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- INTRODUCTION
The Chairpersoﬁ was appointed as such viﬁ a letter from MERC
dated April 16, 1982. The first pre-hearing conference was conducted
-—on June 29, 1982. Just suhseq;ent to that time the parties requested
that everything be placed on hold becausé they were attempting to reach
a2 negotiated settlement. In approximately February of 1983 the Chairperson
-was informed that the matter must proceed. A second pre-hearing con-
ference was scheduled for April 25, 1983. The hearing commenéed and
was concluded on October 10, 1983. Upon receipt of both briefs the
Chairperson exchanged them on March 20, 1984. An executive session was
" held on April 10, 1984. At that time there was further discussion
regarding the possibility of settling the dispute. Nevertheless, it
became apparent in May of 1984 that no settlement could be executed.
| 1t should be noted that the prior Collective Bargaining Agreement
covers a number of classifications, some of which are not subject to the
provisions of Act 312. Initially there was a dispute between the parties
rééarding what classificafions were covered. A heéearing was scheduled
and took place on September 2, 1983. Actually, at that time the parties
arrived at an understanding which was subsequently ratified by the proper
4ndividuals .. Thus, the question of which employees would be affected by
this award was settleé by the parties and apparently those portions of
the Collective Bargaining Agreement affecting employees not covered by
this award has already been executed.

The record is comprised of approximately 100 exhibits and a tran-
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seript of about 250 pages. Of course, the parties filed very helpful

post-hearing briefs. : i



STIPULATIONS

-~ . As 13 often the case the parties arrived at a number of stipulations
which facilitate the procedure.‘

‘The parties agreed that the Collective Bargaining Agreement con-
cerned with herein would be for a three year period commencing July 1,
1981, thru and including June 30, 1984. There was also a stipulation.of
issﬁes,_bﬁt that will be subsequently discussed. - | .

The parties agreed that all the time limits in the Act were waived.
Furthermre, it was agreed that the total award shall be comprised of
the tentative agreements, the herein award and ;he language in the prior
Collective Bargaiﬁing Agreeﬁent except as modified by the TAs and this
award.

There are other-stipulations.which may very well be referred to
during the discussion of the record.

. ‘ ISSUEE
The parties have agreed that-the following is the list of issues,
all of which are econonic.
l. Wages
2. Cost of Living Allowance
3. Hospitalization
4. Pénsion-Norual Retirement Age
5. Pension-Multiplier Facnor‘
6. Pensién-Final Avérage Compensation
7. Pensién—Du;y Disability
| FINDINGS

COMPARABILITY

Section 9(d) (1) (11) of Act 312 requires that an arbitration panel




bagse its findings, opinions and orders upon, inter alia, a couparison

of the wages, hours and conditions of employment of the employees
involved in the dispute with the wages, hours and condftioms of employ—

_ment of other employees performing aimilar services and with other
employees generally in public and private employment in comparable
-coamunities.

This of course means that in certain situations decisiou§ must be
-Iade regarding which communities are comparable to the one involved in
the dispute. Oftentimes the necessity of engaging in extégéive analy;I;
is aileviated because the parties stipuldte to the comparable communities.

. However, that is not the situation in this case.

‘The Employer suggests th#t a weighted system of comparability be
ntilized and applied to the couutiés of Jacksoﬁ, Monroe, Calhoun, Bay,
and Euakegon. The Union suggésts that the counties of Wayne, Cakland,
‘Macomb, Washtenaw, Monroe, Livingston and Lapeer be utilized. As can
be seen the only possible ;rea of agreement is Monroe County.

As previously indicated the Employer has suggested that a weighted
comparability scheme be utilized. This type of system has been employed
in the past, both.by this Chairperson and by other neutral arbitrators.
However, it really does nothing more than try to give some type of
general indication of the degree of comparability between a community
in question and the one involved with in the dispute. Frankly, it just
presents anothér way of trying to deal with the problem of developing

comparability. In this case, however, the rather technical method will

not be utilized.




Surely everyone ‘realizes tha: even with communities that are
declared comparable, there are substantial differences which must be
kept 'tn mind and which are weighed with each decision. Such weighing
can be just as accurate as the numerical method of weighing which has
been used on occasion in the past.

Keeping all the above in mind, it would be appropriate to d iscuss
the counties offered and draw off conclusions from the analysis.
| While the legislature has not specifically established the criteria __
to be utilized in determining whether a community is comparable to the
one involved in the dispute, numerous 312 proceedings, along with the
expressions of many parties, both unions and émploye;s, have established
that many factoré exist. These range from geographic location, population,
SEV, SEV per capita, median household income, median family income,
outstanding debt, pef'capita income, etc. In the present case a number
of considerations have been offered. |

‘tt should be understood that both parties made extensive argument .
in their respective briefs regarding which communities should be con-
sidered comparable and in the Employer;s instance, how comparable they
should be considered. The arguments have been rarefully considered, but
to reproducz them at‘this point.would_eﬁtensively lengthen this opinion.

Certainly it would be appropriate to begin the analysis with the
County of St. Clair. St. Clair County is located in the southeastern
‘portion of Michigan and is surrounded by Macomb, Lapeer and Sanilac

Countles.



.Bf course on the e#st_is the natural border between the United

States and Canada, i;e., Lake Huron and the St, Clair River.

wz-- - The record indicates that as of the 1980 census St. Clair County
has a population of 138,802, The lan& area is 734 square miles. According
to the 1982 figures the SEV was 1,853,355,408. Thus, the SEV per capita
was 13,353. The 1976-1977 genmeral outstanding debt was 164 million wicth
1,212 per capita. -

“}9_1582 the tax rate for all taxes was 45.24. The total county
taxes levied was 11,206.219. The county fLax rate was- 6.17. The crime
rate per 100,000 ranged from 5,191 in 1977 to 6,905 in 1980. Percent of
employment in manufacturing, wholesale, and retail, professional services
and in the public sector was 32%Z, 19%, 18% and 147 respectively.

The number of occupied_éwelling units was 47,308, with 2 mean value
of 43,15§. The.median household income was 18,475. Per capita income
ranged from 5,233 in 1975 to 7,770 in 1979. .

Unemployment in July of 1983 was 15.8 and in August of 1983 it was
16.4.

The above should give one an idea of the character of St. Clair
Counfy and of course it sets the basis for the following analysis.

The following analysis will make it apparent that Jackson County
should be considered comparable to St.-Clair for the purposes of this
dispute. Jackson has approximately 705 square miles, while its population
is approximately 12,000 more than St. Clair, i.e., 151,495. The median
household income and median family income are within a couple of hundred

dollars, while the number of occupied dwelling units is within 4,000.

The value of a house in St. Clair is about $6,000 more. The percentage




distribution of employment in the varioug-aectors mentioned in the St.
Clair analysis are very comparable.

The crime rate is easentiall§ the same. However; the general debt
outstanding is higher im St. Clair than in Jackson. In fact the debt
per capita ig aboui-twice as much {n St. Clair than in Jackson. Per capita
income was appfoximately 8,500 in Jackson, which is just about $800
more thanm in St. Clair. The SEV in Jackson is 1.2 ., . . versus 1.8 . . .
in St. Clair. The county tax rate was just a little higher in Jacksom . ___ _
and the total county taxes levied was about $3,000,000 less in
Jackson. The totai tax rate was 54.58. Unemployment was a little less
than in St. Clair. It appears the SEV pér person is about §8,200.

Jackson's Department has 68 full-time employees and 28 road deputies.
St. Clair has 80 full-time employees with 38 road deputies.

Geographically, Jackson County is about.the same distance from Wayne
County as is St. Clair County;

Thus, it is apparent that Jackson County should be congsidered as
;s comparable.

The following analysis establishes that Monroe should also be
considered comparable for the puréose of ghis hearing.

Monr..: Zecunty ig somewhat smaller, having approximaﬁely 200 square
miles less than St. Clair County. However, its_pgpulatiqn is within
approximately 3% of the population in St. Clair County. The median
‘household income is about $3,000 more in Monroe County, with a median

family income of about $2,300 more in Monroe.




.- The pumber of occupied dwelling units is approximately 43,000 and

the value of each is about $6,000 more than in St. Clair County, i.e.,
$49,291. The employment distribution.in manufacturing, wholesale,
-retail; procfessional services ;nd'in the public sector is very similar
to that ip St, Clair County. -

The total number of crimes and the crime rate is somewhat lower
in Hoaroe County. The generhl debt per capita is about $200 less in
Monroe County and it appears that the per capita income 1in 1979 was about
$200 more in Momnroe County.

The SEV is just about éhe same as is the tax rate for all taxes
levied. The county tax rate is just a little less than St. Clair County,
while the total c¢ounty taxes levied is within one percentage. The SEV
.per capita in Monroe County is about 14,100 which is about $800 more than
St. Clair County. -

The evidence also establishes that Monroe has-132 full-time employees.
and 73 road officers, 1l of whom alsc serve as correctional/security
officers. This of course is somewhat more than St. Clair County.

Neverthéless, when all the data is examined, it is concluded that
Monroe should be considered comparable to St. Clair County.

Next is Calhoun County. Calh> ~ is approximately 20 square miles
smaller than St. Clair and has a population of about 3,000 more people.
The median household income is 17,600, which is approximately 1,000 less

than St. Clair. The median family income is about $500 less, and the

number of occupied dwellings is approximately 4,000 more. However, the




occupied unit mean value is about $8,000 less.

The percent of employment in the various above-stated sectors are
fairly close. The unemployment rate in July and August of 1983 was
about 3% and 4% lower respectively.

The total crimes in 1977 was 7, 6?2 about 1,000 more than St. Clair,
and approximately 8,500 or 400 more thanm St. Clair in 1980.

The outstanding debt is 49.4 in Calhonn County, as compared to
163..5 in St. Clair. Also, the general debt per capita is abnnt one-third
of what it is in St. Clair County. Per capita income is about $1,400
highn:fthan St. Clair County in 1979.

Calhoun County's SEV is slightly less than St. Clair County, being
1,187,963,185. &he tax rate.fo; all taxes in Calhoun County is 55.72
and the total taxes levied is about $7,000,000. Tne tax rate is 6.06
as compéred to 6.17 in St, Clnir County. The pér capita SEV 1s about
- $8,400.

Calhoun County is quife a distance froum St. Ciair County, being the
next county directly west of Jackson County. Furthermore, it appears
that Calhoun only has 14 road denuties as opposed to the 38 in St. Clair.
Nevertheless, Calhoun should be considered comparable and the evidence
regarding it examined. |

Next is Bay County. Bay County has approximately 300 square miles
less than St. Clair County and has a nopulation of about 20,000 less. The
median household income in Bay County is about $600 more, while median
family income is about $1,000 more. The number of occupled dwellings

1s about 6,000 less, while the value of same is about $4,000 less thanm

St. Clair County.




