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vThis is a 'cqnipalsory arbitration award under the provisions of Act

No. 312, Public Acts of 1969. SRR

Brief History

The negotiations between the city of St. Joséph and Local 1670

TAFF, AFL-CIO, for the current. contract began July 28, 1969. 'The parties
\ .
have met in Joint session at least elght tlmes and have exchanged ‘numerous

letters A St_ate, mediator was called in on Aprll 23, 1970. The parties
could not reach agreement and compulsory arbitration was involvei. The |

. (
chalrman of the panel requested the part:.es to go back to the bargaining

table in an effort to resolve at least some of the issues. The bargammg

session was held on Jnl.v lh 1970, and the arbitratzon panel conven?a 8
: = INDYS
hugust b - 6, 1970 e ~ SR LAB%Q?&Qaet\e-RﬂR

Micinga state ;
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. 1. Sick Leave

" 6. Wages

| tract had not been agreed to, that these other issues should be b

on the negotiating table in the néi'mal,'course of negotiations pr}

on the part of the City to come to an ugreement. '

The Issfnes

When the parties went to me&ia‘bion on April 23, 1970, it appears that

the following 1ssues ‘had not been resolved* :

2. Hospitalization end Lifé Insurance

3. Grievance Procedure
.
L, Pay for Acting -Rank

5. Time Off with Pay for Union Business

N
r

The Union contends tha'b there were other 1tems on the tablq

and at the

bargaining session on July 1k, 1970 (Union Exhi'bi‘ﬁ # 7) presentdd in add-

ition to the six issues noted above, as follows.
Food Allowance | ‘ k
'Clothing‘ Allowence ?2;' .
Call Back 0vertime |
; Funeral Leave

The F1re Flghter 8 pos:.tlon is that, since everything in tné

to the Arbitrstion Panel. The Clty contends that certam items

con-

rought

ihad

been agreed upon as‘reflec'bed in the drafts of‘ the agreements suQmitted‘

Moreover, it noted in its brief that, "To hold thst the Fire Pighters

i
|
|

have the right to come to this arbitration with matters never be.ﬁ‘or’e laid

or to

the request for arbitration is to invite the most chactie poss:.ble con~

ditions :mto the negctiations process. It defeats the good faitﬁ attempt




it

" of the legislature the:h an éntire contract would be written by the

* Arbitration Penel.

Thus, the i‘lrst issue to be resolved by this Arbitration Panel is

" the speclfic items which the Panel is to coneider. The panel's iposition

is that the six issues which were on the table at the mediation session
are the only ones to which the panel will eddress 'itself. Mediet,ion ;
failed to resolve the six i‘ssues in imposee. Fo information was eupplie&
by the Union that other issues had beed discussed in' mediation. For the
Panel to conside: additional issues- as requested by the Union would put

the collective bargaining process in Jeopar@ It was never the intent

e

The six items -- 'sick 1e‘ave,y hoepita‘lizetion and 1ife insurance,
grievance procedure, pay for act:.ng rank, time off with pay for Union
business, and wages - appea.red in a letter ‘dated March 17, 1970, from

Mr. Cobb to Mr. Mccoy, who at that time was the ettomey for the Union,

(Clty Exhibit # 26) It wgs stated tha‘t these were the nnreso1Ved

issues There is no subsequen'b correspondence from the Union statmg

'that there were other 1ssues which had not been resolved until the

parties retu.med to the bargaming table on July 1k, 1970, at the re-

quest of the Chairman of Panel. It was h1s m‘ben'b to provide the partles'

 with an opportunlty to narrow the unresolved issues. It was not his

intent to g:we the Unmn the occas1on to add other itens whlch WOuld
eventually come before the Arbrbra’b:.on Panel. S

The Union can seek these\ other items in f‘ature negotztations with

L P




Turning next to the six issues which the Arbitration Panel

consider.

