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- This is a proceedlng in Arbltratlon pursuant to Act 312 of
 Public Acts of 1969, as amended. Merle W. Grover was named by the
Townshlp as its de51gnee to the panel James Allen was app01nted
by the Association as 1ts deszgnee.b On Aprll 25 1974 the
undersigned,kLeon J. Herman;was app01nteddhy thefpartles as
impartial chairman of ‘the Arbitration panel. |

A hearlng wae held and testlmony taken on May 28 1974, at
: the offices of Grover & A53001ates, 6165 Bay Road, Saglnaw, Mlchlgan.
:Thereafter conferences between the members of the panel of
‘arbltrators were held on August 9 and 23 1974 A verbatim'
'record of the proceedlngs was made and a transcrlpt dellvered to
: the panel._ o o

George~L.‘OlSOn, eupervisor;'representedthe Township of
~Saginaw. Joseph Valenti,,President of Teamster§ Local No. 214,
,appeared‘on behalf of the ASEOCiation.p

Testlmony on behalf of the Assoc1atlon ‘was presented by
'}Joseph Valenti, George Olson, superv1sor, Frank W. Jones, Townshlp
' Manager, and Mr. Wazny, TOWnShlp Clerk testlfled on behalf of
the Townshlp - Full opportunlty for examlnatlon, cross-examlnatlon
~and re—dlrect examlnatlon was offered to both partles. One day
- was spent 1n the ‘course of the hearlng,‘w1th nine exhlblts ‘submitted.
The transcrlpt consists of eighty-four pages. |
, . Both parties entered in good'faithkinto the proceeding. No
issue of’arbitrability'waS‘raised, No question was raised as to the
leéality\or authority of thekArbitration‘panel to’determine the
issuesfpresented‘"Time,limitslwere'extended_as‘required to meet

- the restrictions of the statute.
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Saglnaw Township Pollce Offlcers ASSOClatlQn, afflllated

w1th Local 214 of the Teamsters Unlon, has been the bargalnlng
agent for the City pollce for a substantlal number of years. Itg
,claims the rlght of representatlon for approx1mately fourteen
, members of the~department‘upsto;and ;nclud;nggtheccla551flcat;on~
of sergeant.' For 1972 - 1975, nthe partiesﬂagreed upon all issues

with respect to wages,,hours and other terms and condltlons of
employment in a contract dated Aprll‘l 1972. The contract permlts

- reopening for waqes only in 1974 };hfaf,f

Sectlon D. T °‘ ;";‘;l,ﬁfhkh‘ 25
II. SALARY SCHEDULES :

A, The minimum salary schedule 1n effect during the
first two years of this Agreement shall be as set
forth in Schedule A attached to thlS Agreement and o

; made a part hereof im
B. The partles agree that in the event the Cost of

- Living Index, as described below, increases to a
percentage amount greater than the average salary

- schedule percentage increases for each year, from
April to April, the excess, if any, shall be added
to the employee's salary on the basis of the
'percentage (the amount greater than the average

- salary schedule- percentage) of the employee's

- salary. The Cost of Living Index will be the
Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and
Clerical Workers (including single workers) published
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (1967=100). Each
full 1.0 of the CPI shall eqgual one percent (1%).

'C. “The only exception to Section A or B above is
that in.March, 1974, the parties agree to re-negotiate-
the salary schedule as set forth in Schedule A
attached hereto. The negotlatlons for this sole
purpose shall commence on or about February 1, 1974.
,BOth parties have~subm1tted post'hearlng briefs outlining
“their respective positions,and,reeitingvtheir final offers.
The Statute pursuant to'whiCh thiecproceeding came into.

| being and under which this panel functionsgpoSes certain specific



criteria which the panel must consider in arriving at a conclusion:
~a. The lawful authority of the employer.
' b. Stipulations of the parties.

