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The prior 312 Arbitration between the partiés before Arbitrator

reopener for the third year for the purpose of renegbtiating wages, COLA, and

other option items; that reopener for thebperiod of July 1, 1985 through

June 30, 1986 is the subject of this 312 Arbitration.

Bertrer, £lliot

George Roumell resulted in the execution of a three-year contract with a

P



oy

At the pre-hearing conference on March 7, 1986, the parties agreed

to waive ahy time requirements of Act 312 and further stipulated that all

issues not contained in the petition have been settled or waived by the

parties. At the Executive Session on July 31, 1986, the parties stipulated
that the Umion would be allowed to file an amended last offer in order to make

the magevrequeSt Fgr meter maids conform to its general wage request. The

™

parties filed a'writtén\stipulation allowing this amendment, and the Union
promptly filed its amended last offer on wages. The Final Offers of the Union

and the Employer were discussed at the Executive Session; all the issues to be

decided by the Panel are economic in nature:

1. Wages

2. COLA

3. Pension - Multiplier

4. Pension - Normal Retirement Age
5. Pension - Escalator

6. Pension - Annuity Withdrawal

Because all of the issues to be decided are economic, the Panel is
reqﬁired to accept the last offer of settlement made by one or the other party
for each issue. The Panel was therefore charged with the responsibility of
determining which Final Offer for each issue is most consi;tent.with the
factors listed in section 9 of Act 312 PA 1969; as amended. That section

reads:

Where there is no agreement between the parties, or
where 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 authority of the employer.
(b) Stipulations of the parties.

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

(d) Comparison of the wages, hours and conditions of
employment of the employees involued in the arbitration
proceeding with the wages, hours and conditions of
employment of other employees performing similar
services and with other employees generally:

(i) In public employment in comparable
communities.

(ii) In private employment in comparable
communltles.

(e) The average consumer prices for goods and services,
commonly known as' the cost of living.

(f) The overall compensation presently received by the
employees, including direct wage compensation,
vacations, holidays and other excused time, insurance
and pensions, medical and hospitalization benefits, the
continuity and stability of employment, and all other
benefits recelved. .

(g) Changes in any of the foregoing circumstances
during the pendency of the arbitration proceedings.

(h) Such other factors, not confined 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 or
in private employment.



WAGES AND COMPARABILITY:

The Final Offers for Wages for the period of July 1, 13985 through

June 30, 1986 were:

City's Final Offer:

A B C D E.

Classification ™ Start 6 Mos. 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years
Detective 24007 24563 25134 26304 27531
Juvenile Officer 24007 24563 © 25134 26304 27531
Traffic Safety Officer 24007 24563 25134 26304 27531
- Patrolman 23049 23582 24127 25246 26422
Dog Warden 205486 21018 21489 22486 23523
Meter Attendant 12551 12813 13082 13634 14215

Reflective of: 5% across the board, wage increase for all bargaining unit
members retroactive to July 1, 1985.

Union's Final Offer:

: : A : B c D - E
Classification Start 6 Mos. 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years
Detective - 24879 25147 ..25732 26930 28187
Juvenile Officer ; 24579 25147 . 25732 26830 28187
Traffic Safety Officer 24579 25147 25732 26930 28187
Patrolman 23597 24143 24701 25847 27051
- Dog Warden 21036 21516 22011 23021 24083
Meter Attendant ; 12849 13118 13383 13859 14553

'[Represents 7.5% across-the-board increase].

Wages to be retroactive to July 1, 1985 on all hours compénsated.

Comparability:

It is generally acknowledged that a key factor, and perhaps the



most importaht factor, listed in}Secfion 9 of Act 312 is that of ascertaining
"comparaEle bommunities in public employment." The Union argues that the
Couhty of St., Clair and the contiguous city of‘Maryéville are the most

- similar comparables to Port Huron. 'These entities like the City of Port
Huron offer full law enforcement services 24 hours a day, 7 days a week., The

Union asserts that these communities are located within a common labor
\{\\ . ‘

market, have geograbﬁig homogeneity, and share law enforcement duties. The
City argues, however, that the Miéhigan Municipal League's comparables,
formerly known as Area II Cities* should be used. All of these Area II

Cities are located in the lower peninsula of Michigan:

Port Huron

Bay City

East Lansing
Holland
Jackson
Kentwood
Midland
Muskegon
Burton

Portage

,fThis group includes all cities with a population of between 25,000 and

50,000.

