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“Act 312 ofﬁfhe*State:offMiﬁhiganﬁgétsgoutfthEYlaijhiéhtmustvber.

observedbe‘thosesagpointed:to:a:@ané&ﬁafgaﬁhitratprs:tijudge;pbliae

‘aand'fire«disputes, lsectionxgcofTthiSeﬂﬁt»int(a)*thraughf(h);sets*out

the basis for the findings,,opinions.and,order'Which the: panel “is. en—

titled'tO'make”and'whiéh'the:panél is fdlE%giﬁg‘in its deeisions in

this gasef\\

S

In this disPute, the final offers of ‘the partieé‘were'submitted‘tb
the panel on December 19,;1980. “Briefs were submitted on January 16,

1981 and panel met to discuss the briefs and evidence on February 4,

‘1981. A copydof‘theﬁfinél'oﬁiex~fram'gach,sidehis appended‘tO‘ﬁhis'de—

cision. It was agreed that :all matters not submitted to the panél would

" be considered by the panel as agreed to by the parties and would be con-

sidered as part -of the decision reached by the panel. The iséﬂes which

are ~considered as being before the panel‘and~unsettledﬂare the fol-

» lowing:

%,

‘1. Pensions (Social Security Offset)

- At the present ‘time. all city employees are under a combination of
the Federal Social‘Security SYstem and a city financed system. Therek'

were no arguments presented'by the Command Officer's Union which con-

vinced the majority of the pamel that this unified system :should be

“broken in favor of the Command Officer's offer to set up a separate

system without the Social*Secﬁritykoffset. Thé heatings‘béfore the

Arbitration panel ﬂid‘npthing¥t0 chﬁagE thenthrust of ‘the report made

by the Social Security Review Committee. The Committee report stated:




Simple Withdrawalifrdm Social Security'aﬁd/or
- replacing it would result in an immediate in-
crease in take home pay of 6.137% to employees
and a reduction in benefit costs to the City
of Riverview of about $80,000/annum. Such an
‘analysis ignores the beneflts provided by
Social Securlty and is not ‘the most loglcal , !
‘ - (Union Exhlblt 24, page 4. )
The: union waS‘unablelto show ev1dence~that the Command Officers
as.a grouprare in an intolerable“situation,because‘of their presence
in the SociéIx§ecurity»System by pointing to reduced benefit levels
due to retirees under the system.g-Thefunion‘tfied to show that there
are dlsadvantages in the present system for offlcers who dle or are

disabled in the line of duty.  The union also tried to show that of-

ficers who work at other ‘employment to’age 65 after retifement~at age

50 from the police department suffer some disadvaﬁtagea .This evidence

was not entirely convincing especially because of inflation indexing

contained in'the'SocialgSecurity‘System.' On: the ‘other hand, the wcity -
produced Gregg Kobacinski, -an actuery for the City of Riverview retire~

mentfsystem. It was abundantly clear from this expert witness's testi-

'mony and City Exhibits 1, 22, and 23 that Riverview retirees will realize

higher pension benefits under the Riverview plan than retirees in 9 of
the 13 ether Downriver Cammunitiee in the mutual aid pact. vThis is -due
essentielly to the‘integratioh of Social Securityfapd the City plan.
bThe unionﬁeimpiy was not ablefeo present any eonvincing argument
that the 8 Command Officers in Riverview shoeld be reﬁoVed from the
present system pased on any ineQuities inherentpin tﬁe system.- The
unioniargumentfthat the 6.23% Social Seeerity-peyroll tak paid by ‘mem—
bers could be better epenf elsewhere simply was not proved. Even the

Social Security Review Committee pointed out this difficulty in their




;
?

(9) of the fourteen (14) cities (dimc!

report:’

‘During the information gathering phase the Committee
encountered one serious obstacle which it was unable
to overcome. Despite numerous attempts the Committee
was unable to locate representatives ‘from the Insur-
-ance industry that were willing to discuss the possi-
‘pility of the City withdrawing from Social Security
and replacing it with a comparable private insurance
- package. - {(Union Exhibit 24, page 3.)

BN -
2. Pensions (Final Average Compensation)
The union argument.that,in‘the camgmtation of’final average ear-

nings, it should be on the b351s of the Highest three (3) of the flnal

five (5) years, is unconv1nc1ng. As 1nd1cated in City Exhlblt 2, nine

:uf‘ng vaervmew)illsted in ‘the sur-
vey of Downriver Police/Fire~RetirementfSystems ccmpute‘final average

compensation on the basis of five (5) rather than three (3) years.

