~ IN THE MATTER OF A 'COMPULSORY ARBITRATION

. CITY OF TRAVERSE CITY, (MICH.)

R R OE R OR N R R R ® % % % * % *f1 :‘I"

(UNDER MICHIGAN ACT 312)
" RE: POLICE OFFICERS AS DEFINED
- IN BARGAINING UNIT

BETWEEN

; AND

INT'L BROTHERHOOD OF TEAMSTERS,
CHAUFFEURS, WAREHOUSEMEN AND
HELPERS OF AMERICA, LOCAL 214

**,****-"**‘*-*******

*****Q**************

REFERRAL “OF DISPUTE

_ This dispute was referred to Compulsory Arbitration under the provisions of :

Michigan Act 312 after exhaustion of negotiations and mediation. The fact that

‘mediation had been exhausted was reported by the Mediator to the Chairman of

the Michigan Employment Relations‘Commissidnjand upon request of the Uhion for

Compulsory Arbitration under the above Act..
The Chairman of this Arbitration Panel was appointed by the Chairman of
the Michigah Employment Relations Commissicnﬁto hear and make an award concerning _'

the matters in dispute relative to the bargaining unit in question. The parties

were gi#en proper notice in accordance with thé~Statuté and were represented by

couhsel at the hearing which was held onTAugnst 5, 1971 in Traverse City.

The City designated Lawrence C.‘Savage as the Employer member and the Union,'-:

designated Joseph Valenti as the Union member of the‘Arbitration Panel,' Due
to the incapacitation and SubSequent’hospitalization of Mr. Savage, who sat. at

the hearing, counsel for thefCity,'Jack’R Clary was substituted as Panel~member‘,

‘for the Clty and h1s neme therefore appears as Employer Panel Member at tE
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The panel met in Traverse City on September 7, 1971 to consider tentative

‘ilrecommendetzons by the Chairman and to ettempt to resolve differences. The

- following Award is made pursuant end subsequent to- thet Meeting and is submitted,
a8 required, for szgnature or dissent as to the various items of the Awerd by

- .the Cheirmen.e To be effective, eaeh item of the Awerd must be signed by one '

- or the other or both of the Panel,Membersfa81de~from the Gheirman.

“\
Preliminary to‘e\statement of the 1tems of Amnrd certain metters should ‘

" ve reperted. This will be the first contract between these perties relative to
" Police officers covered by the bergeining unit.v Prev1ously the officers were
L represented.”by another labor organization./ The Union in this proceeding was

' certified as bargaining representative prior to these negotiations. - The

bergaining unit comprises all pollce officers below~the rank of Lieutenant and
exeludee only Clerical employees‘ehd'thosefof"Lieutenant:tanktor above.

As is to be expected in a first contract everything wae open for negotiation.

bgMany matters were agreed to and inltialed.m At the hearing it wes stipulated

5 by the parties ‘that all such matters which had been initieLed by them were no

~ \

ilonger matters in dispute to be con31dered by this Panel.~ These matters are'

‘ ;therefore specifically excluded from this Award. The parties submitted exhibits

which 1ndicate what these matters are and no further mention will be made of
them since they are not part of this Award.‘ke“

It should also be pointed out that there are Certain items which vere in ‘

‘7h dispute, the importence of which, however, were related to how other items in o
o dispute,were disposed of. These will be indiceted 1n the Award as dismissed

:‘where they have been rendered unimportant beceuse disposed of by other Awerd

Finally, it should be stated that thefhearing in this proceeding pre-dated




: ‘;c the issuance of the Presidential Executlve Order-of August lS, 1971, commonly f

‘°: known as the "Wege-Prlce Freeze Order issued pursuant to the Economic Stablllzation i,

'f'Act of. 1970., However, thaﬁ Order froze wages‘and fringe benefits economic in

: T'for a period of 90. days heginning August 15, 197‘:

character, already in effect durzng the th;rty d&y perlod ending August 1h 1971

“By reeson of that Executive.

