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BACKGRO.UND OF THE CASE:

“ This matter came before a paned‘of Arbitrators appointed
'pursuaﬁt to the terms of Act 312 (Public Acts of 1969, as amended)
after‘suhmissioﬁ of a Petition for Arbitration dated August 28,

1980, executed by the Union.' Pursuant to the statute, Harvey A.
Shapiro was appointed by the Michigah Employment Rglations Commission
to serve as thé%ngutral chairman of the arbitration panel in a letter
dated October lO,.I§80. The City desighated Mr. Kennefh A, Johnéon
as its‘delegate to the panel and the Union designated Dr. Ernst -
Benjamin. So constituted, the panel met with the parties in a  ~
‘..prehearing cohference on Qctobef 27, 1980, A second preheéring
conference was héld\on October 30; 1980. With the chairman 6f the
panel acfing‘as mediator, the parties were able to réach acsettlement
on a two-year agreemehfl(Juiy 1, l980vthrough June 30, 1982) with

the exception of one issue, medical insurance for retirees. Since

none of the members of the bargaining'unit would be eligible for
non-duty retirement during the térm of this agreemenf, it_wés
mutually agreed that the partiés,would seek ratification of the
settlement with the uﬁdérstahding that there would be additional‘
bargaining on the disputed issue;‘ It was‘furfher agreed that’if
the parties/¢ould not settle this issue prior té'Juﬁe 30, 1981, the
already constituted arbitration pahel would hoid a hearing to decide
this single issue. k | i

The parties met six times in aﬁ,éﬁtempt to reach a settlement.
After the last such meeting on June‘Q, 1981, both parties sent

correspondence to the chairman of the arbitration panel indicating
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that no settlement appeared likely and the Act 312 hearing previously
provided for should commenCe."Such'a hearing was scheduled for and
took place oﬂ July'30, 1981. At the close of the hearing, the
parties pro?ided the panel with their Last Beét Offers of Settlement.

It was agreed that no post-hearing briefs would be filed nor would

transcripts be ordered.

+

Although nat,discussed or stipﬁlated by the parties, the issue
‘of medical insurance for retirees is assumed by the panel to be
ecOnomicAand, therefore, Subjectvto the last best offer provision

of Section 423.238 of Act 312. _

LAST BEST OFFERS: OFF SETTLEMENT :

Prior to the submission of Last Best Offers; the parties were
able to agree dn a statemént of Terms énd Conditionsvfor retiree's
medical coverage and ihtroduced said agreement as Joint Exhibit
No. 2. At the stibulatibn of the Citj and Union, this language

shall be incorporated in this award (Attachment A).

A. Union Position

| The Union requests that any Fire employee who retirees from..
active duty, whether for duty or non-duty related reaséns, be |
proVided with the same health ihsurance program as active employees
with the exception that the IMOB rider is not requested. Specifi-
cally, the‘coverage requested is equal to Michigan Blue Cross/Blue
Shield Program MVF-1 with the foilowing riders: Master Medical,

Prescription- ($2 deductible), ML, Family Coverage. The employer
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will bear the full cest of this insurance program.

It is also understoed in the‘Uhioh offer that if a retiree
Wishes to provide COvefage under this plan for a dependeht child
over the age of 19 who is eligible under the ﬁerms end conditions
set forth by Blue'Cross/Blue Shield~of Michigan, said coverage
will be et thefexpense of’the ;etiree as.isrnow the case for

active employees.
N

B. City Position .

The City has_offered‘to provide the,same»exact coverages as
in the Union request with the only exception being that the City
—will'only pay fot the retifee’s insurance program. . If the retiree
wishes Family Coverage (insurance fdrvspouse and/of children), it

would be at the retiree's own expense.

EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENT:

The Union presented evidence in the form ofvexhibits which
'eﬁumerated various data for 14 communitieskwhich were porﬁrayed
as. comparable to Sterling‘Heights. The City aiso‘presented'a
group of comparables which included 12 communities. A comparisohv
of the two liets shows that there were 11 communities that both
parties selected. The panel studied the information presehted and
prepared a summary evaluation of the evidence and testimony about
the retiree medical insurance plans in all of the cited communities.
This summary is shown in Table l: Also included in Table 1 is the

evaluation of the data presented by the Union for Michigan Public
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School and Ford Motor Company retirees and the data presented by
the City‘for.Sterling_Heightsiemplo?ees not covered by a collective
bargeining agreement.

| The evaluetion of the retirement plans in Table 1 was based
mainly on'the percentage of the cost»that the employer would pay
for insufance for a retiree aﬁd his/her family. ‘Also evaluated,
but glven less QE1qpt, were the level of benefits. A lesser
welght was assigned 51nce the partles have agreed on the level of
coverage to be provided to retired employees.