¢. The interests and welfare of the public and the
- financial ability of the unit of government to
meet those costs. :

d. Comparison of the wages, hours and conditions of
- employment of the employees involved in the
angltration proceeding with the wages, hours
and-conditions of employment of other employees
'performing similar serv1ces and with other
employees generally:

(i) In public employment in comparable communltles.’
(ii) In private ‘employment in comparable communities.

e. - The average consumer prices for goods and services;
commonly known as the cost of living.

f. The overall compensatlon presently recelved by the
employees, including direct wage compensatlon,
vacations, holidays and other excused time, insurance
and pensions, medical and hospitalization benefits,

~the continuity and stability of employment, and all
- other benefits recelved.'

g. Changes in any of the foreg01ng circumstances during
v the pendency of the arbltratlon proceedings.

h.  Such other factors, not confined to the foregoing,
"~ _which are normally or traditionally taken into con-
sideration in the determination of wages, hours
and conditions of employment through voluntary
collective bargaining, mediation, fact- finding,
arbitration or - otherwise between the partles in
the public service or in private employment.
: Thet~a mun1c1pallty mnay negotlate wages, hours, and working
condltlons of its employees with a recognlzed bargalnlng agent has
been establlshed by the Public Employee Relatlons Act. The Assoc1ation
‘has. been duly recognized as the bargalnlngﬂagent for all the department
employees, up'to and including the grade of sergeant, for a number of
years. Both the Township and the Union have agreed to statutory

arbitration of the one item open for dispute in their current

agreement, in accordance with Act 312 of the Public Acts of 1969,



as amended.

The Townshlp agrees that 1t has the lawful authorlty and
: obligatlon to negotlate and conclude an agreement in consonance _
‘w1th the award of thlS panel ’M | | ‘ : |

~ The partles have stlpulated that the panel may con51der

the issue hereln and render-an award'thereon whlch both will
accept; that aii\proceedlngs of thlS panel of arbltrators have been
properly taken in compllance w1th the governlng statute, and that
this award is duly processed and 1s blndlng upon the partles.'

The 1nterest and welfare of the publlc and the flnanc1al
ability of the Townshlp to meet the 1ncreased costs resultlng
from . 1mplementatlon of thlS award have been conSLdered and determlned

Comparlson of wages, hours and condltlons of employment,
~in both the prlvate andrpubllc 1ocal sectors, as well as in comparable
| communities, is discussed hereinbeiow,fasdare increases in cost of
11v1ng as a factor in the determlnatlon of thlS panel |

By mutual agreement the wage pattern of the 1972 - 1975
agreement has been contlnued in full force pendlng recelpt of this
award. Relations between the partles have contlnued in status quo.
- No objectlonable practlce has been charged agalnst elther party

" Other factors consldered,by the parties and the panel
are lsted ‘in the’ oplnlon.'h "‘ & "; k ’h b
'} fd It should be empha51zed at thls p01nt that all’ comments,
oplnlons and interpretations of factualxev1dence’stated.hereln are
ssolely and.exclusively the‘responsibilityfof the impartial'arbitrator,

unless specifically attributed to  another member of the panel.
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' The Assoc1at10nkrepresentatlve based hlS case in large
"ﬁeasure upon publlc statements made by the Townshlp Dlrector of
" Public Safety, Kenneth P. Ott, 1n early 1974 in seeking a
'budgetary increase in the 1974 -~1975 allocatlon for pollce.ane f
~reminded the Township board that a 2.5 mlll authorlzation for
" police millage was defeated by the Townshlp voters in November,
1972. Accordlngmto Ott the Federal Bureau of Investlgatlon had
determined that the average pollce department should have 1. 5 officers
for ever 1,000 re51dents The average in Mlchlgan is 1. 7 per
thousand. Saginaw Townshlp, w1th a populatlon of about 33 000
and a'lGIman police force, has about onefhalffpollceman for every
thousand. | L | | |

Baginaw Township's police buaget averages $7l87'forx
every person residing in the Township. The Michigan average is
) $23.44 and the National average is $§21. 77.' On this basis, the |
‘police budget should be over $718,000.00 instead of the $284,000.00
,proposed in the budget for 1974 - 1975. :