7 1Wf0rder of the Presldent it is necessary to‘State thatfall matters 1n thls AMard

ir~i“ are subject to applica%le federal law. e

N

et
'¢‘Item 1~The Management Clause :

The Union s main eoncern is that the Management Clause contain highly restric- |

L tive 1enguage 50 &s to prohlbit absolutely so-called "subcontracting" of Police.

work to other entlties of governmeet or anyone else.i The City is opposed to such
 'restr1ction. Al or this sprlngs frcm the fact that the Clty in conJunction with
':~the County of Grand Traverse have been end are exploring under the Urban Cooperation‘

Act the feasibility of eetabl;shing some form of inter-local agreement which will

. make police work in the Clty and sheriff's wnrk in the County more efflcient less
costly, and with less overlapping and/or duplication of fUnctions and more
effectlvecutilizetlon~of equlpment. The Urban Cooperetion Act permlts thlB and ;
. provides funding for a feasibillty study such as is: presently under way.‘ It is g~

not at all clear that thls study WIll have been completed end eny 1nter-local

r~f‘egreement reached by or before the expiration of the contract between the City

“*‘and the' County.: Nevertheless, the Unlon feers this eventualxty and wishes to

"protect 1ts bargeinlng unlt and membership against 1t.“ n‘

The Clty on the other hand does not want to put any present contractual L

'}‘ ‘limitations in the way of pursuing the‘study or maklng an egreement w1th the
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County Sherlff's Department should 1t turn out to be p0551ble and mntually
advantageous. : : [

The Chairman recognlzes certain legltlmate concerns of both parties. It
;' is his vxew, however, that these concerns can best be resolved by an arrangement
; by which the City would be obligated to notlfy the Unlon in advance of éntering

" into any such agreement and effectuating 1t,andfpermitting the‘Union to bargain

~

™~

. with the Clty concerning it insofer as such agreement would elther result in or

N

fcould reasonably foreseeably result in ellminatlng bargainlng unit personnel
from employment lay1ng them off reduczng thelr work hours or weeks, cause them
" to be transferred out of the bargainlng unit or cause others to be transferred

~into the unit thus displacing bargalnlng unit employees, or reducing any of the

. City pollce wages, terms or conditlons of employment secured for them by the

 Union. If such bargamnlng dld not result in agreement between City and Union
i the Contract should be deemed open for purposes of referral of thet dispute only to
Mediatlon and, 1f necessary, Compulsory‘Arbltration under the prov151ons of Act |
312, Such a resolutlon of this dmsputed item would elimlnate conjecture and
,fears resultlng therefrom at the same tlme prov1d1ng a means for certaln resolution
of the issue blnding on the partles when and if the eventuallty occurred during

the llfe of the contract. ’

‘The City has offered to aceept the Kent County Road Comm1551on management

- clause with necessary conformlty changes to resolve thls dlsputed item.-’
“The Award then is that the Kent County Road Commlsslon management clause~'
‘ ’shall be used, subject however to conformity changes and subject also to the
‘klimitatlons and speciflc recommendatlons of the Chairman above explicated. Their'

aparties shall 301ntly draft language consonant wzth thls Amard.r :
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if the subcontracting issue was resolved.‘

Item 2-Un10n demend for "Work Preservation Cleuse" (No Subcontrecting)

- The Awerd is that in view of resolution of item l above thls demend 1sv”""

dismissed.

Item 3—Union demand for "Extra Contract Agreements" clause

The Union conceded at the hearlng that thls clause was. not fully necessary"

The Award is that‘thls Unlon demend 1s dlsmzssed 1n v1ew of Award ltem 1

‘above.

