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Background Agreements and Issues: 

The City of Charleston, with a population of 
approximately 20,000, is located in East Central Illinois 
within which is located Eastern Illinois University. 
The City of Charleston and Charleston Firefighters Local 
3200 negotiated their first Collective Bargaining Agreement 
in December of 1989 retro~ctive to May 1, 1989. It expired 
April 30, 1990. Charleston Fire Department has an 
authorized personnel of 33. At the time of the arbitration 
hearing it had 32 employees, 27 of which were members 
of the Union. · 

Negotiations for a new 2-year c'.ontract began on 
February 26, 1990. The negotiating committees of the 
City and the Union on June 5 and October 10, 1990 
tentatively agreed on contract changes with the exception 
of wages. One of the tentatively agreed to changes on 
June 5, 19 9 0 was with respect to Article XV, Hours of 
Work, Employment and Living Conditions, Sections 2, 3 
and 4, which change the scheduled hours of work from 5 6 
hours to 49. 8 hours and introduced what is referred to 
as the "Kelly System". Another was Article XXI, Section 
3, Holiday Compensation. Between June 5 and October 10, 
the Charleston City Council rejected the tentative 
agreement as to the Article XV changes which also affected 
the tenatively agreed to Article XXI, Section 3 and the 
Union negotiating committee was so advised. It appears 
that this proposal was tentatively agreed- to by the City's 
negotiators on the same day it was proposed without any 
analysis of its cost impact when that was determined they 
took no action before the Council urging the adoption 
of the Kelly System. This constituted another unresolved 
issue. The new Collective Bargaining Agreement is to 
contain all of the old contract provisions not modified 
or changed by the parties tentative agreements or by this 
Award. 

While there was some initial question concerning 
whether this Award would be retroactive to 'May 1, 19 9 0, 
the City, during the hearing, agreed that it wduld .be. 
The parties also waived the statutory and regulation 
requirements that the hearing begin ~within 15 days after 
the neutral chairman was advised of his ·.··appointment. 
At the conclusion of the hearing, it'was agreed that the 
briefs would be filed by November 24. They were actually 
received by the Arbitrator on November 2 8. The parties 
agreed to waive the 30-day statutory and regulation 
requirement that an Award be issued after the conclusion 
of the hearing and agreed to an extension of time for 
the issuance of the Award to January 28, 1991. 

As a result of the City Council's action, the 
following issues, which will later in the Award be more 
fully identified, are to be decided. by the Arbitration 
Panel. Namely: 
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1. Whether the Union's last wage offer of a 
5% increase. on 5/1/90 and 5/1/91 or the City's 
final wage offer of 4% increase in each of the 
years be accepted. 

2. Should the language changes proposed by the 
Union for . Article XV, Sections .2, 3, and 4 or 
the City's proposal for that same Article and 
Sections be accepted. 

3. Should the Union's proposed change to Article 
XXI. - Holidays , Section 3 be adopted or as the 
City proposes remain the same. 

4. Should Bargaining Unit Members be reimbursed 
for meal expenses, (a) within 45 days of when 
the expense is incurred or (b) as per the current 
practice which is not defined and wi thput time 
limit. 

Wage Issue 

At the hearing, the City's proposed final offer 
consisted of offers in the alternative with the alternative 
offer having .been the one that had been submitted across 
the table during negotiations. These offers were: 

l. APPENDIX B - SALARY SCHEDULE · 

A .. Fire Fighters BASE SALARY 

Years of Service Effective 5/1/90 Effective 5/1/91 

Probationary Period 
(O through 6 months) $14Z3.00 per month $1566.00 per month 

6 months thr4 1 year ·$1660. 00 per month $1753i00 per month 
.. ,_. ·----···----.--··-·· 

Second Year $1238.0Q per month $2031.00 per month 
r 

3 Years thru 5 Years $2],41. 00 per month $2234.00 per month 

6 Years thru 8 Years $223;)..QO perl! month $2324.00 per month 

9 Years thru 11 Years $2276.00 
I 

$2369.00 per month per month 

12 Yrs. thru 14 Yrs. $2315.0Q per month $2408·. 00 per month 

15 Yrs. thru 17 Yrs. $2359.00 per month $2452.00 ,per month 

18 Yrs.· thru 20 Yrs. $2403.00 per month $2496.00 per month 

21 Yrs. thru 25 Yrs. $2438.00 per month $2531.00 per month 

over 25 Years $2494.00 per month $2587.00 per month 
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represents ·a $1,068.00 increase for each step t~e 
year and a $1,116.00 per year increase for each step 

second year for a total of 4%'for wages the first year 
4% for wages the second year.) 

(This 
first 
the 
and 

A. Fire Fighters 
'(ears of service 

Probationary Period 
(O through 6 months) 

. 6 }lloritll~L..tJ1r'.:!...1 ..... Y.ear 

second Year 

3 Years thru 5 Years 

6 Years thru 8 Years 

9 Years thr·u 11 Years 

12 Yrs. thru 14 Yrs. ..... 

15 Yrs. .thru 17 Yr~. 

18 Yrs. thru 20 Yrs. 

21 Yrs.· thru 25 Yrs. 

over 25 Years 

(This. represents .a 
and 2nd Year) 

BASE SALARY 
Effective 5/1/90 Effective 5/1/91 

$1439.00 per month $1497.00 per month 

$1634.00 per month $1699.00 per month 
................. -~ •••• _ ............ -~ .............. _. ... , .. "' ••••• _ ............... ,, ..... """" ...... _ ........... "!~· ...... ··--........... ...:..-... -·----····-····-··-.. ---· 

$1923.00 per month $1999.00 per month 

$2134.00 per month $2219.00 per month 

$2228.00 per month $2317.00 per month 

$2274.00 per month $2365.00 per month 

$2315.00 per month $2408.00 per morith 

,$2361. 00 per month $2455.00 per month 

$2407.00 per month $2503.00 per month 

$2443.oo per month $2541.00 per month 

$2501.00 per month $2601.00 per month 

4% increase in each Step for the lst 

In addition to the base salary, an officer will receive the 
to the ranlc fndicc;1.ted: following when promoted 

captain $230. oo ·per month 

EMT;...I $100.00 pet- month 

EMT-D $125.00 per month 

EMT-P $17!?.00 per month 
I 

(The above amounts are not cumulative, but represent the 
total amount received for each position when promoted to 
the same .. ) 
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An EMT-D shall receive the additional pay thirty (30) days 
after successful completion and certification of the 
o-program. An EMT-P shall receive an additional $50.00 
thirty , (30) days after successful completion and 
certification of the p-program. In addition to the above 
provisions, members shall receive: 

Cleaning Allowance 

Meal Money 

$7.00 per month 
(Payable semi-annually 
during the months of 
May and November) 

$5.00 per meal 

The Chairman -ruled that under the provisions of the 
act it was- contemplated that each party submit its last 
of fer of settlement on each economic issue and that if 
it presented settlement in the alternative, it would 
require the arbi tratration panel in ·its the Award to make 
a selection between the two, which is not what the statute 
contemplates and therefore the City must select which 
of the two alternative 9ffers it was designating as its 
final offer. Pursuant to . such ruling, the City selected 
as its final offer the first of the two alternatives, 
an offer ·which had not been theretofore presented to the 
Union during negotiations although the alternative offer 
had been. · 

The total e.ffect of this offer is to increase the 
City's salary costs 4%. It does not necessarily increase 
each longevity step by that amount. Rather the City felt 
that its starting _salary was too low so in arriving at 
the figures, it computed the average years of: se'rvice 
in the Department to be the salary longevity level of 
12 and . 14 ·years. As of April 30, 1990 the annual salary 
for those fireman with those years of service was $26,712. 
It multiplied t:qat figure by 4% for a total of $1,068. 
Its off.er then increased the base salary for, each of the 
base salary steps set out in Appendix "B" cf the . 1989-
90 contract by $1,068. In this fashion, every fireman 
in the wage progression would, under the City's proposal, 
receive a. salary increase of $1,0~~ or $8, per month 
increase for each of the salary· steps. Under this proposal 
those on the. lower end of the salary 1 scale would receive 
a higher percentage wage increase than those on the upper 
end of the salary scale. ( 'l'he range is 6. 4% increase 
for the lower end and 3.6% inc.rease for the top end, 
computing out to an overall increase of 4%.) 

The Union identified ' as its last wage offer of 
settlement the following: 
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The Union identified as , its last wage offer of 
settlement the following: 

Pursuant to the parties Ground Rules for their 1990 Interest 
Arbitration the Union submits this its· Last Offer of Settlement 
as the Union's issues in dispute ~s follows: 

.II. APPENDIX 11 1:3 11 SALARY ~3CHEDULE 

DlSPUTEO 
A. Fire Fighters MONTHLY BASE SALARY 

Years of Servi~a Effective 5/1/90 Effective 511 /91 

Probationary Period 
(thi-ough 6 month5) ~dl153 .20 per month ·$1525.86 per month 
6 months thru 1 year 1650.60 per month 1733. 13 per month 
Second Year 1941.l15 per month 2038.52 per month 
3 yeuri; thru 5 ye.:in; 215£1. 60 por month 2262.33 per month 
6 years tl1ru 8 years 2249.10 per month 2361 .56 per month 
9 years thru 11 yrs. 229b.·35 per mon·th 2411. 17 per month 
12 yrs. thru 14 yrs. 2337.30 per month 2454 .17 pe1- month 
15 yrs. thru 17 yrs. 2383.50 per month 2502.68 per month 
18 yn.:;. thru 20 yrs. 2429.70 per month 2551.19 per month 
21 yrs. thru 25·yrs. 2466.l15 pt?1- month 2589.77 per month 
Over 25 years . ~525.25 pe1- month 2651.51 per month 

NOTE: The effe?dive monthly salaries represen~ a 5Y. increase per 
year of the 1989 monthly salaries. 

NOT IM DISPUTE 
In addition to the base salary, an Officer will receive the 

following when promoted to the rank indicated: 

C.'i.ptain 
EMT-I 

~---··· .. ~·· -··. •.• . •.. • •• ,1 .. ~-· ..... ·-· ......... . 

NOT tM.PISPUTE 

230.00 per month 
100.00 per month 

An EMT-D shalt receive an additional •25,00 thirty (30) days 
~fter successful completion and ciertification ~f tha 1D-program for 
a total of $125.00 increase above the fire fighter's base salary. 

NOT JN DISPUTE 
A state certified Paramedic s~all receive a~d additional 

S50.00 per month for a total of $175.00 increase' above the fire 
fighter's base salary. 

• , .. .., "'' ,.., ........ •O~l,..o•~• .. , .. _,,_.,.,_,.,,,,,.,_ . ..,,_ .. ,.,.,.,,.._ .. ,.-_ ... .,.. ... ,. ..... .,,~ ... - .. ""' ' •I'""'''""• I o•..-~n•••- ,~.,.··•• "''"••••-·•• .. •·• ,.•••-••·•"'""'''''• •• 

NOT 1 N 0 I SPUTE 
In addition to the 'above proVis(ons, members •hall receive: . 
Cleaning Allowanc~: $7.00 pmr month payable semiannually 

during the months of May and November. 

DISPUTED 
Meal Mor1ey ·~·· ~;5. 00 P!"r mea 1 

Meal money shall be reimbursed to the employee within 45 
days of the expense being incurred. 
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It is to be noted that in its last offer of settlement 
the Union itemized certain things which were not in dispute 
and were. intended to be in the appendix as part of the 
wages or salaries. Counsel for the City concurred as 
to those items not in dispute pointing out that the same 
items were in its alternative offer starting out about 
two thirds of the way d.own the page containing the 
alternative offer th~re appears the amounts to be paid 
EMT-I's and EMT-D's and EMT-P's together with a sentence 
in parenthesis stating: "The above amounts are not 
cumulative, but represent the total amount received for 
each position when promoted to the same". He stated that 
the Union's last offer of settlement concerning these 
same i terns presented the matter a little differently but 
that both parties intended them to say the same thing; 
"In other words, if a Captain is also an EMT-I, he would 
get both the $230 and $100, or if he were a Captain and 
an EMT-P, he would get both the $230 and $175. 
Consequently, the parties have agreed that there isno 
dispute between them on the EMT salary or wages and those 
provisions appearing in the Union's last settlement offer 
and the City's alternative settlement of fer with respect 
to the EMTs are not matters to be decided by the 
arbitration panel, but are to be included in the new 
Collective ·Bargaining Agreement as part of an Appendix 
"B" salary schedule. 