The distribution of emplgyment in the varicus sectors is not remarkably
-d1fferent. The 1580 total crimes, and in fact the 1977 totallcrimes, vere
about 1,600 less thaﬁ St. Clair. General debt outstanding is 67.1' million i
Bay Counry, with a general debt pér capita being 552. Per capita income
in 1979 wa; about $700 more than per capita incomwe in St. Clair County.

The SEV 1in Bay Coun;y was 1,371,292,478. The ta; rate, all taxes,
was 48.72, while the total county taxes 1e;ied wvere almost idéhtical to
St. Clair County's levy. Howeve%, the county tax rate was B.l7, as
opposed to St. Clair's of 6.17. The per capita SEV was 11,439, Bay County
unemployment rate in July of 1983 was about two-tenths of a percent less
than St. Clair, thle in August of 1983 was about 2.1Z less.

The county has approximately 38 road deputies. )

-Certainly a careful analfsis of the data would indicate that Bay
Lounty should be_giveﬁ about ghe same weight as €alhoun County and thus
will be considereﬂ comparaﬁle to St. Clair County éor the purposes of this
dispute.

In.its brief the Employer no longer asserted that Qttawa County was
comparable to St. Clair. This leaves the last alleged comparable,

Muskegon County. ‘

Frankly, there is some doubt whether Muskegon should be considered

at all in this dispute. The evidence regarding Mus&egon shows that 1if
anything it has a relationship to St. Clair which was just about of the
same quality as Ottawa. Nevertheless, Muskegon's geographical location,

being on the western edge of the State, and some of the other information
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contained in the record,'suggests it should not be considered comparable

for the purposes of this hearing.. Thus, ﬁuskegon will not be #onsidered.
. The comparables offered by the Union were based upon its agsessment
that those counties included within the Metropdlitan Statistical Areas
promulgated by the U.S. Department of Commerce have enough social and
economic interaction to make them cﬂmparable communities.

Certainly while the counties may very well be included in the
Detroit/Ann Arbor Conscolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area, there still
must be some consideration given to the elements which have been reliled
upon in the past to develop comparability. Thus, the fact that the !
Union's comparablgs are in the above-stated Metropolitan Statistical Area
does not terminate the inquiry.

The first county offered by ;he Union is Wayne County. Wayne
County h#s approximately 115 1;55 square miles than St. Clair County.
However, its population is almost 17 times that of St. Clair‘County.

The median household income is pretty close, with mean family
"income being about $1,000 higher. Although the occupied unit mean value
18 about $4,000 less than Wayne County, the 824 occupied dwelliags in
Wayne County are appfoximately 17 times more than those im St. Clair County.

The distribution of employmént is essentially the same. In 1980
Wayne Couﬁcy had 25 times more crime with a rate of 2,700 per hundred
thousand higher than St. Clair County. |

Understandably the general debt outstanding is about 10 times that

in St., Clair County, although the debt per capita is about $500 less than

St., Clair County. The latest per capita income figures show that the
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per capita incﬁme in Wayne County is abouf $2,400 more thanm St. Clair
County. )

-Wayne Cauﬁty's'SEV is approximately 10 times that of St. Clair
-Céuntf and both the total tax rate and the county tax rate exceeds that
 1§ St. Clair County. The total county taxes levied equal $137,431,588.
However, the per capita income is somgwhat less than St. Clair Couﬁty
being $8,032. | ‘

Mayne County has approximatel} 170 rﬁad deputies and 400.3ecurity
officers compared to St. Clair Cbunty's 38 and 11 respectively.

Even considering the f;ct that Wayne County is geographically close
to St. Clair County, it is still pretty diffichlt to.conclude that Wayne
Lounty should be considered comparable for fhe purposés of this dispute.
Frankly, the evidence regarding Wayne County indicates that in many areas
it is just too diverse to St. Clair County. It‘segms that Wayne County
.stands alone in the State of ﬁichigan. .

Geographically Oakland County is somewhat closer to 3t. Clair
County, but man% of the problems that were present in analyzing. Wayne
County are p?esent when analyzing Oakland. Oakland County has about
140 more square miles than does St. Clair. With slightly over one million,
Oakland has a population which is =.:: than seven times that of St.
Clair. Both median household income and median family income exceeds
St. Clair's by quite a margin.

With 355,000 occupied dwelling umnits, Oakland has about seven and

one—half times more than St. Clair. Furthermore, the mean value of

occupied units is about $25,000 per unit more than St. Clair. The
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distribution of employment indicates a lqgserlpercentage_of employment
i{n manufacturing and public sector, and a_gfeater percentage in wholesale,
retail and professional servicgs.

The total crimes in Oakland in 1977 were just over 53,000 and the
rate per hundred thousand was 5,500. 1In 1980 the two figures were
65,000 and about 6 500. Obviously the total cfimes_greatly exceed those
in St. Clair as does the rate, .

As to be expected the general debt outstanding 1is much greater than_ .
St. Clair's, although the general debt per capita is . less, l.e., 984
versus 1,212,

The per capita income in 1979 was $9, 000 more in Oakland County
than in St. Clair. As to be expected the 14,2?1,962,1?5 SEV 1s almost
eight times that of St. Clair County. §ix and one-half times more county
taxes are levied than in St. Clair County. ﬁowever, the county tax rate
is 5.14 as opposed Qo 6.17. |
) Oakland has 470 full-time employees, as opposed to the 80 in S5t.
Clair and 86 road deputies as opposed to the 38 in St. Clair. Additiomally
there is 161 security/correctional officers in Oaklaanad and only 11 in
st. Clair.

The evicence also establishes that Oakland County has a SEV per
c#pita of $1;,106.

Certainly it must be recognized that Oakland is a very wealthy
‘county, especially when considering the value of occupled dwellings,

median family income, median household income, per capita income and of
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.course SEV per capita. Given those figures and some of the other

considerarions, it is diff;cult to say that Oakland County is comparable

PR -
to St. Clair County for the purposes of this hearing. TYet, it seems

thaé'éiven its locatiom and keeﬁing iﬁ mind its obvious differences with
St. Clair County, it wouldn't be inappropriate to kind of keep in mind
the evidence regarding Oakland County. |

fﬁacqmb County forms a portion of the. southern and western borders
pf St._Cl§if. It has app;oximately_zso less square miles than:.Sz. Clair
and its population at about 695,000 1is about five times that of St. Clair.

Median household income, as well as median family income is much higher

as is the number of occupied dwellings at 229,820. Further, the mean

 walue of occupied dwellings is about $10,000 more tham St. Clair, being

$53,674.

-+

Pércentage—wise there are more individuals employed in manufacturing
and wholesale and retail in Macomb than in St. Clair, with less employed
in professional services and public sector.

The crime rates in Macomb and St. Clair are very simiiar, although
as to be expehted, the total crimes in Macomb, at approximately 43,000,

were about six times those in St. Clair,

As expected, the general debt outstanding in Macomb is much higher
than St. Clair, although the per capit§ is slightly lower at 973. Per
capita income in Macomb exceeds St. Clair's by aboutr §$2,400.

The SEV in Macomb County is slightly more than four times that

in St. Clair County. Total taxes levied are about three times more,
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.although the county tax.rate at 4.49 i1s substantially less than St. Clair

County. The SEV per capita is 11,270, which is less than St. Clair
County. The July and August unemployment rate in Macomb was 16.1 and
14.7 respectively, while in St. Clair it was 15.8 and 16.4.

8ow, certainly the evidence establishes that there are some sub-

.stantial differences between Macomb and St. Clair, especially in such

areas as population, value of occupied dwelling units, number of dwelling
nnits, per capita incoume, etc. Yet, there are some items which suggest-
the information regarding Macomb should be utilized. Specificaliy,ngge-_
SEV per capita in Macomb is less than in S5t. Clair and this tends to
outweigh some of the other differences. Furthermore, it must be under-
atood that Macomb forﬁs a portion of the bmnMAiy of St. Clair County.
This very close geograbhical proximity is an important consideration,
Surely_éeographical proximity is not the only consideration because maﬁy
of the smaller cities bdrdering Detroit cannot be considered comparable
to Detrolit. Ne§ertheless, in this circumstance considering and balancing
all 6f the evidence regarding Macomb, it must be concluded that it should
be considered coﬁparable to St. Clair for the purposes of this dispute.
Washtenaw County is just slightly smaller than St. Clair County,
although it does have almost twice the population. Median household
income is.about‘$2,000 more in Washtenaw and median famiiy income is
approiimately $4,000 more. There are almost twice as many dwelling uunits

.with the mean value being about $24,000 more than in St. Clair County.

The distribution of employment is wmuch different in Washtenaw County
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with the lesser percentage of employees being involved in manufacturiag,
wholesaling and retailing and a much higher percentage belng ;nvolved
in professional services #nd public sector;_

The crime rate in Washtenaw County in 1980 was approximatgly 1,400
per one hgndred thousand more tham in St. 61air County. The general debt
outstanding is not all that different, although given the poﬁulation
figures, the general debt per capita in Washtenaw County 1s gbout half
of St. Clair County. Furthermore, the pér capita income in Washtenaw
County is about 52:500 mor; than.in.St. Clair County." The SEV in
Washtenaw County is not'quite twice that of'St; Clair County. The total
tax rate is higher in Washtenaw County, alEhOugh the eounty tax rate
is slightly lower. The unemployment figures in Washtenaw County are
appreciably lower than im St.'Clair‘County} Additionally, the SEV per
capita in Washtenaw County is.a little less thaﬁ St.Clair County, being
12,741. |

Washtenaw County is closer to Macomb tham Calhoun or Jackson, but
certainly the characteristics of Calhoun and Jackson are more comparable
to those in St., Clair County than the characteristics of Washtenaw County.
Nevertheless, any comparability regarding Washtenaw would certainly be
marginable; fet,_keeping thé differances between Washtenaw and St. Clair in
mind 1t still would be appropriaﬁe to utilize the evidence regarding
Washtenaw County in this dispute. .

The next couhty tﬁ consider is Livingston. Livingston County, with
575 square miles, is slightly smaller than St. Clair County. Its

population is also about 38,000 less than St. Clair. However, the median

-16-




-household income and the median family income exceeds St. Clai;'s by

$6,000 and 35,000 re;pectively. ~Livingston haé about 16,000 fewer
occupied dwellings, but the mean value is $23,000 more.

The percentage employmen; distribution is essentially the same as
.S:..Clair County.

The crime rate in Livingston County is approximately 1,500 less
per hundred‘thousand of population than it 1; ia St. Clair County. The
general debt outstanding is about ome-third of that in St. Clair County
and the general debt per capita is about half of that in St. Clair County.
The per capita incowme in Livingston County 1is very close to St. Clair
County, being about $200 more.

