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BACKGROUND

This Fact Finding involves the City of Warren and Ohio Patrolmen’s Benevolent Association
[OPBA]. The bargaining unit consists of all Full-Time Police Patrolmen working for the City of
Warren. There are approximately forty-two members in the bargaining unit. This bargaining unit is
separate from the bargaining unit of Full-Time Police Sergeants and Lieutenants, the Ranking
Officers.

This is the third time the City and the OPBA have collectively bargained. Their first agreement, a
product of fact finding and conciliation covered the period from January 1, 1997 through December
31, 1999. Toward the end of this first agreement, the City found itself in financial difficulties which
resulted in the layoff of nineteen (19) police patrolmen. As a result of the City’s financial condition
and in an effort to pass an income tax increase, the OPBA entered into a successor agreement
covering only the year 2000, and accepted a one (1) year freeze on all of the contract’s economic
terms. This second collectively bargained agreement addressing non-economic terms was settled
during a fact-finding hearing. This second contract expired on December 31, 2000, and the OPBA
requested opening negotiations for a three (3) year agreement covering the term of January 1, 2001,
through December 31, 2003. By mutual agreement, the parties agreed to delay their negotiations
until after the income tax increase election was held in May, 2001. As a result of that election, the
city raised its income tax rate thereby generating substantial new revenues.

During the Summer of 2001, the parties met on several occasions to negotiate. They resolved many
non-economic issues, but when economic issues were presented the City made initial offers thereafter
refusing to change these initial positions. In response, the OPBA declared an impasse and proceeded
to fact finding on eighteen unresolved issues. In the end, seventeen issues were submitted to fact
finding.

It should also be noted that the City and the OPBA have previously stipulated that a group of
fourteen (14) municipalities constitute the “comparable jurisdictions” contemplated by the law.
These comparable cities have populations, organizational structures, and city police departments with
manpower levels strikingly similar to Warren’s.

The Fact Finding Hearing was conducted on Wednesday, September 5, 2001, at the Community
Service Building, Second Floor, 418 South Main Avenue, Warren, Ohio 44481. The Hearing began
at 10:00 A M. and ended at 2:30 P.M. The Fact Finder wishes to commend both parties for their
preparation, and for the exemplary degree of professionalism and courtesy they exercised throughout
the Fact Finding process.

In keeping with Rule 4117-9-05, the Fact Finder relied on the following criteria in making the
recommendations included in this report:

(1) Past collectively bargained agreements, if any.

(2) Comparison of the unresolved issues relative to the employees in the bargaining unit with those
issues related to other public and private employees doing comparable work, giving consideration to
factors peculiar to the area and classification involved.



(3) The interest and welfare of the public, and the ability of the public employer to finance and
administer the issues proposed, and the effect of the adjustments on the normal standards of public
service.

(4) The lawful authority of the public employer.

(5) Any stipulations of the parties.

(6) Such other factors, not confined to those listed above, which are normally or traditionally taken
into consideration in the determination of issues submitted to mutually agreed-upon dispute
settlement procedures in the public service or private employment.

The Report follows and the Fact Finder hopes the discussion of the issues is sufficiently clear to be
understandable. If either or both of the parties require further discussion, however, the Fact Finder
would be glad to meet with the parties and discuss any questions that remain.

INTRODUCTION

Each issue remaining in dispute at the time this hearing was completed will be addressed in this
report. The Union’s position and the City’s position as presented at the hearing will be summarized
and will provide the basis for the fact finder’s Discussion, and Finding of Fact.

PEPIPIP000000000000 0000000040000 0040400000044
ISSUE 1: LABOR/MANAGEMENT COMMUNICATIONS, ARTICLE 8
PEEPLIPEIPPIP0000 0000000000000 0 000000000000 00044

PRESENT LANGUAGE:
SECTION 1: REGULATIONS, POLICIES, DIRECTIVES: The City will forward to the OPBA

Director, or his designee, a copy of any written instrument, i.e., rules, regulations, policies or
procedures governing or pertaining to personnel and/or the operations of the Warren Police
Department fourteen (14) days prior to its implementation.

UNION’S POSITION:
ADD: SECTION 3: HEALTH AND SAFETY:

A. The City shall maintain safe working conditions for all employees, vehicles and equipment
furnished by the City to carry out the duties of the bargaining unit position. Employees shall report
all unsafe working conditions to the City. This addition would allow the City and the Union to
address and resolve safety issues through the grievance process.

CITY’S POSITION:

The City maintains that the Union’s proposal takes jurisdiction away for the Bureau of Workers’
Compensation, and argues that this is prohibited by ORC Section 4117.10(A) and should not be
added to Article 8. The City also argues that the proposed language is redundant.

DI ION:

Section 4117.10(A), pertinent to the City’s rejection of the Union’s proposal, states:

Laws pertaining to civil rights, affirmative action, unemployment compensation, workers’



compensation, the retirement of public employees, residency requirements, the minimum educational
requirements contained in the Revised Code pertaining to public education including the
requirement of a certificate by the fiscal officer of a school district pursuant to section 5705.41 of
the Revised Code, and the minimum standards promulgated by the state board of education pursuant
to division (D) of section 3301.07 of the Revised Code prevail over conflicting provisions of
agreements between employee organizations and public employers.

The City argues that the Union’s proposal would take jurisdiction away from the Bureau of Workers’
Compensation. However, the Workers’ Compensation law provides that:

An employee may be entitled to compensation upon incurring an injury, whether accidental or not,
received in the course of, and arising out of, the injured employee’s employment [RC §4123.01(C)].
Furthermore, if an employee suffers an injury in the course of, and arising out of, his employment
and that injury results in his death, his dependents may be entitled to compensation [RC §§ 4123.59
and 4123.60].

Recovery for work-related injuries is generally limited to the benefits provided by the workers’
compensation system unless the employee can show that the employer has committed an “intentional
tort,” and the line between an intentional tort and mere negligence is often difficult to discern [See,
e.g., Fyffev. Jeno's Inc., 570 NE2d 1108(1991) and cases cited therein].

The additional language suggested by the Union does not override an employee’s entitlement to
workers” compensation upon incurring an injury, whether accidental of not, received in the course
of, and arising out of, the injured employee’s employment, and it does not override the rights of the
employee’s dependents to compensation if the injury results in death. Nor does it take away the
Jurisdiction of the Bureau of Workers’ compensation in deciding when and how much recovery for
work related injuries is appropriate. The Union’s suggested addition to the contract merely provides
a mechanism for employees and the City to recognize unsafe working conditions and to preempt
injury by addressing the need for safe working conditions for all employees, vehicles and equipment
furnished by the City before injury occurs. The suggested addition to the contract would use the
grievance process as a mechanism for recognizing and resolving safety concerns, thereby preventing
serious injury or death in the course of employment.