Evidence in Support of Last Salary Offers 

The Union, in support of its last salary offer, relied 
upon comparables and what it considered to be applicable 
consumer price index increases. The criteria it used 
in selecting comparables was that it looked for cities 
of approximately the same population, cities with a state 
university within its jurisdiction, department size and 
a job market considering that people may commute to another 
city within a given area. The list of comparables is 
as follows: 

•,.' 
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I.A.F.P LOCAL 3200 
PFWPOSED I.. I SJ OF CDMP,~W~AHLE FT HE DE:PARTMENrf:?_ 

1 Cai-boridall;l m1 

2 Ch£mpaign ' • • 
3 Collinsville m 
t~ DJ?catui- 3• 

5 Eust Moline ~!.l 

6 Edwardsville~ • w 
7 Lincoln ll'' 

8 Macomb 3• t~. :ui 

9 Mattoc.1n .i c:.. ''~ 
10 Ui-bana ,;1. 

1~verages: 

Pop.· 
(()00) 

26.0 
60.0 
21.0 
91..,. 0 
.20.9 
!3.9 
16.5 
20.6 
1CJ.5 
8{:i,0 

32.8 

rotwl 
Employee!;; 

2C'/ 
98 
25 

105 
35 
15 
22 
18 
£10 

lf 1 

33 

Selmction Crit~ria 

Source: 

,1. Immediate Labor Market Area: (those Department, 
wh i c:h compete ·for f i i-e f i gh te·rs who have been 
or migh'.; become Charleston firf.? fighters;, are 
immediately adjacent to Charleston; have 
received from or granted mutual aid to Char
leston; or arm within a 35-40 mile radiu~ of 
Charleston>. 

a I~ within plus or minus 25~ of Charleston's popula-
tion ~nd Department siz~. 

rs a Department in similar circumstance having a 
state university within is jurisdiction. 

1il ,, 

Illinois Professional Firm Fighters 1990 Wage Survey 
and thm Illinois Munici~al Compmnsation Survey 1989 

· I' .,, . /i • ...... .; ................. . 
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The Union witness who identified this exhibit admitted 
that the inclusion of Macomb as part of the labor market 
for Charleston was an error. Macomb, however, was of 
the same population size, plus or minus 25% of Charleston, 
and had a university. People from Charleston commute 
to Decatur and Champaign to go to work. He did not know 
of people who had been employed by the City of Charleston 
or in its Fire Department who had left to go to work in 
other communities listed in the exhibit. People from 
Mattoon and smaller communities around Charleston had 
been employed in Charles ton. The Fire Department Chief 
testified he knew no Firefighters who had left Charleston 
for another community. In order to be employed by the 
City, one has to have a residency in the Unit 1 School 
District. 

The Union's second exhibit purported 
comparable salaries and i~ as follows: 

1989. 

to 

FIRE FIGHTERS ANNUAL SALARY DATA 

show 

WITH YEARS TO MAXIMUM SALARY WITHOUT LONGEVITY 
AND THE Al'~l\IUAL P1VC::FU~GE ~~EEl<L Y HOURS OF L-JORJ< 

OF 

/1 C.-.irb,011da 1 e ·i\

/2 Champaign 
3 Collinsvillei! 
£1 Dec.n.tui- ·K· 

5 C.:l.s t Mo 1i nu: 
I b Cd lrl a 1- d 5 V i l l i:.i 

./7 Lincoln 
'8 Mt1comb 

9 M.:i \;to on 
10 U1-bana 

IHt:: Ut,LI 0(\1 'S COMPAHABLE OEPP1FHMEl\ITS 

Scil.ai-y 
Minimum Max~mum 

!l>2l1.) 52lf. o,:,. 
!li23' 928. 00 
lli23) 67:5. 00 
~;24 , OEIO. 77 
~·22 1 908 • 00 
!Ji20) l1·07. 00 
\~2(1 I 700 • ()0 

!jj 18 I OQl•. 00 

~.2£1 1 52l•. Ol1 

!1•27 '6lt0. 00 
!1>20) ()l13. 00 
!Ji2C7 I 070 • 19 
~i25 7 630. 00 
\h25, 50l/. 00 
!);21 7 900. 00 
·.1;20, 670. 00 

$19,655.00 $24,155.00 
$23,759.00 $25,936.00~ 

Yrs. 
M;e1 )1, • 

0 
1 
2 
l1. 

5 
2 
2 
l 
3 

P1vg. 
l:Ll:2.:..~ 1,-J 1;; • 

52 
56 
£12 

56 
. l18 

56 
53 
56 
56 
56 ___________________________ l ______ _ 

2. :J. 53. 1 

Charlwston ranks 7th of 11. 

Foot;not0: 

Source: 

No Data waa av~iloble for 1989 salary figu~wm~ the 
Union used the 1990 salary figures les6 4X for its 
comp<ll- i mon. 

Labor Agreements and Telephone Surveys .• 
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The heading 1989 is confusing. Based on Charleston 
figures contained therein it appears it is to reflect 
a 1989-90 period. Charleston figures are for the 12/1/89 
to 4/30/90 period. In putting together these figures 
the Union had a Labor Contract of Carbondale, Collinsville, 
Edwardsville, and Macomb and, he believed, Mattoon and 
East Moline. They had contact with representatives of 
the Urbana Fire Department, what that contact was is not 
identified. They also conversed on the phone with Decatur, 
East Moline, and Lincoln. The Union witness admitted 
that there were other cities in the state within a five, 
six or seven thousand population range of Charleston that 
they could have compared themselves with but they chose 
not to do that. A 1987-88 Illinois Road Map introduced 
into evidence shows Charleston's population at 19,355. 
Twenty-five percent plus or minus gives a range of 
approximately 14,500 to 24,000 population. He believed 
that the minimum pay listed on that exhibit was the pay 
after the probation entry level which would have been 
less. As the exhibit indicates, the Union did not have 
1989 salary figures for Carbondale and Decatur; and since 
the City was offering a 4% increase over the current 
salaries in Charleston, they reduced the 1990 Carbondale 
and Decatur minimum and maximum salary by 4% in order 
to arrive at what they believed the Carbondale and Decatur 
salaries were. The salaries as listed on the exhibit 
were based upon information the Union had as to what the 
salaries in those communities were for the first half 
of 1989. With respect to the East Moline salaries, he 
was not sure whether they reflected the salaries as of 
April 30, 1989 or May 1, 1989 when a new contract went 
into effect. Later in his testimony, he stated that all 
figures were those which were effective as of April 30, 
1989, admitting, however, in his earlier testimony he 
had stated the figures were for the first . six months of 
1989. He wasn't able to identify which of the listed 
salaries were based on that period. 

The exhibit lists the Charleston Fire Department 
1989 salary as $16,608. He believed it was1the beginning 
salary for Firefighters, but was not sure. He testified 
that this figure was the total of the first and second 
six-months probationary period or 9- twelve-month period. 
A reference.to Appendix "B" of Joint Exhibit 1, Uhe prior 
contract, shows the starting salary as of 4/30/90 was 
$1,384 for the first 6 months. This annualizes at $16,608. 

the 
The column "year's max" indicate 
longevity system of the various 
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begin. He defined longevity as a system of assigning 
dollar amounts to year of service increments. The figures 
were obtained· :from contracts where they had them ·and if 
they didn't have contracts, they were estab.lished by a 
telephone survey. Where the exhibits show that Charl.eston 
ranks 7th among the 10 comparables, this compares 
Charleston's salaries with those of its comparables. 
This ranking is based upon maximums. On redirect 
examination, he stated that the minimum salary listed 
on the· exhibit was the starting salary offered by the 
Department. The exhibit which purports to reflects figures 
of April 30, 1989 shows Charleston's maximum salary at 
$24,624, which was obtained after 3 years. 

Exhibit B. of the previous contract lists salaries 
designated as "base salary". According to the Union 
witness, these figures also include longevity increments. 
The salary figures appearing on Union Exhibit 2 are without 
longevity .fi~ured in and identified by the witness as 
being "base salary". 

The Union's Exhibit .3 purports to show a comparison 
of Charleston with the ten union comparables when maximum 
salary with longevity is compared. This Exhibit is: 

. . . 1 989 

Footnote: 

So1.1rce: 

FIRE FIGHTERS ANNUAL SALARY DATA 
WI TH YEARS TO MAX l MUM SALAflY ~H TH L.DNGE.V I T.Y 

OF 
· THE" UN I 01\P !:3 COMPAHAEll..I':: DEPARTMEl,ITS 

F i rt?.' . o r:.•p .n.r:..:l!.!!!.!£ . .lJ.j!_ 
' 

1 Carbonda l <? ·K

;~ Champ.D.ign 
3 Colli nsv i 11 e 
4· Deca:tur »t-
5 E .u ~·I; Mo l i ne 
6 Edwardsville 
? Lincoln 
8 Macomb 
9 Muttoon 

10 Urbana 

Charleston '89 

Ma><i111um Salary 
~li,\~1 n q E~V ij:_:t_ 

'tears· 
J:.~:!_J::I .!\ >: ._ . 

!1•27' 589. £~2 
~;30, l~ 13. 00 
!1·30' 286. 00 

25 
20. 
16 

$80;814.42 25 
$26,273.00 15 
$26,996.00 i5 
Ui26, £•6'0. 00 !I' 30 
$22,739.07 251 
•2?,159.00 20 
$28i636.00 10 

11 . . 

------~-------------~--
•27, 736. 59 ' 20~1 

~li28' 860. 00 
lli2?' 768. 00· 

flanking 
25, L•:t;h 
20 5th 

* No Data was available for 1989 salary figure$, the 
Union usmd the 1990 salary figures iess ·4~ for its 
comparison. 

LClbor Agreeme11'~S and Tel epho1;H~ ·surveys. 
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As indicated thereon, the Carbondale and Decatur figures 
were arrived a~ by reducing the known 1990 salary figures 
by 4%. The Exhibit shows that Charleston, on the basis 
of the figures listed with its 25 years to reaching maximum 
salary, ranked 4th among the comparables. Since ·some 
departments have different maximum periods, the figure 
of 20 years to maximum was inserted. as the average that 
compares Charleston with the average. While it was not 
specific.ally testified to, presumably these figures, like 
those on the previous chart, would for a 1989-90 one-year 
period. 

Union's Exhibit 4 is a foll~wup to Union Exhibit 
2. It purports to show a comparison between the 1990 
comparable salaries and Charleston's ranking with respect 
thereto when compared with the last offered salary proposal 
of the Union and the City. The computations are without 

.. lonqevi tv. It is as fol.lows: 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

PFWPDSED 

1990 
FIRE FIGHTERS ANNUAL SALARY DATA 

WITH YEARS TO MAXIMUM SALARY WITHOUT LONGEVITY 

OF 
THE UNION'S COMPARABLE DEPAHTMENTS 

St-llary , 
F!.--.!..i .!...1-.!.::1?.-...::D:.::1;;-:.J:p::.:a::..:1~-·.::..t 1::.:.n.:::.e.:...;n;..;:t'----'M,..;...;;;.i "-'n~:i--m~u ... m'-· Ma >< i mum 

Carbondale· 
Cl1ampaign 
Collinsville 
Decatur 
East Moline 
Edi.-1ards;vi l lc~ 
Lincoln 
Macomb 
Mattoon 
Ui-bana ·){· 

Average5: 

$25,505.60 $25,505.00 
$24,407.00 $28,201.00 
$24,570.00 $28,930.00 
$25,a?6.00 $30,233.DO 
$24,322.00 $27,280.00 
$21,106.00 $26,383.0d 
$21,600.00 $22,800.00 
$21,258.00 $23,124.00 
$20,442.00 $25,121.00 
lli24·' 91.16. 95 !~27' ci32. 80, 

. I -------------------------
$23' lt-03. 30 

I 
I· 

~;26 '480. '78 

' /; 
,I 

Union '90 PPL: +5X 

R.anl< i 119 

7th 

City '90 PPL: +4X $17,272.32 ~1•25' 608. 96 7th 

Footnote: 

Source: 

No Data was available for 1990 salary figures, the 
Union used the 1989 salary fig~res plus 5X for its 
compar i so\1. 

.......... 

