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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This matter is B .mandatory interest arbitration, pursuant to Act 312 

of the Public Acts of the State of Michigan , 1969, as amended, MCLA 
433.231 et seq., MSA 17.455 (31). known as the Michigan Policemen's 
and'liremen's Compulsory Arbitration Act. It is the public policy of 

the state of Michigan that, where the right of policemen and firemen 

to strike is by law prohibited, and such employees are afforded 

~ompulsosy arbitration, as an alternative and binding procedure for 

resolution of disputes on wages, hours and working conditions. 

According the Petition for Act 312 Arbitration, the parties to this 
proceeding are the C i t y  of Ann Arbor and Ann Arbor Police Officers 

Association. The most recent collective bargaini.ng agreement 

(Agreement) between the became effective commencing July 1, 
2002 and concluding on June 30, 2006. The bargaining uhit congists of 
approximately one hufrdred and Forty (140) employees in the following 
job cl8ssifications, as specified in the Agreement, as all non- 

supervisory, sworn police officers, and non-supervisory, non-sworn 

Safety Services Dispatchers, excluding all other employees of the 
City of Ann Arbor. As a result of unsuccessful bargaining by the 
parties, a Pqtitidh for Act 312 Arbitration (MERC Case Number: D06-E 

1546) was timely filedwith the Employment Relations Commission, and 

dated February 1, 2007. 

Pursuant to Public Act 312, Public Acts of 1969, as amended, the 

, Employment Relations Commission appointed Richard E. Allen to serve 

as the impartial Arbitrator and Chairperson of the Act 312 

Arbitration Panel. The Employer's Delegate to the Panel is Roger 

Fraser and the Union's belegata to the Panel is James 

Tignanelli. 
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APPLICABLE ST'ATUTORY AUTHORSTY AND RELEVANT CONSIDERATIONS 

The pertinent provisions of Act 312 of the Public Acts of 1969, as 
amended, provides in Section 8, in regard to each issue in dispute, 
the Arbitration Panel shall adopt the last offef: of settlement which, 
in the opinion of the Act 312 Panel, more nearly complies with the 
applicable factorsprescribedin Section9 oftheAct, which provides 

as follows: 

"Section 9. Where there is no agreement between the parties, or where 
there is an agreement but the parties have begun negotiations or 
discussions looking to a new agreement, or amendment of the existirig 
agreement, and wage rates or other'conditions of employment under 

proposed new, or amended agreement are in dispute, the Arbitration 

Panel shall base its findings, opinions and order upon the following 

factors, as applicable: 

(a )  The lawful authority of the employer. 

(b) Stipulations of the parties. 

(c) Theinterestsandwelfareofthepublicandthe financial ability 
of the unit of government to meet those costs. 

(d) Comparisons of the wages, hours and conditions of employment of 
the employees involved in the arbitration proceeding with the wages, 

hours, and conditions of employment of other employees performing 

similar services and with other employees generally: 
(i) In public employment in comparable communities 
(ii) In private employment in comparable communities 

(e) Theaverageconsumer prices for goodsandservices cornmonly~nown 

as the cost of living. 
( f )  The overall compensation presently received by the employees, 
including direct wage compensation, vacations, holidays and other 

excused time, insurance and pensions, fiedical and hospitaliaation 

benefits, the continuity and stability of employment, and all other 

benefits received. 



( g )  Changes in any ofthe foregoing circumstapces duringthe pendency 
of the arbitration proceedings. 

(h) Such other factors, not confined to the foregoing, which are 
normally, gr traditionally taken into consideration in the 

determination of wagea, hours and conditions of employment through 
voluntary collective bargaining, mediation, factfinding, 

arbitration or otherwise between the parties, in the public service 
or in private employment." 

The Arbitration Panel. may determine which factors contained in 

Section 9 of the Act are the most'important under the particular facts 
presented, and need not afford each fact'equal weight. See City of . 

Detroit, 408 Mich 410; 294 N.W., 2nd 68, 97 (1980). The Court held in 
part, as follows: 

"The fact that an arbitral majority may not be persuaded by a party's 
evidence and argument as to certain items does not mean that those 

arbitrators failed to give the statutory factors that consideration 
required by law. The Legislature has neither expressly nor 

implicitly evinced any intention in Act 312 that each factor in 

Section 9 be accordedequalweight. Instead, the Legislaturehasmade 

their treatment, where applicable, mandatory on the Panel thzough 
the use of the word 'shall' in sections 8 and 9. In effect then, the 
Section 9 factors provide a compulsory checklist to ensure that the 
arbitrators fender an award only after taking into consideration 

those factors deemed relevant by the LegiSlature and codified in 

Sectiop 9. Since the Section 9 factors are not intrinsically 

weighted, they vannot of themselves provide the arbitrator with an 
answer. It is thei panel which must make the difficult decisfon of 
determiningwhi~h particular factors aremcrra important in resolving 

a contested issue under the singular facts of a case, although, of 

course, all 'applicable' factors mugt be consldered." 



As ChairpersonofthePanel, I believe it is important togivecareful 

consideration to the merits of each parties pos9tion, and arguments 

on each of their proposals, but not to make changes, merely for the 

sake of making changes. The Panel has a responsibility to protect the 
welfare of the employees, and equally to protect the economic 
ipterests of the community. The Panel must be convinced of the 

necessity far the adoption of the proposals of each party, and in the 
final analysis, the inherent reasonableness of a parties proposal. 
Is the proposal merely a wish to be granted, or is the proposal 

based upon a neqessity for the welfare o f  employees, or a need of the 
community to maintain a stable environment? Is the Union's proposal 
needed to protect, and advance the welfare of employees? Is the 

Employer's proposal required to maintain economic Qtability in the 
comnlunity? These questions must be answered by the Panel wheq 

considering each of parties proposals. 

Is answering these questions, the Panel. should pay particular 

attention to several factors specified in Section 9 of the Act. (1 ) 

The financial ability of the community to afford the costs of the 

Union's economic proposals, and the community's financial need to 

have its proposals adopted. (2) Comparisons of wages and benefits of 
the Ann Arbor employees with the wages and benefits granted to other 
employees performing Similar services in comparable communities. 
(3) The overall compensation and benefits received by Ann Arbor 

employees and the stability of contihued employment. (4) Any changes 
in compensation and benefits occurring recently, with regard to 
prevailing wages and benefits with other similarly sttuated 
employees in comparable communit,ies, and other "Comparable1' 

emgloyges within the City of Ann Arbor. 



THE "TOTAL PACKAGE" IN COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
\ 

Generally, negotiated agreements are the final combination of a 
series of compromises and a practical evaluation by the parties of 
what they can "live with" forthe duration ofthe agreement. The final 

settlement i s  aproductofwha~most likelywouldhava occurredif the 

parties had been able to apply economic pressure via a "l~c=kout~~ or 
tlstrike't. Since these bargaining weapons are not available in 

bargaining in the "public sectort1 (Police and Firefighters], the 
Panel must consider what would have occurred if such economic 

pressures were available to the Union and the Employer. The wages, 
henef its and conditions of employment are the product of the give and 

take within the collective bargaining process. In the private 

sector, the final agreement is a settlement arrived at after the 
parties have concluded they cannot risk seeking more without 

suffering severe economic consequences, resulting from a work 
stoppage, by a strike or lockout. The Panel must be careful not to 
grant more than either party could have obtained, had they the power 

to strike or use a lockout. The task that confronts the Panel is 
which of the parties proposals are necessary for the efficient 

operation of the community (Employer), and which proposals are 

necessary to promote and maintain an employee's welfare. Often the 
final settlement is acornbination of eachparties proposals, andthis 

is described as the "total package", which is a combination of both 
.parties needs. The "final package" should include consideration to 
all the demands of the parties, then incorporating the most 

necessary, and reasonable proposals, of both parties. 

If neither party is satisfied with the final settlement, that may 

indicate the settlement is fair, and reasonable. If there is no clear 
winner, then there is no clear loser. The Panel must select which 

proposal affects the efficient operation of the community, and which 
prgposal is necessary to maintain the welfare of employees. Each 

proposal must be examined on the basis of its necessity and the 

supporting facts'and reasons for its adoption, 
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The key Zngredient in a final contract settlement involve sthe amount 

and extent of the wages paid during the'life of the new contract. 

Wages assure the economic welfare of employees, and are the greatest 
single component of the employer's labor costs., The final wage 
settlement greatly influences the .adoption of the remaining 

proposals. In  arriving at the components of the final settlement , I 
believe the concept referred to as the "total package1' should be 
applied in determining which of the rekaining proposals, by 
necessity and merit, should be adopted. Obviously there is no single 
formula, however, it is helpful to apply the "total package" concept 
in determining which of the remaining proposals merit adoption. Once 

the wages are settled, as to the amount and duration, then the 

remaining issues can be evaluated in arriving at a fair settlement, 
that addresses theneeids ofbothparties, and conveys what wouldhave 
been most likely incorporated into the contract by the parties 

themselves, had they the faced the economic pressures exerted by a 
strike or lockout. 