The SEV in Livingstom is 1,288,806,102. The total tax rate is 48.33
and the amount of taxes levied is a little more than $4,000,000. The
county tax rate is 5.4 as compared to St. Clair County's ,6.17.

Surely it appears, especially when expressed by mediaﬁ household
income, median fawmily income and mean value of occupied dwellings, that
‘théfe are substantial economic differences between Livingston and St.
Clair County. Yet, their SEV and their SEV per capita, Livingston's
being 12,851, arz not really that different. Furthermore, Livingston
does have 7R full-time employees as compared to St. Clair's 80; even
though St. Clair has 35 road deputies and Livingston has 76. Livingston

has 26 security/correctional officers, while St. Clair has 11l.
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Mevertheless, when all of the evidence is examined, it.ﬁust be
econcluded that the data regarding Livingston County should be considered
.and utilized in resolvi;g this dispute.

.theer County 1is the last.cogn:y to he analyzed. The evidence
regarding Lapeer County is nmore 1iﬁited than that ﬁhich was submitted
regarding the above. | |

lapeer forms a.portion of-ﬁt. Clair's-western border. Its area
is 658 square miles which means that it_is_about 80 square miles smaller
than St. Clair County.

The population in Lapeér County is just over 70,000 as compared to
the 138,000 in St. Clair County.

SEV in Lapeer County was 735,368,107. ‘This is less than half of the
SEV in St. Clair County. The SEV per capita is_lO,SOZ which is sub-—
stantially less than the 13,353 in st. Clair Countj.

As indicated, the evidence regarding Lapeer County was not as
extensive as the evidence regarding the other counties. Nevertheless,
even though there are substantial differences between the two counties
and these of’course can be kept in mind when the evidence is analyzed,
the-geographical proximity‘of Lapeer County indicates that the evidence
introduced regarding same should he considered in resclving this dispute.

Thus, in summary the evidence esgablishes that the wages, hours and
conditions of employment in the following counties shall be utilized in
‘resolving the current dispute: Jackson, Monroe, Calhoun, Bay, Macomb,

Washtenaw, Livingston and Lapeer.
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ISSUE - COST OF LIVING ALLOWANCE ~ ECONOMIC

Oa cccasion when there have been issues regarding cost of living
and wages, both items have.been combined and discussed together. However,
in this case the partiles have dealt with cost of living and wages as two
separate issues. None of the offers are interrelated nor are there any
alternativ; offers based upon the resclution of one issue or the other.
Thus, even though it is understood th;t there is a relationship between
cost of living allowance and wages, they'ﬁill in this case be discussed
éeparatel}, althéhgh theif interaction éannot be ignored.

The cost of 1ivin§ language contained in.the prior Collective
Bargaining Agreement and the Union's proposal are attached hereto. The
Employer’'s propos;1 is to eliminate cost of living from the Collective
Bargaining Agreement, but fold in ekisting payménts. .

The record establishes that the Uniom's last. offer of settlement
essentially seeks the continuation of the status que. The Union has
alleged, and the panel relies on the fact, that the ;nly two changes it
seeks are actually incorporétion into the article of language which
represents either language now contained in a Letter of Understanding
or the practice which exists between the parties.

Specifically, the iaﬁguage regaraing "U.S5. cities average" contained
in the Union's proposal is an incbrporaticn of the language contained in
the Letter of Understanding attached :6 the prior Collective Bargaining

Agreement. The language contained in the last sentence of paragraph 2 of the

Union's proposal "except that on June 30, 1984 accumulated cost of living
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-amcunts shall be rolled into base .salary” .was added, according to the

testimony of Ms. Maurer, to reflect current practice which inmdicates

th;t the end of the contract the COLA is rolled in. There was no evidence
to the contrary and in fact the evidence indicates that at the end of the
prior contract the COLA was rolled in aﬁd the wage rate was increased

by the amount of the COLA.

Furthermore, the ﬁnion's proposai'recognizes that COLA has been
eliminateﬁ for "support personnel” and thus that language does.uot appear- —-
in the prdposal. |

As anyone involved with this type of proceeding is aware of, all
findings, opinions and orders must be based updn the factors contained
in Section 9 of the Act, as they may be applicable. Certainly that will
be the case in this situation.:

Nevertheless, initially the discussion and findings will not be
tied to any particular basis found in Section 9. For instance, questions
_‘reggrding costs and probability of increasing taxes felate not only to
the lawful authority of the Emplﬁyeg, but also the.inferest and welfare
of the public and the financial ability of the Employer to pay. So,
if a strict analy;is were made using the Sectior 28 an outline, items
would be forever repeated because they are applicable to more than one
consideration. Thus, initially there will be an analysis of the evidence
with the appropriate findings, and then subsequently there will be a
feferencing to the applicable factors contained in Section 9. It is

very awkward to try to discuss a record in any other manner.
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- There has been no evidence introduced indicating there would be

igome legal impediment to continue the COLA provision ﬁhich existed in the
-prior Collective Bargaining Agreement. Surely there has been no
4ndication that the Employer does not have the authority to pfovide the
SCOLA benefit which it did in the prior Collective Bargaining Agreement.
-While there has been data introducgd regarding :hg current county tax
rate, 1.e., 6.7, there is nd indication.in this recoxrd that that rate

-is at thé maximum, or for that matter, continuance of the COLA provision
~would cause the rate to increase.

Surely one of the most forcefully utilized factors in Section 9 are
the comparisons referred to in paragraph (d).

The evidence establishes, and certainly it must be found, that none
of the comparable communities provide a COLA benefit for employees engaged
15 the same type of.work as the employees involved in this dispute. This
conclusion was arrived at from examining the summaries provided in the i
evidence, along with examining the Collective Bargaining Agreements where .
they were available. It does aﬁpear that only Waéhteuaw County provided
a COLA, but apparently the last time that was in effect was_back on July 1,
1981.

Accoraing to a survey of St. Clair County public employees, there
was one unit out of five in the Marysville School District which received
COLA, one unit out of three receiving COLA in the City of Marysville.

-None of the units in Port Huroun Area School Distridt, Intermediate School |
District, East China School Distriet, or in the City of Yale, received ?

COLA. In the Yale School District one unit out of six received COLA, }
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-ahile in the City of Port Hurom, all the units received COLA. So, when
-wexamining the other public employers in St. Clair County, it would be _

pretty reasonable to coaclude that by far most of the employérs do not

provide COLA.

There is also the circumstaﬁces which exist with the unigs employed
by :he.County. In this regard AFSCME Local 1518 had a COLA up to the
termination of its 1980 Collective Bargaining Agreement. It had a 25 cent
€ap with a spiliover. COLA was absent from the January 1, 1981 Collective

©" -Bargaining Agreement. .

The.&FSCHE unit and the County Mentél Health Services had a cost
of living provision up to the end of the 1981 contract. It had a 35 cent
«8p in calendar &gar 1979 with a 25 cent cap in calendar year 1980 and
1981, Again; it had a spillover cIausef However, as with the previous

- unit, the 1982 contract does not contain a COLA provision.

The prior Michigan ﬁurses Assoclation contract had a COLA provision
sthich was capped at 25 cents per year. In the July 1, 1983 contract,
‘there is no such.provision. |

Diétrict Court employees of Local 1518 AfSCHE had a COLA provision
with a 25 cent cap and # spillover provision until their January 1, 1981
-tﬁntract. It was elim:aated at that time.

It appears that the Teamsters bargaining unit in the Children’'s
Shelter and in the Probate Court, as well as the AFSCME Local 1089 unit,
‘do not have COLA provisions.

. -However, the record does reflect :hét at least at this point one

amit, the Supervisors in the Sheriff's Department, still have a COLA

dssue outstanding in their contract negotiations.
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There 1s no need to state the obvious regarding the actions of
the other units empioyed by the County in relation to retaining previously
-held COLA provisions or acquiring them at all. Nevertheless, there is
one point that should be considered. " That is, it appears that all the
other prior COLA provisions, with the exception of the Supervisorﬁ in the
Sheriff's Departument, were capped. Arguably it would be easier to give
up a capped COLA for some other contr;ctual benefit or perhaps wage
increase tﬁan it would be in the current situation where the COLA
provision is uncapped.

The Employer is nog takiﬁg the position that it lacks the ability
to pay for the continuation of the COLA provision. However, there is
testimony which indicates that if it were cdntinued.peqhaps the unit
ﬁay" suffer layoffs. Certainly this might havg an effect on the interest
and wélfare of thg public. The evidence does not establish that the costs
involved, which will subsequently be analyzed, are of such a nature that
they would cause the Employer. to seek additional taxes which again would
reflect upon the public iﬁterest.

There is no question but that {t ;ould be more costly to continue
the COLA provision than it would be to eliminate it. It is difficult
to project what the cost w;uld be, but evidence is available which
jndicates at least the costs in ;he past. The Employer's exhibits have
established that when based upon an average salary of approximately
-$24,793, the iﬁpact of COLA for the first year of the contract represented

about 3.62%1 of salary. It was 2.3% in the second year, and is estimated

to be 2.5% in the third year.
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Qge;e'qgs_elso_date'iqdicaqipg_che difference in costs between the

adoption of the Union's proposel.regafding COLA and wages and the
adoption of the Empioyer'a proposal regerding COLA and wages. 1In
.-performing the calculaticas the Ccunty.prorated'COLA based on eight cents
per hour per querter; The figures showed that there was approximately
I$50 OdO difference in cost the first contract year. The second contract
year difference is about $65, 000, and the accumulative total was about
$115 000. In the last copttract year the difference was about $81 000
and :he accumulative total was about $196, 000. ) T
There was evidence regarding the average consumer price for goods
and services, otherwise kanown as the cost of living. A Union exhibit,
ntilizing the prior wage rate, wage with COLA, wage proposal (Union's),
CPI real figures, and CPI projected at 3Z, indicate that historical
wage plus the Union's wage proposal does noc keep up with the exact CFPI
and CPI projectioc, nor'&oes the wage rate with COLA keep up with the CPI
projection., However, it must be understood thet when examining this
evidence there are other things which must be kept in mind. Soee of the
dtems which are used to arrive at the CPI are proeided by the Employer.
For instance, the Employer provides medical insuramce. Thus, it not only
pays for the insurance, but the imsurance pays for.euch of the cost which
would have been absorbed by the officers. It has been seggested that the
cost of medical insurance and resultiﬁg covered medical costs 1s really

guite small, but nevertheless it is one which must be considered. Further-

more, it hasn't been established that the CPI is an fndicator of such a
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mature Eh;t wage;incréaées sh6u1d nééch'any'inéreasé in the CPI. 1In
~gther words, there is the diécusSion-a?out.wages and ﬁageéﬂéigﬁ’COLA
“falling short of the increases in the CPI. Now,‘certainly in éhe general
‘sense the comparison has been made for years. However, there.ils a real
‘quegtion of whether the CPI indeed reflects the actual cost of living.
There is other evidence in the record regarding the movement in the
CPI from the year 1979-1980 to the August 1983 figures. Based upon a
.;oéghfpo—qgnth analysis for the year'1970—1980, the annual CPf rate had
-2 high of 14.62 and a low of 12.48. 1In 1980-1981 the high was 11.4 and
the low was 8.66. In 1981-1982 the high was 8.21 and the low was 3.88.
In 1982-1983 the high figure was 3.95 and the low 2.19. The percentage

increase when Auéust 1933 is compared to August 1982 was 2.437.

