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HISTORY
This opinion is the final step, hopefully, of an arbitraticn

brocesawhich makes the wanderings of Odysseus appear as a simple

. walk around the park.

4
The genesis of this proceeding was the pre-arbitration

conference which was held on November 1, 1976. After 29 days of

f'taking testimony and exhibits, plus numerous meetings, the record

"was finally closed on November 8, 1977.

The parties filed their briefs by the February 8, 1978

7Ldeadline and upon the chalrman's receipt thereof, they were

" exchanged amongst the parties. The executive meetings in this

- matter took place on March 21 and April 4, 1978. At the April 4,

1978 executive meeting, it became apparent that because of the

ffpositions taken by the parties on the issues of retroactivity and

1c1eaning and clothing allowance, settlement of at least those two

" issues was certainly anticipated. Finally, on June 14, 1978, the

. chalrman received a copy of a signed settlement agreement concerning

" the retroactivity and cleaning and clothing allowance issues. This

. opinion follows thereafter.

Aside from the extraordinary amount of time consumed by

. this hearing, a mass of transcripts and documents were created, The

Z efforts expended by the parties resulted in approximately 3,700

'. pages of transcript. The last exhibit introduced by the isscclation

" was numbered 137. The last exhiblt introduced by the City was

. marked as 137. Thus, counting compound exhibits, there were over

274 exhibits directed at the merits of this case. Further, durins



the course of the hearing, a portion of time had to be allocated

to an allegation presented by the Assoclation which stated that

' the City had violated Section XIII of the Act by unilaterally

changing the retirement program in effect and thus changing existins

wages, hours and conditions of employment. This sub-hearing added

ﬁ another 49 exhibits. A separate opinion regarding the 1lssue

- presented by the Association was written and filed with MERC. .

In order to accumulate the 3,700 pages of transcript that

" exists in this matter, it was necessary for 28 witnesses to

testify.

ISSUES
The initial 1ist of issues contained approximately 23
separate items that were in dispute. Twenty of these ltems were

labelled as .economic while the remainder were non-economic issues.

: Through the elongated course of the hearing a number of these

issues were settled or withdrawn. As a result, the parties sub-

i mitted last offers of settlement on the nine issues remaining at

the close of the hearing. As previously stated, two of the 1ssues,
retroactivity and clothing and cleaning allowance, were settled

in June of 1978. Thus, this panel is left with seven areas of
dispute.

The parties have agreed that the Collective Bargaining
Agreement should havé a duration of two years. As a result, all
of the 1ssues submitted must be considered in the context of the
two-year agreement.

The first remaining issue 1s Salary. The issue has been
labelled as economic.

The second outstanding issue has been termed Sick Leave
Maximum Pay-Out Limitation. It is the result of a City reauest

and has been designated as economic.



The third issue is alsoc a result of a City request and
has been termed Vacation Banking. The issue has been labelled
as economic.

The fourth issue is again the result of a City request and

! has been termed Elimination of Compensation Time. The issue Is

designated as ecomomic.

The fifth issue concerns Disability Insurance and exists

.- as a result of a request made by the Assocliation. The issue has

' been designated as economic.

The sixth issue also exists as a result of the request

© submitted by the Association and concerns Two-Man Patrol Vehicles.

The issue has been designated as ecconomic.

The last issue concerns increasing the period for police

" officers to achieve maximum rate from 30 months to 42 months. The

issue concerns only new hirees. The issue is the result of a City
request and has been labelled as economic.
There ‘are & number of items which have been settled by the

parties during the course of this arbitration and of course there

" are the two items which were settled after the record was closed.

Those matters willl be discussed at a later point in this opinilon.
It should be understood that the Clty of Southfie2ld has
never taken the position that 1t lacks the ability to pay for the

demands made by the Association. As a result, this panel is

1 relieved of the duty of considering the City's ability to pay.

"Just one further note before the specific issues are

1 addressed. There was a tremendous amount of evidence iIntrocduced

l?regarding the issues in question. Throughout this opinion there

' will be references made and certain items of evidence will te

» displayed and discussed. If evidence which exists in the rz=z2oxd

‘;15 not discussed in this opinion, it shouldn't be assumeé the

‘. was ignored. That 1s not the case. Each item of relevan®t eviircn.s

b



rrn i oo e 8t e |t

b b i dm — & JEP—

was carefully consldered by this panel. If this panel were to
discuss each item of relevant evidence in this cpinion, the opinion

would be issued in volumes. Thus, only certain items of evidence

i+ wlll be discussed in this opinion even though all relevant evidence

was considered.

COMPARABLES

Section IX of the Act delineates the elements that must

; form the basis of an arbitration panel's findings, opinions and

ﬁ order. One of those factors dictates that the panel consider the

L wages, hours and conditions of employment of the employees

Q involved in the arbitration proceeding with the wages, hours and

ﬂ conditions of employment of other employees performing similar

.. services In public employment in comparable communities. The first

step in attempting to follow the guidelines annunciated by the

. leglslature 1s the determination of which communities shall be

i deemed comparable to the community involved in the arbitration.

The legislature chose not to define the items that should

- be analyzed in determining comparability. Obviously the elements

. of comparability can be so numerous and diverse that the legislature

chose to leave such determinations to the arbitration panel,

As a result of being involved in many such arbitrations,

- your chairman has seen parties argue that population, area, SEV,

zfrevenue, geographic location, industrial-residential character,

;:crime rate, department size, number of arrests, and many other

iifactors should be considered in determining comparable communities.

. In those cases where the parties carnot agree to a list of com-

;'parable communitles, which is unfortunate, each of the arguments

.;offered by the partles regarding comparable communities must be

‘econsidered.



The City of Southfield was incorporated in 1958 and 1s

‘ located in the southeastern portion of Oakland County. The City
‘ 4s bound by Detroit, Redford Townshlp, Farmington Hills, Franklin

i Village, Village of Birmingham Farms, Beverly Hills, Royal Oak,

Berkley, Oak Park and at the southwest corner by Livonia.

Union Exhibit 127 states that Southfield has an area of

526.N square mlles. Union Exhibit 110 displays an area of 26.6

;: mliles as does City Exhibit 44A.

City Exhibit 44B 1ists Southfield's population as 69,285.

This figure was the result of the 1970 census. Union Exhibit 129

:lists Southfield's 1975 population as 75,978. This figure was

f obtained from P opulation Estimates and Projections Bureau of Census,

E May, 1977. Further, Union Exhibit 110 contains an estimated

. present day population of §2,000.

Southfield's SEV per Union Exhibit 129 for 1977 was

*$863,305,850.00. City Exhibit 44A establishes Southfield's SEV

“ as $822,802,000.00. This represents a 1972 figure.

The 1974 per capita income was $8,479.00.

As far as land use goes, Union Exhibit 4 establishes that
the January 1, 1975 land use indicated thét 41.93% of the_land in
Southfield was used for residential ﬁurp;ses. The testimony of
Mr. Petrack indicated that presently 65% of the land in Southfield

is used for residential purposes. If vacant land is included in

" the calculations, 54% of the land is used for residential purposes.

" Out of all the land in Southfield, 79% has been zoned as residen-

tial.

The number of individuals included in this bargalnins

[ unit is 108. The total number of sworn personnel in the police

f department 1is 148.

Both parties have agreed, through theilr various exhinits,



f‘that Farmington Hills, Royal Oak and Pontiac are comparable to the

jfc1ty of Southfield for ‘he purposes of this hearing. Aside from

;:those three communities, the parties are sharply in dispute

r;r'egarding comparable communities.

v The Associatlion malntains that Bloomfield Townshilp,
%?Dearborn Helghts, Livonia, Oak Park, Redford Township, and West
:‘Bloomfield Township are also comparable to the City of Southfield.
. Further, the Association states that the City of Detroit must be
f consldered as a benchmark community. In addition to the three

Aagreed—upon communities, the City malntains that Berkley, Birmingham,
" Clawson, Ferndale, Hazel Park, Madison Helghts, Troy, and Sterling
’Heights must also be considered comparable to the City of South-
" field for the burposes of this hearingf
Perhaps the best way to arrive at the comparable communi-
f ties 1s to examine each of the ones offered by the parties,
;jexploring thelr characteristics and determining whether they are
comparable to the City of Southfield.
The first city that should be considered is the City of
‘Detroit. The Association has not taken the position, in argument,
that the City of Detroit is strictly éomparable to the City of

Y‘Southfield. What it does state is that the City of Detroit is a

benchmark or a standard which must be considered. According to

:Association Exhibit 127, Detroit has an area of 139.6 square miles,
a 1975 population of 1,335,085, a total SEV for 1977 of
$4,930,166,730.00, a per capita income for 1974 of $4,463.00 and
480,100 occupied dwelling units as of 1975. Also, it borders

V‘Southfield on the south and 1s located in Wayne County.

Bloomfield Township 1is located in Oakland County. It has

’jan area of 31.6 square miles, a 1975 population of 40,365, a 1977

© SEV of $530,955,360.00, a per capita income of $11,089.00 for

1974 and 13,100 occupied dwelling units in 1975.
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Dearborn Heights 1s located in Wayne County. It has an

;area of 12.1 square mlles with a 1975 population of 79,239. Its
>1977 SEV was $377,189,920.00, while its 1974 per capita income was

. $5,521.00. In 1975, it had 22,900 occupied dwelling units.

Livonia 1s located in Wayne County with 1ts northeast

" ecorner abutting the southwest corner of the City of Southfield.

@ Livonia has an area of 35.9 square miles, with a 1975 population

" of 114,881. Its 1977 SEV was $946,691,740.00. The per capita
income in 1974 was $5,715.00, while in 1975, it had 30,100 occupied

. dwelling units.

§ The City of Oak Park is located in Oakland County and

' borders the City of Southfield. It has an area of 5.1 square miles

and a 1975 population of 33,860. Its 1977 SEV was $188,158,337.00,

" while the 1974 per capita was $6,231.00. In 1975 Oak Park had

3;11,100 occupied dwelling units.

Redford Township is located in Wayne County, but also

" borders the City of Southfield. Its area in square miles is

i"ll.;Z', while its 1975 population was 67,298. The SEV in 1677 was

f{$hl7,742,270.00. The 1974 per capita income was $5,H44.0Q, while

there were 20,000 occupied dwelling units in 1975.

West Bloomfield Township is 1océted in Oakland County,

Qlwith an area of 30.9 square miles. Its 1975 population was

. 35,431, while i1ts 1977 SEV was $375,464,325.00. The 197l per

' capita income was $7,46K.00, while there were 10,300 occupled

© Gwelling units in 1975.

The City of Berkley 1s located in Oakland County and

. borders the City of Southfield. It has an area of 2.6 square miles

and a 1975 population of 19,834. TIts 1977 SEV was $93,220,000.00

; while its 1974 per capita income was $5,451.00. 1In 1975 Berkley

~had 6,600 occupied dwelling units.
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Birmingham 1s located 1h Oakland County and has an area
%:of 4.2 sguare miles. Its 1975 population was 23,339 and its 1977
;:SEV was $230,768,854.00. The 1974 per capita income in Birmingham
,fwas $8,709.00 and in 1975 it had 8,800 occupied dwelling units.

| The City of Clawson 1s also located in Oakland County and
1‘has a total area of 2.3 square miles. Its 1975 population was

' 16,524, while 1ts 1977 SEV was $88,763,700.00. The 1974 per capita
i;income was $5,076.00 and in 1975 Clawson had 5,100 occupied dwelling
- units.

Ferndale ls located in Oakland County and has an area Qf

" 4.2 square miles. Its 1975 population was 27,941, while its 1977

. SEV was $151,138,650.00. The 1974 per capita income was $5,267.00
while in 1975 Ferndale had 10,300 occupied dwelling units.

Hzzel Park is also located in Oakland County and has an
area of 2.8 square miles. Its 1975 populatlion was 21,730, while its
1977 SEV was $97,112,450.00. In 1974 the per capita income in
Hazel Park was' $4,599.00 and in 1975 it had 7,150 qccupied dwellilng

S, units.
Madison Heights is located in Oakland County and has an
::area of 7.1 square miles. Its 1975 population was 36,803 and its

1977 SEV was $244,754,500.00. The 1974 per capita income was

0 $4,977.00, while in 1975 Madison Heights had 11,700 ocecuplied dwelling
“units. ,
Sterling Heights is located 1n Macomb County and according

'1to the City's figure, has an area of 36.8 square miles. The

_ Association's evidence indicates that Sterling Heights has an area
- of 36.7 square miles. The 1975 population in Sterling Heirhts

per the Association's evidence was 86,932, while per the City's
. evidence, the 1970 census population of Sterling Heights was

61,365. Per the Assoclation exhibit, Sterling Heights had a 1277




SEV of $784,722,600.00. The City's evidence shows that Sterling

. Helghts had a 1975 SEV of $727,588,000.00. The per capita income
in Sterling Heights in 1974 was $5,205.00. In 1975 Sterling
? Heights had 25,900 occupled dwelling units. The evidence further
| shows that Sterling Heights' land use was 71.5% residential. TIts
department has 128 sworn personnel.

Troy is also located in Oakland County. Tﬁe Association';
evidence establishes that Troy has an area of 33.9 sqguare milés,
’ while the City's evidence lists Troy as containing 33.5 square
: miles. Troy's 1975 population per the Union was 55,169, while per
the City the 1970 census figure was 39,419. The state equalized
* valuation in 1975 was $604,116,000.00, while in 1977 this figure
| was $660,139,130.00. The 1974 per capita income in Troy was
$6,835.00 and in 1975 it had 18,800 occupied dwelling units. Trof's
land use includes 64% residential and its police department has 78
sworn officers. While the Association contends that Detroit should
be considered a benchmark community, both parties agree that Detroit
cannot be conéidered comparable to the City of Southfield for the
purposes of thilis hearing. The parties have arrived at this con-
clusion even though Detroit borders Southfield on the south and
at times has assisted Southfield in police functions. Fufther,
| the record shows that on many occasions Southfield officers have
had to enter Detroit in order to serve various documents.

Yet, it is understandable that the parties do not consider
Detroit comparable to Southfield. Detroit has a population, based
on 1975 figures, which is 7.6 times greater than that of Southfieiz.
Detroit's area is 5.3 times greater than the area of Southfiel
and Detrolit's SEV, based on 1977 figures, 1s 5.7 times greater
larger than Southfield's. In addition, in 1975 Detroit had cver

18 times the number of occupled dwelling units as did Sou<tnfield.
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.. Obviously, Detroit has many times more sworn officers than does

1 Southfield. Thus, it becomes apparent why Detroit cannot be

.. considered comparable to the Cilty of Southfield.

The City has introduced evidence regarding the existence

© of a South Oakland Mutual Aid Pact which concerns the City of
Southfield, as well as Berkley, Birmingham, Clawson, Farmington

l,Hills, Ferndale, Hazel Park, Madison Heights, Royal Oak and Tfoy.
It maintains that the above mentioned cities are comparable because

:Vthey are tied together geographically, have police departments, aré

‘.contiguous to each other, belong to the South Oakland County Water
Authority, are located in southeast Oakland County, and all are

" participants in a mutual aide pact. The City maintalns that since

’vthis is so, tﬁe wages, hours and conditions of employment in any

~ community 1s influenced by the wages, hours énd éonditions of
employment in the other communities. Further, the City points out

. that even though there are differenées in size, population, and

" SEV, these factors alone do not establish comparability. It

: maintalns that simllarity of area in which officers work, geographic
location and economic integration are equally as significant as

- slze and population. The City goes on to state that even if the
pact allows a member to withdraw upon written notice, since the

fCity only possesses a right to withdraw, this does npt erode the
{mutual obligations of the respective cities unless they so withdraw.

fThe City argues that the Mutual Aid Pact symbolizes the close
‘unity which exists between the communities on a geographic basis.
It maintains that the Pact draws the South Oakland County citles
:together as a viable unit and thus makes the wages, hours and
Econditions of employment which exists in one community significant
 for the other communities. It further maintains that the South

Oakland communities compete for the employees who wish to tecone
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;. police officers in that particular portion of the state. The City

~ goes on to argue that the Pact's members are affected by comparable
;:problems and comncerns and thus are even more closely related to
:each other.

The Assoclatlon argues that thé City has offered as a sole
3:basis of establishing comparability of the above mentioned communi-
i,ties, the alleged legally binding Mutual Aid Pact. The Association
;?argues that there is no binding agreement, but that the Mutual Aid
3:Pact is merely a goodwlll agreement between the communities. It
(:maintains the Mutual Aid Pact does hot and cannot establish any
1:comparability whatsoever between the listed communities. It
:‘maintains that many of the communities listed in the Mutual Ald
" Pact do not meet the criteria established by the City in City Exhibit
ZSMMA, for arriving at comparable communities that are in the tri-
county area but not included in the Mutual Aid Pact.

Frankly, the exlstence' of a Mutual Aid Pact does not ipso
3:facto estabiish that all the c¢ommunities within that pact are
g‘comparable. vThis is obvious and has been recognized by the City
z"for in its Exhibit 41, it plainly states that at least elght
i communitles, which are members of the Mutual Ald Pact,were not con-
", sidered comparable beqause they were either Publie Safety Depart-

: meﬁts znd/or they were very small. If comparability exists

; between the Mutual Ald Pact communities, it must exist as a result
; of facts which exist exclusive of the establishment of a encom-

‘ vassing Mutual Aid Pact. Standing alone a Mutual Ald Pact does
~not make the slgnatory communitlies comparable to each other for

' the purposes of a 312 arbitration.

The Clty goes on to argue that in the arbitration between

i Farmington Hills and Farmington Fills Police Devartment Tezmsters

f Local 214 the panel chose as comparable communities: Birminshanm,

-12-



| Bloomfield Township, Ferndale, Madison Heights, Pontiac, Royal Oak,
.. Southfield, Troy, Waterford Township, and West Bloomfield Township.
;:In doing so the panel stated:
"Thus, 1t seems clear that Farmington Hills
1s well toward the medlan of all Ozkland
County communities. 1In the chairman's
' opinion the most direct comparison is the
" . fact that they are all within the same
proximity cf each other and therefore the
most direct competitors with each other in
terms of desirable police employment."
There 1s really no question that one of the items that
.must be considered in developing comparability is the geographic
" location of the communities as suggested by the chairman in the
%_Farmington Hills decision. However, that one element of compara-
"bility may not be enough to establish comparable communities in the
" face of equally important elements which are in conflicet. This is

amply demonstrated by the situation between Southfield and Detrolt.

