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ARTBTRATION PANEL

E.J. FORSYTHE, Impartial Chairman
Thomas A. Basil, Township Designee
- Joseph Valenti, Union Designee

" APPEARANCES

" For the Union

James W. Allen, Business Representative

Barry E. Young, Union Steward

James E. Dankert, AssiStant,Steward

.

For the Township

~ Alan Luce, Consultant
Ken Ott, Police Safety Director
Frank Jones, Township Manager

This proceeding in arbitration is pursuant to Act 312 of Public Acts
~of 1969,»as‘amendéd. f0n~August112;?l976, the undersigned Arbitrator was

‘ appointed as impartial Chéirman of.the‘AxbitrationiPaneI>By';he.Michigan

deSignee'to the panel and Billy D. Mendenall was appointed as the Union designee.
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Employment Rslations Commission. Thcmas A. Basil was named as the Township
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Due to an illness he was succeeded by Joseph Valenti.

Hearings were ﬁeld'in_Saginaw Township4offices on September 22, 1975

and oanctober 20, 1975. A ﬁéfbatim record of the precéedings was made and



a transcript furnished to the Chairman of the pénel. ‘Post-hearing briefs were

- filed‘by:the parties in due course.

No issue of arbitrability was raised. No Questlon'was raised as to the

legality of the arbitration panel to determine the issues presented. Time

" limits were extended as required to meet the'restrictions of the statute.

At the hearlng it was decided that the parties last best economic offers
: N
would be containe&\in the briefs of the respective parties.
The.parties;agreed to a two year contract, which w1ll be retroactive from

April 1,‘1975,vunless specifically‘noted otherwise in the award..

The matters agreed to by the parties prior to the arbitration hearings

~and with amendments agreed to or excepted at the hearing was marked as Joint

Exhibit #1. At the hearing‘the "Saginaw Township Police Department, Open

lssues" was marked as Joint Exhibit #2. The "Position on Issues" with a

o

listing of the "Union Proposal" and the "TWP Proposal' was marked as Joint

B Exhibit #3.

The Union 1n its documents presented at the hearing submitted four (4)

- composites. Composite No. 1, reflecting communities of comperable size in

the immediate area of;Saginaw Township and included, Saginaw County, Saginaw
Police Department and Michigan State Police. Composite No. 2 compares Saginaw

Township Police Department wages with patrolmen in cities of 1like population

in Area 2 as established by the Michigan Municipal League, specifically those

in the population group of 25, 000 to 50, 000 where the average wage for a
Patrolman in 1975 was indicated as $13,969. Composite #3 shows the wage scales
of skilled and_Semi-skilled wage rates as agreed to by the General Motors

Corporation end‘the U.AW. Composite #ércompareslfourteen'(14) cities and

p townships in Michigan which ‘the Union claims have a like‘population, as

reported by the Michigan Municipal League, as to manpower and wages. Included

B



are Ferndale, Battle Creek;’fort Huron,'Midland‘ fortage, Highland:Park'

Southgate, We Bloomfleld Township, Burton, Bay City, East Lansing, Muskegon,ha'
- Jackson and Holland | ' |

~ The Township maintains that 1in its comparisons there are any number of

| other police agencies with whom the Township can be compared including Birchb
Run, Bridgeport Township, Buena Vista, Carrolton among others. The Township
‘maintains that\the\ones selected by the Union, of Mlchigan State Police and
. Saginaw Police Department have totally different purposes, training, require—
ments and objectives than the Township The Township questions the comparables | .
submitted by the Union in Area 2 in that it submits that in comparing the

Township to the maximum ‘amount paid to patrolmen in Area 2 grouped by population,
it observes’that the Township haS~maintained itsfsame‘relative position for the
years 1973 11974, and 1975 of beingkslightly'behind the average. The Township
questions the rationale of submitting a contract between the General Motors
Corporation and the U.A. W. covering certain skilled and semi—skilled classifi-
cations, as being one not,in the proximity ofithe Township and suggests that
figures‘such as submitted by Union Composite #3 could easily be obtained from «

the County Labor Council.' As for Union‘Composite’#4ithe Towushin submits that
Fthis comparison is one selected mith'a selection of cities who_all pay more

‘than the Township, rather than a comparison of Saginaw Township to communities
‘ with comparable population all over the State of Michigan.
Two days were spent in theypublic presentatlon at the hearings. iIn’

addition to its Composites theUnion introduced two (2) exhibits and the

Township submitted four (4) exhibits.r The economic issues were identified
| prior tO’the close of the hearing.u A total of twenty-two (22) issues are

before the Panel. As indicated above the post hearing briefs were filed by

lboth’parties in which the last best economic offers'were contained.



