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On April 9, 1974 the undersigned was appointed by
mutual agreement as Impartial Chairman of an Arbitration Panel

established pursuant to Act 312 of Public Acts of 1969, as -

'amended to hear and resolVe the issues pending between the

partles relatlve to a new collectlve bargalnlng agreement.

\

Dav1d Couture was named as the City's de51gnee to the Panel and

Howard J. Draft was named by the Lodge as its des1gnee. Hearrngs

. were held, testimonyrtakenaand,on'December 13, 1974 Findings of

Fact, an Opinion and the unanimous Award of the Panel were issued

o and dlstrlbuted

Appeal was had by the Lodge to the Circuit Court for :

“the County of Wayne. In a hearing beforeCHonorable James Montante,

Judge of the Third Judicial District, on'July-30i 1975 it was
stipulated between the parties that the matter be resubmitted to

the Panel with written final offers to be presented by both

gﬁgagyiggzé‘Qher?anel,was~then to_review the matter and issue_a_

supplemental and possibly revised award;-with the further undere
standlng that such supplemental award would be final and blndlng
upon both partles as provided in the statute.

Accordlngly, the partles met on August 9, 1975 and
greed upon a modus operandl. Final last offers were to be
exchanged on September lst modlflcatlons if desired by September
8th, and supportlng brlefs by September 29th. Conferences were

held on September 21, December 18, 1975, January 19, March 15

~and 17, 1976.

=
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‘\ Extensions beyond the specifiedvdateSIWere granted ae'
required by'the parties. Both parties‘haVe Stipulated that the
Panel may have whatever time be necessary to con51der the posi-
'tlons of the parties and make its report.r

In 1t§ December, 1974 award the Panel presented a
revised collectlve\bargalnlng agreement. The Lodge requested-
that the basic’ 1971 73 agreement remain as wrltten, except as it
may be modlfled by thlS award. | . |

- _The Panel has kconcluded that the agreement newly pro—
§03ed; except as herein modified, better meets the needs ofAthe
parties and shall be permitted to stand,

. ;i«ﬂéiggv.“miev.wkw;_ T

The Lodge has made proposals for a salary scaie for
patrolman, uniform sergeant, detective/detective Youth Bureau,
detective sergeant, liaison officer and probationer/new employee.
Thgeclty proposes that only the cla551flcatlons of patrolman and
sergeant he llsted for members of the bargalnlng unit. There is
at present no liaison officer and no deteetiVe/deteotive Youth
Bureau.' The City has stated that it has no present intention to
reinstate those classifications. It further rejects the sub-
classifications of uniform sergeant~and detective Sergeant because
both subclassifications are paid at the same rate. The only
classifications within this unit currently in effect are patrolman,
sergeant and probationer. | _A; ’ v o
The Chairman agrees withttherCity that it hasdthe sole

right to determine whether a vacant classification is to be

i R e e
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filled. In view of the fact that the Clty has stated its 1ntent

not to revive the vacant cla551f1catlons there is no p01nt in

1 establishing a salary range to cover them. Accordlngly, the wage

» proposaldby the Panel would cover only patrolman, sergeant and.

probationer. Wages for reinstated c1assifications should be
hegotiatedywhen ahd;if the classifications’are revived.

| Theﬁorior Opinionvestablished'awthreeaiearwagreement
oommencing July 1, 1973. The patrolman rate was set at $14,085

for the first year, $14, 900 for the second year and $15,850 for

- the third year. The rate for sergeant was $1,000 higher in each

year. Probationary patrolmen were to be paid $11,817, $12,632
and $13,632, respectively, in the first,’secondfahd third years
of the agreement. The City hashalready instituted these proposed
salaries retroactive to July 1, 1973. B |

The Lodge now proposes rates for patrolmen over three

.. Years of $14, ' 150, $15 lOO and $16 100.* It asks a rate for ser-
- geant of $15 150, $16 100 and $17,100 for unlform and $15 350,

v$lG,300 and $17,300 for detective sergeant.

The Panel unanimously agrees that the rates as previously
established and now in effect are fair and reasonable and should
be continued for the life of the agreement.