The two communities border each other and following the rationale
‘;offered in tpe Farmington Hills case, are competito:s in terms of
grdesirable police employment. In fact, the record establishes that
iésome of the officers currently employed by Southfield were initially
f_Detroit police officers. Yet, everyone agrees that Detroit and
iuSouthfield aré not comparable communities. There are other relevant
. facts which must be considered besides proximity.

. The City also states that in the Birmingham Police Officers

§:Association and City of Birmingham arbitration, the "Woodward Avenue

. corridor" communities of Ferndale, Madison Helghts, Pontiac, Royal
;:Oak and Southfield were utilized. It goes on to say that the other

"Woodward Avenue corridor" communities were not utilized because

:;contracts had not been settled. In the Birmingham opinion the
_;arbitration panel stated:

"The comparables are the Woodward Avenue

corridor because this 1is a specific market-

blace where other suburban communities have
reached agreements having similar preblems

13-




caused by Woodward Avenue by a similar
proximity to metropolitan Detroit."

Again, this panel agrees that proximity is important in
gdeciding which communlties are comparable to Scuthfield. VYet, this
;panel will reiterate the proposition that other elements, 1if

established, are equally important to the determination of
jcomparability.

After examining the evidence, it becomes apparent that when
1using the only figures avallable, those supplied by the Union,
?fSouthfield has an area which 1s more than ten times greater than
" that of Berkley. Southfield's SEV is more than nine times greater

than that of Berkley, while Southfleld's population is almost four
Etimes‘greater than that of Berkley. Southfield has four times as
Vmany occupied dwellings and its per capita income 1s higher.

Iff the same considerations are applied to the City of
:'Birmingham, it becomes apparent that Southfield has over six times
}ithe area of Eirmingham and nearly four times the SEV. Southfleld's
1'population is ﬁore than three times greater than Birmingham, but
ElBirmingham's per caplta income is slightly higher than Southfield's.
i‘In the area of occupled dwelling units, Southfield has about three
;ltimes the number of occupied dwelling units as does Birminéham.

: The statlstical relationship between Southfield znd the
EECiﬁy of Clawson 1is even more one-sided than in the case of Berkley.
EiSouthfield has an area which 1s over eleven times that of Clawson

' and an SEV which is almost ten times greater than Clawson's.

f Southfield has over five times the number of occupled dwelling units
; and Clawson's per capita income Is much less than Southfield's.
;_Southfield has over four and cne-half times the population of

" Clawson.
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In the case of Ferndale, the evidence clearly establishes

i; that Southfield has over six times the area of Ferndale and over

- five and one-half times the SEV. Southfield has over two and one-

half times the number of dwelling unité and its per capita income

i 1s higher than Ferndale's. Soutnhfield's population is over two and

';one—half times greater than Ferndale's.

Looking at Hazel Park, it becomes apparent that Southfield
has nearly nine and one-half times the area of Hazel Park and three

and one-half times the population. Southfield's SEV is slightly

'+ less than nine times the SEV of Hazel Park and Southfield has over

('three and one-half times the number of occupied dwelling units.

- Again, Southfield's per capita income is much higher than Hazel

. Park.

When studying Madison Helghts, the evidence shows that

'VSouthfield has an area which 1s over three and one-half times

Eigreater than Madison Heights and a population which is slightly

" more than twice that of Madison Heights. Southfield's SEV is

thhree and one-half times greater than Madison Heights and it has

- 8lightly more than twice the numbér of occupiled dwelling units.

" Madison Heights has a per capita income whieh is almost half of

. Southfield.

The last alleged comparable, which is a member of the Mutual

“Af1d Pact, 1s the City df Troy. The evidence establishes that the

City of Troy has an area which 1s approximately 1.3 times larger

" than the City of Southfield. Using 1970 figures, Southfield has

. a population of 1.8 times that of Troy and when using 1375 figures,

. Southfield has a population which is 1.4 times the population of the

ty

'

" City of Troy. 1In the area of SEV, using 1977 figures, Scuthfield

- has an SEV which i1s 1.3 times greater than Troy, and when using

1975 figures, Southfield has an SEV which is approximately 1.4
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Southfield's per capita

| times greater than the City of Troy.

?gincome is higher than Troy's and Southfield has approximately 1.4
times more occupied dwelling units. The percent of residential
éiland use in Troy and Southfield is almost equal, while Trecy has
;iapproximately one-half the number of sworn personnel as does
. Southfield.
Even fhough the City of Sterling Heights does not belong
to the Mutual Aid Pact, 1t was offered by the City as comparable
. and at this -point should be examined.
V; Sterling Heights has approximately 1.4 times the area that
'ESouthfield.has. Using both 1§70.and 1975 figures, Sterliﬁg Heights
. has 1.i times the population'of Southfield, while using beth 1975
i_"and 1977 SEV figures, Southfield has approximately 1.1 times’the
© SEV of Sterling Heights. The per caplta income inrsferling Heighté
zlis much less than Southfield, while the number of occupied éwelling
"units is essentially equal. Land use is very close, while Sterling
" Heights has 20 less sworn officers, 128 for Sterling Heights versus
148 for Southfield. '
Before any decision is made regarding the alleged compar-
ables submitted by the City, it would be best if the alleged

comparables submitted by the Association were also examined.

The Association argues that Oak Park is comparable to the
i1 City of Southfield for the purposes of this hearing. It argues

., that the evidence establishes that even though Oak Park has a so-
;. called Public Safety Department, the actual working conditions

: are more similar than dissimilar to those of Southfleld's pclice
officers. It argues that police officéré are likely to arrive zt
" a fire scene and that officers have entered buildings to evacuate
" occupants, axe doors and man hoses. It further maintains that

© since the basie functlon of police and firemen 1s to protect lives
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and property, the functlons between the officers In Southfield and

: Oak Park are similar enough for the purposes of Section IX, (D)

it of the statute. The Assoclation goes on to argue that Dearborn

' Heights cannot be excluded because its area is too small and its

i:tax base too low, because if this is so, the panel cannot consider

; Berkley, Birmingham, Clawson, Ferndale, Hazel Park and Madison

Helghts. It further maintans that the panel cannot exclude Redford

E_Township because it has 71 sworn police officers and because its

f?area is too small. Further, the Association maintains that the

population difference between Séuthfield and any of the City's

" ¢laimed comparables shown in Union Exhibit 128, is greater than the

difference between Southfield and Livonia. It argues that even

‘. though Livonia is larger in square miles than Southfield, it is

" not as largeras Sterling Heights, nor does it have 50% more occupied

dwelling units than Southfleld. The Association goes on to argue

" that judgments regarding comparability are not susceptible to

mathematical precision and that determination must include the

i, balancing of similarities and dissimilaritiés with proximity to

. Detroit, the "benchmark" of communities in the area. It maintains

that in considering Southfield's proximity to Detroit and its

‘high—speed connections to Detroit, Ozk Park, Ferndale, Hazel Park

and perhaps Madison Heights would be rated more similarly situated

and connected than Berkley, Birmingham and Clawson. Further, the

' Assoclation points out that sinece Oak Park shares the border with

Southfield in an extremely high c¢rime area, Oazk Park is more

- comparable than the non-contiguous communities, such as Madison

j Heights, Troy, Ferndale, Hazel Park, Sterling Heights and Clawson.

The City argues that Oak Park should not be considered

' comparable to the City of Southfield. It malintains that the

- officers in Oak Park are trained and responsible for beth police
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and fire functions. It states that while a police officer in

Southfield may assist at a fire by direeting traffic, or occasion-

ally perfornming certain fire fighter functions, the of?icer in

- Southfield is not trained with the primary job funetion to fight

%3 fires. It maintains that isolated incidents of police officers

entering burning buildings do not make police officers fire

fighters or expose police officers to the hazards of fire fighting.

Looking at ?he statute, the City points out that there is no

. question that police officers in Southfield perform vastly d4dif-

ferent services than public safety officers in Oak Park. The Clty

goes on to argue that Redford Téwnship 1s not comparable to South-~-

Ei field because it is located in Wayne County and 1s not linked to

s Southfield through the Mutual Aid Paect. It further states that

i; Redford Township is only 3.2 square miles and its SEV is

;; $417,742,000.00. It further maintains that Redford Township has only

ii 71rsworn personnel. Further, the Assoclation states that Redford

- Township is not a city, but is only a township. The City goes

on to argue that Bloomfield Township is not a city and is not

comparable to Southfield. It points out that the per capita incone

in Bloomfield Township is much higher than that in Southfield.

The City argues that Bloomfield Township has only 16 sworn police

i officers and further has less priorities for tax revenues, because

ﬁ 1t 1s a township, than does Southfield. Further, the City argues

l that West Bloomf'ield Township is too small to be compared to
Southfield. It points out that West Bloomfield Township has a

f population of only 35,431 and only 23 sworn personnel in its

department. It maintains that its SEV 1s $373,464,000.00, which

is much smaller than Southfield, and further it has only 1C,2CC

occupled dwelling units as compared to Southfield's 26,3CC.

The Aésociation emphatically states that Dearborn Heights has

absolutely no comparability or relationship to Southfilelad. It
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;émaintains that Dearborn Heights has an area of only 12.1 square |

i'miles, has a state equalized valuation of approxjmate1y5§77,190,030,@g
fand is located 1n Wayne County. It argues that Dearborn Heights

i
I

.does not border on Southfleld and is in a totally different ecomomic

?and social region. Further, the City goes on to argue that if
§1Dearborn Heights is examined, then the panel must examine many other
;communities even though evidence waén't introduced regarding same.
;Association further argues that City of Livonia is a far larger

. i;;city than Soﬁthfield and is located in Wayne County. It maintains
ithat its population is much larger in Southfield, 1ts land use 1s
ionly 347 residential and thﬁs Livonia has a much different land
fuse makeup. The City maintalns that Livonia has a much higher
ﬁcommercial and industrial base than Southfield and is in a different
pcounty and has a different employment market. The City also con-
;tends that the Assocliatlon implemented an intentional scheme to
Spick and choose. only those communities which put the Association's

?case in the most favorable light.' In examining the alleged

fcomparables offered by the Assoclation, it becomes apparent that

iBloomfield Township has an area which is approximately 1.2 times

Zlarger than Southfield. Southfield's population is Jjust under twice

"as large as Bloomfield Township's and Southfield's SEV 1is
Eapproximately one and one-half times larger than Bloomfield Township.
?Bloomfield Township ﬁas.a higher per capita income, while Southfield
ihas approximately twice as many occupied dwelling units.

i Southfield has a little more than twice the area than

. Dearborn Helghts, while the population between the two cities 1s
:nearly equal. Southfleld's SEV 1s more than twice that of Cearborn
 Heights and Dearborn Heights has a lower per caplta lncome than
:Southfield. Southfield has slightly more occupled dwelling units

than Dearborn Helghts.
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Livonla has an area which 1s approximately 1.3 times 1arqef
fjthan Southfield with a population of approximate.y one and one-half
Eitiﬁes that of Southfield. Livonia's SEV is approximately 1.1 times
Efmore than Southfleld, while its per capita income is lower. Livenia
é has slightly more occupled dwelling units than Southfield does.
i Southfield's area ls slightly more than five times that

glof Oak Park, while 1ts population is slightly more than double

? Qak Park's. Southfield has approximately four and one-half times
. “the SEVof Oaic Park and Ozk Park has a lower per capita income.
ljSouthfield has almost two and one-half times the occupied dwelling
- units that exist in Oak Park.
Southfield's area is almost two and one-half times that of
15Redford Township, while Southfleld's population is slightly
- more than Redford Township's. Southfield has a little more than
Etwice the SEV of Redford Township, while Redford Township's per
Z‘capita income is lower. Southfield has more occupied dwelling
units than Redford Township.
; West Bloomfield Township has an area which is slightly
?more than Southfield's, while Southfield's population is slightiy
imore than twice that of West Bloomfield Township.
E Southfield’'s SEV is approximately 2.3 times larger than
iW\Iest Bloomfield Township, while the per capita income in West
?Bloomfield Township is less than that in Southfield. Further,
ﬁSouthfield has approximately two and one-half times more occupied
jdwelling units than does West Bloomfield Township.
‘ Now that all the characteristics of the alleged comparable
chmmunities have been explored and the various arguments examlned,
wit becomes necessary for this panel to determine which communities

~will be considered comparable to Southfield for the purposes of
. this héaring.



It must be remembered that the parties have agreed that
Pontlac, Farmington Hills and Royal Oak are comparable to the Citw
fof Southfield for the purposes of this hearing.
| If we look at the available data, it becomes apparent
that Southfield has an area which is approximately 1.4 times larger
jthan Pontiac. Using 1970 figures, Pontiac has a population which
was approximately 1.2 times the population of Southfield. If i975
 figures are used, the population of Pontiac and Southfield are
approximately equal. The 1975 SEV figures indicate that Scuthfield
;had an SEV which is approximately 1.4 times greater than Pontiac.
Using 1977 figures, Southfield has an SEV whilch is approximately
‘1.7 times the SEV of Pontiac. The per capita income in Pontiac is
much less than the per capita income in Southfield. Pontiac and
Southfield are ver& close in thé number of occupied dwelling units.
Using the City's data, Pontiac has a residential land use of 60.5%,
while the same exhibit (City Exhibit 44B) shows that Southfield heas
. a residential land use of approximately 65%. Pontiac is located
5in Oakland County, but does not border Southfield.
i Royal Oak is located in Qakland County and does border
“.Southfield on Southfield's northeast corner. Southfield has an area
which 1is approximately 2.2 times that of Royal Oak, while Royal Oazk
“has a population which is slightly greater than Southfleld.
;Southfield's SEV is sliéhtly less than two times larger than Royal
:Oak, while the number of occupied dwelling units in both cities
;is almost equal. Royal Oak has a lower per capita income.
Farmington Eills is located in Oakland County and boriers
ASouthfield on the west. Farmington Hills has an area which is

‘approximately 1.3 tlmes the area of Southfleld, while Southfisld

3

 has a population which is approximately 1.4 times greater thz

.d

-Farmington Eills. Southfield's SEV is approximately 1.¢ times the

SEV in Farmington Eills, while Southfield has approximately 1.f£



" times the number of occupled dwelling units. Farmington Hills has
‘a lower per capita income than does Southfield.

The first community that will be excluded from the list of
~alleged comparable communities 1s the City of Clawson. Georraphica-
‘lly Clawson is located 1n southeastern Oakland County and while it
‘does not border Southfield, it is 1n close proximity thereto. While
 geographic location 1s an extremely important consideration, it
 cannot bridge the gap between the physical differences that exist
:between Clawscn and the City of Southfield. The difference in area,

population, SEV and dwelling units, between Ciﬁwson and the City of
Southfield, 'is so dramatiec that it must eliminate Clawson as a
‘comparable despite its geographic location.

The parties have introduced a subétantial amount of svidence
and devoted much argument towards either establishing or eliminating
Oak Park as a comparable community. Geographically Oak Park borders
:Southfield and of course 1s located in southeast Oakland County.

The largest dispute regarding Oak Park centers around the fact that

Oak Park has a public safety department and does not employ a
‘separate police and fire department as does Southfield. There was
‘much testimony introduced by both parties. Officer Turner outlined
QSOme of the functions that police officers have performed at fire
‘'scenes, while witnesses for the City have testifiéd that police
officers receive none of the fire fighting tralning which 1is afforded
firemen. There is no doubt that a public safety officer in Oak

Park performs both the police and fire functions and, thus, is
supplying services to the community whiqh are of a greater scope
than either the services provided by a Southfield fire fighter or a
Southfield police officer. This statement shouldn't be misconstrued
to mean that an Oak Park public safety officer works harder than a

employee in Southfield. But what 1t does mean is obvicusly an Qak




Park public safety officer 1s responsible for two related but yet
different functions. A police officer or fireman in Southfield
is responsible for the most part for one functlon, elther police
or fire service. While the two are certalnly related, there is .
enough of a difference between the responsibilities and job
functions to force the panel to conclude that because of the
nature of a public safety employee's responsibilities, Oak Park
should not be consldered comparable to the City of Southflield for
the purposes of this hearing.

The communities of Berkley, Ferndale\and Hazel Park present
a rather unique problem to this panel. Statistically, the three
communities are dramatically different from the Clty of Southfield.
They are much smaller than all the areas previously explored.
However, they possess certain -characteristics that cannot be
ignored. Berkley, for instance; borders the City of Southfield
and in fact is sandwiched between Scuthfield and the agreed-to
comparable of- Royal Oak. Berkley has a separate police and fire
department. Thus, even though Berkley 1is at a statistical dis-
advantage when compared to Southfield, its geographic leocation and
the Influences of that location cannot be 1lgnored. Thus; the
panel must conclude, at least for the purpcoses of this hearing,
that Berkley must be considered as comparable tb the City of
Southfield.

Ferndale and Hazel Park also present some unique considerz.
tions. Again, both Ferndale and Hazel Park suffer in a statistical
analysis with Southflield. However, bpth communities border
Detroit as does Southfield and both have a comnon border with %ne
agreed-to comparable of Royal 0Oak. Ferndale borders on the eass
side_of Oak Park, which most assuredly would have been deemed

comparable to Southfield if it were not for 1ts public saletr
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department. Thus, whatever influence the City of Detroit's border
has on Southfileld, also exists with Ferndale and Hazel Park.

Thus, even with the statistical differences that exlst between
Ferndale, Hazel Park and Southfield, Ferndale and Hazel Park
should be considered comparable to the City of Southfield for the
purposes 'of thils hearing.

The City of Madison Heights, in a statistical sense, com-
pares more favorably with the City of Southfield than does Berkley,
Ferndale and Hazel Park. Of course, this doesn't mean that Madiscn
Heights is Southfield's mirror image. Yet, Madison Helghts is
bordered on the west by the agreed-to comparable of Royal Oak
and on the south by Hazel Park. It is located in the southeastern
corner of Oakland County and is intimately meshed with the
communities in that area. It 1s close enough to Southfield anad
Royal Oak to warrant serious consideration even though the
statistical data does not indicate that Madison Heights 1s
Southfield's statlistical equal. Nevertheless, when all the factors
of geography and SEV and population and other statistical figures
are considered, Madison Helghts should be considered comparable
to the City of Southfield for the purposes of this hearing.

