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In The Matter of Arbitration G ey S, o
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Under ‘Act 312 Public Acts of 1968
as-,ﬁmeude;d

Between
Police Officers Association of Michigan
e ~ and a JUL 6 184
- City of Roseville
MERC Case No. D83 C-666

Background

The Agreement between the Police Officers Association of Michigan and

the City of Roseville expired on July 1, 1983. MNegotiations ensued and then
mediation before Mediator Robert Whitaker. On July 27, 1983 the Police

Officers Association of Michigan filed a petition for Arbitration under
Pubic Act 312. | \k

On July 29, 1983 the Michigan Employment Relations Commission appointed

&mwd K}ai_n/as Chairman of the panel of arbitrators and a pre-Hearing

.Con"ﬁereme was held on August 17, 1983 at the MERC offices where all subsequent
haarmgs were also held, The panel consisted of Mr. Carl Parsell chosen by *
the Union, Mr. Ronald M. Dowell chosen by the City of Roseville with Bernard
Klein as the ;{S:h?a\ﬁ:rmaiﬁ. ‘A’tk the conclusion of the Hearings Mr. Parsell was
replaced on the péael by Ms. Ann Maurer.

Since the position of the ﬁﬁarﬁ:ﬁgs depended to some extent on the duration
of the proposed Agreement, the panel ruled at the pre-Hearing %ﬂfﬁw‘eﬂté that
the Agreement would be of two year duration from July 1, 1983 to June 30, 1985,

K/er;’) / &//wa’ - |
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~ The parties were encouraged to continue negotiations before the first
Hearing date fn an attempt to narrow down the many issues that needed to be
resolved. This was done and several issues were removed by the time of the
first Hearing date ef October 19, 1983. In the meantime the parties had
sagreed) on the choice of comparable

cities. The mr e S did agree on at ieast ten citfes that were on both lists

mnal ones., In

pmparables u!sﬁe téae Bnion's Yist ¢ nmm six addit
micipal Leagues Region 1 of cities

general the cities were part of Michigan M
with a population between 50,000 and 100,000 since the population of Roseville
,000. For purposes of mm@nrisaﬁ the mwei temed to rely on the ten

cities that were on both Yists.
Some minor issues were withdrawn ﬁywahmrtymﬂng ‘the course of the
Hearings and by the conclusion of the Hearings the ¥ssues to be arbitrated

by the panel were the following:
Economic:

~ 1. wages

2. pension and retirement issues (5 issues)
3. clothing and cleaning allowance

overtime (call fn - court time)

2
3
4
5. longevity
6. upatim%iﬁswies
7

7. cost of ?iﬂviﬁ:@ allowance

1. shift selection
2. residency
3. deletion of P.5.0. reference .



&

by legislative direction the :;wmiﬁ%aﬂ of the Agrees

ntations for mh &‘Me were made by Mr. iﬁﬂim ﬂrﬂssye for
tm umﬂ and Mr. Russell J. Labarge, Jr. for the City af Roseville. The
Vist of witnesses for each side and the discussions of the issues during the
iaearings are a1l conta¥ned in the tmm*m of the |

~
~N

This fssue of wages was the most troublesome of all the fssues before
the panel. The part that was most troublesome was the fact that in the
recently expired Agreement both sides had agre
Public Safety Officers for those police officers who availed themselves of
the additfonal trainfng. It was never negotiated that the Five Department
and these P.S.0.swere €0 receive an addftional §1,500 for the first year and
$1,800 the second year in conpensatfon. ATl but two members of the bargainiag
unit avatled themselves of this opportunity and were patd the extra $3,300
during the two years of that contract. During that time the voters voted to
TSI St Mrﬁga of the Agreement and the Roseville City Council repealed
ment which set up Public
4erms of ‘the Agreemen | ‘ ;
bargatning unit who signed up even th
P.5.0.5.