Holidays »

In the'prior award the Panel allowed 11 holidays per
year, effective July 1, 1973, with Columbus Day to be added as
a 12th holiday on July 1, 1975.  The Lodge now requests that the

12th holiday be added in the 1974-75 calendar year.
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The Panel has proposed a léth holiday 5eginning with
 1975-76. S e
4vukrkThé»Pénel SéiieQééféﬁét i;g pfiéfwé;héiﬁéiénWWAS faii
and reasonable and shall be‘confinued‘without changé.
| Man23§é; s |
ThevLodgé‘Withdrawskité>demandﬂand reqﬁests that man-
_power requirements remain as éet out in the‘l97lf73 agreemént.
The City proposes that ARTICLECXIX,‘SécfiQn34 bé retaingd:iniits
~current form. ¥ S P o 5
The Panel agrees that the manpowei préVisions of
ARTICLE XIX,:Section,4 shall remaih as pfovided:in the 1974 .
ag;gemgn?,/except that‘the second~paragraph thereof shall read:'
'The sergeanﬁ‘and/éf senior batrélmén mé&ywak
alone in a vehicle, provided that there is at
- least one two-man patrol unit working during

the period between sunset and sunrise.

Mr. Draft dissents.

. ,k;f%:&‘&th{;i R S S e i i s i

ick Leave

TThe Lodge requests that'Sick leave credit be accumulated
_at the rate of one and one-half days per month for each month of
k.service. The présent rate of accumulation isvone day per month.
| The Panel unanimouély agrees thaﬁ the sick leave éccumu-
‘lation of one day per month is fair‘and reasonable and should be
continued. | |

: '~ shift Differential

The Panel in its December decision provided in ARTICLE

‘IX, Section 2 that a flat rate per annum be paid semi-annually
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to .employees in 11eu of a shlft premlun calculated in cents per
hour. The payment was to be. made to offlcers worklng rotating
schedules. ‘- | . : ; i
S The Lodge requests that a Shlft premlum of $.10 per
'hour for the afternoon Shlft and. $ 15 for the mldnlght Shlft be
h pald rather than the formula now 1n use, to be effectlve January
1, 1975 and to be increased by $ 05 per hour as of January 1,
1976. | | | y

. The Panel, Mr. Couture.dissenting,‘agrees with’the
Lodge that a Shlft premium of $. 10 per hour for the afternoon
-Shlft and $.15 per hour for the mldnlght shift be paid to all
employees for the hours in whlch those shlfts are worked The
rpayments are to commence as to each employee follow1ng the end
of the slx~month period for which a bonus has been‘allowed and

'paid.f

g‘ Personal Bu51ness Days ,! ':vl
~ The Lodge requests three personal leave days per year,
to be taken upon 24 hours' notlce to the employer.. They may be
taken at the employee s optlon and for any reason.
- ARTICLE XI, Sectlon 3 of the December agreement provides
that an employee u51ng five or less ‘sick days between July 1 and
June 30 in any year shall be entltled‘to five bonus leave days.
not chargeable against his regular sick or vacation accrual, to be
~“used in the'following fiscalbyear.' -

~ The Panel believes that the December provision for bonus

i A e

-\:\.’k

%



. City of Riverview
"Page 7

~leave days allows the employee more than adequate personal leave
itime. The request for personal business days is denied.

Court Time

ARTICLE XVI of the December agreement allows a minimum
of two hours at\tlme and one—half for court tlme.J The Lodge ‘con-
tends that the average court time takes a mlnlmum of three hours
and asks that three hours be allowed

The Panel unanlmously rejects the request on the ground

that an offlcer is entitled to payment for all time he spends in
’/a court or admlnlstratlve agency, w1th a mlnlmum of two hours.
It is recommended by the Panel however, that the provision for
:meals in the second paragraph of ARTICLE XVI: be amended to read
that “Meals shall be pald at $2.25 per day", rather than the
$2.00 which appears in the December agreement. ThlS payment

shall be prospective only.

