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In the Matter of_Arbitfétioﬁ between - - QQA\%§\T
. : ~ . 2
CITY .OF STURGIS MICHIGAN
~-and-
FRATERNAL ORDER OF POLICE

ALVIN DOBBERTEEN LODGE NO. 114 | R Q\%
4;;//';75,, RERENE . e

“Under Act No. 312
M1ch1gan Pub]1c Acts of 1969 as amended

-~ Arbitration Pane]

‘John E. Oster, Delegate representing City of Sturg1s :

Larry Whitney, Delegate representing Fraternal Order: of Pol1ce,
Lodge No.” 114 ‘

Dan1e1 H. Kruger, Cha1rman

—

Appearances

For. the C1ty

John Brand, City Manager
Alden PeterSon Director, Industrial Development
William H. M111er, Chief of Police

~ William P. Marks, Attorney

For the Un1on'

: Sgt. Clendenen Sites, member of Union
~ Riley Holland, President, Michigan Fraternal Order of Po]ice
John F. Fo]ey, Attorney : ;

Hear1ngs Reporter -
Dorothy Turner

“ Opinion and Award of Arbitration Panel
Background - e | |
The‘Union, Lodge No. 114» Fr&ternal Order of Poliée, is the bar-

gaining unit with 16 members. The parties have had a memorandum of
understand1ng for twe]ve years but did not. have a co1]ect1ve barga1n1ng
agreement in the sense ih wh1ch this term is norma]ly used. . The | :
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sbarga1ning sessions d1d not result in agreement. when med1ation failed
'vto produce an agreement Mr. Jshn F ?eley, Attorhey for Loca1 114, by
b Tetter dated May 8, 1975, requested arb1trat1oh under Act 312, the
. Po]ice F1ref1ghters Arb1tratioh Acf in June 3, 1975 Hr. Foley, by
kTetter, asked tﬁe Cha1rman of the M1chigan Employment Re1ations Commwss1on
- to appo1nt a Cha1rman of the Arﬁitratlon Panel and he appo1nted Dr |
Dan1e1 H. Kruger on July 16, 7975. The C1ty of Sturg1s or1gfna11y
designated Mr. John Brand as 1ts delegate to the panel, but at the
outset of the hear1ng the Gity des1gnaied Mr. John E. Oster. Lodge
iNo 114 named Mr Larry Whﬁtney, Preswdent of A1v1n Dobberteén Lodge
No. 114, as its de]egate “, ‘ . ; .
| The Arbitration Panel was 1n1t1a11y scheduTed to meet on August 19,
1975 The Panel convened on August 26, 1975 at 10 00 a. m‘ at the C1ty

‘ fHall 1n Sturgis M1chigan

Issues in Impasse

At the outset, Mr. Jdohn F, Fo]ey. Attorney for Lodge No 114,
,vstated\that the fo]lowing 1ssues were uﬁreso]ved“i

1. Length of CQntract

The Un1on seeks to have the agreement cover the period
| March 1 1975 to Dctober u 1976

Na e Increases

2. | |
| The Union s wage preposal 1s for a seventy cents ($ 70)

an hour 1ncrease.s' 



5.

COSt of L1v1ng Allowances Clauses‘ ;; ;
The Unaon seeks a UAN General Motors type of Cost of L1v1ng
Adaustment Clause. wﬁth a ohe cent an hour increase for every
\&? po1nt increase 1h the Consumer Price Index, as pub11shed‘
by the Bureau of Labor Statist1cs, Un1ted States Department '
of Laber, using 1967 as the base year |

Health Insurance.

The Unlon Seeks fu11 pa1d ﬁea1th 1nSUrance for the officers

and their dependents. :;

omgre351on of. Salary Raﬁggg

L

'Currently, it téﬁes a polihe officer seven years to reach
',the maximum satary in H1s c1a531f1cation “The Un1on s pro-

pOSal is to redhse the number of years to reach the max1mum

_,from seven to four.

Sh1ft D1fferent1ala

'The current practice of the C1ty is to pay a sh1ft d1fferent1a1

to those cff1cers who are permanently assigned to the first

 shift (12: 00 M. to 8:00 a.h.) and the third shift (4:00 p.m.

to M1dn1ght)s ‘The Un1on saeks a ten cents ($ 10) d1fferent1a1
for the first shift and a five cents ($. 05) for the third shift.