"Public Act 312, Section 9 of the Michigan State Acts of 1969 requires

‘ that the arbitration findings, opiniohs and orders are based upon a number

g,

of factors. One of“the factbis‘sét forth in the Act is:

(@) Comparison of wages, hours, conditions or employment of

employees involved in the arbitration proceeding with the

wates, hours and conditions of employment of other employees

performing similar services and with other employees generally:
(1) In public employment in comparable communities.,

LN
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The panel has examined carefully‘thé comparables submitted.

 ISSUE NO. 1 —- COURT TIME

Thé priorvcoﬁtract providéd for a minimum eqﬁiQaleg; of two pours at
bése raté'pay to be_guaranteed'fotveach*appearance, with the Township receiving
any subpoena fees. The Union contends that they should receive time and one-
" half (1 1/2) pay with a three (3),hour'minimum‘to compensate for the incon-
veﬁience and ad&ed burden éf court ﬁroceedings. The Townsh;p in Exhibit #2
states that the Saginaw contract provided for a one-hour straight time guarantee.
ﬂand the Buena Vista contract prov1ded for stralght time for all hours without
' a guarantee.

The Union request is that officers éhould receive time- and one;half
(1 1/2) pay with a three hour C?inimum) to compensate for the inconvenience
éf and added burden of court proceedings. ~Inbthis matter, and as the panel
‘has examined the gbmparables isAinélined ﬁo grant the officer's request on

- _court time.

AWARD -- ISSUE NO. 1.

" The Uniqﬁ's request as stated in its post hearing_briefs on Court Time

/



ISSUE NO. 2 -- CALL-IN

two hours at time and one-half. The Union is'rquésting three (3) at time and

ISSUE NO. 3 —- FULL SHIFTS

is granted. Mr. Valenti concurs, Mr. Basil dissents.

. The prior éontract provides for call-in pay to be paid at a minimum of
one—half,‘o: tQﬁF the callfin minimum- should be ﬁhree'(3) hours as in their

court time~requeSEfx The wanship points out that the Saginaw County contract

. provides for two hours of straight time and that the Buena Vista contract provides

for three hours at straight time. It argues that the prior Agreement provides

' a greater benefit that the two comparable contracts.

_The officers are presently paid time and one~half (1 1/2) pay for a two

(2) hour minimum. ,The~UnionAfequests that the call~in minimum should be three

(3) hours, the same as court time. The circumstances of call-in as opposed

~to court time are not the same. That being the case, in line with comparables

the‘Chairmaﬁ isyrecommending that the Township position be adopted.

AWARD -~ ISSUE NO. 2

The Township's position is granted. Mr. Basil concuré,‘Mx‘ Valenti dissents.

The’ﬁﬁion sﬁbmits'tﬁat the Police Departﬁent presently épérates two mén
caré during the hours of darkness. This practiée’it says should be made a
part of the contract. |

‘The Toﬁnship maiﬁtains that the Union did notiput i; evidence at the
heéfing to subport‘their poéitioh and that in-additiog it should be management

L



y ‘b’xstraight time and that Buena Vista contract provided for double time but the

 alome which has the right to‘determineﬂthe numbet'and types of jobs which are
available and the shifts on which they are available. »

In light of the right of Management to a351gn the working force and give
specific Jobyassignments,‘the authority will be left to’the Department as to
tbe detérﬁination‘of how the personnél emoioyed by the Department‘are to be
deployed and asgigned It is expected that a profess:.onally—run department

will asssign the eppropriate number of officers at times and in areas which might

constitute an unreasonable dangerous~and unsafe,working condition.

AWARD -- ISSUE NO. 3

The Union's request as to manpower level on each shift is denied. Mr.

Basil concurs; Mr. Valenti dissents. .

' ISSUE NO. 4 =-- VACATION CALL-BACK

'Theyemployees currentiy receive time'and one~half (1 1/2)tfor all hours
worked with,a two (2) hour minimum, when the& are celled in on a scheduled
\vecetion day. The Township proposes that an employee receive double time for
the hours but that the vacation day be deducted. The Townshlp submits for
purposes. of comparlson that the Saglnaw County contract prov1des only for

vacation day was deducted.