Labor ~greements and Telephone Surveys. 
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As indicated, the 1990 figures for Urbana were not 
available as they were in negotiations. The Union there 
was requesting 6% and the City was offering 3!z%. For 
the purpose of this Exhibit the Union shows a figure of 
5% which is in between and which it is seeking in this 
arbitration. The minimums are computed by annualizing 
the Charleston's 4/30/90 contract starting salary of $1,384 
per month for the first 6 months. 

The figures shown for Charleston are based on the 
last offer made by it during negotiations as set out in 
the City's alternate proposal presented to the Hearing 
Board. The City's last off er to be considered by the 
Board is different. The City's last off er presented to 
the Board for a starting salary was $1,473 per month which 
when annualized is $17, 6 76. Its maximum offer for over 
25 years of service without longevity is $2,141 per month 
which when annualized is $25,692. Inserting these figures 
on the exhibit would not change the City's 7th ranking. 

-13-



I 0 I 

The Union introduced the following exhibits reporting 
to show the maximum salaries · with longevity of its 
comparable cities. It is as follows: 

-----•• .. V--f·""·'''"--• .. ,.-._._,.~•·o11•~·..,,•h••••11·,.,_.,..,.,.,..,_,.....,_ ... ..,,~,, .. ,,,.,,,,.,., .. ,.,.,~1·•• ·~-•·••·~"'"'~-~· ....... ,., "" •' -·•,• •• • · ''" ·•· ••''•"i-.,,,•o:•'•'"''' ' '' ,., ·•:,~; .. ·,.,.-.,.,. ,, __ 

PROPOSED 
Union 

1990 
FIRE FIGHTERS ANNUAL SALARY DATA · 

WITH YEARS TO MAXIMUM SALARY WITH LONGEVITY 
OF 

1 
2 
3 
l~ 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

THE L.ll\I I Dl\1' S COMF'AFIABL..I::: DEl:>f.1RTMENTS 

Ca;-bonda 1 e 
Champaign 
Collinsville 
Decat,ur 
East Moline 
Edwardsville 
Lincoln 
Macomb 
Mattoon 
Urbana. ·)(• 

Av(?rages: 

Maximum Sal ai-y Yr::a·,-s 
W/L.ongevitv to M.;1 x. 

~;28) 693. 00 25 
Q>31 ,021.00 20 
!!;31,253.00 16 
\li::J2' 04 7. 00 25 
!j;27' 923. 00 15 
Q;27 '870. 00 15 
~;27 '360. 00 30 

\jj25 'lt.38. 71 25 
Q•28 '2l•5. 00 20 
~li30' 067. 80 10 

----------------------

•4;30' 303. 00 
~li29,156.40 

20 ~ 1 

25 
20 

Ranking_ 
4th 
5th 

City '90 Pr.:iL '.fi30' 014. 40 
~;28, 878. 7Z~ 

25 
20 

5th 
5th 

Footnote: 

Sour·ct?: 

_____ ,,,, _ _..-.......... --·----·-·· 

* No Data was available for 1990 sjlary figures, the 
Union used the 1989 salary figures plus 5X for its 
comparison. !!' 

j, . . I 
Labor Agreements and Telephone Su~veys., 

I ' / 

.. ,, .......... _.,,_,,. . ..,,,~•t••r•~·~..,~..,. ... .,,.,.,._..,, ___ .. • • .,,, ..... ,,. .. .,,.,,, .... ..,,,,.,,_ • ., •• M .... _,..,_,...~ .......... .-.-•-•.,.••r•ti__.,,,.,._ .. ,.,1~'"'' .. '"''"'•~••u•"''·'''""'''~'"''~.-"~""•" 
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This information was obtained from the same sources with 
regard to labor agreements and telephone surveys. In 
the Union's Exhibit 4 maximum salary listed therein is 
the maximum salary without longevity. That was the salary 
at the end of the probationary period. The figures in 
the above exhibit the maximum salary is increased by 
longevity increments. The Union witness did not know. 
what the probationary period was in each of its comparable 
cities. Since Charleston has a 25 year period to reach 
the maximum salary with longevity and since the average 
of the comparable cities was 20 years, the. Union computed 
the rankings using both the Union's and City's proposals 
for each of those two periods. It is to be noted that 
the Union's exhibits which refer to Charleston's proposals 
as to wages are computed on the wages set forth in the 
City's alternate last offer which were the only figures 
that had been discussed with the Union during negotiations. 
They do not make a comparison as to ranking based on the 
last offer presented before the arbitration panel. The 
Union proposed maximum salary with -longevity is set forth 
at $30,303 or $2,525.25 per month. This computation was 
based upon over 25 years to maximum not 25 years and used 
the first contract year proposal. The City's final offer 
for over 25 years was $2494 per month or $29,928 a year. 
An analysis of the exhibit by the Board reflects that 
the Union's $29,156.40 figure represents a Union proposal 
up to the 20th year or $2429.70 a month. Under the City's 
proposal the monthly salary of 18 years through 2·0 years 
service is $2403 per month or $28, 836. An examination 
of the exhibit shows that the Union when ranking the City 
fifth where a 20 year maximum was used merely compared 
its 20 year figure against the maximum salary with 
longevity of its comparable cities without regard to the 
years of maximum those cities required which range from 
10 to 30, only 3 of which had maximums of 25 years 
comparable to Charleston and 1 with 30 years maximum. 
Using the same method of computation that the Union used, 
the Board computed Charleston's 20 year maximum salary 
with longevity as appears in the City's last of fer at 
$28,836. Thus, even using the City's last: offers, the 
rankings as appeared on the exhibit would not change. 

. The Union introduced as an •xhibit a 
of the 1991 Firefighters annual salary data 
to maximum without longevity covering its 
which is as follows: 
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............ ____ ,,_,_r-·-

l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
? 
8 
9 

10 

PROPOSED 

1991 
FIRE FIGHTERS ANNUAL SALARY DATA 

WITH YEARS TO MAXIMUM SALARY WITHOUT LONGEVITY 

OF 
THE UNION'S COMPARABLE DEPARTMENTS 

·~'· 

Carbondale ·)I-

Champaign ·lr 
Co 1 1 i mw i l le 
Decatur -II-

East Moline ·X-

Edwa1-dsv i 11 e 
Lincoln 
Macomb 
Mattoon ·ll· 

Urbana ·ll· 

(.\verages: 

i~ 

Sc:d ai-y 
Mi.nimum Maximum 

$26,780.25 
$25,62.?.35 
$85) 798·. 50 
~li2?,169.80 
!li25, 538. 10 
$21,689.00 
!Ji22, 500. 00 
!li22' 258. 00 
!l;21>lt6Lt.10 
~i26' 19lt. 35 . 

~•26 '780. 25 
!1>29 '611 .'05 
$30,376.50 
!li3 l '74.4. 65 

' !~2£3' bl1.l1. 00 
!1;27' 111 • 00 
$23,700.00 
1~23, 12l1. oo· 
\i\26' 377. 05' 
!li28 '594. 65 

------~---------------

Hanl< i ng 

Union '90 PPL: +5~ $·18,309.90 $27,147.75 6th 

City '90 PPL: +4~ · $17,962.88 $26,633.36 8th 

Footnote: 

Source: 

No Data was available for 1991 salary figures1 the 
Union used the 1990 salary figu~es plus 5X for its 
comparison. 

~ r 
Labor Agreements and Telephone Surveys . 

,. 

.. ___ ... _______ , _____ ,.,. ____ , _________ ................ --... --.... ___ .. _ .................. __ ....... -.... .,.~_ ......... -.. -···--·-.... , ........ _ ... . 

i. • .. ~ I, 

The Union witness testified that 1Edwardsville, Lincoln 
and Macomb had data available on current contracts due 
to be exte'nded into 1991. As the asterisks indicate, 
seven o~ the comparable cities did not have such data 
so that for purposes of comparison their maximum salary 
without longevity was increased by 5% which the Union 
was seeking in this case. He testified that the minimum 
salary on this exhibit is the starting salary and the 
maximum salary is at the end of probation. He testified 
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that if the City of Charleston was to give them 5% and 
the other asterisk cities were to get 5%, this would show 
how their standing improved or declined. 

The 'maximum figure used by the Union computes out 
to $2,262.33 per month beginning 5/1/91 of its salary 
proposal. The computed City maximum is shown as $26,633.36 
or $2, 219. 44 per month which is the 5/1/91 proposed 3-
5 year level. For comparison purposes, the City figures 
on the exhibit- need to be adjusted due to the fact that 
its last ·offer ·as presented to the Board is different 
from its alternate offer figure used by the Union. As 
computed by the Board, the City ' s maximum off er for over 
25 years without longevity (2,234 x 12) is $26,808. ranking 
it 5th rather than 8th. 

The Union also introduced as an exhibit as computation 
of Firefighters salaries in 1991 with years to a maximum 
salary with longevity comparing the City and the Union's 
proposal with its comparables. It is as follows: 

1991 

PROPOSED 

FIRE FIGHTERS ANNUAL SALARY DATA 
WITH YEARS TO MAXIMUM SALARY WITH LONGEVITY 

OF 
THE UNION'S COMPARABLE ·DEPARTMENTS 

Fin~ Or:;>pr.irtrncmt 
·1' 

1 Carbond.:de ·>~ 

2 Ch amp cl i g n * 
3 Collinsville* 
L~ Dacatui- ·I~ 

5 E.:ist Mo 1 i ne ·X· 

6 Edwardsville 
7 Li nco l li 
8 Macomb 
9 Mat to on ·II· 

10 U1-bana ·~ 

M.nximum Sal.':lry 
t.-1/L..onqevi tv 

!ll30,127.65 
!f;32' 572. 05 
'4>32,815.65 
$33 7 6Lt9. 85 
$2C/ 7 287 • 00 
$2l-J,598.00.' 
~i28, 260. 00 
25Lt 38 • 7 1 e-CJ: 
!f.29' 657 • 25 
~;31 7 571.Lf() 

Yea1-s··~ 

_to M;:n:. 

. 25 
20 
16 
25 
15 
15 
30 
25 
20 
10 

-----------------------
·~·30, 1en.71 '!! 20. 1 

Ranking 
Union >90 PPL: !~81 '818. 15 

!f130t 6.13. 80 
25 Al:h 

. 20 5th 
11 

City '90 PPL ':Vil 1 ' 21'+ • 56 25 5·th 
6th 

Foo tno t:e: 

Sourc1;;!: 

!Vi30' 03l1 • 1 b 20 

* No Data was .available for 1991 $alary figures, th~ 
Union used the 1990 salary figures plus 5X for il:s 
compa1-:i. son. 

Labor Agreemrnnts and Telephone Surveys. 
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Again the figures for the City are not based upon 
the City's last salary off er as presented to the 
arbi tr a ti on panel. The figures are computed on the over 
25 years maximum not 25 years. They also are computed 
on the second contract year figures not the first. Under 
the City's last proposal, the maximum salary with longevity 
for over 25 years for the second contract year would be 
$31,044 rather than the $31,214 shown in the exhibit for 
over 25 years and $29,952 instead of $30,034 for 20 years 
as shown in the exhibit, thus ranking the City 5th for 
25 year maximum <?-nd · 5th rather than 6th for a 20 year 
maximum. As noted on the exhibit, all but Edwardsville, 
Lincoln and Macomb have estimated figures adjusting the 
1990 maximum salary with longevity by 5%. 

A Union witness testified that with 27 bargaining 
unit members, the total cost of the City including 
~ongevi ty and not including any rank pay was presently 
$676,860 for a year. The $676,860 figure was a Union 
estimate made by taking as of May 1,1990 the base salary 
including longevity for each of the 27 Firemen and totaling 
them. A 4% increase would cost the City $703, 934 and a 
5% increase as the Union proposed would cost the City 
$710,703 or a difference of $6,769. Thus, a base pay 
increase would cost the City $6,769 more under the Union 
proposal than the City proposal. By presenting that 
difference he wasn't trying to say the City is crazy for 
arbitrating this matter because it would only cost $6,769 
to give the Union what it wanted. 

The Union introduced as an exhibit the U.S. Department 
of Labor, Bureau of Labor statistics released for August 
of 1990. This showed that the percentage of change from 
August 1989 to August 1990 both in the CPI-U ·and CPI-W 
was 6%. 

The Union also introduced as an exhibit a U.S. 
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor statistics news 
release of August 23, 1990 showing State and Local 
Government Collective Bargaining settlement~ in the first 
six months of 1990. It stated that three fourtlis of the 
322,000 State and Local Government workers under 
settlements in the first half of Jll990 were employed by 
Local Government. Their wage-ra.te adjustments I, average 
4.8% in the first contract year an'd 5.3% annually over 
the contract term. The tables appearing in such release 
indicate that the statistics contained therein are based 
upon the Collective Bargaining Agreements covering either 
5,000 or more workers or those covering 1,000 or more 
workers. 

