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STIPULA'.rED ISSUE 

Wages of Police Officers retroactive to May 1, 1994. 

FACTS 

At the outset of the hearing, the parties stipulated 
that they waived the 15-day statutory requirement for 
the beginning of the arbitration from the date the 
Arbitrator was notified and that the City's fiscal year 
runs from May 1 of the year through April 30 of the 
following year. It was also stipulated that the Award, 
with respect to wages, would be retroactive to May 1, 
1994 and to the lawful authority of the Employer. 

Prior to the hearing, the parties stipulated that 
the statutory requirement of a 3-member arbitration panel 
would be waived and the matter submitted for decision 
to this Arbitrator. Briefs were submitted by the Union 
on 8/2/95 and by the City on 8/23/95. 

The parties have tentatively agreed to a new, 
Collective Bargaining Agreement, with the exception of 
wages, effective as of 5/1/94 and to remain in force until 
May 1996. In so doing, they have adopted the provisions 
of the prior Collective Bargaining Agreement with certain 
other exceptions, namely: 

( 1) Deleted Article VI dealing with discipline and 
inserted a new Article VI dealing with Management's Rights 
which is as follows: 

l:!lllil\GEMEN1' 1\IG!IT:J! l'l' IS llF.COGNIZED 'l'llllT 'l'llE EMnOYEll llllS, 

AND WILL CON1'1!1Ull 'l'O llE'l'AIN, TlfE ltIGll'.I' AND ltESl'ONSIUILI'i'Y 'l'O IJiltEC'.1' 

•1·1m JU'FJ\IllS OF 'J'JIR POLICE IJIU>Al\'1'Hlm'1' IN ALL l'l'S VJ\RlOUS J\SPf!C!'.l'G 

EXCEl'"t AS LIMI'J.'EO UY '.l'Ut 'l'~ltMS mm.tSO.f'. AM.ONG 11•us n1GU'l'S nE't'AlNHU 

DY T!IE EHl'LOYElt, DU'I' 110'.I' LlMU'llD 'l'lllmEDY 1 IS 'l'llE l!IGllT 'J.'O DBTERHINE 

'l'lfE SIZE AND HllKEUl' OF Tlfll l'OLICG UGl'All'l'HEN'l'I DillECT '.l'lfll OFFICEllS 

01" 'l'IJE l'OLlCIJ USl1/\.H1.t'MgN'111 'J.'O 11LhN, UlJlEC'.l' AND COH'l'HOL ALL 'l'llB 
I 

OPEltA'.l'IONS ANO LIRllVICl~S 01'" 'l'llll l'Ol4ICI~ um•J\U'J.'lUUl'l'I ·ro BC!IJ~OULK J\Nl> 

ASSIGN WOl\KI '.l'O J\tlSION OVl-!lt'l'lMB; 'l'O l>H'J.1KltMl~U~ 'l'lll~ HWJ.'1101>:~; MlU\NS, 

OllGANUll'l'ION DY WlllClf SUClf. Ol'lllll\'l'lONS ANU SEllVICllS AIU~ '1'0 Im 

COHDUC'l'JlU I TO Ml\l<ll AND EHFOllCll llEl\SOJlllULK ltlJM!S AND llEGIJLl\'l'IONS I 

AND 11'0 CllJ\NGI~ Olt m.J.tUNA'l'E •~Xl$'l11N<J HB'.l'llODU, l~U~U•MHN'11 on 

FAClLl'l'rnn, llO'rlfING IN ~'fill AGIUll!MEN'l' SHALL Dll CONIJ'l'llUllU AS 

lMl'llOPEllLY DllLEGll'l'lNG •ro O"l'llll(IS 'l'lfll llU'tlfOllI'l'Y CONFERllED llY LllW ori 

TlfE llHPLOYlllt, Oil IN llNY WllY lHl'llOl'lml,Y AUllIOGIHG Oii 111'.UUCINU l'!'S 

AlJ1l'JIOIU'J.1Y,· .n.Nl> VUll'J.'lllm, .NO'J.'JIUIG CON'J.'AINHD JrnlUU:lf SJIALL IMPROPRltJ,y 

SUl'l'IJIN'.I' ~'lfll LAWFUL AU'l'lfOlllTY OF 'l'lfll IJOllllU OF POLICE COHMISSIONEllS, 
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( 2) Deleted . ·from Article VIII, paragraph 8. 4 
the following language: 

"Officers shall select shifts based upo~1 their 
seniority on an annual basis." 

(3) Revised Article XII, paragraph 12.2 to read: 

"Sick Leave Accrual. Sick leave shall accumulate 
at the rate of one ( 1) day for each completed 
calendar month of service with a maximum 
accumulation .of thirty-six ( 36) sick leave days 
at any one time." 

(4) The Union submitted with its brief what it termed 
was a clean copy of the tentative agreement on wages. 
It failed to include therein a new article or section 
introduced into evidence as Joint Exhibit 3 as follows: 

llUl'llllMJ\CY QI' L/\W! l'l' lS UNUllllS'l'OOD TUM' TllIS J\.GllEllMEN'l' 

Cl\.NNO'J.' ANll lJOEl1 NO'l' SUl,'EllSEDE Oil CON'!'llOL O.VEll J\11Y OlllllNJ\NCE on 

S1J.'A'J.1U1l'B AIJOl11111m Oil AMENDED 11JUOlt '.l'O 'l'UE EFFEC'J'IVl~ lJA'J.18 OF' 'l'JIIS 