The Union addltlonally presented ev1dence that Sterllng
'Heights Fire Fighters are provided a lesser pension than in their
comparable communltles. | | A

The City prov1ded ev1dence and testlmony that of the 640
employees of Sterling 3e1ghts, a port;on are 1ncluded in one of
seveh bargaining units and others are not covered by'any collective
bargaining agreement. Five of_theeuniens have no retirement medical
benefits under agreeﬁents Whieh eXéire‘on June 30, 1982, The sixth
unit, Police Command Offieeré; ie eurrently,awaiting‘an Act 312
award on this issue. The seventh groﬁp; the Fire Fighters Union,
is the subject of this award; | | |

The employees of Stefling Heights who are net‘included in any
bargaining unit_were»granted tﬁe'equivalent coverage as in the

City's Last Best Offer of Settlement effective July 1, 1981.

BASIS OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:

The following opinion and order has taken into consideration
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each of the factors enumerated in'Section 423.239 of Act 312. The
lawful authority of the employer is'not a oonsideration in this
‘case. In all other respects, the Union's demand does not appear

to exceed the authority of the City to grant. The ability of the
City to pay the demand of the Union was not discussed nor was any
evidence on this subject submitted at the hearing.. Several of the
other factors, gﬁcn as the cost offiiving and changes in circumstances,
have not been taken\into consideration.dUe'to the fact that there was
no evidence regarding these factors. The panel is bonnd to consider
only that information presented’by the parties. Therefore, the
evidence and testimony received at the hearing pertaining to
comparlsons of benefits in comparable communltles, of other City
employees, of other employment in the area, and of the overall
compensation received by the employees have formed the basis of

this finding, opinion, and order.

DISCUSSION AND AWARD:

Both parties adequately’and'ablyvpresented'the data to promote
their Last Best Offers of Settlement. It is the opinion of the -
_ panel that even though there are lines of reasoning to select the
Cityisroffer, the preponderance of'etidence favors the Union
positicn. The City's argument‘is_strongest when the benefits of
the other employees of Sterling Heights are compared to the City
offer. However,_theﬂpanel’believes that the persuasive evidence
lies in the lesser pension plan and the comparison of benefits for

other fire fighting agencies.



Therefore, it is the order of the panel that the Last Best

Offer df Settlement of the Union'be awérded.‘
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_Harvey A. Shapiro
Panel Chairman -~

nggé;;;ﬁpéf{(5;;;%Z61Ab§w——u Concurs v//bissents
Kenneth A. hson
Panel Deleffate

'égkm«L/;7§KAW72b4ﬂvv~< C b//g:;curs Dissents

Ernst Benjamin
Panel Delegate




TABLE 1

PANEL SUMMARY EVALUATION OF EVIDENCE AND TESTIMONY

Plan Closer to

Municipality or Organization - Which Party's Offer?

A, Jointly Comparable Communltles :
Dearborn L Union
Dearborn Heights : . Union
Livonia . Union
Pontiac = .. Union
Roseville . Union
Royal Oak T Union
St. Clair Shores : ' Union
Southfield : ‘ ‘ ‘ ' City
Taylor : Union
Warren , : Union
Westland ‘ ' City

B. Additional Union Comparables
Ann Arbor Union
Clinton Township : : . : Union
Shelby Township - ; : , _ Union
Michigan Public Schools : City
Ford Motor Company ~ Unclear

C. Additional City Comparables ,
Farmington Hills - City
Other Sterling Heights Employees City
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Attachment A

.

_ CITY OF STERLING HEIGHTS

MEDICAL AND HOSPITALIZATION COVERAGE FOR RETIREES

. TERMS AND CONDITIONS

\R, . :
RETIREE: A person who 1mmed1ately upon leaving the Sterling -

Heights employment recelves a pension under Act 345 of 1937,
as amended : :

The retiree must notify the City if he secures employment
after retirement. If said employment provides medical
coverage, retiree must apply for those benefits. If said
benefits are not comparable to those provided by the City,
the City shall have the option to provide supplemental
riders to make such benefits comparable. Coverage shall

be reinstated upon loss of other beneflts upon application
by the retiree.

If medlcal coverage is available through spouse's employment
or spouse's social security benefits, retiree must apply for
those benefits. If said benefits are not comparable to those
provided by the City, the City shall have the option to provide i
supplemental riders to make such benefits comparable. Coverage |
shall be reinstated following loss of other benefits upon |
appllcatlon by the retlree. ‘

Retiree must apply for Medlcare when ellglble, and the City
shall be responsible for the cost of the Blue Cross/Blue
Shleld complementary coverage only.

Retlree, if requested must supply the Clty with approprlate
documents indicating employment and medical benefits, if any,
provided by such employment for the retiree and spouse.