It is noted by the Chairman that the current Contract is- silent on the
issue, but that the Unlon says the practice has been for the officers to recelne
| time and one-half (1 1/2) for all hours worked with a two (2) hour minimum.
ThevTownship'e offer is et least the equivalent.of the best enisting condition

presented Therefore, the Township s offer of double time with a vacation day

,,deducted is granted. - o - RIS e Pt P b_!é
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AWARD -~ ISSUE NO. 4

)

" The .Township's last best offer iS'accepted. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr. Allen

dissents. . e R . | ;

- ISSUE NO. 5 . poLmays . ,’ S T
SR R R »

" The Union réqugsts,the same holidays provided for all Township employees,
at thé‘basejfate plué‘ﬁimé and one;half (l 1/2) for all hours worked.

‘The‘waﬁship made-é proposal combining the Vacation and Holidays i;volved.
ﬁnder that proposal‘the Township's last best offer is that afterbgne year an
officer would receive fifﬁeen'(lS) paid days off, after four (4) years the
6fficer would receive twénty (20) paid days off ana‘after fifteen (15) years
'the officer would receive tweéty—fivé;(ZS) days off, and fhere would be no
spegial seéé}éu iﬁ the Agreement relative to paid holidays over and above the
" vacation days. B
, On éhe”othér hand,‘thé Township submitsithat if the Panel is unwilling to

combine the two issues the Township wouid agree with the Union that no changé

‘should be made in the vacation‘déys aé pro&ided for in the Agreement and that
as an alternative the officer Qould,receive in lieu of a.ﬁaid holiday, eight
hours pay at stfaight time.at the end of each fiscai year.

.The Towns?ip‘s statement of agreeing with‘;he Union is that no-change
Shall'be‘made iﬁ’tﬁe vahation daysxas proﬁided7for in the agreement and that
as an alternative the officers would recéive in iieu of a paid holiday, eight

hours pay at stréight time at the end of each fiscal year.

-

.) r

AWARD ~— ISSUE NO. 5

-~ The Township's last best offer is grahted. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr.

,Valenti‘diSSents.k 



ISSUE NO. 6 - COST OF LIVING ALLOWANCE

The Union submits that the Township has paid annual Cost of 'Living
Allowance for the past three (3) years. The Union pronoses this be paid every
"‘quarter, at .01 per hour per .3 Consumer Price Index increase.

The Township notes that neither Saginaw County nor Buena Vista have a
cost of living aliowance. The Township notes that in its exhibit it pointed
' out that over the past five years raises granted are running ahead of the
‘cost of living increases, (Township.Exhibit #4). |

IIn light of the wage increase to be granted by the Panel and the cost
involved to pay‘that; the additional financial burden of the cost of living is
not granted for this contract. |

" AWARD —- ISSUE NO. 6

The Union's request for‘the'cost‘of living is denied. Mr. Basil CONCUrs,

Mr. Valenti dissents.

ISSUE NO. 7 -- WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION

The Union's request is-for the Township to pay the difference between
Wbrkmen s Compensation and the employee's regular base rate.. It argues that
an officer should not be penalized for being insured while doing his job.

The previous Agreement provides that "all employees injured or incapacitated‘
"in”the actualidischarge«of duty shall receive such pay as provided for under
the Workman's Compensation haws of the State of Michigan." The Township points
" out that the Workman's‘ConpensationAis provided for'by law as an insurance

policy for employees. “The Township takes the pOsition,that they have no



control over this benefit, that by law‘the Township must participate in the
Workman' 's Compensation program, and it believes that the program is satisfactory.
In the absence of controlling or persuasive ev1dence or documents the

1anguage in the prior Agreement shall be continued

AWARD -~ ISSUE NO. 7
N

S
SNy

The language asxto Workman's Compensation in the prior Agreement shall
‘be continued. Mr. Basil ‘concurs, Mr. Valenti dissents.

ISSUE NO. 8 -- COLLEGE BENEFITS

The Union request is for 5/ of base rate for A.A, degree' 8% for B.S.
degree, 107 for M.A. degree paid annually.