Item h»Union demand for "WOrk Jurlsdiction Rules cleuse
At the hear:ng it was conceded by the Union that since Police work was

readlly 1dent1f1ed thls clause vas not reelly necessary.f It suggested that th1s

'demand too had in 'part sprung from the subcontracting concern of the Unlon._

The Award is that this Unzon demandels dlsmissed.~;’~,d* :

Item S-Grievence Arbitration ‘and Procedure

The Unlon demands finel and blndlng arbltration of grlevances unsettled

et the final step«of the-grmevence procedure.4 It also asks that the Amerlcan

"Arbitratlon Association be de31gnated as the agency to submlt panels. of erbltretors

for selection by the partles. The Clty does not dlsagree w1th grlevance arbitration‘~'"

but does not want a grlevant to "heve two bites et the apple.‘ In this connection

the Clty refers to the Civ1l Serv1ce Commission end the possibillty that a

b’,grlevant could fzrst exhaust'contract grlevance procedure 1nclud1ng arbitration

"e only to heve the grlevant dissatisfled w1th hls grievance disp031tion, then turn
"to the Civil Service Comm1351on asking it to overturn the arbltratlon award.
The Clty has no objection to the Unlon 8 proposed language defining a grievance.‘ ‘

The City suggests that ‘there be e waiver by employees of recourse to the Civil

Service Commlssion and thet those who do not choose to valve such recourse should

‘ ;‘ not have the optlon of contract grievence erbitretien.f The Clty also
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~ suggests that Federal Mediation and Conciliation Serv1ce be the agency to submit

fk.arbitration panels rather than American Arbitration Association because the

1’FMCS service is free of cost to the parties. Finally, the City asks that there
- bea requirement upon the arbitrator,y 351de from the usual proviSions that he

. not alter or amend any prov1sion of the contract nor change any wage rate, that

he take 1nto account and read the contract in llght of laws affecting municipalities.

The Award is that\there be the normal arbitratlon clause as the terminal

. point of the grievance procedure, that the Union s proposed definition of grievance

be accepted, that Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service be the\agency for '

referring panels of arbitrators, hat there be a clause in the contract grievance

‘*,procedure language providing that the grievance form contain a statement 1mmediately

'_ below the grievant sxgnature line that the grievant "by sxgning this grievance ‘

specifically waives recourse to tpe ClVll Serv:ce Comm1331on for disposition of ~

‘ this grievance," that the language concerning the arbitrator s function include

a statement to the effect that he is obllgated in deciding a grievance to take

“into account and read the agreement in light of 1aws applicahle to and affecting
ap municipalities. The parties are to draft mutually satisfactory language reflecting

‘,the prov131ons of this 1tem 5 of the Award

Item 6-Union Security |
The Union has demanded Agency Shop while the City has proposed Maintenance
of Membership as the appropriate form of Union security. The City agrees, however, '

that the Oakland County Sheriff's decision by the Michigan Employment Relations

s Commission is controlling on. this question. That decision 1s that Agency Shop
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1s legal under the Publie Employment Relations Act while other forms of unlon '

- 1security are not.,

The Award 1s that the Unlon s demand for an Agency Shop clause is dlspositive :
of thls d1sputed 1ssue and 1s therefore granted The standard form Agency Shop

language shall be incorporated 1n the partles' contract.vp,‘

“Item T- 7~Wagesf S NS

\

The Union's demand\on wages is related 1o’ an average of patrolman wages

paid in- 1971 in all cltles in Miehigan havxng a populatlon of 10 000 to 25 000

'T‘ askreflected in the 1971 Mlchigan Municipal.League:survey regardless of size of

tax base or revenue. This would result in a max1mum patrolman salary of ‘over
$ll 000 per year. The Clty, on the other hand, urges that the comparison should
be among citles of that populatlon in the area in which Traverse City is located.

The Munzcipal League has traditionally d1v1ded the State into three areas. Area
J .