AGIU!.:1.-:MEN'J.1, AS 'l'll~ CJ\SR HAY DJ~,. UUhESS SUCH AGIUmMEN'.11 lS Ott llJ\S JU.am 

llM'IFlED UY 'l'llE CI'rY COUllCIL OF '1'111! CITY OF VEllICl'l,, ILLINOIS, 

While there was no 
of the Cit,y of Venice, 
indicates it to be 3,571. 

testimony as to the 
Rand McNally 1994 

population 
Road Atlas 

The City's Police Department consists 
two Sergeants, a Corporal, three Patrolmen, 
Officers and three Dispatchers. 

of a Chief, 
two part-time 

The City's final offer was that the salaries would 
remain the same as they have been. The City Council, 
on July 10, 1984 by resolution, established salaries for 
the fiscal year 1984-85 as: 

Monthly Yearly 

Position Salary Salary 

Probationary Patrolman $1,005.00 $12,060.00 
" 

Patrolman $1,219.40 $14,632.80 

Corporal $1,245.00 $14,944.80 

Sergeant $1,271.40 $15,256.80 
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The Union's final of~er was as follows: 

l'isc11I Ycur 199-1-9.'i 

Palrol Olficcr 

Hourly A11m111I O.'I', 

Slur!· 6 111u111hs 7.55 15,70•1.00 IU.57 
(l'rolmliounry) 

6 lllUllllL~ • 5 yelll'S 9.16 19,052,80 13.'/4 
(Hase) 

5 yeurs • IO years (3%) 9.4~ 19,614.40 14.14 

" Ill years - 15 ycurs (5%) 9.65 19,988.80 14.47 

15 yeurs + (7%) 9.80 20,384,00 14.'/0 

Scrgmmt 

llourly Am mu I 0.1', 

s1m·1 - 5 ym1rs I0.21 21,236.80 15.32 
(llase) 

5 ycurs • IO years (3 % ) 10.52 21,881,60 15.78 

IU years· 15 yc;ors (5%) IU,72 22,W7.C10 16.08 

15 years -1- ('/%) I0,92 22,713.60 16.38 

.. 
1•isc1d Year 1995·96 

l'11trul omccr 

Hourly Annual 0.'I'. 

Sl11rt .. 6 mouths 8,JI 17,284.80 12.47 

(l'robaliumuy) 

6 monlhs ~ :; yc;u~ I0.08 20,966.40 15,12 

(llasc) 

' years • IO years (3 % ) IU.38 21,590.40 15.59 

10 yeurs - 15 yeurs (5%) 10.58 22,IJO<i,40 15.8'/ 

15 ycurs + (7%) IU.79 22,44:1.20 16.19 

Scl'gcanl 

Hourly Auuuul O.'I'. 

Slarl • 5 ycurs 11.23 23,358.40 16,85 

(llaso) 

5 years • 10 years (3 % ) 11.57 24,0(15,60 17.36 

IO yen rs - 15 years (5 % ) 11.79 24,523.20 I'/.@ 

15. years + ('/%) 12.02 25,001.60 18.03 

.~ 
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As heretofore indicated, the City's final offer is 
that the Police Officers' salaries will remain the same 
as they were established by resolution as of May 1, 1984 
with the exception of a modification which was made in 
1986 when holiday pay was included in their salaries. 
This left them with the same annual salary, but allowed 
them to get overtime and paid for work on the holidays. 

The Union's only evidence consisted of introducing 
into evidence the Consumer Price Index; the Collective 

. Bargaining Agreements of six cities it considered to be 
a comparison of .the wages and conditions of employment 
of the employees involved in the arbitration proceeding 
with the wages, hours and conditions of public employment 
in comparable communities; and a summary of salaries paid 
in those communities. · 

The following is a list of those cities and a summary 
of the salary exhibits. Population figures were not 
introdl1ced into evidence, but are supplied by the Arbitrator 
by reference to Rand McNally 1994 Atlas. 

Patrol Officers 
SlM(J~u..il\X. .UI:IJU'.l::,\.ll..:ia!.i\!!X :o:.r:u.'EAMAJ..UU'. . l'll'rnm'i X!•!l\lt 1M '·~ llX 

un: l'Ol'Ul1A'l"l1m 

I,) Uolliallu !J,!iO'I 

2,) l!asl Allml '/,OU 

J,) Olc11Ca1bo11 ·1, 1~1 

... ) lllolda11<1 "l,!125 

S.) Madbu11 4,U, 

6,) l••mtoou Uct1cla 4,lllJ 

ml'. 

I,) llclhnllo 

1.) l!nsl A11u11 

3,) tilc11C11bon 

... ) lllaldo11d 

S.) M•1llso11 

6.) 1•01110011 Beach 

S 2'/,0S4.~U S 2'/,Ul4,UU 

$ 26,0B•l,OY S26,llK4,00 

S2S,d41.0U S 2S,6'17,UO 

$28,018,00 S29,H9,UO 

$22,610,00 $24,S6S,00 

S23,'/S4,00 $2J,"/S4,.00 

S}~RGEANTS 

~ 
li'rA!l'!'!NG SALA!ll' 

$28,309,00 
s 28,l09.00. 

$27,lll,OO 
S17,Jll,OO 

S 26,!l./H,UO 
$26,!171,00 

SJS,00,,00 
$ JJ,612.0U 

S26,l6S,OO 
$ 26,16',00 

s 24,11111.00 
$24,!IJll,00 

I· 
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$28,706,00 $30,449,UO 
s 27,602.00 

s:n,121,00 s 27,66'1.00 
S2cl,60S,OO 

$26,271,UU S34,IP$,00 
S2$,BSS,Oll 

S)l,991,00 S)l,91>1,00 
$31,9!11,00 

$27,022,0.0 S21,2S0,00 
$2$,794.00 

$2J,7J4.00 
S2J,7S4,00 s 2J,7S4.00' 

l'IYI:: Yt:All SA 111\lW 'f£N YJ;,\ll !iAl.Allf 

$28,BSO,OO s 29,9$1.00 
s ll,J'/!l.00 

S27,BS7,UO S 28,~0J,OO 
$28,!l•l!l,OO. 