Statistically the City of Troy compares more favorably
with the City of Sopthfield than for instance Farmlington Hllls and
Royal 0Oak. This is also true when compared to the City of
Pontiac 1n the areas of geographic area, SEV and per capita Income.
Thus, the only considerations that could exclude Troy from being
comparable to the Clty of Southfield for the purpeses of this
hearing would be 1ts geographic location and the absence of a
full-time professional fire department. Looking first to its
geographie leocation, it becomes apparent that Troy 1s also

located 1n southeastern Oakland County. It is north of Berkley,
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Royal Oak, Madison Heights, Ferndale and Hazel Park and nertheast
of the City of'Southfield.r However, the distance between South-
field and Troy 1s not so dramatic as to eliminate Troy as a
comparable based upon geographic location. When considering the
Tactors established by the statistical data and the geogranhic
location of the City of Troy, it becomes apparent that Troy should
be considered comparable to the City of Southfield. The absence
of a full-time paid professional fire department should not dis-
quallfy Troy from being considered .as Southfield's comparable.
There is nothing in the record which indicates that the police

officers in Troy have assumed enough of the fire fighting duties

to in fact change the characteristics of that department. Even

. though Troy has a volunteer fire department, there is nothing

which Indicates that its police department provides services which

. are different than those supplied by the police department in the

City of Southfield.

For the moment, the panel will defer considering Birmingham

. and will return to that City at a later point in this discussion.

Bloomfield Township 1s the next community that should be

considered. It should be pointed out that as revealed by the

{ briefs submitted by the City, Bloomfield Township and Southfield

[ were included as comparables in the matter of City of Farmington

f Hills and Farmington Eills Police Department Teamsters Local 214.

" Aside from that conslderation, Bloomfleld Township 1s located

north of Southfield and is in very close proximity even though it

does noet directly border Southfield. Statistically, Bloomfield

‘Township is not dramtically different than the City of Scuthfield
:rwhen the differences between the agreed-to comparables and the
+ City of Southfleld are considered. The fact that Bloomfield

'Township 1s a townshlp and not a city does not in and of i1tself
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disqualify Bloomfield Township. The statute speaks in terms of
"communities" and does not make a distinction between cities and
townships. True enough, the law does establish differences
centered mostly around taxing considerations. Nevertheless, this
record does not establish that the taxlng differences are so great
s0 és to eliminate Bloomfield Township as a comparable community.
When considering the geographic location and the statistical data
avallable, Bloomfield Township must be considered comparable to the
City of Scuthfield for the purposes of this hearing.

Dearborn Heights 1s another matter. Statistically Dearborn
Heights is much more comparable to the City of Southfield than
some of the communities which have already been deemed acceptable.
However, the biggest concern with the use of Dearborn Heights 1is
its geographlcal remoteness. Dearborn Helghts is direétly south
of Southfield and is separated from Southfield by Redford Township
and the City of Detroit. Dearborn Heights is surrounded by
Westland, Garden City, Dearbofn, Inkster, Taylor and Allen Park.
Its geographic position suggests that in all fairness it cannot be
considered comparable to the City of Southfield. Dearborn Helghts!
geographic location places it in an area where it is completely
surrounded by Wayne County communities. Ité remoteness would
arguably eliminate any of the common pressures and considerations

which would exist iﬁ communities bordering and being in close

j proximity to the Clty of Southfield. Thus, even though Deartorn

Helghts has a favorable statistical relationship with the City of
Southfield, its geographic location eliminates its consideraticn.

Livonia and Sterling Helghts should be simultaneously

' examined. Geograbhically Livonia and Southfield meet on the ncrth-

east corner of Livonia and the southwest corner of Southfield.

Southfleld 1is in Oakland County and Livonia 1s in Wayne County.
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Sterling Heights 1is located in Macomb County and is much further
E; from Southfield than Livonla. So at-least geographically speaking,
\ Livonia sﬁould be considered much more comparable than Sterling
Heights. Both are located in countiles other than Oakland, but
Livonia 1s much closer to Southfield. Statistically, both .
Livonia and Sterling Heights have a greater area than Southfileld
with Sterling Helghts being the largest of the three commu;ities.
Population-wise, (1975 population) Sterling Heights has approxi-
mately 11,000 more residents than Southfield, while Livonia has
approximately 39,000 more residents than Southfield. In the area
of SEV, it becomes apparent that Sterling Heights has an SEV
which is approximately $78,000,000 less than Southfield, while
Livonia has an SEV which is approximately $83,000,000 more than
Southfield. ‘As far as dwelling units is concerned, Sterling
Helghts has approximately 400 less than Southfield, while Livonia
has approximately 4,000 more.. The per capita income in Livonia
is less than Southfield, but yet much closer to Southfield's
figure than Sterling Heights, which has a figure which is even
lower than Livonia. The record establishes that the percentage
of residential land use in Sterling Heights is higher than in
Southfield, but in Livonia is substantlally less than in Southfield.
In the final analysis, Livonia differs statistically from South-
field by a greater degree than does Sterling Heights. However,
Livonia is much closer to Southfield than is Sterling Heights.
Thus, In the final analysis, 1f Sterling Heights is to be con-
sidered comparable to Southfield, so must Livonia. Conversely, if
Livonia 1s deemed to be considered comparable to Southfield, So
must Sterling Heights. The balance of the statistical data
with the geographical location of the two communities indicates

that they should be listed as comparable to the City of
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Southfileld for the purposes of this hearing.

Redford Township borders Southfield on the south and 1is
located in Wayne County. It shares a western boundary with
Livonia. Statistically Redford Townsﬁip 1s much more comparable
to Southfield than Berkley, Madison Heights, Ferndale and Hazel
Park. True enough, Redford Township is a township and not a city,
but the comments that were made regarding Bloomfield Township also
apply to Redford Township. In the final analysis, its common
border with Scuthfield along with its much greater statistical
comparability with Southfield, as opposed to some of the Oakland
County communities, makes it necessary to consider Redford
Township comparable to the City of Southfield for the purposes of
this hearing.

West Bloohfield Township was utilized as a comparable
community, along with Southfield and other communities in the

arblitration of City of Farmington Hills and Farmington Hills

Police Department Teamsters Local 214. Aside from that considera-

tion, Bloomfield Township is located in 0Oakland County and is very
close to the City of Southfield. Statistically West Bloomfield
Township compares more favorably with the City of Southfield than
does Berkley, Ferndale, Hazel Park and Madison Heights. The
comments regarding townships as previously annunciated, are equally
applicable to West Bloomfield Township. It certainly is true

that West Bloomfield has a smzller population, department, SEV

and less occupied dwelling units than Southfield. However, the

.~ differences are as acceptable as they were in fie aforementioned

Oakland County communities. West Bloomfield Township should be
considered comparable to Southfield for the purposes of this

hearing.
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The last community that must be considered is Birmingham.
Birmingham is located in southeast Oakland County and 1s just north
of Southfield, being separated from Squthfield by Beverl, ills.
Birmingham is surrcunded, with the exception of Beverly Hills,

by communities that are considered comparable to the City of
Southfield for the purposes of thié hearing. Statistically
Birmingham is more comparable to the City of Southfield than some
of the other Oakland County communities already designated as
comparables. After_considering Bifmingham's location and the
avallable statistical data, it becomes apparent that Birmingham
has enough in common with Southfield and the other comparable
communities to warrant the conclusion that it should be considered
to Southfield for.the purposes of thls hearing.

In summary, the panel as come to the conclusion that
Berkley, Birmingham, Ferndale, Hazel Park, Madison Heights, Troy,
Sterling Heights, Livonia, Bloomfield Township, Farmington Hills,
Pontiac, Redford Township, Royal Oak and West Bloomfield ToWnship
should be considered comparable to Southfield for the pdrposes
of this hearing. The aforementioned communities are the ones that
will be examined in attempting to resolve the issues presented

in the present case.




ISSUE: SALARY - ECONOMIC

5? PRIOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
AGREEMENT:

The prior Ccllective Bargaining Agreement contained the
following salary schedule:

N Effective July 1, 1974

Start 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos. 30 Mos.

$11,600 $12,060  $12,900 $13,750 $15,085 $15,51¢5

Effective Jan. 1, 1975

11,830 12,060 12,900 13,750 15,390 15,825

Effective July 1, 1975

11,830 12,300 13,415 14,300 16,620 17,0%¢C

LAST OFFERS OF SETTLEMENT:

The last offer of settlement submitted by the City appears

as follows:

Effective July 1, 1976

$12,460 $12,960 $14,130 $15,060 $17,500 - $18,000

Effective July 1, 1977

13,150 13,680 14,915 15,895 18,470 19,000

The Association's last offer of settlement seeks $18,500 for
a toprpay patrol officer for 1976-1977 and $19,700 for a top vay
patrol officer for 1977-1978. The offer goes on to state that
the incremental steos in the salary scale should receive equal
percentage increases. Thus, when the Association's offer is

displayed, it appears as follows:
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Effective July 1, 1976

Start 6 Mos. 12 Mcs. 18 Mos. 24 Mos. 2N o,

$12,805.96 $13,314.75514,521.74 $15,47G.75 $17,991.15 $13,507

In order to be consistent, heretofore this opinion will only
speak of the maximum salary payable to a patrol officer unless
1t is specifically stated otherwise.

An examination of the City's last offer of settlement indica

ot
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for the first year of the Collective Bargalning Agreement th
is offering an increase of $¢10 or 5.32%. In the second year cf
the Collective Bargaining Agreement, the City is offering an
increase of $1,000 or 5.56%.

The Assocciation's last offer of settlement seeks an increase
of $1,410 for the first year of the Collective Bargaining Arree-
ment or 8.25% and $1,200 for the second year of the Collective
Bargaining Agreement or 6.49%.

Over a two-year period the City's last offer of settlement
calculates to an 11.18% increase, while the Assoclation's last
offer of settlement calculates to a 15.27% increase. Obviously,
the Association is seekiﬁg 4500 more than the City is offering in
the first year of the contract and $200 more than the City Is
offering in the second year of the contract.

Apparently, the offer made by the City 1s 1dentical %o tre

settlenent that was reached between the City and the Scuthlisld

. P e D] L - s PR - w2 £ e "
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officer employed by the City of Southfield must function.

The evidence introduced by the Association Indic

F
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there were 8,850,

were 370 cases and In 1

were 25 reported weapcns viola

This amcunts to an increazse of 168%.
robberies in the City of Southfi

there were 172. This amounts to a 1927%

reported robberies. In 1970 the
rapes, while ;n 1975 they had 12 for an
1975 Southfield had 2 murders and in 197
During this time the

1976,

were 8 murders. re

From 1970 to Cctober 31, ‘murders

There were none in 1970 and 8 in 1976 up to October 31.
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as of Cetober 31,

was a 300% Increase.
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have increased by =0CF

Reporteld

B & E's between 1970 and 1975 have increased by - 28%. In 1373 ther
were 914 cases and in 1975 there were 1,174 cases. There has
been a 54% increase in aggravated assault during the pericd of
1975 to October 31, 1976. The evidence indlcates that thewrs were
50 agzravated assazults in 1975 and approximately 77 up tc Toiiier
31, 1976.

The City also introduced 2 numbar of ifems rerzrdinc orirs
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29,954 incidents, while the peak number of incidents between
those two years was 1972 with 34,919 incidents taking place. The
total number of Part I crimes in the City of Southfield in 197C
was 4,668 and in 1976 this figure rose to 6,208. The pezk durinr
this period came in 1975 when there were 6,691 Part I crimes.

The City's evidence also establishes that in 1970 there were 72
officers in the Southfield Police Department, while in 1876 there
were 107. It 1s presumed that these figures represent pairolmen.

.- The City also introduced statistics regarding the number of

there were 279.94 incidents per officer. During this time pericd

the highest ratio was reached in 1972 when there were 471.383
incidents per officer, The number of Part I crimes per officer
was 63.95 in 1970 and 58.02 in 1976. The peak was reached in 1572
when there were T4.55 Part I crimes per officer.

The Association also introduced evidence which sought to
establish the percentaze increase in crimes naticon-wide betwesn
the period 1970 to 1975.

The Assoclation also introduced evidence regarding selected

. . Detroit area wages. The evidence was based on sources vhich were
dated during October, 1976. The evidence indicates that the
average factory worker earned about $5.30 én hour, while elevatcr
construction workers earned about $15.19 rer hour. The evidence
also Shows that a Southfield police officer, at that time, earnui
about $8.22 per hour. Between the.wa;e earned by a SouthlislZ
police officer and the top wage earned by an elevator conasouct
worker, there were ten classifications which had heourly wores
in excess of the Scuthfield police officer. There were crl;) tvwo

classifications which hzd hourly rates which were less then the



Southfield police officer.
There was much evidence placed in the record rezarding the
" settlement which took place tetween the Southfleld fire fighiers
and the City of Southfield. Further,Athe evidence shows that
during the last few years Southfield fire fighters holding the
rank of fire fighter have been steadily moved in te certain
specialist positions. These pesitions include varamedlc, driver
- engineer, ete. These positions pay ten or twenty percent more
than the standard fire fighter rank. The evidence further shows
that the settlement gave fire fighters the same Increase in
salary now offered the police officers, but the fire fighters
also receive pension improvement and improvement in disability
benefits. |
The evidence introduced by the City indicates that the pensicn
benefits granted the fire fighters do not cause an increase in
cogst during the term of this Collective Bargaining Agreenent.

Further, the City's evidence establishes that in order to obtain

the specialist positions held by a number of fire fighters, the
fire fighters must undergo rather extensive training. This is irus
in at least the area of fire fighter paramedic.

. OLviously cne of the most important considerations in studying

any wage issue is the circumstances which exist in the comparatie

communities. Frankly, it took untold hours to unravel the mesh

rates that existed in the so-called comparable comnunitlesz. Trhere

was absolutely ne reascn why the parties could not mexe z o.tual

effort to agree to the wage rates that exist In the comrunitler,
even 1f they could not agree cn which communities should te

considered comparable to the City of Scuthfleld fzr the puriosos

of this hearing. o much time and record were wazted.



After carefully examining the exhibits, the available con-

tracts and the testimony, the following was compiled and

comparable communities:

Pontlac 7/1/76 7/1/77

Senior £18,7L6, $18,927 $19,684, 219, ,57¢

3 year 17,€57 $18,54¢C
increase 7% 5%

$ increase $1,155 $£33

COLA licne None

Sterling Esirchts 7/1/76 7/1/77

Patrolman 316,860 $18,200

% increase 6% 7.31%

$ increase 2050 $1,240

COLA Yes, not included in Yes, not incluis

figure in figure

Troy 7/1/76 - 7/3777

Patrolman $17,358 $18,820

% increase ? 6.6653

$ increase ? $1,162

CQLA Included in above figure Included in szt

figur

Madison Heishts 7/1/76 /1777

Patrclman $17,100 318,500

% increase 8.57% 8.2%

$ increase $1,350 $1,400

COLA ? ?

Hazel Park 7/1/76 T/10TT

Patrolman $17,474 $18,5%0

% increase b4 8.62%

$ increase ? 81,516

COLA Salary increase is based on CPI

Farminston Hills 7/1/76 T/

Patrolman £158,180 $13,6L7

% increase 6% by

$ Increase 1 27

COLA Sa C
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Berkley 7/1/76 7/1/77
Patrolman $17,0C0 9
% increase ° 2
$ increase ? 9
CCLA None 9

Birmingham 7/1/76

Patrolman $17,101

% increase ?

$ increase ?

COLA Included in Tigure

Redford Tewnshin 7/1/76 T/

Patrolman 17,173, 218,375 to /77 2

% increase 7% ?

$ increase $1,123, $1,202 ?

COLA None ?

Livonia 7/1/76 7/31/77

Patrolman 317,546 ta 12/76 ?

% increase 7.34% ?

$ increase $1,220 ?

COLA Yes, included in above ?

Bleomfield Township 7/1/7€ . 7/1/77

Patrolman 317,400 ?

% increase 2.07% ?

$ increase 31,299 ?

COLA : None ?

West Blcoonfield Townshin 7/1/7€ 7/1/7%

Patrolman $17,100 to 3/77 $18,212 tu 3/7°8

% increase .53 6.5%

$ increase 31,044 $1,112

CCOLA None . None

Ferndale 7/1/76 7/1/77

Patrolman $15,800 $17,350 to 18/31/77

% inecrease ? 8.2%

$ increase ? $1,550

CoLA ? ?

The data regarding Pontiac demanded careful scrutiny., %
should be noted that for 7/1/7€ a senicr officer in Pontiic wis
receiving either $18,744 or 218,227, It would be interos- v~ -
explore how these figures were arrived at. Tontiac's Colleot v
Bargaining Acreements stated that for 7/1/76 there woull to o~



increase. If 7% i1s aprlied to that figure, a senicr patrol

should be receiving $18,927 as of 7/1/76. If a 5% incresase

applied to that figure, a senior patrolman should be earning

i
$19,874 as of 7/1/77. However, Officer Xraft, a senior patr

in the City of Pontiac, testified that as of July 1, 1877, t

“»

is earning 319,684, Obviously something 1s amiss. If the 57

increase is interpolated in reverse, Officer Xraft's figure

would dictate a maxirmunm salary for a senior patrol officer c¢f

$18,746 as of 7/1/76. The figure of $17,689 also appears in

Union Exhibit 80. That figure is alleged to represent the =

salary received by a senior patrol officer in the City of Fo

Just prior to the increase effective 7/1/76. If the 7% increase

is applied to that figure, a seniocr patrol officer should =

making $18,927 as of 7/1/76. And, again, if the 5% increase

applied to that figure, a senior patrol officer should be eax

$19,874 as of 7/1/77. The Tigures offered by the City ir it

Exhibit 68A are figures which apparently establish the salar

for a three-year patrolman in the City of Pontizec. The Scout
Oakland County Wage Survey indicates that Jjust brior to the
increase, a three-year patrolman in the City of Pontlac was

earning $16,502. When the 7% increase is applied to that 7I

we arrive at the $17,657 figure displayed by the City. Turt:

patrol officer in the Clty of Pontizc reaches tha?t status a
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S
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Association 1s using the senilor figure, while the Clty has dis-
played the three-year filgure. The percentage increasés regardin:e
Pontilac are clearly stated in the Collective Bargaining feorecmant.
The doliar increases apply only to the increase reali zéd by the
three-year patrolmen. The varlous comblnations of stated salaries
for the four-vear patrolmeﬁ would establilsh diverse dollar
increases 1in a display of the various contingencies which was.
thought exce ve.