: fl includes metropolltan Detrolt Area 2 includes all other lower penlnsula

localltles up to an east~west line Just above Saglnaw-Bay Clty and including

the "Thumb" area and runnlng direotly across the State., Area 3 encompases~all'of

.the rest of the State 1ncluding the upper lower and the upper peninsulas. It

divides all aress - 1nto populatlon groups or ranges.p There~is no d;spute that -

_rTraverse City falls 1n Area 3 of the League dlvision and it islagreed that it =

 also is in the 10,000 to 25, 000 population range. The dispute is over whether

2

for purposes of this wage dispute c1t1es of the Traverse Clty populatlon range -

should be compared to other c1ties of simllar size in Area 3 or whether the

'comparlson should also take 1nto account 51m11ar sized cltles in all areas. It

can hardly ve denled'that the 1ndustr1al area of the State 1s'w1th1n-Areas '
1 and 2 of the Survey.; It is lxkev1se demonstrable that the larger tax base
revenue localltles are in these same two Areas. There is unfortunately a

significant gap 1n tax base, revenue, ndustry, employment and wage rates generally
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 Merquette, Menominee end Seult ste. Marie. f';':

Ea

. between cities Of‘comparable'size in‘Afee B'end those in Areas~l and 2. This

o is traditional” and though indefen31ble on a socio-economlc basls, 1s nevertheless -

a presently stubhorn fact of life.‘ It 1s clear that wage rate relationships

‘withln\Area 3 are closer to each other than to those in Areas 1and 2. It isvf"

~only fair and accurate to say that. Area 3 is & distlnctly looser labor market

area than are those of Areas 1 and 2.,r?yfﬁffi;'<?;f
The City properly\\in the Chalrman s judgment, asks for comparison wlth

cities of comparable size in Area 3 Specifically 1t asks that Traverse City S

'be compared to the following cities 1n Area 3'”“Alpene, Big Repids, Escanabe,

An average of the mlnimum patrolman annual selary paid in these six cities,
i

o

‘excludlng Treverse 01ty, prior %o July l 1971 was $6h6h per year, the average

maximum was $7381 per year. ffective July l. 1971 only four of these cities

had newly established rates. As of that date the sverage minimum patrolman
annual salary for these four cities'Was $6§86,;the‘average«maximum,'$7791.

By comparison the Traverse City'minimum:petrolman aﬁeual salary-prior to July

1,°1971 was $6676 and the annual maxlmum vas $7696 The above figures were fUr-

- nished by the City, exhibit #29 of its presentation.~'ﬂ

- The U. 8. Bureau of Labor Statistics study of ‘average straight time earnings

sfor all manufacturing 1ndustr1es 1n the U. S.,'excluding all premium pay for

the period January l 1970 - January l, 1971 showed a 6 9% 1ncrease (City Exhibit '
#30). ' e : |
The chairman personally knows thst the Alpena police rates were increased

7% for the 1970-71 year. There has been no settlement at Alpene for the eurrent

‘year but there is. little reason to suppose thet the increase will be much less

for the current year. Current patrolman rates there are $7 072 minimnm and $7717




- maximum,

: Traverse City retes should be the highest in that area. Examination of average

compel such a conclusionu ‘;

.”e the Steelworker cost of living adjustment is not required. ,{i;jﬁe

The Chairman observes that the Traverse City 1970-71 patrolman increase

was 6% over the preceding yeer. (City Exhibit 29) While the Cheirmen agrees

L that cOmperisons should now be amoag clties in Area 3, he elso believes thet ‘

femily incomes end»syate Equalized valuation of property for tex beee purposes ;

However, the Chairman mnst reject 2s unrealistic from a tax base p01nt of

k"view the Union 5" insistence that all cities in Miehigen with a populexion of
'10 000 ~ 25, 000 be ‘taken into account for wege rete comperison purposes. This
is s0 in both the public end privete sectors of the economy. Wage rates are
'51gn1f1cantly hlgher in Areas 1 end 2 from those in Area 3 of the Mnnlciphl