$27,IBG,00 s 27,602,00 
$28,226.00 

$ 36,40'1,00 S JB,787,00 
$ J8,787.00 

S 27,4'/.:l,OO s2a,1u.oo Sl0,Cl!l7.,00 

$ 24,111!1,0tl $24,!>l!>,OO 
$ 24,919,00' 



The City introduced exhibits showing the tax base levies 
and the tax rates for each of the Union's alleged comparable 
conununities. 'l'he f ollowin<J :Ls a consolidated summary of those 
exhibits. 

C.i.ty/V:i.J.lage 

Detlrnlto 
East Alton 
Glen Carbon 
Highland 
Madison 
Pontoon Deach 
Venice 

Dethalto 
East Alton 
Glen Carbon 
Highland 
Madison 

l'ontoon Doach 
Venice 

Madison 
County Value 

(assessed 
value) 

$54,450,540 
70,690,316 
04,397,725 
G3,239,30U 
15,091,415* 
19,4Gl,1U3 
13,524,794 

$50,067,090 
00,047,240 
90,63G,02? 
66,035,002 
lG,293,306* 

19,627,.000 
14,230,929 

Generul 
l!,und Hate 

J.992 

$.2500 
. 2'115 
.2500 
.3330 

-0-
-0-

.3330 

1993 

$.2490 
• 211u0 
.2500 
.3330 

-0-

-0-
.3164 

General 
Pund 

I!:xtens:Lon 

$136,.J.'16 
190,037 
210,994 
210,507 

-0-
-0-

45,.030 

$145,054 
199,150 
226,592 
219,097 

-0-

-o-
45,052 

'l'o ta l Levy 
nute 

(per $100) 

$1.3540 
1.552G 
1.1736 
l.9GG7 
2.2239 

.42G6 
3.3619 

$1.3556 
1.5915 
1.2021 
1.9517 
2.7397 

• 4 '131 
3.4990 

'l'otal Levy 
l!:xtens:Lon 

$ 737.004 
1,221,746 

990,492 
1,243,727 

331,093 
03,021 

45'1,G90 

$ 707.160 
1,273,953 
1,009,545 
1,200,.007 

434,312 

OG,971 
490,.334 

* (Includes Madison County and St. Clair County ussessment:.>) 

The Consumer Price Index, as introduced into evidence 
by the uriion, is: 
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UCITED STATE DEPA.llTHENl Of LABOR U.S.CITY AVERAGE 
BUREAU Of LAac.I STATISTICS 

\ CONSlllfR PRICE JNDEK CPl·U 

All tiruw1. cOHs•M:RS ccrr -u> u, $, CITY ~V!iRAGE ALL ITEMS 1982·8~=100 
ANNUAL 

YEAR J~. FEB, IWl91 APRii, l\.\V .xJllE JIJlV AUGUS{ SEfT, OCJ. NOV, D€C. AVERAGE 

1955 26.7 U.7 U.7 26.7 26.7 .. 26.7 26.8 26.8 26.9 26.9 26.9 26.8 26.8 
1956 26.ll 26.8 26.8 26.9 27.0 27.2 27.4 27,3 27.4 27.5 27.5 27.6 27.2 
1957 27~6 27.7 27.8 27 •. 9 28.G 28.1 23.l 28.l 28.l 28.l 28.4 28.4 28.1 
1958 lft.6 2ll.6 2:8.8 23.9 28.9 28.9 29.0 211.9 Zll.9 23.9 29.0 28.9 28.9 
1959 29.0 28.9 28.9 2'.0 Z9.0 Z9.1 29.2 29.2 Z9.l Z9.4 29.4 29.i. 29.1 

1960 29.l 29.4 29.4 29.5 29.5 29.6 29.6 29.f> 29.6 29.8 Z9.Q 29.8 29.6 
1961 29.8 29.8 29.9 29.B 29.B ~ • .!) l!l,O 29.9' JO.O 30,0 30.0 30.0 l9.9 
1902 30,0 30.1 30.1 30.2 30.2 30.2 l0.3 30.3 30.~ 30,4 30.4 30.4 30.2 
1961 '50.4 30.4 llt.5 30.5 30.5 30.6 30.7 30.7 30.7 31).8 30.0 30.9 10.6 
1™ 30.9 30.9 10~9 10.1> 30.9 31.0 31.1 31.0 31.1 31.1 31.2 31.2 11.0 

196.5 31.Z lt.2 11.3 11.ol. 31.4 11.6 31.6 11.6 31.6 31.7 31. 7 31.ll ll .5 
1%6 31.8 32.0 12.1 12.3 32.3 l.2.4 32.5 32.7 32.7 32.9 12.9 32.9 12.4 
1967 l2.9 32.9 33.0 33.1 .33.2 13.3 33.4 31.5 33.6 ll.7 33.8 31.9 33.4 
1966 1'.1 34.2 34.3 34.4 34.5 34.7 34.9 35.0 35.1 35.l 35.4 35.5 34.8 
1969 35.6 35.8' 36.1 36.3 36.4 36.6 36.8 37.0 37.1 37.3 37.5 37.7 36.7 

