l

"53‘ In the Matter of the Arbitration L  ' Under Act 12

| STATE OF MICHIGAN
 DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
EMPLGYMENT RELATIONS commssmu

N : '
- between P RUTER P R Pub11c Acts of 1969
y'tf Mecosta County, Michigan | e f‘ o - State of Michigan
| - and ' e

‘ f'vaecosta County Deputy Sheriffsf

Association

5,/7/75, 5\ E\k«‘:n

Appearances

v?k“jj‘For the County : , ,,‘ N o ?;‘For the Association

"ﬁ" ?j'of the Mecosta County Deputy Sheriffs Associati'”

o ;failure of the Association and Mecosta Countyk‘
o f,kbargaining and mediation, on the;terms of 2

"'~”gf\*for the year beginning Januany 1 1975.

E//<m &al u

. -J. Marren Eardley, Esq., Attorney B Harry Hagstrom, Police Officers
Delbert D. Long, Mecosta County - " ABssociation of Michigan
, Commissioner - ~ James Stockwell, President, Mecosta
Russell Brown, Mecosta County e o County Deputy Sheriffs'
+Commissioner R Association oTRIAR
Bette Waldorf, Deputy Treasurer, | e 8OR AND \NDUSTRY
Mecosta County o G : R Lpég4&xv~ww\3“§f§§$“y
v o :  pichigan State U
' JU\_;} 1‘\91u

This arbitration arose at the rfluest of James Stockwe11, President»f

on 5. by letter dated December 23,v_f

“‘;,1974 to the Michigan Employment Relations Commissian. The request followed:

?reach agreement, through ’,’*“

ective bargaining agreement




"5fji2)f‘ﬁ

The County designated Thomas Cooper as its deiegate to the panel of

"iiffarbitrators and the Association designated Harry Hagstrom. Sol M. Elkin was

‘if;f}{’seiected by the Michigan Employment Reiations Commission to serve as chairman.,

Pursuant to Act No.‘312 Public Acts of 1969 as amended hearings

*?;f-.;}}'};were he'id on March 7 and March. 21. 1975, at the Mecosta County Building,
- Big Rapids, and on Apri'l 10 at the offices of the Michigan Employment Re‘am"s

"fg Commission, Grand Rapids Prior to the compietion of the hearings and pur- ‘

o suant to Section 7a of the Act, the dispute was remanded to the parties for -

further collective bargaining, which effort faiied to produce agreement
| Located in west Centrai Michigan, Mecosta County covers 576 square miies. '

It has a permanent popuiation of about 21 000¢ Because the County inciudes

- many recreation areas, its temporary summertime popuiation 1s much greater.‘, »'
L The City of Big Rapids is ‘the county seat, and with a popuiation of 12,000
’is the largest city in the County

The Sheriffs Department consists of 14 fuiitime empioyees sheriff,,-,

“under~sheriff 1ieutenant, cierk, matron, driver 1icense examiner, and eight

deputies The first three ciassifications are not part of the bargaining unit.,
The parties first negotiated a coiiective bargaining agreement for the

year beginning January i, 1973. Association members are the oniy group of

, empioyees that have a coliective bargainiZg agreement with the County.

ISSUES IN DISPUT

‘The parties faiied to reach agre,ment on wages, vacations and

'\:w, insurance coverage.. The parties stipu'ated that aii are economic issues Pur#ff

.‘cj’suant to Section 8 of Act 312, the i‘st offer of settiement on each issue was

- each: economic issue in tonten‘foh

“TQ;, submitted to the panei on March 7 1975, and is set Forth beiow. Section 8 I
iﬂ'requires that the Panei adopt thefiast best offer of one party or the other on 5 L
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Vacations. The Association demands two paid vacation days per month ‘

for emp1oyees with fiVe years of service. Tha County offers no change ‘j]‘

' f'from the 1974 A?reement, 1 e., ane day vacation per month -after one yeqr S

- ,3of service, the same as for other Caunty empleyees.‘“ﬁi[ﬂf!

: Insurance.‘ The Association demanéﬁ the addition of a prescription

lvﬁrider to present Blue Crass B1ue $h1e ”f;fj

:  jchange from the 1974 Agreemen 5

In presenting evidence 1nvsupport= nmdésuwﬁéé;?éﬁénéééff“efA55¢Cf?t*¢ﬁ?{iﬂ,f’~ |
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| Examination of the data showing the County s financiai situation, {35“7"'

- . kinciuding anticipated revenues and expenditures for the current year, G

:Sijreveals a reasonabiy stabie financiai picture.} This despite many un-
- ;icertainties that troubie County officiais. due in 1arge measure ‘to the. (4

| fgenerai economic turndown., There are a number of variabies that could fsff'i‘
“’yet adverseiy axfeet the County s receipts and expenditures in the “g

‘course of the current year. Nevertheiess, given the information avaii-[*i

ii.abie at this time, the panei beiieves that the County s financial

‘71i;condition does not bar- payment of equitabie wages to the Sheriffs

1~Department. :

i ?;r In support of its position, the COunty asserts that the 1ncrease

o in ‘wages for the Sheriffs Department from the first coiiective bargain-

ing agreement in 1973 to the COunty s offer for 1975, has been substantial : P
"‘ During that time. the starting wage for deputies has increased by 34. 1%, _g',‘”