The salary figure feor trhe top rald patrolman in Sterlinc

Heights was extracted from the Cellective Bargaining Agreement.
The percentage increase for 7/1/76 was arrived a%t by comparing th
stated salary of $16,650 to the previous salary of $16,C0C.
Obviously the same method was used to arrive at the $960 Tizure.
As of T7/1/77, the highest paid Sterling Heights patrclman would
be earning $18,200. This figure was taken directly from the
Collective Bargaining Agreement and the calculations indicated
a 7.31% increase which equated with the $1,240 increase. Ths
Collective Bafgaining Agreement in Sterling Heights does previde
for a cost of living allowance, but the Impact of that lansuasze
was unknown. It should be noted that in City Exhiﬁit E24 the
salary for a Sterling Heights patrolman was listed as Elé,fﬁb.
This figure included the amount of COLA paid at that tine. The
Collective Bargaining Agreement in force for that period of time
Indicated that the base salary for the highest paid patrolman
would be $15,000. Thus, it appears that COLA was worth at lezst
$644 to a Sterling Heights patrclman tetween 7/1/75 arnd T/177%.
The data regarding the City of Troy was taken from Cf:y

- fallad ]
Exhibit 634, An examinztion cf Troy's Collective

Lgreement Iindicates that the base salary I1s lower

AL T omer ot TT e S S B} Faly £ N
in the displaved figures Fowever, City Exhibit CZA Inolulaes

C
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COLA payvments up to the date of the exhibit. The figures fcr
Madison Heights were taken from City Exhibit 674, Simple calcu-
lations allowed the display of the percent and dollar increase for

7/1/77. The percentage and dollar increase for 7/1/76 wa

arrived at by utilizing the wage listed for Madison Heizhts In
the South Oakland County Wage Survey. Again, simele calculaticns
establish the 2.57% increase which eguates with 313,050, It is
unknown whether Madison Heights pajs CCLA. There was no Collective
Bargaining Agreement to examine.

The Collective Bargaining Agreement in force In Eazel Farx
ties wage ‘increases to the increase in the CPI. Thus, the actucl
salary figures can only bte arrived at by certain calculations.
The figures displayed for Hazel FPark were taken from City Ixhitls
67A. The percentage increase, alcng with the dellar increase
that appears for 7/1/77 are the result of calculations. It should
be noted that the Scuth Oszkland County Wage Survey lists the
patrolman's salary in Eazel Park for 1976-1977 as $17,35Z.

As most cf us are

episode regarding its
and no one really knew what was goling to happen. The figures
which appear for Farmington Hills were taken from a Collective
Bargaining Agreement that apparently was 1n force from l'arch 31,

1977 to June 30, 1978. It should be noted that Union Exhibis 7

lists the salary in Farmington Hills, pursuant to a contract W
excired April, 1975, as 321,200. Union Exhibit €1 shcws thzt

the percentage increase for fiscal year 157€-1577 for



The data regardins Berkley was taken from City Exhibit €74
and confirmed by an examinaticn of the Bérkley Collective Zar-
gaining Agreement. As shown, there was no data available Tcr
7/1/77.

The salary

abtove. Again, the cause

As can be seen from the disnlay, there was no salary dzta
available for 7/1/77 for Redfeord Township. The data presented

for 7/1/76 has sone inconsistencies. The salary figure cf

817,173 appears cn Union Exhibit 80 and in the Collective E
fereement itself. The salary fisure of £18,375 appears on Unicn
Exhibit 58 and 1is handwritteﬁ on the salary schedule contzinesg
in the Collective Rargaining Agreement. If an explanation wes
stated in the record, 1t must have been overlooked@ for it cannct
be found upon examination. The 7% figure for 7/1/76 was taken
from Union Exhibit 80. When Officer Turner testified recardins
the exhibit, he stated that it includes the cost of livinsg where
there is a cost of living. Thus, the display indicates that ccst

of living allowance is included in the figure. The percentare

increase was taken from Union Exhibit 81 and the dollar

was a simple calculation. The Collectlv
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was avallable, but it listed a tase wage for a previcus

base salary increase on the increzse In the CPI., At the tirms of

the hearing there was no informetion available regaridins ~/ 1, .

-0



Barzaining Agreement. The percentage increase was taken frem

Union Exhibit 81 and azain was verified by examinines the

Collectlive Bargaining Arreement. There was no information pe-nw <

Bloomfield Township for 7/1/77.

The information for West Bloomfield Township was talen “rom
Union Exhibit 5&, Union Exhibit 80 and the Collective Zarcainin-
Agreemant. The Collective Bargaining Agreement provides for
salary increases by the application of a percentage figure. When
that percentage figure was zpplied to the salary of 7/1/76, the

salary for 7/1/77 was arrived at

.

Finally, the information regarding Ferndale was taken from
City Exhibit 67A. It should be noted that when the Ferndale
figure for 7/1/77 is compared to the figure contained in Union
Exhibit 113, the same figure is indicated, but for the pericdi o
1976-~1977. Perhaps the discrepanéy is cazused by the terminatior
date of Ferndale contract.

The parties also intrecduced a substantial amount of eviience
directed at evaluating the CPI movements during relevant time
periods,

City Exhibit 35 indicates that in June of 1974 the base wage
for a patrolman in the City of Southfield was $14,500, while in
June of 1976, that figure was $17,090. The total increase for
that period of time was 17.86%. The exhibit goes on to establish

that in June of 1974, the CPI All Cities Index 67 = 100 was

( IJ

146.%, while in June of 1976, it was 170.1. The percentaz

increase was 15.7%% for the periocd.in question. The Zetrcit
Index, again, 67 = 100, was 148.4 in June of 1974, and 1£% -
June of 1276. The percentaze crease for the p cd of =zims I
gquestion was 13.21%. City Exhibit 36 indicates that reficz’ conve
represents 3.5% of the cverall Zetroit consumer price Irmiix or




6.7% of the A1l Cities CPI. The exhibit points out that tre ot

of Southfleld provides hespitalization and medical ins:

urearnca Tor
employee and dependants; ecptical insurance for employee znd
dependants; and above 21% of the cost o dental insurance “or

employee and dependants cr full cost for emplovee with no

dependants. City Exhibit 34 is a display of a compariscen cetwesn

=g

Ay

the base wage index as calculzted ty the City and the CP ing

7

cr

100 for the period of 1967 <o 1397€. The display shows that thrs
base wage index, as calculated by the City, increased at a fastew

rate than

t

he CPI. City Exhibit 33 contains the figures that
were used to create City Exhitit 34,

Union Exhibit 52 displays the CPI for 1976, both 19€7 = 192
and 1957-1959 = 100. The exhibit alse contains the CPI =11
cilties figures for 19731975, etc. Union Exhibit 53 indicates
that between July, 1974 and July, 1976 the CPI has risen
based upon 1967 = 100. Again, using 1967 = 100, the exhibit
shows that there was a 17.4% Increase in the CPI between July,

1974 and November, 1976. Union 55 shows that between June, 1874
and June, 1976 the U.S. CPI has risen 15.8%, while the Detroit

area CPI has risen 15.2%. The exhibit also shows the amount of
annual salary needed as of 1976 to keep even with inflation since
1974. For example, the exhibit shows that 1f one was making

$16,000 in June of 1974; under the Detroit CPI,that individual woulsl
have to make $18,112 in order to have the same purchasinz rower.

Union Exhibit 57 is a comparison between the inerease in the €72

v

1957-1859 = 1350, to the increase in wages realized by a Sour-Tislcd
patrolman between January, 1959 and September, 1876, The

illustrates that the CPI has exceecded the increzse in wares

recelved by patrelmen., Nezar the end of the hearinm, “he T-icn
presented the testizony of Yiss Ann Faurer and she In surn ox-loiras

T



a number of exhibits which she had prepared and which were onte

into the record. Unlon Exhibit 124 is a comparason of
government public employee wages based upon the naticnal averare 0!
the consumer price index for 1960-197Z2. ™e U.S. cities OFVC

was the one utilized for the comparison. The resulting rroch
indicates that local government monthly payroll per emnliovee
inereased at a greater rate than the CPI when the increzzes were
expressed by percentages. Union Exhibit 125 is a comparizen ¢

. local government police protecticn payroll (natiornal averazse)

adjusted to the number of full-time empleyees and the ccensumer
price index (U.S. cities). The time vericd in guestion Iz 1
1972. The graph illustrates that when expressed as a percentara

increase, the police protection monthly peyrolls divided bty Tull-

oy

time emplovees, national average, exceeded the percent in:zrcas

€]
[
£

the CPI, U.S. cities. Union Exhibit 126 is a compariscn of ths
consumer price index and the maximum patrolmen's salary tald In

the City of Southfield. The time period utilized was July, 1-7Z%

through July, 1978. The July, 1678 CPI figures wers vroiected

h

to 195.4 for U.S. cities and 195.3 for Detroit. Utilizir=~ ti.
salary demands made by the Association at that point in tine,

‘ the graph data indicates that the wage increase between J:iIv 1,

"t
1
¥
)

1972 and June 30, 1978 would approximate 49.3%, while during the

same pericd of time, the CPI, U.S. cilties, would have Increzzad

65.7% and the CPI, Detroit, would have increased 54.1%.
Maurer indicated that she could not clearly state that tihe l.is
City Exhibit 34 (comparison of increases
index of Southfield police officers) was irnroriis.

rdicated that even thouch Southfield previdsd ro lozl,



Since most the Collectlive Bargaining Acreements were

introduced, 2ll the data regarding available benefits end coniitt-p-

of employment that are normally expressed in the Collective Zaw—
gaining Agreement was available. It woulﬂ be time-consurineg znd
wasteful to reprcduce ail of that informatiocn at this pelint
perhaps the best way to deal with that material is to present a

brief outline cf the arguments made by the parties and

with the teneflts and other working conditions in the next zectinrn

[

of thils opinion,

to have an understanding of where the parties.are arzuins from,
it is necessary to triefly summarize the arguments presen‘ o
The City argues that for the year 1676-1$77 the avernse

salary pald by its mutual zid comparables is $914 less than wrat

the City has offered. The medizan

City has offered. Utilizing the
1976-1977, if the Pontiac senior patrolman classi®ica%i-r
used, the average salary is £252 less than that being offered ov
the City. 1If all the cities comparables are utilized and S-e
Pontlac senior patroliman rate is utilized, the aVerage sa.zryr ls
$595 less than what is being offered by the City. Further, tre

City argues that 1f all the comparatles, includin

sk



the averare salary is $197 less than what the City has o’ lersg
' The City goes on to argue that when considering hoopitelircz-
tion and other benefits, patrolmen In Southfield are receivir-
much greater teneflits than patrolmen employed in the comrarzhls
.

comnmunities.

The Clty argues that a comparison of percentage

presents a false picture because the cther communities are far
behind the wage rates in Southfield. It points out thzt in the

. ‘ larger citles, such as Pontizc, szlary Increases are much

The City further states that when considering the fire

fighters' contract, 1t must b

)

“ept ir miné that there has been =z
tradition of parity and that the offer submitted to the vetrolm:zrn
is the same that was submitted to the fire fighters. The Cilty
points out that there can be no comparison with the pensicn
improvement gained by the fire fighters and current salary. T
maintains that pension improvement is deferred compensaticn ani
should not be considered in determining current salaries. It
nmaintains that if patrolmen seek and receive the pehsion irmrrove-
ment realized by the fire fighters, the City will have a shorier

time in which to fund the program and thus will have to mzke

contributions. It further argues that during the two vears cf

Collective Rargaining Agreement the pension program granted the
fire fighters results in no increase in cost to the City.
The City maintains that its evidence has clearly establishsd

the salary peid patroimen has far outstripped any ccst I

Ther arguesg that because of past

[ L L )

ih



City points out that the pat trolmen are partially insulated fron

CPI increases via the City's payment ol medilcal, cptical anrd

dental insurance.
The Clty also argues that when current working corditlons
are considered, total compensation is much higher than in ¢trner
communities. It points out that Southfleld’'s longevity prozran
is superior to most, if not all of the comparable communitlies.’
The City finally argues that the South Oakland Ccunty Wags
. \ Survey 1976-1977 should not be considered competent evicdence. =T

maintalins that the police and fire classillcations are valid

73

because police and firemen perform essentlally the same functiors.,

,ﬁ

but that no other classifications contained in the document provi

W

a basis for valid comparison. It maintains that the decument Is

outdated, doesn't establish Job responsibilitiles, lists pev reanve:

but not actual salary, and there has been no valldation of Jjob
titles and thus no true job cocmparison can be made.
The Association argues that throughout this process 11 has

repeatedly compromised cn many lssues, while the City has
to move in'any manner whatsoever. It maintains that the ratroclren
have been denied pensiocn increases granted firemen and that the

. _ City's offer does nothing but continue the difference 1in average
wages.

Tt maintains that the City is asking the policemen to take

The Associaticn azrcues that patrolmen have 1o3t ccoirnirmil
ground to the firsmen and the cost of living since 1072 CfuzorlTe T
data submitted by the City regarding the pre-wrltien contoTzlit or
'rhe Associz 1 points cut that the "typlcal cofficer” fell ST

an inadequate wage increase in light of the additicnal five tc seven



Utilizing the South Oakland Wage Survey, the Asccel

"argues that during 1576-1977 Southfield veluntarily paild Cluyv

ct

employees much more than the other comparable cities. The

Ly

difference ran frem $61 to £7,370 per year.

The Assoclation argu=3 that in the area of Insurance,
educational tenefits, helidays, z2nd longevity, the
received by a Southfield police officer are not t

further points out that the settlement regarding the

issue will bring Southfield closer to the norm.

The Associaticn argues that the vension plan affecting the
iremen is better than any other plan utilized by the Unicn's
comparable communities. It argues that the police vension nlan
is inferior to that which exists in Livenia, Pontiaze, Dezrborn
Eeights, Detrolt and Royal Qak.

The Assoclation argues that Union Exhibit 81 establishes

a he average increase in salary for 197€-1977 was 8.27 and thzt
that th > i 1 £ 1976-1977 8.27 d that

its last offer. of settlement 1is within one-tenth of a percent of

that figure, whille the City's is 2.8% below that figure. 7I%

¥
+
+
Y

further argues that for 1977-1978 the average is 6.685% with *hsz
City's last offer of settlement, being more than one percent btelow
that figure, while the Assoclation's 1s one-tenth of a percent.
The Association maintains that for 1976-1977, the City's c¢ffer

of $18,ooo'is much too low, while the Association's offer of
$18,500 is within pennies of the percentage increase. It further
points ocut that the 812,00C offered by the City in the ge~ornd seor

of the contrzct is too low and Isznores the pattern of

It states that 1%ts offer of ¢

—47-



- the imposition of the City's offer is unreasonable and ur~

FINDINGS AND AWARD

Before the substance of this issue 1s analyze
of the act under which this panel was created, sheould
That portion is Sectiocn 8 of the act (MCL L422.238; IS
That secticn states, inter alila, t!

the arbitraticn panel must adept the last cffer of se

d, a portic

AT bhrpger
L Al G
pRguE } [
CLlt Lsgsue
$h T g
tiiemernt

which more nearly complies with the arplicable factors descrited

adopt one or the cther econcmic offer. In many caces
turns out to te, regretably, a choice tetween the les
_5 Pty El

evils, On many occasicns an arbltraticn panel could

at a much more eguitable solution than was presented
the last offers of settlement. So in many cases the
solution is not egultable, just acceptable.

In the present case, the parties have taken %
that elther one or the cther last offer of settlemern<
accepted in toto. What this means is that the panel
the City's first year offer and the Asscciaticon's sec
vlisa versa. Many people are suspicious when a panel
the offers are severable. However, if offers are sev
panel has a little more flexibility in trving to arri

all equitable conclusion.
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Average using
Average usilng

. . Assoclation's offer exceeds average salary by: high averss:
City's offer exceeds average salary by: high avers

Average u
deleted:

Ity's o

3
&
Pl

1976-1977

Community
Farmington Hills

Pontilace
Senior Patrolmen

Livenia to 12/76

Birmingham
Madison Heights

West Bloomfield Township
to 3/77

Berkley
Sterling Heights

Ferndale

nz highest flcoures with lowest and hizh

exceeds averag

r exceeds ave

3

highest figures = $17,

1u,OCO - Citry

18,500 - Associaticn

17,84¢ - 1545 - £z
17,557 - L4z - ci3
17,474 - 528 - %,
17,400 - ECC; - 1,1n7
17,358 - 6423 - 1,1i2
17,173 - 8275 -
18,375 + 3735 -
17,101 - fog; -
17,100 - §C0C; - L,k
17,100 - G0Cy - I ,u07
17,000 ~1,00C; - o, 7

16,960 -

ot
o0
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3

15,800 -

8]
-
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lowest figures = $17,414
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low eaverar
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A study of the above display clearly indicates that
whether the Assoclaticn's or Citv's last offer of settlement iz

accepted, Southlield's wage for 19

-1

6~1977 will exceed that pai:d
in each of the comparable communities with the excertion of
Farmington Hills and Pontiac. If the hisher figure 1s used for

Redford Tewnship, it would be exceeded by the Association's

0
rn
PEs

)

offer of settlement, but not the City's, The information is

)

seli-explanatory and thus a detziled explanaticn is unnecessary.
However, 1t 1s very apparent that regardless of which last of”er
of settlement 1s accepted, the salary of a top paid patreclmen in
Southfield for 1976-1%77 will certainly exceed, and by & sub-
stantlal margin, all of the comparable communities with the
exception of those stated.