19'{0 :i7.8 38.0 l8.2 JU.5 .J0.6 13.8 39.0 39.0 39.2 39.4 39.6 39.8 38.B 
1971 39.8 39.9 ,.o.o 40.1 40.3 40.6 40.7 40.8 40.8 40.9 40.9 41.1 40.5 
1972 41. I 41.3 '41.4 41.S 41.6 41.7 41.9 42.0 42.1 42.3 42.4 lt2.5 41.D 
1973 42.6 42.9 43.3 43.6 43.9 44.2 44.3 45.1 45.2 45.6 4S.9 46.2 44.4 
1974 46.6 47.2 41.ll 411.0 43.6 49.0 49~4 50.0 50.6 51.1 51.5 51.9 49.3 

1975 SZ. I 52.5 S2.7 52.9 51.2 53.6 54.2 5.(..1 54.6 54.'1 55.l 55.5 53.8 
1976 5~.6 55.8 55.9 56.1 56.5 56.8 57.1 57.4 57.6 57.9 58.0 5R.2 56.9 
1911 sn.s 59.1 5?.5 60.0 60.3 60.i' 61.0 61.2 61.4 61.6 61.9 f>Z.1 60.6 
1978 6Z.5 62.9 61.4 6l.9 64.5 65.2 6S. 7 66.0 66.5 67.1 67.4 67.7 65.2 
1979 M.3 69.1 69.8 70.6 71.5 72.J 71. t 73.8 74.6 75.2 75.9 76.T n.6 

1980 n.n 78.9 80., 81.0 IU.a 82.7 82.7 a1.1 34.0 ft4.8 G'5 .5 M.l 82.4 
1981 ll7 .o 07.9 83.5 . 89, 1 89.8 90.6 91,6 92.3 93.2 93.4 91.7 94.0 90.9 
1982 9(.3 94.6 94.5 'M.9 ' 95.8 97.0 97.5 97.7 91.9 90.2 98.0 97.6 96.5 
Jc;l83 97.ll 97.9 91.9 ~-6 99.2 ~9.5 W.9 ioo.2 100.7 101.0 101.2 101.l 99.1. 
19M ' 101.9 182.4 102.6 103.1 103.4 103.7 104.1 104.5 105.0 105.l 105.3 105.3 103.9 

1965 105.5 106.0 11)6.~ 106.9 107.l 1D7.6 107.6 106.IJ 106.3 108.7 109.0 109.3 107.6 
1966 109.6 109.3 100.D '\08.6 1011.9 109.5 109.5 109.7 110.2 110.3 110.4 110.5 109.6 
19117 111.2 1\1.6 112.1 112.7 1 ll.1 113.5 113.8 114.4 115.0 115.l 115.4 115.4 113.6 
1'}111\ 11~.7 \l6.0 116.5 117.1 111 .5 118.0 118.5 119.0 119.0 120.2' 1W.J 120.S 1i8 • .J. 
19ll9 121.1 121.6 122.3 123.1 123.B 124.1 124.4 124.6 125.0 125.6 125.9 126.1 124.0 

tQQO 1?.7,~ 1;>~.n 171l.7 ti'll. 9 129.Z 129.9 no.~ 131.6 132.7 rn.s 133.8 !33.1! 130.7 
1991 1J.4.6 134.8 135.0 135.2 135.& 136.0 136.2 136.& 137.Z 137 .4 137.8 137.9 136.Z 
1992 ua. 1 133.6 139.3 139.S 139.7 140.2 11;0.5 1(0.9 141.l. 141.8 142.0 141.9 140.l 
l'J?l 11.2.6 143.1 11.!.6 141..0 144.~ 144.4 144.4 141..8 145. I 145. 7 145.8 14~.n 144.~ 
19\14 146.2 146.7 147.2 1H.4 147.5 11i8.0 148.4 149,,0 149.4 149.5 149.7 149.7 148.2 

1995 150.l 150.9 
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The City's position is that they can't afford salary 
increases and haven't been able to do so since 1984. 
In support ·of its position, the City offered testimony 
of Roseanne Kaelker, who has been the Comptroller for 
the City since 1984. The City has a part-time City 
Treasurer and a City Clerk so she does both of their jobs. 
She basically handles payrolls and payment of bills. 
In her position, she was familiar with the financial 
records of the City. She identified and there was 
introduced into evidence the Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Reports for the years· ending April 30, 1993 and April 
30, 1994 prepared. by Certified Public Accountants Allison, 
Knapp & Siekmann, Ltd. She prepares monthly summaries 
of receipts and disbursements to the City's General Fund 
from which Police Officers are paid. At the end of each 
year, based upon those monthly summaries, she computes 
a yearly summary. She identified and it was introduced 
into evidence the summaries for the years 5/1/91 through 
4/30/92, the same periods for 92-93 and 93-94. The 
following is a copy of the 5/1 through 4/30/92 Annual 
Summary. 

. ..:.--- .. • 

~ 
Corporate tax 

1/2 Rd & Drldgo 

F,1.c.A. corp. tax 

lLL.Hun.Oca. tnx 

State Income tax 

.-·Incom• tnx eurchnrgo 

SZ Ge11nrnl nnlen tnK 

hlcronaed uao tnx 

V.tnea 

Utility tax 

ClTY OF VRHICK, ILLlHOIS 

GBNEllAL FUND 

,[/,/ft @,,, ¢dh 
OISDURSEHEH'fS 

,J'/(, .z'?;?" 02.__,. City llnll 

__f...!J;i l .19 ( City Olfiainh 

J.;.? ... 2$.'1 L. 9 Da11t. of Low 

Jr?.J,..:JJl..J,j___z Srinltary•llenlth 

l.;{o ftJ Z I. f ,, Hai11t, Art. Sts. 