Vacatton Days for Patrolmen and Sergeants

',The Union seeks €0'havesvacations begin any}day, and for

, sergeaﬁtsfsnd ﬁatrOTmeﬁ,t01exChange days whenfapplicab]e,




8. Retroactivity. | ,
5 The memorandum of understand1ng between the part1es had an
effective date of March T to March 1 on an annual basis.

The Unloh wants retroactivity to March 1, 1975

M. w1111am P Marks Attorney for the C1ty of Sturg1s agreed that

the . 1ssues noted by Mr. Foiey were in 1mpasse He stated that the C]ty 3
position on the 1ssues were ' | T | |

1. Length of Contract

The City wants the contract to become effect1ve from the

date of this RWard to October 1, 1976‘

2. Nage Increase

The City's proposal was a th1rty-n1ne cents ($ 39) an hour
_increase contingent on the effective date of the contract
being the date of the Award Th1s 1ssUe s further dis-

cussed below under the headxng of Retroact1v1ty

Cost of Living Aéiystment clause.

'The‘City made.no:ffna1 offerfon aicost'of Living Allowance
clause. Consequently, it does not want such a clause 1n the

Agreement

a4, Hea1th Insurance. Qi'
| The C1ty has proposed that 1t pay 70 percent of the premium
for dependents, up 10 a maxwmum of $25 oo per month. This
' is the same policy wh1ch the City has for a11 other emp]oyee

groups and those emp]oyees not represented by an emp1oyee

| organizat1on.



‘5;1'CqmpréssiOh of*Sé}arf:Range*from Seven to Four Years.
The City offeréd

hé"pbsitfén»on thfs issue. It seeks to
~ retain the seven year maximm,

6. Shift Differential,

_Tﬁ%\Cjty>aff§k§§_§a changes in'thefCUrrénf_practice“of
paying the shift differential only to those permanently
assigned to fﬁ% first éndthird_shiffs. iIt does'nof;waht
~to pay a shift differential to those officers who rotate
~,¢ §hif£s,/» B N s |

: ‘7.T;Vacétion,nays‘fof Officers;  "‘ |
~ The City did not make an offer on this issue.
8. RetroactiVity;'f‘ Gl f

M. Marks, at the close of the hearing, stated that he would
submit a Tetter on the issue of retroactivity within two
weeks. By letter, dated September 10, 1975, to the Chair-
man of the Arbitration Panel, he stated:
 'RETROACTIVITY

Section 10 is a technical section referring to the question of retroactivity
and the effect of the initiation of a new fiscal year. The writer has
attempted to find/throughout\the:Statejbf-MiChidan-a judicial determination

of the question of retroactivity, but finds the question to be undetermined

by any court, It is suggested that the absence of judicial determination
stems from the clarity of the legislative language, Therefore, 1 merely re-

_iterate the legislative language in its entire context rather than para- &
phrase the relevant portion. It might here be noted that the Sturgis municipal

fiscal year is not involved in this particular question because the fiscal -

year does hot fall between March 1, 1975, and the date of the hearing.



”:'Increases in rates of compensafion awarded by the arb1trat1on
panel under Section 10 may be effective only at the start of

. the fiscal year next commencing after the date of the arb1tra-
e t1oh award LA : b :

The commencerment. of the next fisca?}?@%ﬁLfcr tﬁe City*of S§Urgfs is
. October 1, 19\5 Sy , i ' '

Based upon the ﬁﬁequ1vac1e,{a\ vage of the statute, the C1ty of Sturg1s
has made .a wage offer of $.39 per hour across the board, or 8.4%. This
~offer was made with the intention that retroact1v1ty wou]d not be a factor.
~The last best offer of the City of Sturgis during the course of negotia-
tions was $.30 per hour.  Upon arriving at arbitration and rea11z1ng the
'passade of time during whicﬁ the police officers did not receive a pay
‘raise, the City raised its last best offer to $.39 per hour. However, if.
retroactivity is to be a factor to be considered by the panel, the City
- of Sturgis will make a last offer of $ 30 per hour across«the-board wage
| kincrease or 6.5% with retraﬁ%tithy Our. 1ast best offer is as follows:

~(a) § 39 per hour across- the—baard wage Tncrease unt11 October 1,

1976, effectlve with the daté of the Order w1th no. retro-
activity L ,

(b) A $ 30‘across the-board wage 1ncrease effective with the
Order, with retraactiV1ty to March 1s 1975 "