FINDING OF FACT AND SUGGESTED LANGUAGE:

The Union’s proposed language should be adopted as Section 3 of Article 8 of the contract:

ADD: SECTION 3: HEALTH AND SAFETY:
A. The City shall maintain safe working conditions or all employees, vehicles and equipment
urnished by the City to carry out the duties of the bar aining unit position. Employees shall

report all unsafe working conditions to the City.
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PEPPLPPP0000000000 000009009999 090 0000004000000 44
ISSUE 2: SENIORITY, ARTICLE 11, SECTION 7

PPIPPL00000000400 0400000090409 00004 0490000000444
PRESENT LANGUAGE:
SHIFT PREFERENCE: The Police Chief has the sole authority to determine the schedule necessary
within the Police Department, except that the normal shifts shall be 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., 3:00 p.m.
to 11:00 p.m., and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (this provision specifically excludes those officers working
COPS, TMHA, Narcotics and Court Security). The open schedule shall be posted in the roll call
room thirty (30) days prior to implementation. The posted schedule shall be filled-in to reflect the
chosen slots as bid. Slots must include five (5) consecutive work days and two (2) consecutive days
off and shall not be rotating. Bargaining unit members assigned within the emergency services
division who have more than one (1) year of service shall have the right to bid. The selection of slots
will be made and completed by December 17 and June 16 of each year starting with the most senior
patrol officer. No officer shall bid before any more senior officer, except that any officer who fails
to bid within sixteen (16) hours of being notified of his/her opportunity to bid shall lose his seniority
position but will be permitted to bid when he/she appears at the roll call room. Any officer who has
not bid by December 17 or June 16 shall be permanently placed on the schedule by the Police Chief,
Officers may bid in person, by phone or by proxy through an OPBA steward. Trumbull Metropolitan
Housing Authority (TMHA), COPS and Court Security assignments are not part of the emergency
division, however, prior to December 1 and June 1 of each year, emergency services officers and
TMHA, COPS and Court Security officers with three (3) or more years.of service who wish to be
part of the TMHA, COPS and Court Security detail shall request this assignment in writing to the
Police Chief. Prior to the selection of schedules, the Police Chief shall assign the required number
of officers to the TMHA, COPS and Court Security detail from the list of officers who have
requested the assignment. All patrol officers with three (3) or more years of service who wish to be
part of TMHA, COPS and Court Security positions shall indicate their desire for such positions to
the Police Chief. The Chief shall then make appointments to such positions using seniority as the
determining factor so long as all job related qualifications are met. If there is not a sufficient number
of officers requesting TMHA, COPS and Court Security assignments, the Police Chief shall fill the
remaining TMHA, COPS and Court Security detail from available officers with three (3) years or less
seniority. If there is still not a sufficient number of officers, the least senior officers with more than
three (3) years of service shall be assigned to the TMHA, COPS and Court Security detail. The
selection of schedules shall then be completed. Court Security assignments are subject to the
Municipal Court Judge’s approval. TMHA assignments are subject to approval of the Housing
Authority.

In regard to detective, juvenile, narcotics, the Police Chief retains right to assign. However, upon
completion of six (6) months after assignment, the assigned patrolman shall have the right to opt-out
of the assignment.

The Police Chief has the right to establish and assign patrol officers to temporary (thirty (30) calendar
days or less) special emergency schedules required to meet emergency situations that may arise
without regard to seniority. No officer shall be placed on a second thirty (30) day emergency
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assignment until all available (i.e., not on workers’ compensation, vacation, sick leave, etc.) patrol
officers have been assigned at least once. When the Police Chief determines an emergency exists
where schedules need changed, there shall be at least a telephone conference between the Chief or
his designee, the Director of Human Resources and an OPBA Representative prior to rescheduling
any officer(s) to establish the circumstances of what is the emergency.

In the event an officer is removed from a special assignment who had not previously bid on one of
the existing slots, he/she will be permitted to choose which schedule he/she wishes to work until the
next bidding period. Officers within the emergency services division that mutually agree to switch
their shift and days off, must request permission, in writing, to the Police Chief for approval. Changes
must not be for less that a thirty (30) day period.

UNION’S POSITION:
SECTION 7: SHIFT PREFERENCE:

Modify to allow “pure” bidding for at least two (2) Court Security positions;. Add that: It shall be the
officer’s responsibility to keep abreast of his or her position in the bidding process.

ADD:

In the absence of one or both court security officer(s), the position shall be filled based upon the ESD
Overtime Equalization clause. When occasion arises that the Warren Municipal Court is closed, due
to a recognized holiday, the court security officers shall be given the option of working the holiday
or taking the holiday off. The time-off shall be deducted from the officer’s holiday bank time.
However, if one or both court security officer(s) wish to work the holiday, the officer(s) shall be
assigned court duties, such as the serving of arrest warrants or court issued capiases. The officer(s)
could be utilized for ESD calls for service similar to that afforded the TMHA officer(s), and/or ESD
overtime opportunities.

ADD:
SECTION 8: MINIMUM STAFFING
There shall be no less than eight (8) Emergency Service Division patrolmen on every shift.

CITY’S POSITION:

Allowing TMHA officers to bid violates the Contract between the City of Warren and TMHA funding
their employment. The City wishes to allow the Municipal Court Judges to determine how to secure
the Municipal Court. The City agrees that the officer(s) could be utilized for ESD calls for service
and/or ESD overtime opportunities, however, the City rejects the Union’s proposal that court security
officers bid on their positions with no opportunity for Municipal Court Judge overrule in the bidding
process. The City also rejects the Union’s proposal that court security officers be given the option
of working on holidays serving arrest warrants or court issued capiases.

With respect to the Union’s proposal for minimum staffing, the City cites ORC Section 4117.08(C)
which states that:
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Unless a public employer agrees otherwise in a collective bargaining agreement, nothing in Chapter
4117 of the Revised Code impairs the right and responsibility of each public employer to: (C)(6)
Determine the adequacy of the work force.

The City does not agree to negotiate away this right.