Once the wage issue has been resolved, 1,believs the Panel should 

determine what, if any, other proposals are necessary in arriving at 
a reasonable settlement. The Panel shOuld consider the economic 

reality that public employees (police officers) are prohibitea from 

striking, and likewise public qrnployers are forbidden to lock-out 

employees.' Which of the remaining proposals would have been adopted 
had the parties been subjected to the economic pressures of a work 
stoppage? The Panel must be mindful of what would the parties have 

agreed to if they were faced with the economic pressure of a loss of 

yages during a strike, or the chaos in the community caused by a work 
stoppage? 

In the final analysis, the Panel must protect both the welfare of the 

employees and provide the community of taxpayers with a stable 

economic future. The Panel should require each party to offer 

persuasive reasons for the necessity of adopting each of their 

proposals. 
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The Employer contends "internal  comparable^^ that Ps other 
bargaining units within the City of ,Ann Arbor, are of great 
importance in determining its wag@ hroposal. The Employer points out 
a majority of the bargain$ng units within the City of Ann Arbor 

received a lump sum payment for the first year of their respective 

contract settlements, commencing July 1, 2006. However, as to the 
guidelines set forth in the Act, I recognf ze ltcomparabilityN is only 

one of eight factors contained in ~dction 9 of the Act. 

As noted, the Statute does not specifically define l'comparabilityu. 

The elements of vcomparability'l can be so n~rnerous and diverse that 
the Statute grants considerable discretion in determining which, if 

any, external or internal comparability is Of any value, An adopting 
either parties last best offer. In fact comparisons are not 
automatic, dominant, or absolute in selecting either of the parties 

proposals for settlement. 

Since precise comparisdns between internal and external bargaining 

units are n6t intended to be exact, it stands to reason that the 
Statute is only a guideline that does not demand strict adherence to 
what other types of settlements may have occurred in other internal 

bargaining units. For instance in this case the Employer cites mahy 
internal bargaining units, within the City of Ann Arbor that received 

a "lump sumtt payment the first year of their respective contracts. 
This fact i s  only one of many considerations in the process of 
determining whqt is a fair and reasonable wage settlement. 

The 'tcomparability" factor is similar to the concept of "prevailing 

practice1' among similarly situated employers. There must be a 
determination by the Panel of what type of wage settlements may have 
occurred among other police units in similar aommunitied. Has a 
"lump sum't payment been the "prevailing practicet' for first year wage 
settlements in other similar police bargaining units? 



The  "prevai l ing prac t ice t t  concept has been used by many nego t i a to r s  
f o r  years  i n t h e  collectivebargainingprocess. I n  f a c t  t h e  s tandards  
spec i f ied  i n  Section 9 of the  Act a r e  s imi l a r  t o  the f a c t o r s  used by 
many negot ia tors  i n  co l l ec t ive  bargaining. Since the p a r t i e s  have 
opted f o r  Act '312 ~ r b i t r a t i o n ,  they -have acknowledged they a r e  g t  an 
impasse and have agreed t o  c a l l  upon an Arbi t ra tor  t o  apply t h e  
various' f ac to r s  spec i f ied  iq Section 9 of t h e  A c t ,  along w i t h  the  

concept of how would a reasonable person have s e t t l e d  t h e  i s sues  i n  
dispute.  The a r b i t r a t o r ' s  rul ing,  i n  e f f e c t ,  i nd i r ec t iy  adopts the  

co l l ec t ive  bargaining agreements found among other s i m i l a r l y  
s i tua t ed  Employers and Unions. In  my opinion, t h e  A c t  312 Award 
should on lybe  a s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  successfulbargaininghadthe p a r t i e s  
acted l i k e  other employers i n  a s imi l a r  s i t u a t i o n .  To m e  this  i s  t h e  
essence, and t h e  purpose of t h e  S ta tu t e .  

Another f a c t o r  c lose ly  re la ted  t o  t h e  p a r t i e s  wage proposals, a l s o  
ra ised i n  Section 9 of the Act, pe r t a ins  t o  t h e  Employer's f i n a n c i a l  
a b i l i t y  t o  provide a wage increase,  including t h e  amount of. t h e  
payment and t h e  type of payment, t h a t  is a percentage irlcrease 
i n c o r p o r a t e d i n t o t h e b a s e  r a t e  or  alump sumpayment. T h e a b i l f t y o f  
t h e  governmental uni.t t o  afford a wage adjustment, requires  Employer 
t o  provide f inanc ia l  information as t o  its cur ren t ,  and fu ture ,  
economic posi t ion,  including anticipatedl fu tu re  revenues generated 
from taxes  and planned budgets. Often Arbi t ra tors  consider  t h e  
cansequences of a work stoppage, and t h e  impact t h i s  wou.ld have upon 
t h e  f i n a l  bargaining settlement. This consideration Is based upon 
the  concept t h a t  t h e  purpose of A c t  312 i s  t h a t  of being a s u b s t i t u t e  
f o r  work stoppages i n  t h e  public sec tor .  

I n t h i s  c a s e a  r ev iewof the  exhib i t s  r e v e a l s t h e  f i n a n c i a l a b i l i t y o f  
the  City of Ann Arbor is s u f f i c i e n t  t o  afford a wage increase for t h i s  
bargaining uni t  i n  an amount proposed by t h e  Union. Generally, t he  
revenues Of t h e  Employer appear t o  be sound f o r  t h e  present ,  aad f o r  
t h e  near fu ture ,  extending a t  l e a s t  t o  t h e  termination of t h e  
proposed co l lec t ivg  bargaining agreement. 
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This conclusion, as to the financial stability of the City of Ann 

Arbor, is based upon the fact the City, to their credit, has not 

relied upon an argument of its inability to grant wage increases to 

its Police Officers, but has instead rightlycautionedthat current 
financial pressures have increased in all levels of government. They 

point out significant spending reductions are necessary. It should 
be recognized the City1 s revenyes come primarily from property taxes 

and state shared revenue. The Employer explained its ability to 
increase property taxes is limited by tbe "Headlee AmendmentIt, and 
the City does not have an income tax to rely upon. 

Certainly caution on spending must be exercised by the City, however, 

thera is evidence the City has sufficient funds to maintain its 

financial stability for the foreseeable future. The "General Fund" 
appears to adequate to meet reasonable wage increaseg fox: the City's 

employees, iilcluding the Police Officers, There appears to be 
sufficient funds to niaintain pension fund obligations and to provide 

health care benefits to all the City's employees. I am convinced the 

City has the necessary resources to grant the Police Officers 

retroactive wage increases, dating back to July 1, 2006, if certain 
employee sharing of the costs of health care accompanies the 

retroactive wage adjustments. 

In my opinion, the key to a fair and reasonable settlemerit of the two 

major disputes arising from this Act 312 proceeding are centered 
around the resolution of the City's primary concern in obtaining a 

Health Care Plan where the Police Officers share in the costs of 

health care and the Police Officer's desire to receive a retroactive 

wage increase in their base rates of pay, beginning on July 1, 2006, 
rather than a "Lump Sun" payment on that data. 

The importance of the respective parties qoals was clearly stated, 

on the record, by each of the parties. 



The Employer's Di rec tor  of Human Resources and Labor Rela t ions  

t e s t i f i e d ,  and responded a s  follows i n  regard t o  t h e  importance of 

obtaining a Health Care Plan providing f o r  t h e  Pol ice  Off icers  t o  
bear some of t h e  c o s t s  of C i t y ' s  Health Care Plan. 

"Q. Now, I Wume &om wh& you bald 4h.d health cuke wah an bnptYttamt h 6 w z  40% $ 4 ~  
City in a e  w g o . W n / ~ ?  

A, B e w e  owl he&h ccllte co&, & W ernpb@&, bud heen up&n&ng s W u  
ine&ma....": ( T ~ d f l ,  V d .  1 ,  page 1 3 1 )  

In  support of its request  t h a t  Po l ice  Off icers  share  i n  t h e  costs of 
t h e  C i t y ' s  Health Care Plan, t h e  Employer po in t s  out  t h e  Pol ice  

Off icer  u n i t  is the only group of City employees, ( inc lud ing  

unionized employees) who do not cu r r en t ly  cont r ibu te  t o  h e a l t h  oare  

beyond a $10 o f f i c e  v i s i t  f e e  and a $10 prescr ip t ion  co-pay. The 

Employer o f f e r e8  evidence as t o  t h e  types  of employee cont r ibu t ions  

t o  hea l th  ca re  made by o ther  Ci ty  employees. The Employer p ~ i n t g  o u t  

i ts  proposal does not  includeapretaiumco-pay whichmanyof t h e o t h e r  
city union employees a r e  cur ren t ly  paying. The City I s  proposal would 
place t h e  Pol ice  Off icers  on an even foot ing with o t h e r  C i ty  

employegs. 