.- League Survey. The answer to this problem does not lie wholly or even: in large

pert in collective bargaining espec1ally in the public sector. It lies in

‘1myrovrng the general economy of the region and in a greater shere of revenues

"from public tax monies generally, both Stete end Federel, 80 that’ public services’

can be improved as’ well as wages for those performing euch services.
The Avard on vages is th&t a.ll City police in the ba.rgainmg unit at each iﬁsﬁ wls 8‘(-
level of the currently existing pey scale shell be 1ncreased by 8 3/&% Th1s~ Mhx e, ‘73

'increaee shall be effective beglnning July l, 1971 except for the period of the

;wage freeze and subject to applicable Federal law. f~.f o

Item 8—Cost of L1v1ng Adjustment.,, .‘ff‘f*

In view of‘the/fect that this agreement is to run for no nore than one year

~and also in view of the Award on weges, 1tem 7 above, the Union s request for

ir




The Avard is that the Union's cost of living demand is rejected.

Ttem. 8—Funeral Leeve

The Union demand is that the present 3 days off Wlth pay to attend the funeral

| of a member of the 1mmediate family be increased to 5 days where the funeral
“is out of the State. , S e

The Award is. tpet the present 3 days off with pay for funeral ‘leave in or
' outside the State is in llne wmth or heyond what comparable cities 1n Aree 3 |

*‘provide._ The Union s demand is therefore dismissed.:

{ ;3__*27D1sability Insurance
| The Union s demand for disebility 1nsurance’was countered by a City offer
:>of the difference between full pay and that which is provided by Wbrkmen s
,Compensation plus sxck leave pey accrual for the period of disability.

Since there is no maximum on sick leave pay accrual the City offer is

reasonable especlally 51nce other comparable cities do not provide disability

~insurance. ’
| The Avard is that the City offer be accepted and the demand otherwise is

“dismissed.

Item lO-Unlforms and Uniform Maintenance ” b
The Union 1s demanding five uniforms and cleanlng allowance,’plus a $300
vper year clothing allowance for plain clothes officers. ‘The City prov1des 3
"unlforms presently for uniformed officers but pays for their cleaning only in
“ the event of "unusual duty. There is no clothing ellowance for anyone~including
;plain clothes officers. : o o | ’ ‘

The Cheirman finds thet all of the comparable cities in Aree 3 provide




T beyond that presently provided as well as

: Item ll-Life Insurance ‘

'l:'uniforms but no clothing allowance 1s indlcated

The Award 1s that ‘the Unlon s demands for addltlonal unlforms and malntenance

a$300 per year clothlng allowance for.

plain clothes offlcers 1s dlsmlssed...,

The Czty preeentxy prov1des group coverage of $2 000 per employee and pays

lthe cost. The Unlon demand 1s that this be increasea to $5 000 per employee

in the bargalnzng unit and that the C1ty pay the added premlum. ‘

The Chairman observes from the Munlcipal League Survey that all of the

‘ comparable c1t1es in Area 3 except Menomznee provide 11fe 1nsurance, but the

Survey does not show the amount of the beneflt.; The Chalrman knows that this

.. type group coverage is quite inexpen51ve amountlng to approximately $1.60 per

thousand per employee per month Thus the cost per employee of the Unlon demand

in the police bargalning unlt per year would amount to about $57 60 or less
~ than $750 per year for a 13 man pollce unit.f Thls is less than 3/10¢ per hour .‘

“per employee. The Unlon s demand is reasonable and the City should provide a

$5, 000 benefit, especially for pollce.f ~:'e‘M
The Award is that the Union s demand is granted for an increase in group
life 1nsurance coverage from the present $2 OOO to $5 OOO per employee in the

Police bargalnlng unlt the added cost to be paid by the Clty.“_'

‘ Item 12-Health and Hospltal Insurance

The Clty presently pays the full cost of the Blue Cross-Blue Shleld MVF-l :

Plan.‘ The- Unlon requests that thls coverage be 1ncreased to the MVF-2 Plan and

" oin addltion that it contrlbute $3 50 weekly for the Unlon s Eye and Dental care