Lertainly the overall compeansation now received by the emplbyees

-must be considered. In this regard it should be understood that two of

+The areas normally considered, medical and hospitalization benefits and
pension, are issues to be dealt with this dispute. 1In additionghvacation
time.has been settled and thus whatever changes,'if any, which were made
+to the prior contract have been agreed to by the parties. It should also
be noted that an examination of some of the costing sheets and the prior
Lollective Bargaining Agreement indicates that the officgrs receive
shift premium, longevity, educational premium, of course overtime, life
insurance and dental insurance.

~ Yet, it should be under;tcod that in Eonsidering_the overall

compensation received by employeeé, the Union's proposal in this matter
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.saeeks only to continue that which has existed. The change sought by

the Employer is to eliminate a benefit which was previously enjoyed by
the employees.

' There is no indication of a great turnover in employees or that
-gthere 1s any instability in employment;

There are of course other'consideraticns which must be recognized

4n resolving this dispute, which are normally taken into consideration

in determining wages, hours and conditions of employment, S

AS indicated previously, the Unicon seeks the continuation of a
benefit which previously existed in a prior Collective Bargaining Agree-
ment. The Emplovyer seeks to terminate the beﬁefit. Now, this relation-
ship must be kept in mind as the evidence 1s amalyzed.

As previously indicated, the evidence regarding the lawful authority
of the Employer has.been exapined and certainly there can be no con-
fclgsions drawn therefrom that the lawful authority of the Employer and
considerations related thereto inhibit the continuation of a previously
e;isting benefit.

There is no indication that the interest and welfare of the public
would be jeopardized by the continuation of the COLA benefit. There was
some testiwouy indicating that perhaps there would be layoffs 1f the
benefit were continued, but theré was no certainty to that conclusion.
Furthermore, there was nothing in the record which indicated that the
fpublic would be faced with higher taxes, or for that matter, their welfare

and interest would otherwise suffer by the continuation of the benefit.
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condition via the introduction of various budgets, but decided not to do

- The Employer was given ample opportunity to display its financial

L - e

gso. Certainly in this regard it must be found that there is a sub-
stantial cost difference, as iﬂdicated above, between the Employer's
position and the Union's position. Nevertheless, the record does not
indicate a financial inability of the Employer to meet the costs attributed

to the continuation of the previously instituted benefit. Of course,

That's just not the case. The cost of the benefit must certainly be
considered in the total scheme of things including the costs of other
benefits, wage increases, etc. |

There is of course the evidence regarding the compérable communities,
other public employers in the county and other employees employed by the
county. It must be concluded that this evideﬁce establishes that indeed
the COLA provision is a rarity. ' |

Nevertheless, the legislature has not indicated that the evidence
rééarding comparable commﬁnitiea shall prevail in-an analysis utilizing
the application of the factors iﬁ Section 9.- In other words, all of the
factors are to be considered and applied, "as applicable." Certainly the
evidence Aealing with comparabies nust be conéidered, but it is not an
eand in and of itself;

If an arbitration panel were to slavishly foilow thé evidence
regarding comparable communities, unique provisions just couldn't exist.

If arbitration panels developed the practice of disproportionately relying
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~mpon the data rggardiﬁg comparable coamunities, the effect on negotiations

-would be significanﬁland far reaching for there would be little incentive
£¢ utilize a urique provision to deal with unique circumstances knowing
shat a future interest arhitraéion may be used to dismantle that which
‘has bgen collectively bargained and established through the force of
give and take. So, just because a provision was unique when it was
«bargained unique when it was compared to other communities, and will
-probahly be unique in the future, does not mean that it should automaticallv
be changed.

In speaking of collective bargaiming it must be understood that one
of the unusual aspects of thg COLA provision is that payment of COLA
tontigﬁes even after the térﬁinatiqn of th; Coilective Bargainiog Agree-
.ment. At least this is the way the parties have interpreted the language
for indeed COLA #aymentg.have continued., Additionally, it appears that
at the end of the contract the payment was rolled in to base salary. The
1mp11cation is obvious. ]

When the COLA language was placed in the. Collectzve Bargaining
Agreement it created a situatiom, via the roll in and the continuing
COLA payments, wherein the new salary rate and COLA benefits comntinued
after the expiration of the contract.

Certainly from the Union's peint of view this 1is a very important
aspect of the bargaining relationship.

Civen its flexibility in reacting to Ehanges in the average consumer

price for goods and services, the COLA provision does provide a benefit



which is more responsive-to chaﬁges in the so-called cost of living than
does a ha:gained-fof yearly wgge-adjustmeﬁc. An examination bf the
pvidence regarding the cost of living does not establish that the COLA
benefit should be eliminated.

And, finally when other factors which are normally taken into
counsideration to determine wages, hours and conditioms of employument are
-considered, especially the question of stability and continuity of a
penefit and the fact that the Union seeks continuation and the Employer
seeks elimination, there still cannot be ;ny conclusion that the COLA )
benefit should be removed from the Collective Bargaining Agreement. It
48 true that other units employed by the county have given up a CoLA
benefit. However, the benefit they gave up was'snmewhat different than
that which the Union is asked to give up in this situation.

Iur:hermore; the evidence does indicate that the Sheriff's Supervisors
-are seeking a so-called "ﬁe too" clause whicﬂ would require-the continua~
tion of their COLA if indeed the COLA in this unit were continued. However,
this arbitration prbceediﬁg concerns the unit in question and it is
difficult to determine whether an existing benefit should be eliminated
because of the fact that another unit may also have it continued if indeed
the Union nrevails in this case.

In summary, 1t b;comes apparent that when applying the factors
contained in Section 9 of the Act, the panel is farced té_conclude that
the Union's last offer of settlement more nearly complies with the

applicable factors prescribed in Section 9. Thus, the panel orders that

the Union's position be adopted and the COLA provision continued,
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Union Exhibit é7

COST OF LIVING

PRESENT:

- ARTICLE THIRTY-THREE
COST OF LIVING

l. Effective January 1, 1979 Cost of Living adjustments shall be
applied to all steps of each classification covered by this
agreement as follows: ' .

a. The adjustment shall be equal to one cent (.01¢) per hour
increase for each four tenths (.4) rise in the Consumer Price
Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers, all items
1967=100, based on the 1972-73 survey of consumer
expenditures as published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
United States Department of Labor. In the event of
discontinuance of the above named index the parties agree to
apply to the Bureau of Labor Statistics for an alternative
index.

b. Adjustment shall be made qﬁarterly in March, June, September
and December, " :

c. The March adjustment shall be for the months of November,
December and January.

d. The June adjustment shall be for the months of February,
March and April.

@. - The September adjustment shall be for the months of May,
June.and July. :

£. The December adjustment shéll be for the months of August,
September and October.

qg. The adjustment shall be malc the first full pay period of
the month in which it is due.

2. Law enforcement personnel category classifications shall be
adjusted without regard to a cap or limitation to the amount of
adjustment,

3. Support personnel category classifications shall receive
adjustments as follows:

a. For those months attributable to 1979, cost of living
adjustments shall not exceed a maximum of twenty-five cents
(.25¢) an hour.



4.

Por those months attributable to 1980, cost of living
-adjustments shall not exceed a maximum of twenty-five cents
{.25¢) an hour. Be it provided, however, that any cost of
living attributable to 1979 which exceeded twenty-five
{.25¢) shall be paid as a spillover in 1380 in so far as it
does not exceed ten cents (.10¢) an hour. The total of the
annual maximum and the previous year's spillover shall not
exceed a combined thirty-five cents (.35¢) for the calendar
year.

For those months attributable to 1981, cost of 1living
adjustments shall not exceed a maximum of twenty~five (.25¢)
an hour. Be it provided, however, that any cost of living
cattributable to 1980 which exceeded twenty-£five cents (.25¢)
shall be paid as a spillover in 1981 in so far as it does
not exceed ten cents (.10¢) an hour. The total of the
-annual maximum and the previous year's spillover shall not
exceed a combined thirty-five cents (.35¢) for the calendar
year. '

The adjustment shall be made to the hoﬁrly rate and provided

‘with each pay period. The adjustment shall not be added to the
-base rate provided in Article 34 - Salary of this agreement.

Letter of Understanding (undated) .

Article Thirty-Opne - Cost of Living

The Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earmers and Clerical is
to be the U.S. average of all cities.

PROPOSED :
ARTICLE THIRTY-THREE
COST OF LIVING
1. Effective January 1, 1981 Cost of Living adjustments. zl2il be

applied to all steps of each law enforcement classification
covered by this agreement as follows:

a.

The adjustment shall be equal to one cent (.01¢) per hour
increase for each four tenths (.4) rise in the Consumer Price
Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers, U.S,
Cities Average, all items 1967=100, based on the 1972-73
survey of consumer expenditures as published by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, United States Department of Labor. 1In

‘the event of discorntinuvance of the above named index the

parties agree to apply to the Bureau of Labor Statistics for
an alternative index.

Adjustmeht shall be made quarterly in March, June, September

~and December.



c. The March adjustment shall be for the months of November,
December and January.

d. The June adjustment. shall be for +the months of February,
March and April.

e. The September adjustment shall be for the months of May,
+ June and July.

£. The December adjustment shall be for the months of August,
September and October.

g. The adjustment shall be made the first full pay period of
the month in which it is due.

2. The adjustment shall be made to the hourly rate and provided
with each pay period. The adjustment shall not be added to the
base rate provided in Article 34 - Salary of this agreement,
except that on June. 30, 1984 accumulated cost of living amounts
shall be rolled into base salary.

Cost of Living to be retroactive to July 1, 1981.
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ARTICLE TWENTY-THREE: RETIREMENT

Retain Present Language

ARTICLE TWENTY-EIGHT: HOSPITAL, LIFE, DENTAL,
AND FALSE ARREST INSURANCE

-Retain Present Language

AR;I'ICLE THIRTY-THREE: COST OF LIVING

Article Thirtv-three will be eliminated with all
previously paid COLA adjustments being folded
into Base pay. -

SALARY PURSUANT TO SALARY SCHEDULE




ISSUE - WAGES - ECONOMIC

Even thopgh'the Collective Bé;gaininé Agreeﬁent will havé a
duration of three years, the mal dispute regarding thig issue is the
first year of the contract, Thé'?;ge proposals offered by the parties
are duplicated at the end of this section. An examination thereof
indicates that effective July 1, 1981, the Union 1is seeking a 2%
inerease on the r#te that was in effeect on June 30, 1981. Now, on June 30,
1981, a top paid deputy was receiving a base salary of $20,411, The COLA
for the contractual period was about $3,30d, so when that 1Is rolled in
on June 30,'1981, the rate on that date- became $23,760. A 2% increase
times that rate lzads to the $24,235 figure sought by the Union for a
top paid deputy in the first year of the contract.