Grievance Procedure: The Union seeks an arbitration clause

will

as the

terminal step in the grievance procedure. Arbitration clauses are wide-

spread in agreements in the private sector and they are rapidly

~in agreements covering'public employees; Since the‘State of Mic
L

increasing

higan has

a compulsory arbit?ation law for impasses in contract negotiations for

" both fire fighters and policemen, it is difficult to understand

- City is opposed to an arbitration cleuse;in the grievance proced

ure.

Why the

The

‘Panel feels that an arbitratidn'clause’ﬁeuld provide the parties with'ap

effective mechanism.ﬂor resbl#ing grievenees‘ It therefore so awards an

arbitration clause as the terminal step in the grlevance procedure.

leaves the details of the arbitraxlon clause to be negotiated bw'the

parties.
A L , o
Wages: The City offered initially am increase of $375 for

Fiéhter First Class, $h00 for Lieutenant, and $425 for Captain.

Fire

‘In’

'medlation the Cl‘by ra:.sed its’ offer to $h00, $hos, and $l450, re§-

pectlvély, fbr each class of flre flghters. The teble below shows

these 1ncreases as a percent of " the present selary schedule.

~ Present ‘ e . % Increase

It

 Annual  City's %. Increase . of Medi-
Bage © Initial - of Initial Mediation ation

Class . Salary  Offer Offer Offer - offer

N

, F. F lst , e S e - :
Class 'i"$7h97'62fjfhf, $375J’v :i.s'o %fef‘ff $h°°, 5

Lieutenant $8295.04 ~ $hoo 1@.8_2%  $1+25 5

Captain  $890L.36 425 W.ITE  $450 5€°6%

348
1129

-
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The Cxty s in:ltial cffer represented an average increase fer all

l

three classes of 4.86 percent, and the offer made in mediation rep-
‘ resen‘bed an average increase of 5.17 percent. |

The Union first made known their position on wages on February 26,
‘ 1970, in a ,letter from Mr. McCoy, its attorney, to Mr. Cobb, attorney
L ;f'or the City. The Union sought a salary of $8,990 fcr the Fire Fighters
First Class mmemng July 1, 1970, with the contract expiring June 30,
1971. The pay of Lieutenants and Captains would be raised in accordance
‘ mth ‘that of 'bhe Fire Fighters 'l‘his offer was withdrawn on Math L,

~1970, in & letter from Mr. McCoy to Mr. CO'bb. This initial wage?request

‘ represented a 19 9 percent increase. over the present 'base for thf Fire

Fighters First Clasa of $7,497. 62.

"~ The next wage demand of the Umon was made on Jul;y 1h 1970; at the
session of the parbies which had been requested 'by the Chairman of the
-Arbitration Panel. The salary schedule presented at that time is pre-
sented in the 'table below (taken from Union Exhibit # 6, Appendlx A).
'There is a notation in Appendz.x A that the following sala.ry schedule
shall be effective retroactrve to the first da,y of October 1969 and
shall remain in- full force and effect to, and includ:.ng, the 30th
dayofJunel97l.vAﬂi v L |

-

S e 4 Increase

Present .~ ~ Represented

.- Ammual ' July1s  -Dollar by July 1k
Class _Balary ~ ___Proposal _____ Difference  Proposal
Class $7497.62 $10,’69?,62' 5 $3200.00 k2.68%
Lieutenamt $8295.04 $11,l95.0b $3200.00 38.58%

Coptain . $8901.36 $12,19136 ~ $3200.00 35.95%




This request represented an average salazw increase for the

classes of fire fighters of 39 o7 percent. :

three

Union Exhibit # 13 shows the percent mcreases received byl other

city employees of 8t. Joseph as eompered te “t:hose glven to the Fire

Fighters since 1966

General

on December 13 s 1968, fact finder Leon Herman recommended that

"Flrst Class Fire Flghters be pa:Ld a salary of $7,’497 66 retroacblve to

September 1, 1968, and ‘that other Fire Department employees , exc

‘uswe of

the Ch1ef, be g:wen proportmnete increases", (Unn.on. Exhlbrb # 1.2

Fmder 8 Report)