Six Townshlp patrol cars cover more than 300, 000 miles annually.
The most serious crimes they fade are larceny, vandalism and bicycle’
»thefts. Breaking and entering, and armed robberyfare,steadily-
increasing. Accidents and the’general run of police cases are
"increasing astronomically; | ’ o
) 'As against Saginaw TanShip's $284 000.00 police.budget, Buena
Vlsta, with 14, 100 re51dents,spends $379 100. 00 to malntaln a full
tlme staff of 22 officers. Saglnaw Townshlp s pollce force is .
partlcularly elite, since an 1ncom1ng officer is requlred to have
at least two years of college or two years of experlence in addition

to the State requirement of 256 hours of pollce training.
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Townshlp pcllce offlcers are’hlrea at a startlng rate of

,,$9 400 ﬂO,lncrea51ng ouer ten years to $10 946 00. Sergeants are
5pa1d $10 448 00 to start, r1s1ng 1n flve years to $ll 948.00. ;The )

i,Unlon p01nts out that a Saglnaw County sherlff's deputy reaches
.$10 825,00 after three years, a Saglnaw pollce offlcer is paid at

8§13, 306 00 in hlS fourth year, and a Mlchlgan State pollce offlcer,

' $12, 152 00, The average is $12 094 00.

| At five years, the’ State pollce offlcer is pald $l3 509 0o,

’At that stage a SagInaw Townsh1p~off1cer recelves $10,356.00, yet
only in the Townshlp force is more than a hlgh school dlploma
requlred for ellglblllty ' h

| The Assoc1atlon,1n compllance w1th the statutory prov151ons,

‘ has also shown the,pay rates of a number~of skllled and unskllled

employees in the General ‘Motors Corporatlon and other plants in

prlvate 1ndustry,~ Both the Townshlp and the Assoc1atlon agree,

~ however, that those salaries have nO\relevancyfto what a patrolman

vshould be paid There is no way of measurlng the value of the

 services of a shaper operator, for example, as agalnst a patrolman

In 1ts brief, the A55001at10n demanded ‘an 1ncrease of $1, 948 00
; per annum effectlve as of Aprll l 1974, the commencement of the
.Townshlp s flscal year. Thls ‘was clarlfled before the panel et

‘to discuss the offers The Assoc1at10n asked that the sum of

A
$1, 948 00 be treated as the 1ncrease requested for patrolmen at

. the ten year level Such an 1ncrease would be equlvalent to

17 81 percent. The Assoc1at10n asks that all other offlcers in
the bargalnlng unit, at thelr varlous levels, be allowed a salary

1ncrease of 17.81 percent for the year beglnnlng Apr11 1 1974,

- The Township has 1ncreased,the,compensatlon of a number of its

/.

employees, such asfbuiiding inspectors,jclerical workers>and the like,

e 575‘i[fy

by
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:tenqpercent, It has dffered.the hargaining unit an increase‘of
.nlne percent.‘ In explanatlon, it p01nts out that 1ts proposed
budget for 1974 e 1975 leaves no room for any further 1ncrease;
Its gross estlmated revenues are $1, 188~000 00 $284 000.00 of this
would be applled to Townshlp pollce, prlmarlly for salarles. The ’
only unflrm spot in the budget 1s $4 400. 00 reserved for cont1ngenc1esb
which it argues is a small amount in con51deratlon of the total
budgetary flgures* »
The Township contends that the comparlson w1th such c1t1es
as'Saglnaw and the sherlff's department 1s~unfa1r. The most ‘
; prevalent crlme in the Townshlp 1s larceny, and breaklng and
entering, while in the Clty of Saglnaw, as with the Mlchlgan State
police, the type and severity of crimes are entirely different.
| The City of Saginaw, for example, had 47 rapevcases in the past
year as against none in Saglnaw Townshlp. There were 13 rape
attempts in the City and ‘none in the Townshlp, 441 armed robberles
as against 9 in the Townshlp, 136 strong armed robberles as
against one in the Township, and 279 assaults with a gun as
against 6'in theATomnship. kin~yandalism, the ToWnship suffered
412 cases as agalnst none ‘in the City of Saginaw, and had 53
;,stolen property cases as against ll. Famlly and children cases
~totalled 117 in the Townshlp,‘w1th only 54 in the City. In
larceny cases over $50 00, there was llttle dlfference between s
"them. With the dlfferent problems and types of crlmes, it is
'ev1dent that Saglnaw Townshlp cannot properly be compared to
c1ty or State police departments. | ’ |
The_employer argues’that\lt is unable to pay additional