The Employer's position is tha£ in the first year of the contract
the wagelrate for a top paid d;puty shall be $23,760. 1Im other words,
the COLA, which was paid during that contract; is rolled in to the base
wage and there are no additional increases.

In subsequent yéars each Last Offer of Settlement provides for a 2%
increase to the base wage.

Even though COLA and wages are two different topics of discussien,
it is quite obvious that they are about as related as two issues could
be. Thus, much of what was said and displayed in the prior discussion
should not be forgotten. For the sake of trying té preveﬁt duplication,

and sometimes that is not possible, much of what was discussed previously

will now again be displayed.
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In looking at the figureé it must be understood that even though

the Employer's position is not to provide a base wage increase during

‘the first year of the contract,_i.e;; effective July 1, 1981, the July 1,

1981 rate represents the base ;ate with roll in of the then existing

.COLA. It should be understood that it is not a freeze in the sense that

employees will receive the same gfoss salary on July i, 1981, as they

.did back on Julywl, 1980. Oa July 1, 1980, the employees were making

1e§3 than $23,760; because that figure represent; whatever the} were B

making on July 1, 1980, plus the roli in of COLA for the entire prior

contract period including of course the last year. Furthermore, it nust

be understood that during the first contfact year, even though the

Employer's wage éffer is a‘zero percent increase, the employees are

steadily receiving their COLA payments. This of course increases their

income. o o
The evidence surrounding the lawfﬁl authority of the Employer has :

essentially been dealt with in the prior discussion, but it should be

|
|
poted that there is no indication that adoption 0f either offer, even f
. X ‘i
in 11ght of the prior COLA award, would cause problems with the Employer's f
lawful authority. Furzhermore, the interest or welfare of the public ;
]
should not be adversely affected by either Last Offer of S»=tlement. ;
When speaking of financial ability to meet the costs, it must again

be noted that even though all the data regarding taxing rates, amount

‘of money collected and the possibility of layoffs has been previocusly

displayed and considered, there is no argument that the Employer lacks
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the ability to pay either offers, even in light of the prior award

regarding the COLA provision; It must be remembered that the prior
figures displayed regardiﬁg the cost differences between the ﬁroposals
included COLA when analyzing the Unidn's proposal.

In reality given the date of this Opinion and Award, thelcost
differences begween the two would be much more akin to just the differences
between the wage awards.

The following dispiay is a summary of the information contained in
.the récéfd regarding tﬁé §;1§f§mrates.£n d&mparébie éommunities.
Explanations will folloﬁ after the display.

TOP PAID DEPUTIES

1/1/81 7/1/81  1/1/82 7/1/82 1/1/83 7/1/83

Jackson (12/31/83) 20,467 20,883 21,611 22,048
Monroe 20,555 21,715 or (12/31/82)
: 21,590

Calhoun ' 22,191 -

Bay 21,980 21,980 reopener
(12/31/84)

Macomb - 23,075 24,575 25,558 (12/31/83)

Washtenaw 22,894 23,581 24,481 24,481 (12/31/83)

(23,103) (24,049)
Livingston 19,200 20,000 (12/31/82)
Lapeer B 18,325 020,155 (12/31/84)
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1/1/81 7/1/81 1/1/82 7/1/82 1/1/83 7/1/83

taion | 24,235 - . 24,720 25,214
£25,129) €26,197) ' %(27,128)
County 23,760 24,235 24,720

*k(24,654) *%{25,712} *%(26,634)

*# Pstimated at 32 inflatiom

#% OUpnion figure without COLA - County figure = A
Union figure with COLA - A = figure in brackets

Efen though the ébove display is to a great degree self-explanatory,,
there are certaln items therein which must be further explained. First,
the dates in parenthesis indicate the date on which the Collective
| Bargaining Agreements terminate. Secoundly, the figures for Monroe were
taken from both a Union summary and an Employer summary. When the
Collective Bargaining Agreement in the record was examined, it turned
out to be the command umnit. Thus, it doesn'g really help. _The $21,715
figure 1s the Employer's figure, while the $21,590 is the Union's figure.
The salary figure for Calhoun County was taken f{rom the Employer's summary.
Tie Collectivg Bargaining Agreement imn the record is the sﬁpervisor unit.
All the above data concerns a deputy at the highest pay rate,

Regardless of any averages or other considerations one may wish
to utilizs, it is gquite clear that the Bmployer's offer, and to a greater
degree the Union's offer, would certainly place the employees in this unic

in a more than advantageous position when compared to the employees in
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comparahle;communities; .No mattrer which way you’exahine the evidence
either the Union's or the County's Last_Offer of Settlement, not forgetting
the fact that COLA has been continued; places the employees in this unit
far ahead of employees in the cémparable communities.

The Union seeks. to explain this by indicating that there is a
historical pattern‘of the employees in this unit outpacing others and
the arbitration panel should not destroy such a pattern.
___“ﬁm_?he“gniog's afgument cannot be accepted. The data hardl& establishes
a historical pattern. The advantage which the employees in this unit
realized over oﬁhers was attributable, to a large part, to the COLA
provision contained in their contract. Given the variances in the CPI
it is difficult to conciude'that ics actions. in this situation, which
gfeatly increase the salary of the employees concerned with herein, can
be considered as contributing to some type of historical pattern. That's
just notlthe case, Furthermore, one would expect to see more history
before one could confident}ly conclude that a pattern was established.

The evidence discussed in the prior issue regarding cost of living
should be brought to mind at this point. However, in that regard it must
be understood that the COLA provision was continued and thus there is a
benefit in the Collective Bargaining Agreement which willlrnact and in the
past has reécted to changes in the &ost of living. That being so¢, there

is much less pressure to increase a base wage rate in order to make up

for prior deficiencies caused by an increasing CPIL.
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Also, the prior discussions regarding the overall compensation

xeceived by the eﬁployees shoﬁld be recalled. The contract includes
longevity, holidays and all of the items which are mentioned in the
-statute, Additionally, there are issues regarding hospitalization and
medical benefits and pension which will subsequently be ;nalyzed.

It should also be noted that part of the bargaining unit which
is mot covered by Act 312 rec?ived 4 annual increases. If you take the
Employer's Last Offer of Settlement and combine that with the percentage
impact of.COLA,'the result ig ver} closé to the 4% received by other
bargaining unit employees.

The question then becomes: What does ghe above discussion of
evidence and Section 9 criteria éstablish? Frankly, it ‘establishes that
the County's Last Offer of Settlement more nearly ;omplies with the
applicable factors in Section 9. When the COLA payments are considered,
as they must be, and all of thé applicable Section 9 criteria is analyzed
and applied, there is absolutely no question tut that the Union's Last
Offer of Sett;ement should be rejected and the County's Lasé Offer of
Settlement should be accepted.

The panel orders that the ‘Emplover's Last Offer of Settlement be

adopted.




" PRESENT:

Deputy

Juveniie Officer
I.D. Officer
Detective

Deputy/
Polygraph
Examiner

PROPOSED:

Deputy

Juvenile Officer
I.D., Officer
Detective
Deputy/

Polygraph
Operator

WAGES

Union Exhibit

Effective January 1, 1981 plus
ending COLA at June 30, 1981

Start

17,821
3,349
21,170

18,852
3,349
22,201

17,821
3,349
21,170

19,113
3,349
22,462

17,821
3,349
31,170

Effective July 1,

Start

21,593
22,645
21,593
22,911

6 Mos. 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years
18,231 18,653 19,515 20,411
3,349 3,349 3,349 3,349
21,580 22,002 22,864 23,?60
19,262 19,683 20,546 21,441
3,349 3,349 3,349 3,349
22,611 23,032 23,895 24,790
18,231 18,653 19,6515 20,411
3,349 3,349 3,349 3,349
21,580 22,002 22,864 23,760
19,581 20,066 21,050 22,084
3,349 3,349 3,349 3,349
22,930 23,415 24,399 25,433
18,231 18,653 19,515 . 20,411
3,349 3,349 3,349 3,349
21,580 22,002 22,864 23,760
1981
{Represents 2% across the board]

6 Mos. 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years
21,910 22,442 23,321 24,235
23,063 23,493 24,373 25,286
21,910 22,442 23,321 24,235
23,389 23,883 24,887 25,942
21,910 22,442 23,321 24,235

21,593



Deputy
Juvenile Officer
1.D. Officer

Detective

ibéputyf”

Polygraph
Operator

Deputy

Juvenile Officer
I.D. Officer
Detective
Deputy/

Polygraph
Operator

Effective July 1, 1982
{Represents 2% across the board]

Start

22,025
23,098
22,025
23,369
22,025

Effective July 1, 1983

“Start
-22,466
23,560
22,466
23,836

- 6 Mos. 1 Year 2 Years 3’ Years
zé,s4a 22,891 23,787 24,720
23,524 23,963 24,860 25,792
22,348 22,891 23,787 24,720
23,857 24,361 25,385 26,461
22,348 22,891 23,787 24,720

[Répresents 2% across the board]
6 Mos. 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years
22,795 23,349 24,263 25,214
23,994 24,442 25,357 26,308
22,795 23,349 24,263 25,214
24,334 24,848 25,893 26,990
22,795 23,349 24,263 25,214

22,466

Wages to be retroactive to July 1, 1981.



COUNTY SALARY PROPOSAL (M)
[0% First Year]
- {2% Across the Board]
[Second and Third Year]

JULY 1, 1981 - JUNE 30,

1982

Deputy

Juvenile Officer

I.D. Officer

Detective .
Deputy/Polygraph Exam,

JULY 1, 1982 - JULY 390,

Deputy

Juvenile Officer

I.D. Officer

Detective
Deputy/Polygraph Exam.

JULY 1, 1983 - JULY 30,

Deputy

Juvenile Officer

I.D. Officer

Detective
Deputy/Polygraph Exam.