__ff:.iJ_f.i.£..o--J' CivU Dafen•• 
--1.(p_f:.1..tw. __ ,. v. t.c,A. tn• 

___,;J,o.3._'fl_t,.:J..__,,. llodicnrn tnx 

_!([_/j,&/..J.k..~, Innnrnnco 

Replacement tax 

:.__L2%j,/{f 13 _.. Printing 

' 3ot'i'f/ t. 4 l'ubiicntion 
, .. Bridgd USO 

Buaineaa licanao 

Tavarn Ut:onso 

Delivery lJ.c•nna 

Bldg, It Occ pormitu 

Cit)' nuto llr:onno 

S.nldl' Canter 

Hbcallanooua 

C4bl..,.,.11 · 
2% Flra lnrmtance 
.J.:!J ........ ,, 1~ 

·roTAL 

STRF.KT & llKID!lK (Al,l.llY) 

~)() oQ ,, Soniot' C:ontar 

,.;'.(I ?o oo r 6.rMJ.e.,.r' 

11{J.5o.o~ Fmui trn11utor 

_L;/7,2 no ,,,. Hund & lnter1ui1; 

~f'2~t2___./ roll!!e t•cnd1011 

~l.H,R,V, 

/:J.S.7 a CJ _,, LbbUity lnuuranaa 

__L#l.2/,,51 ,,. llorkl~g Cash 

6/?f, f), " 2% Flre inouranco 

__,3,'if{Z Z5' ClmbulaM • .._. 
f.3/o.$.L_ 

.JJ!/.:f~7_f;_L_/i'.2__ •ro·rAL 

Corporate t•• /f/.' ,j",;i,;i, .3 o Salary 

Hise. receipts /.:Z/..5'. o o Sup11ly 

/l'/41q/, R./•3 ~~ o-.[{ 
-' ffi Hlf'-r:,,OTAL ,,.:1 .'3, ' ' ,~; <:> 

• "---;id/t..::."i'=fr?-'=16'-
''0LICF. PROTl!GTION 

S11lm:y 
Supply 
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Z.Z.f/3. 02' 

_;w,,,,_,g;; 2- ::i r 
.:!f<>-2,IO 

1/7/fl',DO 

'II b.M lllf 
3f( 9oo.o7 



She testified. with respect to two items of receipt 
listed thereon, namely "Income 'l1 ax Surcharge" and "l3r idge 
Use". The State of Illinois collects and distributes 
to cities and villages monies referred to as Income •rax 
Surcharge. As can be seen from the above, in fiscal year 
1991 it was $76,298.60. In fiscal year 1992, it was 
$49,792.12 and in fiscal year 1993 ending April 30, 1994, 
it was $41,526.62. 

It was her testimony that the legislature, beginning 
in January 1995 changed ~he law so this item was no longer 
part of the City's.receipts. 

In 1990, there was a bond issue that was presented 
for the operation of the McKinley Bridge which crosses 
the Mississippi River at Venice. As can be. seen from 
the above exhibit, income from this source was $60,000.00, 
which according to her continued until 1995 and was 
discontinued when the City received an $8,000,000.00 grant 
to repair the bridge. The City and the State of Illinois 
were to participate in that grant. The City was not able 
to come up with its share so that the State picked up 
the City's share, but as consideration therefor, the City 
had to give up the bridge money so it, too, is no longer 
available for paying City expenses. 

Kaelker, in preparation for the Council's negotiations 
on the Police Contract, prepared a summary showing the 
City's total revenue fo:r: 1"Y93 and what was spent on the 
Police Department. 'l'his Summary, which was introduced 
into evidence, shows the following: 

'l'otal Revenue $1,455,325,41 

Total Amount Spent 
on Police Department 

Total Amount Spent 

387,304.24 

on Police Salaries 284,225.16 
(Which apparently included the 
Chief, regular and p~rt-time 
Officers and Dispatchers) 

Regular •rime 
Overtime 
'l'otal 

$202,957.68 
81,267.48 

$ 284,225.16 
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These figures show that 
City's revenue was spent on 
approximately 20% or 1/5 of 
Police salaries in FY93. 

approximately 27% of 
the Police Department 
that revenue was used 

the 
and 
for 

She also identified a similar exhibit covering FY94 
showing the revenue received at $1,495,583.55, an increase 
of approximately $40,000.00 This exhibit shows $386,080.33 
was spent on the Police Department practically the same 
as the previous year. In FY94, the total salaries in 
the Police Department was $286,901.99 as opposed to FY93's 
$284,225.16. This figure includes payments for regular 
time at $226,780.05 as opposed to the previous year's 
$202, 957. 00 figure and overtime of $60, 121. 94 as opposed 
to $81,167.00 in the previous year. 

Thus, Police Department salaries paid to all employees 
of the Police Department for FY94 were 19% of the City's 
total revenue, approximately the same as FY93. 

This exhibit broke out the salaries of individual 
Police Officers from the total Police Department salaries. 
It shows they 'were paid $209,835.51 in $162,887.77 regular 
time and $46,947.74 in overtime indicating 73% of the 
Police Department salaries are paid to Police Officers 
and 27% are attributable to the Chief and Dispatchers. 