The Township notes that nelther Saginaw\Connty nor Buena Vista pay anything
" to their officers when they hold an Associate or Bachelor s degree. However,
the Township has not taken that p031tion. The Township takes ‘the positlon that
they would add another level of benefit--that being the payment of $900 for
a Masters Degree and maintain the $300 for the Associate Degree and the $600
for Bachelor's Degree. -

The Chairman is inciined to recommend the Township's last best offer
which is an improvement over the one currently in effect. The last best
offer is that the $300.00 payment and the $600 00 payment of the old agreement
remain as is and ‘that a $900.00 payment be’added for those employees who obtain

a MaStersvDegreeyin Police Administration from an accredited College..

AWARD -~ ISSUE NO. 8

The Township's last best offer on Coliege benefits is granted. Mr, Basil
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.-conqurs, Mr. Valenti dissents;' : if SN Sae e e oy

-

ISSUE NO. 9 -- OPTICAL/DENTAL AND PRESCRIPTIONS

- The Union demand is for Delta Dental family plan and family Optical
Service on a 60/40 basis with the present 90% prescription plan.

The Townsﬁip submits that the Union failed to provide any evidence to the
Arbitration Panel to guide it in its deliberation as to whether or not other
law enforcement agencies pay these kind of benefits and that in addition the
Union has submitted no cost figures as to the dental and optical insurance.

In the absence of specific cost items.the'Township s last best offer is
that the current health insurance program be maintained | The previous contract
: provided for Blue Cross/Blue Shield health insurance, MVF-1 with 90% of the

prescription drug program and pre-'and post-natal care,
" AWARD -~ ISSUE_NO.';
‘The Township's last best offer‘is accepted. “Mr! Basiiyconcurs; Mr.

Valenti dissents.

ISSUE NO. 10 —~ SICK LEAVE

The Union~states that it accepts the Tonnship offer on sickileave accumuiation,}
in ‘addition to the present sickness andlaccident insurance. However, the Union
says it maintains'its original position on full payment of accumulated sick
leave,’upon'termination of service; : k

The Township points out that the previous contract provides for six days

per year accumulating to thirty days. ~ The Township points out -that in its
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Exhibit #3 concerning the fringe benefits for Saginaw Township gives employees

a disability income program as provided for by the employer. It maintains that
a combination of six sick leave days per year with an accumulation to 30 plus

a long-term disability program which commences upon the thirtieth day of absence
provides officers with excellent protection should they have the misfortune

of becoming sick and/or disabled for: an extended period of time,

For this cqgtract it is the Panei's decision or a majority thereof, that

™

~

the sick leave program carried by the Township is comparehie to surrounding

vicinities.

The Township's 1ast best offer on the issue of sick leave is ‘that employees
shall receive six days per year of sick leave against Which any absences due to

illness or injury are charged, It‘notes that the yearly allotment may accumu-—

"late to a total of thirty days. As stated in the present program an employee's

designated beneficiary shall receive full pay for all acumulated and unused

'_sick leave days upon the death of the employee. It is;noted‘that the continuation

of the LTD program as deecribed in the ToWnship brief has been agreed to by

the parties,

AWARD -- ISSUE NO. 10

For this contract the Township's position offer is granted. Mr. Basil

concurs, Mr. Valenti dissents.

ISSUE NO. 11 -- VACATIONS

It is the Union's request to retain the present vacation plan which reads

as follows:

R A AR RIS 8 B S o gt g
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1 Year-—mmmmmcmmm===10 Days

4 Years - - -13 Days '
8 Years---~===—=-==-15 Days

15 Years- ~~—mm==20 Days

As discussed in ISSUE NO. 5,'HOLIDAYS, the Township suggested combining the
vacations and the holidays. The TowhShip reiterates that at the current time

if the average officer is‘scheduled'ta‘wofk,fqur‘of the six holidays provided

B

for in the éontrzét)\hefreceives after%bne‘year of sérvice ten paid days plus
fo;r addition$1 da&s.‘ngéih the Township proPoSés that if the Panel is willing
to combine the two isSues of.vacafibn’énd‘hélidays, theb Township's last best
offer is thaf after one year an officér would receive fifteen paid’days off,»and
after four Years the officer woﬁld recéiﬁe twenty paid days off, and after
fifteen yearé the officer would receive tweﬁtyffive paid days off, and there
would be no special séctién ih the Agfeémént’telative to‘p#id holidays over

and above thé vacation dayé. o

+ A majority of the Panel is'ﬁot inclined to comb‘iné the two issues.