, Fact

“on Ja.nuary 6, 1969, the C:Lty Commission ratif:.ed the follo

1969:

ing agree-

‘ment which had becn nesotiated by tha Gi'har md thc Union on Junuﬂry 3,

Date of S =

Wage Increase . Fire Fighters .. Police Employees
January 1966 g 9% . 2 } 5% | 5%

© July 1966 ’   ~:];0-‘ e 5% -0 -
August 1966 -0 - e -0 = 5%
hugust 1967 5% 5% 5%
December 1967 5% ; 5% 5%

September 1968 o4 3 <
Jaary 1969 s e -0~
May 1969 o 5%
June 1970 -0 e \ 6%
Total Iecrease 26% 37% 3%



"1"

d 5

b,

e

‘Firet Class Fire Fighters shall be paid a bage salary of
 $7,497.66 per year, retroactive to September 1, 1968

2. ¢
 be given proportionate increases in their salsries.

) / crease since September 1, 1968

o . received wage increases totaling 37 ﬁercent.,'By‘eontrast, the Fire

Other Fire Department employees, exclusive of the Chief, shall

The foregoing pay schedule shall remain in effect without in-

crease or decrease until September 30, 1969.

There shall be no negotiations relaxive to salaries including
fringe benefita of firemen in the Cit;

r-of  Bt.. Joseph until

kugus&xl. 1969 (union Exhibit # 15

\

Although the Fire Fighters recelved a salary adjustment in January
1969, it was retroactive to September 1, 1969, as recommended by Fact

Finder Herman. Thua, the Fire Fighters have not received s salary in- -

As the table presented in Union Exhibit # 13 shows, the Police and

General,Employeesfof the City during the period January 1966 to| June 1970

flf@ Fighters received,vuge iecreeses of 26 percent during this peribd. Thus,

total of 11 pefcenﬁ more in‘wage'increaees'thanythe Fire Fighters.

since January 1966 the police and other City employees have received a

Another factor to be taken into aceount in analyzing the wage demands

is the rise in the Consumer Price Index, commonly ‘referred to as the cost

of liV1ng index.

. _ From September 1, 1968 to June*1970, the thsumerrPrice Index, com-

piled by the U.S. Department of Ldbor has rlsen frdm 122 2 to 135 2, an

RIS increase of 10 6h percent. From January 1969 to June 1970, the Consumer

‘

Price Index rose from 12h 1 to. 135 2, or 8 9h percent. In July 1970 the -

index rose still turther to 135.7. This repreeenta an 1ncrease~ot 11.05

- percent aiﬁée«septeﬁber 1968.

COnsumer Price Index will remein stebles f effﬁjf _“' "' 4@

There eypearn te be little evidence that the



‘ three.clesees of Fire Fighters would be:

The cost of livingyincreases is but one factor which the Panel con=

sidered; Evidence vas submitted as to the weges and benefits of Fire

Fighters in citiee of 10 - 20, 000. The salsry of the Fire Fighger in
St. Josephkis‘somewhst-lower than in cities of cbmpareble slize in the
area (Western Michigan).

On the besis of the history of wage adjustments of employees of the

City of B¢t. Joseﬁh sincewaannary 1966, the increases in the cost of living

since September 1968 and the pettern of wages and fringe benefits of
other fire fighters 1n communities of compereble gize, the panel awards &
15 percent increase in salary for all classes of Fire Fighters,effecbive July 1, 1970.

On the basis of an increase of 15%, the sslary schedule for the N

 Ceptain f"$8,901.36 ' '$1o,236.5§ s $1,335.20

$13,365.00). A 15 percent increase in. their salaries would amcunt to

 Annual Seiary  Dollar Difference
> . Present Annual - with 15 percent Between Present
Class . _Salary Increase o Salary and Awarded
FFolst |
Class - $7,b97.62 =~ $8,622.26 - $1,124.6h /
Lieutenant $8,295.04 - $9,539.30 - $1,2kh.26 S

' The 1970 Budget provides an amount of $19l.790 00 for salaries of

n’the Fire Department. The Fire Chief'S-salery:is’$13,365.00; Thus, the .

current salsriea of 21 Fire Fighters total $178,425.00, ($191,790.00

$26 763.75, ($178 425,00 X 15) This awerages out. to an increase of
$1,274.46 per Fire Fighter ($g§,1§3,1§) e

The City is sble to pay this increase, There is in the 1970 budget

Sl

8 éontingency~fund‘arﬁ$?h,7h8.98 trounﬁhieh;this'salery increase can be paid.