Hospltallzatlon

2 SRR RSl e e T i

B o e A O o T 5 b IO o o s

The Lodge requests that abdental plan be instituted as
'prov1ded by Blue Cross- Blue Shleld to be fully flnanced by the
| City. It is alleged that elght downrlver departments have such
a plan. The Clty strongly,objects on the ground that no city in
the downriver area has instituted a dental plan and that the
cost is too great a strain upon its current finanéial’position.
The parties are about»to enter into negotiations for
a new COllective bargaining agreement to be effective as of July

1, 1976. The Panel unanimously rejects the Lodge's request for
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: é‘dental p;an wifhoﬁt,éomment as to its‘Vaerior'advisability.‘

E I£ is sﬁggested that the matter be deferfed to the 1976 contract
‘negotiations. As the Lodge points out in its memorandum, such a
ﬁlan,could.not be effectuated in any évent;until July, 1976. ‘The
Lodge loses nctging by defermeht‘tb the hext agreement.

Call-In Time

The Lodge has proposed that a new Section 3 be added'

to ARTICLE XIV to read as follows:

When directed by the Chief of Police to stand
by for duty, all officers shall be compensated
for the first two (2) hours at straight time
rate. If required under this provision to stand
by beyond two (2) hours, the rate for the addi-
‘tional time shall be at time and one-half.
 The Panel feels that there is considerable justice in
the Lodge's position. If an employee is directed to stand by
outside of regular working hours, he is subject to the call and
direction of his superior officer. For purposesbof this agree-
gmentfandginwyiewwgiwthemshertwtime@remainingﬁbefarewa«new»contract
will take effect, the Panel unanimously recommends that a stand-by
allowance of two hours at straight time pay be included in the

agreement.

Gun Allowance

| The Lodge requésts a gun ailoWance of $160 in 1973/74,
©$320 in 1974/75. The City has rejected the proposal.

|  Uhlike a numberydf.bther municipal police departments,
the police in this unit are not required to carry their weapons.

~when they are off duty. A gun allowance in such case would

P s
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represent nothing more than an increase in pay without compensating
- service on the part of the employees. The Panel, Mr. Draft dis-

senting, rejects the proposal.

‘ ..~ Cost of Living Allowance

Therﬁoﬁge has proposed that a new cost of living agree-
ment be ihcorporat\d tied to the 1967 Consumer Price Index as
»100, w1th a $ 01 1ncrease for every 35 change in the Index to
a maximum cap of $.50. The City has rejected the proposal

The Panel also rejects the proposal, not because of any
inherent objection to the 1nclu51on of a cost of living provision
’but because at this late hour 1t were best to defer the matter
to the succeeding contract negotiations,fJ

| Peneion" | - e

The presentycity'pension pianwis incorporated in the
City Charter, which the.City alleges it has no authority to rene-
gotlate. It therefore refuses to agree to an 1mproved pen51on

St G O R L T S RS S S T T L B B e e e e

m‘plan as demanded by the Lodge.

The problem facing this Panel is that a pension plan
is a complex program requiring intensive study and actuarial
contribution. This Panel is in no position, in the time-auail-
able to it, to consider such a proposal. In any event, a series
of hearihgs would have to be held to study and modify the current
plan. Again, it seems to this'Panel that the wisest procedure
would be to deny the request and’leave the parties to negotiation

of the issue during the five months it has available before the
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current agreement would expire Accordlngly, w1thout the expres—
51on of any opinion as to the propriety of the Lodge' s proposal
“the request is denied. |

;Copies of Agreement

The. Lodge requests that the City provide ‘each member,’
. of the unit w1th\a copy of the agreement at City expense, plus'
one copy to the Lodge.' This prOV1slon is already contalned
under the title "GENERAL", in Section 2. , |
| Vacations |

The Lodge has requested a Vacation program which, eﬁceﬁt‘
for Sub-Section 6 of Section 1 is identical with that eontained‘v
in ARTICLE X of the December, 1974 agreement. That Sub~Sections
reads that: "After vacations are listed, they may not be changed
w1thout consent of the chief of pollce.". No mentlon 1svmade of
the Sub-Section 1n the Lodge's proposal The Panel unanimously
directs that ARTICLE X of the December,;1974 agreement be contlnuedb
without change.

Sick Leave

With respect to bonus days, the Lodge suggests that
there be no restrlctlons on the use of bonus days to which an
employee is entitled. There is no restrlctlon shown in. the
December, 1974 agreement. It is further proposed that the unit
member ‘give the chlef 72 hours' notice of intent to use a bonus
day. - The December, 1974 agreement prov1des for 30 days' notice.