AWARD -- ISSUE NO. 11

The Union's request of retaining the present vacation plan is granfed. Mr.

Valenti concurs, Mr. Basil dissents.

"ISSUE NO. 12 -- PERSONAL LEAVE DAYS

It is the position of the Uﬁion that the officers need some time allowed to
attend to personal business. It maintains that such time off should not be

considered as wvacation daYs and it is not sick leave.
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The Township takes the position that no personal days as such should be‘
.~ granted in the contract and that the number of personal days without pay continuedf
to be at the discretion of the Chief as has been the practice.

For this contract the position of the Township will be upheld that
personal days be granted at the discretion of the Chief as no prevailing practlce'
or compelling evidence at this time indicates the necessity of the inclusion of

\

two personal,days without payein thecAgreement;

AWARD -- ISSUE NO. 12

The Township's last best offer or a continuation of the present practice
is granted. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr. Valenti dissents.

e

ISSUE NO. 13 -— SHIFT PREFERENCE

The Union nroposal is that vacancies should be filled by seniority and
qualifications. The Union‘chargesvthat the Director of Public Safety wants the
unquestioned right'to switch men irom oneljobbto another or from one schedule
to another and that he does not contractually recogniZe the seniority and exper-
ience of the officers or the effect of schedule changes on the family of the
officer. The Union states that its proposal‘does not provide for "bumping
rights" but does provide for an orderly, fair and 1mpart1al exercise of seniority.

"The prev1ous contract provides that shift assignments will ‘be at' the
discretion of the(Chief. The Township argues that‘if the Union's demand were
meant it would expose the community to great'variations in the degree of police

_protection that is being'provided at any given‘moment. It says this could mean

‘that all the inexperienced officers could conceivably end upon one shift.
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The Toﬁnship étates tﬁat éresently the Cﬁief does give considetation to
éeniorit&jwheh haking shift assignﬁents. Ittﬁotes thét neither Saginaw County
nor Btena Vistauprbvide‘in their tontracts fbt a strict seniority system
relative to shift preference. |

Based on the evidenqe and the size of,thé work force, it.is the Yiew of a
m;jority of the panel that the preSent préctite_will bé continued.

.

N
.

_AWARD -- ISSUE NO. 13

- The fdwnéhip's position will be adopted. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr. Valenti

dissents.

ISSUE NO. 14 -- SHIFT DIFFERENTIAL

- The Union maintains,that'the officers WOrkin the less desirable hours
‘should receive additional compensation for these hours jﬁst as it argues it is
done in private industry and in 6ther»pblice departments. The Union's request
is that for the’2nd Shift the differential should be 3% of Base Pay and for
the 3rd Shift the differentlal should be 57 of Base Pay.

The Township takes the position that there should be no Shlft differential
and submits evidence from the Saginaw County contract and the Buena Vista contract
which shows that ngither of them provide for any shift differential within their
agreementé. "’, | e | |

" In the absence of persuasive evidence or documents to the contrary, the

Township's last'Best offer on shift differential is that none should be included.

AWARD -- ISSUE NO. 14

The Union's request for shift differential is not granted for this contract.



- Mr. Basil concurs5cMr. Valentlydissents.

' ISSUE NO. 15 -- DETECTIVE INCREMENT AND PLAIN CLOTHES ALLOWANCE

.”The~Union cleims'that the‘Townshipfpolicy-Was to pay detectives a rate half

P -

way hetween top patrolmen and sergesnt. It says that their present’contractual
: position is no adﬁi\ional pay for this position, even though it maintalns that it
Jis commonly accepted that the detective position requlres special talents and
‘ abilities. The Union cites the Township s Exhibit #2 which it says shows addltlonal
pay in surrounding law enforcement agencies.‘jc

| The Union submits that in addition to a‘detective increment of 5% of base
ppay, the Union demand is for a clothlng allowance of $350.00 per year to pay
for the clothing necessary for the position.

‘The Union d1d not place in evidence substantial enough to support its

position for the ‘additional increment and clothing allowance,

AWARD —- ISSUE NO. 15
The Township's position is granted.' Mt; Basil concurs,’Mr. Valenti dissents.