1
i

-
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osg talizatlon and Life Insurance

 Currently the City as part of its personnel policies deted.July 13,

1970 (Exhibit 45) provides T | i

,.,k// oM (a) Hospitael-Medical -~ All permanent and prdbationary em-

.-/ ployees upon receiving their appointment are eligible to enroll

Y - 1in Blue Cross-Blue Shield group insurance (MVF-1, MAS-MED, Full
o Family) at the cost to the employee of one half the actuah cost,

the city~§gying the other one~half.

o / , " (b) Life - A permenent and probatzonary ‘employees, three
v ~ months after their appointments, are eligible to receive a $3,500
' life insurance policy at a percent cost to the employee 40
cents per $1 000 ($1 ko per month), the city paying the aining
cost." , 5

.
(4

The City wishes to maintein‘its present policies with respeet to hos~-
pitalization and 1ife insurance. The Fire Fighters seek the following demands: ‘.

A. Hbspitalization‘Medica1~surgica1 Insurance - MVF-II MAS-MED and

,vRiders, Full Family coverage with the city peying the entire coFt. It esti- '
 mates this new coverage would cost’ the c1ty $11, 238 12. The present coverage |
‘costs the city S, 809 60. Thus, the difference in costs between the Fire
: Fighters proposal and the present coverage is $6,428. 52. (Union Exhlblt Lo)
This everages out to cost the c1ty $306 12 per fire fighter ‘for the
additional hospitalizatlon and. medlcal insurance for 21 fire flghters. Put
another way, thls cost per flre flghter represents an- eqnivalent?salary in- ’

I

crease of L, 98 percent on the ‘Fire Flghters First Class Salary Base.

|
|

B. Life Insurance -8 $10 000 double 1ndemn1ty policy for eech Fire 2
, Fighter with the entire cost beins paid‘by the city. The Fire ?ighters ‘
estimate that this new coverage would cost the city $1,890 as cmnpared with
the cost of $599 76 for the present insurance caverege. The difference in
costs between the proponed new euverege and the pmeeent eeVerag$ is $1,290.24
(mumammnﬁt&o) , ;,~~01:e§e§}5¥C,‘_“ » -




"~ $61.1k per fire fighter.

The cost of the proyosedeooverage of $l0,00G‘would average out to

The Panel eonsidered both the present personnel policies of the City as to

hospitalization and life insurance for all employees and the aogitional costs
‘of the Fire Fighters pro§0351 for bothktypes of»insurance ooveraée. The Panel
awards the following on hospitalization insurance. the City wili pay one ﬁalf
the cost for a singie subscriber and the single subscriber will pay one half the
cost. The City vill pay & maximum of $25. OO per month towards full coverage.
The employee will pay the balance of the cost. ;
The Panel does award an increase in life insurance coverage from $3,500
" to $5,000 with the City paying the full'cost. The Panel estimates that this
additional iifé insurance ooverage for the Fire Fighters would cést the City
$9L5 as coﬁﬁered with the present coets‘oi $599.?6 (eatimate of %he cost of
the $5,000 @olicy vere derived from‘Unioh EXhibit:ﬁG).  This wouid represent
an addltional cost of $345.00 to the City. | '
The Panel was persuaded in this award by Union Exhibit 32 wrich shows)
i‘in 37 cities of 10 000 to 20, 000 population category, that 28 cities pay the
full cost of 1ife insurance for fire fighters. Moreover, 10 of the cities
provide $5, 000 life insurance coverage, 12 of the cities listed provide more
than $5,000 11fe insurance coverage. Nine citles provide less than $5,000;
four cities provide no insurance. In two cities . the amount of the policy,io"
“not known, but the full‘cost is paid by thelcity.
One addivional,oomment about.this avard., In the Panel's view, the Fire
FighterS'are,exoosed to*hazardsfnot_encoantered pyiother public employees,
with ﬁhe poosible»excepfion of thﬁvpoliée‘brfic§#5€ It is for tois reason tbat\
additional,1ife'insuroncg”coverage,ehouid”befprovideﬁﬂfor the Fire Fighters.