"~ The Panel proposes. that bonus days be granted as
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requested prov1ded 30 days' notlce be glven.c A unltbmember may
‘glve the chief 72 hours notlce of 1ntent to use a bonus day,

_subject to the chlef's approval, which shall not be w1thheld if
it can be allowed w1thout creatlng overtlme cost to the Depart~

nment. N

-

\
Agency Shop

The Lodge proposes that a fourth paragraph be'added.tofk
;ARTICLE-Ivg’“DUES AND DEDUCTlONS".h That provisionvis;already =
contained in,ARTICLE‘IV of the_December,‘1974‘agreement‘} It has
heen aocepted by‘the City and in its reply brlef by the Lodge as
well. It is therefore no lohger an issue to be determlned

Promotions

The Lodge has proposed a reV1sed departmental promotlon'
»and assignment formula’which the Panel has carefully studled.s
The Panel is of the opinion that the promotlon formula, as con-
‘talned in ARTICLES XXIV and XXV of the December, 1974 agreement,ﬂv
allows the employees equlvalent advantages w1thout m1n1m1z1ng
the City's rlght to improve profess1onal standards of the depart—‘
" ment. The Panel therefore dlrects that the promotlonal prov151ons
_'contalned in the December, 1974 agreement be contlnued 'except
that the date “January 1, 1969"’conta1ned in ARTICLE XXV, Section
hl4 be changed to "March l 1969"f4 This Wlll result in grandfather—'
ing all except two patrolmen now employed.'f | | . B |
" The Panel partlcularly rejects the Lodge proposal that

a unit member transferred from theyUnlform D1V1slon-to the
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Plainclothes Division forfeit all rights‘for'testingkto a higher
vcla551f1catlon within the D1v1s10n from whlch he was transferred
and vice versa.- Such a prOV151on would’ establlsh a new set of
classifioations, determlned by whether the employee workS-in;

Uniform or Plainclothes; “In-a department as small as this such

AN
™

a provision would\be highly detrimental to'the efficient operation
of the force and would be unfairvto'affectedlemployees; The ‘
request is unanimdusly denied by the Pane1; j

| The same_disposition was made of a-further request

kthat only members of therUniform Division may take'promotional'
examinations for vacancies in that’Division, and onlybmembers of
‘the Plainclothes Division may take promotional examinations for
vacancies in ‘their Division.V The Panelksees.nokreason”whythere
‘should be no crossover between Uniform and Plalnclothes, nor does
it see any Justlflcatlon for the proposed dlstlnctlon ‘based solely.
upon unlform. It is a fact that in thls department unlformed
patrolmen are often directed to work in Plalnclothes. The effect
of the Lodge's proposal would be’farkmoreloonfusing'than any’
~benefit it could.possibly produoe. | .

Grievance Procedure

It is proposed by the Lodge that’step‘B of the grieVance
procedure be eliminated or modified s1nce 1t prov1des for ‘little
more than a recapltulatlon of what has already been argued It
is suggested instead that the matter be brought for hearlng

before the Clty Coun01l.
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The Panel agrees with the Lodgejthat one step of the

S e e g

grievanceiprocedure could weli~beveliminated;' It does not agree
that any eppeal shouid be taken to thebcity_Council.k Thekmembers
of the'department and»thelcity Manager are well able to prooees  '
>btheir.differente$ without’eppeal to_avbodnyhich is not neces— .
'sarily'qualified\tb\determine the merits of the_dispute;

The Panel unanimously furtherkdirecte that Section 1
‘of ARTICLE XXI of the December, 1974 agreement be amended to
" excise the-second paragraph of‘SeCtion 1;tmhich providesbthat atv'

nnit member mey present. a grlevance to the Clty without Lodge

kintervention. In ARTICLE III of the December, 1974 agreement
‘"Thefcity recognizes the Lodge as the sole and exclusive'bargain—
ing representative oftthe unit.ﬁ kAs’such~representativekthe‘ |
Lodge snould have sole authority to-determine which grievanceekeg
are meritorious and warrant presentatlon‘to the Clty.lklt may
‘not be left to individual offlcers. L