When a similar compilation 1s created for the veszr 1277-

1978, 1t appears as follows:

1 1977-1978
Ranx Community Salary $ Difference
1 Farmington Hills $19,647 +547; +247
2 - Pontiae 16,874 +874; +174
Senior Patrolmen 15,684 +684; -1¢£
3 Southfield 19,700 Association
19,000 City
4 Hazel Park 18,990 -10; =710
5 Royal Oak 18,750 -250; =850
6 Troy 18,520 =480; -1,1592
T Madison Heights 18,500 =500; =2,270
8 . West Bloomfield Township 18,212 -788; ~1,%7%%
to 3/78
Q Steriing Heights ig,zo0 -300; ~1,2°°C
10 Birmingham 18,001 -510; -1,%2%
11 Ferndale to 1C0/31/77 17,350 -1,£50; -Z,.7°7

50~




Average usinf hichest figures = £19,642
Average usinc lowest ficures =

Association’

City's offer exceeds averasge salary by: hirh averass $770

low averaze $377
Averare using hiches?t fTigures wit h lowest and highest salaries
deleted: 218,541
Average usinz lowest fizures with lowest and highest salariles
aele ad: $12,£17
Assoclaticn's coffer exceeds average salary by: high averare 21,2

lew aversge SI,7

¥

City's offer exceeds average salary by: high average $25¢
low average $£333

NO change 1n rank

Again, with the excepticn of Farmington Hills and Pecntiac,

the salary that will be received by the highest paid SocuthTield

patrolman is greater than any-other of the comparable communities,

€3]

with the exception of those stated, where the data was avallzhle.
As a finding of fact, it would be very safe to state %thet

in comparison to the salary schedules which exists in the

comparable coemmunities for both 1976-1977 and 1677-1978, either

the City's or the Association's last offer of settlement would

place Southfield in the position where its salary schedule would

be superlor to the vast majority of the comparable communities.

Southfield police officers certainly are not being forced to

suffer the irmposition of a wage schedule which is irferior to thone

whlch exists in the comparable communities. Quite the contrary,

the salaries

for the rost

received by

Also, the pa

¢
(93}
bt



communities listed have a separate cost of living a
vision and even when that is incliuded in the above displavs
their salaries are much less than the salaries which will bte naid

in the City of Scuthfleld. The Unicn has argued that Scuih’i

has histerically nald
at a higher rate than its surrounding communities

continue to do sc. The pzanel dces net place as muzh welshs con

Unilen Exhibit 112, the Scuth Cakland Cemnmunity Wage Survey 1375
1677, as dces the Association. Baslically, the arzumenhs presented

by the City ceonvince the panel that it should be very care®ul in

analyzi: the data contained in Uniorn Exhibit 113, There ozn Lo

no denying that Southfield volice officers have in the past teen

well paid when compared to the comparable communities.

the panel cannrot arrive at these same conclusions regariing cther
Job classifications. The vazueness and non-specific terninolory

employed 1in Union Exhibit 113 prevents the rvanel from coming to

the conclusicen offered by the Asscelsztion.

patrolmen's szlaries in the comparable communitliss znd thore whlzn
will exlst
considered
settlement

The

which tocox
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Percent Increases

6-77 77-78 Two Years

Pontiae 7% 5% 12,354
Sterling Heights pe 7.3% 13.74%
Trovy ? £.60% -
Madison Heizhts 8.57% g.2% 17.47%
Redford Township 7% ? -
Livonia 7.34% ? -
Bloomfield Township 2,07% ? -
West Bloomfield Twp. 5.5% 6.5% 12,429
Ferndale ? g.24 -
Hazel Park ? 8.68% -
Farmington Hills £ L 10,247
Royal Cak 5.47¢% £.5% 12.6u7%
Birmingham ? 5.73% -
Berkley ? ? -

£.88% £.71% 13.31%
Association 8.25¢ €.k57 15.25%
City 5.32% 5.6% 11.22%

The average percentage increase for 1976-1977 was &.%%¢
while for 1977-1978, it was 6.71%. The average percentare
over the two years in question, using the six comperables where
the data was avallable, amounts to 13.31%. When the partiss!
proposals are compared to the list of percentase increasc:z

. 2

becomes apparent that for 1976-1G77, the Association's percents

increase 1s higher than the average, while the City's is lower.
The Associaticn's percentage increase 1s slightly closer o the
average than is the City's. For 1977-1978 both the Associzabtien's

and the City's percentage increase are lower than the averare

percentage increase. Obviously the Association's percent:
increase 1s much cleoser to the average. When considerin~ the

average percentagze increase over the two-year period, the Sozcoein




two percent lower than the average.

Keeping in mind that the percentage increase scucht

Assoclation for 1976-1977 would be applied to a la

what existed in the cther communitles, with two excenticns,

percentage increase sought by the Association is larcer +han

received by any -of the comparable communities with the excerticn

of lMadison Eeights. For the sarme vear it should he
City's percentage increazse i1s lower than that which
in all of the comparsble communities. In 1977-1673
procosed percentage increase 1s larger than that »

of the comparable communities and smaller than tha

seven of the comparable communities. The City's propcse

centage Increase is larger than that received in twe

parable communities and smaller than the rest, If ¢thi

to be determined solely ¢on the basis of comparing percer

inereases, the Association's offer would be slightl

able.

Percentage increases teing what they are, what

more relevant 1s the actual dollar increases which took

the comparable communities. Where the data was avalliable,

‘dollar increases for 1976-1977, 1977-1978, and the total c*

1978 appear as follows. Again, i1t should be noted that scme ¢f

communities had COLA payments included in their base szlaries

thus this would have an effect on the dollar inereszszes s

Dollar Tnereases

76-77 77-78
Parminzton Eills $1,08% $ 767
Pontiac 1,238 oLy

(senior patrol hirh
Hazel Park - 1,215
Royal Cax 611 1,223
roy - 1,182
¥edlscn Heights 1,353 1,480




76=77 77-78 Total 7¢-7°%
West Bloomfleld Twp. $1,044 $1,112 $2,156
Sterling Helghts 966 1,240 2,200
Birminghan - 080 -
Ferndale - 1,550 -
Livonia 1,220 - -
Redford Township 1,123 - -
(1,202)
Berkley - - -
Blocmfield Township 1,209 - -
Averages $1,127 321,187 $2,208
(1,15¢)
Asscelation 1,410+4273 1,200+13 2,610+502
(+254)
City €10-227 1,000-187 1,010-232
(=236}

Keeping in mind that avrarently the evidence establiches
that Southfield officers were pald very well in ccmpariscn to
the comparable communities going into the 1976~1977 contract resar,
it becomes apparent that for the 1976-1G77 contract year, the Ti:!
last offer of settlement is slightly more acceptable than the

Association's last offer of settlement. It i1s true thet the Jit:!

]

last offer of settlement is a dollar less than the lowest increz=z
realized .for 1976-1977. Nevertheless, it is just as appnerent

that the Association's last offer of settlement exceeds all of tos
dollar increases which took place in the comparable communities
and exceeds the highest increase by $50.00. For 1977-1¢7%Z the
Association's last offer of settlement is substantially more
acceptable than the last offer of settlement submitted by the City.
In the 1977-1578 contract year, the Assoclation's last cller of
settlement erxceeds the increases realized in four of the “n

comparable cormun

exceeds thre=s ¢ the dollar increases which took tlace In Tos
comparable cormmunities. When the information 1s examingd Tror
trhe stazniroint of the teital dollzr increase between 15377-1777,
1% becomes aprarent that even thourh the City'!s last offor o7

fn




settlement produces a dellar increase which is less tharn =zl of

the comparatle communiiies, with the exception of Farminricorn 510

the Association's last coffer of settlement exceeds all ¢f <ic

communities, with the excepticn of Xadiscen
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generally it can invelve a sc-czglled "ean

instance, if the base wage for patrolmen in

1s compared to the increase in the consumer price index

1967 &s the base perlod for both, the fizures would reflect Silat

&

the base wage has more than amply offset the inereazse in thne <o

of 1living. However, if we examine the Increase in the CFI

the base wage of a Scuthfleld officer starting with July of 1970,
the figures show that the base wage increases have nct kept un
with the Increases in the consumer price index.

Union Exhibit 55 and the information contained treresin
was used as the first step in analyzing the effects of the
increasing CPI. If we take the Information contained in Urlcn
Exhibit 55 and plug in the June, 1974 salaries that were tzid
Southfield volice officers, the iInformation would appezr a=

Tollows:

U.S. Dat.
186.9
7
179.1
™ - £ K o 3 o - o}
Point difference 23.2
[ T B
p GQLliIErernce i9.5%




Salary necessary to

All cities <

Detroit

-
o

une T4 $11,500

une T4 $14,500

Salary on June 32, 1976 was $17,090

(July 1, 1976 =June

be

As

[¢]

an

index (1947
even with the
would have to
index, or $16,4
factual matter, a
was earning §17,090.
to elther $18,500,

$18,000, if the City'

30,

1977
City

Eal
irom

|¢7]

s offer is accepted.

x 1.158

x 1.132

Detroit

L}

Association £18,50C0
$18,000)

compensate for increase

the above, when using the

ol CPI from June, 1874 to June,

order for a Southfield cfficer to

b

i

incex.

As can te seen

in CPI:
& N TOT
¢1651?4
$26,424

o
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format established in Unicn Exhibit 55, elther the Asscciztlicon's

or the City's offer would zdequately cover the inerease in the

of living for the period in guestion.

If we take the
of June, i97& to July,

specifically placed in

appear as follows:

1977,

June 1974 to July 1977

146.9 148.4

182.6 182.5
Point difference 2W.7 Point
% difference 24.3% % d
Salary necessary to compensate
A1l cities June 7L $1L4,500 x  1.243
Detroit Jume 74 $1L,500 x  1.23
Salary on June 322, 1877 = £18,000 or
(July 1, 1377-June 235, 15728 =

-58=

difference
ifference

2
-
-
<

I
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e

analysis a step further, and use the
(the June, 1977 figure was rno:

the record) a display of the filgures
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As can be seen, when the all citles Index is utilimnd
with the June, 1974 salary of $14,500, in order for a
Southfield officer to stay abreast of the increase in tre cost of
living, he or she would have to be earning $£18,024 at the end o

the perlod. The Detroit index indicates that he or she wouli have

to te earning 317,335 at the enéd of the period. In fact, cn Jume
39, 1977, a Southfield patrolman will be earning $18,00C 1f the
City's last offer of settlement is accepted, or $18,500 12 the

Association's last offer of settlement is accepted. On Julw 1
1977, the top salary of a Southfield vatrelman will increase teo
either 310,700 or $16.,000. As can be seen from th above, elther
the Assoclaticn's or the City's last offer of settlement would
adeguately prctect a Southfield patrclman from the increzse in the
CPI for the reriod indicated.
It is true that if the CPI figures are estimated faor
July, 1978, the percentage increase and the CPI between Juns, 1774

and July, 1978 wculd be greater, when converted to dollar

using 317,090 base, than either the increase offered by the Citw
cr sought bty the Associatlion. However, as a general propocition
cost of living allowance has been incorporated in a number of
Collective Bargaining Agreements in order to alleviate the pressurass
of inflation that take place during the term of the Collective
Bargaining Agreement. In this case, the Assoclation is not seeking
such an allowance. While it 1s certainly necessary that this parnc
consider the very current CPI data, along with reascnable eztimates
of increzses, it is also necesszry that this panel ceons?

CPI changes during the last Collective RBargaining fmreemant hile




in Southfleld have been more than successful in theil
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alleviate the pressures of inflation.
The City has raised the point of past parity betwsen peos.
the police officers and the firemen. In fact, its last cifer o~

settlement is Identical to the salary increases afforded =frewman

ct

in the first two years of their three-yvear Collective Earcainin:

Agreement. There has been much argument and some evidence whigh

seeks to establish thet rezardless of any charter orovisicns,

parity does not truly exist between the two bargzinirng unlits.

In fact, there have been statements made indicating that fhe firse-

men have voluntarily given up rarity in crder to receive i:;rdve—

ments in their pension program. Parity is an e

cencept in many comnmunities., In fa
is

varity vrovision/contained in the 2

Agreements. In this case, however,

1t has not proven to be a pivotal p

that matter, a factor that I1s entitled to
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a record which develops different circumstances would indiczo

that parity should be a controllin

e8]

this record does not so indicate. The existerce of the charter
provision certainly must be considered. However, the charser tro-
vision, standing alone, cannot prevent the parties from sctiling

a Collective Bargaining Agreement outside of the parameters

established by the parity languace.

was not decided on the basis of parity.




case. The chairman believes that pronosition is true. Iowever
a complete examination of the wages, hcurs and cenditicns of
employment which exist In the comparable communities should no
tear greatly on a panel's decision cn any particular issuec, u-
the wages, hours and condlticns ¢ employment that exist in tFh
comuarable communitlies are extremely diverse to

in the community 1n arbitration. To do cotherwise and %o try =

remedy all of the

the award entered

¢

ticn of

s
vne

a larger wage

inerezse, or

ot

in Insurance, 1t is extremely risky.

these types of situations with an unbridled make-richt zotii,

These tyves of concessions are generally best achleved throu;
negotiations., Turther, if such deficiencies exist in the Ccll
ective Eargaiﬁing LAzreement, nothing vrevents the sartles Tron
making them an issue in the hearing. This 1s not to say “hat

every ccnceivable issue should be placed before an arbitrziicn

panel, but if the deficiency 1s sericus enough, then
an issue 1n the case.
In the present czase, an examination of the Collective

&

e

t

5]




[FORTmI——

to the original specialist issue. However, that issue hez been
settled. While the Association argues that the settlement fsn's
as advantageous as it sought, nevertheless, this matter is rct now
before the panel. VWhether the settlerment is ilnadeguate or rnot

1s not for this panel to judge and it wculd be rat

and unfair Tor this panel to consider an analysis sf the se<t

compensating in another area. The pensicn plan thet currently
exists for police officers has also been the target of mueh
Association argument and evidence. Originally there was an issue
regarding the pensionAplan, but it subseguently was withcrawn.

It 1s questionable whether the parnel would act in fairness 1° 1+

now determined that the pension plan which exists for pclicenan

b

in the City of Southfield was inadequate and thus tried tc zlleviz--
those Inadeguacies by awarding a higher salary.

The Association has also argued that the disability
insurance program, which was granted the firemen, viaces the oaELr
men at a distinct disadvantage when compared to the fire Slghting
vnit. In this case, however, the issue of disability insurance
at least in some aspects, is an open issue before this panel and
thus any question of disability insurance should be dealt with a<

that point.

After carefully considering the evidence that has been
placed in this record and the arguments made to this panelg the
panel 1s forced to conclude that the Clty's last offer cf sev4le—

rent must be accepted. As pointed out in the Perinning ¢ this

'

opinion, the panel doesn't neceszarily feel that trs (it 's

"

offer of settlement 1s ecuitable, but it does feel +that when rluven

. s - e e
he Association's last offer of cestlicmrrt zng

!
h
ny
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settlement is more acceptable. Many times an aczentanle gfoes

not equate with an equitable dispozition
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case the facts that have been explored above do indicate &in- +in

City's last offer of settlement 1s mcore acceptable. The

wage data clearly indicates that Scuthfield police officery rove
been heads above the comparable communities in the zrea of ha-s
salary. Dollar-wise, the increzzes granted in the cemparszble -
communities are slightly more eguatatle with that cffered Ly the

City over the two-year term of this Collective Bargaining Azree-

n

ment, Perhaps the biggest stumbling veint in the Associatior

last offer.of

0

ettiement was the tremendcus wace increzss “had
was sought iIn the first year of the contract. While the cdrllar

Increase was lower than at least one of the comparable comru

it is difficult to Justify such a larse increszse in salzary

Southfield officers were earning

were concerned only with the seccond year of the Collective Towe
gaining Agreement, there would be no gquesticn, 2zt ieast in the
chairman's mind, that the Association's lzst cffer o0f srttlerert
would be more acceptable. Nevertheless, this panel has bSeen
directed by the parties to accept cne or the other last ¢ fars oo
settlement in toto. This being the case, the Asscciztion's last
offer of settlement for the second year of the Collective Ra--

gaining Agreement cannot be severed from = totzl

independent of the first yvear's lazt offer. Thz cogt c* Tl

data clearly indicates that the City's “ast offe» oo

Tethz
adequately makes up for any loss of surchazsing pewsr zullgrel Jux?
the last . It iz frue it e
Just the years of 1275-1377 znd 1877-1778 zra censidered, It ¥
pressure may greztly excesd the wass incresses rwontod, R

i
M
(98]
i



means 1s that in the next round of collective bargaininc,

Assoclatlon may very well be entitled to a salary iner

exceeds that granted in this awar

d.

the panel i1s tound by statute to accept either
1% 3 ¥

last olfer of settlement.

By accepting the City's last

panel has, wilth 1ts hands tied,

position of having to negot
for 1978-1379, ete. VWhile it
cettlement is more acceptable
tlon, there can be no denying
settlement encompasses a wage

received by officers working i

ffer of

If tris were not

have been rejected and a rmore equitab

the cese,

settlenm

iate a rather substa

is clear the (it

than

en

¥

1

rlaced the parties

Ty

le resoclu

[

read

ion

that the City's last offer

increase

hich is less

It is also unfortunz:ies

n the comparable communities.

will weigh heavily con the next round of negotia

The appearance of a delegate's sizn

does not mean that the delegate completely agrees w

used herein.

ticns.

ature cn t:

It means that the delegate agrees w

ith

nis

MARIO CRIESA, Chzirman

CARL
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SICK LEAVE MAXIMUM PAYV-QUT
LIMNITATICON ~ ZCONCMIC
o7V

[
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[eTwa TP

Agreement is

opinicn, it is

clearly stated

to compare th

=

he

Agreement app

contained In the prier Collective
rather extensive, tut at the risk of

necessary that all aspe

ects of the

so that any examiner of this opinion will

2 ceontract languace with the offers.

(]

anguage contain

ears as fcllows:

d in the prior Collective 5

Ranr

"Sick Leave (Pecular). Sick leave shall net
be consicered a privileze which an employee

may use 2%t his discretion but shall be allow

only in cases of zctual illness ¥

Slck leave shall accrue =z h

day per month with unlirm
Sick leave shall be acem
rer day basis and shall be
same rate.