Fwe

"‘;,;
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‘Time off with Pay for Union Buainess ‘

~ The Fire Fighters seek 12 eh—honr days per year total for the Local to

use for union business. In its presentation,kno cost estimate of this pro-~

posal was made.

The City's position is that the Fire Fighters are tied up for 121 duty

days a year minus any vacations and sick leave. In its view, there is time
. ~h . . :

éwaildble for akfiquFighter to participate in union business.

Moreover, the

City hasvalwaysAallowéd Fire Fishﬁersfib arrange their duty days so that one

~ Fire Fighter can cpver;for another in event the F&?e>Fighter wanted to attend

to such union business.

The Panel concurs with the City 8 position that there appehrs to be time

availéble for the Fire Fighters to attend to union business. Accordingly, the

S

Panel denies time off with. pay for union business. :

Pay for Acting R

The Fire Fighters seek to obtain the equlvalent pay for a

person s actlng

 in another rank for a temporary perlod due to the absence of a superlor. The

City never made a counter offer on this issue.‘ In testimony,
Manager, said that no other department‘of city government ‘had a
pay for“abting‘rank Nc evidence was sﬁbmitted by ‘the Union as

this proposal (See Uhion Exhibit ho)

Mr. Hill, City
provision for

to the cost of

In view of the fact that ne other department of C;ty gQVermment has such

a policy, the ArbitratiOn Panel deniesithe-Fire Fighters pay. for acting rank.
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'Sick Leave S ’ o SR

Currently, the amount of siek leave, with pay, sllowed any;employee

shall be determined by the City Manager (Personnel Rules, City of st. Joseph,

dated July 13, 1970 5.6 ). There are no criterie prescribed in the Personnel‘:
Rules to gulide the City Manager in hisideterminaxiom. ! f |
The City has proposed 12 hours of sick leave per month. Tnis was deser-
mined on the rasio\of 40/56 = 8/X (x = 11. 2) .The other city’enployees work 8
hours & dqy or ho hours e week whereas the Fire Fighters work 2k hours a day .
end have & duty week or 56 hours. The City has proposed a total accumulation
of 672 hours. | |
The Fire Fighters have proposed one duty day of 24 hours per month & year
or 12~days. There is some disagreement as to. the total accumulation. Union
Exhibits T and 40 both show unlimited aoeumulstion with cash on;retirement of
- days not used. The City s brief (ph) states that total accumulation will not
exceedA72 days. J; P ,w‘ "f o f‘f
| The Fire Fighters did not estimatedthe cost‘of issysick leave proposal
(Union Exhibit ho) There is a notation that the cost would be| determined
upon completion of service.
“The City estimated that its potential liebility for 12 12-hour days a
year would be $12, 8h3 36 for fiscal year 1970-71., ‘This was estimated asvfollows:[
,:,12 X12X 21 fire fighters = 302k hours a year. 302h X $h.2h7 $,12,‘8h3.364.
According to the Panel's calculation, the figure $h 2h7 represents the average
" hourly-: rate based on 1928 hours a year and average proposed annaul salary of
Fire Fighters, Lieutenants and Captains, which included the City 8 offer of
$375. $100 and $h25 respectively. | | | |

P

This raxe of $k ekteoincides with the Panel's calculation of tne average

n t‘;\\f -




in Union Exhibit ll.

‘,worked;

‘rate.

.13 -

hourly raxe of $k. Oh for &ll Fire Fighters based on the hourly rates presented

hours a,year.

the average hourly rate to approximately $4.25.