The prov151ons in ARTICLE XXI for an Appeal Board is .
rejected by the City as too cumbersome. The Panel agrees and

dlrects that ARTICLE XXI be modlfled to substitute a meeting of'ﬁ?éé%r

three Union members and three Clty officials ‘as the 1ast s ep

= /@«%«(’7
: prellmlnar to arbltratlon.5%éh¢4%%‘“¢Lﬂ‘4$;”H&££%& )
_ ] ART?CLE XX7T1, Sectlon 1 at Step l 1s amended by changlng "’

"five (5) days" wherever it appears thereln tO‘"seven (7) days_.

- Employee Bill of Rights

The Lodge has proposed language incorporating a Bill
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of nghts for the protectlon of employees agalnst unfalr treat-
ment. The Panel has approved the proposed Blll of nghts for
incorporatlon 1nvthe.agreement, w1th some-modlflcatlons._ The»
proposed Section 3, w1th respect to polygraph examlnatlons, 1sb
deleted because the matter 1s substantlally covered by State S
rstatute.v The propesed Section 4 is con51dered to be too W1dek
,ranging to the p01nt where the City could lose control of thei
~matter. That proposed Section has been amended by the Panel.(f
| The Panel dlrects that the follow1ng Blll of nghts be'
1ncluded in the collectlve bargalnlng agreement: |

EMPLOYEE BILL OF RIGHTS

Sectlon 1:

(a) No employee shall be reprlmanded or
‘dlsc1pllned except for just cause. . .

~(b) Whenever an employee is alleged to have
- violated a rule or regulation of the department
~ the charge, if any, shall be reduced to writing, °
~and the employee shall have seven work days to
respond to said charges.

- (e) ~If an employee be suspended he shall be -
promptly charged in writing spec1fy1ng the exact
- violation or. v1olatlons. , :

(d) In every case he shall have the rlght to s
be represented by a Lodge representatlve before
the dlsc1pllne is 1mposed e

‘Section 2'

Whenever any complalnt or charge shall
be brought against an employee from external
or internal sources which focuses the investi-
- gation upon an employee subject to this ,
agreement, or under such circumstances that
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>';1f the facts alleged be true, the employee .
~.would be guilty of the commission of a crime -

or offense under the State or Federal law,
or a traffic violation involving death or
serious injury of a citizen, the following o
procedure shall be established for the obtain--

“ing of statements in connection with said e
>,compla1nt, and the employee shall spec1flcally’ Ak
“have™ the right to representation by the Lodge o “T

at every\stage of the proceedlngs.

(1) The employee shall be glven a summary of

the charges against him.

(2) Before he is 1nterrogated or requlred
to make any statement, he shall be allowed the

opportunlty to obtain the adv1ce of counsel.

(3) Any order to make a statement shall be a
written order, the violation of Wthh would con-: -
stitute grounds for dlsc1pllnary action by the

Department

Nothing in the foreg01ng procedure shall -

‘limit the right of the Department to use such

statement for Department dlsc1p11nary purposes.hd(a

The summary referred to in Paragraph (1)
above shall set forth the name of the complainant,
the time, date, and place at which the alleged
offense or incident occurred, and a descrlptlon Lo
of the offense or 1n01dent : : 2

Sectlon 3'

- The C1ty w1ll prov1de its pollce offlcers S
with all protectlon and indemnity which its

- insurance carrier has agreed to prov1de.

Shlft Schedull_g

o The Lodge Pproposes that Shlft schedullng be contlnued

: as: prov1ded in the 1971 agreement The Clty asked that 1t retaln R

the right to establlsh shlfts w1th1n the hours shown in ARTICLE

- IX, Sectlon 1 of the December, 1974 agreement
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The Panel agrees‘that the Clty p031t10n is correctly |
1taken and directs that startlng hours of shlfts shall be w1th1n
the periods stated in ARTICLE IX, Sectlon 1 of the December, 1974
agreement. | ; : :

The‘Ranel further dlrects that plalnclothesmen Work.an
‘elght-hour Shlft, ‘with the day shift beglnnlng at 9: 00 a.m., and
that they be paid for a full eight hours, 1nclud1ng lunch‘tlme.'t
- It is further directed that the sergeant and patrolmen as51gned |
’by supervision to Plalnclothes;;uty oxr perlods of one week or,kacgélkf
‘more shall receive extra compensation for the tlme so ass1gned |
" at the rate of $700 per annum, retroactlve to July 1, 1975. Mr.