Mr.fMarks dur1ng the hearin@ 1ntroduced the 1ast offer af settlement of |

the C1ty of Sturg1s (C1ty Exh1b1t #1) %iich 1nc1uded the f0110w1ng

' "?1) Recogn1t1on of Sturg1s Fraterna? Order of Police as a co11ective
L "barga1N1ng represantative

‘f,(2) A ma1ntenance of m%mbersh1p é?ause ,‘ f- i_\.;;»f" i G .
“«%3) iA grmevance procedure ending 1n arb1trat1on, the language of
-fwhwch has been agreed upen between the part1es hereto.
. f(4)l A promstional procedure, the 1anguage of which has been agkeed
- ;’upon betWeen the part1e$ hereto o
5, (5) Add1t10nal hours of w&rk

la) One and one-half times regular pay for a]l work over ,
‘ j146 heurs per wéek ; o ’

- (b) 'Pa1d call-in time at one and one—half times regular
s nhourly pay WTth a iwa-hour minwmum payment ;



(c) Pa1d courtroom t1me at one and one-half t1mes regular
~ hourly rate of payﬁwi%h a- two-hour m1n1mum payment
(stra1ght t1me 1? ‘?'?Egu1ar dﬁty)

'(6) ”The City of Sturgﬁs W111 pay ihe difference. between the. m111tary
. 1aykand the po1ice sa?ary for a milltavy eave of two weeks or
- res8s. f.-\,\‘

A7) ‘The City of Sturg%s aﬁd ‘the Union Bargavning Comm1ttee agreed
‘ .in substance to 1: nguage ibing additional training for
-police officers, the wording of which has not been agreed upon
,.between the parties hereto‘ ‘ e ) ‘

fs) The City of Sturgis. sha11 pay the Tesser of a sum equa1 to 70%
~or $25.00 per month of the polrce officers depeﬂdents Blue Cross-
:,Blue Shfeld expenses.c ‘ S .

: 0

“j(g) ‘A $ 39 per hour across the—board wage increase for all emp1oyees
. of the Barga1ning‘ﬁnit‘?;‘“

VOniy 1tems #8 and #9 dea] wwth the iSSUes in impasse, but the entire exh1b1t
is reproduced here to 1nd1c&te 1ssues which have been negotiated and agreed
wpon. e e g e
i Prior to adaourning the hearfﬁé the Chairman suggested to the
parties that they fmeet to discuss the issue of vacat1on scheduiing and try
| to resalve it. SubsequentTﬁ, the Chairman receiVed a 1etter dated Augﬁst 31,
1975 from Mr Larry Wh1tney, ﬁre51dent, Lodge No. 114 wh1ch read'
- vop the 20th of August 1975, 1 met with the Sturgrs C1ty Manager &
- the Chief of Police. The meeting was in regards to ?e301V1ng the
f*1ssue of what day an afflcer may begin his vacat1on. .
“Hr. John Brand the city manager, & Chiet Wi111am H. Miller both

- ‘agreed that a. pollce officer should be able to begin hws v&cation on
- the day of the officer s cho1ce‘ L :

The cxty management a1so agreed to exchange days between the sergeants
& patroimen when applicab?e.f e



Thws 1odge now feels ‘that the issue Qn vacatien start1ng days |
& exchange days, has been resolved to the satisfaction of both

- parties. Your dec1s1on en this part1cu1ar 1ssue ' can now be
~ terminated." ; , ‘

On the basis of th1s letter, the 1ssue of vacatron schedu11ng has been

'”reso1ved.. "7*\; L

' D1scu551on of Issues 1n Impasse and Award

:ﬁ i. Leng;h of Contract ; s oy o ,
“ | The Union seeks a ﬁ1neteen month agreement from March 1,
1 1975 to. October 1, 1976 The F1sca1 year~of the City of
~ Sturg1s is from Dctober 1 t% September 30.~ The City has
'V’proposed ‘that the contract became effECt1ve from the date
,fof th1s Award to. September 30, 1976. 4
ma |
The Panel s Award is fér the contract to be effective for the
'period Marcﬁ 1 1975 to September 30, 1976 However; as noted be?ow, | :
other awards for the 1ssues 1n 1mpasse w111 have different éffective |
dates o S ; ';‘ e
Vote: For - Oster, Whitney, and Kruger .
»“'  Aga1nst £
V'Z;» Wage Increase B L L 1
’ ‘ The Un1on s last best offer 15 a seventy cents ($.70) an.
hour increase. Based on a work year of 2,080 hours , th1s would