ISSUE NO. 16 -- DIFFERENTIAL

'The current‘Agreement prouides for'no'shift differential; The’Union requests
a 3% differential forlthe second'shift‘and‘a SZ differential for the third shift.
| ‘The Township notes that the Union did not place in the status of this demend
in‘compatablefcommunities nor did’it pleceka‘cost figure/onvsuch a’proposal. The
Township points out that neither Saglnaw County nor Buena Vista provided for any

» shift differential within their agreements.
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The conclusion of the Panel must draw is based upon the evidence submitted
thaf the issue of shift differential must be awardgd to the Township. The

Township's last best offer on shift diffetential is that none should be included.

AWARD --ISSUE NO. 16 . = e | o Y

Shift differggtial is not included in this Agréement. Mr. Basil ‘concurs,

\\
“_Mr.~Va1enti'dissents.>\~

ISSUE NO. 17 == CLEANING'ALLOWANCE

The Union demand is fof each officer to récéive $300,00 per year, to cover
the costs of clearning to be paid April lst of each year.

‘The Township points out that Saginaw Couhty does not prbvide for any cleaning
allowance and'£hat Buena Vista does ﬁrovide for a modest cleaning'aIIOWaﬁce.
The Township'maintaihs‘that ho c¢leaning allowance shoul& be granted because the
ﬁeed forispch alloﬁance was not substantiated. - However, the Towﬁship in its last
best offer is'willing t6 modify its positibn to the extent that in the second
year of thé‘Agreement a cleaning aiiowance of $10.00 per month be granted to all
employees . in the Department; This aildwance shall be paid>(fbf administrative
convenience) on fhe basis of $60.00 on or about October 1, covering the first_six

months, and $60.00 on or about April 1, covering the last six months.

AWARD —- ISSUE NO. 17

The Township's last best offer is accepted for the second year of the Agreement

as set forth above. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr. Valenti dissents.
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ISSUE NO. 18 -- TWO MAN CARS

. This issue was covered and awarded under ISSUE #3 FULL MAN SHIFTS.
AWARD -~ ISSUE NO. 18
As stated in ISSUE NO. 3, the Union's request as to manﬁdwer»level on each

. N ‘
shift is denied. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr. Valeati dissents.

ISSUE NO. 19 —- PENSION PLAN

The Unioh~submits that the current T;wnship plan is designed for employées
in general and does not recognize the unusual\aspects of police work. Tt points
out that police officers_traditionally retire earlier‘than general employees and
the Upion proposal is the éame as is uéﬁally applied fo all police officers.
It requests that for twenﬁy—five (25) years of service for 507% pay of theibest
 three year and tﬁree (3) years service, no increase in emﬁloyee contribution.
Under the present‘plan the contract provides for a retirement program in which
- the Township pays 5% of‘gross pay ana‘the employee pays 3% of gross pay. The
Township submits thét this is the samé program covering all employees in the
Township, including other Unions. (Township Exhibit‘#3). The Township notes
that not only i$ the program the same program carried by all employees in the
Townéhip, but that this includes anothet feamsters Unit. |
Z In the absence of conélusive and‘substantive evidence and comparisons, while
acknowledging the reasons for the earlier retirement of police officers as compared

to other public employeés; the request is not granted for this. contract.



AWARD -- ISSUE NO. 19
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The wanéhip positibn is'sustained.4 Mr. Basil concurs, Mr.'Vélenti dissents.

ISSUE NO. 20 -- LONGEVITY

'

.

The Union states that therefisbno provision’in,the‘présent conﬁract to
ack@owledge year;$bf\§ervice to the Township‘wifh'édditional compensation. It
points out thaﬁ‘there\éfe very few prb@otional‘bﬁportunities sd an employee with
 several years experience ends up recéiving tﬁe same pay as another eméloyee with

. very little service time as a police officer.

The Union's request is:

5 Years Service - 27 of base pay

‘ 7 Years Service - 4% of base pay
o 10 Years Service - 6% of base pay

15 Years Service - 8% of base pay

To bé’paid the first paydéy of becember each year.
iThe Township submits that it already has built-in and proposes to continue
it. The Township has further pointed out that neither Saginaw County nor Buena
Vista provide for 1ongev1ty pay. The Township's iaéf positipn“on longevity
is that there be no change iﬁ the old Agreement.
In the opinion of thé Chairman, the evidence is not persuésive enough under
the ierms of the statute to grant‘the‘iongevity‘és requested by the Uﬁion for

its members under this Agreement.