D et ¢t i

=

"Sick leave benefits shall not acc while
an erplcyee is on leave of absence: or sicx
leave beyornd the balance of the cz car m
in which the Illress occurred. Sick leave
regular cvc‘oyees shall be computed from th
first working day of the emploves. o empl
shall be entitled to sick leave uniezs ezrs
and a maximum of four days will be zllowed
during the probationary period. Emsloyees
duty who become ill and unable to ranort fo
duty must notify the officer in chevze at
least one-half hour before roll cail on his
platcon on each day of illness. Tzilure tc
so may be cause for denlal of sick leave
pay. An exanination certificate and rel
from the City Physician or accsrna
chysician may be reaguired as ch ook

1liress and inatility to return b
comrensaticon 1 Llcwed,
resgerves the »r T tc re
of member of % Toparem
validity of ghserce Zue
leave compenzeticn ~royl
trhe phvsician's rorort,
rezert indicate thab the
is {(was) not Justified,
be grourds Tor Sisciviiner
including éismisssal.,

Y

[

-




"Tayment for accumulated unused sick leav
except for probationary employees shall b
pald as follows: Seventy-five percent (7°%
upon death or retirement and fifty percen
(52%) upon voluntary resignation with the
apnroval of the Chilef of the Department.
Payment may be denied for reasonable cause,
sublect to the grievance procedure, excert
that denial shall not be challengeab‘e to the
grievance procedure on a discharge or a
resignation pending charges, irresvective

of the final disposition.

"With less than 400 hours accunulated Sick
Leave and who takes no more than two (2)
davs Sick Leave in any year shall have the
two (2) days returned to the Sick Leave bank.
Prorated if less than one year service

"With more than 400 hours accumulated Sick
Leave and who takes no more than two (2) davs
Sick Leave in any year shall have the two (2)
days returned to the Sick Leave bank znd shzl
be eligible to return to the City a mexizum o
one-~-half (1/2) of the accumulated Sick Leave
for that year at 75% current base pay at time
of payment. July 1, through June 30, each
year payable in first pay in December following.

"Sick Leave (Reserve). The reserve sick leave
bank is established under the same previsicns
as the regular sick leave program with the
following exceptions:

a. Accumulation rate of one-half (1/ 2)
day per month maximum accumulatic

60 days.

cl

b. To be used only after expiration of all
" regular sick leave accumulated.

c. Not subject to pay provisions on death,
retirement or voluntary resignation.
Nor may reserve sick leave be used while
on probationary status."

OFFERS 07 SETTLEMENT:

correct the lancuage contained In the City's last olfer =7

In the City's last offer of settlement it has rofonri
"Director of Publie Safety." At the executive sessicns 15 ==usn
agreed that the words "Director of Public Safety" wcould e ¢

Chief of Police.” While every attempt has been =iz =°

if inadvertently the words "Director of Pub

66—



'

i1t should be noted that they do mean "Chief of Police."

With that in mind, the City's last ofa» of settlomens

appear as

follows:

"Regular:

(a) Sick Leave shall nct bte considerved a
privilere which an employes may use a2t his
discretion, but shall bz zllcwed onliyv in
cases of actual 1llne=s or dlisabiliity. Sick
leave shall accrue at the rzte ne day ger
month, with accumulaticn miT tstablisna:
in the folleowing seco?i Lrtiole
“Sick leave shall be ac iohn

per cay basis and shell &T the

same rate.

(b) lck leave benefits

shzll ro

vhile an employee is on lzave of

sick leave beyond the balance of
month in which the Illness occurr

for regular emplovees shall be co
the first woerking day cf the ermnl
enployee shall be entitled to sick

earned, and a2 maximum of four (L) das

a¢70A84 during the probaticnary peric
Employees off duty who become ill and
report for duty must notify the ofig

charge at least one-half hour Lefore

on his platocn on each dav ¢~ ERE
to do so may be cause for deri ol =
with pay. An examination tilicate
release from the City Prhysician or o<

able physician may te recuired azs &’

illness and inability to return tec
compensation is allowed. The Poll
reserves the right to request the

of a member of the department in o

determine validity of absence due ess
with sick leave compensation crovi accor
dance with the physician's report. 2 d thre
physician's report indicate that the request Tor
sick leave is (was) not 1ust*fied, tre infor-
mation may be grounds for di sciplinary zctilon

up to and including dismissal.

"Payment for accumulated unused slck leave
shall be as follows:

B. Within thirty (30) dav e
cdate of (his Amreermens, ez

receive pzyment for 211 2o B
leave in excess o7 1250 no

(75%) percent of his currs .




C. Effective on July 1 of each yea
after, each emplovee shall receive
for all accumulated rerular sick
excess of 1200 hours as follows:

(1) 1If he has used two (2) days o
regular sick leave. in the preceding i
year, he shall be pald seventy-Tive r»
(YDq) of his current hourly rate multil
the number of hours over 1200.

crt

(2) If he has used mcre than <w

regular sick leave days in the prece fonral
year, he shall be paid fifty percent [54%7) of
his current hourly rate multiplied by the number
of hours over 1200.

"This payment shall be made on or about July 1
of each vear hereafter, excent in the event of
retirement, death or volurtary resignation,

in which case payment shzll be made 2t the time
of retirement, death or resiznation.

D. Effective after date of this awvard, payment
upon separaticn shall te as follows:

(1) Upon death or retirement, emnlovees
shall receive payment at current Pate cf vay,
for seventy-five percent (75%) of accunulated
sick leave to a maximum of 190n hours. Upon
voluntary resignation, these uevsonnol shall
recelve payment, at current rate of nay, for
fifty percent (50”) of accumi lateﬂ sick leave
to a maximum of 1200 hours, subies
approval of the Chief of Folice,
be denied for reasonable cause and
may be subject to the Grievance Pro
However, denial shall not be grieva
employee is discharged or resigns pendiy
1rrespect1ve of final disposition.

J

"Payments pursuant to Section D shall be in
addltion to payments set forth in Section B and
C of this Article.

"Sick Leave - Reserve: The reserve sick leave
bank is established under the same provisions
as the regular sick leave program with the

following exceptions:

(1) Accumulation rate of one-halr® {
day per month, maximum accumulation of s
(60) days.

(2) Tor non-duty related injury,

or disabiiity to be used only after exp!
of all regular sick leave accurulated.




(3) For duty-related ind illness cr
disabllity to be charged 2% the rate cof
twenty percent (227) of the averare hours
worzed ver weeir, wlth & ma:

™

XY
T

b5

oo
FR IS
Ve

The Assoclaticn's las
ation of the ovricr contract language. Thus, there is no necessitr

of re~stating the language, which has been stated above.

Of course, the Collective Bargzining Agreements that were
received as evidence contalned information which is related to
this issue. The specific information will be addressed in the
following portion of this award.

City Exhibit €3 outlines the sick leave provisicns which
exist iIn Berkley, Birmingham, Clawson, Farmington Hills, Ferrndale,
Hazel Park, Madison Heights, Royal Oak and Troy. City Exhibit ci

" is a similar outline, but concerns Pontiac and Sterling Heights.

The testimony offered by Mr. Petrack is also relevant te
this issue. Mr. Petrack's testimony and the prior Collective
Bargaining Agreement develop the sick leave structure that ncw
exists in the City of Southfield.

etrack's testimony indicztes that there are tws

sick leave accumulatiecn hanks currently in existence in th2




banii accrues at the rate of one-halfl day per month with =2
of 60 days accumulation. Actually sick leave accrues a*% cn=

and one-half days per rmonth untll the reserve bank contai~

[X4]
.

days, then the regular bank continues to accrue at one daw

month. If a pers

o}

n dies, retires or resizns, there is nc pzy cu
whatsoever from the reserve sick leave btank. The regular sick
leave tank is utilized for pay out at retirement zndé in otfrne-
circumstances. Mr. Petrack further testified that the present

sick leave accumulation scheme has no cap and this pressnis a

complex problem. He states that slck leave 1s designed to rrovide
an officer with proteﬁtion in times of disatility or sizkness and
that this primary function has been distorted. He indicates theat

in the situation where slck leave accrues and accrues the Ci<w *sg |
in the position of having to pay back that leave at the rate ax

the time 1t is taken, as opposed to the time it was earned, which

could be many years prior. He maintains that 1t is analcgou

a savings tank.

His testimony went on to show that in a duty disabiliity
situation an officer would draw on his reserve sick bank for the
first 30 days. On the Tth day workman's compensation would enter
the plcture and on the 31st day the LTD polilcy would also beccrme
effective. At that point, the workman's compensation payvments
would work as a set off against the LTD. To administer the
program, the City, knowing how much the officer would receive,
vays the officer directly at the 72% rate. Twenty percent ¢l thiz

would come from slcx leave and the remsinder would be “rem T T

e

When the workman's ccmpensation check arrives, 1t is

to the City and the City in turn signs 1t over to the 70 ancrice.

in the situation which involves a non-duty relztes zoniizrs

T =TT LTI »




an officer for the {irst 20 days would draw on his rerular oick

leave bank at the rate of 100%. On the 21ls% day an c¢fficar

making up the difference. In an accident situation, which iz ron

duty related, the LTD policy would pay t
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v illness sltuatlon, the drawing would be as sitzted foo

the non-cduty accldent, but the LTD poll v has a two-vear 1I1nmts,

in a duty-related illness, an officer would draw under tre same
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ted accident with the exception shaw

injured on the 29th day of his erployrent as a sworn officsr ard

it 1s a duty-related injury, he would have available 12 ncurs of

slek time on which to draw plus workman's compensation. Cn

30th day the LTD would kick in, but avparently for the i

}s.

days the probatlonary officer is not in as good a2 situation as =z
regular cfficer who has had the opportunity to accumulate si-lk

leave. r. Petrack also indicated thzt if it was a duty-related

illness, and the illness went beyond two years, an employee woul

(f.‘.

o

lose hils LTD benefits at the end of the second year, but would ©
able to draw on whatever leave he has accumulated, or whatever
workman's compensation was still available,

Feturning to probationary empioyees, Mr. Petrack tezc:®ici
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thzt the prcobationary pericd is one vear
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the 25 plan, there are displays indicating the effzct of colo. -

lating in maximum sick leave accumulation and another diuplny

calculating in one-third sick leave accumulation. The

is aprarent from the deccument.

The record also indicates that the fire department ras »
cap of 1,200 hours cn their sick leave program, while cther Jivy
empleyees also have the €0-day cap on reserve sick leave and Lhe
1,200-hour cap on regular sick leave.

The City argues that under its disability preosram an ¢ffisco
would recelve 70% of his pay, while his sick bank would te zrar-o:X
only 1.6 hours per day. It mainteins that if the nmaxizur amcuns
were accumulated, an officer would have the equivalent of 577 dave
at 7C% pay. It further points out that an employee has %he rizrt
to draw on accrued or accunmulated vacation and even exhauziesd
an employee could collect 50% cf his gross pay for a diszhbiilse
or be eligible for disabllity retirerent as a result o° =z Zis-
abllity or illness.,.

The City argues that the purrose of sick leave i:s rct o
provide a bonus at retirement, but to provide income rroteziicn
in the case of disability or illness. It maintains thet %z prc-

posal provides that security,yet affords the City a way of ~a=n

and limiting its cost. It argues that under the present zvstenm
the City has no certaln way of measuring a future debt and thus
funding therefore. It maintains that if all other City ernlorascs
have a 1,200 hour cap, then the 1,200 hour cap s surel: odici.anTe
for police officer

The City further argues thzt since boith the Slioror o3

the policermen acerue slick leave at the same rate zrnd ars chavrel




he is not chargzed for that day. In the fire Sighter's situztion
the fire firhter would be charped on 2 prorated basis.
The City soes on to arzue that unlinmited accumulotion 2=

a very costiy savings plan for the cofficers and

~ oy P ~ o ks s - 3 4 -~
final averaze ccmpensaticn for nension nurceses and thus inflas
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communities,

Finally, the City states that in light of the disabil
insurance vregrem, the preoposed liberal cav, the annual ray-out
the termination pay-out, the similiarity of arrangement with all
other City employees, and the comparable data, the panel must
adopt the City's offer.

The Association argues that the existing sick leave

i

J

provision, and all essential aspects, have existed prior tc any
negotlaiicns between the parties and prior to the first written
Collective Bargaining Agreement. The Asscclation argues that there
is a buillt-in cap on accumulated sick leave because of the lensth
of service that generally can be expected from a patrolman. It
malntains that thus the City has a figure which it could adcrt zs
a budgeting fizure.

The Association goes on to arsue that ador

+

ot
b
Q
3
O
o]
ct
o
(gl
[}
I3
o

offer would have a severe impact on the final averzge ccmTornonticon
used to calculate tension benefits. It mzintains thaet the (Civyu

has substantizlily improved the firemen's pension and thus the

s s aa .y RPN R —
<irsmen could azres to the cap on aceumulszted sisl £ive. ~ra
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¢n to argue that the City's preposal net onl-s

has an impact on sick leave vay-cut at death, retircment c»

resisnation, bubt alsc impacts the abllity of officers te accurm:’

would regulre Asscoclation members to zccent 75 cents for svery

dollar's worth of azcumulated sick time in excess of the artiir:=vv

be an incentive for reoliczce officers to take sick time at Itz Iull
rate rather than te wait znd be naid fer 1t at 755 of the 711

The Assoclation further argues that a number of ceormunizli-s

have unlimited accumulation and still do not charge duty

to sick time.

The Assoclation further goes on to state that if

rad been sinecere zbcut its

3 ~ Y = L -t - - < 1 - R e mora g -
iimifted zceunulaticon on only res ar sick lezve time and : Se
o+ ~ ~ oy ] -2 B A - B3 T =3 - [anh Y P 4 - .

unlimited aceunuliation of ressrve sick ma., The Losceniticn




After analyzin~ the Collective

were presented in the recerd, alonn with the exhitits which cut-
lired sick leave rrovisicns, the folleowlng display was crezted
and within its Ilimitaticns failrly states the orovisions which are
arplicablie to this Issue:
1sec.- Pav-
Max. Accumulsation Annual Pa
Hazel Parx 1C0 days current, 140 Current -
Ceys rezerve, reserve as vacatic
not evailable Tor duty pay-cut (a
iilinsss or disability
Bloemiield Two. Contract states "no 1/2 cash p
max. limitation™ for can keep &
"full time employees” of 100 (anm
1/2 pay-out
or retireme
salary), or
1/2 vay-cut
leave Zimit
Farmington Hills 150 days o}

Sterling Heights

Redford Twp.

Pontiac

Royal Oak

FINDINGE AND

LWARD

240 gays

120 days in "primary
bank" unlimited in
"secondary bank"

Kone

50% pay-out - deg!
retirement ¢r "o
cther reascn"

No charge to sic
for duty diszbil
first year; 1/2

upon death or ret

1/2 pay-out duty diz-
ability retiremsnt,
retirement, death

50% "primary" upon
use

retirement - Ic
secondary must be
exhausted first

Retirenent -
ment up to 2

Can
off

be used durin. o/~




Accumulation

Mise.~ Pav-cut ani

Annual Pavrment

Effectively 120 dayrs

LI
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HH oot~

O M

jai

ladison Eeights

iimit on both

1007 annrnual r--
excess ¢ 120 2
retirement;
includins
averace wa
years,
warme per ¢
T5=12C 2z

formulz &

¥

Bonus 17

L0 hrs. cor
k1 hre. cr
death or re
to max. of

i
days ezrned
calendar ye
employed pri
210/1/75, el
1/2 payv-out
days upcn d
ment, resipg

1/2 pay-out
at a date wh
earlier than
date by the
days fer wnhi
have been

its current =ari



"in the arez of pay-cut, annual pey-out and miscellanscus pruvicicns

reserve sick leave. Pontlac has a 120-day limit on its Ycrimar:y
bank" while there is no limitation on 1ts "secondary bank." Tre
only communities that do not have a sick leave accumulaticr

limitation are Bloomfield Township, Royal Cak, and Tivonla. Then

" The two offers are examined in relation tc the comparable cormmuni-

tles and only In the azpect ¢f limitations and maximum zocurmulao

ticen, it becomes aprarent that
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stricter pay-out provision thzn does Southfield. Some ¢f £heom

have the annual

overwhelmingly

the patrolmen 1n the City of Scuthfield are not a2t any disziventico

when compared to patrolmen in the comparable communities. .n Tacn,
when the evidence regarding disability insurance is examindl, *:
rosition held by Scuthfield officers in relation toc the ¢’ icove

The last offer of seittlement submitted by the ity

a maximum accumulation limit which is




Agreement, the Clty would be aware of the liabilitr whilch <

oy

=

vevertheless, the Assoniatlon's arsument rerarding the buil--in
limitation,i.e., 25 years of service, does provide a budretin-~
point, even if it is scmewhat less desirable.

Cr course, the Associztion's arguments regardinc tis fira

department and i1ts emplcyees' zcceptance of a cap on accusulzvad
slck leave must be carefully considered. The evidence establishs
that the f{iremen had a substantlazl improvement in pension and <ru
the loss of a certain armount of accumulated sick leave which woaul
have been included in the Tinal average compensation, deces nch
have as dramatic an Impact on thcse emplovees as would the imvacs
felt by police officers. It is true that pénsicns are not 1
question In this proceeding, but nevertheless it is necessary fcr
the panel to explore all the ramifications of both last offers of
settlement.

Apparently the evidenqe suggests that in the case of the
fire fighters, the quid pro quo for modification of sick leave

lanpguage was the improvement in pension benefits. Even 37

- not entirely cecrrect, the evidence does establish that the firever

received an improvement in pension benefits and in the same con-
tract a modification was made 1in sick leave provision.
Regardless of how it is argued, there can be no qﬁestion
but that the adoption of the City's last offer of settlement wou
in effect lessen the potentizl benefit that is available to nelisz
officers under the current
evidence clearly establishe

- existed In its essentizl terms

Le contracts ¢f the cormzarazhble cermunitles,

-1
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language is unacceptable because the City cannoc: afiord to

the tenefit.

When presented with a situatiocn of a potential red

in a current benefit, a panel should be very careful in anglyoins
the evidence. Vhenever a group of employees is recelvin~ a bere”i=

which is of a superior nzture to a benefit of the szrme

is also offered by comparable communities, the panel shculd be Vo

reluctant to lower the quality of that benef
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evidence regarding comparzble communities. Oftentimes a bargzinins
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unit hzs made ccmpromises in order to receive the supericr he

Crten when the benefit is granted, it is at that pcint superizr o

that which exists in comparable communities. Unless the svi

concerning the issue is extremely compelling, a panel shc

very reluctant to reduce or mecdify the benefit.

