~ ‘Issue No. 8 - Clothing Allowance
- Issue No: 9 - Improved Pension ‘
Issue No. 10 - Work Week
Issue No. 11 - Agency Shop
- Issue No. 12 - Longevity
- Issue No. 13 - Physlcal Examlnatiens
Issue No. - e

B

jWages
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The next to last Ilsted 1tem was demanded by the COunty

A1l other demards were presented by the Unlon.

-The Statute pursuant to which thls proceedlng came into

being and under whlch the panel functlons poses certaln spec1f1c

:criterla which tge panel must cohsider 1n arrIV1ng at a conclu51on.

‘a.

b.

e,

AN
\

The lawful authorlty of the employer.»"

vStlpulatlons of the partles.,

The interests and welfaﬁe'of the public and the

financial ability of the unlt of government to
meet those costs._ W

~COMparlson of the wages, hours and condltlons
“of employment of the employees involved in the
~arbitration proceeding with the wages, hours and

conditions of employment of other employees per-

'-formlng 51m11ar eervices and w1th other employees
: generally ' ~ .

' ‘(i) In publlc employment in comparable communltles.
[(ii)‘ In prlvate employment ln comparable communltles.

The average consumer prlces for goods and. serv;ces,
commonly known as the oost of llving.

The overall compensatlon presently recelved by the
employees, lncludlng direct wage compensatlon, va-
cations, holiddys and other excused time, insurance

and pensions, medical and hospitalization benefits,
‘the continuity and stabiiity of employment, and all
-other benefits recelved.k : C

iChanges in any of Ehe fereqo;ng circumstances during
“the pendency of the arbitration proceedlngs.

“Such other factors, noﬁ conflned to the fore901nq,
‘which are normally or . tradltlonally taken into con-
~sideration in t
- conditions of
'»bargalnlng, mediation, fact~finding, arbitration or

. determination of wages, hours and
loyment: through voluntary collective

otherw;se between the parties, in the publlc service

~or in prlvate employmeht. i
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That a publlc employer may negotiate wages, hours and worklng

conditions of its employees w1th a recognlzed bargainlng agent has been
established by the Publlc Employee Relations Act The Unlon has been
duly recognized as the oargalnlng agent for all meimbers of the Sheriff's
Department up to but not lncluding the grade of Sherlff. Both the
County an& the ﬁnlon have aqreed to statutory arbltration of the 1tems
remalnlng in dlspute in thelr current negotiatlons in accordance with .
Act 312 of the Public Acts of 1969.’ The County agrees that it has the
lawful authority and obllgatlon to negotlate and conclude an agreement
in consonance w1th the award of this paneia o “'
| The partles have stlpulated that the panel may con51der
the iesﬁes above llsted,and ren&er an award thereon whlch both will
acCept- that all proceedings of thls panel of arbitrators have béen
‘properly taken in comp]xance w;th the governing statute and that this
award is duly processed and is blnding upon the partles.
~ The 1nterest and welfare of the public resultlng from the

1mplementatlon of thls award have been conS1dered and determined
The County has expressly declared that its f1nanc1al abillty is not
an issue in thls matter and need not be consrdered by the panel.

| Comparlson of wages, hours ana condltlons of employment B
~ in the pnbllc seotor in comparable communities 1s dlsoussed below,yi
| as are increases in cost of liv1ng as a faetor in the determinatlon
.-of this panel. S i ;‘ ,
| By mutual agreement the relatlons between the partles have
been continued in status quo durlng the pendency of this proceedlng.

No ob;ectlonable practlce has been charged agalnst elther party.