21170 21580 22002
22201 22611 23032
21170 21580 22002
22462 22930 23415
21170 21580 22002

1983
21593 22012 22442
22645 23063 23493
21593 22012 22442
22911 23389 23883
21593 22012 . 22442 -

1984
22025 22452 22891
23098 23524 23963
22025 22452 22891
23369 23857 24361

22025 22452 22891

22864
23895
22864
24399
22864

23321
24373
23321
24887
23321

23787
24860
23787
25385
23787

23760
24790
23760
25433
23760

24235
25286
24235
25942
24235

24720 ¥
25792
24720
26461
24720

(A} Cost of Living accrued to the date of the award shall be added to the
above rates. The actual wage recieved shall then be the amount stated
ments as of the date of the award.

above plus aceruved cost of livin, p




ISSUE - HOSPITALIZATION -~ ECONOMIC Lo T T

The Employer seeks a continuatibn of the language in thg prior
Lollective Bargaining Agrecmént; The ﬂ;ion's proposai ia attached hereto
and contains both the prior language and the improvements it requests.

ThérfeCQrd esfablishes that in reality the only improvements
which éhe Union proposal provides above that which is currently in existence

4dre the ML rider and the Master Medical Option II. That was also stipulated

40 by the parties. It appears that currently the ‘employees are receiving

everything else in the Union's proposal.
iEs;;;zIallyw;ﬂgllEhé”Hiarider does is to eliminate the first $3.00
or 10X expense which an empleyee must pay for therapeutic radiology and
laboratory service. The Master Medical Option 11 provides reimbursement
for a ﬁunber of services not covere& by the basic plan. There is a $100
" per person, 5200 per family de&uctible aad then apparently 90% of the cost
-of services-is covered wifh the exception of some out-patient care,
perhaps psychiatry, which is reimbursed at the rate of 75%. There are
also dollar maximums. .
The evidence previously discussed regarding‘the lawful authority
of the Employer should of course be brought to miad at this time, as
should be the stipulations of the parties, etc.
Of cburse one of the considerations which fannot bé ignored is
cost. In this regard the evidence contains certain figures for the
benefits requested, but unfortunately they were the 1982 rates. Neverthe-

less, the ML rider was $1.62 per person per month for single coverage,

$3.39 for two person coverage and $3.73 for full family. The Master Medical
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w;; $2.20 per person per month for sinéle coverage, $3.67 for two pe:soﬁ
coverage and $4.45 for full family cove?age.

There was some testim&ny which indicated that this unit had one
of the lowest levels of health care compared to other groups within the
County[ There was a statement that 26 other suffixes in the County had
the ML rider. However, it appears that perhaps only one othér group has

Master Medical.

-ﬁoviﬁé oﬁ tb the comparable communities, Jackson County has a plan
which appears to be essehtially similar to the one enjoyed by the herein
employees. Additionally, Jackson County employees do receive a Master
Medical benefit which has a deductible of §50 per.person or $100 per family
per yeaf. However, 1t does appear tﬁat Jackson County employees do not
have the ML rider and mgst_make.a co-payment of $5.00 or 10%2 for X~rays
and other tests.

Monroe County employees have the basic Blue Cross Blue Shield
MVF-1, Ha;ter Medical IV, $2.00 prescription co=-pay, ML, FAE-RC, and
D45NM riders.

Calhoun County employees receive Blue Cross Blue Shield with a $2.00
co-pay prescription drug program, D45NM, PPNV-1l, and the ML rider.

Bay County seems to have its own preogram. It is pretty difficult
to examine the plan and try to determine whether it is comparable,
be;ter than, or inferior to that which is now being enjoyed by the employees
in this unit. However; it does have the major medical expense insurance

provision and a prescription drug benefit. As indicated, it is difficult

-37-



;to analyze 1: and compare it to that existing in St. Clair County, or
;tor that matter, existing in other counties.

N -
Macomb County provides Blue Cross Blue Shield HVF 1, Master Medical I,

HL, OB aand prescription riders.
o Hashtenaw County provides Blue Cross Biue Shield MVF 1, Master
Medical 1V, IMB, OB.
| Livingston County provides Blue Cross Blue Shield MVF-~1, Master
_iédical Ii, ML rider, and $2.00 prescription co-pay. e

Lapeer County provides Blue Cross Blue Shield MVF-1, $2.00
prescription co—pay; optional prenatal-postnatal rider.

Obviously from the above it is apparent that there is quite an
array of hospitalization which differs in many of the specifically enﬁmerated
riders. However, one would have to say that wmost provide some type of
master medical benefit and probably the major%ty provide the ML bemefit.

The record establishes that even though the cost of health
_insqrance may increase, along with other items measured by the CPIL, the
Emfloyer absorbs the total cost of the benefit including any increases.
Thus, even if the cost of the service increases, the employee is insulated
from same.

Whey czxamining ;he overall compensation received by the employees,
one must not of course forget the substantial diregt wage_compensation
supplied by the COLA and the wage rates enjoyed by members of this bar-
gaining unit.

It must bé understood that the panel can only take the Last Qffers

of Settlement as they are written. There can be no modification and thus




the panel dﬁes not have the autherity to, fd: instance,adopt the ML rider
and reject the Master Medical or éisa versa. Keeping that in mind, it is
apparent from the evidence that the Employer's Last Offer_of Settlement
more nearly complies with the applicable factors in Section 9 than does
the Uaion's.

It seems apparent that the cost is not "tremendous"” but nevertheless,
keeping in mind the substantial cost incurred with the COLA benefit which
is not known in the comparable communities and algost unknown iﬂ the __
County, it is pretty difficult to justify increased cost when there hasn't
been a clear showing that the present hospitalization has caused difficulties
for employees, or there is a great ﬁotential for such problems.

.Surely if just the evidence regarding the comparable communities
 vas utilized, one could support adoption of the Union's offer. However,
there is other evidence and factors which are traditionally examined
indicating that oanly one other unit in the County has a Master Medical. It
is true that ﬁany-have the ML rider, but that fact certainly doesan't justify
adopting‘the Union's Last Offer of settlement which contains both the ML
rider and a Master Medical provision.

As indicated the over#ll compensation received by the emplcyees,
which of course includes COLA and the direct wage compensat.l.v, dilutes
the.Union's position regarding the need to adopt its Last Offer of Settle-
ment.

Thus, as aforestated, it must be concludedvthat an examination

of the evidence in relation to the factors contained in Section 9 of the
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Act clearly support adoption of the Employer's Last Offer of Settlement.

The panel orders that the Employer's Last Offer of Settlement

be adopted.

0=
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T - -»~- - HOSPITALIZATION

4
a
i

ARTICLE TWENTY~EIGHT
HOSPITAL, LIFE, DENTAL AND FALSE ARREST INSURANCE

1. The Employer shall provide hospitalization insurance and

surgical fee benefits for qualified employees and their families

as provided in the existing contract between the Employer and

-Michigan Hospital Service ({Blue Cross) and Michigan Medical

— . - —Service (Blue Shield). The Employer shall also provide a $2.00

co-pay prescription rider on the Blue Cross-Blue Shield
provision. '

PROPOSED:

1. The Employer shall provide hospitalization insurance and
surgical fee benefits for qualified employees and their families
as provided in the existing contract between the Employer and
Michigan Hospital Service (Blue Cross} and Michigan Medical
Service (Blue Shield) which specifies Comprehensive Hospital,
Room Option, MVF-I, D45NM, FC, SD. The Employer shall also
provide a $2.00 co-pay prescription rider on the Blue Cross-Blue
Shield provision, the ML rider, and Blue Cross-Blue Shield Master
Medical Option II. i

Hospitalization to be effective 30 days from date of the Award.

Union Exhibit g'g"



ISSUE - RETIREMENT - NORMAL RETIREMENT AGE, MULTIPLIER FACTOR, FINAL
AVERAGE COMPENSATION, DUTY DISABILITY - ECONOMIC

It should be noted that ghis discussion will not deal with one
‘4ssue, but with four issues. It was stipulated by th; parties that each
of the items stated above shall be treated as a separate i1ssue and thus
the panel must deal with each as a separate igsue. Nevertheless, much

of the information is interrelated and only makes sense if discussed

—~—4n total. Thus, all of the evidence will be discussed ip total and then

there will be separate decisions made for each issue.

It is the Employer's position in its Last Offer of Settlement that
no changes be made. Each of the four Last Offers of Settlement submitted
by the Union are reproduced at the end of this section.

The language in the Collective Bargaining Agreement makes no
specific mention of the benefits which are provided. However, they are
contained on the Union's Last Offer of Settlement and for convenience
will be summarized in the next paragraph.

A‘deputy ia St. Clair County-is eligible for retirement at age 35
with 25 years of service or 60 with 8 or more years of seréice. The
mandatory retirement ag=e is'fO. The benefit is ba#ed upon a formula
utilizing 2% of final average earnings with a maximum benef.c of 60%
of final average earnings. Fiﬁal average earnings is calculated as the
highest five years out of the last ten.

The duty disability provision in St. Clair County can be summarized

as indicating that there 1is no age or service requirement, but an employee

-41-

1
|




must be in receipt of worker's compensation benefit. The annual amount

is computed as alregular tretirement and upon termination of wprker's
compensation ﬁenefité additional service cr;dit is granted and benefit
18 recomputed. As of 12/31/82 the employee contribution rate was 5% of
annual earnings; whilé the employer contribution rate was 11.56% of
§nnual earnings. Apparently = of October 20, 1983, the employer contri-
bution was 12,09%.

As can be seen from the attached exhibits the Union's Last Offer
of Settlement regardingléhé nofmal feti?emént age Is to change the
language to permit normél retirement at age 50-with 25 years of service.

In the second issue, i.e., mult;pliér factor; the Union seeks to
change the pension multiplie; to 2.5%, not to exceed ?SF of final average
earnings. |

In the third issue, finai average compensation, the Union seeks to
compute final average compensation on the highest Ehree years of the last
ten years of service,

In the duty disability issue there are a number of changes sought
by the Union aand they are best determined by carefully examining 1its
proposal‘rathennfhan attempting to state them at this point.

As fgr as the cost ofbthe proposals 36, evidence compiled by Gabriel,
Roeder, Smith & Co., indicates that the increased cost to the Employer
of changing the normal retirement age ;ould be 5.5%.

The increase of cost of changing the multiplication factoer from

2 to 2.5 would be 4.92%.
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" "The increase in cost for changiné the basis of determining final
Aaverage compensation would be about .817.
- ‘Bow, it 1is difficult to arrive at the exact cost of the proposed
change in the disability hecause the Unioun's Last Offer of Settlement
requires a minimum benefit of 60% of final average compensation, while
the'proposal submitted to Gabriel, Roeder, Smith & Co. required a minimum

of 50%Z. Nevertheless, at 507 the increase in employer contribution

would he .317. Arguably 1if 2 60Z minimum were utilized, the increase
would be slightly more; perhaps .337 to about .36Z.