The extra $1,800 bec
surprising that the City sough
P.5.0.5 and make the salary base that which existed with

d to set up a category of

ugh they did not perform the duties of

ame part of the patrolmen’s base wages and it is not

t to have the panel remove all references to
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$1,800. The Union i;a,s no objection to the deletion of any reference in the
Agreement to P.5.0.s but wants the $1,800 to be part of the base upon which
any pay raises are computed. Their position is that it is not the fault of
the bargaining unit that the P.5.0. program was never implemented and meanwhile
the additional money became part of the officers’ siﬁM&N of Yiving. |

Yhe ls‘iity:‘?\h}t offer was for no increase for .-;ehe first year to coincide
with the overall how‘iag the 1ine of city wages in Roseville for the year of
July 1, 1983 to June 30, 1984 while also eliminating the P.5.0. classification
and pemoval of the $1,800 add-on. For the second year the City offered a 6%
increase on the pre-P.S.0. base. .

The Unfon’s Jast offer was for no increase from July 1, 1983 to December 31,
1983 but continue the $1,800 add-on. For the half year January 1, 1984 to
July 1, 1984 they request an "fm?&ts& of 3.56% on the base of the P.5.0. rate.

For the second year (July 1, 1984 to June 30, 1985) the Union requests a 5%

across the board increase opvéer the previous increase.

. The panel was faced with a dilemma Tn that the $1,800 P.S.0. figure was

a fai rly sizable amount for no additional duties but was also a sizable amount

- 4o remove from the officers after they had been receiving it up to almost a

year ago. The size of the add-on Vimited the flexibility of the panel as well
as of the parties in heing able to work out an imaginative solution.

The mjarity of the a‘am! _sti11 felt that it would be unfair to make the
officers bear the brunt of the events of the previous two years and the;the
City's offer even after the second year of y»ﬂtk,is Award would still leave «the

officers below the wage level tiae\yv enjoyed under the g;xpired Agreement. The

majority of the panel therefore voted to freeze the first year's salary at
the level of the old Agreement for Patrol Officers. At the same time all
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the higher percent

mention of P..as,e, in the new Agreement shall be deleted,

‘The amounts for the "‘ﬁ'rs’t; year (1983-84) are as follows:
ﬁffitar start 6.mos. * hos | 36mos. 48 mo
W,712 15,391 22,882 23,3W 23,744 24,176
For the second year (1984-85) the .p%‘afnti' chose the Union’s offer which
would yield the follow | |
Dfficer start 6"’”’
s 17,4
The second year rates are to be

ng ammounts:
25,859 26,797
gin as of July 1, 1984, The panel is aware

that the new rate fs a substantfal fmprovement mé puts Roseville officers
higher in the averages than before, but it is still not out of range and is
Justified because of the prior practice. 1t is also the first raise in over

a year,

 Ton jevity payments by putting a
maximum of 6% on gross earings for tha$erminq the &egimmg of the 16th
year, That would be the maximm for all those who have not yet reached it
and the 8% for those in the 21st yga? and the 10% for those in the 26th year
would be abolished after July 1, 1384 except for those who were entitled to

entage prior to July 1, 1984,
The Unfon seeks to maintain the status quo.
The City showed that lon

and is part of a longer range plan of the City to centrol costs. They are

high because they are based bn gross wages while other comparables base theirs

on base salary, However since the City's proposal does not lower the longevity

vity costs are higher than most comparable cities



payments of those already or about to receive the 8% or the ‘10% the panel
adopted th;e‘vtity‘spésfifﬁmﬁw therefore with the exception of those eligible
by July 1, 1984 for a higher perce
At wg‘iming of 6th year - 2% of gross wage
Tith year - 45
_ ¥6th year - 6%
The Union saw that it muad have been better for the City to kzep the
old percenta
+the panel is Yimited in fts options.

tage, longevity payments are as follows:

\4\\
[

ges bwt base §t upon base salary, but that was not proposed and

The City sought the elimination of COLA from this Agreement while the
Unfon sought no fncrease for the first year and an increase in the fornula

#ile the Union's position is zm#er ordinary circumstances not an
unreasonable one, the majority of the ;pasmi felt that for the two year period
of the Award the granting of tbe P.5.0. add-on in the second year and the
increase on top {a.f that for the second year more than covers increases in the
cost of Yiving during the periml covered by the Award, The parties should
negotiate the fa%re‘pf mus in their next negotiations. This provision takes
effect immediately, |

There is really not much difference in the positions of -the parties on
nding the status quo. The

4his question but neither of them 15 recomm
question leals with the rate at which officers are paid for court appearances
in District Court. The City would change the minimum to three hours at



- straight time from the current four hours or for time and

a half for hours actually worked whichever "“i‘sgraater. ~ For other courts the
four hour minimum would remain. Yhe City produced ewéwén‘&a to show its high
psal miﬂ'-*wt is closer to the fndustry standard.

overtime costs and jts prop
ﬁze Union proposed three hours at time and a m‘%f» The panel adopted the
City's p@sit%n}?\te take effect July 1, 1984,

When an employee suffers an occupational injury or illness and is eligible

“for worker's compensation benefits, the City of Roseville has supplemented

for one year those benefits to equal the miﬂm’a uiary. The kcity now
proposes to &m}m m!y 80% of the whstﬁ is closer to the
employees net as"a’tary with a guarantee that the combimation would never be

ross salary

}&ssﬁm +the employees normal net salary. The Unfon prefers -the status quo.
ed with the City mostly because of their

The majority of the panel agres
provision that it would 'nev‘er‘ be less that the officers net salary when he

was wr&"mg, %ﬁme the pwe't was not convinced t!aat tiﬁs encouraged malingering,
neither did m panel feel that an employee was znﬁt?ed to a greater take

howe pay when injured that when he worked, ’ﬂﬁs change takes effect July 1, 1984,

ught a change in the clothing allowance alloted to each

employee. $250 initially and $325 each ;ye.ar thereafter,
The parties did differ on the aiﬂﬁiag» allowance, The Union prefers the
quo of a $275 annual allowance while the City seeks to return it to

the pre-P.S.0. ampunt of $200 annually. The City was able to produce evidence




that the additional amount {$75) was only for those who ﬁ;gaeﬂ up as P.5.0.s.
S‘!ﬁee there were no P.S5.0. duties wfnmeﬂ it §s only fair to return to the
amount previpusly paid. If this smount is inadequate, 4t should be the

subject of future negotiations up front rather than the status it is now.

etroactively to July 1, 1963,

that were made by wﬁhwt‘ies at the start of the Arbitratfon proceedings.
Several were with rawn by each party at t&e time the final best offers were
submitted. 'fhe main Yssue that was dropped by the Unjon was that of eligibility
~The City wanted to increase the minimum age for retirement to

“for retirement.
rom the presest age of $0. The Union originally sought to remove any age
nt altogether and merely have it as 25 years and out. The City

ught to make retirment between ages 50 and 55 receive a less than full pension,
No real good reasons or comparables for such a change were presented. The
status quo remains, namely age 50 with 20 or more years of sérvim or age 55
with 10 or more years of service. |

The miiment fssues that remained are those of the Final Average
ﬁammsfafﬂm; Pension Multiplier Factor, %ﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁn&, for Retirees and
| | ‘  The issue of ﬁuty Disability and

Curpe %iy the F?x#: ¥s m average of the. h%gmst 5§ years out of the last
10. ‘The City prefers that ‘it remain m&:ﬁ while the Union requests that it
be the average of the highest 3 years out of the Jast 10 years of service.