~,
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Other factors con51dered by the partles and the panel are
B reported in . the oplnlon. e | , L
It should be emphaelzed at this point that all comments,
_oplnions and Lnterpretatlens of factual evidence stated hereln are
‘_solely and exclu51vely the responslbllity cf the impartlal erbltrator
. unless spec1ficai1y\attributed to anether member of the panel
The demands of the partles and the proposals made by them
in negotmatlons are stated 1n the oplnlon 1n cennectlon with the
dlSCuSSiOn and dec1smon as to dheh 1ssue.'il77ei
Leelanau County is in 1tsel£ a penlnsula 1ocated ln the
'upper northwestern part of the iower penlnsula of Mlchlgan. It has
a permanent populatlon of about 11 000 re51deﬁts, W1th a trans1ent
summer pbpulatlon of - SOme 680 000 tourlsts.’ The COunty has ho State
,Pollce Post. No munic;pallty 1n the Townshlp malntalns a pollce force,
with the result that the Sherlff 's Department has sele responsiblllty |
‘for the pollclne and patrolinq of some 364 square mlles of terrltory
plus SUpervi81on of the«waterways in the County. Nine full tlme ,
sherlff s offlcers are employed who 1n 1972 responded to and
-lnvestlgated some 5 OOO complalnts.e; .
In view of the local pattern it was neceséary to make com-
'~rparlson with Sherlff 8 deparﬁments in other ccunﬁles, an unsatlsfactozy
‘“process at best, since each county has its own pecullar pe11c1ng problemc
and 1ndustr1al, agrlcultural an& teurlst comp081t10n, whlch vary in
lmnortant respects from county to county. Comparisons are thus at -

i; best invomplete and amorphous‘ The pevtses have dcne Ehe1r best
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vto present their cases W1th1n the limltations 1nvolved and the
panel has made 1ts determlnatlon with the s1m111tudes and lack of
s1m111tudes in mlnd‘ Lo = | |

: The Board has rendered valaable assrstance in this matter
by c1rcu1ating a questioﬁnalre among a humber of nerghborlng countles
~ which were submltted to the panel for comparat1va study.

\\ A

S Issue No..l
Eye and Dental Insurance

The Teamsters Unlon has establlshed a group 1nsurance
eplan to prov1de eye and dentai care to its members and thelr
idependents. It proposes that the employer pay the full cost of
the eye and dental care program as effered by the Teamsters for
bl'the member employees and thelr dependents.v,Thé}éoSt to the employer
for full covarage would be §3. 00 per week. 55$i:;‘ S
The County has denied thls request._‘
A study of the eye ana den al care program in ‘the varlous
' counties for whlch information has heen submltted shows that Emmet
'County provides safety glasses to empioyees to protect Lhelr prescrrption
’ lenses. Otseoo and Antrim County snpply the eye and dental care program
_,iby conrract with Teamsters Local 214 . Those contracts proV1de that ,
~i $3 00 per week shall be deduoted from the employee s salary and re-
emltted 1n payment of the program. Nlne other countles have no such
program. o ; | , f
. It cannot be dlsputed that eye and dental care 1nsurance

coverage is a valuable asset to anyone"fThere,is;no doubt that these
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~employees would find such a pregram economlcally valuable. 'The |
problem is, hQWever, that it is noE sepplzed 1n any of the counties
 examined except tor two, and in those two the employee pays his own -
premlums, altﬁough ihe County acts as transmlssion agent..
. I see no compelling reasoﬁ Why the cQunty sheuld pioneer

\

in thlS respect énd I therefere concur wiﬁh the County that the

request should be denled

Mr. Borsch concurs‘ Mr Gully dissents.

Issue No. 2
foe Ineurance

- The COunty presently provmdes, at 1ts own cost llfe insur-~
ance in fhe face amount of $6, 000 fbr ali full time employees and in
kthe amount of $3,000 for . part time employees‘ | | ; |
| The County has offered te inerease the life 1nsurance for
“full tlme employees to $lO 000 and fer part time employees to $5,000.
‘The Union has - acuepted the prepesal thh the xequest that it be ih-

‘ corporated 1nto this award. | | | f" e _ |
The panel unanlmously apprcves the increased llfe insurance

p:pprai;

! ISSue NOa -
Hosp:tallzation Insurance

‘The employer preeently providee, at ite own cost MVTwl Blue »
Cross/Blue Shield 1nsurance-ceverage plus a &rug and prescrlptlon plan

with a $2. 00 deductible rlder for all full tlme employees.
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The Union pomnts to the tremendous increaSe in medical fees

 and hospltal costs. In these times, 1t ia argued, the MVF -1 plan 1s

1nadequate. Tne nature of the 1aw enforcement offlcer s work ‘takes
him on highways and roads in bad weather candltions an& exposes hlm
.to communicable dissases and to high rlsﬁ danger. The Union therefore
asks that the Blue Cross/Blue shield plan be amended to proVLde for
'the}MVﬁ—2 plan'W1th master medxcal rider*‘ The County has rejected |
 the’re§uest. _ i | i | i _