-18-



fi • l I l 

'o· 

City's Comparables 

In their comparables, the Employer picked those cities 
it felt .represented the best available areas to compare 
with Charleston. Criteria was that all were rural towns 
not influenced by big cities like Chicago or St. Louis, 
were downstate cities plus or minus 6,000 of Charleston's 
population, and their work week was very similar. In 
gathering data for the exhibits on comparables, the 
following survey form was sent and answers received from 
all of.its 'comparable cities. This form is: 
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1.' Name of City: _______________ _ 

2 .. county: __________________ _ 

3. City Population: _____________ _ 

4. Total Employees in Fire Department: ________ _ 

5. Please indicate number 
for the following: 
a) Captians ___ _ 
c) EMT ____ __.. __ 
e) EMT-D _____ _ 
g) Other ____ _ 

of employees for each cat,egory 

b) Lieutenants ____ _ 
d) EMT-I _______ _ 
f) EMT-P _______ _ 
Classification ____ _ 

6. Number of fire calls per y~ar: ______ _ 

7. Number of ambulance calls per year: _______ _ 

8. Total overtime in hours for fire: ________ _ 

9. r11otal overtime in hours for ambulance: _____ _ 

10. How many ambulances do you have: _______ __,__ 

11. How many fire trucks and related support equipment 
excluding ambulances do you have..,--________ _ 

12. Please state your shift rotation (i.e. kelly system, 
24 hour on - 24 hour off, etc.) for the following: 
a) Firefighters _________________ _ 
b) EM'r--EM'l'-P--~----------------

13. Are you unionized ________ _ 
If so, which union _____________ _ 

.14. Please give wage information as follows: 

Captain 
Lieutenant 
Fireman 
Other 

(identify) 

Starting 
,Dept. 
Average 

' ... ·---· .. ···-~-··--··-···--·--·- ----·-····---- -···-···-·····- ......... •" ~- ~--· .. ~--~-·-·-----~----------~-------.. ----·---- .. 
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15. Please state additional compensation for following: 

Monthly or Annually: 
a) !EM'l' 
b) 'EM'l'.:.I 
c) EMT-D 
d) EMT-P 

16. Annual number of hol;i.days:_. ________ _ 

17. Annual number of personal days: ______ _ 

18. Annual number of sicJc leave: ________ _ 

19. Maximum accumulation of sic leave: _____ _ 

20. vacation ichedule: 
1 week after ___________ _ 
2 weeJcs after ______ ;...___ 
3 weeJcs after _______ _ 
4 weeJcs after _______ _ 
5 weeks after _______ _ 
6 weeks after _______ _ 

21. Do you have a health plan? ________ _ 

22. If so, how much do you pay per month for the basic 
plan: 
a) Employee. _____ _ 
b) Dependant._. ____ _ 

For Dental: 
a) Employee. _____ _ 
b) Dependant. _____ _ 

For Eye care: 
a) Employee. _____ _ 
h) Dependant. _____ _ 

!11 

After getting the surv,eys, they had phone 
<?onversa~ions .. with the various!' departments 1 to' verify 
information which they needed to, prepare thei1r exhibits. 
The survey results are represented in the following 
exhibits: 
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COMPARABLE CITIES 

+ /- GOOO HUl~AI, POPULA'l1 ION 

City I>opulation Workweel<: r11otal Employees 
('• In Depnrtment 

B0lvidere 15,200 56 hrs. 22 

Carbondale 27,500 53 hrs. 30 

Centralia 15,500 56 hrs. 22 

Macomb 20,600 56 hrs. 12 
/ 

/ Mattoon 20,000 52 hrs. 40 

Mt. Vernon 17,500 56 hrs. 26 

Lincoln 18,000 56 hrs. 29 
'\ 

Dixon 15,700 56 hrs. 16 
_.., .. 

J'acksonville 20,300 56 hrs. 26·1'3 
J ,. " ........ · .. 

•"; '},·.' ," ,., • ,! ·~ h , ... ;, 
••. .!~,.....,., ... I '·- \ .. 

Charleston 21,000 56 hrs. 27 ff]) .t!alij•.i;;:,;;._., ,,. 7/c>11 l'J 

Average: 19,130 55.3 hrs. 25 

---·····-
City No. l•'ire Calls No. Aml:mlance No. Ambulance 

Per Year Calls Per Year Vehicles 

Belvidere N/A N/A N/A 

Carbondale s1"2 N/A N/A 

Centralia 540 N/A !!' N/A 
I'. 

Macomb 350 N/A 1 

Mattoon 800 N/A N/A 

Mt. Vernon 600 900 1 

Lincoln 3 8 '7 352 N/A 

Dixon 245 594 2 

Jacksonville 500 N/A N/A 

Charleston 223 1,356 . I 3 

Average: 469 801 

. ·-···-·-····-··--··---~~-··~ .. -·.~--.,--···-,.-.------·----··4•·~---------- ·-------.. ·---·-·-·-·---···· 
·-23-



1, I\ \1, j) 

l ,, 

Where N/A appears, this indicates that the city didn't 
have that information. 

The foregoing exhibit references the minimum and maximum 
days of vacation and the time required for each of these 
steps. The parties agreed that there is no dispute on 
time off for vacation. Cross examination pointed out 
that in this and other city exhibits the average was 
calculated by including Charleston while the Union's 
exhibits calculated the averages without including 
Charleston making it difficult to compare averages between 
the two. 
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City 

Belvidere 

Carbondale 

Ce.ntralia 

Macomb 

Mattoon 

Mt. Vernon 

Lincoln 

Dixon 

J·acl..:sonville 

Charleston 

Averuge :. 

No. EWl1/ 

l~W11 -P 

EMT/EMT-P 
Pay 

I . . .. . . ... , ... _, ···-··--· ·-·-·· ---·-··· -- .. ,_ ······--·····----·-······· 

Wages - 1990 Fiscal Yr. 
Captains Firef iqhters 

N/A EMT - No Pay St: 22,578 
EWr-P - None Av.: 

N/A N/A 

'" 
EMT-12 EMT -$25/mo 

EWr- 8 EMT-$ 0 

N/A N/A 

r11op: 31, 500 

st: 28,064 
Av: 
Top: 35,271 

St: 24,446 
A.v: 
'l'op: 28,113 

st: 
Av: 25,657 
i;eop: 

'l'op: 
St: 
rrop: 27,129 

28,841/25 

19,953 

28,029/25 

21,048 

26,301/20 

20,258 
22,601 
24,951/25 

24,931/25 
20,441 
25,899/10 

.EMT-28 EM'r-$20. 83 St: 22,490 
EMT-P-11 EMT-P-$125/mo.Top: 31,473 27, 167 /20• 

EMT-12 EMT-$35/mo. 
EM'r-P- 0 EWl'-P-$0 

EMT- 3 EMT-$0 
EMT-P-12 EI"irr-P-$66/mo. 

EMT- 6 EMT-N/A 
EM'l'-P-N/A 

EM'r-10 EM'l1 - 0 
.. 

EMT-1- 4 EMT-1-$100 

EMT-D- .9 EMT-D-~?125 

EMT-P- 0 EMT-P-$175 

EMT-ALL 16 EMT-P-$122, 

St: 
'liop: 

St: 
'J:'op: 

St: 

22,800 
27,420 

21,600 
23,640/20 

18,600 
26,750 

'rop: 35,152 
21,853 
28,755/20 

! 
I 

St: ·J.: 17, 272 
** 18,340/17,962 

Av:. * 24, 204 
** 25,272/26,283 

Top: 3~ 1 772 * 30,014/25 
** 31,, 08''2/31, 215 

St: . ·.·· **:* 20 980 11 I 

*** 26,701 ' Top: 

* These· amounts do not include any increases for the 1990 
Fiscal Year. 

** These amount include the fixed dollar/percentage 
increase proposed by City. 

*** Average is without Charleston increases . 
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The City witness testified that the starting salary 
on the above exhibit would be that paid for the first 
six months of employment. The top wage is the maximum 
that one can obtain in each classification, such as 
Firefighter, Captain, or Lieutenant. The average wage 
is indicated as being based on years of service. Some 
cities might have 9 to 12 as an average wage in terms 
of service so that the average taken was the middle wage 
between the top and low on each city's survey. As noted 
on the exhibit, the average is without Charleston's 
proposed increases. 

Tpe witness pointed out that Charleston is above 
average in EMT-P pay, Firefighter's pay, and Captain's 
pay with ·the exception of the starting salary of· 
Firefighters where it is low. The EMT-P classification 
has not heretofore been in :the Charleston contract, but 
as a result of negotiations is to be included in the 
current contract. 

The City, in order to demonstrate the total cost 
to the City of the agreed to economic package including 
its last wage offer, had admitted into evidence the 
following exhibit: 

PERCEW11AGE INCREASE FOR: 

1. PARAMEDIC = $75.00/MO. 

75 
7242 HRS./I~O.,. (2912-12) 

.31/HR. INCREASE 
BASE 
EM'l'-D 

% INCREASE 

9.36 
. 52. 

9.88 

• 3 l 
~9.8B 

3.1% 

2. LIFE INSURANCE: 

3 • 

PREMIUM INCREASE FOR 12,0001= 5.20/MO. 
x 12 MO. 

I 62, 40 
x 27 MEN 

TOTl>L COST: _ 1,685 =c;::I-;, 
TOTAL PAYROLL: 733,692 ~ 

WAGES: 
Sr:l1Al1'11 : 

,\VG. DEP'l'. SALAf~Y: 
1rOP: 

-26-

05/01/90 
6.4% 
4.0% 
3. G!?.; 

05/01/91 
6.3% 
4.0% 
3. 6?6 
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The paramedic increase would be in addition to that offered 
as a base wage increase. Because of the delay in getting 
a contract, the testimony indicated that in all probability 
the City would incur no cost for the new paramedic pay 
during the fiscal year 1990. The parties agreed to an 
increase in life insurance coverage from $11, 000 in the 
89-90 Contract to $12,000. It was ·explained that the 
life insurance costs represents $5. 20 per month increase 
being paid for each Firefighter or an increase of little 
over two tenths of a percent. The City has two other 
Bargaining Units, the Police and the Operating Engineers. 

The following exhibit was introduced by the City 
to make a comparison between what the City of Charleston's 
Firefighters' pay and the City pays towards Life Insurance 
and what is paid by its comparable cities. This exhib.i t 
is as follows: 

------------------· ,, ___ .. ., ...... 
Insurance~ 

City Empl6yces Employee Pays For 
. 1990 li'iscal 

Year Wage 
Increase 

1991 l•'iscal 
Year Wage_,, 

Increase (Paid by ER) Dependant 

lJclvidcro 100% $ 95.00 4% 4% 
"' 

Carbondale 100% 

Centralia 100% 

Macmnb 100% 

Mattoon 100% 

Mt. Vernon 100!~ 

Lincoln 100% 

Dixon 100% 

jacksonvillo 100% 

CharloGton 100% 

Average: 

50% 

$ 25.00 

$154.00 

$ 35.00 

$211. 00 

~;200.00 

$ .. 00 

$100.00 

$42. 00;~;59. 00 

$110.00 

Not H.ctroactive 

4.5% 

4 ''· . 'o 

2.3% 

',• 4% 

'110 Be 
Determined 

rro Be 
Negotiated 

r11 0 Be 
Negotiated 

4.4% 

'L'o Be 
Negotiated 

'l'o De 
Negotiated 

4% 

4% 

'11 0 Be 
Negotiated 

'110 Be 
Determined 

. " ., \"' .... ~ ............. ~ ................. , '" ... . 

'rhe City also introduced as an exhibit a comparison 
between its comparables and the City of Charleston with 
respect to the number of paid holidays, sick leave days, 
personal leave days, and whether comparable cities had 
longevity pay steps. This exhibit is as follows: 
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City 

Belvidere 

Carbondale 

Centralia 

Macomb 

Mattoon 

Lir.coln 

Dixon 

No. of 
J·l ·1 3" r, ., "'-' O~ .... lCA I •J 

11 

10/Yr ..... 

10/Yr. 

10 

1 

96.Hrs. Pd. 
at 40 rate 

added to base 

5/Yr. 