Only four (4) cities calculate-an officer's final average compensation

on the basis of three years. “The wnion afgued that inflation protection
was contained in using three (3) of Ffive (5). But that protection is
contained in the fact that Social Security payments are indexed and

tax free.

3. Wages

The Command: Offlcers contract is-the last “labor- contract to be
settled‘in Riverview. The Patrolmen: settled at 9. 497 for three (3)
years, the D.P.W. at 7.52% for three (3) years, the clerlcal settlement

was 9% for three and one~half (3%) years, the administrators settled at

97 for two (2) years."The union offer for sergeants was 12.38% in the

first year, 117 in the.second.and 9;93%vinvthe third. This averages out

to 11% over three years. The city offer was 12.22 in. the first year,
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.8.67% iﬁ ﬁhe second and 8.18%“inifhe third;"Thisfaveraéeé tb;?:69£7
over‘tﬁe thrée (3) years. 'For,lieﬁtenants, the union~offer‘was 12.52% .
for the first year, 11.12%'in fhe>sec0nd and>10;01%~invthe third; This
averages to 11.2% ;f,ork?tl“;ethree 3) jfe:ar:s. '"The icit‘y‘ "<.>f‘f‘er was 12.68% 1 »
in the first year, 8.13% in the 'secbn‘d and' 7.71% in | .thé third. This
averages to 9.5% for the’thféé Years. : |

-In'th;#figst year, bctﬁ offérs=éré“ih‘thé 124% rangé. This moﬁes
Riverview from éih placé to’@th’placé amoﬁg thekfdurteén“(14) DOWHriver'
mutual;énd cities. ‘The’union's offer’ihwthe sécond‘jear moves Riverview
probably ‘into 5th ‘place. ‘The‘pictﬁrékis ndt‘cleér’in~the‘thifd year
because there have not béen‘eﬁough‘settlemgntsVin theearea’for 1981-82
as of yet. = |

The Chairperéon of‘thé panel therefore aécept$ tﬁé ﬁnion's offer

:for the first two yéars of the contract onkthé‘baéis bf coméarisogs'with
othef Downriver cities. - The union offér isicloée tokthe‘m6Ae-§f fﬁév
Downriver area. However,*he'accepts5ﬁhe,Cify‘offer iﬁkthe third year
betaﬁsé'fhis offer will kegp the tota1 pa¢kage~Within é mofe reaéonable

¥,

range of the City of Riverview's settlements with itskothér employees,

M,

and especially its patrolmen, since the total package would average out

to 10.5%.
The union offer for sergeants was:

79/80 ~ 22,533
80/81 ~ 25,016

The city offer for sergeants was: -

81/82 - 26,450
The. uriion offer for Tieutenant was:

) 79/80 - 23,966
80/81 - 26,632

The city offer for lieutenant was:

81/82 - 27,950




‘This scale maintains, within reaéﬁnﬁftﬁe?traditianal.dollar differential

between sergeants and lieutenants.

‘4. Hospitalization

The union accepts the-City~dfferfand asks for an early effective
date (30 days~after‘thefﬂate'bf‘the‘award). The~th2irman:ac¢epts this
fsettlamﬁntﬁbup asks”the:cityﬂto:make:theiéﬁiéctive'ﬁate:as soon ‘as it

~

can with all deliberate speed.

5. Dental

Thé,offers between thé‘partiesvare close. "EhEachairman'aécepts
,the,city's~offer”becéuae‘it is«iﬂﬁﬂticél5&@;%h£~cavgrage enjoyed by
the'pa;rolmen. This facilitateé the pﬁrdhase/of group coverage by the
~eity. vFurthermore; the éhairmanxséeswno;need té differentiate the

dental care available to patrolmen and command officers.

’6; Educa#ional Incentive

This is a "néw'}ringe"‘benefit for,command;officérs. The pfeseﬁt
»educationél‘pay'forzpoligé,in Riverview isfﬁneca%ﬂthe most .generous
provisions-in the Downriver areaffor po1ice. The chairmén does not see
any strong reason fofkgranting‘thelcommand'officers~ény'mofe incentive

than has already been given to the patrolmen.

7. “Bonus Pay

Members of the'bargéiningvunit,“iﬁe.,5patn0lmen and lieutenants,
have'alréady been paid this bonus.  The chairman can see no reason why

the sergeahts should mmt:bﬁ4given'@his;simi1am bonus -at ‘this time.
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