."’  resu1t in a sa1ary increase of $1,456 00 for each offzcer in



ithe first tWelve months of the Agreement, and $2 305 for :
~ the. n1neteen months. In support of 1ts pos1t10n, the |
'Un1on cites: the 1ncréases in %he cost of 11ving as re-
.fieé%ed in the Consumer P?ice index, pub11shed by the
 Bureau o?\Labor 5tﬁt1stics, U & Department of Labor In
.addit1on, the Un1on c1ted sa?&?ies of po]1ce off1cers in
,Mich1gan c1t1es of 10 000 to 25,000 whwch are contawned 1n
;the 24th Ed1t1on Fraterna1{&

&er of Police’ 1975 Salary
Survey (Unvon Exh1b1t #7) The c1ties c1ted hy the Unxon
~‘inc1ude Adr1an Alﬁion. A]pena, Grand Haven, Mt P1easant,

Owosso, and St Joseph and 601dw&ter. -
“ Also in support of its wage proposa1 the Un1on 1ntro- -
: 7iduced current agreements toveriﬁg polite officers in the
 foT1owing M1ch1gan cit1es Cﬁ?dwater (Un1on Exh1b1t #),
-Niles (Unlen‘Exh1bit #2 and #2&) A1b1on (Union Exh1bit #3),.
Three R1vers (Un1on Exhibtt #4), and Kalamazoo (Un1on ;
 ‘Exh1b1t #5)‘, | L |

Below is a tabie show1ng thé current salar1es of po?ice offlcers in

: Sturgfs and the Unxon 3 Iast best offér of seventy cents. and the per-

cent 1ncrease.-



R

T
TABLE T
o Cﬁrrent Sa1ahy(]) Un1on s Proposal Percent 
C]asswf1cat10n - Apnual Hod?ly‘ nnualf Hourly gIntrease :
~ Rookie = ,-N;‘(‘fs 8,278 $3.98 $ 9, 3% $4.68 7.6
Patrolman N B Gt SO -
(after 1 yr.) \x,8;798J 423 10,254 493 - 16,5
~ Patrolman R B
_‘(after 2 yrs.) T 9,214 4.43 10,670 5.13. - 15,8
Patrolman | R
(after 3yrs.) 9,672 4.65 R 11,128;,v 5.35.- 15,1
Patrolman s SO . .
~ (after 7yrs.) 10,026 4.82 1,482 552 14.5
Sergeant 10,587 5.09° 12,043 5.79 138

B Lo Kverage salary 1ncrease 15, 6 percent
.'; Soufce: Joint'EXh1bit}#1 tetter dated ﬁarch 1, 1973 from John Brand,
s C1ty Manager, to Doﬁ§1as Wafiman,‘Pres1deﬂt Lodge No 114,
;: The Union’ s last best offer ﬁroVides a salary 1ncrease rang1ng
~ from 17.6 percent Tor rookies to a 13. 8 percent for sergeants. The |
 i average salary 1ncrease for all grades 1s 15 6 percent.. '
‘ "‘ The City has proposed a thirty-nine ($ 39) cents an hour salary
- increase if the effective dake is the ﬁﬁte of this Award, or thirty ,
:-.($ 30) cents if the effect1ve date 15 March 1, 1975. The City's offer |
~ of tﬁirty-nine cents represents an average sa]ary 1ncrease of 8. 7 percent )
and the offer of thlrty cents represents an aVerage 1ncrease of 6.7 per- :
}cent ' e |
z"_ Below is d tab]e comparwng the current salar1es of p011ce officers

in Sturgis W1th the C1ty s offer of thTrty nlne cents which, when based



| 'fwage adaustments for 1975:

: on a 2 ,080 hour year, results in an increase of $811 20 fbr twelve

months (rounded off to $812 00)

TA@LE II

R  -\&¥\ ~' Current Salary City?s Pfoposa]I Percent
~Llassification - Annual Hourly  Annual Hourly . Increase
Rookie . $ 8.2 83, 98,_‘f',$ 9,090 5.3 9.8
~ Patrolman - e e  ,’ o |
- (afterTyr) 8,798 4’._'23‘ 9610 462 9.2
. Patrolman - ‘ SO R e L
(after 2 yrs.) 9,214,  4.43 10,026  4.82 8.8
after 3yrs.) . 0,672 4.65 10,484 508 8.4
CPatrolman . /‘;_j '
, (after 7 yrs. ) | 10,026 4.82 10, 838  5.21. - 8.0
 Sergeant 10,587 5.09 11,399 5.48° . 7.6