DI, ION:

The OPBA’s proposals allowing “pure” bidding for TMHA and Court Security positions are based
on the unit’s belief that there should be equitable procedures for all Officers. The City notes that by
virtue of the contract that funds their employment, TMHA officers cannot bid on their positions, and
that allowing Court Security Officers bidding rights would countermand the ability of the Municipal
Court judges to secure and run courtrooms as they see fit. The COPS division was not discussed.

The OPBA also seeks to require the City to replace absent Court Security Officers by calling in
officers on overtime from the ESD (Patrol Division) rather than pulling working officers from the
Patrol Division. The OPBA maintains that the City’s current practice of robbing the Patrol Division
to replace absent Court Security Officers leaves the already short Road Patrol even shorter. This
practice takes patrol officers from neighborhoods and problems with which they are familiar, and
leaves jobs in progress incomplete.

The OPBA’s proposal regarding replacement of Court Security Officers with off-duty Patrol Division
Officers is linked to the need for a minimum number of ESD Patrolmen. The Union offers Union
Exhibit 1, Chief Timko’s own March 2000 study analyzing Warren Police manpower, staffing,
scheduling and calls for service with respect to future department needs as evidence supporting the
need for its proposed minimum staffing clause. The City responds by invoking its management right
to “determine the adequacy of the work force” established by ORC Section 4117.08(C).

The OPBA further proposes that when the occasion arises that the Warren Municipal Court is closed,
due to a recognized holiday, the court security officers shall be given the option of working the
holiday or taking the holiday off. The time-off shall be deducted from the officer’s holiday bank time.
However, if one or both court security officer(s) wish to work the holiday, the officer(s) shall be
assigned court duties, such as the serving of arrest warrants or court issued capiases. The officer(s)
could be utilized for ESD calls for service similar to that afforded the TMHA officer(s), and/or ESD
overtime opportunities. The City offered no opposing argument to this proposal.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND SUGGESTED L ANGUAGE:
SHIFT PREFERENCE:

For the sake of equity, Court Security Officers should have “pure” bidding rights, and positions
should be filled based upon the ESD Qvertime Equalization clause. Deference to discretion of

Municipal Judges in securing their courtrooms should not override the need for contractual equity.
However, Mr. Massucci, the City’s Director of Human Resources, testified that bidding for TMHA
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positions was prohibited by the contract the City signed to fund these positions. Therefore, TMHA
positions cannot bid. To allow “pure” bidding for TMHA positions, would essentially breach an
existing City contract for funding the TMHA program and possibly eliminate the program by loss
of funding.

In the interest of public safety and Patrol efficiency, working Patrol Division Officers should not be
pulled from their assignments to replace absent Court Security Officers. The City’s practice of
moving Patrol Division Officers from their assigned positions in neighborhoods in order to avoid
paying overtime by calling in officers from the ESD (Patrol Division) not on duty, is a dangerous
exercise in shortchanging public safety in those neighborhoods. Testimony showed that the Warren
community accepted an income tax increase on the understanding that this increased funding would
be used to insure its safety services. The City shall replace absent Court Securi icers by callin

in off-duty officers for overtime from the ESD (Patrol Division) rather than pulling working

officers from the working Patrol Division.
SECTION 8: MINIMUM STAFFING:

While ORC Section 4117.08(C) preserves the City’s right to determine the adequacy of its work
force, the City must bargain the “effect” that this determination may have on wages, hours, and terms
and conditions of employment. As noted in the last paragraph of 4117.08(C):

The employer is not required to bargain on subjects reserved to the management and direction of
the governmental unit except as affect wages, hours, terms and conditions of employment, and the
continuation, modification, or deletion of an existing provision of a collective bargaining
agreement.

In SERB v. Youngstown City School District Board of Education [SERB 95-010] SERB enunciated
a balancing test to be used in determining whether the effect of a management right decision was a
mandatory subject of bargaining. The factors to be weighed in this balancing test are: (1) the extent
to which the subject is logically and reasonably related to wages, hours, terms and other conditions
of employment; (2) the extent to which the employer’s obligation to negotiate may significantly
abridge its freedom to exercise those managerial prerogatives set forth and anticipated in RC Section
4117.08(C), including an examination of the type of employer involved and whether inherent
discretion on the matter at issue is necessary to achieve the employer’s essential mission and
obligations to the general public; and (3) the extent to which the mediatory influence of collective
bargaining and, when necessary, any impasse resolution mechanisms available to the parties, are
appropriate means of resolving conflicts over the subject matter.

Applying this balancing test to the case at hand, leads the fact finder to conclude that minimum
staffing is a mandatory negotiable issue for the OPBA and the City of Warren for these reasons:

(1) Minimum staffing is inextricably related to the issues of bidding, overtime, assignments, and
safety, i.e., conditions of employment. Ifthe City’s safety forces are understaffed as the Chief’s own
study [Union Exh. 1] implies, this will have a decided impact on the both hours and conditions of



employment, two mandatory bargaining items.

(2) The City’s obligation to negotiate minimum staffing does not significantly abridge its freedom to
exercise the managerial prerogatives anticipated in RC 41 17.08(C). Rather, it obligates the City to
justify its minimum staffing decisions in light of its own research, practice, and the documented
needs of the City of Warren [Union Exh. 1].

(3) The parties have chosen fact finding as a successful impasse resolution mechanism for resolving
conflicts over contractual subject matter in their last three contracts.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND SUGGESTED LANGUAGE:

In light of these findings, minimum staffing is a negotiable item, and, in light of Union Exh. 1, the

Chief’s own analysis of staffing needs, it is held that there should be no less than eight (8)
Emergency Service Division patrolmen working on every shift.

SECTION 7: SHIFT PREFERENCE:

ADD:

When the occasion arises that the Warren Municipal Court is closed, due to a recognized holiday, the
court security officers shall be given the option of working the holiday or taking the holiday off. The
time-off shall be deducted from the officer’s holiday bank time. However, if one or both court
security officer(s) wish to work the holiday, the officer(s) shall be assigned court duties, such as the
serving of arrest warrants or court issued capiases. The officer(s) can be used for ESD calls, and/or
ESD overtime opportunities.