In the present case, the panel will accept the Associz-isn':

last offer of settlement and will maintain the status

£
[
O
3

stated, unless the evidence is extremely compelling, an artitrati-n

panel should be very reluctant to modify a benefit that ras exiztcl

for so long a period. As can be seen from the firemen's zettlemsns,

substantial changes in benefits were received, while the

language was modified. The evidence regarding the comparztle
communities, along with the other evidence in the record Zses not
establish that the City's last offer of settlement should bLe
accepted.

The arpearance of a delegcate's signature on this no-rd

}oe
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dces not mean that the delegate completely agrees h
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used herein. It means that the delegate agrees with the c.sz-—-
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he rricr Collective Bargalning Arveerment

S

"Furl e. Vacatlon leave op
are e hat 1 T 13.23 nours o
month of hours per vear
sched: in er gnd wintern
eazh) e will ke rrznted vae
leave u credits are ezrned. T
Perart Wi enuire : schedul
mey iimit <n uyrntar ¢f 1 grant
vacatlon leave at any gl b
w.ll e granted dur £
iths of the preota s
employee earn va
t six (€) month
hire.”

The City's last offer of settlemen

continuation of the language contained in tre
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far

Maxirmum acecumulatio
be twice the annuesl
shall be paild for unu
of two years' accumul
December 21 of any gi
written consent is ci

"Any employee who, on December 21
accunulation cf unused furloush %
of two years, shzll be grantes th
accepting pay for such excess aceo
two years on or vefore June 3¢, 1
granted until December 31, 1678 t

excess accumulation furlough time off."

The Associlation's last offer of settlement seeks

L

Bargairing Agreerment. That language 1is as stazed zbh

~duplication at Zhis scint is urnecessary.

As can te sscen from the last offers of settlemer

1izit the accunulation of
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20T wne accumulation
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paid by the Clty. Also, the language contains a rrovislion for

employees who have accumulated more than two yvears of vazca<icn

time as of December 31, 1977.

FTTTT AT AT pmarparmiree
EVIDENCE AND ARGUVZNTS:

Before exanmining the testimony, the p
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the documents that are in the record.
City Exhirvit 61 and 62 contain the rrovisicns reparad:

vacation accumulation that exlst in the comparsbles cffered tr tre

3

City. VWhen the study of the Collective Bargaining Agreements is
included, it beccmes anparent that none of the Collective Ezro

gaining Agree

(‘D

ents ccrtawn lanzuage which allow emplove Lo gcarrw
over and accumulzte unlimited amounts of vacaticn time.

The Collective Bargaining Agreement regarding Bleoom?®
Township does not contain any language whatsocever regarding

accumulation of vacation time.

The Cecllective Bargaining Agreement in Red

indicates that a patrolman can accunulate up to 18
time after five years of service.

The. Collective Bargaining Agreement in Pontiac is cilen®
as to whether an officer can accumulate vacation time. It srhculd
" be noted that City Exhibit 62 states that vacation must be uszed in
the year earned.

The Collectlve Bargaining Agreement in Rerkley staztes <hos
an offlcer may accumulate vacatiocn time up to a tosal rurmier ¢f

hours egual to the product of the emplovee's curren

]

credlted per menth times 12, plus 8BS hours. Any z-cumulotico o

=

excess of this figure is purchased by the City.
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this 1s impossible, 1t may be carried over intc the next waoar
:providing pernission 1s granted by the Chief of Fclice. I°
permissicn 1s not granted, then the officer 1s vpzid for his

vacation. City Exhibit €1 stated that vacaticn muszt be used in

the year earned.

In Ferndale City Exhibit 61 states that vacatioc:

o3

1
n
(33
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used in the year earned.

In Hazel Park both the Collective Barzaining Agreement
and City Exhibit 61 states that an officer cannct accurulste mere

han the number of days due him during the two-year verlcd.

City Exhibit 61 indicates that in Madiscn Helghts zan
officer cannot accumulate more than seven weeks.

In Royal Cak vacations sﬁould be taken within the fiscal
vear followlng the fiscal year of accruzsl. The Collective Zowa
galning Agreement goes on to state that they nar te extendsd Intc
the next filscal year if permission is received from the Chic? o
Police or the City Manager.

The Collective Bargaining Agreement in Troy is silen® on
the question of whether an officer can accumulate vacatizcn tims.
City Exhibit 61 states that vacation must be used in the vesr

vearned.

Sterling Heights' Collective Bargaining irrecment =nd
City Exhibit 62 state that an officer in Sterlins Zeichnts car
accurulate 30 days of vacstion tirme.

The Collective Earzalning Azgresment in West Dlo-=2i-1:
indicates that the Chief cf Police can allcw Lthe sasumulo-ian o7

vacaticn time into the next fiscal veszr 1 +h

L - = B & -
% were 13 2 52 -
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prcblem or the officer may be pzid for the vacstlen whisr f.. -0

not use.



The Celilective Bargaining Arreement in Livonia stuates
Faar

that an officer can carry over his vacztion time 4nto the nexy

year with the Police Chief's approval.

were 11 oflicers who had accumulated more than 320 heours c¢f vnzzsien
time. The revort also stated that there were two othar clficerz
who were slightly under that amount and at this tirme prokbably haz

exceeded 32C hours.

Yay 1 through October 31, an officer mu have had his vacavicn
request in by April 21, 1977. The memorandun goces on to shtate thas

o

only two ofTicers on a shift will be granted vacatiocns a* any

Crime suppre~uion and shopping center details will be permitied
to have only one officer on vacation on an given time.
unit will also be permitted to have only one officer on vecztion

at any given time. In order to fall within the seniority creovislicrs
the vacation request must be up to a 10-day period. If the vaczilicn

time 1s split, it will be the responsibility of the Patrol

Lieutenant to work out an arrangement for open time, but seniority

-y
au

will not be a factor for more than the first week. The memcra

goes ¢on to state that no more than three weeks will be Ltarer




While there are other documents that

related to this situztion; for instance, the

contract, it will not be discussed at

his poil

Locoking to the record, there is a number

four~five or eight hours.
Captain Shaver tesitified that
cannot vlan for 1n scheduling was the

since approximately 1570.
Lleutenant Fastinder testifiegd
€ifficult to plan schedules because of

vacation. le Iindicated that under the

accrue vacation, but the Clty has no method of reducing
Further, Lieutenant Fasbinder testified that the use of
time is controlled by the supervisors and generally
cannot take all of his vacation time off at cnce.

has stated that offiecers have approached him and told

they were frightened to use vacation time because of the

11ity of a sustained 1llness.

use of

the only rezl

t exist

o
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present plan

The City argues that the purpose of the

is to permit an

™
+
S
o4
1)

bly, the purpose c¢f such 2z

The City maintains

vacation is contrary
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to be away frem his job
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City retains the right to deny a vacaticn leave, the fac+:s
that an officer who has been denied leave will te dissaticlled;

thereby, causing a morale problem and an officer wit

more years of accurnulated time who takes vacation in
blocks may cause a scheduling problem because of the nunkter ¢f

weeks that have to be accommodated to the schedule.

avallability. Also, 1t maintalins that unlimited accumulacticn
leave Involves additicnal cost for the City since i% pavs vacatlicn
at the rate in effect when %taken or paid rather than when zgoorved,

™

The Ci

[N

Ty soes on to argue that its last offer of
ment would affect only 13 officers out of the entire bargaining
unit. It maintains that none of these officers nor any c
in the unit would be adversely affected by the City's Iast ¢lfer
of settlement since an officer who elects
would be paid for the time at his current
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ficer knows, by

maintains that 17 th
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to take vacation time or will be paid for it,
department will be 2ble to plan accorﬂ*ngl The City SEEENRIRS
state that its last offer of settlement permits an officer o
accumulate twe years of vacas lon, a reasonzble accommedaticn, =and
it allows the City to know the amount of accumulated time 1v will
have to schedule,

The City also argues thaet the comparable dats fnciszton

that none of the cornzrable cermmunities orcevide a vacatli-n
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event of

reduced the <ime

reduce the nance

3

Associztion poil

-

ctions a3 to whe
taken.

Thé Asse
long history of
officers on this
It points cut th
have such benerf

existing in thos

Perhaps
comparison of th
comparable data
Southfield's vac
that contained 1
communities.

cemnunlities wh

o
illness or injury or cther needs. The ASseocls
City complaired about %he scheduling preblexs,

command officers not to allow earred

taken durlng specific periods. Tt has firths
fer taking earned vacation, when to do zc weou
wer below specified levels. Turther, the
ts cut that the Citv has imposed manyv more res
n and how much of the earned lezve time mav be
clation arzues that the ranel cennot igncre +n
the rrovision, nor the undenied reliaznce o© To
provision for supplemental inccne protectiasn.
2t the nmere fact‘that other communities do naos
ts 1s the result of a different targairing nis
e communities.
FINDINGS AND AWARD

the first place to start the analysls ig wi<xn
e comparable communities. Frankly, when 211 %}
is examined, there can be no doubt that tre
atlon accumulatien orocess is much surericr te
n the overwhelming majority of the comparztle

e evidence establishes that there are ro comre
h have a vacation accumulation plan whilch 2z
which exists under the prior Collective Toveos
thiield. Further, the annual par-ocubt, rro-sus
rement, ete., and cther aspects of the vooa-:
het Scuthlield has a plan which arain iz cloor
vast melforiiy c¢f the cormparztle T
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test be done so at %
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they were stricken with a long-term illness.

related portion of the disability policy angd
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CF CONMPENEATCORY

[EIaTaETrs

AT AT T -[—vnl—"ﬁ—yrv— BARQATNITYG

[SV5 L SAFORNPEY

2. Conm satory time ‘zcerued in excess of 130
hcurs v converted to tay conce each
calend ver.

3. All or any porticn of an individual's
compensatory Cime talance may be cenverted

to reay urcn the officer's recuest for reason
ol nardship with the approval of the Chief c¢f
Police.

4. Officers should monitor fthreir individusl
cempensatory time baliance, and when this
valance avrrcaches 120 hours, they should
either use the time and/or turn in = future
overtime for pay-to xeep this bal elew

130 hours."

e
o
Lo

LAST OFF

Before settlement are vresented, It
should be noted that initially the City's position was feor the

complete elimination of compensatory time.

the 1ssue was listed as such in the beginning of this onirn

However, the City subsequently filed a last offer of settliement




3. All cor any vortion of
cempensatory t bal em
te way upon th fic g nr
of hardship wi ¢! rov
Police.

4. Office: should monitor
COTDarsS2To time balance,

balance ap achez 42 heours
eitrer vze 2 tine and/or

cvertime I vay to Keev th
48 hours." )

The Associaticn's pesition seexs

language contained in the rrior Collect:l

IT the two positions are briefly
arvparent that the City's last offer of s
the cap on compensaztory time from 137 ho
ZVIDTNCE ARD ARTINTENTS:

This issue motivated both partie
stantial amount of evidence.

A study of the contracts recardi:
ties, zalong n other items of evicdence

wit

o

an individual's

ayv be ceonverted

ecuest for reasons

&l ol the Chiel o7
“thelr individusl
ancd when this

s they cshoulld

turn in arny future
1s talance beliocw

the continuaticn of thne
ve Bargaining Lersernent

scanned, 1%t becomes
ettlement seeks tc lower

urs to LB hours. |
s to introduce a sub-

v
5

the cecxperable cor

., leads

Community Compersatory Tire
Birmingham Agreement 1s si

Agreement is si

Berkley Yes

.
1d

m,

Bloomfile Agreement state

practice shall

cwnship

Yes

nest EloomTield Twp. Yes
Rcyal Caw Agreerent is si

Pontlac Yes
Redford Townmshin Tes
Sterlins Helrhig Yesg

lent.

lent.

Lo rours
s past
continue.
50 heurs
57 Foues
lent.
s_‘,‘d;.:r_ i _.:
b;:s'f e



laximum

Community Compensatory Time Leeumulotior

Farmington Hills Apreement 1s silent.

Bazel Park Call crediting of 45 nours
cvertirne,

Ferndale Yes 45 nours

Madison Helghts Ves 37 1/2 hourn

iec have scme type of provisicn regaréing compensatory time.

All of the cormunitles, with perhars the limited exception of
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allows an officer to accunulate as much compensa-—
tory time as he can, but it gces on to state that the compensatory
time is pald out each June 30th. Thus, there is a built-in

limitation in the Sterling Heights' Collective Bargaining Agree-

ment. Pontiac has a maxinum accumulation of 100 hours and i

|62]

¢loscst, in terms of maximum acc laticn, to the current provision
of 130 hours in Southfield.

The testimony of Sgt. LaBenne indicates that comp tire
is earned basically two different ways. First, the vast majority
of' comp time is earned by an officer working overtime. I zan
officer works overtime, he has the choice of being paid at tize
and one-half or receiving comp time at time and one-half.
second way has a much lesser impact on this issue and concerns ire
dog handlers. Sgt. LaBenne indicated that officers have the chel:ze
of us;ng their comp time as paid time ¢f? or of converting It So

cash. He Indicates that a comp time to pay conversion csuseos

certain administrative protlems. TFirs:t, oftentimes the ¢lficur
gives verylshort notice and because of the administrative orocelures
that ars Involved, prcblems are caused. TFurther, ne iniizztz:

that comp Uime causes budgetings problems because he cannot Treliliss




how much will be used in any glven period of time. He

alsa

indicates that because of the comp time provision, it is imrosziv

-

for the department to know its current overtime costs.
Sgt. LaZenne further indicated that in 1875 thers wsre
over 800 man days lost because of the comp time. He furither

indicated that the current cap on comp time went into e®fact durin
the 1874-1575 vear. Eis testimony also shows that pricr 4o thea
permanent shifts, there were two hours per week at time ard ore-
half that were tuilt in to an officer's schedule. This wzs

elininated

once th

Cepariment went £o rvermanent

testimony indicates that the average

comp time per year; 19 vacation days per yvear; arnd 7 days sick
or personal time.

Lieutenant Fasbinder testified that the current cemoens

i

tory time provision

4]

cause problems iIn scheduling because trne us

(U]

of compensatory time cannct be anticivated with any accuracy.
He further went on to state that normally when a ratrcl cffliger
takes compensatory time, another officer is not czlled in toc
him or her.

Further, Lieutenant Fasbinder has indicated that cn
occasions an officer's request for ccmpensatory time has been
denied because of the needs of the department.

Lieutenant Gudenburr, member of the Command Cfficers

Assoclation, also testified on this issue.

his experlenca he

on the midnignt shift would be nine patrclimen; afterncons —eon
catrolmen; and davs

can be off dutv =zt znv orae

-~ ad o -~ PR -t -3 . - 3z 2 L
e, e Turther stzted that there were isclated irplidern-- Lere

-92-




he had to hold people over in crder to meect the necessary narpower

.

requirements.

Cantain Shaver has testilfied that comp time should b=

given some priority iIn the sense that 1t should net be automailior:

[APS

grantsd to officers. Fe indicated that it should be granted In

g
cases of emergency or as a reward for a job well done.

Captain Shaver further testified that he has had problems
in scheduling because of the effect of comp time. He has ind

that ccmp time is the only time that he cannot account for In ihs

scheduling process. TFurther, he indicates that 1 comp time

granted too far in advance, it causes scheduling problerms, cr
causes the department to consistently be running at minimum
manopovwer

Further, Captain Shaver indicates that the departiment dces

have the right to denv ccmp time 17 the needs of the department

dictate that the officer work. Further, he indlcates that

were no comp Yime and officers were pald for cvertinme




there has been a rrand total of 1,170 nours of comn 41
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11,511.54 hours of comp tinme earn 4, ¢,4%4 hours taken ei':sr pn

time off or cazh payment, 2,77% hours ccnverted Trom comp to oo

¥y leaving a balance a%t 12/21/7% of

- 7 £l + e -~ < po Y
avproximately TIZ man days. The amount

7,651 comp hours earned, 2,1€2.7%5 hours faken as either cach op

- ~aAd e 3
time off, 1,52%.25% hours ccnverted to cash, leavirz a balance on

For 1873, there were 7,467.5 corp hours earned,

hours taxen, as either time ©f7 or as cash

-
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12/31/73 was 5,371.25 nours. The balance ecualled £00 man da-s
while the amoun®t taken egualled 819 man davs.
okl I T . + - —
For 1972, 2,5%0.5 comp hours were earned, 3,610.5 rcurs

vere taken, as elther time off or as cash, and the b

lance

o

was 5,449.75 hours. The balance at the end of the vyear ejualled
€81 man days, while the amount taken egualled 452 man dayvs.

City Exhibit 32 1s the same type of summary as Citr

-Gha




2,725.5 were taken ag time off, while 553 hours were convertad
s P N S T g N
from comp time to cash. The balance on 6/1/77 was &,000.82 cory
. a2

hours or €23 man days. The number of man days taken eguallel

3E1.

2
was 819, while the nurber of man days which remained on 12/3./73

was 609. Fer the year of 1974 B30 man days were taken, while thne
valance at 12/31/74 was 548. For 1575 8L0 man days were taken,
while the balance at 12/31/75 was 733 man days. Tor 1876 the
number of man days taken was 816, while the balance at 12/31/7¢

was 721. TFor tThe rveriod of Januzry thrcough June 1, 1877, the
number of man days taken was 341, while the balance which rema’nel
on June 1, 1377 was 623.

Union Exhibits 117-1174 and 115-11%4 were coples ¢f the

£

duty roster f tember cf 1977 for theo
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various shifts.

vast majeority of the days 1in question, the minimum manpowsr was

amply met. Of course, the documents de¢ indicate that there

a number of days when the mininum nanosower was below policy limits
and on some of those days comp time was allowed an officer, tul

on other days the manpower went velow the policy limits even

p fime weas t allewed.

City Exniblit 131 o
overtime rer offlicer has e
amount inciudes 311 overtire.

Unicn Zxhibit 114, 121 and 1023 estsblish theft cn mearns
occasions the Cnlef of Pslice and Ceptzin Shaver heve sernT .7



orders wnlch have limited the use of comp time.