- Whlle I apprec1ate the desxrabillty of an 1mproved hospitali-
zation plan, I feel that the employees here are protected w1th reason—
| able adequacy in the event that they requlre medical or hOSpltal service.
‘Blue Cross/Blue Shleld costs have 1ncreascd substantlally, and ‘the

r;ﬂncrease in rates.

; medlcal serv1ce is currently demanding a furtho
‘Partlcularly because of the unpredictable moneéary cost of Lhe propoaed
o program, I recommend that the hospltallzation program presently provzded-
by the County be continqed W1thout change. ‘ |

“Mr. Borsch concurs., Mr. Gully dlssents.

Issue No. 4
- Gun Allowance

The County presently requires thdat all offmcers of the
_Sheriff 8 Department carry. weapons both on and off duty. The officers
fprov1de thelr own weapons at: their oWﬁ cos t‘;]

| The Union asks that the employer Eurnrsh a servlcc revolver
to all deputles. AP it is mandaiory that the offlcers also carry off

duty weapcns, and ae the standard serv1ce revolver lS too 1arqe and
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.bulky~for off duty”uée, the Unlon also requests that the employer
furnish a small off duty Weapon of the Smlth and Wesson 2m barrel
type. It is further requested that edch offlcer be granted a $365

per year gun ailowance to. compensate for carrying weapons off duty

V‘The County has rejected the proposal in full‘

I see~np p01nt at thlS time in directlng that the County

provide weapons for offlcers on the force.~ They haVe already purchased

~ their weapons and are therefore armed as requlred., The only purpose in

‘ dlrectlng that the County prov;de the weapons would be to. relmburse the

employees. T do not belleve that the reimbursement should be required

On the other hand I do éqree that officers shouid be compen~

'nsated for the 1nconven1ence of carrylﬁq weapons when off duty I con-~

‘sider $365 per year somewhat exce851ve, but I thlnk that a falr gun

’,~allowance would be SlOO per year._'e'

1 therefore propose that the Board pay to each officer a
gun allowance of $100 per year ~The time during the year when the
payment should be made may be left to the Board =3 dlscretlon and
convenlence, except that the full gun allowance shall be paid in
thls year for the year 1973.~

e Mr. Borsch and Mr. Gully cencur.

Issue No. 5'
Vaaat;ons

" The present vacatlon schedule in the Sherlff's Department

.is five worklng daye for one year of service, ten worklng days for

two years of serv:ce and Elfteen worklng days after flve-years of
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‘~serVice;f ‘The Union asks that lt be 1ncreased to ten worklng days
after one year"fifteen working days after five years and twenty
worklng days after ten years. The Board has rejected the proposal

A study of the vacation programe in the varioue countles
~ which submltted questlonnaires 1hdicates that thls county s. vacatlon
 program oomparesﬂfavorably with the o%hers listed ‘In a number of
'countles it is substantlally the same- as prov;ded here, except that
an addltlonal week is granted after ten years of servzce. That
addltlonal tlme is not pertlnent here, since only one of the deputles
‘ _1s close to that length of senloflty.~ I recommend a minor improvement
in the program.e six working days after one year of servmce, twelve
;WOrking days after: two years. and eighteen worklng days after five

years.

v : e

Mr. Borsch aﬁd'Mr.vGuLIY'odﬁcur' - v 'A ‘ ,f

Issue No.-ﬁ‘feo;fl RE
Holxéaﬁs el }'f

The preSent practice 1n the Sheritf s Department is to
'grant employees seven paid holxdays per year. An employee requlred
to work oh a holidav is pald time and one half for Hours worked plus
an- addltlonal day off as compensatory tlme.'e : B
~The Union now asks that the Board allow four addltlonal |
v~”holldays for a total of eleven an& that ewployees workinq on'a holi- -
~ day be compensated at tlme and one half for hours worked plus holxday
oepay or, at hlS option; a compensatory day off., ThekBoard has refueed