—~

- #* The City pointed out that the term "Area II Cities" is no lohger correct
insofar as MML_ data are concerned, but the term is used here to refer to
those cities previously designated as Area II Cities.



The Panel has conclqded that the cdmparébles argued for by the
City are of greater applicability than those urged by the Union for several
reasons. The parties have tradifionally bargained using the MML Area II
Cities as comparables. The City has been involved in two Act 312
Arbitrations with’iﬁs Firefighters_and one prior 312 Arbitration with the
policefofficers' Hﬂéon and in each case the parties‘used the Area II Cities
'asvcamparables. Fﬁfﬁh@;more, they discussed the Area IIrCifies_throughout

most of their negotiating on this current contract before arriving at an

impasse.

Specific factors such as population, SEV (State Equalization
Value), SEV per capita, general fund budget, police department budgét, and
other important characteristics establish the similiarity of the Area II

Cities with Port Huron.

A madel prépared for the City by Industrial Relations Inc, using
13 criteria, inéluding those listed ébove, is of some persuasiveness in
determining that the Area II Cities are the most apﬁropfiate comparables.,
Certainiy,‘the Union is correct in afguing thét models can be established
using other criteria that would lead to an opposite conclusion. The Panel,
iﬁowever, ﬁas‘detérmined that the 13 criferia established,'while not absolute
in nature, are relevant standards to determine the comparability of various
municipalities. In this regard it should be noted that Port Huron's

_ population of 33,981 approximates the average population of the Area II



Cities, which is 33,296, and thevaverage number of patrolmen in Port Huron
(33) parallels that for the average of tﬁe bohparable‘cities (34.9). The
general fund quget and the police departmeht budget for the City of Port
Huron’alsorapproximate the averages shown Fbr Area II Cities, and the police

budget's percentage of the general fund also approximates the average.

Having 63hc%pded that the City's comparables are the most relevant,
the Panel does not dis£§gafd completely the argument of the Union with regard
to itS>SUQQESted tomparables., ‘There may. be merit to the concept of a
discrete labor market having developed in the City of Port Huron and County
of St. Clair, Perhaps greater weight could haué been afforded the Union's
proposed comparables if a stronger factual record had been developed with
regard to Port Huron as a discreté_labof market and the University of
Michigan report prepared by President Harold Shapiro had been>offered as an
exhibit., The fact that théVUnion considered only the contiguous city of
Marysville and the Couhty‘of St. Clair and excluded Algonéc, St. Clair, and
Marine City (all cities within St. Clair County) Qeakened its argument to
consider this area as a discrete labor area., .The three cities omitted had
significantly lower wage rates. Their sizes, while smaller than Marysville,
were closer to Nérysville's éize than Marysville is to either the City of
Port Huron or the Eouhty of St. Clair; If St. Clair County and the City of
Port Huron are to be considered a discrefe labor market, it is probably

" logical to include Algonac, St. Clair and Marine City.



The Pgﬁel is also>persuaded that the differences between a city and
a‘coﬁnty are greéter than the similarities; despite the fact that’deputy
sheriffs and Port Huroﬁ police officers perform some shared’duties and
sometimes work in oueriapbing areas. rThg serviceslpefforméd within the
County are spread out over a larger population base, and the police budget
fepresents a smal%EF portion of the general fund thaﬁ does that of the Port -
HUrbn police budgef:\\lﬁé Union's argument that St. Clair Coﬁnty and’Port
} Huron should be cohsideféd comparables ignoied_the factors generally used:
populatioﬁ Figufes, State Equalization Value, SEV per capita, and other
Facfors traditionally used to establish the ccmparability of communities.
The1Panel fherefcre conéludes that the hearing record did not’establish St,

Clair Countyvas a compéréble to the City of Port Huron.

Wages:

City's Fipal Offer ¢ 5 percent'across-the-boérd wage increase,
.retroactive to July 1, 1885, for all
bargaining unit members. '

This offer would result in a salary for a Patrolman‘of $26,422 after three

. years,

Union's Final Offer : 7-1/2 percent across-thé-board wage
’ : ' increase, retroactive to July 1, 1985.

This offer would result in a salary for a Patrolman of $27,051 after three

years.