In both the fact finder’s notes and in the City’s pre- and post-hearing briefs, no opposition to this
proposal was offered. At the hearing, on the other hand, the Union presented a formidable and
logical argument for including this clause in the contract, citing the need to serve arrest warrants and
court issued capiases that was often precluded by inadequate time and staffing in the Court Security
segment of the force. With this in mind, it is recommended that the Union’s proposal prevail:

When occasion arises that the Warren Municipal Court is closed, due to a recognized holiday, the
court security officers shall be given the option of working the holiday or taking the holida off-

The time-off shall be deducted from the officer’s holiday bank time. However, if one or both

court security officer(s) wish to work the holiday, the officer(s) shall be assigned court duties,
such as the serving of arrest warrants or court issued capiases. The officer(s) could be utilized

or ESD calls for service similar to that afforded the TMHA officer(s). and/or ESD overtime
opportunities.
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§§§§¢¢§¢¢§§¢§§¢§§§¢§¢§§§¢§004*#**#**404#4¢§####
ARTICLE 15 SECTION 5: HOURS OF WORK:
PEPPPLP4000000000000000000990 00000000400 000 0000404
The Fact Finder’s notes taken during the hearing indicate that the parties agreed to keep the current
language of the contract.

PEELPLPLPP404 0000000000000 000000040000 000 000404

ARTICLE 16: PAY PRQVISIONS:

PEIPPIP0000000000 000000000000 000 000000000000 00044

PRESENT LANGUAGE:

SECTION 1: WAGES: The following hourly rates shall be for the position of Police Officer in the
Warren Police Department:
1-1-00
Police Officer
(3 years of service or more) 17.87
The following hourly rates shall be paid to Police Officers with less than three (3) years of service:

(2-3 years of service) 16.08
(1-2 years of service) 14.30
(0-1 year of service) 12.51

SECTION 5: LONGEVITY:

Bargaining Unit Members will be paid longevity on the basis of the following formula:
First five (5) full years of service with the City of Warren - None

After five (5) full years of service with the City of Warren - two dollars and eight cents ($2.08) per
bi-weekly pay period for each full year of service.

Effective January 1, 1998, after five (5) full years of service with the City of Warren - two dollars and
fifty-four cents ($2.54) per bi-weekly pay period for each full year of service.

Effective January 1, 1999, after five (5) full years of service with the City of Warren - two dollars and
seventy-seven cents (32.77) per bi-weekly pay period for each full year of service.

SECTION 6: SHIFT DIFFERENTIALS:

All bargaining unit employees who work the afternoon or midnight shift shall receive, in addition to
their regular pay, forty-five cents ($.45) and fifty cents ($.50) per hour respectively as additional
compensation.

The differential payments provided for in this Section shall be added to the total wages and shall not
increase the hourly rate. Section shall not apply to call out time. Shift differential shall be paid each
pay period.
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SECTION 8: HAZARDQUS DUTY PAY:

Each officer shall be paid hazardous duty pay of $15.39 each biweekly pay period.

PEPIPPIPPP PP 0000000000004 0 0400000000000 4 000000444

UNION’S POSITION:
SECTION 1: WAGES:

Increase the current hourly rates by 4-1/2% on January 1 of 2001, 2002, 2003.

SECTION 5: LONGEVITY
Effective January 1, 2001 - Increase to $3.75 per bi-weekly pay period for each full year of service.

SECTION 6: SHIFT DIFFERENTIALS:

Increase to eighty-five cents ($.85) and ninety-five cents ($.95) per hour respectively.

SECTION 8: HAZARDQUS DUTY PAY:

Increase to $22.39 each bi-weekly pay period.

ADD:
SECTION 13: PENSION:

The City shall continue to make pension contributions as may be required by the appropriate state
pension system. In addition, effective January 1, 2001, the City shall pay an amount equal to five (5)
percent of the employee’s gross wage, each pay period, to the appropriate state pension system (i.e.,
five (5) percent of the employees mandated total contribution).

Effective January 1, 2002, the employer shall pay an additional five (5) percent of the employee’s
gross wage, each pay period, to the appropriate state pension system, (i.e., total of ten (10) percent
of the employee’s mandated total contribution).

PEEIPPIPPPP00P 0000000000 00000 0400000000000 0 0000044
CITY’S POSITION:

SECTION 1: WAGES
The City offers wage increases of 4% in 2001, 4% in 2002, and 3% in 2003.

SECTION 3: ROLL CALL:

The guaranteed Roll Call should be eliminated.

SECTION 5: LONGEVITY:

The Longevity benefit should remain the same.

SECTION 6: SHIFT DIFFERENTIAL:

The Shift Differential should remain the same.
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SECTION 8: HAZARDQUS DUTY PAY:

Hazardous Duty Pay should be eliminated.

NEW SECTION 13: PENSION:

The City does not wish to bargain over pension.
PEPPPPP00000000000000000000000900 0000000000000 0044

1))/ ION:

WAGES:
In support of its position the Union offers the 1997 report of Fact Finder George W. Van Pelt. In

that report Mr. Van Pelt recommends that Warren patrol officers receive increases of 5% in each of
the three years covered by the contract because:

Evidence indicates the wages and certain benefits provided police officers in the City of Warren to
be substantially below that of comparable communities.

Mr. Van Pelt’s recommendations were an attempt “to begin equalizing these inequities, "from 1997
through 1999. This contract was ultimately settled through conciliation, and Conciliator James
Mancini notes in his discussion of Wages on page 17 of that report that:

The wage comparison shows that police officers employed by the City of Warren are compensated
a full 13% below police officers in other similar jurisdictions.

As noted at the bottom of page 20 of this conciliation report, Mr. Mancini agreed with the Fact
Finder’s determination that the Union’s proposal for raises of 15% over the life of the contract were
warranted in order to bring the Warren police officers’ wages up to the average level of pay for police
in comparable jurisdictions.

That being said, in the year 2000, the OPBA, reacting to the City’s fiscal crisis, agreed to an
economic freeze while providing resources and manpower to assist the City in three (3) separate
campaigns to increase the income tax rate. That income tax campaign succeeded in May of 2001,
and the Union maintains that revenue from this increase in the income tax rate was specifically
earmarked for the City’s safety forces.

As a result of the year 2000 freeze, the OPBA has offered evidence that the Warren police officers
presently earn 13.7% less than police officers in the thirteen (13) comparable communities stipulated
to by both parties. In an effort to once again catch up to the average incomes earned by police
officers in comparable communities, the Union seeks a 4-1/2% increase in the current hourly rates
on January 1 of the years 2001,2002 and 2003.
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The City maintains that its offer of 4% in 2001, 4% in 2002, and 3% in 2003 is sufficient considering
the wage increases given to other City of Warren employees and other Ohio State Police Officers.
To support its proposal, the City offers a percentage increase comparison of fourteen comparable
districts [City Exh. 3] showing that most comparable cities granted wage increase of less than 4%
over the three year period in question. The City also argues that its offer is in line with the increases
it has given other bargaining units [City Exh. 4].