TheEmployerpoints out thePol iceOff icers ina1 lo f theother  agreed 

upon aomparable communities have Health Plans with g rea t e r  employee 
cos t  shar ing than t h e  Ann Arbor Pol ice  Off icers  . The Employer s t a t e s  

other  communities. have received help  from t h e i r  employees i n  t h e  

sharing QI hea l th  ca re  cos t s ,  and t h e  Ann Arbor Police Off icers  

should a l s o  share  i n  those hea l th  ca re  cos t s  



In summary, the Employer argues communities comparable to Ann Arbor 
are obtaining cost sharing fromtheirunions onat least someoftheir 

health care plans, Similarly, all of the other employees in Ann Arbor 

are contributing to health care in a variety of ways. Only the Police 

Officers are not contributing to health care savings by 
participating in cost sharing. The Embloyer maintains, while its 

' cost sharing proposal i s  modest in fiature, it still anticipates it 

will yield a savings fiotentially of 15% if implemented. If the 
Union's proposal of maintaining the status quo is granted, the Police 

OfSicers group will remain as the only employee group in the city not 
contributing to reducing health care costs. 

As noted, the Police Officers primary objective in the contract 
negotiations was Securing a wage increase in the base pay rate of a 
Police Officer, commencing on July 1, 2006. The Union rejected any 
"Lump Sum" payment to Police Officers, commencing on, July 1, 2006, 
which the Union considered as merely a llbonusb' not incorporated into 
the Police Officer's base rate of pay. 

During the Act 312 Hearing a member of the Union's contract 
negotiating team was asked the reason the Union members rejected the 

'Employer's contract settlement proposal. She responded as 
follows: 

A Y a  & diddid, I& wct3 ov4h2uheCming.1~1 ch&u&d hcauhe wcu~ no pehcentage wage 

i n m e  drt th+ &iW y m ,  and ;that w c i  th && out d W r n  4iw man." (Twmdpt V d ,  

3, paga 105 )  
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The Union points out none of the external comparable communities, 
(Lansing, Livonia, Southfield, Sterling Heights, Taylor, Westland) 
offered its police officers a l'bonus'l (Lump Sum) payment in the year 

2006 in lieu of a wage increase in an Officer's base wages. 

The Employer acknowledges the major dispute concerning wages 
involves its offer oe a "Lump Sum" pay to police officers for the 
first year (2006) ofthe contract.TheEmployer statedonpage 8 of its 

Post Bearing Brief: 

llAMwuglz the Uhkn culd the Ernpbueh on thh pwpomh &oh thtw y w  oh 
the con&&, th nw64 &r&icc~nt di&&@t.ew h in Ute Wt ye& 4 #M co&ad. The 
Empfoyeh p c a p c ~ a  a 2.5% one ;time h m p  bunt paymenf, cot~&tent with thud o&c%ed t o  

and ccccepited Gy the bwen c%h& u n i o ~  in m y .  In mnthaf, tha union prtopotm a 
2.5% a m  the do& i n m e  w#o&e .to Jdg 1 ,  2006," 

The City links wage increases with the ~ealth Care Plan and the 
resulting savings realiied from employee contributions to health 

care. The Employer states all the other unions, and non-union 

employees, in the City began contributing to the cost of health care 

to variods degrees, with the qxception of the police officers. The 

Employer points out the employee's contribution to health care, and 
the resulting savings was used in part to fund wage increases. 

It is o~viouS, from the testimony at the Hearing, the rising cost of 

health care is a major concern to the City, as it is with many 
employer's and individual citizens throughout America. The City 
emphasizes comparable communJties are obtaining cost sharing from 

their unions onat least some oftheirhealthplans. Similarly, all of 

the other unioniaed employees, and non-union City employees, are 

contributing to health care coverage in a variety of ways, Only the 
police officers continue to remain as the holq out on health care 

contributions, Health care is a major cost of living in America, and 

it dominates all other Employer costs, other than wages. 
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It is abundantly obvious, that in the future, Employer's and Union' s 

must cooperate in sharing the escalating costs of health care in 

order for employees to continue to benefit from this important cost 

of living. The sharing of medical costs is a growing trend among 

Employer's and Unions. 

CONCLUSION 

Wages are a dominant factor in collective bargaining. IntraditJonal 

contract negotiations among parties free to use the economic 

pressure of a lockout, or strike, the arnoullt and type of wage 

adjustment is often determfngd by what other proposals of the 
respective parties, might be incorporated into the "final 

s~ttlement". This is often referred to as the "Final Package1', which 

is a series of trade-offs and compromises. Each party engages in 

trades in order to obtain their particular goal, There is nothing 

sinister, or unethical, in this practice. Compromises and trade- 

offs are a practical reality of collective bargai~ing. The Final 

Package concept should be considered as part of the process in 

determining the final settlement of an Act 312 Arbitration, which is 

in essence a substitute fqr the economic pressures applied in the 
private sector. An Act 312 Arbitration must, in my opinion, take into 

consideration, in part, what would the parties -have eventually 

agreed upon, had they been able to exert the traditional economic 

pressures that accompany private sector collectYve bargaining. 

Also, in applying the "Final Package" concept, I have evaluated the 

merits of each parties pxoposal, and required any changes to be 

supported by persuasive. evidence of the necessity for particular 

proposed change in the contract. Any proposed change in the status 

quo must not be accepted, or rejected, merely to give each party 

something. In some instances, one party may not have a reasonable 

basis for granting any of their proposals. Act 312 Arbitration should 

not be a process of giving everybody somkthing, although it may 

sometimed appear so. However, the very nature of the collective 

bargaining process often results in something forbothparties. But, 

this is the nature of collective bargaining and Act 312 Arbitration 

should attempt to dupliate that process as much as possible, 

14 



In determining the merits and necessity of each parties particular . 

proposal, as stated in their "Last Best Offer", I have considered all 
the factors specified in Section 9 of the Act, including subsection 

(h) bhich provides: 

I1Su& &ebbs, not con&d  .to .t22e b ~ o i n g ,  which she nolunaCly, 04 #hudiWnu,Ug 

W n  iwto con&i&&bn in .the d e W m i W n  wage/rl, and c o & ~  04 
employ& th/rough vdunWy co&&e 6aZgcLining, rm&&ion, &ncling, ahA&m%n, 
04 -he detuwai +ha p&, is p W  a&4 aehuice, in Mate 
mp4uymem4." 

In my opinion, "other factors" for consideration includes what would 
a reasonable person, acting in the capacity of a negotiator, have 

agreed to, if confronted with the economic realities and pressures 

present in the private sector collective bargaining process? 

Furthermore, in an effort to reach a final settlement, what 

compromises and trade offs would have occurred in reaching a 

particular desired goal. It appears to me it, is reasonable to 

conclude the City would have agreed to a percentage base wage 

increasb to Police Officers in 2006, to obtain the Police Officers 

agreement to contribute to tbe costs of health care; Likewise, it 

seems reasonable to me to conclude the Police Officers would have 
agreed to contribute to Health Care Plan, in exchange for a 

percentage ipcrease into their base rate of pay, rather than a llLump 
Sum" payment. 

It appears the City has the necessary resources to pay a percentagq 
inarease in the base rate of pay for the Ann Arboc Police Officers, 
commencing July 1, 2006. However, this percentage base wage increase 

is contingeht upon the Police Officers contribution to the Cityf s 

Healthcare Plan, because the percentage increase in the Officers 

base wages will create an additional cost generated by an increase in 
the "roll up" factor. To somewhat offset this additional "roll up" 

cost, it i s  essent.ia1 the Police Officers immediately begin 'to 
contribute to the Health Care Plan as proposed by the City. 

15 



InJuly of 2006, I amconvincedtheUnionneededapercentage increase 
in the base rate of pay, rather than a "Lump Sumt' payment, iq order t6 
obtain a contract ratification by the Union members. This is a 

reality of collective bargaining , and moat likely in the, setting of 
the private sector, the Employer wouldhave granted a percentagewage 
increase in exchange for Union agreeing to adopt the Employers 

pr0posed.Health Care Plan. 
' .  . . . .  . . . .  . .  .I '. . ( . .  . 

. . , . -  .';;'<. ' . . . . ; 

. . . , . . . . . . ::~k.m~.;b~iii?ii: . .. t h e a d o w n  of the cityt s kealth Care Plan cannot be . . . . .  : . . . .  

&&p"&C&t=d . . _ - .  ... f . rOm . , . . the _ . $panting' of a wage increase in July of 
2006. The U ~ ~ D G S  and ' the Bmployer ' s proposal are 

intertwined; and cannot, as a practical matter, be separated. The two 
proposals would, most likely be bargained, and exchanged so that each 

party obtained a necessary goal in arriving at a final agrtkment. For 

all of the above stated reasons the Last Best Offer of the Union i s  
granted on the ISSUE of WAGES and the Last Best Offer of the Employer 
i,s granted on the ISSUE of HEALTH INSURANCE. . -.  . 

AWARD 

The Union' $ Last Best Offer pertaining to WAGES AND BENE~ITS , ARTICLE 
10, Seotion 1 of the collective bargaining agreement, as set forth in 
APPENDIX B of this AWARD, mall be granted and incorporated into the 
collective bargaining agreement effective July 1, 2006. 

A 

Dated : ,' 
Rickard'~ . 'Alien, Arbitrator/Chairperson 

~ated:gtg .fl 
I' \ 
:'I: . , s 
I;: 

' - ' 1 1 1  
-3 

.,- :, 17-< .- ,.).J --- 
r.:::-:;. : .,'-" 
, . t i , . : .  