: Average sa1ahy increase 8.4 percent

i In support of its wage 1hcrease %f thirty—nwne cents, the C1ty

noted that other emp]oyees emp]oyed by the City rece1ved the fo1lowing

Hospital. Reg1stered Nurses

7¢5%

. Hospital Licensed Practical Nurses ~ 6.4%
-~ . Other City empToyees not organwzed 6.4%
. Electric Union = = , 6.4%
Firef1ghters ‘ 4 %

(C1ty Eth&1t #4)

: 71The C1ty, therefore, maintafns tﬁat 1ts 1ncrease of th1rty~nine cents, or

8 4%, is h1gher than the saiary and wage increases which the Clty has given
to its other employee gruups : :



The C1ty presented data Gn wages andvfr1nge benefits for 1ts
po]ice off1cers and on: the fb1IOW1ng n%arby c1t1es' Buchanan, Dowagwac,

B iHillsdale, Marsha11 and Threé R1vers It d1d n@t 1nc]ude Coldwater in

N its survey aa\did the Un1on because in 1ts V1ew wages and. benefits in

'-_Coldwater are excessvve. (€1ty Exhxbxt #7)
-,Award 7 s - ; S :
. The Panel awards the Unzon aﬁ iﬁcrease of th1rty nine cents

' effect1ve the date the Cha1rman of the Arbitratian Panel was a_poxnted

by the Cha1rman, M1ch1gan Eﬁployment Reiatlons Cammwttee, wh1ch was

- duly 6, 1975 The rationale far thvs effect1ve date is that the Cha1r-,
man of ﬁhe Pane1 immedaate]y upen being nat1f1ed of his app01ntment |
| sought to set a date for the cOnveniﬁg ef the Panel Because of the
schedule of the attorneys, 1t was hot ﬁ%ss1b1e to set a date unt11
'August 19, 1975 and. this da%e had to be sh1fted to August 26, 1975.
5 'The Union follewed the proviS1ons of Act 312 and the Panei does not be- ,
: lieve that the Union members shov]d be penal1zed for delays to which
‘they were not a party.i » " | o -
Vote for wage 1ncre§sékdf fhirty}ﬁiﬁé ceﬁt§£”'Foﬁ'4 Ostér,wkkugef‘
_. ‘ G A ; :k "‘k B Against - thtney
Vote for effectlve date of wage increase which is ‘}, 8
0u1y 16, 1975 '}H:“*~ v'j‘; e For & Oster Kruger
SR L o Again_st . ,whqtney.




‘.]3-

Delegate Oster voted fOr the Ju?y 16, 1975 effective date, -
- but he reserves fu11 r1ghts to appeal the questxon of retroactiv1ty
without preaud1ce to the C1ty s éb11f§§ to appea] a retroact1ve :‘
Award. Délegqtg Wh1tney took exteption to the JuTy 16 1975 effective
date on the grod\ds that the Lodge ﬂa 114 pet1t1oned for 312 Arbltra-
t1on on May 8, 1975 and that shau]d be the effective date of the Award
~ Mr. Fo1ay, attorney for Lodge No. 114 had wr1tten to the Mich1gan
‘ Employment Relat1ons Comm1ssf0n on May 8 1975 request1ng blnd1ng
;‘ arb1tration under Act 312. S1nce the parties could not agree on a
'ichairman Mr Foley wrote, on May 28, 1975 to the Chairman, Mich1gan
*»Employment Re]at1ons Comm1ssaon request¥ng that he appoint the Chair-.
:_man of the Arbrtration Panel The Chalrman of th1s Panel was appo1nted
on July. 16, 1975 Mr “Whitney stated that the members of the barga1n1ng
| unit should not be pena?ized for the féiTure of the Mich1gan Emp]oyment
'_Relat1ons Comm1ssion to appoint a Chairman short1y after the rece1pt