The parties’ collective bargaining history, i.e., its earlier fact finding and conciliation reports [Union
Exhs. 3 and 4] clearly recognize that Warren police officers were inadequately paid when compared
with police officers in comparable districts. The 1997 through 1999 contract was designed to address
this inequity. Unfortunately, the year 2000 salary freeze in police wages once again placed Warren
police officers at a disadvantage before they had an opportunity to catch up to comparable cities,
resulting in present wages 13.7% below the average wages of the stipulated comparable districts
[Union Exh. 9]. The City argues that comparable cities have routinely offered wage increases of 4%
or less [City Exh. 3], however the City fails to recognize that these increases in comparable cities are
premised on existing higher base pay scales unaffected by voluntary wage freezes. Warren police
officers, in accepting a pay freeze in the year 2000, once again fell economically behind police officers
in the agreed upon comparable communities.

The City’s argument that a wage increase of 4% in 2001, 4% in 2002, and 3% in 2003 fits the pattern
of wage increases it has adopted with other City bargaining units ignores the fact that no evidence
was presented that other City bargaining units agreed to a wage freeze during the City’s financial
crisis in the year 2000, or lost 19 members to layoff during the City’s 2000 financial crisis. Other
bargaining units therefore did not lose the same ground economically as Warren’s police force during
the year 2000.

In addition, the City’s offer of a wage increase of 4% in 2001, 4% in 2002, and 3% in 2003, is at odds
with SERB’s Quarterly comparison of public sector wage adjustments [Union Exh. 8] which shows
that in 1999, the year of the OPBA’s voluntary freeze, Police received 4.25% average wage
adjustments statewide.

FINDING QF FACT AND SUGGESTED LANGUAGE:

Warren Police Officers are inadequately paid. Wage increases beyond those given to other city
employees are justified in order to make up for wages lost during the voluntary freeze of the year
2000, and to bring the wages of Warren police officers more in line with the wages of police in
comparable cities. The City’s proposal of an 11% increase in wages over three years falls short of the
need to adequately and expediently address this problem. Therefore, it is recommended that the
members of the OPBA receive a 13.5% increase in wages over three years.

SECTION 1: WAGES:

Current hourly rates will be increased by four and one-half percent (4 1/2%) on January 1 of

2001, 2002, and 2003.
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DISCUSSION:
PEEPPPIPIPP 000000000000 000 0000000000000 00 00000044

ECTION 5: LONGEVITY:

PEIPPIPPIP 0000000000000 0 0000000000000 000000400044

The Union offered no specific argument or evidence justifying its proposed increase in longevity pay.
In fact, Union Exhibit 9, a study of longevity pay in the agreed upon fourteen (14) comparable cities,
shows Warren Patrolmen to have the fifth highest longevity pay for 10-year employees. Nine cities
provide longevity pay lower than that provided by the City of Warren. On the other hand, the City
has shown that the Patrolmen’s longevity benefit is essentially the same as that provided to all other
City bargaining units.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDED LANGUAGE:

The Union has provided no evidence or argument justifying its proposed increase in longevity pay.

Therefore present contract language addressing longevity pay should be retained,

PEIPIIPPIP P00 0000000000000 0 0000000000000 0 00000444

SECTION 3: ROLL CALL:
PEEPPPIPEP000 0000000000000 0 000000000000 000 00000404

City Exhibit 5 shows that none of the agreed upon comparable cities presently has a Roll Call
provision in its contract. The Union did not contest this evidence, nor did it provide an argument for
retaining the Roll Call provision.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDED LANGUAGE:
The Section 3: Roll Call clause presently in the contract should be eliminated.

PEEPPPIPPPI0P 0000000000000 0000000000000 0 0000044

SECTION 6: SHIFT DIFFERENTIALS:

PEEPPIPPPPPP0 0000000000009 0000000000000 00000044

The Union has provided no evidence or argument justifying an 88% and 90% increase in the Shift
Differential. In actual fact, evidence presented by the City showed that half of the agreed upon
comparable cities do not have Shift Differential pay [City Exh. 8] and that the Union’s proposed
increase would result in a shift differential almost double that any of the other City bargaining unit’s
[City Exh. 7]. The Union’s own comparison of benefits for a 10 year employee [Union Exh. 8]
corroborates the City’s data showing that almost half of the agreed upon comparables do not have
shift differential clauses in their contracts.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDED LANGUAGE:
Present contract language regarding Shift Differential Pay should remain unchanged.
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PEEPPIPPIPPPP0000 0000000000000 0000040040000 000044

SECTION 8: HAZARDQUS DUTY PAY:

PEPPPIPIPPP00 0000000000000 0000000040040 04 0000044

Hazardous Duty Pay was defined in the hearing as pay to carry a gun twenty-four hours a day.
Presently, at $15.39 for each bi-weekly pay period, this benefit amounts to $400. per year. Union
Exhibit 9 and City Exhibit 9 both indicate that Hazard Duty Pay is a benefit unique to the City of
Warren. In light of the fact that this benefit is not found in any of the agreed upon comparable
districts, and the Union has made no convincing argument for retaining this provision in the contract,
money used to fund this benefit would probably be better spent in funding a significant pay increase
so that future pay rate increases would be calculated on higher base pay.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND SUGGESTED LANGUAGE:
The Hazard Duty Pay clause should be eliminated from the contract.

PEEPEPPIPPI0P 0000000000000 0000000000004 0 000000044
ADD: PENSION:
PEPPPIPPIPP00 0000000000000 0000000000004 00 0000004

The City’s assertion that the subject of pension pick-up is a permissive item of bargaining has no
merit. Pension pick-up is a taxable earned financial benefit, a mandatory subject for bargaining. As
Union Exhibit 10, the City’s contract with Non-Bargaining Personnel, and Union Exhibit 11, the
City’s contract with Communication Coordinators indicates, the City has negotiated fully funded
pension pick-up agreements with its other bargaining units. In Union Exhibit 1 1, the City’s contract
with Communication Coordinators, Article 25 clearly states that:

The City, in lieu of a general wage increase for 1992 of three and one-half percent (3.5%), will pay
Jour and one-half percent (4.5%) of the eight and one-half percent (8.5%) PERS employee
obligation to the State of Ohio.

Liffective May 20, 1998, the City shall pay the eight and one-half percent (8.5%) PERS employee
obligation to the State of Ohio.