>':the request.“
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The Unlon p01nts out that of employees in the 10 000-25,000
:populatlon bracket as reported by the Mlchlgan Municxpal League, over
o98% of the 01t1es pay time and one half plus holiday pay 1f the. employee

- is requlred to work the hollday.‘ Of §7 01ties in that populatlon '

: _bracket the averaqe hollday allowance is lﬂ days per jeaz

I have ex&mxneé the holiday programs of the varlous counties
replyunj to the qﬁestionnalres.~ Three of the twelve coun*ies did not

"show their hollday program. One county ailowed fourteen days, four nine

days, one seven ‘days and two slx days.» The average of thcse counties

reportlng is 8 6 days per year.,_ﬁ f5' | e

I belleVe 1t only fair that the County holiday proqram ‘

approach more closely to the average df the reported countles. I

therefore recommend that the hoilday program be increased from seven

to nine days. The two addltlonal holxdays are Llncoln 8 Blrthday and

Veteran's Day | | |

Hr. Borsch and Mr. Gully eoncur.f*5f

,‘ ~ Issue No._?L" . A
o Payment of Sick Leave Accumulatlon wl

The present slck leavé proqram and method of accumulatxon

‘15 sa%isfactory fo the Unlon.

'of unuseu qmck 1eave to employees upen quiﬁ, retirement or death.
1t claims that over 90% of tne clties ShOWh by the Mlchzgan Munl"lpal
League in the 10,000 to 25,000 bracheﬁ pay accumulated sick leave

upon death or rdt;reweoti Tbe County has denied Ehe requesb
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I can appre01ate the County s p091tlon in this matter. The .~
County has agreed to pay 1ts employees for a number of days of abSence

when the absence lS due ko 1llness It feels that the employee ‘should

not be pald for staylng healthy and attendlng tnﬂhingob. as he is pald

Bl

to do in the first place, B f’A;;,f;”" **%x‘»

On the*other hand ~there 1s a natural human tendency to con-
eume~51ck 1eave days even when not needed in order to gain additional
free-tlme. Many publlc employers today pay for some or . ali of accumulated
sick leave upoh retlrement or death iﬁ order te lnduce the employee to

Stay‘on the Job and accumulate the days toward a caeh bonus,‘rather than

‘.e'take‘the timo off because 1t 15 pald tlme and Wlll be lost 1f not coneumed,

I do ‘hot agree that an employee should be compensated by pay—
‘ment for accumulated sxck leave upon voluntarlly separatlng frcm the
force. On the other hand, an employee who retlres, ‘or his famlly in

the caee of death, should be compensated for hlS devotion to duty.‘ I‘
ftherefﬁre recommend that empleyees be pald one half of. accumulated unused
‘sick leave upon retirement or. death to a max1mum of 60 sxck 1eave daysa

M*. Borsch and Mr Gully concur. f;

S Issue No. 8
Clothlng Aliowance

The County has offerea to increase the present clohhlng
malntenancc allowdnce to $125 for full tame employeee and $50 for
part time employees. - | k \  ‘ | |
| The Unlon has accepted the proposai as to part tlme employees,

" but asks that full tlme employeee be ailcwed a clothlng malntenance allow~

ance of $150 per year§
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4 A check of the varlaus county prGV1510ns 1ndlcates consider—
1_able variance« A Substantlal number supply clcthlng as ‘needed. Arenac
County pays $50 and Mason Ccuhty $150 fnward malhtenance. Montmorency
cQunty pays all cleanlng bllls.7,,‘ “ ‘i . | o

I consider a fair offer to Bé 5150 far full tlme eMployees

~and $50 for part tzme employees.

Mr. Bdrsch and Mr. Gully concur.:~.“

. 1ssue No. 9
_Eproved Penslons

Tne employees in this department are covered by the Michigan

 Employment Retirement Systemg; Undar this plan a pollce offlcer, in
"ordar to quallfy and recelve full beneflts. mubt attaln the age of 65.