I -' 
. :; :> I,:-! ..., . Dated : 1.. . ' t- 

I '-' _ 1 . :  .I-. (>., r-7.i 
. ,  

. . . :.., : __-.- 
_ /  --- Roger Fraser, ~mployer Delegate -.::..:, . ... 22 - .- .  
.. .. . 

. I - . ;  -I!. TL'i 
Dissent ,-; - .  . : - -  -. I-- ! 

, :.-- ' .. . -r- 
. .. 

, .-.-. , >  .. 
16 o Q 
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fn.'9uly of 2006, I am corivinced the Unf on need8d a percentage increase 
in the base rate of pay, rather than a "Lump Bum1' payment, iq order t6 
obtain a contract ratification by the Union nernberq. This is a 
reality of collective bargqining , and md0t likely in the setting of 
the private sector, the Ernployex would have grant& a percentage wage 
increage in exchange for Union agreeing to adopt the Eniployers 
proposed Health Care Plan. 

1 n  my opinion the adoption of the .ti-ty ' a Health Care Plan cafindt: be 

sepapated from the granting of a percentage wage increase in July of 
2006. The unionl!s . proposal and the Ihployer ' s proposal are 
intertwinetl, and cannot, as a practioal matter, be segarexted. The t.wo 
proposals would, most likbly be bargained, and exchanged so that each 

party obtained a necessary goal in arriving at a final agreement. $or 

all of the above stated reasons the Last Best Offer of the Union i s  
granted on the ISSUE of WAGES and the Last Best Offex bf the Employer 

is granted on the ISSUE of HEALTH INSURANCE. 

AWARD 
TheUnion'st L a s t B e s t O f f e r p e r t a i n i n g t o W A G E S A N D B E N E F ' I Z L S , A R T I C L E  

10, Seation 1 of the colleotive bargaining agreement, as set forth in 
APPENDIX B of this AWARO, shall be granted add inuorparated into the 
oollective bargaining agreement effective July 1, 2006. 

Dated: 2-2 . +&? 
+' 
~ichard'~. Allen, Arbitratoc/Chairperson 

Dated-: 
'~ames Tigfianelli, Union Ijelgate: 
Concur 

/f/0? &.,&Gwq Dated: 3 
Roger daser  , ~ r n ~ l d ~ e r  Delegate 

Dissent 
16 



I n  Ju ly  of 2006, I a m  convinced t h e  Union needed a percentage inc rease  

i n  t h e  base rate of pay, r a the r  than  a "Lump Sum" payment, iq o rde r  to 

obtain  a con t r ac t  r a t i f i c a t i o n  by the  Union members. This  is a 
r e a l i t y  of c o l l e c t i v e  bargaining , and most l i k e l y  i n  t h e  setting of 

t h e p r i v a t e  s ec to r ,  theEmployer woulc¶havegraOtedapercentagewage 
increase  i n  exchange f o r  Union agreeing t o  adopt t h e  Employers 

proposed Health Care Plan. 

In  my opinion t h e  adoption of t h e  C i t y ' s  Health Care Plan cannot be  

separated from t h e  grant ing of a percentage wage increase  i n  Ju ly  of 

2006. The unionMs proposal and t h e  Employer's proposal are 
intertwined,  and cannot, as a g r a c t i c a l m a t t e r ,  besepara ted .  The two 

proposals would, most l i k e l y  be bargained, and exchanged s o  t h a t  each 

par ty  obtained a necessary goal i n  a r r iv ing  a t  a f i n a l  agreement. Por 

a11 of t h e  above s t a t e d  reasons the L a s t  Best Offer of t h e  Union i s  
granted on t h e  ISSUE of WAGES and t h e  Last B e s t  Offer of t h e  Employer 

i s  granted on t h e  ISSUE of HEALTH INSURANCE. 

AWARD 

Theunion's  Last Best O f f e r p e r t a i n i n g t o  WAGESANDB~NEFITS, ARTICLE 

10, Seation 1 of t h e  co l l ec t ive  bargaining agreement, as set f o r t h  i n  

APPENDIX B of t h i s  AWARD, s h a l l  be granted apd incorporated i n t ~  t h e  

co l l ec t ive  bargaining agreement e f f e c t i v e  Ju ly  1, 2006. 

2-2 4-7 Dated. 
/ 

~ i c k a r d ' ~ .  Allen, Arbitrator/Chairperson 

Dated: 

James Tignanel l i ,  Union Delgate 

Concur 

Dated: I 

Roger Fraser ,  Employer Delegate 

Dissent 
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AWARD 

The Employer's Last Best Offer pertaining to WAGES AND BE~EFITS,  

ARTICLE 10, Section 6, Health Insurance of the collective bargaining 
agreement, as set forth in APPENDIX C of this AWARD, shaIl be granted 
and incorporated into the callectlve bargaining agreement. 

~ichard E. Allen. Arbitrator/Chairperson 

Dated : 
Roger Fraser, Employer ~eiegate 

Concur 

Dated: 3.2.04 

w e n t  



'5uewaeaE'So Bu.~.uyefjzrsq earqgeptos eqg oqrr~ .paqosodsoo~ry gua 

PWueafj eq Treys '~[t~vfiv STY% 30 3 X$(3N~ddlf u~ q3so3 30s so /q.ueuree.z6~ . 

Bu~u~aBat.eq enFpoaTroo eyg 30 deauesngrr~ qaTQe8 '9 trofa~eg ~JT 3a.73~~~~ 
' SXXdnt$QB QNY sn~vfi oq . fiu~q~~~ad ~e$jo qsae qs~l s , zaXo~dwa Bqa 



AWARD 

The Employer's Last Best Offer pertaining to WAGES AND BEHEFTTS, 

ARTICLE 10, Section 6, Health Insurance of the collective bargaining 
agreement, as set forth in APPENDIX C of this AWARD, shall be granted 
and incorporated into the collective bargaining agreement. 

~ichard E. Allen, Arbitrator/Chairperson 

Dated: 

Roger Fraser, Employer Delegate 

Concur 

Dated : I 

James Tignanelli, Union Delegate 
Dissent 



ISSUE 3 DOUBLE TIME 

The collective bargaining agreement provides for the payment of 
doublet imetoPoliceOfficers  for being "calledbackl' to workwithin 

eight (8) hours aftet the end of their work shift. The Employer 

proposes to reduce this payment to time and one-half. The Union 

proposes no change in paying Police Officers double time when they 
are called back to work. The Union points out officers are rarely 
called back to work after completing their shift. The Union asserts 

the reason for double time. pay is to "economically discourage1' the 
employer from calling back employees before they have a reasonable 

eeriodof time to rest between shifts. Theunion fearstheEmployerts 
reduced exposure to this economic penalty will encourage bad work 

practices by the Employer. 

The Employer asserts none of its other bargaining units receive 

double time pay when they are "Called back" to work. Furthermore, all 

the comparable communities that pay for an employee's call back to 
work, pay either straight time, or time and one half. 

Based upon the fact other internal bargaining units within the City 

and other comparable communities do not pay double time for the call 

bqck of their employees, I conclude the Employer's proposal is 
reasonable and in line with the generally accepted practice of pay 

for the 'Icall back" of an employee. I am not persuaded the Employer 
will deliberately abuse the practice of paying timd and one half for 

a ''call back", and I am inclined to believk a 'call back" is generally 

out of the Employer's control, and in many instances results from 
unpredictable court scheduliqg, which requires the appearance of a 
Police Officer . For thede reasons I find the Employer' s proposal is 
fair and conforms to the generally accepted pay practices found 

applicable to other bargaining units in comparable situations. 



The Employer's Last Best Offer'pertaining to WAGES AND BENEFITS, 
ARTICLE10, Section5, of theco&lectivebargalningagreement, as set 

fo~th in APPENDIX D of this AWARD, shall be granted, and incorporated 
intd the collective bargaining agreement. 

Dated : d#-d7~ 
. Richard- E. Allen, Arbitrator/Chairperson 

Dated : - 
Roger Fraser, Employer Delegate 

r!! 
Concur z.:ii g Isl 

c-73 , :; 
-..-.:,- 3: --: ., 4 

~ a t e d : , 3  

.. ... - '. .-,. ... 
ISSUE 4 LONGEVITY 

The Union asserts the Ann Arbor Police Officer's Longevity pay 
remains a "habitually unsettledtt issue that is revisited regularly 

dueing collective bargaining between the parties, and despite 

numerous change's over the years, Loligevity has never' been considered 

settled law. In regard t o  police officers, the Union states all five 
of the external comparable communities pay Longevity, and the qnn 
Arbor Police Officers contLrlue to lag Gehind all the comparable 

communities. The Union argues it is now time for an adjustment in 

Longevity to bring Ann Arbor Police Officers closer to thbir peers. 
According to the Union, its proposed adjustment to Longevity will 
still maintain Ann Arbor Police Officers below other comparable 

communities, but it would improve their position closer to that of 

the City of Lansing. 
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AWARD 

The ~mp.loyer's Last Best, Of Per pertaining to WAGES AND BBNEFgTS, 
ARTICLE 10, Seotion5, ofithecollec~fveBafga~ningagreenienl:, as set 
fo~th in APPENDIX D of thAs AWAARD, shall be granted, and iricorporated 
intb the coLlactive bargaining agreement. 