'\“ while the maximum wage has increased by 31 5%. Moreover, in the current

'f'*.ments in contiguous counties;Vt”"'

negotiations, the County states it has aiready granted significant con~

‘pcessions, among which are an additionai paid hoiiday and a night and o

evening shift differentiai.¢,c -

The Association entered into evidehje wage rates for a iarge number

‘r‘of law: enforcement agencies throughout:_he State.c 1t argues that many :ftﬁi

‘i ;poiice departments pay their officers considerabiy more than dees Mecosta 3;;\‘
| ffCounty TWo of the highest are Livo]ia and Westiand which pay $16 640 4
‘ 'fo,,gand $15 200, respectiveiy, to offifers at the four—year ievei

The County, on the other hand,gurges comparison with sheriff depart-‘fk'

to in ude Big Rapids for




'T;?ﬂfcomparison DUPDOSES‘: The c°""ty conte’ds'
’V%£E3i~fcamparab1e to Mecosta in resPECt t°»3°b 'esp‘nsib

waﬁ/iliditions. and 11v1n9 CGSts' It °°"te"ds‘t

'*ffff;’because these areas require a different kin& af police work and a150 have?jif'

.,' 53 considerab1y~ﬂj9her cost of living.

| '; sett1ements far the Gther‘”

~ similarity of duties, and cost af 1_”“‘

ftsfselactions are more

7ra es for police de-

”75if3partments 1n~metrepo]1tan areas are not app11cab‘e;to the 1nstant disputeJlf‘7'

: ' 51ns1sts that police\work everywhere is essential!y the same‘

‘ftv The Panel majority 1s convinced that on the basis of sxze. 1ocat10n.l

,_g} the sheriff departments of

i ’counties contiguous to Mecosta County are more apprapriate for compar1son b

purposes. ?F“;  ;  ?;s~, ;5ﬁ4Fg: j ;5{M ;‘Tf;f:£f 74\é”;3if‘~‘ »1v §j”;

The chart below shows 1974 sa1ar1es for Mecosta and contiguous

kacounties, and also compares 1975 saiarfes for Mnntca?m and Newaygo with

o the wage offer and demand in the 1nstant dispute. Data on 1975 wage-

fnties 19 not availab?e._;g”-,.f\, ~
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5 It 1s read11y apparent that the County 5 B% offer wou1d place

”'1.‘Mecosta deputies very c1ose te the saTary Tevel of Montca1m and to
h'f'f Newaygo s five»year 1eve1 A 14% inerease would raise Mecosta dePut1es -

¢i, gsubstantiaITy above the two counttes. A1though the Big Rapids Police o ’
""1Department 1s npt 1nc1uded 1n the abeve chart because it 1s a city ratherkf ;;;

' "r,;than a county pelice agency, 1t 1s comparab1e in respect to cost of - "

p-living. It shou1d be noted here that petrolmen 1n that Department '_ ¥
“receive $9730 at the fpur-year level. 1n a contract expiring July 1, 1975 f° |

After earefu1 considerat1on of a11 app11cab1e factors the magority '

| ‘f‘f,rof tne Panel conc1udes that the 00unty s offer ef an 8% 1ncrease is more f :

'°1tﬁ'reasonable than the Association s demandf ;f»fﬁf7ifﬁ.3'

ACATIONS

The Association argues that the nature of police work with its

k‘irregu1ar hours and split shifts ea11s fer more than the usua1 number of
-fvacat1on days. Moreover, 1t points out that only one deputy now in the ;}t~'
o Department has five years of service end hence the cost to the County for ;
| “‘this benef1t wou1d be nomina1. The County, te the contrary, emphasizes 7:
i : that of the 83 ceunties 1isted in the 1974-1975 Wage Survey (Assoc. Exh 10), ,'
fon1y five granted 24 days vacation, the{humber demanded by the Association |
. : Only gix give more than~15\days after' ;ve years of service.‘ Finally.v

n“;ﬁf;f the 00unty contends thet te accede"“ theﬂAeseciath°n s demend would 331



:»7ffaffstate to grant 24 vacation days per year after five years of service. o

o It concludes that the vacation provisfon shall remain the same as. 1n

f“fj;;?the 1974 Agreement.

i . Paescw'rmﬂ RIDER S
No evidenc\\wgs placed in the recnrd to show that other police |

77’?1§7departments enJoy this 1nsurance coverage. The Assoc1ation urged its  _,3* -

| ‘;acceptance as a desirable economic benefit., A]though a11 County em-

e p]oyees are 1n the same Blue Cross graup with 1dent1ca1 benefits. the“;'fl;'. N

Association stated that the deputies coqu fnrm a separate group with: fjf;.

Vi' the prescription rider added The Caunty stressed that there was no

- “ ‘ev1dence in the record to 1nd1cate that any other county offered this 1Vf)

‘benefit, that it was more expensive to form a separate Blue Cross group,.;  S

-and that 1t would again create a prob1em of equity w1th the other

b 7‘/County emponees who are not represented by the Association.

The Panel majority believes that the Assoc1ation failed to present

| “,'a persuas1ve case 1n support of this demand AJso, 1t 1s reluctant to. "

e vf‘l*po11ce departhents.
: '"?,f:be added to the 1975 contr t,

, order the addition of a benefit which was nat hownvtn exist 1n other ‘ny  '

v,It co :Tades hat«t,e pres 1pt1on rider sha11 not

ages Retruactive,  ” nuary A, 1976