salaries. It 1s noted, however, that this contention has

‘o-



not been supported by any ev1dence except the Townshlp s proposed
}‘budget. If that budget were to be accepted it would mean that the
TOWnship could not even pay the nlne percent it‘offered : Although
the budget for Townshlp pollce was 1ncreased from the 1973 - 1974
dyear, the increase was far 1ess than the nlne percent whlch thev
Townshlp now offers. It is also conceded that the amounts appro-:
prlated in the general budget may be varled from time to time and
place to place, :E\needs or cont1ngenc1es arise. It has not been
‘kshown that the Townshlp is in so desperate a p051t10n that it
cannot afford to pay the offlcers a. reasonable increase.

On the other hand, I should mentlon at thls tlme' that I
ithink both Townshlp and Ass001atlon offers are unreasonable. The
~ Township well knows that the cost of 11v1ng 1n the past year has

; doubled dlglted to about twelve percent Had the Townshlp made

e‘

" an offer in the nelghborhood of twelve percent T would have been

 strongly 1ncllned to joln.the Townsh;p 1n;approving_such a settle-
‘knent.vtIAfeel that‘the Association offerfofkl7.81fis excessive

‘_and inflationary. ‘Thepstatute, asfcurrently worded} gives no

- discretion to the impartial'arbitrator"except to accept one offer
or the other without modificatibn.l;I cannot'in good conscience
“accept the Townshlp s offer because 1t does not meet the necessary
'11v1ng costs of thelr offlcers. It mattersrvery little whether
the offlcers in Saglnaw Townshlp are burdened with the same type
of crimes that the CltV of Saqlnaw must contend w1th ' What.does
‘matter is that these officers are requlred to work eight hours
a day and flve days a week, whatever ‘the nature of the crimes they
are engaged in handllng., I do not bellevevthat'an officerrseeking
to solve an assault case'is‘leSS'fully’occupled at‘his;job thanh
an officer"working*on,a vandalismkcase. In either event, the

..;9;-»~

A



v‘offiéer’is worthy of hié hife and should’be paid a living‘Wage
'}under today's condltlons. - ‘ | ;

Lacklng authorlty to amend elther offer, I cohcur with the
ﬁssoclatlon app01nted panel member that*all members of the
‘~barga1n1ng unlt shall be pald an 1ncrease in salary of 17. 81
percent, effective Aprll 1, 1974 | .

Mr. Allen concurs.,. . Mr. Grover dlssents.
‘ e P ,
S

PR
\\

‘Southfield, Michigan
August 26, 1974

-
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" AWARD

| The panel of arbltrators hefein, by‘majoflty vote, Mr. Grover
dissenting, awards as follows~» 2 |
All members of the bargalning unitVShall betpaid'an increase
in salary of 17.81 percent for the flscal year Aprll 1, 1974

through March 30, 1975. Retroactlve payments due shall be pald

Impartia

% ; 4 &,M/

- 7 ’(MERLElWagGROVER, City Designee



 August 23, 1974

 DISSENTING OPINION
. The T0wnship Designee, Merle W. Grover,‘dissents from the

. majority opinion issued in this case for the follow1ng reasons:
o Yy op Q&

Mr. Herman Has p01nted out in hls maJorlty opinion that it is

"fnivirtually impossible to compare the duties of pollce offlcers in .