Jacksonville 

10/Yr. 

<? 

Charleston 11. 5 

.l\veragc: 7.75 

No. of 
SicJ< J~eavr:~ 

N/A 

11/Yr. 

12/Yr. 

12 

5/Yr. 

12/Yr. 

12/Yr. 

4/Yr. 

5 

12 

9.44 

·Personal 
Leave 

3 

4 

3 

7/Yr. 
l<elly 

2 

7/Yr. 

3 

1/Yr. 

3 

3.4 

Longevity 
steps 

Yes 

Yes 

·Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes. 

Yes 

While there was no disagreement with respect to 
insurance and the other matters set forth in the above 
two exhibits, they were introduced for the purpose of 
indicating how the City of Charleston's total economic 
package compared with its comparable cities. 

The City introduced into evidence a May 18, 1990 
page from Commerce Clearing House, Inc.'s Labor Law Reports 
showing a rise in consumer prices. It is there stated: 
"The CPI-W, which is used as an escalator {n Union 
contracts and . Federal entitled payments, '!' registered an 
April level of ·127. 3 ( 1982-1984 = 100) which ,. is a .4!z% 
increase over April 1989. The CPI-U registered an April 
level of 128.9 _ (1982-1984 = lOO)I! which is 4.7% higher 
than April of 1989." ' " 

Other Evidence Bearing on Salary Increases 

It was testified that the traditional comparables 
tised by the parties prior to this arbitration was 
Carbondale and Macomb comparing wages, salaries and medical 
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insurance plans. The City witness testified that in the 
past they have compared themselves with what went on in 
negotiations at Easter~ Illinois University, but not 
recently. That institution settled their contract recently 
for a 2% raise in wages. 

During negotiations for the 1989 contract the 
Charleston Firefighters negotiated and received a 4.17% 
wage increase while the other City Bargaining Uni ts, the 
Police and Operating Engineers, and other City employees 
received a 4% increase. 

W~ile the evidence was not entirely clear, it appeared 
that the Police and Operating Engineers negotiated their 
contracts about two years ago calling for a 4% increase 
in the 1991 Fiscal Year. 

During contract negotiations and prior to the June 
5, 19 9 0 negotiations up to this the Union's demand with 
respect to wages was a 4% increase in the 1990-91 Fiscal 
Year and 4~% in the 1991-92 Fiscal Year. 

Finding of Facts 
With Respect to the Salary Issue 

Both the Statute and Regulations set forth eight 
factors which are to be considered by the Arbi tratration 
Panel on each of the economic issues. We will only discuss 
those factors which have application to this arbitration. 
The first of these factors to be considered are the 
interests and welfare of the public and financial ability 
of the uni ts of government to meet the increased costs. 
There was no evidence introduced to show that the City 
could not meet the costs of either last wage offer. The 
Board recognizes, however, that in the absence of 
extenuating circumstances the interests and welfare of 
the public is best served by uniformity of' pay raises 
offered City employees. Extenuating circumstances includes 
disparate treatment with respect to wages a'hd conditions 
of employment for persons similarly employed; costs of 
living; and disparate treatment with respect to vac~tions, 
holidays, and other excused time; insurance and pensions; 
medical and hospital benefits. Fihdings of fadts with 
respect to these matters will hereinafter be considered. 
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The Union proposed what it considered to be ten 
comparable cities. The City proposed nine. Their exhibits 
show that they are in agreement that Carbondale, Macomb, 
Mattoon, and Lincoln are comparable to Charleston and 
they agree that Macomb and Carbondale have been considered 
by the parties in the past when comparing wages, salaries, 
and medical insurance plans. 

It is rare that any two cities will have identical 
economic packages and salary ranges. For purposes of 
comparison, however, population size is a necessary 
criteria as it tends to indicate a comparable tax base 
which can limit the amount of funds which are available 
to each of the cities. In making comparisons, another 
important element is the number of Fireman in the 
Department and the hours they are required to work for 
the salaries offered. Since large urban areas tend to 
generate collar communities closely crowded together, 
high employment rates, higher living costs, greater 
competition for employees, all inflate salaries when 
compared with other areas of the State. Those areas, 
as a general rule, do not lend themselves to a fair 
comparison with cities located in areas of the State which 
do not fall within those categories. 

The City proposes among its comparables Belvidere 
and Dixon, Illinois. The Board notes that both of these 
cities are within the confluence of Rockford, Illinois, 
a highly industrialized city which tends to influence 
wages in those areas. The Union proposes as comparables 
such cities as Decatur, East Moline, and Collinsville 
among others. Decatur, with a population of 94,000 and 
105 Fire Department employees, hardly seems to be a 
comparable when one considers that it is a highly 
industrial city. East Moline is adjacent to the tri-cities 
of Moline and Rock Island, Illinois and Davenport, Iowa; 
again a high industrial area which influences wages in 
that area of the State. Both Collinsville and Edwardsville 
are within the confluence of St. Louis which affects wages 
in that area. Thus, those cities as proposed by both 
the City and the Union for those reasons are ~ot comparable 
to a City like Charleston located in an area not subjected 
to those influences. 

,: 
The parties . agree on four comparables; Ca~bondale, 

Macomb, Mattoon, and Lincoln; with 'their admiss:Lon that 
in that past Carbondale and Macomb have been used for 
comparison as they are university cities such as Charleston 
and with the agreement that all four cities are comparable, 
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the Board believes that for the purpose of a comparison 
with the wage off er, hours and conditions of employment, 
the comparison should be made with those four cities. 
Another reason fpr limiting the comparables to those cities 
is that the Union's evidence with respect to many of its 
comparables was vacilating and uncertain raising some 
question as to its reliability. (See pages 10 and 11 
supra) In many cases the figures are based on assumed 
or arbitrary adjustment in percentage increases or 
decreases from other years with no certainty they will 
turn out to be accurate. 

Charleston has a population of 19,400 with 33 Fire 
Department employees, 2 7 of whom are in the Bargaining 
Unit and a work week of 5 6 hours. The following chart 
based upon both the Union and the City's exhibits as they 
relate to those four cities sets out the 1990-91 and 1991-
92 starting and top salaries for each of those cities, 
identification as to their population, number of employees, 
and work week, and where known or can be computed -Che 
percentage of wage increase appear therein. The figures 
underlined indicate discrepancies of more than a $1000, 
if dollars are involved, between the Union and City's 
exhibits. Asterisks figures indicate the Union's 
speculation of maximum salaries based on a computation 
of an assumed 5% increase over the previous year's wages 
but not as yet negotiated. 
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Statistical 
Data 

:::arbondale 
:::ity-27,300 
53 Hours 
30 Employees 

Jn-26,000 
29· Employees 

1acomb 
rn,600 
56 Hours 

Jn-20,600 
LS Employees 

1attoon 
w' 000 
I 0 Employees 
i6 Hours 

Jn- 19, 500 
.8 Employees 

,incoln 
.8,000 
~ 9 Employees 
i6 Hours 

rn-16, 500 
~2 Employees 

Union's Comparables 
1990-91 1991-92 

Start to 
Maximum 

$25,505 -
$28,693/ 

5% increase 

Maximum 

$30,127/* 

Maximum 25 yrs. · 

$21,258 - $25,438* 
$25,438/ 
~aximum 25 yrs. Maximum 25 yrs. 
,., ' . 

$20,442 -
$28,245 ' 
Maximum 20 yrs. 

$29,657* 

Approximately 
a 4.5% increase 

City's Comparables 
1990-91 1991-92 

Start to 
Maximum 

$19,953 -
$28,029 

Maximum 25 yrs. 
5% increase 

Maximum 

No evidence 

$20,258 - $25,949 
$24,952 
Maximum 25 yrs. 4% increase· 
4.5 % increase 

$20,441 - No evidence 
$25,889 
$24,931 
Maximum.$25,89~ 
figure 10 yrs. 
$24, 932· - figm: e 

25 yrs. 

$21,600 -
$27,360 
Maximum 30 yrs. 

$28,360 $21,600' - ' Negotiated a 
$23,640 4% increase 

Represents almost Maximum 20 yrs~ 
a 4% increase This is a 4% 

increase 

CharJeston 1989 Contract 

$,16, 608-$28' 860 

$,17' 436-30, 303 

Last Off el'.1 

$18, 310-31, 8118 
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$17,676-29,928 18,792-31,044' 



The City's figures for Mattoon are confusing while 
the Union's figures for 1990-91 appear to indicate a more 
reasonable spread in going from a starting salary to a 
maximum in 20 years. The same appears to be true for 
Lincoln. 

The comparison with the Union's and City's final 
offers with the data on the above chart shows that each 
1990-91 salary proposal as a starting salary is roughly 
$2,000 below all four agreed to comparables. The Union's 
final 1990-91 maximum salary offer of $30,303 exceeds 
that of all of the comparables by $2,000 to $4,000. The 
City's final 1990-91 maximum salary offer of $29,928 
exceeds the comparables by $1, 000 plus to approximately 
$4,000. 

The chart shows, with respect to percentage of 
increases obtained by the above comparables, to be: 

Carbondale 5% (1990-91) (1990-92 to be negotiated) 

Macomb 4.5% (1990-91) 4.4% (1991-92) 

Lincoln 4% (1990-91) 4% (1991-92) 

Mattoon 4% (1990-91) 4% (1991-92) 

There is really no way to compare the 1991-92 offers 
as the Union was the only one to present any figures which, 
with the exception of Lincoln, are figures adjusted on 
the basis of the 1990-91 figures by 5% which it seeks 
in this arbi tr a ti on. We have no way, if as a result of 
negotiations the Firefighters in those communities would 
get a 5% increase. Comparisons are thus too speculative. 
Even if we were to accept the Union's computations, both 
the Union and City's final offers of $31,818 and $31,044 
would exceed the computed maximums of the highest 
comparable, Carbondale, by roughly 5 % and Lincoln's, the 
lowest, by 7 to 8%. These figures indicate that under 
either offer Charleston Firefighters' maximum~salary would 
exceed those of the comparable communities and would be 
lower for the starting Firemen with the City's offer for 
the starting salary being slightly higher. 

I I 
11 

The Union contends that salari~s are affected by 
those paid Firefighters in the immediate labor market 
area, identifying Champaign with a population of 60,000 
and 98 Fire Department employees; Decatur with a population 
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of 94,000 and 105 Fire Dep~rt~ent employees; Mattoon with 
a population of 19, 5 0 0 and 18 Fire Department employees; 
and Urbana with a population .of 36,000 and 41 Fire 
Department employees as those cities with whom Charleston 
must compete for employees. 

The Union evidence was to the effect that there were 
people in Charleston who commuted to Champaign and Decatur 
to go to work. The witness did not know if any people 
employed by the City of Charleston or its Fire Department 
had left to go to work in other communities listed in 
the Union's list of comparables. People from Mattoon 
and the smaller communities around Charleston had been 
employed in Charleston, thus indicating the salaries in 
that City had attraction for them. There was no evidence 
that Charleston was having trouble recruiting Firefighters 
on the basis of their past salaries. As a result of this 
evidence, we find that competition in the immediate labor 
market area doesn't impact on Charleston's salaries. 

Not only do Charleston Firefighters under both salary 
offers fare better in the salary area than do Firefighters 
in comparable cities, but the City's exhibits indicate 
that generally the total economic package offered is better 
than that of the comparable cities. All comparables, 
like Charleston, pays 100% of the Firefighters insurance. 
The cost of dependent coverage in Charleston is $42/$59 
which is much lower than in other comparable cities except 
Mattoon which is $35. Charleston has more holidays. 
The number of sick leave days is higher than Mattoon and 
Carbondale and the same as Lincoln and Macomb, only Lincoln 
has more personal days and only Macomb of fer more vacation 
days. These later benefits are one of the things the 
Statute and Regulations mandate we consider when evaluating 
the last offers. 

The Statute and Regulations also mandates that the 
Board consider the average consumer prices for. goods and 
services commonly known as cost of living. The Union 
evidence was that as of August 1990 there wa~ a percentage 
change .from August 1989 in both the CPI-U and the CPI
W of 6%. Its evidence also showed that settlements in 
the first 6 months of 1990 in State: and Local Government 
Collective Bargaining Agreements I involving contracts 
covering 5, 0 0 0 or more workers or those covering 1, 0 0 0 
or more workers resulted in an average wage adjustment 
of 4.8% in the first contract year and 5.3% annually over 
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agreement is to go into e.ffect is the appropriate one. 
Such conclusion is obvious in a situation such as presented 
to this Board where it is agreed that the wage increases 
are to be retroactive to May 1, 19 9 0. We, therefore, 
find that the City's evidence, with respect to the cost 
of living, is to be considered in evaluating the wage 
offers. 