Similarly, the City’s contract with its Non-Bargaining Personnel in 1997 states:

Section 11: Pension Pickup: The City shall pay, on behalf of each employee, the employee’s share
of the PERS and PFDPF pension contribution to the State of Ohio in accordance with rules of the
pension system as follows:

Beginning January 1, 1997 - 1/3 of the contribution
Beginning January 1, 1998 - 2/3 of the contribution
Beginning January 1, 1999 - the entire contribution
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FINDIN F FACT AND § ESTED LANGUAGE:

The City shall continue to make pension contributions as be required by the appropriate state

pension system. In addition, effective January 1, 2001, the City shall pay an amount equal to five

(5) percent of the employee’s gross wage, each pay period, to the appropriate state pension system

(i.e., five (5) percent of the employees mandated total contributions).

Effective January 1, 2002, the employer shall pay an additional five (5) percent of the employee’s
gross wage, each pay period, to the appropriate state pension system, (i.e., total of ten (10) percent

of the employee’s mandated total contribution).

PEPPPPP0P000000000000000009909090990000000 0409000004044
ARTICLE 17: MISCELLANEQUS ALLOWANCE

PEPPPPPP00000090 0090000000000 09 4000000909909 000400
PRESENT LANGUAGE:

Section 1: Uniform Allowance: A uniform allowance of five hundred dollars ($500.) shall be paid to
each member of the bargaining unit.

Any uniform component or personal item (i.e., glasses, contact lenses, watches) damaged in the line
of duty, without negligence on the part of the officer shall be replaced at the City’s expense to a
maximum of one hundred dollars ($100.) per year per officer, except that glasses and contacts shall
be replaced at full cost.

The City shall initially supply any newly required item made part of the uniform at the City’s expense.
It shall then be part of the officer’s responsibility under Uniform Allowance.

UNION POSITION:

Section 1: Increase uniform allowance to $625.00; modify uniform component language by adding
that the employee requesting compensation shall file a request with the Chief of Police upon a pre-
determined request form. This request shall be forwarded to City Hall where upon receipt the City
shall compensate the requesting employee on the next pay period.

ITY’S POSITION:
This bargaining unit language provides the same or more than all other City bargaining units. The
City proposes that the status quo be retained.

DI, ION:

Union Exhibit 9 compares the combined Uniform Allowance and Uniform Maintenance Allowance
allotted in each of the agreed upon comparable cities. This study shows that five (5) of the
comparable cities provide combined uniform allowance and maintenance funding equal to or greater
than that provided in Warren, while eight (8) of the comparable cities provide uniform allowance and
maintenance funding less than that provided in Warren. In addition, the patrolmen’s combined
Uniform Allowance and Uniform Maintenance allowance is equal to or greater than that for other
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Warren bargaining units [City Exhibits 10 and 11]. Thus, Warren patrolmen are not significantly
disadvantaged by funds presently allotted.

At the fact finding hearing, a history of difficulty in getting reimbursement for personal funds
expended to replace uniforms and personal items (i.e., glasses, contact lenses, watches) damaged in
the line of duty came to the fore, and was a catalyst for the Union’s proposed modification to the
uniform component language. The officers present at the hearing emphasized that the physicality of
a patrolmen’s job made such replacement a likely occurrence, and wanted contract language that
would make the process easier.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND SUGGESTED LANGUAGE:

Present contract language should be retained. A uniform allowance of five hundred dollars ($500.

shall be paid to each member of the bargaining unit.

The Union’s proposal regarding the Uniform Component language should be adopted. Specifically,

an employee requesting compensation shall file a request describing loss, circumstances, and

replacement cost (receipts) with the Chief of Police upon a pre-determined request form. This

request shall be forwarded to City Hall where upon receipt the City shall compensate the
requesting employee on the next pay period.

PEPLPPIPPIP 0000000000000 0040000000040 00 0000044

SECTION 4: EDUCATION ALLOWANCE:

PEIIPPIP0 000000000000 000000 0000000000000 0 0000444

PRESENT LANGUAGE:
ECTION 4:

Bargaining Unit members who obtain a law enforcement or related Associate, Bachelor’s or Master’s
Degree shall be paid for the highest degree obtained as follows:

Associate Degree $16.16 per bi-weekly period
Bachelor’s Degree $39.24 per bi-weekly period

UNION’S POSITION:

Increase to:

Associate Degree - $140.00 per bi-weekly pay
Bachelor’s Degree - $175.00 per bi-weekly pay
Master’s Degree - $200.00 per bi-weekly pay

ITY’S POSITION:
Current contract language is sufficient and should remain unchanged.

DISCUSSION:
The OPBA notes that its proposal is justified by the comparables and various experiences occurring
during the past contract, and maintains that the City has the ability to fund the proposal. The City’s
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Exhibit 13 compared the Education Allowance granted FOP/OLC - Rank Officers and that presently
granted OPBA - Patrol Officers. Both groups, under present contracts appear to receive $16.16 bi-
weekly for an Associate Degree, and this amount continues through the year 2003 of the FOP/OLC
contract. Exhibit 13 further indicates that FOP/OLC Rank Officers presently, and through the year
2003 will receive $39.39 for attainment of a Bachelor’s Degree, and $46.15 for attainment of a
Master’s Degree, while OPBA Patrol Officers receive $39.24 for a Bachelor’s Degree or Master’s
Degree. The City proposes to keep the present contract language regarding this issue, but does not
explain the reason for the disparity between the Education Allowance for the two groups, i.e.,
FOP/OLC and OPBA.

Regardless which group they belong to, officers attaining advanced degrees will have had to spend
the same amount of time and energy completing the academic work involved, and it seems
questionable to place an economic differential on the value of the degrees earned. While the Union
acknowledges that relatively few members will be directly affected by this clause, the question of
parity must be addressed.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND SUGGESTED LANGUAGE:

The contract language addressing this issue should show parity between the two groups eligible to
receive this benefit. FOP/OLC and OPBA officers are equally required to complete the requirements
needed to acquire the degrees in question, therefore the language adopted should be the same for
both groups. Specifically, bi-weekly payments should be:

PBA - Police icers Associate Degree $16.16

Bachelor’s Degree  $39.39
Master’s Degree $46.15

PLPLPP000000000000000400000009900000000 000000004044
ARTICLE 18: SICK LEAVE

PEEPPPP0000 0000000000000 0009909 000009000000 0004004¢
PRESENT LANGUAGE:

SECTION 1: SICK LEAVE CREDIT;:

Each member of the bargaining unit hired prior to January 1, 1986, shall accumulate sick leave with
pay at the rate of four and six-tenths (4.6) hours for each completed eighty (80) hours of service
including all City paid leave and the accumulation of sick leave shall not be limited.