Richard E, Allen, Arbitrator/Chaicperson 

Dated : 3/fb? ' 
Concur 

Dated :, 
James Tignanelli, Union Delegate 

Dissent 

ISSUE 4 LONGE-VITY 

The Union agserts the Ann Arbor Police Officer's Longevity pay 
remains a "habitually unseetledw issue that is revisited regularly 
dilting collective bargaining between, the parties, and despite 
numerous changeid over the years, Longevity has ri8Ver been Considered 
s&tklec¶ law. In zegard ta pol%ae officers, the Ufiion gtates a11 give 
of the external comparable communities pay Longevity, and the qnil 
Acbor Police Officers continua to lag behind all the cortlparabls 

communities. The Union argues it is now time for an adjustment in 
Longevity to bring Anti Arbnr Police Officers Oloser to thO$f peers. 
Aceording to the Union, its proposed adjustment to Longevity wiAl 
still maintain Ann Arbor Police 02% icers below other Comparable 
communities, but it would improve theit position closer to that of 

the City o f  Lansing. 

1 9  



AWARD 

The Employer's Last Best Offer pertaining to WAGES AND BENEFITS, 

ARTICLE 10, Sections, ofthe ~~Llsctivebargainingagreement, as set 

fo~th in APPENDIX I) of this AWARD, shall be granted, and incorporated 
intb the collective bargaining agreement. 

Dated: &- 
Richard E. Allen, Arbitrator/Chairperson 

Dated : 
Roger Fraser, Employer Delegate 

Concur 

Dated :, 
James Tignanelli, Union Delegate 

Dissent 

ISSUE 4 LONGEVITY 

The Union asserts the Ann Arbor Police Officer's Longevity pay 

remains a "habitually unsettled" issue that is revisited regularly 

dufing collective bargaining between the parties, and despite 

numerous changes overthe years, Longevityhas never been considered 
sbttled law. In regard ta police officers, the Union states all five 

of the external comparable communities pay Longevity, and the qnn 
Arbor Police Officers continua to lag behind all the comparable 

communities. The Union argues it is now time for an adjustment in 

Longevity to bring Ann Arb.or Police Officers closer to thelr peers. 

According to the Union, its proposed adjustment to Longevity will 

still maintain Ann Arbor Police Officers below other comparable 
communities, but it would improve their position closer to that of 

the City of Lansing. 

19 



The Employer counters by stating any adjustment in Longevity pay 

involves an attempt by the Union to regain a Longevity system the 
Union previously bargained atvay, without giving up the step 
increases they obtained in exchange. Historically, the Employer 

points.out in the 1995-1998 collective bargaining agreement, the 

Union had a similar Longevity'scale to the one they now seek through 

arbitration. However, at that time the Police Officers "tableslV only 
had 5 steps and the officers only received automatic pay increases 
their base through the first 5 yearg of employment. Then ip 2001, the 

Employer contends, the Union and City agreed to a "new" Longevity 
system, effective July 1, 1998, which prgvided as follows: 

(a) Delete current Longevity language from Article 14 and replace it 

with a reduced Longevity payment of 8500 per year beginning at 5 years 
service. (b) Restructure the current wage schedule to reflect 3 

additional steps as follows: 

7 years - 2.5% abbve base wage 
12 years - 5.0% above base wage 
18 years - 7.5% above base wage 

Those step increases at 7, 12, and 18 years remain in the 

contract. 

The Employer concedes the Police Officers current $500 "lump sum" 
alone is lower than many of the external comparable communities, 

however, the ~mplo~er urges it must be evaluated in conjunction with 

the increased pay steps the ~f f icer Is receive at 7, 12 and 18 years. 
The Empl~yer contends when those amounts are added to the $500 lump 

sum Longevity pay, the Ann Arbor Police Officers Longevity pay is 
significantly higher than the comparablees . The Employer argues the 
Union proposal calls for an increase in Longevity annual lump sum, 

without a corresponding decrease , or elimination, of the step 
increases they bargained for in exchange for Longevity in 2001. 

Finally, the City asserts Longevity was never a subject on the 
bargaining table. 

20 



After reviewing the entire record on the issue of an adjustment in 

Longevity pay, I am more persuaded to find thig is an issue with a 

deep historical background, involving a series of trade offs and 

exchanges between the parties, dating back several years, and not 

fully apparent, or developed, in the current record before me. I 

conclude Longevity is an issue that cannot be resolved in the current 

Act 312 Arbitration. On the record before me, there is insufficient 
evidence to conclusively determine what was compromised, and what 

was exchanged between the parties in arriving at the Longevity 

language that appears in the current collective bargaining 

agreement. Longevity is a histatical issue that must be resolved by 
the process of collectivebargaining. I concludetheEmployerls~ast 

Best Offeg ofacontraatualstatusquo isthamorefairandrgasonable 
resolution under all the underlying circumstances. 

AWARD 

The Employer's Last Best Offer pertaining to LONGEVITY, ARTICLE 14, 
of the collective bargaining agreement, as set for in APPENDIX E of 
this AWARD, shall be granted, and the language of the current 

collective bargaining shall remain in effect. 

~ichard E . Allen, Arbitrator/Chairpersdn 

Dated : 
Roger Fraser, Employer Delegate 



. . 

'Agtar reviewing the errtire record On the $ague of an ddJusIxnen*. in 

Longevity pay, I am rhore persuaded to firid t h i s  is  an iosue with a 

deep historical, background, i,nvQ.lVing a !&41;-ie8 of trade o f f a  and 
exchanges be-kw6eh the patties, dating back sever81 years, and not 
ful ly  apparent, or de.veloped, in .tihe curren? 15~~0.r4 before fie. z. 
adnclude Lorige~kty is an 'ssue that'cannot: be reso.lued in  the  uurr6n.t; 
Act 312 Acbitrat~0.n. On tha. recaxd Before ihe, theee is ifisu.fglci.enk 
evidence to conc!lu$ively deterriiiiie. what was cpmpromised., and. what 
was exchanged between the. parties i n  arriving: a t  the Zongevlty 
language that .  appeafs in the current coilecti .v4 bargaining 
sgre&eat. Longevity is a his tat ica l  issue thaO must be resolved by 

the  process of ~ollective'bargairl~ng, I c0nalubetkieEmplo'ybx;ls Last 
B8~t6f ferofa~Ontraatua l s taBus  qUb.i~thafiprBfair  sxidreasofiitble 

resoldtion under a l l  the underlying circwnstances. 

. AWARD 

The Employer's LastBestOP8qr pertaining to LONGEVITY, ARTICLE 14, 
oe the co l lect ive  bargaining agreement, as set: for i n  APPGNDIx E of 
t h i s  AWARD, shal l  be granted, and the language OF the current: 
collectivb bargaining shal l  reniain in  e f f e c t .  

~ i ~ h a r d  6. Allen, ' A~bitratbP/ChairpeI'sdn 
-. 

Roger: &ser, ~ m ~ l o y e r  Delegake 

bated: . 

James Tignanelli, Union Delegate 
bissen-t: 



After reviewing the entire record on the issue of an adjustment in 

Longevity pay, I am more persuaded to f incl this is an issue with a 
deep historical background, involving a series of trade offs and 
exchanges between the parties, dating back several years, and not 

fully apparent, or developed, in the current record before me. I 
conclude Longevity is an issue that cannot be resolved in the current 
Act 312 Arbitration. On the record before me, there is insuf f fcf ent 

evidence to conclusively determine what was compromised, and what 
was exchanged between the parties in arriving at the Longevity 
language that appears in tho current collective bargaining 

agreement. Longevity is a historical issue that must be resolved by 

the pcocess of collectivebargaining. I concludetheEmployeris Last 
Best Offer ofacontractualstatus quo is themore fair and reasonable 

resolution under all the underlying circumstances. 

. AWARD 

The. Employer's Last Best Offer pertaining to LONGEVITY, ARTICLE 14, 
of the collective bargaining agreement, as set for in APPENDIX 6 of 
this AWARD, shall be granted, and the language of the current 

collective bargaining shall remain in effect. 

~i &ard E. Allen, Arbitrator/Chairperson 

Dated : 
Roger Fraser, Employer Delegat6 

Concur 

Dated: 

James Tignanelli, Union Delegate 

Di ssent 



ISSUE 5 PENSION CONTRIBUTION 

The present pension language pertaining to the Anp Arbor Police 
Officers provides, ARTICLE 18 GENERAL, Section 11 as follows: 

"Retirement benefits shall be in accordance with the applicable 
terms of Chapter 18 of Ann Arbor City Code in effect as oi the gate of 
this agreement except for the changes specifically provided for in 

this agreement (See Appendix B)" 

The Union has proposed the following changes in the language. 