There was substantial evidence regarding what exists in the
comparﬁble commuu'ities; In Jackson the el_i'gibj‘;lity for retirement
1s at age 60, with 8 or more years of service. The evidence also establishes
that thé multiplier utilized is 2% of final average gompensation. There
is no maximum level indicated. And, final average earnings 1s determined
based upoﬁ the highest 5 consecutive years out.of the last 10. _Regarding
the disability benefit requirement, there is no age or service require-
ment. The benefit is computed in the same manner as a regular retirement
amount based on final average compensation and service (minimum 10 years)
at the time of the disabdbility, with a minimum of 153% of final average
compensation. The county finance portion of the duty disability retire-
ment amount plus worker's compensation cannot exceed 50% of f£inal average
compensation, or $2,400, if less. Ouce worker's compensation ceases,
the amount is recomputed to include years during which worker's

compensation was paid.
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As far as the contribution rates in Jackson County, the employee

contributions as of 12/31/82, was 5.5% of annual earnings, while the
employer was 5.28% of annual earnings.

ﬁonroe County is next. In Monroe County a deputy would be eligible
for retirement at age 55 with 30 or more years of service, or age 60
with 8 or more years of service. The amount of benefit is based on a 2%
a year formula, wifh final average compensation being computed based upon
the highest 5 consecutive years out of the last 10. The maximum bemefit
18 75Z of final average_earningsi Duty disability retirement is avail-
able with no age or service'requirements,.but an employee must be in
receipt of worke:‘s compénsation. The amount is computed as a regular
retirement. - o .

The contribution rates in Monroe as of 12/31/82 were 3% of the
first $7,800, plus ?Z'in excess of $?;800 for emplsyees and 9.97% for the
mployer. It should be noted that the Union Exhibit containring the
summary of the information indicates the ©employer contribution is 11.53%.
Nevertleless, it appears that the source document provides an employer
rate of 9.9?2.

There was not as much information available regarding the Calhoun
County retirement plan as there wa_: th-e others and what was avallable
had to be removed from the summary of .the plan contained in the evidence.
Nevertheless, the plan indicates that an employee is eligible for retire-
ment at 65 years of age or completion of 8 years of service whichever 1is
later. Early retirement is at age 60 provided there has been at least

10 years of service. Retirement benefit 1is computed by utilizing 1.22

=44-




j

-

of the first $4,800 of #vergge annual compensation, plus 1.8%7 of any
portion above that, multiplied by the number of completed years or fractions
thereof of service. The limit is SG,GOO per year. Averége annual _ I
compensation is the average eafnings.far the fiﬁe highest paid con=-
secutive calendar years during the last ten years of employment. Disability
benefits will be equalled to one-twelfth the yearly amount of pension
benefit one would have recetved if thé disability date had been an early
 re:1rement'dace. S
The evidence indicates that the employee ;ontribution in Calhoun
County is 32 of the first $l,800; plus 5% of any earnings over $4,800.
iIn Bay Countf a deputy is eligible for retirement at age 535 with
25 or more years of cfedited service, or age 60 with 8 or more years of
credited service. The benef;tfonmda is based on 27 of final average
coupensation with a maximum of 75%X. The formula used to arrive at final
average compensation incorporates the highest five consecutive years out
of the last ten years of employment. Duty disability retirement is
available without age or service requirement, except that aﬁ employee
must be in réceipt of worker's compensatiom. It is computed as a regular
retirement, but with additional service credits granted to age 60. The
minimum benefit is 17% of final average compensation and worker's
compensation payments are utilized as amn offset.

As of 12/31/82 the employee contribution rate was 4% of annual

.earnings and the Employer rate was 11.05Z.
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In Macomb County as of January 1, 1981, an employee in the Sheriff's

Department was eligible for retirement at age 50 with 25 or more years of
service or agé'60 with 8 or more years df service., Effective January 1,
1981, the formula in the Sheriff's Depértment utilized 2% of £inal
average compensation. There was ; maximum of 60%Z of finhl avérage
coﬁpensation. The final average compensation is based upon the highest
five consecutive years out of the last ﬁen years of employment. There
are no age or service requireﬁents for duty disability retirement, but
an employee must be in receipt of worker'’s compensation. ‘The amount of
disability retirement 1s computed as a regular retirement would be with
a minimum benefit of 17.5% of final average earnings. During the time
worker's compensation is received, the county finance -portion cannot
exceed the difference between 60Z% of final avefage earnings and worker's
compensation payments.

As of 12/31/82 ?he employee's contribution rate in Macomb County
was 2%, while the employer's rate was 15;412.

In Washtenaw Cbunty a deputy is eligible forvrétirement'at age 50.
with 25 years of service, or age 60 with 5 years of service., The benefit
level for deputy.is total service times 2% of final average earnings.

The maximea cuunty finance portion is 752 of final average earnings.
Final average earnings is. based upon the highest five consecutive years
out of the last ten. There 1s no age or service requirement for duty
_disability and the amount is equallea to 75% of final average earnings

over worker's compensation payments.
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As of 12/31/82 the employee's cogtribution rate in Washtenaw County
was 32 of the first 54,200 nf annual earning;, plus 57 of annual_earnings
in excess of $4,200; The employer contribution rate was 10.53%.

The information regarding Livings:on County was derived from the
summary provided in Urion Exhibit 12. It indicates that an employee
may retire at age §O'with 10 years of service. The benefit is based upon
Fhe formula utilizing 1.2% ;f the first $4;200 and 1.7% above $4,200.
- The final average compensation is based upon the highest five consecutive
years ou£ of the last ten, |

The employer contribution rate in Livingston Cournty is 8.67%, while
the employee rate is 32 of the $4,200, then_Sz of amy amounts over $4,200.
) In Lapeer County an employée is eligible for retirement at age 60
with 10 or more years of service, although Sheriff members may retire
at age 55 with 25 years of service. The benefit level is derived from
uatilizing 1.22 of the first $£,200 of firal average earnings, plus 1.7%
of that portion ~f final average earnings in excess of $4,200 times
total éervicg. The final average earnings is based uponm the highest five
consecutive years out of the last ten. There is no age or service require-
ment for duty disability. - It is cowmnured as a regular retirement beneil®
but based on service and final average compensaticn at the date of
disabiliry, with a minimum of ten credit years in the computation. The

benefit level plus other income sources, such as worker's compensation,

social security, etc., is limited to 90X of final average earnings.
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As of 12/31/81 the employer contribution rate was 6.2%, while the
enployee contributiou rate was 52.

Obviocusly all the prior statements regarding the lawful auvthority
of the Employer, stipulatioas, interest and welfare of the public,
financial ability to meet costs, etc., must be kept in mind, although
they will not be duplicated at this point,

NORMAL RETIREMENT AGE

As can be seen from the evidence above there are only tw6 comparable .
communities, Macomb and Washtenaw, which permit retirement at age 50.
Indeed, the minimum age in Livingston County is 60. Thus, it 15 quite
clear that the Union's proposal finds little support in the evidence
regarding the comparable communities. The Union suggests there is a trend
to a lowgr retirement, but the figures do not indicate any treund.

The cost of the benefit has been pegged gt-5.582 of pay;oll and
even-though the Union suggests that this must be examined im light of the
contribufion level of.employees and employers in the comparable conmunities,
tﬁé imposition of such a gost upon the Employer is not justified at this
time. This.is especially so ﬁgnsidering the financial responsibilities
imposed upon the Employer by the'COLA and wage vrovisions.

Cert?**ly when all of the evidence is considered in light of the
applicable Section 9“st§ndards, it is clearly estaplished_that the |
Employer's position of status quo more nearly coumplies with the factors
contained in Section 9 of the statute.

Thus, the parel orders tﬁat the Employer’'s Last Offer of Settle-

ment be adopted.
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_MMULTIPLIER FACTOR .- ' -

- . As can be seen from the data regarding the comparable communities,
there 13 no communit% which utilizes 2151 of  final average compensation
in a formula to derive bemefit ievel. Furthermore, the comments about
increased costs must again be reiterated; especially in light of the
fact that the proposal sought by the Ugicn would increase costs In the
amount of 4f922 of fayroll.

Again, it is absolutely clear that the Employer's status'quo position
much more nearly complié; with the standards contained in Section 9 of the
Act.

Thus, the panel ordefs that the Employer's Last Offer of Settle-

wment be adopted. - S ' -

PINAL AVERAGE COMPENSATION

There is no comparable Eqmmunity which utilizes three years of the
last ten years of service to arrive at final averag; compensation.
Furthermore, there has been no reason givem why such a unique provision
should be created.

" Even given the fact that perhaps the Employer realizes a slightly
less than average retirem;nt contribuLion cost, there is no justification
in this record for imposing an additional cost of .81% of payroll.

It 1s absolutely clear that an apﬁlication of the apﬁlicable factors
in Section 9 of the Act to the evidence in this record establishes that
the Employer's Last Offer of Settlement must be accepted.

Thus, the panel orders that the Employer's Last Offer of Settlement

be adopted.
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DUTY DISABILITY

The Union has complained that requiring émployéés to feceive
worker's compensation benefits to be eligible for duty disability retire-
ment is inequitable. However,‘that requirement is régularly seen 1in
~the provisions existing in the comparable communities. It is nothing
unique, nor does it work any special disadvantgge against the employees
in this umnit. . .

Hhiie this proposal has the lowest cost incréase of all of them,
i.e., probably .33% to .36% of payroll, low cost isn't the only con-
sideration determining whether there should be an improvement of the
disability portion of the pension system.

An examination of the disability provision existing in other
compunities, where the information was available, indicates that some
indeed do provide a more substantial duty digability benefit. Yet, there
are others which provide benefits which are essentially the same as
those available to an employee in this unit.

' Thus, after considering all of the applicable evidence and applying
it to the applicable factors in Section 9 of the statute, the panel must
come to the conclusion that the Employer's last offer of settlement,
continuati.n of the sFatus quo, should be granted.

Thus, the panel orders that the Employer's Last Offer of Settle-

ment be ilmplemented.
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+ZMISCELLANEOUS ORDERS

w--. . There was an agreement at the bggiuning of the hearing that all

the tentative agreemencs-would.becomé part of this Award. Subsequent

to the hearing those tentative agreements were forwarded to the Chairperson.
Thug, this panel orders that all the ;entacive agreements entered into

by the parties, indludiug those regarding Vacation, Polygraph Examiner/
Deputy, Dchharge and Discipline, Seniority, Recognition, Payment of Back
Claims, Police'Officer'g Bill of Rights, Comtract Services, Sick Days,
Premium Pay f;r Educational.AcHievement, Grie#ance Procedure, and Layoff

and Recall, and perhaps 6thers that were not listed, shall be included

in this Award. - o .
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Union Exhibit n

PENSION: NORHAL RETIREMENT AGE

PRESENT:

ARTICLE TWENTY-THREE
RETIREMENT

The Employer shall continue its present retirement system
established pursuant to Section !2a of Act No. 156, of the Public
Acts of 1851, as added by Act No. 249 of the Public Acts of 1943,
as amended; provided, however, that amendments thereto shall be
made in accordance with the procedures therein provided and shall
not require separate Union approval.