Each member of the bargaining unit hired on January 1, 1986, or thereafter for the first five (5) years
of employment shall accumulate sick leave with pay at the rate of two and three-tenths (2.3) hours
for each completed eighty (80) hours of service including all City paid leave and the accumulation of
sick leave shall not be limited.

Each member of the bargaining unit hired on January 1, 1986, or thereafter who has at least five %)
but less than ten (10) years of service with the City shall accumulate sick leave with pay at the rate
of three and on-half (3.5) hours for each completed eighty (80) hours of service including all City paid
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leave and the accumulation of sick leave shall not be limited.

Each member of the bargaining unit hired on January 1, 1986, or thereafter who has at least ten (10)
years of service with the City shall accumulate sick leave with pay at the rate of four and six tenths
(4.6) hours for each completed eighty (80) hours of service including all City paid leave and the
accumulation of sick leave shall not be limited.

UNION’S POSITION:

Modify the accumulation rate as follows:

Each member of the bargaining unit hired after January 1, 1996, or thereafter for the first five (5)
years of employment shall accumulate sick leave with pay at the rate of three and one half (3.5) hours
for each completed eighty (80) including all City paid leave and the accumulation of sick leave shall
not be limited and thereafter shall accumulate sick leave at the rate of four and six-tenths (4.6) hours
for each completed eighty (80) hours of service including all City paid leave and the accumulation of
sick leave shall not be limited.

CITY’S POSITION:

Current contract language provides the same or more than all other City bargaining units receive.
Therefore the City offers the status quo.

DISCUSSION:

Neither the City nor the Union address Article 18 - Sick Leave in their post-hearing briefs, and notes
taken at the Fact Finding hearing indicate this issue was settled. The City proposed to keep all units,
with the exception of the Rank Officers, equal with respect to Sick Leave accumulation. Essentially,
beginning January 1, 2002, bargaining unit members with five years or less service would accumulate
sick leave with pay at the rate of three and one-half hours (3.5), while those with more than five years
of service would accumulate sick leave at the four and six-tenths (4.6) rate.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND SUGGESTED LANGUAGE:

ARTICLE 18 - SICK LEAVE:

SECTION 1: Effective January 1, 2002, each member o the bargaining unit with five (5) or less
vears of employment with the City shall accumulate sick leave with pay at the rate of three and
one-half (3.5) hours for each completed eighty (80) hours o service including all City paid leave

and the accumulation of sick leave shall not be limited.

Effective January 1, 2002, each member of the bargaining unit with more than five (5) years of
employment with the City shall accumulate sick leave with pay at the rate of four and six-tenths
4.6) hours for each completed eighty (80) hours of service including all City paid leave and the

accumulation of sick leave shall not be limited.
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PPLPPP0 0000000000009 099009900900909 0099900990004
ARTICLE 19 - MILITARY LEAVE

PEPP0P00000000000000 0090900990909 0999000000044
PRESENT LANGUAGE:

Each officer shall be entitled to leave of absence for military service in the National Guard or in the
reserve components of the armed forces of the United States of America for field training or active
duty not to exceed thirty-one (31) days in any calendar year period, and shall be paid during such
absence for the difference between his regular salary and his military pay (excluding travel or
subsistence allowances) for such period, upon receipt of proper documentation of military pay.

UNION’S POSITION:

The Union proposes that the compensation provision be modified so that officers are entitled to pay
in accord with Ohio Revised Code Section 5923.05.

CITY'’S POSITION:

Preserve the status quo. An officer who volunteers for military leave should not be entitled to more
pay than the officer performing the policing while they are on military leave. The current benefit is
sufficient.

DISCUSSION:

RC § 5923.05(D) states that an employer may elect to pay employees on leave of absence for military
service the difference between their military pay and their regular pay or such other amount as the
employer may authorize by resolution. The OPBA did not cite or offer into evidence the Ohio
Supreme Court case mentioned in their pre-hearing brief in support of their position.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND SUGGESTED LANGUAGE:

Since 5923.05(D) gives the City the option of deciding how to handle this issue, they have the right
to preserve the status quo based on the reasoning they have presented. Each officer shall be entitled

to leave of absence for military service in the National Guard or in the reserve components of the
armed forces of the United States of America for field training or active duty not to exceed thirty-

one (31) days in any calendar year period, and shall be paid during such absence or _the
difference between his regular salary and his milita ay (excluding travel or subsistence

allowances) for such period, upon receipt of proper documentation of military pay.

PEEPPPIIPPIPP 0000000000000 0000000000000 00 0000004

ARTICLE 20: SERVICE-CONNECTED DISABILITY:

PEPPPLP0P000000000 0000000999000 000090009 00000000404
PRESENT LANGUAGE:

ECTION 1: PAYMENT OF WORKERS’ COMPENSATION E BENEFIT:
In the event of an injury while in the active discharge of duty, the employee shall be paid Workers’
Compensation Wage Benefits from the City instead of Temporary Total Benefits from the Bureau
of Workers’ Compensation, only if the employee obtains medical treatment from City’s Health
Partnership Managed Care Organization
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ION’S POSITION:
ADD: OVERTIME FOR ON THE JOB INJURIES:
If an officer is injured while in the course of regular duty and is transported or transports him or
herself to a hospital, the officer(s) shall be entitled to overtime. The officer(s) shall be compensated
for any medical care administered immediately after their shift has ended. The maximum
compensation for medical treatment, after an officer(s) shift has ended, shall not exceed three 3)
hours, to be paid in accordance with existing overtime procedures.

CITY’S POSITION:

This Union proposal goes against all standard practices, and violates Workers’ Compensation
temporary total laws. The current benefit is sufficient.

DI, ION:

At the hearing, the Union made a strong case for its proposed addition, giving examples of officers
injured at the end of their working days, who are forced to tend to their injuries and file needed
follow-up reports on their own time and without pay. The City, on the other hand, offered no clear
cite to the law to corroborate their contention that allowing for a maximum three (3) hours of
overtime in this unique situation would violate Workers’ Compensation temporary total laws.