The final Statutory and Regulations factor to be 
considered are "such other factors, not confined to the 
foregoing, .which are normally or traditionally taken into 
consideration in the determination of wages, hours and 
conditions of employment through voluntary collective 
bargaining, mediation, fact finding, arbitration or 
otherwise between the parties in public service or private 
employment. 

Under this heading, we have to consider the fact 
that the Firefighters, during their last negotiations, 
received a· 4.17% increase while other Bargaining Units 
and City employees lreceived only a 4% increase. This 
was done so that the Firefighters could "catch up". 
Presumably such increase made their wages comparable to 
other City employees doing like or similar work. We also 
have to consider the fact that other Bargaining Units 
and City employees for the 1990-91 period received only 
a 4% increase in wages. We also have to consider the 
fact that the parties have agreed to. a 3 .1% increase in 
Paramedic compensation and an approximately two tenths 
of a percent increase cost to the City for insurance 
premium payments. These . are factors in addition to any 
granted wage increase which increase the City's costs. 

The City also urges that we consider the fact that 
the Union prior to the arbitration hearing last of fer 
during negotiations were willing to accept a 4% increase 
for the 1991 year and a 4~% increase for the 1991-92 year. 
The evidence shows that during negotiations on 6/5/90 
it changed its previous wage demand so that it coincides 
with its last offer. 0 

Interest arbitration is an extension of the Collecting 
Bargaining process. The Illinois fublic Relations Act 
has, for its purpose, the regulation of labor relations 
between public employers and employees, including the 
designated employee representatives, negotiations of wages, 
hours, and other conditions of employment, and the 
resolution of disputes arising under the Collective 
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the contract term. The City's evidence quoting Commerce 
Clearing House, Inc. Labor Law Reports was to the effect 
that the CPI-W which is used as an escalator in Union 
contracts and Federal entitle payments for the peri'od 
of April 1989 to April 1990 showed there had been a 4~% 
increase over that period and the CPI-U for the same period 
was an increase of 4.7%. 

The City argues that the Union's cost of living 
figures should not be used as they are of August 1990 
while the new two-year contract is to run from May 1, 
1990. It urges, based upon arbitrable authority (City 
of Decatur and IAFF Local 505, ISLRB Case No. S-MA-29 
and Village of Skokie and Skokie Firefighters Local 3033, 
ISLRB Case No. S-MA-89-123), holding in effect that the 
cost of living increases is to use the year since the 
parties last negotiated over wages is .the standard to 
be applied by the Board. 

The Union urges that under the Statute and Regulations 
one of the factors the Arbitration Board is to consider 
is changes in any of the foregoing circumstances, cost 
of living being one of them, during pendency of the 
arbitration proceedings justifies the . use of the August 
1990 figures. Elkouri and Elkouri in their Volume on 
How Arbitration Works, 4th Edition, Page 821, states: 

"An appropriate base period must be selected 
in applying the cost of living standard. The 
base period that is selected determines the 
real wage that is to be maintained by the 
standard. Generally the date of the last 
arbitration award or of the parties' last wage 
negotiations is used a the base date." 

The notation under that heading indicates that a date 
other than that of the last negotiations may be selected 
as the base period. Citing cases of an earlier date 
selected before the National Labor Board. Subsequent 
arbitrations held the earlier cases were ou~moded. While 
the factor of changes in any of the foregoing circumstances 
during the pendency of the arbitration proceeding might 

'well have application to such cr+teria as comparables 
selected, vacations, holidays, pensions, and ~ medical 
hospitalization benefits, interests 1 and welfare of the 
public and the financial ability of the unit of government 
to meet costs might be considered under the factor of 
changed circumstances. It appears the only cost of Living 
standard is that existing at the time the new wage 
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Bargaining Agreements. Rules and regulations have been 
published by the Board seeking to implement the Acts 
provisions. The act recognizes that since public 
employees, such as Firefighters, are not permitted to 
strike, they must have a mechanism to settle their 
differences. The mechanism provided is interest 
arbitration. The rules and regulations on Page 45 have 
a heading: "SUBPART B: IMPASSE PROCEDURES FOR PROTECTIVE 
SERVICES UNITS". Such a heading and, in fact, the Statute 
indicates that the parties only get to interest arbitration 
after they have, through negotiations, engaged in good 
faith bargaining to persuade the other party to accept 
their respective positions and have been unable to do 
so. As a result of those negotiations, the parameters 
of their dispute have been set. In this case, those 
parameters were the City's offer of 4% increase each year 
and the Union's offer of 5% increase each year. This 
is the impasse. When the Statute and Regulations require 
a submission to the Board of their final offers, it 
contemplates the parties in their last offer either 
refusing to move from last offers made in or negotiate 
a compromise in which one side or the other, as is done 
in negotiations, modifying its position within those 
parameters. In other words, a continuation of good faith 
bargaining. The Union has refused to move from its 5% 
offer and, therefore, is entitled to have the Board 
consider it without regard to a prior offer made in 
negotiations for less. In this case, the City repackaged 
its final offer from that discussed during negotiations, 
but kept it within the parameters by continuing to offer 
a 4% increase in each of the contract years. Its alternate 
proposal was the one discussed during negotiations prior 
to arbitration. It was only after the Chairman ruled 
that it must select one or the other that it selected 
the repackage off er. So long as it didn't change its 
of fer made in negotiations from a 4% total wage increase, 
it can be said this offer was a continuation of good faith 
bargaining. As such, it is entitled to have the Board 
consider it as a last offer. 

We are mandated to select one of the two last'offers. 
With both offers exceeding salaries paid Firefighters 
in comparable cities and with the onjy evidence justifying 
a 5% raise being based upon the Union's cost ofi living 
figures which we have rejected in favdr of those submitted 
by the City. With other Union contracts with the City 
settled at 4%; with 3 of the chosen comparable. cities 
settling for a 4% increase and the fourth at 4. 5%; and 
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a 4% increase· being close to the selected cost of living 
index the evidence preponderates in fayor of the City's 
last offer as opposed to that of the Union. It is, 
therefore, the holding of the Board that on the economic 
issue of wages, the City's last offer, together with 
admission that there should be added thereto "cleaning 
allowance, $7. 00 per month payable semi-annually during 
the months of May and November and Meal Money - $5. 00 
per meal" is adopted by the Board. 

Article XV, Section 2,3, & 4 
Changes Issue 

Article XV, in the 1989-90 contract, in part, reads 
as follows: 

!I' 
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) 

All'l1I CLH XV 

!!Oll!!S 01' WOl!K, EMl>.LQ'l!l!W'l' l\llD !1IVU!\l 

~Pt'1'IOtrS 

'l'his At~tlclo ls lntentlod to dotJ.no tho normal hoUl"S of 
work par tlny an~por wook 1'1 offoot at tho tlmo ot oxoout:ion of 
thin Aqroomont, nli'u shnll not bo conutruod an n gunrnnt:.oo o't' tlnys 
at work por wook. 

'l'ho work wook tor momborP ot' tho bn1·9a!nin9 unit 
oonsJ.,.t ot nn nvornqo oC t1£ty-PlX (56) houro on n Qchodulo of 

twonty-four (24) conoocutJ,vo houra on <luty linmmllatoly tollowod 
by torty-ol9ht (40) consooutlvo houro oH <luty. 'l'llo 24 hou 
shl!t shall coflimonco i\t 0100 hourri and continues through to 0100 
hours tho .followinq day nnc.l uhall .lnohulo two (2) pnl<.l 111onl 
periods provided thnt ,nn 01nor9onoy uittull!ion doou not occur which 
woulcl nutomnticnllY pro1dt1<lo either or both. Each ouch twonty

four (24) hour work dny nhnll bo considered as ono (1) tour of 
duty. 

Pnrtios agrco that tho work period for firef ightoi:s in

cluded under the ovortilno provin!ons of tho Pair Labor st:n~dhrdo 

Act and undor thls ngroomont ohnll bo twonty-oi9ht (20) dnyo. 
'.rho plu:t.l,on further aqroo that ovortimo compo.nsntlon on an hourly 
basis lo not required to bo pnld un<lor tho Fair Labor standards 
Act until ond unlcsu n fll."oflCJhtor hnu wm:kml more than two 
huntlred ·twolvo (212) hourn ln n twonty-olqht day work ·parlotl. 
For tho purposes of this contrnCt tho E1nployor anl1 tho Union 
ohd_l agroe to a work poriod of twonty-ei9ht (20) <lays and two 

hundred twolvo (212) hours. 

'.:IBrnQ!I 3. tm11•x Sl!lf'J~ 

'l'lu;.1 normal duty shifts for .flrofl9htors covorod by this 

AgrccmoOt Ghall bo ns follm~s 1 

a, !Hi llour Par Wack Em11loyoos 

In the caso of tirorightou on a tltty-six (56) hour 
per wook work schedule, tluty shifts rcprouont ouch of tho throe 
p) consocut:ivo twenty-tour (24) houx-s periods during a given 
sovonty-two (72) hour perie<I to which thoso fh-ofighters aro as-
signed, '.e-iir-.;-<:i;-"t~-iitiilln;-;;-;;.;p;;;;~·ibi-,.-r;;;-<l·.;tormfn"i"I;;, tho 

t-"uliili~~d typos of . ..!!_uty uhiftn .11!1).<;_h...!JJ.'.!1.U.__be usod in tho Firo 

~ Dopn.~tm~nt:. (•rho Pire Ch-lot ls -~lso authorlz.;d~ti.Ts own disoro
tion to 111ako duty shltt nsoi9nmonto among tho tfrotlghtero, 

llllim.Qu.!!_1,_,_, _ _,E,,X..,,,CIJMIGillC '!'OURS 01' !JU'l'Y 

'l'ho Flro chlof may, at his own dlsorotloh, grant the 
roquoat of any two (2) tlrotlqhtora to oxchnngo touro of duty OX" 

dnyo oU . (or pai;to of tours ot duty ox- days ort), without a 
chnnqe In [>ny, proVlthn1 that, ln tho opinion of tha Flro Chlef', 
tho tlroflghtero involvo<l nra ociunlly cnpnblo orl: porforming ooolr. · 

t>thoX"'s roapocl:lvo jobs, and aro nblo nn<l willing ~o mako tho CM 
chango. naquosts to oxchnngo touro o! duty or doya oft shollld bo 

oubmittod with n 1ninl1num of roi:ty-olght (411) houru ndvonoo notlco 

ns in l:onnonnbly poselblo. Such rcrJuonl:s shall only bo 9rantocl 
upon tho favornblo rocohltnondal:lon of tho Yiro chloL'. Such rocom

mon<latlon ohall not bo unronoo11nbly withhold. Any unauthorhed 
exchnngln9 of tour ot: duty nhnll oxprcnsly bo prohlblt:od. 

-39-



" . 

---------~·--·-·---·~------. -----------

During negotiations, the Union 
2,3, and 4 of Article XV be changed 
were tentatively agreed to on June s 
changes are as follows: ' 

proposed that Sections 
The Union's proposals 
1990. These proposed 

·--------------......... 