The Unlmn argues tnat a pollce offlcer aé.the age of 65 or even at age.
55, UHIEbS a351gned to a desk jbb, daes ﬂot haVe the uhy51cal ablllty
to ccpe w1th the SOClOlOglcal demands of the haman dlscipllnes which
are requlred of a pallce cfflcer. The Unlon therefore requests that |
‘the enployer set a51de Sﬁ 10 per hour, based on- 2 080 hours per. year,” “
as a supplemental pensxon whlch would énable the emplayee to retlre at
’:°an earller age on a more adequate retirement income. ‘The Baard has
denled the reauest. t e ‘\ e £ |

" While the Unlcn 8 proposal is nat unreasonable, I ‘feel that

it would unduly burden the County flnanvmally. Pensions, as the cities -

of Defr01t and Dearborn are rurrentiy well aware, have a way of gettlng

out of hand and co%ﬁing far mare than was antlclpated when the orlglnal
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‘prop03als”were pteSented. I am of the oplnlon that the Board should
adhere to the Michlgan Employment Retirement System and that it make
‘such 1mpr0vements in the future as the System ltself dlctates,_without

supplementary contrlbutlons. I therefcre recommend that the proposal

be denleds L
N S e v
Mr. Borsch.concurs. Mr. Gully dissents.

issﬁe No. 10
_Work week

The present work week in the Leelanau County Sherlff s
Department is 44 ‘hours per week, w1th QVertime pald after 44 hours .
| The Unlon argues that the 44 hour week 1s anthuated and
. unreallsticwln these tlmes. All polxée agencies llsted by the Michigan
4 Mun1c1pa1 League ln the 10;600 25 000 population bracket work a staﬂdard’
40 hour week. The Board has &enled the prcposal. |
' _ The‘questlonnalres submitted by hhe varlous COunties show
‘ two be51des Leelanau maintainlng a 44 hour werk week., Lake cQunty
; works 1ts deputmes 42 1/2 hcurs, while Charlevoix and Mason Operate
~on a 42 hodr basls. Emnet, Arenac, Ioecc, Rcscommon and Otsego have_ii;;
a 40 hour work week Missaukee, w1th only ane deputy, arranges to\

have him work fuli time on a call ba81s.49" .

It is cbvious that the trenﬁfls tewards 8 40 hour week and.
. that the countles in the northern part of the 1ower peninsula are all
tend wg 1n that dlrectlon.' I appreclate that an 1mmedmate reductlon

ﬁln Leelanau County to 40 hcuxe per week would automatlcally pre01pitate
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~a ten percent 1ncrease in- cost cf operatlons ' Ndnethéless; the ﬁrend

S

is 1nev1tab1e,'and the County would be wlse to lean w;th the w1nds of -

d

e

«change.-" ‘ '

‘I:propdse that‘houfs~6f‘WOfE~Bé’redﬁéédi£o 42vhour§f§er week,

effective thirty giys from the da%e of {he acccmpany;ng award, wlthout
loss of pay and witheut retroact1Ve rexmbursement.
; Mr. Borsch concurs. Mra,Gully dlssents

. 'Issue No. 11
, Agency Shgp

,The Unlon asks that an agency shqp be instltuted in the
event it becomes legdl in thls state.f The County has made no
; response wzth respect to, this proposal.k.ﬁ -
= As I understand it, a blli aﬁthorLZLng an agency shop in
“public emplovment has ‘been pasaed by both honses of the state legig~-
lature and has been signed by the governer.' I propose that the agency
shop provislon be 1nccrporated into this agreement upon such terms and

Acondltlons as are autnorlzed by the eﬁébllng act.‘

Mr‘ Borsch and M:. Gul1y cpnqurg_[j3c

'v Issue No. 12:
Lcngevxty

The Unlon contends that lbngevity payment 18 common in
call governmental agencxes in ﬁhe State cf Michigan as an 1ncent1ve

for senior employees to cantinue thh the servlce. It asks that
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‘g'e'loﬁgevity pian belestabliehedﬁfofpay~emﬁloyees.w;thfone to'five
yeare ofieeryice 2-1/2% of Beeeyrete;'five to Eeﬁ years of service,
43 Of base rate, ten to flfteeﬁ years of servrce, 6% of base rate,
and fifteen to twenty years of serv1ce, 8% of base rate.’ The employer -
g,has rejected any ;ongev1ty payments to its employees.Aef