"A. Retirement benefits shall be in accordance with the applicable 

terms of Chapter 18 of Ann Arbor Code in effect as of the date of this 

agreement except for the changes specifically provided for in this 
agreement. (See Appendix B) 

Add language to contract: 

B. All members of the bargaining unit required to contribute to the 

pension fund, that contribution shall be reduced from 5% to 4% with 
the effective date of the Act 312 award (DO6 E-1546).l1 

The City of Ann Arbor has proposed, in its Last Best Offer, the 

Itstatus quon shail pertain to PENSION, ARTICLE 18, Section 11. 

In support of Union's proposed reduction in the amount of pension 
contributions by the police offieers, from a current 5% to 4% the 
Union points out the Pension Plan is currently 100% funded. A 5 %  

employee contribution among several of the external comparable 
communities does exist, however the "Multiplier" varies among the 

external aomparables. (See Union Exhibit 30), which states as 
follows: 



DEPARTMENT MULTIPLIER CONTRIBUTION EMPLOYEE 

ANN ARBOR 2.75% 

LAN$ ING 3 r 20% 

LIVONIA 2.80% 

SOUTHFIELD 2.80% 

STERLING HEIGHTS 2.80% 

TAYLOR 2.80% 5.00% 

The Employer points out employee contributions to the City's pension 

plan is consistent for all CLty employees. 

I conclude this is not the appropriate time for the City to undertake 

a significant reduction in the amount of employee contributions to 
its Pension Plan for only one its bargaining units, namely the Police 
Officers. The third year wage increase of 3% granted to Police 
Officers via  this Act 312 Arbitration Award, will have a significant 
impact upon the City of Ann Arbor's labor costs. Based upon the 
record, it does not appear to me, a reduction in the Police Officer ' s 
contribution to the Pension Plan is warranted a t  this time. The 
Employer's Last Best offer is granted in regard to c~ntinuing the 
"status quo1' for Police Officer's contribution of 5% to the City's 

Pension Plan. 



AWARD 

T h e  Employer's Last Best Offer per ta in ing  t o  Pol ice  Officer's 

contr ibut ioh t~ t h e  Ci ty  Pension Plan, as set f o r t h  i n  APPENDIX F of 

t h i s  AWARD, s h a l l  be granted,  t h e  language of the c u r r e n t  PENSION 

PLAN s h a l l  remain i n  e f f e c t .  

Dated : 
b 

Richard E. Allen, Arbitrator/Chairperson 

Dated : 
Roger Fraser,  Employer Delegate 

Dated : 3 2.M 

Thepa r t i e s  have s t a t a d t h e y h a v e a g r e e d t o  ?e ta in  t h e  " s t a t u s  quo" on 
the following two ( 2 )  ISSUES; 

ISSUE 6 Educatiofial Premium 
ISSUE 7 Uniform Allowance 



AWARD . . 

!Phlhe~rn~lo~er '  a Last Beat  Offer  pertaining t o  Police Officer s 
contribution t.0 t h e  CiCy Pension Plan, a s  set forth in APPENDIX F of 
t h i s  AWARD, ehall be granted, the language o f  t h e  current PGNPION 

PLAN shall remain in e f fec t  , 

Dated: 
b 

Richard ]i:. Allen', Arbf.trator/Chairp.er~on 

Dated: 

Concur 

. . 
Dated: 

James Tigrianslli, Union ,Delegate 
Dissent 

Theparties have statedtheyhaveagreedto retainthe "status quo" on 
the following t w 6  ( 2 )  ISSUES: 

ISSUE 6 Educatiorial Prbmium 
ISSUE 7 Unifokni Allowance 

r:, . .. . . 
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AWARD 

The Employer's Last Best Offer pertaining to Police Officer's 

contribution t~ the City Pension Plan, as set forth in APPENDIX F of 

this AWARD, shall be granted, the language of the current PENSION 

PLAN shall remain in effect. 

Dated: 
b 

Richard E. Allen, Arbitrator/Chairper$on 

Dated: 
Roger Fraser, Employer Delegate 

Concur 

Dated : 
James Tignanelli, Union Delegate 

Dissent 

The parties have stated they have agreed to retain the "status quo" on 
the following two (2) ISSUES; 

ISSUE 6 Educational Premium 
ISSUE 7 Uniform Allowance 





CITY OF ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN 
100 North Fifth Avenue, P.O. Box 8647, Ann Arbor, Michlgan 48107-8647 

' Phone (734) 994-2670 
FAX (734) 994-4954 

www.a2gov.org 

Offlce of The City Attorney . 

December 1,2008 

Riohard E. Allen 
61 55 Carey Road 
Commerce Township, MI 48382 

Re: MERC Case No. D06- E-1546 Act 312 Arbitration 
City of Ann Arbor and AAPOA 

Dear Mr. Allen: 

As we discussed ,at the last day of hearing in the above-referenced matter the parties have met 
and confirmed the following tentative agreements: 

.&i&1&,,3;;, '$6 ;;.2; ..;:,... ,+.I ;.. . 6: .., ..r*-.:- : '. ('I. !.. . . 
:. .. . . - 9 '  - . . a  . . ,..:-:,. :.,, . . .., nevmce:@,j&a@$~::. . > . c..n?a&&ry~: f'.$laiced. by;$rj&&$<~;:;?~<, . . .$$. :.:;: . , 

Article 4, Sec. 5 . Representation ~ m ~ l b ~ e e s  who' bargain on other than normal 
regularly scheduled work day will be  granted 
regular pay (not compensatory time) for hours 
spent negotiation with a one hour minimum 

.;' :.:..>::::; ' :i .. ?'..-:;\..; ,,>:.. ::..:. .:>;. :: :: .,$::.: ,.,;.,: 

P~ace$jb~~~~nofi-pr,~ba~~~qqy.~;~:~~.~~. 
Article 7, Sec. 10 Seniority Secretam Treasurer and Stewards removed 

fiom super-seniority list for purposes of lay-off 
. . .  5 .  ....,. ,,.; >..? a<.7;.........: ....!;...$,:..$: .:...,>:k..: a,....,..:...,-: z , : . , . ,  ... and rec.al1 

i:&1C[&8.ii~see+~,2!~;~;2:. ~.~~~e.~-i;'6$-~;of~Atji$~&~~~~B~~ipji~f:~~~.$~~$f$:j~~~~i~&g-6a$+;i~i6~&~icliBd1~~j~~jI~;,;;, 
;;2zi7%-..2y :F<!f:<rs2;:;3!:i.; %..... $?:;<:.: *..., ,; ,, ,-, ,;?~~;!j,;~$;2;<;:k~~s~~z.~~;;3~~~$j3$~$&$~&~$f<~$+-~~$$<$j$~:~$~~~x~$~~+:-:a22j2r~i::~:;;:i~::~2j:~i :i.::~~;r;:,.~:~~.~~~~.:.:~:;l;::.~.~i 

.. , . ,~ .~ .~~~. . . .  .., -,. .... .. .;. .... .-.:-:'- . . . .? .- ,,. -. :. ,< .*:. .:.. . .,.. _.e.....,.. ;:.<.- ..;ae ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ i ; ~ ~ I ~ j ; ~ e e ~ y e i $ e e C ~ r o o n S Y ~ ~ 3 i . j ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f ~ J ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ :  , ~ .. -. 

Article 8, Sec. 5 . Leaves of Absence "Administration of Equaliiation Overtime 
System" added to Iist'of time off for AAPOA 
officials. 

ca recycted paper 
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. . newly hired employees after 3 months of 
employment. . ,  ,.,i.;;;..ii-,.. :.L.:..: -..-. -.;- ...... :...:....,, ' .  2 ..-,.. - ~ . , , ~ l i ; ~ 6 _ l - ~ ~ ~ ~ e ' ~ r ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i E B ~ ~ ~ P ~ ~ ~ g e s m & , ~ e r l . e ' f i ~ ~ I i ; ~ ~ t I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 U ~ B ~ ~ ~ ~ t 6 ~ I ~ ~ r i ; c ~ ~ a . 6 a ~ , ~ i ~ f i ~ d ~ ] e R ; I  !,,. -,.:,; ;;.:...: -... : ,,..-..,.. +...; ...... --. ?- ,-i,L. .:.-.. .~,...j..-i-Z~l.ll.,ll <%A. ':%- ',. ..:. ::, . ' ..-.< ,...- .: .%., i-:.:..T : ?-..:..:<.I.. :;.;;I>. 

. ' i . :  fi<.,,,:...+.,:3 ; ,  . . , ~ : *- ib, .!+, 3 .  , . ,T!!.i<:;+?; . . .  3..q>.v,,2 >: ... 3. ::: , >;*.!.>:>!~..~..L>;.>>:- .:,- :;.s:g>;+;. +::.<...>:<..:;x-,:;.>.:.- ..,..,: :7: ..?. ....- ,>< <.<.+-.,-. ,,...- ,,..-..-. .: .-; ,,.. ,-.-.- ..,. .:, . 
?. , .;. :.: -" ' .-. 