FINDIN F FACT AND ESTED LANGUAGE:

Employee’s injured in the course of employment are reimbursed by Workers’ Compensation for lost
wages and medical expenses resulting from injuries incurred in the course of employment. That is,
officers who lose days of work due to their injuries would receive Workers’ Compensation benefits
for loss of wages. They would not, however, be reimbursed for time spent after the working day has
ended, i.e., overtime spent in treating injuries and filing follow-up reports. The following language
should be incorporated into the contract to address this issue while at the same time guarding against
claim abuse:

If an officer is injured in the course of regular duty, and is transported or transports him or

herself to a hospital during the course of the officer’s regular working day, the officer will be
eligible for Worker’s Compensation applicable benefits [i.e.. medical freatment and lost wages
by following established procedures for reporting his/her injury. I however, an officer is injured
at the end of his/her working day, and is transported or transports him or herself to a hospital
after the officer’s working day has ended, the officer will be eligible under Workers’

ompensation for medical treatment for injuries incurred in the course o employment, and for

up to and including a maximum of three hours of overtime pay, not reimbursed under Workers’

Compensation, to compensate the officer for off-duty time spent in attending to injuries incurred

and filing all applicable reports,
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PEELIPIPIPPI0 0000000000000 0000000000000 00000000004

ARTICLE 25: EXEMPIARY ATTENDANCE AWARD PAY:

PLPPLP000000000000000000099099499 0909000900000 0044
PRESENT LANGUAGE:

In recognition of an officer’s exemplary record of perfect attendance, officers of the Police
Department who do not use any sick leave during the calendar year shall be awarded two (2) bonus
days for such perfect attendance. Such officers who maintain perfect attendance for the succeeding
year shall be awarded three (3) bonus days. Such bonus days shall be credited to said officer on
January 1 of the following year. Such exemplary officers who maintain perfect attendance for a third
consecutive calendar year and consecutively thereafter shall be awarded four (4) bonus days for each
calendar year, thereof,

All bonus days must be used within twelve (12) months of the time they are credited to the officer.

If after the first year of perfect attendance or thereafter, sick leave is used, the officer must begin the
cycle from the first again.

Perfect attendance will be considered January 2, through December 31 of any calendar year.

In the event of a death of a member of the immediate family (i.e., spouse, parent, child, brother, sister,
grandparent, grandchild, mother-in-law or father-in-law), sick leave days may be used with no penalty
against the officer’s record of perfect attendance, herein.

UNION’S POSITION:

In recognition of an officer’s exemplary record of perfect attendance, officers of the Police
Department who do not use any sick leave from January 1st through April 30th shall be awarded one
hundred dollars ($100.00) for such perfect attendance. Such officers who do not use sick leave from
May Ist through August 3 1st shall be awarded four hundred fifty dollars (450.00) for such perfect
attendance. Officers who do not use sick leave from September 1st through December 31st shall be
awarded one hundred dollars ($100.00) for such perfect attendance.

Payment shall be made on May 31, September 30 and January 31 respectively. In the event of a death
of a member of the immediate family (e, spouse, parent, child, brother, sister, grandparent,
grandchild, mother-in-law, or father-in-law), sick leave days may be used with no penalty against the
officer’s record of perfect attendance, herein.

No penalty shall be assessed against the member employee’s record of perfect attendance for time lost
from an approved, service-connected disability.

CITY’S POSITION:

The City argues that current language addressing this issue should be retained.
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DISCUSSION:

The OPBA proposal is designed to match the language and benefit contained in the City’s current
labor agreement with its Firefighter’s bargaining unit. The City points out that, in contrast to Police
schedules, Firefighter vacation and leave schedules are established in December and are not flexible
[Fire Chief Directive, Nov. 21, 1990]. The City argues that this benefit was designed to discourage
Firefighters, who frequently have second jobs, from taking time off additional time, especially during
the summer months by providing a financial incentive for perfect attendance. The City further noted
that all other bargaining units have the same contract language as the patrolmen in addressing this
issue [Exh. 16]. The City’s Exhibit 17 also shows that eleven (11) of agreed upon external
comparables do not have an Exemplary Attendance Day benefit.

The Union responded that Firefighters should not be using sick days in summer to opt out of their
working schedules. However, the City pointed out that sick days are not and cannot be preplanned.
Use of sick leave during the summer months has not been a problem for the Police Department
because Patrolmen do not routinely have second jobs. Use of sick leave during the summer months
has been a problem for the Fire Department leading the City to negotiate contract language that
provides an incentive for Firefighters to honor their established schedules.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND SUGGESTED LANGUAGE:

The City offered a cogent argument defending the lack of parity in contract language on this issue
between Firefighters and Patrolmen. The demands placed on each group, and the scheduling
procedures historically implemented do differ. As the City points out, the patrolmen do have parity
in contract language on this issue with all other City bargaining units. It is therefore recommended

that current contract language be retained,
*##**4444#0#*4*#**44**#4*#*4##¢¢¢¢§§4¢¢§+§#0*#4*#

ARTICLE 27: LIFE INSURANCE:

PEEPPPLIPPIPP 0004000000000 0 0000000000000 046 0000004
PRESENT LANGUAGE:

Life insurance benefits for police officers covered under this Labor Contract will be as follows:

Life Insurance Accidental Death and Dismemberment Insurance

$20,000. $20,000.

NION’S POSITION:
Increase life insurance policy to $50,000 and increase accidental death and dismemberment insurance
to $50,000.

CITY’S POSITION:

The City proposes to keep the present contract language.

DI, ION:
The City argues that the current benefit is equal to or greater than other Warren City employees and
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Ohio State Police Officers receive [Exh. 18]. City Exhibit 17, comparing Life Insurance in the
provided by the external comparables, however, shows that six (6) of the fourteen comparables have
Life Insurance benefits in excess of $20,000. The Union, on the other hand, argues that police work
is more hazardous, and insurance provisions should reflect this increased risk of death or injury.

FINDIN F FACT AND ESTION LANGUAGE:

Police work is different and more dangerous than the work of employees in the City’s other
bargaining units, and the cost of increasing this benefit is relatively minor. Therefore it is
recommended that the Union’s proposal be adopted in the new contract:

Life insurance benefits for police officers covered under this Labor Contract will be as follows:

Life Insurance Accidental Death and Dismemberment Insurance
$50.000. 3$50.000.

PLPPLPP00000000000000000099000000000000 000004000404
ARTICLE 35: TIME CLOCK POLICY:
PEPPPLP000900000000000000900040 0400000000900 00004¢
The Fact Finder’s notes indicate that this matter was resolved by the parties at the hearing. The City
argued that it should be able to use its time clock for payroll purposes, and the Union ultimately
agreed. Therefore the current language on this issue should be retained,