Z‘pclinic. The Clty expresses concern at,the alerming rate at which the cost of

m————




‘\50f health insurance hes been increasing in recent years and feels that the coat

’e;;of any added ceverage over the present plan should be horne by the employee..;“”:*7'i

‘ The Chelrman notes thet ameng the eemgarable cities ﬁeneminee pqys none

:’7fe of the depen&ent's cost and the 19?1 Municile Leegue Survey indicates that

»Traverse City paya dependent cost but the percent thereef vas net reported.k':i o

”i 97g If the Chairman s netes are correct that # e City in feet pays 100’ af the

'[x dependent's cost ef t' MVF»I Blue Cross Plen, it 1s in’line with all other

k ’ f} ,comparab1e cities but Menominee which , he'Ueienﬁs dsmnnd is excessive
. -on this item at this time. “ e 4 ‘ A e |
The Award 1e that the City ehall pay the fullypremium cest ot the MVF—l
"7“Blue Crose-Blue Shield coverege including dependents and thet etherwise the jf{l"‘

Union 8 demands on this metter are dzsmlssed

S Item 1§-Paid Vacations

The Unlon demand is that the presentwone week after 1 year be increased

to two weeks of paid vacation, the present two weeks after two years be

‘“‘elxminated in favor of an 1ncrease to three weeks after five years instead of
'V‘the present ten years, and finally that the present four weeks of paid vacation ;,;
"’f;,efter 20 years be paid after 13 years of service.i The Union diﬁ not attempt
‘\"to rationalize thla demand by reference to other vacation pay plans especially

g »v‘omong the cemparable cities in Area 3

The Cheirman observes that the Clty s present seheﬁuleisasgpoﬁas if not

‘better than other cemparable cities 1n Area 3 f}the 1971 Municipal League Survey.evie

The Award is that this Union demand s dismissed.
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: Ttem 1h-Off Duty Court. Appearance Pay.‘ffit}jff.‘s
| The Clty presently pays 3 hours csll~in pay for time requlred of an officer
to appear 1n court out31de h1s regular scheduled hours in a duty case in which -
he is required by ‘the Court’ 1o be present. Thls is pald at time and one-half
if it represents hours in excess of elght in a day or forty in & week under the
s:~overt1me clause about which there 1s no dlspute., There is no pyramldlng of dally
~ and weekly overtlme%;ours.‘, L -

The Union asks that this be 1ncreased tovfour hours for such reportlng pay.

It dia not ratlonallze this on any basis, particularly that such reporting to

Court requnred as a general rule more hours than three of the officer's time.

The Award is,that~the Union's demasd:beyond present_practice is;dismlssed.

Item 1§-Called to Duty Before Startlng Tlme or After Qulttlng Time.

- As stated in Ttem 18 above the Clty pays overtlme for all hours beyond
" 8 in a day and hO in & week, not pyramlded. The Unlon demands the same.
The Chsirman is therefore at E loss to’understand the Unlon s demend for
’ what it ‘already has. It may be that Counsel dld not understand that dally '
| overtime is presently paid. Sy

The Award is that the present practice meets thekUnlon s demand and that
~the demand 1s therefore not necessary provxded the Clty melntalns the present
‘ practice of paylng overtime for all hours over 8 1n a: day or 40 in a week -

whxchever is greater, but not both and not pyramlded.

”~Item 16-5hift leferential ;
“The City presently pays 9¢ and l3¢ for second and third shlfts respectively.
‘ The Unlon demand is that thls be 1ncreased to 10¢ and 15¢ respectxvely.