FAl



The Union's’last offér as amended by stipulation reguests a 7-1/2
percent across the board wage‘rate‘fbr all police pffiqers. Traditionally,
the police and City have used the blassification of é patrolman at the top
step as a benchmark for wage comparisons. The Union;s proposal calls for a
7-1/2 pércent increase, or a wage rate va$27’051 for a patrolman, while the
.City’s final offep%?alls for a 5 percent pay raise, or $26,422. It should be
noted that the»Uniéﬁ;\ig making its last offer on wages, appears to have
baéked away from its own suggested Comparables. A top step patrol of ficer in
Marysville as of July 1,-1985 earns $28,985,‘and a deputy sheriff, $29,606.
I‘>Using.these communities as comparables would‘have resulted in a significantly
higher last offer by the Unioh, an amounf in excess of $29,000. In essence,
then, the Union appéars to have aécepteq - at least for the purposes of its

final offer on wages -- the comparables urged by'the Employer.

The average patrolmah's pay on July 1, 1985 for the Area II Cities
' waég$25,908. The Union does point out, however, that as of January 1, 1986
the wage rate in East Lansing had been raiéed from $26Q561 to $27,622, and
the contracts for Bay City, Burton and Muskegoﬁ had expired. Presumably, new
‘confracts will provide raises, and the pay‘for these commqﬁities fof the
first six months of 1986 will be higher than fdr the lastvsix months of 1985,
The average pay for the settled contracts for these Area II Cities as of
January 1, 1986 was $27,7l8. The only way to get a truly accurate picture of

the wages as of January 1, 1986 would be also to include the new contract



amounts foriBayvCity, Burton and Muskegon, th épparently those had not been
detérmined.‘ Iﬁ any evént, referencevfo the January l; 1986 figqures for Area
II Cities showsythatithe average pay for‘a'ﬁétrolman during the period of
July,l; 1985 though June 30 1986 would be somemhaf in excess of $26,906 and
might eQenibe in excess of fhe.Union's proposed offer of $27,051. In view of
these figures, thgﬂUnion's proposed offer is more ccnsistent with.the average

.

wage of the comparagie\pommunities than is the City's offer of $26,422.

The City points out in addition, hawevef,’that the gross wages
listed in the salary scheduleé’do nof consider the amount of the pension
contribution made by police officers in the various comparable cities: the
‘average pensidn contribution made by individual,officers in the Area II
Cities is 4 percent, and for Portuhurongis only 2 percént; The City argues
" that the Paort quon pﬁliceman thus actually takeéihomeruages 2 percent -higher
than the abtual salary fate listed and that 2 percenf should be added on to
the Port Huron patrolmén officérs‘salary to obtain an accurate picture.

There is, however, a fallacy in this reasoning.

Firstly, the parties have tréditionélly consideréd actual wages
during negotiations and not wagesvbased on a reduced employee pension
contribution. The £w0 Port Huron firefighter cases presehted makeA no
reference to the amount dF penSibn contribution in determining an appropriate
- salary rate for its officers. It is true that there is a reference tofthis"

~ difference in pension contribution in the lést_Act 312»Arbitration, but that
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éward, as was explained by both parties, was'actUally a mediated award, the
parties agreeing to‘the amount of wages and ﬁhe arbitrator‘developing a
rationale for the amount awarded. Secondly, and more importantly, the
parties have traditionally bargained separately on the issue of pensions.
The amount‘df pEnsions,‘the multiplier used,vthé years of service required to
‘obtain a pension,\idd othef factars have historically been bargained for
déeparately from thé\éctdal wage rafe. Here, the parfies bargained over
pensions and agreed to a\pensioh plan that provided for personal
contributions of only 2 percent per officer. The Union, having won that
lower persona1 contributi0n base in the pension provision, should not now be
penalized in having that base taken from or added on to its.wage rate when
comparing wage rates between communities. The appropriate time to bargain
with regard to the percentage of the pensidn contribution is when ddnsions

are being negotiated.