Ii~ I 
·~ 1~a work wmmk for membmrm of tha b•rgaining unit •hall con- ~t~ 
r!i.r.;t r:·"f ''r·, ,,1vm1·;,1t.:1<11 ~:"1' ·i'1:01·1;y-ni. n<ii .• :,1nd mi.G1t·1t ·t:111nth\LJ.! . .!:.'.L-J~.U ht:•Lrn; r;on ~ 
ii\ !H: h m cl 1 . .ll £~ 1: .. r ·~ \'I(~ l'1 t I/·- ·t''t? 1.n. n;! t I ) I~ C:• IHii ti! l: LI ·~ ~ v I~ h 1:• l,\I" !i IHI d I.I t y ~ IU - ' 

m11H:Hmtml.y f1:•l.J.1:•1•HJ:11:J by ''l"t::.r·t;y-i?.i.1;11·1·~ '1·18) c:,:•ns1111:L1·t:iV(? l~rjw··13 C•'f"I' 
1:J1.l'l:y. Thi~ 2l1 h1no"' shi'l't s.h,;:Ll l~C•m1111:!!1··1c:~~ ;,\'I; 0'700 h1:•urr; c.;ni:J c:o11· .. 
tirn~i;rn .1':1·11-c;Lt<Jh 1:1:• (1'{(>(1 ht•L\l"'\'; l:hl,. 'l'c:.l l1:•\.'lin9 d~.1y ,;,ind ~•ht!il l inc:ludri 
·1:1-it:o' ([~)' fHidd 1111;:;,;r,l perit:or.ls pr·1:1vid11id tl-11i1t ~in r~11H:n-gmnc:::v r;itLli.il:ic:t1·1 

· rJ o m ~; r;·l'.• 0 ti1 '1:1 c: c: u r vi 1·1 1. t~ h 1·1;;:. Lt l.1:1 a L\ ·I; c• H\ ,,., ·t; i. c , .• J, ). y p I" c;H:: J, t.11:1 v~ m i ·~ h ~II'· co r l~ C• t 1·1 • 
[~;,\c:h ,;1.1d1' h11;in·l;';,1-·tc•Llr I, E:t.I) hcnw 1~c:·rk do;\y 1si·10:1l l b111 c:onr>idu;1·c;;Ll ;.1ia. 
'onm 11) tour ,of duty. Th• anrwal avaragm wmwkly hours mhall nor-
11mally not mxcead 49.8 hours par wmmk. The avmragm wmmkly hours 
·ahAll ba accompli.shmd by schmduling ~vmry ninth <9th> on duty 
·ahift an a "Kmlly Dey" o~f duty. 

l ' P1\\i" t; i. ~~s' ii;1l~p-1;i1l);i 'lih "'t ·\;I'll.~ ~11;1 \"I·( p l'.H' i. 1;11:J ·f 1:· .,.. ·t' i. n~ •fi. 1;1h t l:i11· 10. :1 n
c l udmd 'undar thm ovmrtimm provlsi.on• of thm Fair Labor Standard• 
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This proposal is what is referred to as the "Kelly System" 
since it proposes a change in hours of work and affects 
holidays, it is an economic issue. That proposal remains 
the Union's final offer with respect to those contract 
changes. 

After the Council rejected that . tentat~ve agreement, 
the City proposed contract language changes for Sections 
2 and 3 and sought to have Section 4 remain the same. 
The City's proposals are as follows with the underlining 
being the specific contract language change which it 
sought: 

i\R'l'ICLB XV 

SECTION 2' wom< SCHEPULE: 2\NP TOURS OP DUTY 

'l'he normal wOrJc weeJs: for members of the bgrggining unit 

shall consist of twenty-four. (21) consecutive hours on duty 

followed by fQrty-eight (18) consecutive hours off duty. 

The Employer may vary the . worls: schedule in orde·r to 

accommodate the efficient operation of all shifts during 

the twenty-eight ( 20) day worlc period using the normal week 

as a guideline. 'l'he twenty-four ( 24) hour shift shall 

commence at 0700 hours and continues through 0700 hours the 

following day, and shall include two (2) paid meal periods 

P.rovided that an emergency situation does not occur ~llich 

would automatically preclude. either or both. Each such 

twenty-four ( 24) llour worlc day shall be considered as one 

(1) tour of duty. 

Parties agree· that the worJ;-;;~"i_;d. fo;--~flre fighter~-~~-... -~.-~--··" .. , 

included under the overtime provisions of the Fair Labor 
'I· 

Standards Act and under this Agreement sh'all be 

twenty-eight (20) days. The parties further agree that 

overtime . con~pensation on an hourly Ii basis is not raqui.red to 
I 

be .paid under the Fair Labor Standards Act until and unless 

... . ............. . ..... ····-·-·-.. ·-·-.. -··~ ... ··--! 
a fire fighter has woi·ked more than two hundred tw~lve 

(212) hours in a twenty-eight (28) ciay worls: period. l"or 

the purposes of this contract the Employer and the Union 

shall agree to a worlc period of twenty-eight (28) da.ys and 

two hundred twelve (212) hours. 
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SECTION 3. DU'l'Y Sl!!P'rs 

Normal duty shifts represent each of the three (3) 

consecutive twenty-four (24) hour periods durincr a crivcn. 

seventy-two (72) hour period to which fire figh"=:crs arc 

assigned. 'l'he J.o'irc Chief shall · be responsible . for 

determining the number and typos of duty sltifts which shall 

be µsed in the fire depcu:t.mcnt mid which may vary slightly 

from the twenty-four (24) hours on, forty-ciqht (40) hours 

off in order to schedule the normal two hmldred and twelve. 

(212) hours twenty-eight (2!J) day worl< period. 'l'hc l~ire 

Chief is also authorized at hi:;; own discl:etion to make duty 
\ 

shift assignn1ents among the fire fighters. 

Sections 2 and 3 of Article XV, when incorporated 
into the 1989-90 contract, merely put into writing the 
practice with respect to work schedules and duty shifts 
which the Fire Chief had followed since 1985. Under . the 
practice and under the provisions of the contract, the 
employees worked an average of 56 hours on a schedule 
of 24 consecutive hours on duty immediately followed by 
48 hours .off duty. In order 1 to comply with the Fair Labor 
Standards Act, the work period was over a 28 day period 
and overtime was not required to be paid until and unless 
a Firefighter wo.rked more than 212 hours in a 28 · day 
period. When administering the work rotation of 24 hours 
on and 48 hours off over a 28 day period, at the end of 
every third month, there would be built in an extra day 
of work which· created overtime above and beyond 212 hours. 

The 1989-90 contract was signed in December 1989 
retroactive to April 1. The Chief's scheduling practice 
was that when the extra day of work showed up at the end 
of the three month schedule, in order toii, avoid paying 
overtime for that one day, he ' scheduled the individual 
off. The practice was that the man scheduled off 
voluntarily took a vacation, holiday, or personal day 
off thereby losing no pay. · Shoftly after the first 
contract was signed and a new schedule was pbsted, a 
Fireman refused to voluntarily take a paid day off when 
this extra day occurred with the Union contending that 
the man had a guaranteed right to be scheduled on overtime 
for that day and the employer could not require the 
employee to take the time off. As a result of that 
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position, the City posted in February 1990 a schedule 
wherein four times a year when the overtime occurred, 
the employee was scheduled off work. No straight time 
was lost, but one day's overtime was lost since the 
individual was scheduled off and as the Union contended 
was denied contractual right to work the day on overtime. 
Two things resulted from those actions. First, the 
employer noted an increase use of sick time for those 
days off suspicioning the "blue flu syndrome", although 
not so designated by the parties. Secondly, a grievance 
was filed and was pending at the time of this arbitration 
hearing. 

During negotiations discussions were held in an 
attempt to solve the problem, particularly with reducing 
scheduled overtime and adequate staffing with the Union's 
proposal tentatively agreed to and referred to as the 
"Kelly System". 

Under the "Kelly System" as proposed, the Firemen 
would receive shorter work week hours, 4 9. 2 as opposed 
to 56 hours. They would receive the same wage as if they 
had worked the 56 hour work week and would receive 13\ 
paid days off giving up the prior contractual 11 holidays. 

The Assistant to the Mayor testified that after the 
proposal was tentatively agreed to, the Fire Chief 
calculated what the economic cost to the City would be 
if the Kelly System was adopted. It was ·determined that 
it would cause the City approximately a 1% wage increase 
for the Firemen so that the 4% increase offered by the 
City would round out at 5%. It was for this reason that 
the Council had rejected the Kelly System proposal. 

The following exhibit showing the computation of 
the Kelly System cost was admitted into evidence: 
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KELLY SYSTEM COST 

TOTAL STRAIGHT TIME PAYROLL: 

LESS ADMINISTRATIVE SALARY: 

TOTAL BARGAINING UNIT PAYROLL: 
NUMBER BARGAINING UNIT EMPLOYEES: 
AVERAGE STRAIGHT TIME SALARY: 
HOURS WORKED PER YEAR ( 56 x 52 WI<S.): 

$906,728.00 

171,127.00 

$735,601.00 
.!.. 27 

$ 27,244.00 
.;. 2,912 

;:;: ... /, ... ..---·~ 

\ ~-·CURRENT HOURLY WAGE: 
~c 

.. );lti 1 
HOURLY WAGE USING KELLY SYSTEM: 

$ 9.36/HR. 

49.8 HOURS 
x 52 WEEKS 

2589.6. 

AVERAGE STRAIGHT TIME SALARY: 

TOTAL 1989-1990 FISCAL YEAR: 
OVERTIME: 
OVERTIME RATE: 

KELLY SYSTEM O/T RATE: 
KELLY SYSTEM COST O/T: 
LESS REGULAR O/T COST: · 

EXTRA COST: 

TOTAL BARGAINING UNIT PAYROLL: 
TOTAL REGULAR O/T 

PERCENTAGE INCREASE: 7,292 
794, 443. 

6!) 
" , i( I 
. ,JO 

" 

$ 27,244.00 
f 2,589.6 

$ 10.52/HR. 

$ 58,842.00 
7 14.04 

4,191 HRS./YR. 

4,191 HOURS 
x15.78 
66,134 
58,842 
7,292 

$ 735,601.00 
58.842.00 

$ 794,443.00 

The exhibit shows a percentage Increase.,._ of . 91%. 
figure should actually be .0091%. 

This 

The· Assistant to the Mayor explained the exhibit 
stating that it· represented the total cost for operating 
the Kelly System as best the City could calculate it. 
The figures of the total straight time payroll and the 
Administrative salary were taken off of the payroll 
records. The actual cost of overtime in 1989790 was 
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$58,842 which when divided by time and a half of the actual 
hourly rate results in 4, 191 hours per year. Using that 
figure and the hourly calculated rate at overtime under 
the Kelly System shows that it would cost the City $7,292 
more per year if the same amount of overtime was utilized. 

The Fire Chief, who purportedly prepared the exhibits, 
was utterly confused when testifying with respect thereto. 
He originally testified that these calculations were based 
upon a 21 day period rather than the 27 day period actually 
used in the Kelly System. He finally admitted that he 
had erred in his testimony and that he had computed the 
costs on the basis of a 27 day period and the exhibits 
reflected that. He testified that beside the increase 
cost as computed for the Kelly System, there were 
additional costs to the City because under the Kelly System 
two Bargaining Unit members would be off every day of 
the year with 27 Firemen working 3 shifts. Theoretically, 
9 are available on each shift. Management feels that 
a minimum manning on a shift is 8. With 2 being off, 
it would be necessary to call back a Battalion Chief and 
pay him overtime in order to get an 8 man coverage. Under 
cross examination he admitted that due to agreed to 
contract language on sufficient manning and. call backs 
that a minimum level of 7 personnel might be reduced to 
6 where there are insufficient number of employees 
available from the call list or the personnel available 
on duty and/or the call list are not qualified to fill· 
the vacancy. The Chief also pointed out that with 2 men 
off each day under the Kelly System, if he gave a man 
a vacation day, that would have a potential of having 
3 men off which would create additional overtime to 
maintain their minimum manning of 8. He also expected 
the overtime costs to go up in view of the agreement on 
Paramedics. He would have to release at least 3 employees 
for training, thus requiring an additional overtime 
replacement. He testified that for each pay period of 
21 days, 72 hours of overtime would be created, thus 
increasing the City's cost in the amount of $14, 000 per 
year. This testimony was given before he !:'rehabilitated 
his testimony by testifying he erred when he testified 
that the computations were on a 21 day pay period and 
that his calculations were on a 2f day one. This was 
calculated as a 2% increase. 

A cross examination of the Assistant to the Mayor 
brought out the fact that with 11 holidays and 4 days 
a year being scheduled off under the present operating 
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procedures, each employee would 
if the Kelly System was adopted, 
13~ days. 

be off 15 days whereas 
they would be off only 

City's Proposal 

The City is proposing · a modification of Article XV, 
Sections 2 and 3 as hereto£ ore set up and a continuation 
of Section 4 without change. It maintains that the 
language merely codifies a past practice. Under the 
uncontradicted evidence since at least 1985 Firefighters 
had been scheduled 1 day off at the end of each 3-month 
work cycle and had voluntarily taken a day off utilizing 
vacation, holiday or personal days in order to receive 
compensation for that day. This practice was discontinued 
in part when, due to a Firefighter refusing to take a 
voluntary day off and claiming a right to overtime for 
that day, the Fire Chief scheduled the Fireman for an 
unpaid day off at the end of each 3-month cycle . 