.,; ..7:Lr>,.. >->> >,,..,, .. .:...f.';.<... 4:: . .! <,>,,,*: ....,. .,5.;;<,K:;=:. ,. ....;y&y;:. +..; :.>>: .,: ?...z$:..>:;;7; :> ::.;;< :<><.:?==!:*: ...*z:.>.f ;:; <;:: *.;:;>. !fzi ~~~<~:;~~:~;.,~~~!.:.~~.~~~~::~~~~~~~~~::~:;j~~~~~~~:-~::~~.:~~~.~ ,,; ,..,,,.<;; :>: &<<+;;, !;. >>3:<;+-+,<.?,!: $.;:<: .,-<>?, 2;:.t;$:i;z2:e.i:;,i%.;;;;:;;;s- ;!>y;:- < ..!> : :?~ . , :> :~ : ; !~@g~~~:5 :~<; '~~2.<33~>~; ;~ -~ ;~~.$ :~~>;$~; : :~~ ; ; ;~~~$~~~~5s:>~~:z : : ; : . ;  s,: .!.: 
Article 10 Wages and'Benefits 401(a) plan to be offered for final accrued 

, I,....... ~iimiG~~ili2,is~d:~~~fg+ ...- .+.: .,....I.c., ii3 .: ,.I. .. :rx.,,,..~~.. :s,j57:,:7a i ...... vgc~~~~z;~;~j;2;~.;;~;~~;2~~!~:~;~~~ .,.;,.. . benefit ..-;::?: time ,., ..... ..-.<.. pqout .i i: :a -:,.:, upon ;. -.-. -.. retirement. ;. ..,,- rw.. ..;- >?.., >:. .-I;.i):- . .- -I+.ir1C::.. 

. . . . . . , . .. . ;:.c:r ..sr-~:i.:-.~:.>.,~.. .,..... , . . .... . . . . . .,. .:, .::,.?;: >::. ~$.~~~fl@fi;;$~pf~yl~,&g:~$$;~~~~@g~g;~e~~~e~i~:;:::<:; 
. Article 13, Sec, 3&) Sick Leave Add "Sick Ieave is to be usid for reasons of . . 

illness or medical conditions of one's self or 
one's immediate family member." 
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, ., r ;  . ..- < ,> . '. ...... . . ,,. . ,.. . ., ..,.. *.;. 

I :'&trcle;l @ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ @ ) ~ : ~ ~ : i ~ ~ ~ ~ f i ~ ~ ~ l - , . ~ : ~  ;:; :- $ ~ ~ t , $ ~ & d &  P;ccid&f$,;if i:$f$$&li :: ;'; :\ :d;y,7 ;:;.<<:,.;;.lj:<N?.: .i -..... . d'??- - .,.: ,:,:, &.>, >;:; ., , . . . , ,x. . .,.,..:9:,v:2..,-,,;c .,> 72 !a,;;:c. :.. . Yj :  ,.., .:*;!:>:,?>,;.\ : ,: % 

:: ,,,>.; ,*-, ;:<-,:.?.---.- -,-,: .: , , : , ; ~ ~ : ~ : 7 2 . ~ ; . ~ - ~ ~ ~ - > , : 7 p \ .  .-.. . < \ x  L.! ..... ..., :. ,. :,., ?. ,. , ,,., .(!. . - 2 . - i : : r .  ,, .?::'<,!?~,';'~;.> :E - . .,. 
. . :J~.:,-.:!;: ,,;. =-,. ..,rl;:.:7i" . - .. :::. ;...i.:,.~:~$~.;;;::.,: :- .,, .;; . . :: C: ::.;;:.bo$*hnt .i$tb be llubatefltit;shall:be . . . . . , ,  . . - 7  . .,I:. ,s r . . . . . .  $ .,... ', <... -. ,. , .-,,,,,, - -, '- .:: , .A ,, .. ., .. ,...*<;- . :: .:. -2:; -,",7;F :;.';:i?;;<*!i.;i; ..y;.":::,s.. :.::,- ::;-.. ' ..: .<:; ; - 2 :.-. . - - ,,;. . A:, .\;, -: ,' . ,.?. 2'; z. .+$ :: ..;yy\ . ... - . ., , . ::. 
.;~~g~~4L2g2322,;~;,>,;,:$~;:~;:~~~~~:;;:;L~5;.,+~!:~;~i;.;;;.; ,i ;G-; I;:-..;- ck:on~the tbe$$(jclatl~fi.~&'lthih: ....k4:. &ys:f.th8:r..c :: 

+ . '?- <<..>,-,,,:, ;,. *,,= !.,... , ,. ,7!.. :;<..;.\...; *.;;; .;,-.;. :::.;;. ;+ ~;;<;i;:;>.~:w,~.?::'.i~!.,:.:$:.::-: .;:."E:,;.;:.i .~.:~~.~,~::;~;,~.~:::+;;~,.:.~.:..?~~.~:;;~,.~;:.~, . A :  :,.: -, ..,z#.;<. ; : ; ; .<~~*. .>~~.<!.~.y '~.  z...",. 

. . . . ., :....V:; . . . . - , . s.?.... .: , ..:: ; ..,, ,~*,-.;':.;.:.~>~c.~<'~~:::::~, !?;, t. L-. ;,::;:.:..:;,:, ,>:;::; accl&ntwfiei-&;.j& &@~~9,q~w&+:~t fg~lf,;:.: ;.:. ..y - . A,,, .., .- r:;:$c,> FA.: .?;, ><, .,<,. .. . .-:>-..-,.,. , , . . ,. ..,: ... .c>:.F:, + ! P. . .-+;i+~..:,::,~ :... 7iie*iiiiirr. -2-  .-5.' .> . , .~F~t2..~~: ;,iG+.G :: :-y-. s..;+:.?.;<! ,; f ,-,!; ., $,:jjr2+>:.;!: 2.,.., - .  ..-.,: .+,.. .',:, . . ' c~L*~~'~:u21:"~~~~~"~~~'~'~' 'fi$$~~~~'~;;>-2.::{:i<:,c:.:;~., '-.' " r,~.,: .. ::!;&..;,? .,<, ;;:-;>:,;;>.<.+,: ;~~~.~>;.;;;z+r;;:.,~,:f~:~:~.;;. !;::;;+-., ,y 

., ; ;,;!...<+, ;:.; *.-.+,-., ;>>~:;,:>;.-:,:y:;;:,: .... ~..:,,>;~;~.~:~..- <<.. ;A;;,,, .: ..:>.:; ::: -, :.:; ::.Y;.~;;:... . . . -  , . , . . .  .i;-..:.....-,. . I .  ... .;.:.:..< .-. . 

Memorandum of Wage Structure A study group will convene as of ratification . 

Understanding to research and propose a new, alternative 
wage/classification structure. for sworn 
oficers for implementation with a new 
contract July -1,2009 (or sooner, if mutuaily 

. . agreed). The objective of the study is to 
simplify the structure, provide for 
differenti,atioh of professional comp~te~cies . ,.tJ 

and related compensation, and improve 
'opeiational flexibility. 

. . . ' ,  

The parties have agreed to exchange last best offers on December 8, 2008. We will then 
schedule a date for closing briefs. 

Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions. 
. . 

, 

~2ncy- f .  Niemela " 
phone: (734) 794-6182 Phone: (734) 994-2858 

, . 



ISSUE #1 

WAGES 

JOINT ISSUE 

PRESENT : 

ARTICLE 10.- WAGES AND BENEFITS 

Section 1: 

There shall be a 3.0% increase in wages for sworn 
police officers retroactive from July 1, 2002; a 
3.0% increase in wages retroactive from July 1, 
2003; a 3.0% increase in wages retroactive from 
July 1, 2004; and a 3.0% increase in wages 
.effective July 1, 2005. The job classifications, 
rate ranges and incremental steps applicable 
thereto are set forth in Appendix F attached hereto 
and by this reference made a part hereof. For the 
purpose of starting salary only, credit for prior 
sworn police experience may be offered to a newly 
hired police officer. The decision of when to 
offer such credit will be solely the decision of 
the City and will be on a case-by-case basis. 
Where such credit is given, the newly hired officer 
will be eligible to start at the salary level 
normally applicable to an Ann Arbor Police Officer 
after one year with the Ann Arbor Police 
Department, provided the newly hired officer has 
two or more consecutive years of sworn police 
officer experience with the same agency, 
immediately prior to being hired by the Ann Arbor 
Police Department. 

(b) For Safety Services Dispatchers, there shall be a 
3.0% increase in wages retroactive from July 1, 
2002, a 3.0% increase in wages retroactive from 
July 1, 2003, a 3.0% increase effective and 
retroactive to July 1, 2004, and a 3.0% increase 
effective .January 1, 2005. 



PROPOSED : 

ARTICLE 10 - WAGES IWD BENEFITS 

Section 1: 

(a) There shall be a 2.5% increase in wages for sworn 
police officer for all hours compensated 
retroactive to July 1, 2006; a 1.75% increase in 
wages retroactive to July 1, 2007 for all hours 
compensated; a 1.25% increase in wages retroactive 
to January 1, 2008 for all hours compensated; and a 
-3.0% increase in wages retroactive to July 1, 2008 
for all hours compensated. The job 
classifications, rate ranges and incremental steps 
applicable thereto are set forth in Appendix F 
attached hereto and by this reference made a part 
hereof. For the purpose of starting salary only, 
credit for prior sworn police experience may be 
offered to a newly hired police officer. The 
decision of when to offer such credit will be 
solely the decision of the City and will be on a 
case-by-case basis. Where such credit is given, 
the newly hired officer will be eligible to start 
at the salary level normally applicable to an Ann 
Arbor Police Officer after one year with the Ann 
Arbor Police Department, provided the newly hired 
officer has two or more consecutive years of sworn 
police officer experience with the same agency, 
immediately prior to being hired by the Ann Arbor 
Police Department. 