In 1961, the legislature passed a law providing that 
in each municipality of less than 5,000 inhabitants, a 
fund, known as the Working Cash Fund, may be created, 
set apart, maintained and administered for the purpose 
of enabling a municipality to have in its treasury at 
all times sufficient money to meet demands thereon for 
ordinary and necessary expenditures for all general and 
special corporate purposes. The statute provided for 
the issuance of bonds, issued pursuant to ordinances passed 
by corporate authorities. Corporate authorities were 
required, before or at the time of issuance of the bonds, 
to provide for the collection of a direct annual tax upon 
all taxable property in the issuing municipalities· 
sufficient to pay and discharge the principle thereof 
at maturity and to pay the interest as it fell due. See 
65 ILCS 5/8-7-1 etc. Kaelker identified a. 1989 ordinance 
whereby the City Council acknowledged that there was a 
current balance in the cash fund of· $320,904.00 and the 
Council deemed it advisable to supplement the fund by 
issuing another $100,000.00 in bonds. She testified that 
it was necessary, because they had borrowed money and 
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had to pay it back. She testified the $320,904.00 
obligation had been incurred before her time and there 
was actually no money in the fund. When the bonds for 
$100,000.00 were issued, that was, in effect, the Working 
Cash Fund. She identified twenty-nine Council resolutions 
running from January 31, 1989 to the 4th day of October, 
1994. These ordinances alternately authorize the transfer 
of funds from the working cash fund to the General Fund 
and then authorize the General Corporate Fund to reimburse 
the Working Cash Fund. It was her testimony that when 
tax money was received, it was credited to the Working 
Cash Fund and then immediately transferred out to the 
General Corporate Fund. The resolutions transferring 
the funds in and out were really paper transactions as 
the funds were never transferred, but were kept in the 
Corporate General Fund. 

As of October 4, 1994, the General Corporate Fund 
owed the Working Cash Fund $ 4 2 0, 9 0 4. 0 0 which has to be 
repaid. 

She testified that in addition to needing the 
$100, 000. 00 by the issuance of bonds in 1989, there was' 
a need of more money than that so that the City Council 
authorized, by resolution in January 1989, the transfer 
from the excess funds held by the Illinois Municipal 
Retirement Fund the sum of $100,000.00. Two $5,000.00 
payments to the IMRF Fund was made in 1989. No payments 
have been made since so that the City owes that fund 
$90,000.00. 

She testified they needed the $200,000.00 infusion 
because at that time they were broke. If they hadn't 
received the money, they would have had to close their 
doors and go home because basically they were bankrupt. 

At the present time, these funds have not been repaid 
because the City doesn't have the money to repay them. 

The Audi tor's Report for the year ending April 30, 
1994 shows that at the end of the fiscal year 1993 the 
City . had in the bank, not earmarked for special funds, 
cash in the amount of $9, 000. 00. The total revenue for 
the year was $1,209,514.00 with expenditures of 
$1,310,872.00 indicating the City overspent in that year 
$101,358.00. The report shows the City had a General 
Fund deficit of $2,442,799.00. The auditors in their 
report stated there was due the General Fund $2,601,911.00. 
Looking at the Auditor's Report, Comptroller Kaelker 
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testified that the salaries for the Police Department 
exceeded all the salaries paid to employees in the other 
departments, namely Street, Garbage and Fire Protection. 
This was also true as to the operational costs .. The report 
shows that the City's assessed valuations went up from 
1992 to 1993, the figures being $13,524,794.00 and 
$14,238,929.00 respectively. In that period the tax rate 
was increased from $3.36 per $100.00 of assessed valuation 
to $3.50. The increase, according to Comptroller Kaelker, 
was due to the setting up of a Special Fund for the payment 
of Workmen's Compensation and other insurance, including 
health. 

To illustrate that the City is barely able to pay 
its bills and to further illustrate the City's inability 
to grant Police Officers pay increases, she testified 
to certain circumstances. Introduced into evidence were 
three notices of insufficient funds received from the 
bank where the City deposits its funds dated March 15, 
16 and 17, 1995 totaling $11,883.39. She testified she 
was able to make pa~ments covering these overdrafts from 
incoming funds. The payroll, which she had just issued,. 
was not covered by those deposits. Asked if she had any 
idea where the funds were going to come from to cover 
the payroll which had been issued, she testified they 
had lucked out as the City had received a utility tax 
on March 23, 1995 for $19,000.00 which would cover the 
payroll. She testified that the City was basically living 
from hand to mouth. 

She identified a statement from Houser Automotive 
in the amount of $8,590.23 covering City purchases from 
December 25, 1994 through February 28, 1995. This billing 
was for parts for repairs to equipment, Police cars, City 
trucks, garbage trucks, and firetrucks. This has been 
a running account for years. Sometimes it is higher, 
sometimes lower, but she had no idea how she was going 
to get the balance down to zero. 

She identified an invoice from Milam Recycling and 
Disposal facility, which the City employs for the purpose 
of trash disposal. It shows that as of February 3 a 
previous balance of $5,509.81 to which was added the 
February charges of $2, 378. 70 and a $42 ;as late charge 
assessment making the total bill $7,~30.56. She testified 
she didn't know how they would get caught up on that bill 
and didn't see any foreseeable income expected or 
unexpected to cover the statement. 

-12-



She identified a statement from the Principal 
Financial Group dated February 24, 1995 for the monthly 
insurance premium for employees' health and life insurance. 
This insurance covers all full-time City employees, 
including the Police Department. She testified that the 
premium was paid on March 14. The due date was March 
1, 1995 and the City was notified that the insurance had 
been discontinued. She testified that anybody having 
health expenses during the period of time from March 1 
to the 15th would have their bills paid because the City 
is given a 15-day extension, which if payment is made 
within that 15-day period, coverage continues. In this 
case, they just got by with the "hair of their teeth". 
This happens every month. At the time of the hearing, 
she didn.' t have money to make the premium payment for 
March. At that time she had no idea where she was going 
to get the money to make the March premium payment. It 
was her testimony that this situation has been going on 
for the last three or four years. 