Michlgan Mﬁn101pa1 League reports that a subetantialonumber
of crtres in’ the 10 000 to. 25 000 bracket provide a 1ongev1ty plan for
jtheir employees. '. | ‘ S 8 xkyA
| Of the countles replyrng to the questronnalre, -only Lake
CounEy malntalns a 1onqev1ty program‘ It pays ‘3% at five years of
Hemployment, 5% at, ten years' 7% at fifteen years,,g% at tWenty years
and 11% at twenty-five years ‘or longers Roscommon County- pays $25
as a longev1ty payment after two years of servrce¢ None oF the other
-countles has a 10ngev1ty program in Effect._fﬂk _ | |
g Whlle I agree 1n principie with the philosophy of longev1ty
_ payments,oI helleve that at thls trme it would be better to forego a
'longev1ty program and devote Ehe available funds to dlrect wage in-
creases. I therefore deny the reqﬁeet.,y,wk : |

Mr.;Borsch concure.. ﬁr. Guliy dlSSents. e

SR

, Issue ﬂo.;
Phyeical Exemlnations

The Board has made one proposal for inciusron in the proposed
- collectlve bargarnlng agreement - that aeputy sherlffs undertake an

- annual physical examlnatlon a{rCounky expense.e It was reported that
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there wesyiittle”diSCussion of ‘the matfer At the bargaihing‘table? . The
Union has not agree& to 1t, for fear that it w111 be used to haxass

_1nd1v1dual employees

»

| It would appear that an annuai physxcal examlnatlon should
obe highly de51rable to the members of thls Unlon.; Whlle it is’ p0351ble,‘
'of course, ‘thdt s;eh .an etamlmetlon mlqht dlSClOSE a phy51cal defect
which. would affect a deputy s continued employment on his ]Ob, 1t would
1also help to lengthen hlS 1ife sPan; which to my mind is far more im-
‘vportantv' 1 therefore propose. that the Board‘s request be granted and
- that all deputles be requlred to undertake an annual phy51ca1 examlna—"
'tion at County expense | o |
Mr.ABorsch and Mrk Gully concur.au”Ak 

R

Issue No. 14
- Waqes R

The County is an agrlcuitural comwunlty of approxlmately
11 000 permanent resldents.e in the suwmer mohthe, however, it suetwlns
an 1nflux of 680 000 tourf»t .' Gf tﬁese, about 68, 950 are overnlght
guests while 370 2=0 are day users. 1t has been forcedlto/turn away
campers and day users because of lack of Space. In 1972 there were'

2210 mlgrant workers lodged 1n 81 camp sztes in the months of June

.',through October. k (e <

The County reported 5, 000 Part 1 crimes through October,
1972. There Were 1no murders reported, but there were 10 rape. cases,
10 armed robbery, 96 aggrevated assault, 878 burglary, 1,003 1arceny ‘

over $ﬂa and 93 auto thefts | All these problems must be handled by
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9 deputles plus a part tlme marine deputy, without any back up unlts,,
although State pollce ald may be requested There'are~no localvpollce
~ nor ctate pollce units 1n the County , Theretis ho.fite department
apart from volunteer groups.-tfﬂff | T |

The summer surge of tourlsts is dupllcated to a lesser extent

in the w1nter, now tha ﬂsklxng and snowmoblllng haVe become S0 popular.