~The hourly rates were calculated on the basis of 1928

-The 5 percent in salaries as proposed by the City would bring

As noted, the Panel hasg: awarded a salary inqrease of 15 pereent for all

Fire Fighters. This would bring the average hourly rate based

year to $4.65 (h ol X X .15= 61 + h.oh).~ Using the rate of $h.

potential total sick leave, the potential lisbility of the city
$14,061.60 for the current fiscal year 1970-Tl. This lisbility
for this sick leave policy repregents‘an';veragelcdst to the Ci

Pl

($1h,061 60) per Fire Fighter.
‘ 21

In fiscal 1969, the actual cost of sick leave for the Fire

_ according to City Exhibit #10 was $1,291.67.

5

~The‘Fire¥Fightere seek 12 2l-hours sick dayk.

_ rate of $5, 65 (see dbove) X 60&8 the potential 1idbility to the

e $28,123 20.

The term potential liabxllty requires an additional comment,

Fighter takes all of his allotted sick«leave, the C;ty is.pay1n$i

The Fire Fighter receives his pay for these sick days.

cén be placed on thesge days. The magnitude of the price depend

$8, 622 26 “the hourly rate is $2 96

would be paying $h26 for time not worked.V

accumulate ana cnsh 13 paid for such unused d&ys, there is 8 °°ﬂ

wf’;

For: example, using 2912 hours and a F1re Fighter s annual

on 1928 hours a 
65 X 3025,
would be

to the City

by of $669.60

Fighters

Using the average hourly

City would

When a Fire
for time not
A price tag

s
g,upon whether

. one uses 1928 hours a year or 2912 hours (56 X 52) in calculating the hourly

salary of

For lhh hours of sick leave, the City

If the unnsed sick lqave days

to the city.

-




' represents both a procedural and substantive improvement over th

~Section 9 of" Act No. 312. In additicn to these factors, the Pan

settlement with which the parties could~live. The Panel deplore

- 1k -

There may be additionai costs to the City under a sick leave policy. If

the Fire Deparimentbheeds to bring in afreplaeement for the Fire
a sick day, there is the cost of overtime.

On the basis of the possihle costs of the two proposals for
the Panel awards 12 nours & month or a total 1k hours a year of

each Fire Fighter. The Fire Fighter shall be'chargedtsick leave

Fighter on

sick 1eave,
gsick 1eave for

Eon the basis

of 12 hour units, fbr exnmple, ir 8 Fire Fighter is silck one duty day, he uses.

one 12 hour unit of aick leave. The: City 8 cost analysis of its

be too high as a result of ‘using 1928 annual hours. The,Panel's

pr0posal may
scalculation

~ may be too low using 2912 annual hours and a Fire Fighters annual salary The

sick leave policy will cost the City either in pay for time not wcrked or under

some k{nd of accumulation—cash basis.

i
{
i
|
l

i

The sick leave policy is now a contractual right. It is not dependent

upon the discretion'of the City Manager. It represents a base which undoubtedly

S will be improved upon in future negotiamions. In the Panel's vi

sick leave policy.‘,l‘r“v; ,;L, | : | f - flh;a,

Summary o ' fzx

I

ew, its award
I
e City's present

The Panel is making its awards was’ guided by the factors spelled out in

like axmosphere of the hearing. It recognizes that when the att
briefcases- and return to their respective cities, the relationsh

City as the employer and the Fire Fishtera aa representative of

el sought a
s ‘the trial-
orneys pack their
ip between the

its members
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_ East Lansins, Michigan

- 15 =

c@n‘tinﬁ‘eys‘-for' good. or bad. Accordingly the Panel attempted to w&k out a

; settlement wh:!.ch, vhile not satiafymg to each party completely. can serve &s

the basis on which to build mutual respect and gcodwill. This ib an essential

1ngredient to collective bargaining
The awards made by the Pa.nel are well within the ability of| the City to
pay. All swards\ma.deby the Pqne; are effective Ju]y 1, 1970.

. Daniel H. Kruger, Chairman

- Bl Ry

William H. Ehrenberg,| Member

e ‘Elmer Shadler, Member reZe.;enting
;the:’Fiyre Fighters

September 8, 1970
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