The arguments on both sides of this jssue are fairly self evident in that the
‘Unfon wishes to improve the peasfons while the City would prefer to hold the
line or even lessen its pension obligations. The majority of the panel felt
that this was a reasonable request by the Union and not out of Vine with the
oy at fs to be fncluded in

second issue of wh

rends in comparable cities. ¥

the ﬁnaim@b\ pensation 5mmﬁm question of whether lump sum
vacation pay ents mﬂe at-the time of retirement should be included in the FAC.

| ¥ ts singe it is not fair to

the paie] agrses o reswing Jomp sacation payme
ave those paid out for year: t the pay scale at the time of retirment
rather that at the rate in which they were earned. Other factors fncluding non
cash mms:s are to be w:;ﬁam& and the value of those payments are to
continue to be fixed by the Retirement Board. This provision takes effect
July 1, 1984,
Multiplfer Factor

“fhe Union sought to change the multiplier factor from 2.3 ro 2,5% for

the first .25 years of service plus 1.0% for each year beyond 25. The City
prefers the status quo The panel did not consider the Unfon's request
nﬁraa@mbge either in terms of costs or comparables e'x«cefpt that again it was
duly to the costs to the

the majority's view that it did not wish to add um
City n the two year perfod when the Award adds the P.5.0. differential

as well as adding a small fncrease beyond that for the second year, The fact
that retiree COLA s continued (15% after § yrs. of retirment and another 15%
‘atter 10 yrs.) does give some iiuﬁaiﬁ%mry relfef to retirees which ‘is another
reason lessening the urgency of Change.

{t has been the custom for many years for the Roseville City Council to

appropriate money voluntarily to cover the hospitalization imnmewsts

k
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for 'Mt:i;‘&ﬁ and spouse at time of lt“*ﬁtiﬂineﬁt They City prefers that it

remain on that basis whﬁe t%ye Union Wefers that this beneﬁt be a contractual
obligation and also include future depent _‘ts 4f such sbww be acquired after
retirement. ‘The m Fity of the mﬁ agree

ugh net.cmzmmﬁ ’ign The purwse of collective
bargaining agre ormalize benefits and mot haye them exist at the
momm of the my &mﬂ The extending of this benefit to future

dents is a cost ftem but a jmﬁﬁadem in the view of the majority of
the panel. A compromise might have been possible on this fssue as to defi-
ents but the panel must chose between the offers of the parties
7 tion takes effect on

nition of depen
and chooses to go with the Unfon's offer. This sec
July 1, 1984,

“Yhe Union sought to place into the contract the system of shifts bid
by senfority with no ability of the Chief of Police to make any chang

changes tn shifts after bidding which the fnvolved officers felt were unfair
viiile the THy Shrough ¢ ff“f" Chief gave Tts version as to the mm for those
e majority of the panel did not feel that the Chief abused his
discretion 50 as to necessitate a change in this section. In addition the
red that amy such abuse of this discretion could be mmb;e 50
‘ fithout remedy. this degree of admin-
‘istrative flexibility is necessary for a Chief to operate the Police Depart

‘With the Union pﬁsit‘&m for several
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.ment unless flagrant abuses can be shown by the present system, It is the
view of the panel that abuses would be grievable.

‘The residency issue though
and unions a’iike. Vatons and th
ments while tiﬁas\weﬁr strict residency with

not economic has been a vexing issue to cities

ir members usually prefer no residency require-
n its city lnits. Roseville

has currently a resis ,;ji y requirement that ‘its mp%myees after six months must
peside in Macomb € sunty or that mﬂk of St. Clair below the ‘j}"%ne of M21.
The Union prefers- the status o while the c*ity would prefer to have the

requirement tightened to ri
of the Police W?Mt The reason the City gave dealt with potential