' The Chalrmen notes that Escanabe pays what the Union demands here. Moreover,'
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10¢ and 15¢ are quite commonplace second and third Shlft dlfferentlals, respectlvely.‘

There is no reason the Clty should not meet thls demand.
The Award is that the Unlon s demand on shlft dlfferential is granted

It shall be 10¢ per hour for second shlft and 15¢ per hour for thlrd shlft. :
- Item Z—Holiday Pay‘ S ""~“jz;l”ci?llf7" |
| The City presehxly pays 2 1/2 tlmes regular rate as hollday pay whether

or not the holiday is worked. The Unlon demands 3 tzmes reguler rate w1thout

' ratlonalizatlon.

" The Chairman notes that present Clty practice 1n this regerd is beyond :
that in comparable clties. 4

The.Award iskthat‘the Unioh?s:demand‘iscdisdissed. o

Item lB-Ddty‘Legel'Assistance -

This is.a demand that the Clty pay the cost of legal assistance for defense
of a pollce offlcer who is charged w1th c1v1l llablllty for legal actlon taken
) by him in llne of duty., ’ e
i The City has an insurance pollcy to cover clvll llabllity matcers of -this
kind. The Clty belleves the pollcy covers legal fees.’ If 1t does the‘Union s

demand is redundant. It it does not, the Chalrman 8 Award is that the City s

policy should include such legal a551stance. lﬁ-ii;if:

Item 19~ Dog Man Allowance : i :

The present pollcy of the Clty is to pay $300 per yeer, plus food, medlcal
costs and a chaln Ilnkfence at the home of the officer who is responsmble for
- the pollce dog. The Clty says 1ts experlence is that varlous offlcers have

traded the dog respons1b111ty around and that in each case e new chaln link fence




Ttem 20-Pensions =~

,pen31ons to defeat an otherw1se hlgher wage increase for pollce. Since the o

157

~has to be built for‘the officer who does/not;alreedy have one. The result

~is that most offlcers have a fence.l/f

The allowance of $3OO is adequate 31nce 1n addltzon to this medical cost

and food is pald for. “The practlce of tradlng the dog around for a new chsin

~ llnk fence is w1th1n the Clty s power to correct.gd:ftl”“

The Award is that the Unlon s request in thls matter 1s dlsmlssed.
‘%\; i

N
N

The City has presently set a51de in escrow an. amount of money sufflcient

"~ to make the requlred contrlbutlon for pen51ons under Michigan Act 3&5 Thzs :

represents a very substantlal amount of money 1n payment of past service credit '7;¢‘,;w‘

which the City estlmates to be 8. 9 percent of salary per year of $68L. 9h for
the current year. The Union does not object to the pen51on being put into
effect except that it feels that the City, whlch d1d not negotiate the Act 3&5

pension with the Union, is effectlvely using the amount of 1ts contributlon toward

~Union has no objectlon to the pen31on and the Clty has already commltted

1tself and allocated funds for that purpose, the Chalrman can flnd no basis for

& dlspute concernlng this matter.,e:»f

The Award is’ that the Act 3&5 Pens1on Benefit be put 1nto effect as proposed

by the Clty.

Item 21-Sick Leave Accumulation

‘The City's policy is to permit unlimitedtSickrleeve'accrual andzproposes - e

to pay an amount equal to 1/2 of eccrued smck leave upon death or’ retlrement up to

a maxlmum of 120 days accrual In other words, the City proposes to pay the
equlvalent of 60 work days pay for an employee whe has accrued 120 or more days

of sick leave prlor to hls deeth or retlrement The Clty s current policy is
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: Itemé22—Gun AliowanCe;'

.gun allowance if 1t furnlshes a Eun.irf?:d~*F’ ¥

' ;Item—23-Longevity Pay¢

- comparable cities in Area 3.

at or above the 51ck 1eave polxcmes of other comparable c1ties in Area 3

The Award is that there be no change 1n the current sick leave accumulatlon

'f'polzcy and payment upon death or retlrement shall be as proposed by the Clty.

The City presently furnzshes a gun to each pollce officer, Thernion asks‘

" that in addition the Clty pay a gun allowance of $l per day ($365 per year) to
o B
- each offlcer._ The Unron offers no Vrat1onele for thls demand other than that .