't The area ls, however,tof per51stent, though not substantlal, unemploy—

o ment; as reported by the US Department of Labor. ‘The Mlchlgan Employ~

- ment Securlty Comm1551on estlmates that the County had apprcxlmately
10% unemployment in Februery;51973 ‘ by :
Average earnlngs in 1972 throughout the State of Michlqan
E fluctuated from $4. 83 to $5 03 per hour. In Leelanau County the median
housenoid effectlve buylnq 1ncome for 1972 was $6737 A 1972 survey of
f ’buylng power, dlstrlbuted by the Travarse Clty Area Chambet of Commerce;
.’report< that 21 2% of the residents earned up to $3 000 15 2% earned
'ksg,uoa to 55 ooo- 23.9% earned ss ooa to $3 000; 14 6% earned $a 000

»to STO 000, 15 1% earned $10 000 to $15 000 and 10% earned s$l5, 000

and over. Revertlng to the questionnaries reported by the varlous

'countles, tﬁe maximum 1973 scale for tieriff s deputles ranges from
$6, 300 tof$8-500 per»year., The ad;olnlng Gran& Traverse County, which
- did not submxt a questlonnalre, pays a depnty a maximum salary of

’$9 022, The Unlon notes that the Mlchlqan Munlclpal Leaque survev of

"“’CLtlts in the 10 600 to 25 000 category pay an average ‘annual polJc

. fpatrolman s salary ot $11,046. Leelanau s present salary of $8, 229

.:t-lS $2 817 below the average ratein”
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It is. also p01nted cut that the League survey dlscloses
a dlfferentlal between patrolmen and sergeaﬂt salary of $700. The
present sergeant scale in Leelanau County of $8 440 1s $3 306 belOW"
~the average rate.,' o ‘ |

| The Unbep argues that Traverse Clty lS the prlmary shopplnq-
center for Leelanau County. State Troepers posted there are paid
$l3,800. City pollce patrolmen receive $8 900, and have been offered
a 6.5% ihcrease as at July 1v 1973;_ These deputles, with comparable
costs, should be pald comparable saiaries. | | | ‘_

The Unlon orlglnally demanded that the County meet the
average salary rates establlshed in Area iII. It asked that deputles
receive Sll 046 at the three year max1mum, sergeants be paxd $11 746
and full time dispatchers $10 604 All part tlme alspatchers, deputwes
f_ and marine officers should recelve an 8% salary adjustment
| | The final propdsal made by the Union was $9,700 at maximum
for deputles, $8y600 at max1mum fer dlspaﬁchers* $10 200 for sergeants
f}'and a 10% 1ncrease across the board for part time employees.-f

| The Board has offered a 6% 1ncrea5e across the board. -It 
Doints out that the January, 1973 cost of 11v1ng 1ndex for all citles
showed a 3. 7% lncrease over the prev1cus year. The State compensatlon :
Adv1sory Board has recommended that state employees recelve an 1ncrease
of 3.8%. 'The Sherlff s salary ls $9 464 for 1973. The demands of . the
v Unlon would ‘be completely out cf llne w1th cther countles.. The
'questlcnnaires submltted by the various ccuntles show average rates
l,runnlng from $3. 28 to $4 00 per heur. Any adgustment out51de of that

wage scale would be considered unreasonablealjks
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k', I am- fully aware thet thls is an agrlcultural area whlch
would in normal eircums ances be substantlally free of crime and

v1olence.k Unfortunately, the mobillty of the urban populahlon no

' longer frees the countryside from urbEn problems.- ‘The great number

 of people 1nf11trat1ng the county in the summertlme, and in the

‘winter as well, has brought w1th 1t an aValanche of rape, burglarles,
- auto’ thefts, 1arcen1es and the 11ke whxch heavily tax a comparatlvely
asmall pollce force patrolllng sﬁch a large area w1thout assistance
from local and generally from~staﬁe pollce; The 1ncreaees in the
cost of living have splralea to a poiﬁé far more. burdensome than
: appear from the cold and outdated statistlcal flgures and have
;unaoubtedly affected the lives of aeputres and thelr famllies. The
latest report through May pULS the 1ncfeaee for thls year at 9 2%.

I therefore recommend that salarles of aeputies be increased

>1 by 8% of the 1972 rate for a total at max1mum of $8 887 for the first

six months of the contract year effectLVe Jaﬁuary 1, 1973, and that

| rthey be - 1ncreased an addltional 2% of the 1972 rate for the second

o six monrhs of 1973 to a total of $9 652 at deputy maxlmum. |

| I further recommend that the wages of sergeants and full
,atime dlspatchers be 1ncreased for the eame perrod by the eeme pere
centages - Raniks below full tlme deputlee shall redemue the ‘same
percentage 1ncreases, Part time employees shall recelve an nncreaqo

of 6% effect1Ve January l, 1973
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' Retroactive pay dueemployees "s'halyif be paid within
from the date hereof. No interest is awarded.