. 
Findings of Fact With Respect To 

Changes in Article XV 

The Union argues in support of its Kelly System 
proposal that the system requires only 13~ - 24-hour shift 
days off duty without pay per employee annually. The 
net results and benefits to the City and the Union being: 

1. The employees ' work week would be reduced 
from 56 to 49.8 hours increasing the employees' 
hourly rate with no increase in the annual base 
salary. 

2. The City would have l'. 5 more 24-hour duty 
days of work per employee reducing minimum 
staffing overtime exposure. 

3. The employee would be paid for holidhys 
worked, if eligible, at the rate of an additional 
half time per day. The average 1:addi tional hours 
per employee per year would be approximately 
36 hours. 1 

4. The City would have its previously bunching 
of holidays with other paid off distributed 
throughout the whole year, significantly easing 
its scheduling and staffing problems. 
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Pointing out the confusion in the Fire Chief's 
testimony it maintains that the figures are fatally flawed 
as they were computed on a 21-day work period, not a 27-
day period. It attacks the City's projected increase 
overtime costs due to the Kelly Day System as taking into 
account the hourly rate increase, with the roll up effect 
on the overtime rate of pay, the estimated overtime costs 
inc.luded in the City's computation has no breakdown of 
the portion of the overtime due to current overtime costs 
resulting from the current holiday benefit, assigned 
overtime reduction days, EMS training time, vacation and 
other paid time off and minimum staffing. It contends 
the City asserted that overtime assignments were solely 
Management's right and that the contract minimum staffing 
requirement of 7 employees per shift were regularly 
exceeded by the City's wanting a minimum of 8 employees 
per shift with additional overtime. Such additional costs 
cannot be used to justify the City's withdrawal from its 
June 5, 19 9 0 agreem_ent especially when the City made no 
demand for increase in staffing to 8, but instead 
negotiated a variance to allow a minimum staffing to drop 
below 7 per shift. With the City's failure to hire enough 
personnel to adequately staff the Fire Departments' shifts 
consistent with the hours and benefits negotiated, builds 
in an overtime requirement. The City's inadequate staffing 
levels must not be used to the disadvantage of the Union's 
position on this issue. 

It further argues that contrary to acceptable 
Collective Bargaining principles and practices, that when 
the parties reach a tentative agreement, which is usually 
subject to reaching an entire agreement, it is bad faith 
not to recommend or affirmatively support such tentative 
agreements ratification. It charges the absence of an 
affirmative support for the negotiated agreements must 
be view as bad faith bargaining. 

The City argues that the Kelly System was tentatively 
agreed to on the same day that it was pres''ented without 
an opportunity to discover the economic impact 'of such 
scheduling. When presented to the City Council, an 
analysis based upon current payrol~ for the Bargaining 
Unit, known practice, such as actual time worked 52 weeks 
and the average salary earned by each of the employees 
under the original system resulted in a determination 
if the same overtime hours were worked in 1990-91 as in 
the previous year additional costs of $7,292 or 
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approximately 1% of the total straight time payroll would 
be incurred. It was· also discovered that by reduction 
of the hours there would be additional overtime costs 
for Battalion Chiefs who would have to cover those hours. 
The Fire Chief also discovered that operating on a 27-
day cycle that an additional $14,000 expense to the City 
would be incurred. 

The Board is mandated by Statute and Regulations 
to choose between the contract language modification of 
Article XV known as the Kelly System or the modifications 
of language of Sections 2 and 3 of Article XV proposed 
by the City. In so doing, we are to apply those applicable 
8 statutory factors in reaching our decision. None of 
the factors listed seemingly have application to the 
resolution of this issue unless it is Factor # 8: "Such 
other factors not confined to the foregoing, which are 
normally or traditionally taken into consideration in 
the determination of ·wages, hours and conditions of 
employment through voluntary Collective Bargaining, 
mediation, fact finding, arbitration or otherwise between 
the parties in the public service or in private 
employment". 

In this. case the evidence shows that the parties 
bargained and negotiated over the m~rits of the Kelly 
System and the City's proposed language change. After 
doing so, the City tentatively agreed to the Union's Kelly 
System proposal. Based upon the evidence presented and 
arguments made in the parties' briefs, we find as follows: 

1. That the Kelly System would solve the scheduling 
problems giving rise to the grievance resulting from the 
City operating under the old contract language by 
schedulihg an employee off without pay four times a year. 

2. That the adoption of the Kelly System would increase 
the Fire Department's operating costs due to increased 
overtime or requiring it to hire more Firefighters to 
av<;>id the over~i~e costs. ·The exact amoun~i1 of ~ncrease 
being not definitely shown other than a ·possible 3% 
increase in the total Department salary structure. (1% 
per the City's exhibit and 2% for, the Chief's $14,000 
calculation.) ~ 

3. The 
by us, 
years, 

/, 
I 

City's obligation, under its last offer as adopted 
contemplates a 4% salary increase in each of 2 

operating the Department on a schedule 24 hours 
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on duty and 48 hours off together with a 56 hour work 
week without regard to any overtime obligation. To adopt 
the Kelly System, in addition to greater overtime costs 
to the City, it also increases the salary obligations 
called for under its last offer by obligating it to pay 
salaries for 13. 5 days rather than the 11 holidays. It 
also would reduce the number of hours worked per week •. 
These two items add additional costs to the contemplated 
budgetary 4% salary increase using prior years operating 
procedures and in a sense results in more than a 4% salary 
increase. This is particularly true when it gets less 
hours of work for the same money. 

4. That the City Council has rejected the Kelly System. 

5. That the adoption of the City's contract language 
proposal purportedly, and we need not so determine, 
codifies a past practice with respect to maintaining a 
28-day work cycle and permits the scheduling off without 
pay each Firefighter 4 days a year. · 

6. That if the City's final offer is approved, Section 
4 of Article XV is to remain as part of the contract as 
it appears in the previous contract. 

Decision With Respect To Issues 
Modification of Article XV 

The issue of whether the Union or the City's proposal 
on the changes of Article XV creates a dilemma for the 
Board. The City Council has rejected the Kelly Day System. 
While there may he some merit to the Union charge that 
because the City's negotiators did not support the 
tentative agreement to accept the Kelly Day System, they 

. engaged in bad faith bargaining that is not one of the 
factors we can apply in choosing between the two final 
offers. The evidence preponderates in favor of the belief 
that the Council rejected it because of increased costs 
to the City which it was not willing to finafice and which 
costs were unknown to the City's negotiators at the time 
of the tentative agreement. 

Under the Statute and Regula~:ions, this Award is 
to be reviewed by the City Council, which, if it rejects 
our decision·, requires the expense and time of a further 
hearing. Having once rejected the Kelly System, it doesn't 
seem reasonable to select that syste~ in this Award. 
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A more compelling reason for rejecting the system 
is that the evidence indicates that its adoption materially 
increases the costs to the City over operating costs under 
the old contract provisions as they were administered 
prior to 19 9 0. The City has already agreed to increase 
the Fire Department's Budget materially with the addition 
of the paramedic, insurance premiums and a 4% salary 
increase. Reasons advanced by the Union for the adoption 
of the Kelly System are not persuasive when, by our 
adoption of the City's last salary offer, the City is 
obligated to increase its salary budget by 4%. Where, 
as the evidence shows, the adoptiong of the Kelly System 
the straight time salary budget would be increased over 
that figure,, that the City will receive less man hours 
of work per week and incur greater overtime obligations, 
we are not justified in adopting that system. 

If the Union had not elected to make the Kelly System 
its last offer, but merely made its last offer retention 
of the current Article XV language, the Board could well 
have rejected the City's proposed contract lanaguage change 
leaving- the decision to the Arbitrator handling the 
grievance protesting the , failure of the City to pay 
overtime on the 4 days which the Fire Chief had scheduled 
the employees off without pay. 

We, however, must ~elect either the Kelly System 
or the contract language change proposed by the City. 
For the reasons stated we reject the Kelly System proposal 
and adopt the City's proposal. 

Award on Article xv Issue 

The Board adopts the City proposal or offer. 

Change of Article XXI Issue 

Article XXI, Section 3 of 
Bargaining Agreement provides: 

-so-

the 1989-90 
,,r 
I 

Collective 
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During negotiations which resulted in a tentative 
agreement on the Kelly Day System it was found necessary 
to modify Section 3 to· be ·compatible with the provisions 
of that system and . the parties., therefore, tentat.ive.ly 
agreed to.the modification as follows~ 

"SECTION 3. HOLIDAY COMPENSATION 

Both parties agree that the twenty-four (24) 
hours scheduling of employees of the Fire 
Department may require certain employees to 
work on City holidays granted·to other employees. 
Consequently, Firefighters shall receive holiday 
pay at the rate of time .and one half the 
employee's straighttime hourly rate for all 
hours ·worked on the above listed holid,f!-YS period . 

. ,: 
,. 

To be eligible for holiday pay, the employee 
shall have worked both his last scheduled work 
shift before th~ holiday and~is first scheduled 
work shift after the holiday µnless he ha~ been 
granted approved leave." 
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This issue was stated as follows: 

"Should the Union's proposed change to Article 
XXI - Holidays, Section 3 be adopted or as the 
City proposed remain the same." 

The qnly finding of fact the Board need make in 
connection with these two final offers is that if the 
Award adopts the Kelly Day System, it should adopt the 
proposed change. 

AWARD 

Since we have not adopted the Kelly Day System, the 
Board adopts the City's proposal that there be no change 
in Section 3 of Article XXI. 

Meal Issue 

Under the 1989-90 contract, Appendix B Salary 
Schedule, it was provided that members should receive 
meal money at $4.00 per meal. Both final offers, with 
respect to the salary issue, increased the meal money 
allowance to $5. 00 per meal. Because there are times 
when the City only has a few requests for reimbursement 
for meals and other times that there are a number of such 
requests for reimbursement because the City Clerk doesn't 
like to write checks in small amounts such as $5.00 or 
$10. 00, the City has · adopted a practice in the past of 
accumulating a number of requests for meal reimbursement 
till it got to a point that the City Clerk thought it 
was a "half-way decent figure" before issuing one check 
to cover all the reimbursement requests. While there 
was no testimony as to what period of time had elapsed 
between the expenditure by the employee for a meal and 
the reimbursement payment was made by the Ci'ty, apparently 
it frequently is more than a 45 day period, since the 
Union's last off er on this issue is that the City be 
required to make reimbursement wi1:thin 45 . days. While 
there was no direct testimony on it, from "'the testimony 
it would appear that the City's last offer with respect 
to this issue is that the practice remain the same. · 

This mewl money expenditure is incurred by an employee 
when he is going out of town when he is transporting by 
ambulance patients· to out-of-town hospitals. The Chief 
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of the Fire Department did not know what the average 
monthly meal money claims were. He testified that a 45-
day limitation period was not really unreasonable. 

The issue to be decided is: Should Bargaining Unit 
members be reimbursed for meal expenses, (a) within 45 
days of when the expense is incurred or ( b) the current 
practice which is not defined and without time limit. 

Findings of Fact and Decision 

None of the Statutory or Regulation factors which 
the Board is to consider in deciding on each economic 
issue have application to this issue unless it is Number 
3: "The interests and welfare of the public and the 
financial ability of the unit of government to meet those 
costs." It certainly is in the interests and welfare 
of the public, which includes the Firefighters, that the 
City promptly pay its obligations. The fact that the 
City Clerk always pays these requests but doesn't do so 
promptly because the Clerk does not like to write small 
checks is ample evidence that the City is able to meet 
these costs. The City employees have a right to expect 
that their requests for repayment of expenses advanced 
be handled in the same manner as· any other creditor's 
billings. The general accepted business practice is 
payments within 30 days. Any insistance by the City that 
the practice continue is unreasonable. The City could 
furnish the Fire Department Chief with a contingency fund 
which it replenishes from time to time to pay these 
requests. 

AWARD 

The Board . adopts the Union proposal or off er that 
the Meal Provision of the salary offer~ provide that 
Bargaining Unit members be reimbursed for meal" expenses 
within 45 days of when the expense is incurred. 
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AWARD 

· On the meal issue, the Appendix B - Salary Schedule 
as heretofore adopted by the Board in this Award should 
have added to it, with respect to the meal money provision, 
that the statement that "meal money reimbursements requests 
shall be paid within 45 days of submission". 

Dated this 28th day of 

I disagree with this Award: 

' .. ~ 
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