'ThfLQSaglnaw Township w1th the dutles of the Clty Police or the State
"”gfpollce. It is my oplnlon that a cemparlson of dut1es and risks
“eﬁcovered by pollce offlcers is one prOper and valid crlterla in
ff{determining a proper salary proposal between the partles. While

“VEFI«recognlze there 1s no legitlmate way to~evaluate all of these

??factors, it nevertheless seems ObVIOUS to me that there are
fsubstantial dlfferences in the condltlons of employment between
euch groups as the Saginaw Townshlp Pollce Department and the
Michigan State Pollce. It 1s obvious that employees worklng for
the Mlchigan State Pollce stand the rlsk of being transferred to
any district throughout the State of Mlchlgan, Wthh ‘includes the
KCity of Detro;t, as well as Mun51ng or Escanaba in the Upper

Peninsula. This, 1n itself, is a condltlon of employment that

is substant1a1 and leaves very lxttle dlscretlon to the police

officers working for the Michigan State P011ce, however, it is not
a factor shared by the Saglnaw Townshlp Pollce Officers, who know

fithat the1r total Jurlsdlctlon 1s conflned w1th1n a relatlvely

-Tsmall area of the state, and an area they have chosen to reside.




In regards to'comparieons'inﬂthe‘Township's officers and the

f:City of Sagihaw~it certain1y7seeme'apparent«thatVOfficers who
- are required by the City to patrol many of the hlgh crime areas

. 1in the Clty of Saglnaw are certalnly subJectzng themselves to a

',i different r;s&\factor than those 1nvolved by the Saglnaw TOWHShlp

»

7ifP011ce Offlcers. N

It sheuld be noted that ln Townshlp Exhlblt 4 whlch made the

 j;}jcompar1sons of crlmes, both for Saglnaw Townshlp and the C1ty of

},,Saglnaw, that under the category "murder and non- negllgent man-
',151aughter", the Clty of Saglnaw experlenced 30, whlle Saglnaw
_eTownshlp experlenced 0 Thls certalnly has to be one factor

3 comparlng-the dutles of pol1ce offlcers between these two units.

; 7: In the same exh;b;t presented 1t should be noted that under

eﬂthe category "armed robbery", there were 441 cases in the City of.

;Saginaw~and agaln Saglnaw Townshlp showed a substantlally reduced

:number by only hav;ng 9

If one removes from the valld comparlsons, the M1ch1gan State
,Police and the Clty of Saginaw, as 1 belleve they should, it is

”?ﬁobvious that the Saglnaw Townsh1p Pollce Department has been paid

on a substantlally better ba51s than elther the Buena Vista Pollce

'ﬁjDepartment or the Sagxnaw’County Sherlff's Department, which is a

‘ '"*affvaua compamson in my‘ opinion. Aok j; t

As was potnted out by Mr. Herman, there are several factors
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the Cost-of-Living. It is my féeling that the majority opinion in
~ this case has relied too heavily on the Cost-of- L1v1ng and v1rtua11y '
; used that criteria as a sole determlnatlon of which of the two

B positions should be selected

It should*be noted that ‘the parties themse1Ves reached an
 jagreement which has spec;fic prov151ons to make adJustments for
‘?Costnpvalvxng increases based on the parties desires. It does

”ffnot seenm to1mé that the third year wagé'reopener which we are

Gfaced_with'iﬁ this case, should propefly,rest solely on the

 Costnovaifing Index as published by the Bureau of Labor
,;Statlstics, in that it had already been taken into account by

the parties thﬂmselves in the draftlng of thelr contract,

 § The majority opinion in this‘cése seems to presuppose that
fallnworkers in America are, as a matter of right, entitled to
f*a minimum increase equal to the Bureau of Labor Statistics,

g |Consumers Price Index., I thlnk»1t should be noted that the
¥;Consumers Price Index,‘while'commonly«referred“to as the "Cost-
 }6£nLiving“,'is just what it states it is, and that is an Index
f‘measuring specxfic 1tems throughout the United States. The

’ mechanical acceptance of a Consumers Prlce Index to establlsh
”Efminimum salary requlrements does not take into consideration
'fjmany of the realltles of present day. llfe. For example, the
.Consumers Price Index measures as one of the factors the cost
?ﬂof gasollne. If the theory of measurement contalned in the