- an offlcer whether on duty or not 1s requlred to respond to a law v1olat10n

whenever he sees one happening end should be pald an allowance for carrying a-

gun at ell tlmes. The City does not require off duty offlcers to carry guns

 but they are pr1v1leged tofif they w1sh. No other comparable c1ty pays &

The Award is that this. demand is dlsmlssed. n»,;,f

The Clty s present pollcy on longev1ty pay 1s at or above the level of

" The Award is that the demand for increase 1n longevity pay over present

: policy is dismissed:.

,Item-Qh—Manning of Pollce Cars.j«f

‘The Union s demand is that durlng the hours of darkness patrol cars be

- manned by 2 men; Thls demand would cut across shlft llnes.

Ea

It is the Chalrman s judgement that this 1ss;_ally'a demand for 1ncrease :

1n the 51ze of the work force. Thls 1s a mannlng problem.‘ The City should

dlspatch sufflclent manpower to a trouble area to handle a problem whether 1t

e, 3L BT R SR R
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' Item-25-Paid Holidays

Item—26;Period of the Contract

g -

be day or night.' If it 1s not d01ng so the Chief should be 1nstructed to advise

the dlspatcher to take proper precautlons in thls regard. Police cars have

redlos and 1f an offlcer flnds he has & problem he should adv1se the dispatcher

- to send another car: Thls is both a safety matter for the officer and adequate
manpower to do the Job. It is the Chalrman 'S understanding that the Clty is

dlvided into three areas for petroll1ng.l It should see that proper arrangements

‘\

are made to provide baek up as51stance upon request of an offlcer or when the

' kcall 1nd1cates trouble at the outset

The Award is that the Clty make arrangements in line with the above. 'There

was no proof that 2 men ina patrol car are necessary in’ all ‘cases even at

‘ nlght if this is not present practlce., To the extent that the Unlon s demand

is for an 1ncrease in normal patrolman personnel complement the demand 1s
dlsmlssed The Chairman notes thet the Clty is presently short of 1ts normal

patrolmen personnel complement. .

The Union demand is for en'inereaee'of“3~holideys over the‘yresent‘S paid

holidays.'

| The Averd is that eight paid’holidaysfis‘iﬁ'iine vith if not in excess of
those granted in the comparable citles in Area 3 and therefore the demand is ,'

dlsmlssed.

The parties have been unable to agree on a perlod for this agreement longer

' than one year beglnning July l 1971 and endlng June 30 1972 The prlmary

'fdifficulty is the difference in the Unlon '8 demands for w&ges for a two year

contract and the Clty s offer for such a contrect Accordlngly, 1t seems to

‘v,the Chalrman thet the only sensible thlng to do is find that the approprlate
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.perlod for the contract is the flscal year July l 1971 through June 30 1972

The Award 1s that the agreement arlslng from these negotlatlons and thls

Varbltratlon provide a one year contract between the partles beglnnlng July 1, 1971

and endlng June 30, 1972 w1th the same notlce prov151ons as exlst currently for

‘ negotiatlons for a new or amended agreement to take the place of thls agreement.

£3 . 5

N,\$<n,\ - Note to Panel Members ,,W

The arbltratlon Panel should note that the above Awerd is- by Items, signed !
by the Chalrman and such Panel member or members as are 1n agreement w1th the
Items of the Award; i | o

' If a Panel member wlshes to dlssent froﬁ Items in thls.Award,>31gned by
the Chalrman, he may do 50 by recordlng below hls 31gnature the item numbers
from which he dlssents. | | | ’

It wiil‘be necessery fof eaeh'efethe I£eme’ie this‘Award to"Be,egreed to
by aﬁ least ‘one ether’Panel:ﬁembefiaside_frem theeCheirmaﬂ fe: all Iteﬁs

to be effective,u q

:;;;;lé&%%£§§7§;%:nne Lo J&\\

A , Chairman.
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