1 Mr.,Bors¢hvand Mra'Gully ¢0ﬁ¢ur,,f 

. ot ) ;\\\\\\
Southfield, Michigan
June 26, 1973
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AWARD
The panel of arbitratorskherEby>makes thé‘following award:

;iSSuevNo; 1 The Unlon s request for COunLy paid eye “and dental
: insurance is. dehled R

Mf\ Borsch concurs.‘ Mr. Gully aiSSents;v

- Issue No. 2 ~fThe panel unanlmously dlrects that - the County prOV1de,
- at its own expense, life 1nsurance coverage to full time .

employee members of the Union in the face amount of

$10,000 and to part time employee: members of the Union

in the face amount of 35,000.»'@

 "Issué'No.‘3_ | The Union's request for changes in the currently pro-
: : - vided hospltal 1nsuranoe program is denled._

Mr. Borsch concurs., Mr. Gully dissents.

"Issue No. 4  The panel unanlmousiy directs that the County pay each
S : ' weapon carrylng officer a gun allowance of $100 per
year, payable in this year for 1973. The request that
the: County furnlsh weapons is denled ' .

Issue No. 5 . The panel unanxmously dlrects that the vacation program
: be amended to provide six working days after one year
of service; twelve working days after two years of
service; and eighteen working days after five years
of servxce. e v v

Issue No. 6  The panel unanimously dlrects that Lincoln s Blrthday
- and Veteran's Day be added as recognlzed holidays for
- a total ©of nine holidays. :

" Issue No. 7 The panei unanlmously élrects the County to pay an

S R employee member of the Union upon retirement, or to
his heirs upon death, all accumulated unused sick
leave to a maximum of sixty days. No payment shall
be made upon dlScharge or voluhtary quit.

Issue No. 8 ~ “The. panel unanlmously diracts Ehat the County pay
e full time employee members of the Union a clothing
‘allowance of $150 and partitime employee members :
a clothlng allowance of $SO. .
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Issue No. 9

 Thé Unidn's‘réqueétffbr imprévé&fpéhsiOns‘is denied.

Mr. Borsch concuts. Mr. Gully dissents.

Issue No. 10_['

The County is direéteékigHreaﬁcexthé:wofk week of the
employee members of the Union to 42 hours, effective

with the beginning of the work week nearest to 30 days
_ from the date hereof. - = e ' 3 ~

Issue No. 1l

Mr. Gully dissents.

' The panel unanimously directs that an-égéncy shop

_ provision, upon such terms and conditions as are
authorized by law, be incorporated into the contract
between the parties. o ~ ‘ )

iSSue No. 12

The Union's request fér,ldhgevity payment is denied.

Mr. Borsch concurs. Mr. Gully dissents.

Issue No. 13

The‘panél,uﬁaﬁimdﬁsly;éirects'that'thé'Cbuntyimay
require all (but not less than all) employee members

" of the Union uHQSIQQ_an'annual;physicallexamination

 Issue No. 14

at County expense.

‘The,panei»uﬂanimbﬁsly recommends that all full time

- deputies and sergeants receive a pay increase of 8%
- effective January 1, 1973 and a further increase of
2% of the appropriate 1972 salary rate effective

July 1, 1973.

) ~ Part time deputies shall receive an
increase of 6% effective January 1, 1973.

Retro--

active pay shall be paid within 90 days from the
date'hereof;j:uo;interégt on*rgtroactivejpay‘is

- awarded.

By their signatures lereto the péﬁelymémbéfs express their

concurrence Or dissent as above stated. /|

June 26, 1973

“Leaﬁ“ﬁﬁW3érﬁan;jImpartla Thres

ﬁi'Tg‘ ]ﬁ/ ‘ ”‘iﬂ: B ;/
: : «.éﬁk

 §au1féﬁT1Y}'Pahé1’¥“:

ian

Artiuz Borsch, Panel Member