R 1

'*Consumers Price Index is to assure a11 people the ab111ty to

o
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~ purchase today those items that they purchased a year ago, it
‘would seem quite;self-defeeting thathege‘and salary increases
‘tshould‘be imprQVe&*tofalloW'ali indiVi&uals~the'right to purchase
rthe same amount of petroleum products thlS year as was purchased
~a year ago, when in fact, there are some 1nd1catlons that such
petroleum products do not ex1st and it 1s necessary for the total
'gcountry to reduce its use of energy prOductS. Thls'then becomes
‘a selfndefeatlng argument to keep 1ncre351ng salarles so that
' a11 employees can contlnue to bld on the avallable energy materlaIS'

at the same rate as they were consumed 1n prlor years. ;
It,should further befnotedfthat~whi1e°thecCOSt'of Living

‘measured numerous 1tems, 1t roV1des for no "ch01ce" b the
P

1“fConsumer in determlnlng substltutlons for thOSe items which have

_",been‘increased in cost.

| One of the exhlblts presented at the hearlng was a c0py of the
Acontract between the Saglnaw Townshlp Pollce Offlcers Assoc1at10n
;.and Saginaw Townshlp, which clearly p01nted out that the Townshlp
'a;has provided during the term of this agreement a Blue Cross -
’lBlue Shield Plan,whereby the Townshlp pays heeentlre cost.
~f{Conta1ned within the Consumers Prlce Index an&‘One of the factors
':ithat effect 1tS increase are several ltems relating to medical cost
‘owhich.are, in fact, covered under the Blue Cross - Blue Shleld

j»Plans in effect in Mlchlgan. For ‘the Employer to automatlcally

”‘f?plck up thxs 1ncrease cost as a part of hlS 1nsurance program, and

fwthen have the same factors counted in the percentage increase of

f the Consumers Price Index, is to count twice those factors affecting

"15f,_{"“f



that'portion Of the Consumers'Price index. This, in itself,

:nulllfles the validity of the measurement 1n the Consumers Prlce

~ Index to determine wage 1ncreases under those agreements that

fhave fully pald for medical plans by the Employer.

I do not,*by any stretch of the 1mag1nat10n, wish to 1mply

\

:that inflation in this country ‘has not been real and a substantial

E*problem to all people throughout the Unlted States., I do-intend

tto point out, however, that the Consumerstrlce Index is not a

._magiq‘guide~whichtguarantees a minimumylevel of wage increases.

It is obvious that wnlle mun1c1pal governments have problems

' ad;usting revenues to meet unknown expenses, even large corporations

'fhave to endure strikes over their ;nablllty td‘prov;de unlimited

- .Cost~of-Living increases.

The majority opinion points out that many of the other
jtlaSsifications in the Township were offered a 10% increase, but

only 9% was offered to the~Police Officers. It should be noted

efthat the lncreases in most cases came under a collectlve

ﬁbargalning agreement w1th the Internatlonal Brotherhood of Teamsters

;and were, at the time thex,were entered 1nto,~con51dered fair and

i

‘just increases by the same International Union which now says the

-

55Police Officers are entitled to substantially more than that which

fwas granted to otherﬂemployees working for the Township. It

should be noted that no evidence was offered by the Teamsters or

f"‘the Township in. regards to the other economlc 1tems prov1ded those

'%employees which would indicate that the 1% reduction for the

‘,PQlice Officers as a total packagefwas an improper offer.
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.1ncrease, at thlS tlme, ‘than does the 17% demanded by the Police

~was evident until the compulsory arbltratlon prov151ons of the

It is my oplnlon that for any Panel of Arbltrators to

"recommend a 17% annual pay increase is -excessive and 1nf1at10nary

and should not be granted

It is my opinion that the 9% offer made by the Saginaw

| Townsh1p offle;§1§ more properly reflects a fair and equltable
“fOfflcers It further should be p01nted out that up until the
‘hearing held on thlS case the demand by the Police Offlcers

- Association was approx1mately 30% - No change in the 30% demand

,Mlchlgan statute was invoked by ‘the Pollce 0ff1cers. o

Had the Saglnaw Townshlp Pollce Officers reduced their

'idemand in the preceding bargalnlng to a 17% 1ncrease, it might
‘ihave been p0531ble through good falth bargalnlng for both part1es

”Tto reach an acceptable conc1u51on to ‘this matter.

For these reasons I would award the 9% increase offered

‘vfby the Saginaw Township as the prOper alternathe in thls case. - ',j