She identified an Illinois Power Company bill dated 
January 27, 1995 and due April 3, 1995 in the amount of 
$59,139.56. The bill, which covers the street lights, 
the city garage, city hall and the library and covers 
the charges of $29,707.08 for December and $29,271.60 
through January 18, 1995. Asked if they don't pay this 
bill what would happen, she stated: "I'll be honest. 
I don't know." 

She testified that she has numerous bills that she 
has been unable to pay. Of the four bills that she 
identified, the City owed close to $100,000.00 and other 
unpaid bills come close to another $100, 000. 00 so that 
there was owed approximately $200,000.00 in outstanding 
debts incurred for the City operation. 

She testified a lot of their problem has been due 
to the loss of Income Tax Surcharge and the Bridge Use 
payment of $60,000.00. When she had those funds, she 
was keeping even, not ahead, but was keeping even with 
what the City owed. 

To her knowledge, there were no funds or available 
funds or potential funds for taxes that could easily be 
levied to raise money for the Police Department or any 
other officials for the payment of salaries. She and 
the City Attorney have gone through various tax levies 
and attempted to find sources of revenue, but have been 
unable to do so. 
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FINDINGS OF FACT 

The Illinois State Labor Relations Act and Rule 
1230.100 of the Illinois State Labor Relations Board 
provides that the Award shall contain findings of fact 
and a written opinion concerning each issue in dispute 
and adopt the final offer of one of the parties based 
upon certain enumerated factors. Factor No. 1 is the 
lawful authority of the Employer to which the parties 
stipulated. Factor No. 2 was stipulation of the parties. 
These are enumerated in the statement of facts, the main 
one being that the only issue involved was wages 
retroactive to May 1, 1994. Factor No. 7 deals with 
changes and in any of the circumstances outlined in Factors 
3, 4, 5 and 6. It is the Arbitrator's finding that there 
was none. 

The decision in this case as to which final offer 
is to be adopted rests upon determinations made with 
respect to Factor No. 3, Interest and Welfare of the 
Public, and the Financial Ability of the Unit of Government 
to Meet These Costs; Factor No. 4, A Comparison of the 
Wages and Conditions of Employment of Other Employees 
Performing Similar Services; Factor No. 5, The Average 
Consumer Prices for Goods and Services; and Factor No. 
6, the Overall Compensation Presently Received by 
Employees. There follows a discussion and findings with 
respect to each. 

FACTOR NO. 5. The average consumer prices for goods 
and services. The evidence shows that the Police Officers 
in the City of Venice have been paid the same salaries 
as contained in the City's final of fer since 19 8 6 when 
their salaries were restructured to include holiday pay, 
thus allowing them to get overtime pay for work on 
holidays. As the Union's brief points out, this salary 
adjustment and the salaries of fiscal year 1984-85 was 
only a restructuring and didn't really amount to a pay 
raise. The CPI-U introduced into evidence shows that 
for the calendar year 1984 the cost of living index was 
103.9. As of December 31, 1995 or the end of the calendar 
year 1994, the cost of living index was 148.2. It is 
this cost of living figure which must be considered in 
determining pay rates which would be retroactive to May 
1, 1994. The percentage of increase is 44.3%. Since 
the real purchasing power of the 1984 salary decreases 
with the same percentage as the CPI-U has increased, this 
means that the same salary paid in 1984 for Patrolmen 
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of $14,632.80 purchases only $8,150.47 worth of goods 
and services , today. Obviously, this factor dictates a 
need for a salary increase. 

FACTOR NO. 6. Overall compensation presently received 
by the employees. While the evidence is not entirely 
clear, the Police Officers seemingly are receiving the 
same benefits as to vacations, holidays and other excused 
time as they did in 1986. Their pension benefits are 
being paid for by the City's contribution to the Police 
Pension Fund and its improved benefits which became 
effective January 25, 1993 (40 ILCS 5/3/111.1). It would 
appear that their medical and hospitalization benefits 
have increased since 1984 with the City paying all of 
the premiums, albeit barely meeting the premium payments 
within the 15-day grace period. There was no evidence 
introduced to indicate there wasn't a continuity and 
stability of employment. Nor was there any evidence that 
Police Officers in the alleged comparables were treated 
differently. This factor then is not one which is 
persuasive that an increase in salaries is warranted. 

FACTOR NO. 4. Comparison of wages and conditions 
of employment. The Union would rely on what is paid in 
Police salaries, Patrolmen and Sergeants for the cities 
of Bethalto, East Alton, Glen Carbon, Highland, Madison 
and Pontoon Beach as comparables to show that the Union's 
salary offers are realistic and needed in order to make 
the City of Venice Police Officers pay in accordance with 
Police Officers' pay in the area. 

In order for a comparison to be made, comparables 
need not only to be in the area, but need to be comparable 
in size, have somewhat comparable tax bases, and have 
the financial ability to meet its debt obligations, 
including the payments on its long-term obligations. 
Size is an important factor since the larger the community, 
the greater its tax base, including revenue from sales 
tax. As the population figures indicate, the City of 
Madison with a population of 4,629 and the City of Pontoon 
Beach with a population of 4,013 are close to the 3,571 
people inhabiting the City of Venice. All of the other 
comparables have populations that are more than double 
that of the City of Venice. 