AWARD -~ ISSUE NO. 20

As requested by the Township there will be no change in the longevity
provisions as contained in the prior’contract. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr. Valenti

dissents.
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_ ISSUE NO, 21 ~~ SALARY

The Union proposes~the ééetage’salary for cities with population of 25,000 -
50,000 as reported by the Michigan Municipal League (Union Comp081te #2), effectlve
Apr il 1, 1975 in the amount of $13 939,00,

‘1nc1uded in the Unlon s comparisons for comparableé areythe Saginaw County

Sheriff's Depart nt, the City of Saginaw (the Township notes that Saginaw's
men

State Police.

‘The Téwnship submits that inrthe composites submitted by the Union in
which cities of like population in Area72 as established by the‘Michigan Municipal
League, it is found that Area 2 patrolmen for"1975—76fhavé a maximum salary of
§11,571, That Saginaw Township patrolmen for 1975 as set forth in Union Composite
#1 shows $11,953, and argues that the fownship,;therefore, is paying $382 above
the maximﬁm salary paid to‘the average patrolman in Area 2. The Township.argues
that in comparing the,Iownship t0'tﬁe maximﬁm amount pai& to patrolﬁen in an
area grouped by populatidn, ohe obsérves that the Township has maintained its same
fglaci§e position for the years 1973, 1974 and 1975 of being élightly behind that
average, The illustration of Composite #3 and the Township's reply thereto was
c@vered‘in the bagkground portion of this decision.

As to Composite #4 of the Union as a comparison bf ten cities in Michigan
Vitb.like populatidn conéerning their‘manpcwer and salaries paid to patrolmen,
the Téwnship notes that ig does not éeriously compare'SaginaW-TOQnship with
Highland\Park>with.a population of 35,000 and a police force of 150, nor one t:c'~
sefiously coﬁpare Saginaﬁ Township to communities with'comparablé.populétion all
ever thé State of Michigan. ihe Township advances thé argument that the Union

could have selected Allen Park, Birmingham, East Detroit, farmingtoﬁ‘HiTls,
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Garden City, Hamtrémck, Inkster, Madison Heights, Oak Park, Troy, Wyandotte,

East Lansing;‘Holland, Jackson and Muskegon. The Township further argues and

' suggests that the Union could have selected five cities from Area 1 or Area 2

on some objective basis instead of selecting ten cities out of Area 1 and Area

- 2 that pay more than Saginaw’Township. ' | S ” ‘ Ca

The Township maintains that for 1975 the Union neglected to put the figure

in for Saginaw T&wﬁship, and suggésts that'the,reason is because it was higher

~

thén the Saginaw Couﬁty Sheriff's Department. The Township notes that the maximum
for patrolmen in Saginaw Township fqr 1975 was $12,895; and the amouﬁt.listed
for the Saginaw County Sheriff's Department was $12,532.

“The Towﬁship states that ali other employees received a iO% raise for the
last two fiscal years, and that the Union diq not submit evidence that would
indicate or compel the Panel to award the Police Dgpartment‘a.greater percentage

than other Township employees. The Township states that up to the arbitration

proceedings the Township had a 5% wage offer on the table. It states that over

* the two years then when other emplbyees received a 207 raise this would have

raised the Police Department'é wages by 22.817%, which it says is 2.81% better

than ali-other employees. The Township queries as to why the Police Department

should receive a greater percentage than other employees? - However, the Township

says that under the stétute it must make its last best offer and offers the police
officers in the Unit a 10% raise for the first year and a 97 raise for thé
second year. It states that the Township'makes this offef knowing full well
;hat this far outstrips what has happenéd énd is prbjécted to happen to the
cost ofyliviﬁg during this same period of time.

From the statistics and éomparables introduced by’the Union at the hearing
which were marked as Composites #2 and #3 and the last best offer in the post |

hearing briefs, it appears to the Chairman that the Union's last offer of

¢
fee
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‘settlement. on wages will serve only to faise'the Qage level of the Saginaw Township
Police Officer to an average wage level in the comparable cities in Area #2, and
- with runaway inflation plaguing this nation's économy and ?oting thét.a majority
of the panel did not accept the Union's :equest for a cost qf livigg adjustment,
it makes it coméelling that a fair and équitéble wage proposal Ee'adopteé as
asked by the Union. This will raise the wages of‘the Séginaw Township Police
Officers to the avgggﬁe\Put not over that,invcities énd townships as set forth in
Uni?n Composite Union #2.‘