(b) For Safety Services Dispatchers, there shall be a 
2.5% increase in wages retroactive to July 1, 2006 
for all hours compensated, a 1.75% increase in 
wages retroactive to July 1, 2007 for all hours 
compensated, a 1.25% increase in wages retroactive 
to January 1, 2008 for all hours compensated, and a 
3.0% increase in wages retroactive to July 1, 2008 
for all hours compensated. 
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dependent children up to age 19, but 
shall exclude costs for special 
dependent coverage riders (i.e., a child 
over 19 years of age or a sponsored 
dependent). Once an employee 
chooses a health insurance plan, they 
must remain in this plan until the next 
open enrollment period. Employees 
promoted into this bargaining unit 
who, during their course of 
employment with the City, have 
seived the probationary period and are 

purchase benefits at their own cost during 
the first three months of employment. At 
the end of the three (3) month period, the 
City will assume the cost for the Plan, 
(subject to the plan provisions described in 
the paragraph above) for single, two-person 
or family coverage, including spouse, other 
qualified adults as defined by the City plan 
documents, to the extent permitted by law 
(that is, to the extent the City's plan 
definition is permitted by law), or 
dependent children as defined in the health 

currently receiving health care 

date of ratification of this labor 



MERC No. D06-El546 Page 5 of 11 

benefit provision also applies to 
surviving spouses and eligible 
dependents under the age of 19 of 
deceased retirees who took Option II 
or I11 at the time of retirement. 

(4) Since the PPO plan does not 
accept Medicare eligible members, a 
retiree in the PPO becoming Medicare 
eligible will be provided the Blue 
Cross Blue Shield Traditional Plan 
with Master Medical Option 6 with 
Exact Fill Complimentary Coverage to 

(4) The PPO Plan requires the retiree to 
have both Medicare Pait A and Pmt B. The 
Medicare Part B premium remains the 
responsibility of the retiree. If the retiree 
has not earned enough credit to qualify for 
unpaid Medicare Part A, or does not 
otheiwise qualify for such coverage through 
their spouse, the retiree will continue with 
regular PPO Plan coverage. 

5) If an employee retires and assumes 
employment elsewhere and that employer 

Medicare with the Employer paying provides health care coverage to its 
the full price of the premium. This employees, the City's obligation to provide 
complimentary coverage includes a .  health care coverage shall cease. However, 
$150 per member/$300 family should the retiree lose such coverage fiom 
deductible, a 90% BCBS / 10% the other employer for any reason, 
employee co-payment, and a including voluntary or involuntary 
prescription drug program with a $5 separation of employment, upon production 
co-payment and a Mail Order option of proof-of-loss to the City, such retiree 
(MOPD2) at 50% of the drug co- may elect to reenroll under the City's health 
payment. This plan requires the coverage. Such coverage shall be restored 
retiree to have both Medicare Part A and recommence immediately following the 
and Pa t  B. The Medicare Part B production of such proof-of-loss. The City 
premium remains the responsibility of shall not prohibit a retiree or surviving 
the retiree. Provided that employees spouse or eligible dependent fiom re- 
taking a deferred retirement do not entering the City's PPO Plan for any reason 
receive this benefit. Any change in upon loss of covei-age from another 
coverage levels subsequently provided program, and the health coverage benefits 
to current employees will not attach to provided upon return to City coverage will 
the coverage level provided retired be the same as those the employee was 
employees. Further, it is understood entitled to upon retirement. 
that if an employee retires and 
assumes employment elsewhere and (6) Under specified conditions set forth in 
that employer provides health Appendix -, employees shall be able to 
coverage to its employees which does waive their City health insurance coverage 
not substantially differ from that and receive up to $2000 per year, payable 
offered by the City of Ann Arbor, the quarterly. The City reserves the right to 
City's obligation to provide health amend or teiminate the program at any time 
coverage shall cease. If there is a during Open Enrollment to be effective as 
disagreement between the retiree and of the upcoming July 1. 
the City relative to the definition of 
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President or hisher designee and a 
. 

third party agieed to by the first two 
shall determine if a retiree shall 
remain in the City's plan. However, 
should the retiree lose such coverage 
from the other employer for any 
reason, including voluntary or 
involuntaiy separation of employment, 
upon production of proof-of-such loss 
to the City, the City's obligation to 
provide health'coverage shall 
recommence and such coverage shall 
be restored immediately following the 
production of the such proof-of-loss, 
The City shall not prohibit a retiree 
from re-entering the City's health 
insurance coverage for any reason 
upon loss of coverage from another . 

carrier, and, hsther, the health 
insurance benefits provided upon 
return to City coverage will be the 
same as that which the employee was 
entitled to upon retirement from City 
service. 

(5) Under specified conditions set 
forth in Appendix C, employees shall 
be able to waive their City health 
insurance coverage and receive up to 
$2000 per year, payable quarterly. 
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each employee with three (3). or more 
months of employment, and for newly hired 
employees, will establish such an accokt 
after three (3) months of employment. 
Effective upon the Act 3 12 Arbitrator's 
decision, the City shall contribute to each 
employee's account an annualized amount 
of $500.00, for the July 1,2008 to June 30, 
2009 contract year, pro-rated- for the 
number of months remaining in that 
contract year at the time of the Arbitrator's 
decision. The amount of City contribution 
for newly hired employees will be prorated 
by months of seivice during the first fiscal 
year of employment., Unused amounts in 
this account may be carried forward each 
year. An employee who retiies and begins 
to receive pension benefit payments fiom 
the City's defined benefit pension plan will 
be able to access unused hnds, but no new 
contributions will be made to any retiree's 
HRA: An employee who otherwise 
separates fiom City employment for any 
reason will forfeit any unused h d s  unless 
the employee elects to contribute to 
COBRA. An employee who waives 
coverage and receives payments under the 
City's Health Care Waiver Program or who 
is married to another City employee or 
retiree and is a covered dependent under 
such employee's or retiree's health case 
'coverage shall not have contributions made 
to such HRA for that plan year. HRAYs are 
non-interest bearing accounts. 
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CITY'S LAST BEST OFFER 

If an employee is called back to work on 
any other shift, he/she shall be 
compensated for a minimuni of three (3) 
hours overtime unless such call back 
shall extend past three (3) hours in 
which case he/she shall be paid overtime 
for the exact hours or portion thereof 
.worked. This provision includes, but is 
not limited to, returning to work for 
court appearances. If an employee is 
called back within eight (8) hours of the 
end of hisher regular shift, he/she shall 
be compensated at the rate of time and 
one half. This shall not apply to shift 
change days. In the - event of the 
necessity of overtime in the Safety 
Services Dispatch unit and callback of 
employees occurs, Safety Sewices 
Dispatchers will be called back first. 

ISSUE - 
Double- 

time 
Article 

10, 
Section 

5 

CUFLRJINT CONTRACT 
LANGUAGE 

If an employee is called back to work on 
any other shift, he/she shall be 
compensated for a minimum of three (3) 
hours overtime unless such call back shall 
extend past three (3) hours in which case 
hefshe shall be paid overtime for the exact 
hours or portion thereof worked. This 
provision includes, but is not limited to, 
returning to work for court appearances. 
If an,employee is called back within eight 
(8) hours of the end of hisker regular . 

shift, he/she shall be compensated at the 
rate of double time. This shall not apply 
to shift change days. Inthe event,ofthe 
necessity, of overtime in the Safety 
Seivices Dispatch unit and callback of 
employees occurs, Safety Services 
Dispatchers will be called back fust. 
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ISSUE 

Longevity 
ArticIe 14 

CURRENTCONTRACTLANGUAGE 

Section 1: Employees in the Association shall receive, upon the 
attainment of five (5) years of continuous service (employment) with 
the Ann Arbor Police Department, a longevity bonus payment of 
$500.00. This longevity bonus payment wiil be an annual payment 
to. all eligible' employees following each employee's additionally one 
(I) year of continuous employment. The longevity bonus pay will be 
paid to each eligible employee during the month following the 
employee's employment anniversary (service) date. 

Section 2: The above longevity amounts will be paid upon 
completion of a full year's employment in the month following the 
employee's anniversaiy date. 

Section 3: Employees who leave City employment shall be eligible . 
for prorated longevity payments of 1/12 of the above 'mounts per 
each full month of employment completed since the last payment. 

CITY'S 
LAST 
BEST 

OFRER 
Status quo' 



Pension Retirement benefits shall be in accordance with the applicable . Status Quo 
Article 18, terms of Chapter 18 of Ann Arbor City Code in effect as of the 
Section 11 ' date of this agreement except for the changes specifically provided 

for in this agreement. (See Appendix B) 

MERC NO. D06-El546 Page 11 of 11 