of Mr. ‘Foley's letter dated May 28, 1975. The Chairman of the Pane1

~ replied that he took Jurisd1ction of this case on July 16, 1975 and

what transp1red pr1or to that daﬁe is unknown tc h1m As Mr Oster |

noted, there is some quest1on as to the retroact1ve 1ssue



3 Cost of L1v1ng Ai]owance Clause e

The Union- seeks a Cost of L1V1ng Allowance (COLA). Clause
isimllar to the UAW~Genera1 Motors clause wh1ch prov1des for
:a oqg cent 1ncrease 1n wagé% for'eVery .4 point increase 1n
o the Cons&mer Price Index, based on the 1967 base year. The
'COLA provision woqu become effect1ve March 1, 1976 The
»Un1on wants th1s clause to protect 1ts members aga1nst further-
increases 1n the cost of lxviﬁg. , ,
| On1y one of the exhiblts introduaed by the Union has a
s cost of 11v1ng adJustment and this is a f?at amount (Co]dwater '
Un1on Exh1b1t #1) The Union, after the hearwng, submitted a
312 arbitrat1on case for the City of Portage, M1ch1gan and the |
-1Portage Police 0ff1cers Assocfation dated Febru&ry, 1974, | |
which conta1ned a Cost of L?%fng A]?owance Adaustment Award
oThe C1ty noted that this award covered a two-year agreement
| The cities presehte& iﬁ Cfty Exh1b1t #7 do not have a COLA
'oclause Moreover, none of the emplqyee groups with wh1ch the
| City negot1ates has such a provis1on. b |
'Awéfd , e o ,
The Panel does not award a Cost of LiV1ng Aliowance AdJustment
‘C]aUSe. The effect1ve date of the Wage 1ncrease is July 16 1975 and
_ the contract will cbntlnue unti7 September 30, 1976, a per1od of fourteen
and a half months. COLA clauses are associated with mu1t1-year contracts.
' Vote For - Oster, Kruger |

Against‘-‘Wh1tnEy

-



.'fﬂéeith‘1h3urancee :

fnt of hea?th insurance for the

’}The Uhion)Seeke\fuTT baff“

poiice off1cers and their depehdents. The current policy of

,ﬁ} : the C1ty is to pay fuif cest éf the po11ce officers who, in .

:'turn, pey for the coverege 6f Eheir deeendents. ‘It s est1- N
mated that for the Cvty to pay the full cest of coverage for '

both the officers end their *f“endents weu]d represent an

f 1ncrease of 22 9 cents per he&r, or $476 32 for a year of .
2,08 hours.. o
| Al] of the M1chi§an cit1es noted in Un1on Exhibit ¥
j_prov1de 100 percent payment of hospita]izat1on by these c1t1es
| The Clty s last offer 19 to pay the full cost of coverage
for ‘the polvce officers ahd the 1esser of a SUm eqUal to 70 per-
| cent, or $25. 00 per month, of the cost of coverage for depehdents
‘ -Th1s 13 the same p%i?cy whfch the City has for al] 1ts employees,
‘those represented‘by employee erganizations and those not repre-
- sented The Clty has est1mated that the cost of its 1ast offer
would be s1xteen cents an. hour, or $332 80 a year, based on
42,080 hours s '_, k,,‘,‘k R
- As noted, C1ty Exh1bi% #7 prOV1des data on five c1t1es plus
:eSturgis. Ofetheifive e1t1es,,four pay the fu!l*costrof group



| ;l_Awa'*"‘r"ii Shoa .
) A The Panet awards the full cost of hea1th care for both
B ;police off1cers and the1r dependents.'}‘f.f;'
o Voteﬁ For “ Nh1tney, Kr&ger

'"" kga1nst - Ostér

| B. The eTfect1ve date of the Award is Ju]y 16, 1975
- Vote For - Nh1tney, Kruger |
Against = Bstef e 28 |
Delegate Nhitney re1uctant1y voted for the effect1ve date of
‘Ju1y 16 1975 As noted prev?ﬁus]y, he stressed that the effect1ve
g date of the Award should be May 8, 1975 Delegate Oster QUestioned
| how this Award on hea1th 1nshrance could become effect1Ve On July 16,
1975 STnCE a11 members of thé barga1ning unit have not opted for coverage
because their spolises are covered by 8ther plans.