Present benefits include the following:

Age 55 with 25 years of service or age 60 with 8 years
of service

Highest 5 years of last 10

2% not to exceed 60% of FAC

PROPOSED:

ARTICLE TWENTY-THREE
RETIREMENT

The Employer shall continue its present retirement system
established pursuant to Section 12a of Act No. 156, of the Public
Acts of 1851, as added by Act No. 249 of the Public Acts of 1943,
as amended; provided, however, that amendments thereto shall be
made in accordance with the procedures there'n provided and shall
not required separate Union approval.

Benefits under the pension system shall include but not be
limited to:

Normal retirement permitted at age 50 with 25 years of
service or age 60 with 8 years of service.

Final Average Compensation to be the highest 5 years of
last 10 years of service.

Pension multiplier to be 2.0% not to exceed 60% of FAC.

Pension - Normal Retirement Age to be effective June 30, 1984.




) _ _ Union Exhibit Eg!

o
: !
PENSION: MULTIPLIER FACTOR

PRESENT:

ARTICLE TWENTY-THREE I
RETIREMENT . I

|

The Employer shall continue its present retirement system i
-established pursuant to Section 12a of Act No. 156, of the Public 1
Bcts of 1851, as added by Act No. 249 of the Public Acts of 1943,
4s amended; provided, however, that amendments thereto shall be
made in accordance with the procedure therein’ prov1ded and shall

--—.. — ot require separate Union approval. -

Present benefits include the following:

+Age 55 with 25 years of service or age 60 with 8 years ﬂ
of service, 5

Highest 5'years of last 10. | |

2% not to exceed 60% of FAC.

~PROPOSED:

ARTICLE TWENTY-THREE 4
RETIREMENT :

The Employer shall continue its present retirement system
established pursuant to Section 12a of Act No. 156, of the Public
Acts of 1851, as added by Act No. 249 of the Public Acts of 1943,
as amended; provided, however, that amendments thereto shall be
made in accordance with the procedures therein provided and =h-1l1l
not require separate Union approval.

Benefits under the pension system shall include but not be
limited to: '
55
Normal retirement permitted at age with 25 years of
service or age 60 with 8 years of service.

Final Average Compensation to be the highest 5 years of
last 10 years of service.

Pension multiplier to be 2.5% not to exceed 75% of FAC.

Pension - Multiplier Factor to be effective June 30, 1984.




_not require separate Union approval.

Union Exhibit !3

PENSION: FINAL AVERAGE COMPENSATION

PRESENT:

ARTICLE TWENTY-THREE
RETIREMENT

The Employer shall continue its present retirement system

established pursuant to Section 12a of Act No. 156, of the Public
Acts of 1851, as added by Act No. 249 of the Public Acts of 1943,
as amended; provided, however, that amendments thereto shall be
made in accordance with the procedures therein provided and shall

Present benefits include the fOllOWlng'
Age 55 with 25 years of service or age 60 wlth 8 years.
Highest 5 years of last 10.

2.0% not to exceed §0% of FAC.

PROPOSED:

ARTICLE TWENTY-THREE
RETIREMENT

The Employer shall continue its present retirement system
established pursuant to Section 12a of Act No. 156, of the Public
Acts of 1851, as added by Act No. 249 of the Public Acts of 1943,
as amended; provided, however, that amendments thereto shall be
made in accordance with the procedures therein provided and shall
not require separate Union approval.

Benefits under the pension system shall include kut not be
limited to: '
' : s
Normal retirement permitted at age with 25 years of
service or age 60 with 8 years.

Final Average Compensation to be highest 3 vyears of

last 10 years of service.

Pension multiplier to be 2,0% not to exceed 6§0% of FAC.

Normal Retirement Age to be effective June 30, 1984,




Union Exhibit ;L]

PENSION: DUTY DISABILITY

PRESENT:

ARTICLE TWENTY-THREE
RETIREMENT

The Employer shall continue its present retirement system
established pursuant to Section lza of Act No. 156, of the Public
Acts of 1851, as added by Act No., 249 of the Public Acts of 1943,
as amended; provided, however, that amendments thereto shall be
made in accordance with the procedures therein provided and shall
not require separate Union approval. o T

Present Duty Disability provisions include:

No age or service requirement.
Must be in receipt of worker's compensation.
Computed as regular retirement.

Pension amount is offset by worker's compensation,
Social Security or other form(s) of income.

Upon termination of worker's compensation payments,
additional service credit is granted (from time of
retirement) and benefit is recomputed.

Minimum amount of pension benefit is-approximately 14%
of FAC.

Example:

: ywars of service
FAC = $20,000

2.0% x 8 x $20,000 = $ 3,206 computed pension
Worker's compensation = $10,000 , -

No Pension Payable ~-$ 6,800
After 10 years, worker's compensation ceaseé.
2% x 18 x $20,000 = $7,200 payable pension.
Minimum amount of pension benefit not applicable since the

example exceeds $2,800 minimum pension computation (14% of
FAC) .

e —rm L ———— ———— e —————




PROPOSED:

“RTICLE TWENTY-THREE
RETIREMENT

The Employer shall continue its present retirement system
established pursuant to Section 1l2a of Act No. 156, of the Public
Acts of 1851, as added by Act No. 249 of the Public Acts of 1943,
as amended:; provided, however, that amendments thereto shall be

made in accordance with the procedures therein provided and shall

not require separate Union approval.

" ghe duty disability portions of the retirement system shall
provide:

No age or service requirement.

Coﬁputed as regular retirement.

Offset by worker's compensation, if any.

Mipnimum amount of pension benefit to be 60% of FAC.
A duty disability retirement shall be provided to an

employee, from the classification retiring, upon
satisfaction of the medical criteria contained therein.

Example:
-S years of service
FAC = $20,000

2.0% x 8 x $20,000 = $3,200 computed pension

Minimum 60% FAC = | $12,000
Worker's compensation {if any} = $10,000

Pension Payable $ 2,000
Upon termination of worker's compensation {(if any}, pun-ion

amount would revsrt to $12,000. Without worker's compensa-
tion, pension amount would be $12,000 continuously.

Duty Disability to be effective June 30, 1984.
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“IN THE MATTER OF THE ARBITRATION
ARISING PURSUANT TO ACT 312,
PUBLIC ACTS OF 1969, AS AMENDED,
BETWEEN:

ST. CLAIR COUNTY MERC CASE NO. Dal L-2945

-and-

POLICE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF
MICHIGAN ,

— ea m— — ———

?he”gage} qrders as follows:

ISSUE 1.  COST OF LIVING ALLOWANCE

The Union's Last Offer of Settlement is hereby adopted.
Concur Dissent
_ Chairperson

Union Delegate

Employer Delégate

ISSUE 2. WAGES

The Employer's Last Offer of S:ttlement is hereby'aagpted.

Concur Dissent
Chairperson . E,

Union Delejute B | %g{ﬁ}

Employer Delegate

ISSUE 3. HOSPITALIZATION

The Emplover's Last Offer of Settlement is hereby adopted.

Concur Dissent

Chairperson M€,
Union Delegate I _ .

Employer Delecgate




.ISSUE 4.

JSSUE 5.

“ISSTUE 6.

-Zaployer Delegate

._ Employer Delegate

ORDER

PENSTON - NORMAL RETIREMENT AGE

Ihe:Employer's'Last Offer of Settlement is hereby #dopted.

.- : Concur Dizsent

Lhalrpersoan - - | 'jMf@fﬁ

Union Delegate Ry @

PENSION - MULTIPLIER FACTOR

' The Employer's Last Offer of Settlement is hereby adopted.

Concur " Dissent

Chairperson . ' ’ m,& .

UYpion Delegate . ' i . - - E:j%ig;:

Employer Delegate

————
-

PENSION -~ FINAL AVERAGE COMPENSATION

-

The Ecployer's Last Offer of Settlement is hereby adopted.

Concur Dissent

Chairperson - M.C, |

Union Delegate - - - : M



e

"ORDER

~4SSUE 7.  PENSIOR - DUTY DISABILITY

The Employer's Last Offer of Settlement is herehy adopted.

’ _Comecur Dissent
Chairperson . *ﬂ_;{f-:

Union Delegate - . ' m\'

-+ .. - Employer Delegate L N SCS

-¥iscellaneous award is adopted.

DATE

C\_ o\ 5/(:;({ ¢y
..nnxowlﬂz@m\ DATE| /

EMPLOYER DELZGATE DATE

cnmﬁRPgason




_

riﬁ THE MATTER OF THE ARBITRATION
ARISING PURSUANT TO ACT 312, ) ; *
PUBLIC ACTS OF 1969, AS AMENDED,

BETWEEN:

ST. CLAIR COUNTY ‘ ) MERC CASE NO. D81 L-2945

~and-

POLICE OrFICERS ASSOCIATION OF

MICKEIGAN

,

ISSUE 1.

ISSUE 2,

ISSUE 3.

) _?he_gane} orders as foilows:

—— o e e e

- e . - . - L S —— - -

COST OF LIVING ALLOWANCE

The Union's Last Offer of Serrtlement is hereby adopted.

. Loncur Dissent
Chairperson - M ,6"
Union Delegate . - -
Employer Delegate _ — ___2‘;_
WAGES

The Zmployer's Last Offer of Sattlzament is hereby adcpted.

Concur Dissent

Chairperson Hu ,C

Onior. Delztate

Frnloyer Delegate x

HOSPITALIZATION

The Employer's Last Offer of Settlement is hereby adopted.
Concur Dissent
Chairperson

Union Delegate

<| B
!

Employer Delegate



ISSUE 4.

—ISSUE 5.

ISSUE 6.

_The.Bmployer's Last Offer of Settlement is hereby adopted.

PENSTON -~ NORMAL RETIREMENT AGE

S P e T A S

Concur Dissent
Chairperson -~ . ZI-C’ '
Union Delegate - I :
- Employer Delegata: | 5 . T

PENSION - MULTIPLIER FACTOR

The Employer's Last Offer of Settlement is hereby adopted.

" Concur Dissent
Chairpérson ‘ - "Jﬁiuﬁg .
Union Delegate —
Employer Delegate ;_2(_;

PENSION - FINAL AVERAGE COMPENSATION

The Ewpioyer's Last Offer of Settlemeant is hereby adopted.
Concur Dissent

éhairperson

:

Union Delegate -

Employer Delegate



ISSUE 7.

ORDER

PENSION - DUTY DISABILITY

The Employer's Last Offer of Settlement is hereby adopted.

’
Chairpersdn

Union Delegate

- Employer Delegate

Miscellaneous award is

" Coneur

Al
X

adopted.

Y7 éa

Dissent’

I2(-%7

CHAIRPERSON

DATE

UNIQN DELEGATE

DATE

Q@UL 9/37/8¢

Ekv'ntgk DELEGATE

DATE