1;;‘;3:-2 all new hires to Tive sﬁﬁxin a ten mile radius

emergencies and the greater probability of its officers Tiving closer to main
roads if they reside within the ten mile radius. The panel felt that this

was not unreasonable since the cha ge would not affect current employees but

only new hires. Even among cu
though they are not affected by the change.
“This provision takes effect July 1, 1984,

rent employees most fit the new requirment

%’b& parties agreed to the deletion of references to P.5.0. in the
Agreement. The Union agreed but did request that the differential of 31, 800
“be added to the Patrolman base wage. 'The majority of the p;ma’!‘ agreed to this
“for the second year of the Agreement. Therefore all references to P.5.0.s or
Pirbl §c Safety Officers are to be deleted in the new Agreement and it is hoped
that with this issue behind them, the parties’' future negotiations will not be

clouded by it.
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ent should read as follows:

23,344

Patrs) Officers !4,?32
H11/88-5/30/84 |

15,997 17,714 25,859 26,330 26,797 28,245

Respectfully submitted,

Dated: June 30, 1984




mem July 1 , 1984
Article 17, section 2 | |
fach employee shall receive longeyity pay in accordance with. the following
_schedule. Longevity is to be paid on gross earnings mditis o be computed
and paid each pay period. longevity would be patd according to the following
ule which would take effect 7/3/84 and would not affect any patrolman who
would haye been entitled to efght percent iim or ten percent (‘39!} Tongevity
on or after 771/84.
At the beginning of the 6th year - 2% of gross wages
11th year ~ 4%
16th year - 6%
Any patrolman who presently is entitled to efght percent {8%) or ten
persent (103) longevity would be frozen at those percentages.

Respectful ly submitted,

Dated: June 30, 1984
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Article xxxvz of the current Agrmnt entitled "Cost of Living
Mﬁasm;“ is repealed.

Respectfully submitted,

Dased: June 30, 1984
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Effective July 1, 1984
Article XII of the current Agreemant entitled "Overtime: shall have section
12.2 {€all In/Court Time) changed to read as follows:
Article 12, Section 2 (€all In/Court Time)
An employee called in for duty for other than his regular eight {8)
hour ‘fs‘h&ft \sha\'?% receive a minimum of faiar {%)hwrs %p,ay}exa:apt for district

court appearances at regular rates, or he shall receive one and one-half
{1 1/2) times his vegular rate for each hour or fraction thereof actually

 worked, whichever is gmater

A. This section shall fnclude all court appearances, except district
court, may they be criminal or civil. Any monies received by the employee
for appearances’ in cwrt, other than those paid by the City, should be
returned te the ﬁty

B. An employee called in for duty for other than his regular eight
{8) hour shift shall receive a minimum of three (3) hours pay for all district
court appearances at regular rates or he shall receive one and one-half
{{ 1;2) times his regular rate for each hour or fraction thereof actually
worked, whichever is greater. Mymies fj&c-:e’i%d\ by the emplyee ‘for
appaarwm{ in ‘distr“izt% court, other t%;aa those paid by the City, shoﬁ!d
‘ ‘ @5@&&?&13y!&9b&5t%&4,

Dated: June 30, 1984




 Effective July 1, 1984
Article XXII of the current Agreement entitled “Occupatfonal Injurfes”
should be amended to read ad follows:
Article XXII Sections 1-2 .
Sectfon 22.1 . A1 employees infured or Tacapletee
their wdmyshaﬂ receive such ‘injuries as provided under Worker's
Compensatipn laws of the State of Nichigan. In addition to the minimum
amount required by law, the City shall pay an additional sum not to exceed
between eighty percent {80%) of his regular salary and the

od the discharge of

ayment, provided this payment is not less that his

normal net pay (Gross normal pay minus taxes and retirment). Such
additional payment shall be made for a period up to one (1) year.
‘Sectfon 22.2 A1l employees returning to work after injuries shall be

capable of performing thefr full duties as a Police Officer.

Respectfully submitted,

Dated: June 30, 1984
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d Cleaning Allowance
~ Effective July 1, 1988
Article XXIV of the current Agreement entitled "Clothing and Cleaning

Allowance" should read as follows:

Section 24.1 (lothing Allowance

No chﬁnge “from present language.
Section 24.2 Laundry and Cleanin
A1) employees shall receive an annual allowance of Two hundred

{$200.00) dollars for the laundry and cleaning of their clothing.