Couture dissents from this latter prov151on."~ |

"Step-Up Pay

The Lodge asks thatba patrolmanlappointed to‘a’higher d
position on a step-~up basis for a short perlod of time should be
compensated at the hlgher rate for the tlme spent in the jOb

This request has been substantlally 1ncorporated in
kFARTICLE VII, Section 5 of the December, 1974 agreement and is |
hereby reapproved by the Panel. . Step—up pay is 51mllarly extended
to a sergeant acting as lleutenant.' Mr. Couturerdlssents to the
provision as to sergeant. | ke

Tuition Reimbursement

The Lodge asks that employees attending schools or
in-service training classes be compensated at tlme and one—half

if the training takes place in off duty hours. ,d‘



City of Riverview
Page 17

The Panel rejects the proposal and dlrects that ARTICLE

X1X, Sectlons 7 and 8, be contlnued as 1s, except ‘that all tlme

Zdevoted to out-of town schoollng be pald on a. portal to portal

';bas1s._ This prov1s1on shall not be made retroactlve. Mr-~

Couture dlssen\s\to the modlflcatlon._

Management Rights

The Lodge objects to the rev1sed Management nghts g

clause contained in ARTICLE XXI1I of the December, 1974 agreement,a

spe01fy1ng partlcularly that it takes from the Lodge the rlght to
negotiate wage rates._' |
The Panel has reexamlned the Management nghts clause ro

in ARTICLE XXIII and flnds no reason to make any change thereln.

It gives the management the rlght "to establish ‘wage rates for any

new or changed cla351flcatlons, subject to the grlevance procedure"

but thlS is a rlght which management always has. Any new classi-k

_flcatlon must be compensated in some manner.~ The ‘normal procedure

is that the employer flxes the rate for any new jOb and the unlon

"grleves if it be dissatisfied. The Lodge has suffered no loss

by thls Management Rights clause and as far as the Panel is con-
cerned 1t is to continue without change. Ch’

Probatlonary Employee nghts o

-The Lodge protests that ARTICLE XVII, Sectlon 4 does o

not glve a probatlonary emp loyee suff1c1ent rights. ~(It demands

that no probatlonary employee be dlschargede1thout a fair hear-

ing.
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The Panel directs that ARTICLE XVII, Sectionhé be coh="
tlnuedbw1thout change, except that provision be made thereln that‘
aAprobatlonary employee shall be given a. fair hearing before e
discharge.' ’ S '

It should be further prov1ded that all probatlonary
employees are entltled to all beneflts of the agreement from and
after the date of the award . |

Probationary salarles shown in ARTICLE VIII Section 1:~
of the December agreement are startlng rates only. S

Salarles for probatlonary employees shall be 1ncreased

to the follow1ng after one year:

12 months 24 months 36 months

1973-4  $12,573 $13,329 $14, 085
1974-5 - 13,388 14'144‘[: 14, 900
1975-6 14,371 15,110 = 15,850
Miscellaneous

ARTICLE XXV, Sectlon 15 1s amended by substltutlng the
words plalnclothes" for- "Detectlve Bureau“._\, o | |

ARTICLE 11, COVERAGE, of the December agreement is ;.gg
’amended by substltutlng the words "Plalnclothes" for "Detectlve"

ARTICLE XVIII Section 3 of the December agreement is.
.amended by adding "except that stralght tlme shall be pald after
eight hours break when startlng a new shift schedule.

There are presently a sergeant and two~pla1nclothes;
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patrolmen a351gned to what was formerly known as the Detectlve f,‘
' Bureau. They are not, as the Lodge contends, junlor patrolmen.
| They currently stand second and fourth on the senlorlty llSt.