Lastly,»fhe issue of‘penSions is, of course, alsd before this Panel
‘to be dedided. In considering an appropriate percentage for payroll_‘
contributidns to pensions, it is appropriate for the parties to codsider the
Fact‘that'the City has enjoyed a reduction in its payroll‘contribution
because of either changes in actuarial assumptions or because of the
inveétmentysuccess‘of the pension fund. There may also be other arguments as
to why that 2 percent rate is equitable."It is concluded that‘the pension
cdhtribdfions should not de considered in determining the appropriate wage

rate, UWhile the Panel accepts the Employer's compérables as thé most
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l accurate, it is held that the Union's last pffer of 7-1/2 hercent most nearly
conforms with the average wages paid in comparable communities. Having
concluded that, however, is not necessarily dispositive of which fimal offer

to accept.

Comparability is not the only factor‘to'be considered; alsc of

’ relevance is thé C&ty'siability to pay. In this case, the City has indicated
that negative'financiéi consequences could flow from granting the Union's
requeéts on wages, pensions, and COLA but has not actually pleaded an
inability to pay. Inlfact; the City has a budget surplus in excess of

: '$7DD,DDD and did budget $50,000 during‘July 1, 1985 fiscal year to cover an
'anticipated 5 percent wage réte increase, What is involved then, at most, is
an additional‘$25,000 for the period in question, énd this amount is clearly

within the City's ability to pay.

Of more importaﬁce is the City argument fﬁat it has negotiated aVS

-percent wage increase with all its other bargaining units, imcluding the
firefighters, and therefofe the police should also be réquired to accept the
same amount, There is certainly something toibe said for consistency in wage
negotiations, A raise to one bargaining unif can coée back to haunt the City
“in negotiating with oﬁher units. Act 312 Arbitration recbgnizes a
distihétion, however, for firefighters and police officers with regard to
negdtiating collective bargaining agreements. The police and firefighters

are granted a right to have binding arbitration, and this exception for
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poiice officérs and firefighters was created legislatively in recognition of
the importance of the sérvices these employeés providé‘to communities and the
undesirability of work stoppages. No compelling reason has been shown to
reétrict an award to police’officers to the 5 perceht awarded. Therefore the
Union's last offer is accepted because it is most consistent with the wages

paid in comparable communities.

. .
~

The Panel acEepts the Union's Final Offer and orders a 7-1/2
.. percent wage increase across‘the board to all bargaining unit members

retroactive to July 1, 1985,

COLA:
City's Final Offer : No change from present contract.

Union's Final foer ¢ Add to Article XiV: "Cost-of-living will
‘ : be reinstituted effective July 1, 1985 for
employees covered by this Agreement."
The three year contract resulting from the mediated Act 312 award
contains a COLA freeze for the first tuwo yeafs and a reopener for thé July 1,
1985 through June 30, 1986 period. The Union argﬁes‘that'the purpose of COLA
is to make sure that the vaiuevof an employee's wage rate.doés not"diminish
because of inflation. To support its argument, the Union prepared an exhibit
sho@ihg the reduced.value of wagés from theAinceptioﬁ of this collective
kbargaining agreement to the present.  The Union argues that the cost to grant’

such COLA retroactively would be only $133;90.
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The flaw in the Union's argument, as the Panel sees it, is that it .

compares the wage rate from the beginnlng of the collective bargalning

agreement with the increase in the cost of llVlng rather tham restricting its

consideration to the period in dispute between July 1, 1985 and June 30,

-1986. The parties bargalned away COLA for the Flrst two years of the

collective bargalning agreement Presumably, at least part of the

MR
con51deration given the Union for bargalnlng away COLA was the wage rate that
was negotiated, a wage rate of 6.7 ‘percent for the first year of the contract

andsa percent for the second year,

It should be pointed out that neither of the Union's proposed

comparables have COLA asia benefit, and only one of the City's listed

comparables has COLA., This fact demonstrates a pattern among municipal

_employers to move away from paying such an allowance. The purpose of giving

a cost of living allowance is to protect employees during periods of
inflation, and the history of lnflatlon over the past few years -- especially
during the period in gquestion -- shows that inflation has not been a

51gn1f1cant factor.

.For the period in question, July 1, 1985 to date the inflation rate
has been minimal. In fact, from July 1, 1985 through Aprll 1986, there has
been only a 1/2 of 1 percent rise in the cost of living 1ndex. The wage rate
amarded,of 7.5 percent will more thanradequately compensate police officers
for this slight rise in the cost of living. CDLA entitlements for the Futore

are, of course, subject to future negotiations., There has been no persuasive
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showing, however; of any reason to reinstate COLA for the third year of this
collective bargining agreement. The Panel accepts the City's Final Offer,

which offer is to deny COLA entitlement, and make no change in the present

. contract,

PENSION - MULTIPLIER:
™

City's Final Offer

No changé in present contract.