Respectfully submitted,

Pated: June 30, 1984

Ann Maurer, Panel Member | -
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Agreement,

Dated: June 30, 1984




sompensation

Effective June 30, 1985
Article XXXI of the current Agreement should be changed to read:
31.1 Pension adopted by reference the Charter Provision of Police

‘and Fire Pension System {Appendix C)

‘Age 50 ﬁ%%)&m& of service or r&-@e 55 regardless of service.
FAC s average of Wighest 3 years out of the last 10 years of service.

spectfully submitted,

Dated: June 30, 1984

- o Maurer, Panel Member
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Dated: June 30, 1984

Effective July 1, 1984

Article XXXI, 31.2 should read

*Final Compensation® means a member's annua) rate of compensation at the
time he last terminates his employment with the "'ﬁi’izt'y; for police patroimen,
final cempensa%jpn will not include lump sum payments for vacation accumulation.

.

Respectfully submitted,
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_ Mu!tgw}iaysfactar

Article XXXI of the current Agreement should further continue to read:
2.3% first 25 years of service
1.0% 25+ years of service
 ?ost Retirement COLA: 15% increases 5 years aftarvret$rement,

inded) 10 years after retirement.

15 years (&

Respectfully submitted,

Dated: June 30, 1984
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Hospitalization for Retirees
A new section should be added to the Insurance section of the Agreement
(Article Xxv). |

25.1 The City shall provide group hospitalization insurance for persons

retiring on or éaﬁ;‘ar Jaﬂy 1, 1984, | 'fh«e entire cost of such r‘eﬁreé

iﬂsfﬁwame‘mﬁ be paid by the City, and such insurance shall cover the
~ employee and his dependents.

Respectfully submitted,

Dated: June 30, 1984
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Dated: June 30, 1984

Permanent Shifts
~There shall be no changes in the language ef‘ the current Agreement

contained in Article XIX sections 1 through 7.

 Respectfully submitted,

N
o s




ArticieVXXXIII shouid,be'amended,tofread:

On or after July 1, 1984 members af(this\bargaining unit
must be residents 6f the State of xiéhigan' and have such
residence as required by Act ?ﬁ,,?mlicé,anﬂ Fire Civil Service
Board. Upon K?mplgymant to the Roseville Police Department,
within six (6)‘ﬁ§h§h5 of their employment they must reside within
ten miles of the ‘baiice department. Present employees may
reside within Macomb County and that portion of St. Clair County,

defined as: South of the center line of M-21,

Respectfully submitted:

Dated: June 30, 1984

™. 8l -Crueay

Ronald M. Dowell, Panel Member

L d

Ann Maurer, Panel Mewber 7
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Deletion of P.S.0, References
Effective July 1, 1983 all references to P.5.0. or Public Safety
Offiaers‘in the existing Agreement as‘high}ighted:in City Exhibit #15 are
to be deleted.

Respectfu%iy submitted,

~
“
.

Dated: June 30, 1984

Ronald ﬁ’“ﬁowe?ﬁ Panel Member

o Taer, Pt we— e
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Miscellaneous

This Award covers the period beginning July 1, 1983 and ending June 30, 1985,
Most changes take effect July 1, 1984 unless otherwise noted.

TﬁﬁAchanggs ordered in this Award are those in which the parties were
deadlocked. All issues agreed upon by both parties prior to an during this
arbitration process shall become part of the Agreement as as all provisions
carried forth in fﬁé*Agweem@nt~of 1981-83 which were agreed to by the parties.

Respectfully submitted,

Bernard Klein, Chatrman

(2,208 . ) - Qe y

Ronald M. Dowell, Panel Member

Enn Maurer, Panel Wenber 4 ?

Dated: June 30, 1984