- The C1ty 1s dTrected‘ﬁb ﬁovk out the deta1ls as to how to hand?e

N the payments for hea1£h 1nsuraﬁcé maée by the members of the barga1nfng
i unit fbr the months commenc1ﬁ§ July 16, 7975. ) |

5. COmpress1on of Salary Rang~

| Currently it takes seveﬁ years for a pn11ce officer to
v,reach the max1mum saTany., The Un1on s last offer is to com— o
press the number of years fram seven to four It is estlmated-

‘j ‘that th1s comp?es51on wdﬁid cost an addit1ona1 one- cent an

“hour..



i'iAward

"‘]t:,i75f s"'

| The Un1on aévanced the fo11ow1ng reaSons for the com-
'-_press1on of the sa)ary range' . "
e(a) It wou]d enable the police off1cer to reach the max1mum
N ‘salary ih a sﬁcrter t1me period . S
- (b) Bther 3urisd1ct1ens §h§v1de pe]1ce officers a shorter o
| ~ tvme perxod to go from the m1n1mum to the max1mum sa]ary}
| The L1ty offered no couﬁier nffer wh1ch means that it seeks
“to retain the present raﬁge nf seven years., Its pos1t1on 1s
‘hhthat higher salaries are ﬁaid for experience It presented
" ev1dence that other nearby c1t1es have a maximum of seven

- years (C1ty Exh1b1t #8)

Although fhe cost of comﬁressing the saiary range from seven to

four years is small f.e. s one cent an hour, the Panel dees not award <

it The Pane1 is re]uctant to substitute 1ts judgment for that of the
' s;thy in evaluat1ng the qua11ty of ﬁhe StUrg1s P011ce ‘Department.

De?egate Whitney stressed thaﬁ there are extensive tra1n1ng pro— '

'grams reqﬂ1red of heg1nn1ng patro?men and that pol1ce officers with three '

_‘years of serV1ce often are responsibie for prdtectvng the commun1ty on

certain sh1fts. Accord1ngly, he ahgued that 1f men with three and four

years exper1ence are 1n chargé of pb?ice protection fnr a given shift

| - then they should be pa1d the maximum of the range. It is for this reason

,that he voted against th1s Awarﬂ on cemnress1on of the sa]ary range

. -



Vote

“'iéf]’;fl

For - Ostek“and krugérff.'
Aga1nst - Wh1tney

Sh1ft leferent1als

The Un1on 3 Tast besf o?fer 1s ten cents an hour addl-

t1ona1 pay for the first sh1ft, 12: 00 mﬁdnwght to 8: 00 a.m.,

and f1ve cents an hour for the th1rd sh1ft 4 00 p.m. to
midn1ght It is est1mated that the shift d1fferent1a1 wou]d

1cost 0397 cents an hour based on a 2 ,000 hour work year,

The current p011cy of tﬁe City is to pay overtime only

o those off1cers on: bermanent assignment There are two ‘,'

o off1cers on permanent ass1gnment—-the Detect1ve Sergeant

'and the Day Besk Sergean% AN other @fficers are rotated

‘ on the three shifts w1th each offfcer tak1ng h1s turn on

the three shifts accordihg to a SChedule estab1ished by the

"Ch1ef of Police. T

Prler to March 1, 1973, a]T offlcers received a shift ,

*dlfferent1a1 of téﬂ cents an. hbur, wh11e on the first Shlft,

.'and five cents an hour for tﬁe th1rd shift. The sh1ft

d1fferent1als were fofded 7ﬁto the saiary schedu]e on March 1,

,1973 by joint agreement (Joint Exhxbwt #1)

The City s p031%10n is ﬁat to change the estt1ng p011cy '

ffof paying shift differentia?s onIy to. those on. permanent assign-

ments. It argued that all po11ce offfcers take thelr turn on

‘the three sh1fts oh a rotating bas1s



The C1ty presented evwéence that three of the five. c1t1es
in. its Exh1b1t #7 do not prov1de a shift dlfferentwai and |
':two c1t1es do pay suoh a shift different1a1 Dcwag1ac pays a -

1ump sum of $60 00 a year, and Marsha11 one percent and two
o perceﬁt, 1t is net clear ?%F what shifts the one and two per-

cents are pald in Marsha]! and aga1nst what.salary figures '
“i~they are app11ed S o