Change the multiplier from 2% for the first
25 years of service plus 1.5% for years of
service in excess of 25 years to 2.2% times
the first 25 years of service plus 1.5% of
years of service in excess of 25 years.

Union's Final Offer

In determining the appropriate pension mulitplier, the complete
pension systems and the benefits provided in the various comparable
- communities must be considered. The pension amount abtually paid is not
based simply'on the multiplier used; varying amounts are used by these
‘communities as the final annual compensation figufe, and this changes the
final figure that is to be paid to any particular retiree. When all factors
ére takén into consideration, Port Huron has one of the better plaﬁé because
it uses as the wages in the multiplier the highest three consecutive years of

‘the last five years when wages are presumably at their highest.

Also included are lump sum payments for accrued sick and vacation

time. This inclusion of sick and vacation time results, according to Actuary
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GERALD SONNENSCHEIN, in an increase of 8 percent in pension benefits.

The pensipn benefits paid to Port Huron officers are consistent
with those paid in comparabie communities; the benefits are higher than most
of the listed cities. . Jackson and Midland do have highe; multipliers, but
‘the 2 percent multiplier applied'ih Port Huron ié equal to or higher than the

multiplier used iﬁ\all of the other communities. Several cities use the

N
N

 multiplier for only the first 25 years.alSD,'but Port Huron péys 1.5 percent

for years over 25.

If tHe muitipliér ié isolated from the rést‘of'fhe‘factors that
make up the‘ﬁension plan, the resﬁlt cah be~¢onfusing; and an increase ih
" this multiplier‘could result injsignificantly»inCreased pension éosts. With
'regard‘to costs; it has also been‘noted and taken into consideration that
Port Huroh of ficers bay.onlykZ percent into the pension, whereas employees in
othef coﬁparable‘communities pay’an éverage of 4 percént, The Port Huroh
pension plan compares favorably with tHe pléné of ofher Area II Cities, ahd

, thé.City's last offer is therefore accepted.

The Panel accepts the City's Final foér that ‘no change be made in

~the 2 percent multiplier in the present contract.

PENSION - NORMAL RETIREMENT AGE:

City's Final Offer : No change from presént contract.

- 16 -



Union's Final Offer : Effective (Date of Award), the age for

: : unreduced, normal retirement for employees
covered by this agreement shall be lowered
to from age 55 to age 50.

'This provision is theoretical in nature because the parties
stipulated that for the period of July 1, 1985 through June 30, 1985 n0

officers weuld be affected. Moreover, no compelling reasons were presented

M

~,

.to~sugge§t that thé\égg;should‘be changed during fhis third year reopener.
'_More~appropriately,'norﬁal retirement age is a subject for future bargéining.
In such future negotiations, the Uﬁion's‘argument thét poliée work is a young
.  man's prdfession could be considered. - As to this :éobener, the comparables
‘offered by the Union - the City of MarySville,and St. Clair County -- have a
. current retirement’age of‘SS years. 0One community'has a lower age :ate, but
~that does not go iﬁto effect until Janua:y of 1987, well beyond the period in

question for this award. For these reasons, the City's proposal is accepted.

_The Panel accepts the City's Final Offer that no change be made in

‘.the normal retirement age of 55 in the present contrabt.

" PENSION - ESCALATOR:

City's Finmal Offer No change in present contract.

A pension escalator added to that original
amount which shall be an additional 2% each
year on each July 1 following the date of
retirement up to a cumulative maximum
escalator of 10%.

e

Union's Final Offer

- 17 ~



Actuary SONNENSCHEIN, who is employed by Gabriel, Roeder, Smith_&
Compahy, testified that the Union's offer of e 2 percent increase for each
year following an officer's date of retirement would result in increased
x"costs of 6.27 percent of the payroll contrlbutlpn (Clty 10). This proposed
change would be the most expen51ve of the Union's fimal pension offers:
Lcosts would be $8Q{952'in the‘first year. Cpsts for a combination of two or
more of fhese pensieﬁ\p;opcsals; he said, wopld most likely be more than the

ccsts'he projected for the individual’proposals.