The D1v131on and its members shall contlnue at the dlscretlon

':’of the chlef.‘*\,

s~l further objectlons in its- reply brlef and 1n subsequent documents,

It protests that ARTICLE v, BARGAINING ACTIVITIES, has been

<
N
N

Any future openlngs in the Plalnclothes DlVlSlon shall
" be posted for bid. Selectlon shall be made on' the ba51s of abll—
‘ity.- All other things belng equal, con51deratlon shall be glven e |

—to senioritykin,making the.selection.

The Lodge has,~1n COhCluSlOH, presented a number of

‘amended to the p01nt where tlme off W1thout loss of pay for Lodge
' representatlves to process grlevances has been ellmlnated The
City declares that thlS was not 1ts 1ntentlon.; The Panel there~

'fore unanlmously directs that the Grlevance Chalrman be allowed

i tlme off w1thout loss of pay; to process grlevances;_hi

fh The Lodge complalns that the word "wholly"‘was 1mproperly
‘inserted in ARTICLE XI, Sectlon 2. The Panel agrees and directs fﬂ'
that the word "wholly" be ellmlnated.u The sentence would then
read that " 'Sick Leave' shall be deflned as a nOn—work ox non-'

duty connected 1llness or 1njury whlch dlsables the unlt member
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from performing his duties within the RiverviewiPolice Department.f
It is objected that the word "per" was replacedrwith_
the word "for" in ARTICLE XI, Section 4} so that a unit.member'

is allotted three days with pay.“for'funeral for an immediate

member of hlswgamlly instead of "per funeral" The Panel belleves dxd

- that the current\prov151on is falr and should be contlnued

The Lodge correctly p01nts out that the word "not" was

a eliminated from the first. sentence of the second paragraph of

‘_ ARTICLE XI, Section 4. The Panel ascrlbes thlsrdeletlon to typo—

graphical error and asks thatdit befforgiven.; The sentence'should

read "Funeral leave as prescribed herein shall not’bekdeducted'd

" from the sick leave or personal leave days."

’, If there be any matter mentioned in the various briefs -
and reply'briefs which has not been specifically discuseed ~the

Panel wishes to assure the partles that 1t has carefully con51d—~-

ered everythlng Wthh was presented to 1t and believes that it

has fully covered all proposals. The Chairman calls attentlonﬁgtd
in particular to the charge that certain mattersrwere passed upon-
and approved by the Panel’without“prier,netiee‘to the Lodge.“The.
Chairman states unequiVocaily that ail mattershand.issnes whieh

were not dlscussed durlng the formal hearlngs were, as far as the

Chairman was 1nformed presented to the partles and thelr p031tlons
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brought back for determination by the Panel ; No dec151on was

made on any matter until an opportunlty was- glven to each Panel
member to return to hlS constltuents for dlSCUSSlon and recommen—J
dation. thereon.

To avoid any further protest thatbthe‘parties were not

\\

'properly informed\as to the matters decided upon by this.Panel

the Chairman sent coples hereof in draft form to his co—members

“on the Panel and to the representatlves of each party and allowed

- them 14 calendar days from the date~of‘ma111ng to offer any com-

ment or proposal which they felt was relevant. Following such

14—day period, and upon receipt of various proposals, the Panel

met and executed a final Oplnlon and Award 1ncorporating thesek

supplemental flndlngs, with such modlflcatlons proposed by the -

various representatlves as it saw fit to adopt.: Except‘as'hereby

_expressly modified, it 1s_the.1ntent of the Panel»that the Collec-

tive Bargaining Agreement appendedfto the December 13, 1974

- Findings of Fact, Opinion and'AwardpiS'to be continued without

modification.

Southfield, Michigan
March 17, 1976v
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The Panel of Arbltrators hereln,vunanlmously or. by

fmajorlty vote as 1ndlcated on the attached Supplemental Flndlngs

‘Southfield, Michigan

of Fact and Oplnlon, do award as fOllOWS‘ l

“The partles are dlrected to execute the. ,
, proposed collective bargaining agreement incor-
-porated in the Panel's Findings of Fact, Opinion -
and Award issued December 13, 1974, as amended
by the Supplemental Findings of Fact, Oplnlon
~and Award attached hereto. :

~ HOWARD DRAFT, fodge Designee

March 17, 1976