Unicn Exhibit 121 indicates that Captain

would b2 no comp time off for October 28,

fternoon and midnisght shifts. Uniocn

Zxkhibit 103 states:

"“””ec"“e February 7, 1277, it will te

the policy of thi riment that officers
ﬁﬂ:**ﬁa time of?f nsgatery time will
not be replzaced b" fTicer pn over-
time rate. The o comrensatery time
off will te sched t the needs cf
the department.”

The City argues that the pressnt orovision rezerd:in
compensatory time causes many edninistrative probtlems. The
coneern short notice given by an officer when converting %3
cash; the need to lssue separate checks in excess of 21C0.2

separate com ations; aporovals and checks that

and made regarding the cuarterly Justment;

tory time at current rather than earned rates; and

to budget.
The City argues that the current compensatery
vision involves increased overtime cests feor the City.

The City argues that the

vayment of

the

tine

e Y e e
COoo e
- e

e Lo

N

“oy

must be scught

most difficult preoblems exiss

because of the manpower shortages that are the result of erplcyes:s

using compensatory time, at a time when cther employees are

The City argues that Exhibits 32 and 28 establish that the

dous amount of compensatory time taken by

extremely difficult for the department to schedule

ny type of assurance.

Further, the City arzues that while In many insianc
an officer 1s not called In tc revlzce an officer wnc 1s
cmpensatory time o in staticn operaticns it quite Irecu
is neces:af te call in an additional officer.

officers makes

officers

.




he Clty also argues thzt the institution of

shifts did not have any effect on the amount of ccmpensatoery Lirme

17 the Clty ravs overtime, cr 1f there were less ¢f an eccumulat!

avallable Tor duty. The Cify argues that since this 1is the cas
the City will have rore contrel fcr maintaining desired strenrctn
and can more easily assure that adeguate services will be providei.

Further, the City argues that its offer still allows
acecumulation up to the U4B-hour 1imit, but yet gives the Clty better
control and flexibility. It mzintains that the panel must xser
in mind that officers have significant vacation berefits, rerscrz
business dayvs, and regular and reserve sick leave time. It
maintains that since this is so, there is not a need for a larce
accunulaticn of comrensatory time as currently exists.

The City further argues that the datz regarding the

comparable communities clearly indicates that the City's lzass

0
o
sy

]

'3

of settlement is extremely acceptable.

7

he Associatlon has argued that compensatory time olf In
lieu of payment for overtime worked has been in practice for zt

least 13 or 1lU years.

The Assoclatlion further argues that the evidence

that 14 lai~ A T e <
that Snhaver claimed that the so-called vreblems t to
occur atout three years azgc. TFurther, the fsscclation ~clinis 2.4
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accumulaticn, but the Collectlve Barcalning Ag

Thus, 1t certainly would be reascnable to cencluide that w

compared to the comparable communitlies, Southfieid has the oo

[

o
However, 1f we compare the Cify's
with that which exlsts in the comrarable communities, 1% becornes

apvarent that Livenla, West 3locomfield, Pontize, zrnd rerhzars

time. Kevertheless, if the City's last offer of settlemont ware

accepted, it weould drastically reduce Scuthfield's rank wiih the
comparable communities.

The scheduling problerms asserted by the City may Lz =z
real concern, but the evldence indicates that the impsact ¢ *ro

compensatory %Lime provisicn cn schecduling may nct be as drastic

-as alleged. Certalnly the existence of compensatory time nos oo

effect on scheduling, but it must be remembered that the evidance
¢learly establishes that the needs of the department ccrme irat
in considering whether compensatory time reguests be granted.
This is filrmly established both by the dccuments and by the
testimeny of the witnesses. While it is true that the g¢hirlt
Lieutenants may on occasion go under minirum manpower, Vhol

p L1 by o & ~ K. “ .
certainly have the ablility to nreven

W0
Wy
i
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times that the department ran,cn any shift, under
where compensatory time was involived, eguals 22%. Sixty-clrht
rercent of the time that the department was under minirum manroy
no compensatory deys weore taken. Thus, if there were 173 donve ¢on
which the department ran under mininmum manyower, fcr any shilt,
then 32 of those days alsc Included an officer taking cormrernszsory
ime off. Sixty-eight of those days did net irnvoive comnanga®tor:s
time as it relztes to nmembers of this baregalning members. 14 is
impessible to draw the conclusion that the existence of the
cempensatory time provision directly causes the cdepartiment to run

under rinizum manpcwer. The facets
conclusion. Further, the panel is

causes problems in scheduling Just

death or other events might causze proble

less, problems in scheduling are not to

in determining whether compensatory

unless the preblems are extremely

establlish that the so-czlled problems encountered in s

because of the existence of coumrensato

this valuable benefit should be 1linm

scheduling problems.

the panel 1s not convinced that lowering

to 48 hours would improve the scheduling

pust

T
8}

s

e

compensatory time would still exist.

were instituted, schedulingz mzv be

ITower limii a police officer weuld

a

Further, as poi

in order to allev:

time, are so gravo

the 1limit from

However,

-
Ao

order to prctect himssl?f from extended
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(o2

cfficers would be available for duty. But whether thls iz o per-

suaslve argument is ancther matter., Actually, there i: no shawin:s

that the existenca of the 13C-hour limit on compensatory t!

accumulation has forced the City Into a manning situation whare

enjoyed. In additicn, the prior Collective Bargeaining Loreement
containg language which allows the City to suspend all leaves
during

and/or

Frankly, the City's arzunment regarding the difficulty in

-

scheduling and the evidences related thereto doces neot substantizze

acceptance of the Clty's last offer of settlement.

The evidence clearly establishes that the existence of

130-hour compensatory time limit, or for that matter, maybe cco

]

ensatory time itself, does cause some administrative problems.

For 1Instence, the conversions, the separate check reguirenentic

the cquarter




]

!

demends created by the orior contract provisicn. Further, 1t 1is
doubtful whether the administrztive inconveriences created by tThe
existence of the beneflt warrants a linitation from 120 nheours e

48 hours.

accommodate the time of?2 or ccnversion te cash. The adninisgiravi-s
probiemns <o net warrant z medification of the status quc

Leooking at the evidence in Cit

seens evident that the man hours taken cor paid and the man heurs

Py

left at the end of the various veriocds have remzinred
stabvle. There has teen ne tremendous upsurge In elther the zizunt

of compensatory time taken or paid. PFurther, these same docus

indicate that with the exzception of 1275 where the
B J

tory time was exceptionally high, the half-yeéar data for 1572

the half-year data for 1977, along with the full year data for

other years indicate that the earning of comrensatory ti

relatively stable with a possible downward trend if the

month figure holds.
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. Accordine to the City, Madison Helohts provided cne ol-hi-

o o

hour day per month sick leave accrual alter comnlation of 5ix

months of emplovment. A new officer may ret a credlt of three

eight-nour days upcen completion of six months of enployment.  The
Citv does not provide a reserve sick leave. The City and the

-3 Rl = v - FENE Bl 4 R o
officer esually contributs to a non-duty disability Insurance
program, which after €0 calendar days cf disability, guarantecs

£0% of an officer's weekly wage until azge 65. For a work

supplemented by City contributions. The officer also has tre

option of supplementing this pay by utilizirg accrued sick tirme

Apparently the City's payments are limlted to a maximum ol two

According to the contract in Royal Oak, poliice officcrs
earn sick leave at the rate of one day for each month ¢l service.
There is no maxirmum accumulasion. A newly hired officer is
advanced 96 hours sick leave. In the case of a duty-lncurred
illness or injury or a non-duty injury or illness while actin
of necessity in accordance with good police procedure in the caracls

of a police officer within the City limits of Royal Oak, z rer-

,840 neours is availzble at 872

-108-




v le n . P I
worker's cempensaticon and

rezular Tull-time employee or probationary employee cocurnyines g
position of a permanent nature. If &

result of the rerformance of an officer's dutles, the cfflicer
- 3

enefits. The payments will not te continus bevond six months.

he may elect to use his accunulztad slck leave, annual leave,

=l

noliday, leave and ccmpensatcory time off to supplement the s

that an officer accrues eight hours of sick leave for each menth

of service beginning with the first full calendar menth of serw

Sick leave can te accumulated to 320 hours. The City also prov.osc
a2 srorb-term disability volicy. In the case of that pollcor, &




next openin gdate of the insurance policy. A charge of ui to

day per pay period of the employee's accrued leave tine

with the insurance will provide apcroximately 707 cof an

,
.
H

gross salary beginning 12 months alter an extended absence

L=

11lness or accident. The insurance shzll centinue until the

sustains an injury

or whe is disabled while participating in any legitimate pollircs

action within Wayne, Oakland Macomb Counties, will receive =z chonl

FJ 2 - - . ey r 2 - v e - e L v
from the City in an amount sufficlent to augment worker's couven-

sation insurance tc preovide the officer with his regular net rer

T™his shall continue for the first 30 days and the officer shal

After 30 days the officer will b

his regular gross salary for an
%ill be comprised of worker's comzensat

insurance, soc¢ial secur

[
D]
.

up to cne day of the officer's accrued
in order to continue on the pavroll of zzcerued tenelfits.  Zeminilig
12 months after the date of disability, an ellgivle olflcer will

be provided with long-term disability

explalined.
In Farmington Hills an officer may be granted un Lo -

per year as sick leave

A - -y e I R e e P N o
and any other disabilify benelits previded Ty lauw, and
P A e 3 eyt G A D gy =T - - ~ - Tl o S -3 5
gbiillity iInsurarnce Trovided LI0r Ly TILAs &rf reglientc. P 1T owLill
R ) 34 o X -- o - - ¥ - e o - - -
vay the difTerence, if any, beitween 211 such parTENIE & :
b n
~110-
-
-~




ne were actually working, but he shall not be entis
for the pericd which he.ls on duty-connected dlisablillity,

s PR s + bl iy ey - Kl ~ e e
The contract in Sterling Feignis Indicates hat a.ll

receive earned siecx leave at the rate of fne eirh4-hour dzy Jov

each full month paid status of ermployment.

K2

accumnulated to 120 days. Empicrjees absent

compensation also earn vacation pay. ZIcr

result of a injury incurred out of and in the courze of emplolnony

an officer will receive full pay for up to one Fyear

injurv without drawing on his sick leave credits. After the

year, an injured offlcer may, at his option, be paid the gl

between his regular wages and payment received u

of the Vorker's Compensation Act, to be deducted
sick leave.

The Collectiv




whether during scheduled heurs or otherwise, he shall recelve Lhe

difference between his full pay ard his wcrker's compencaticn for

the period of his disability not to exceed two years. Trerealtor
he shall receive worker's compensation for the length ol hls

cay for each completed month of service. Cfficers may accumulz
120 davys sick leave in their primary banks. 4n cfficer whc has

leave days in the secondary bank., Sick leave da
secondary bank are without 1limit. An em leyee sustaining a

compensable injury shall, In additicn to worker's compengati

receive from the city the diflere

[0}
o]
¢
[
(&)
&)
ct
B2
D
)]
o
52
e
4]
]
4]
q
o
2
m
g

the compensation paild under the state lzw for a period ol 115
calendar days. If the disability prevents the employee Irom
working after the 15C-day calendar period, an ollicer
accumulazted vacation and sick leave pay in sroportion to
of such leave to state worker's compencation rayments
equal full pay. An officer wvho receives an cn-duty

from a direct attack by an alleged law violator, or

while in pursuant to an alleged law viclator, shall receive from

the city the difference between state worker's compensation ari
his regular pay untll he returns to cuty cr recelives a

he specifics of the diszbility annulty are rct stat=z
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i~ 3 \ ey -y o1 ar e o 3 1y I R ate ey
on sick leave time. An officer who 1s injured and recelvec
- . PR - v - vy ¥ Ee P ..
nsation from the Vorker's Compensaticn Commission, chnll
= %4 by the Townehip the diflerence between his normal rers oy

Fa

system benefits, and payment frcm the Township total more thon
the emplcyee's normal salary at ,he time of the injury cr 1lln:zc3,

Returning to the testimony, it should be noted that r.
Tetrack &id state that on certain occasions the
eick leave to a prebaticnary officer who didn't
Further, Nr. Petrack did testify that there might have besn a €irs
when an officer lost a day cr two of pay.

The testimony of Officer Turner 1s also very relevant.
Officer Turner testified that he was on the negotlating Tean wner
the duty and non-duty disability insurance was negotiated in the
priocr Collective Bargaining Azreement. Prior to that time, Officer
marner indicated that the duty disabilicy of an officer waz corrisd




Clancy, Marv Kramer, the City Attorney, Fred Timpner, Shaliden

Larky, and of course CITicer Turner. Fis testimony states ti

was agreed at the table between 211 the partiscs that the Tir

30 days of a duty-disabllity a man would be
of what time he had, and he would be zesured

pay.

and vacation time, it is unlikely that under the current or:

3

an empioyee weculd gulfer any econonic loss ag a result of ik

30-worl

o3
m
<
o]
ip
e}
<
[
v
‘J
o]
o

The Clty goes on to state that In zertalin

City states that the Assoclatiocn did rot preseni one scvesl

ineident in which an officer actually lost salary during thz

day waiting pericd. The City states that it 1s zsound salary

benefit administration that new employeses will not have
type of sick leave aceruzl or protection that ermployees Vno

completed their prcbationary reriod and have longevity with




of 20%. Thus, even a new employee wlth an agcumulat!

< - - P . - A oy e €
sufficient sick leave to receive full pay for an excess of

working days. The 20 working days

average number of work dayvs which

The City goes on to state that when Its last c?

three months of sick leave and reserve cick leave, woull nave

that Detroit's plan is ceomparable to its last offer cf settlemeny

provided by the City of SouthIfield.

The City states thzt the
and the Association's offer 1s that
non-duty disability protection o
32 hours of sick leave to be charged azainct an
leave banx.

The Association argues that its Izsv ©
seeks only to reinstate the practice of nct chargirg
i1llness or injury to sick leave cduring the 30-day wa
for disability insurance. It maintains theat this or

discontinued during the term of the last Collectlive

Agreement.
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cause was an 111ness and up to age %2 i
Obviously,

on the current plan.
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purpcses comparable to whas

and superior to most, the

both offers of settlements

last offer of settlement.

The appearance of a delegate's signature on this award
does not mean that the delegate completely agrees with the pRiicns
used herein. It means that the delegate agrees with the cubcome.

1an
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ISSUE: TWO-NAN PATEOL VIHITLIS
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PRIOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

m™he prior Collective Barzeining Agsreerment déid not contzin

atrol vehicles.
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The Associztion proucses that the following language be

added to the pricr Collective Bargainirg Agreement:

"During hours of darkness no employee on
uniform ratrol shall be reculz to word
by nimselfl or hers unle ne or she
chooses to do so voluntarily."
The City's last offer of settlement seeks contlinuation of
the status quo.
EVIDTIICE AVD ARGUMENTS:
This was another issue that generated a substantizl amcunt

of documents and verbal testimony.
An examination of the Collective Bargaining Ag

other evidence regarding the comparable communities Indlcoat

none of the ccmparable communities, with the ezception

‘0ak, have language in their Collectlve Eargaining Agreements which

.

address the issue of two-man patrol vehicles The languare contaling’d

‘on page 76 of the Royal Oak Collective Eargaining Agreement Is a3

folliows:

"4 resul he City of

re itiecn a maed Tor

ca urinzs curs ol daw

sel ei da aszirnments, and
els “aC tremselves Lo res
nee shife ¢! 217 te ins
two n pat to te uszeoa
rosszitle an cutle calli
potentizl s."

21-




, patrol areas for the

ity Exhibits 10 and 11 establish the patrol areas I

day, afternoon and midnicht shift. City Exhibit 10 estakb’is

o

+hat there are six patrcl areas Ior cays and alterncons anc

and the testimony of
the deparscment always
two one-man vehicles,

a normel situation th

shift there is an averaze of one two-man car, slx cne-man c&
one canine unit on the road. Cn the afterncon shilt there 1
average of two two-man cars, six one-man czrs and one cening

on the road.

Lieutenant Fastind further testified tha%t the &llzc

of crime, work load, safety c<f the officers, and the necessa

response time. Lieutenant

dispatcher receives a call regarding a 3 & £ or sonethine ¢

PRI N
e T -
e -y
8 un

nature, the dispatcher would dispatch a two-man car or two crne-man
3

vehicles, but in any case, would clearly attempt not to dlsp

a one-mzn vehicle. The lieutenant further stated that it =

man vehicle arrives on a scene, it should only cobserve arnd Wil
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[zRvResat
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its last ecffler

on the comparable data,
accented.

The Association
to al

ter a fundamental

has remained unchanged

the City's last offer of

fficersto take a full year

top pay than it regulres of

The Association finally argues that the City has

failed to establish any compelling reason for a ch ange.

FINDINGS AND AWARD
A review of the deta regarding the comp

+—

clearly indicates that the most ccmmon time to tcp pay
months. This hapvens %o be exactly midway between the
position and the City's position. On the average, the
pay is 40 months. Thus, it is entirely reascnable To ¢

that the comparable data does not present a compelling

change a salary schedule that has been in existence for

many vears.

Further, it should be noted that the fire fighter
salary schedule, abt least time-wise, which is the same
by the Assoclation.
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Yet, when 211 the evidence 1s analyzed, the ran

adopt the City's last offer of settlement. Aside frcmw

1ling comparable data, there is nothing else wi

ch a change.
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Further, the parties manarsed to setile the Issue

allowance.
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record. However, since the two lssues have been settled

chairman was recently provided with a signed coey of the

rnumber of icsues were settled cor withdrawn. The issues that

[ cane
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ment, the settlement will be included in this award and beocome 2

vart thereof.

Just to clarify matters, the setilement &rcreszrs
"City of Southflield and the Southfleld Foll
Officers Associztion herety agree to the
following terms in resolution of Issue #8
(Retroactivity) and Issue #1%5 (Clezning and
Clothing Allowance) and hereby withdraw the
respective last offers on such Issues:

"(1) Retrcactivity: Salary for contraect V¥
1976-1977 shall be retroactive to July 1, 1
for all hours werked and shall be used in

cemputing longevity, vacation, heliday and

2id Zuring such pericd of tire.
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