The Chairman grants that under the fermsfof the increase offered by the
Township that it is-in fact’an ad&ed and good adjustment. However, under the
terms of Statute 312 the Panel is directed in its deliberations to make a comparison
of wages, hours and conditions of employmént of the employees involved in the
éfbitration proceeding, with the wages, hours and conditions ' of employment of other
employ;eé generally, and the Panel is réguired'by Act 212 to select the last best
offer based on the compérisons of one party to the other. fhat being the case the
comparables submitted by the Union andlon a broad base, both geographically andl
economicallf, provide a subsfantiationrfor its réquest on Wages. That is, the wages
of $13,939.00 fdr the first year of the contract, retroactive back to April 1, 1975,
and 8% for the second year of the contraét as‘obpoéed to the Township's flat offer
of 107 for the first yeaf, and 9% for the second year. The Economic Demands are

placed in effect immediately upon the receipt of the Award

AWARD -- ISSUE NO. 21

The Union's lastibest offer én wages is granted, that is $13,969.00 for a’three
ﬁear Patrolman the first year of the contract and an eight per cent (8%) raise for
the second year of the contract. Thg first year of the Contract the Sergeant's pay
will be $14,969.00 with an eight per cent (87) raise the second year of the Contract.

Mr. Valenti concurs, Mr. Basil dissents.
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SUMMARY OF AWARD

Issue No. 1--The Union's request as stated in its post hearing brief on court
time is granted. Mr. Valenti concurs, Mr. Basil dissents.

Issue No. 2--Thw Township s p031tion is granted Mr. Basil‘concurs, Mr. Valenti
dissents. ; o : ‘ ,

Issue No. 3--The Union's request as to manpower level on each shift is denied.
Mr. Basil concurs\ Mr. Valenti dissents.

\

Issue No. 4-—The Township s last best offer is accepted. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr.
Valenti dissents.

Issue No. 5-—The Township s last best offer 1is granted. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr.
Valenti dissents. .

~ Issue No. 6—-The Union's request for the cost of llving is denied. Mr. Basil

concurs, Mr. Valenti dissents.

Issue No. 7--The language as to Workman's Compensation in the prior Agreement
shall be continued. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr. Valenti dissents. -

Issue No. 8~-The Townshlp s last best offer on college benefits is granted. Mr.~
Basil concurs, Mr. Valent1 disgsents.

Issue No. 9--The Townshlp s last best offer is accepted. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr.

" Valenti dissents.

Issue No. 10--For thls contract the Township's positlon and offer is granted.
Mr. Basil concurs, Mr. Valenti dissents.

Issue No. 11--The Union's request of retaining the present’ vacation plan'is
granted. Mr, Valenti concurs, Mr. Basil dissents.

Issue No. 12--The Township{s last best offer or a continuation of the\present
practice is granted. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr. Valenti dissents.

Issue No. 13--The Township's positlon will be adopted. Mr. Basil concurs,'Mr.’
Valenti dissents. . o . ’ :

Issue No. 14--The Union's request for shift differential is not granted for thls
contract.  Mr. Basil concurs, Mr. Valenti dissents.

~ Issue No. 15--The Township's position;is granted. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr. Valenti

dissents.

Issue No. 16--Shift differential is not included in this Agreement. Mr. Basil
concurs, Mr. Valenti dissents. .

- Issue No. 17--The Township'S'last best offer is accepted for the second year of

the Agreement as set forth above.. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr. Valenti dissents.



“»1Issue No. 18*—As stated” in ISSUE. NO. 3, the Union s request as to manpower
level on-each shift is denied. Mr. Basil concurs, Mr, Valent1 dissents.

Issue No. 19——The Township's p031tion is sustalned. Mr. Basil concurs,
Mr. Valenti dissents. ‘

- Issue No. 20--As requested by the ToWnship'there will be no change in the R
1ongevity provisions as contained in the pr10r~contract. Mr. Basil concurs, , J
: Mr. Valent1 diseg?ts. : : :

\\

,Issue No. 21--The Union's last best offer’oniwages is granted that is
$13,939.00 for the first year and an eight (87) per cent raise for the
- second year of the contract. Mr. Valenti concurs, Mr. Basil dlesents.

The Townshlp delegate, Thomas A. Basil, and the Union delegate Joseph Valenti,

concur or dissent as 1nd1cated in the awards on the twenty-one issues listed
above. :

wii AY 2 7)€