: The Union's.argumenf that>this 2 percent per year increase would
cost‘ieSS if ameftized over a pericd of 40 years, rather than over the
"2&-year pefipd used in SONNENSCHEIN's calculations,'is unpersuasive. This
"apprpach can be compared, as the Clty points out, to amprtlzlng the cost of a
car that is expected to operate for only flve years over a ten-year perlpd
E At the end of five years you must pay for a car you no longer have the use of
~and mustppurchase another car for transportation, The present figures are
 besed on a lifebexpectancy of’25 yeare aFter‘retirement for police pfficers;

the average non-police cetifee has a life expectancy.pf 15 years following
retirement. A 40-year amortizetion would not be prpdept,_according to

SONNENSCHEIN.

The Union's brief incorrectly states that the payroll contributions
made by the City are greater for other City employees than for police

personnel. The exact opposite is‘trUe.t The City pays approximately 14.4
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percent of payroll to cover bension contributionS«for its regular City

S employees, including Social Securlty payments, and pays in excess of 18

percent, or about 4 percent more, for its pollce officers.  Actuary
SDNNENSCHEIN also pointed out that police folcers generally retire early to
go into less stressful jobs and tﬁue build Social Security benefits.and a
second pehslon; | | L

B

~
AN
~

None of the Area IIVCities offers sueh a‘pensidn esealator, and
only one of the two Unlon comparables, Marysville, offers such a benefit.
Accordlng to City Exhlblt 18, an excerpt from a survey of retirement systems

in 1985 for Michigan cities, less than 10 percent of this group offered a
 pension escalator benefit. It~shouldlalso be noted that Marysville, one of
. the few cities giving a pension escalator benefit, contributes 32.57 percentk

cost of payrollrto police officers' pensions, an extraordinarily'high
contrlbution.l No showing has been made’of any compelling reason to add the

"significant additional cost of a pehsion escalator.

This declsion is made mith thekewareness the£ a Port Huron police
officer is required to contribute only 2 berceﬁt of his‘pay to the pension
plan,'while those in comparable commuhitiee:contribUte conelderably more.
Pelice officers in St. Clair County and Marstille,‘the Union'svproposed
~ comparables, both contribute 5 pereent; The average contribution for Area II

Cifies’is 4 percent,‘tmiee the amount paid by;PQrt Huron officers.
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The Panel accepts the City's Final Offer that no change be made in

the present contract to add a pension escalator.

PENSION - ANNUITY WITHDRAWAL :

The parties have agreed to an annuity withdrawal and to accept the
language proposed by Gabriel, Roeder, Smith & Company as contained in é

letter dated July 17, 1986 from GERALD SONNENSCHEIN. That language reads:

Annuity Withdrawal. Effective [date of award], an
employee who (has hot retired and) is eligible to
receive pension benefits may withdraw his/her
contribution to the pension system including interest
attributable to such contributions, provided that in
such event, the amount of his/her pension benefit shall
be based only on the City contributions, and therefore,
the pension benefit provided for such employee shall be
proportionately. reduced by actuarial calculation to
reflect withdrawal of the employee's contribution and
interest. The amount of the reduction will be
determined based upon the mortality assumption adopted
by the Retirement Board and the imterest assumption
published by the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation
(for immediate annuities to be used for single employer
plan termination calculations) and effective for PBGC
purposes for the month of retirement. '

This language is thus to be made a part of the contract.
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CONCLUSTION:
The Panel orders the Following;‘

ISSUE 1 - WAGES:

Union's Final Offer.

ISSUE 2 - COLA:

City's\Final‘foer.

ISSUE 3 .- PENSION - MULTIPLIER:

City's Final Offer

ISSUE 4 - PENSION - NORMAL RETIREMENT AGE:

City's Fimal Offer

ISSUE 5 - PENSION - ESCALATOR:

City's Final Offer

ISSUE 6 - PENSION - ANNUITY WITHDRAWAL:

The parties both adopt the language drafted by
Gabriel, Roeder, Smith & Company to allow police
officers to withdraw their contributions fr he
pension plan. ?ﬁrt

%*/&z&m

ELLIOT 1. BEITNER, Chairman
Panel of Arbitrators

congurring on
/4, 5, and B3

LN
WILLIAM BIRDSEYE,
Labor Ddlegate cohcurring on
Issues 1vanthBi3~dissenting on
Issues 2, 3, 4, and 5 ’
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