In Lodge 114 Exh1bit #7, there are ]1stings of cit1es

"1n M1ch1gan to whwch reference was made by the Lodge 1n support
of its pos1t1on en wages, hea]th 1nsurance, salary compression :
l and sh1ft d1fferent1a1s Of the c1t1es noted, only ‘one (Mt.
‘"Pleasant) has a sh1ft d1fferent1a1 None of the contracts
- presented in evidence eonta1h a sh1ft d1fferentia1 |
'Awa‘“d i ,‘ S .
The Panel does not award the shift d1fferentia1 According to the
scheduTe, all pol1ce officers except those on. permanent a551gnment, are
"rotated evenly in the three sh1fts._ I? there are inequ1t1es in schedu11ng

of hours worked, w1th the resﬁ?t that some po?ice officers work undes1rab1e

) shifts, e.d., first and third baék-to -back, there would be a compe111ng

argument for shlft dxfferentials ‘ Delegate Wh1tney, however, po1nted out
~ that. there are occas1ons when po?1ce 0?f1cers in a ten week period work
: shifts back- to—back In v1ew of his toneern; 1t would seem that the City

: shouid carefu]ly review 1ts mann1ng of the Po]1ce Department and its



"‘schedu?ing procedures From Befegate ﬁﬁitney s comments there appears
to be a need for such carefuT review.. The Panel must stress that 1f |
‘police off1cers are not rotat1ng 1n soch a manner that a]T are not treated

- equitab]y. the Ctty shoUld tﬁ?e the necessary steps to correct such 1n-

equities Cont1nUat1on of such 1nequ1t1es is not conduc1ve to good |

employer-emp]oyee relat1ons :
- Vote: For - Oster, Kruger :
' Aga1nst - Wh1tney

7. Vacat1on ScheduIing

. As noted above, the parties have negot1ated a resolution

of th1s issue in tmpasse.,ghy

8.szetroact1v1ty

The Pane] ha§ %ade the fol1ow1ng awards reTat1ve to ‘
"‘retroact1V1ty' ; |
| (a) Length of Contract March 1, 1975 to SeptEmber 30, 1976 o f
v-r(b) Wage Increases du]y 16, 1975.v c o R o ;
“(c) Full Pa1d Gréﬁp«ﬂealth July 16, 1975 ;;\ —~ ; %

k '{Ln summary; the Pane1 has awarded a tota] economic package of
sixty-two cents ($0 62) an hour., TH1$ rEpresents an increase of 13.48 per-
cent of the current average hoUrTy rate of all police off:cers The
. s1xty-€wo cents is composed of a th1rty -fine cents ($0 39) an hour wage :
ﬁ»increase which is an 8.4 percent increase 1n wages, and 2 twenty-three ‘ !

(0. 23) cents an hour 1ncrease 1n fr1nge beneflts wh1ch is as percent

‘kincrease



Over the 1ength of tﬁe contract from the effect1ve date of Ju]y 16,
1975 fo Septembér 30, 1976, eath policé offlcer wi]] receive a tota] of
: 5$1,562 00 new compensatioh (See Ap?i*dfx A for calcu?atiﬂns) Of thxs 1
’amount $982‘60 wi11 be in wages and $58@ 00 will be for group hea1th
~insurance (see Appendix A for ca?culai1ans) |

Moreover¢~as a result of the waée iﬁcrease, add1t1anal income wilII
be received through overt1m@, siﬁce the computat1on of overtime wi]l be

based on the fiew salary schedule (See fﬁb]e II above)

The slgnatures affixed be1ow indicate that the votes, as recorded :
- for each 1ssue in 1mpasse, are correct W1th ‘the exception of the issue
kon 1ength of contract, there was not Unan1mous agreement on the issues

: .before th1s Panel

ek Ke”
Dated: October 1, 1975 = =~ | :
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~ APPENDIK A. cﬁtﬁutﬁflqus_;jf, |

,rDays from July 16 1975 ta September 30 1976

July 16 - December 31, 1975 ';‘= 168 days -
Janq\ny 1~ Septemhﬁr 30, 1976 = 273 days
8 .m days
ﬂumber of weeks From Ju?y 16 1975 to September 30, 1976
a4 + 1= 63 weeks - ‘ ' : ~ '

. Number of hours of work ?n 63 weeks

63 X 40 hours 2, 526 haurs g

. New wages per pol1ce officer as a result of the Wage Increase Award

2,520 hours X 39 cents $982 80 ~

New money rece1ved per p011ce off1cer as a result of the Group
Health Insurance Award .

2,520 hours X 23 cents C $579 60

5fTota1 new compensat1on received by each po?ice officer for the

period July 16, 1975 to September 30, 1976

$ 982.00 - new wage increase A
_580.00 - new compensation for Group Heaith Insurance
Sl 562.00 Tota] compensation for each police off1cer.