In order for comparables to be considered and 
evaluated, the size and makeup of the force should be 
known in order to evaluate salaries paid by those cities. 
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This information was not ftirnished the Arbitrator. It 
would appear that of all the comparables offered, only 
the City of Madison and City of Pontoon Beach should be 
considered comparables. 6ther than offering starting 
salaries and increases thereof as paid by these cities, 
the only other evidence offered was that of the City which 
supplied documentation as to the Madison County assessed 
value for each of those cities, the General Fund Rate, 
and the total levy extension. This was furnished by the 
City for the years 1992 and 1993. The assessed valuation 
of all three cities went up in 1993 over 1992 indicating 
that if the tax rate stayed the same, the cities would 
have received more income. The General Fund Rate and 
the General Fund Extension was not furnished for the cities 
of Madison and Pontoon Beach indicating it was not needed 
to meet budgeted i terns, including the payment of Police 
salaries. Madison's total levy extension was $434, 312. 00 
in 1993, while Pontoon Beach's total levy extension was 
$86,971.00. In that year, Madison had an assessed 
valuation of $16,293,386.00; Pontoon Beach had a valuation 
of $19,627,880.00, compared with the valuation for the 
City of Venice of $14,238,929.00. 

As the City's brief points out, it is clear that 
the City has the lowest assessed valuation and the greatest 
total tax levy rate. Neither the City of Madison and 
City of Pontoon Beach have a General Fund Rate indicating 
they have sources of income, including sales tax, to meet 
their obligations, including the salaries paid to Police, 
without having to apply a General Fund Rate. 

When the Arbitrator considers these comparisons, 
along with the factors that the City of Venice's total 
extension levy was $498,334.00 in 1993 compared with only 
$434,312.00 for the City of Madison and only $86,971.00 
for the City of Pontoon Beach, he has to conclude that 
in the area of ability to pay, those cities are not 
comparable to the City of Venice. They seemingly have 
not had to exhaust their sources of revenue in order to 
meet their obligations, including Police salaries, as 
has the City of Venice. · 

Having concluded that, because of size, the cities 
of Madison and Pontoon Beach were the only ones to be 
considered comparables and that, on the basis of potential 
tax and other revenues, they have no problem meeting their 
budgeted items while the City of Venice does, the 
Arbitrator concludes there were no comparables on which 
to make a determination under this factor. 
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FACTOR NO. 3. The interest and welfare of the public 
and the financial ability of the unit of government to 
meet these costs. The City acknowledged, in its brief, 
and the Arbitrator so finds that it is in the interest 
and welfare of the public that the City have a Police 
Department which is adequately staffed, trained and 
equipped to provide Police protection. The problem with 
respect to this factor lies in the ability of the City 
to meet the . additional costs which would be generated 
by the acceptance of the Union's final offer. 

It is difficult to calculate the increased costs 
if the Union's wage proposal is adopted. The evidence 
is that the Police Department, in addition to the Chief, 
consists of two Sergeants, a Corporal, three Patrolmen 
and · two part-time Officers. There was not evidence as 
to the number of hours a week or ·month the part-time 
Officers were used. In addition, the Union's proposal 
does not include a wage demand for Corporal. The 
Arbitrator, using the Union's proposal for a base pay 
for a Patrol Officer who was on the force six months to 
five years of $19,052.80 and a Sergeant's starting salary 
of $21,236.80 and deducting therefrom the current salaries 
of those positions, calculated that in the 1994-94 fiscal 
year if the Union's offer were adopted, it would require 
the City to pay $24,520.00 more than is presently being 
paid for those position and would, in the 1995-96 fiscal 
year, require a payment of $34,504.00 over that which 
the City is now paying. 

The Union argues that it is not its responsibility 
to advise the City as to how to eliminate their deficit. 
Based upon the City's testimony that it spent in the 1993 
fiscal year $81,267.16* on overtime for Police services, 
it argues that the City could afford to hire at least 
three new full-time Police Officers and pay the raises 
for all other Officers and have enough left over to cover 
overtime for required Court appearances. Thus, there 
are funds within the existing Police budget to pay what 
the Union is asking as well as hire new Officers to 
eliminate the overtime. 

There was no evidence presented as to what caused 
the overtime payments, nor was there any' evidence that 
the hiring of additional Officers would reduce the overtime 

*This figure represents all Police Department personnel, 
not just Union members. In FY94 it was $60,121.94 
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payments in sufficient amount to pay for increased 
Officers' salaries. Absent such a showing, the Arbitrator 
must reject the Union's argument and make a determination 
on the City's financial ability to meet the additional 
costs which would be incurred if the Union's final of fer 
was accepted. 

The evidence shows that in FY94, the City expended 
in wages for the Chief of Police, regular Police Officers, 
part-time Officers and Dispatchers $286,901.99. Of that 
amount, $60,121.94 was paid in overtime. The evidence 
doesn't disclose a breakdown showing what portion of that 
was for Police Officers, exclusive of the Chief, part
time Officers, and Dispatchers. If,, in order to calculate 
the approximate cost to the City of granting the Union's 
final offer, one is to assume that regular Police Officers 
were to be paid 21% of their salaries in overtime. The 
figures which I have heretofore set out would be increased 
so that in the fiscal year 1994-95, the increased cost 
to the City would be $29,669.00 and in the fiscal year 
1995-95, it would be $41,750.00. These figures are merely 
illustrative as one does not know how much overtime would 
be required in those years, nor whether the percentage 
figure is right for Police Officers. They are indicative 
of the fact that the granting of the Union's final offer 
would cost the City in FY94-95 somewhere between $24,520.00 
and $29,669.00 and in FY95-96, somewhere between $34,504.00 
and $41,750.00. It is the Arbitrator's finding that, 
as to this factor, the City does not have the financial 
ability to meet these costs. 

The Union argues that it is not its responsibility 
to advise the City as to how to eliminate their deficit. 
However, once the City presents evidence of inability 
to pay, the Union has some burden to show how it could 
pay the increases. In this case, no such evidence was 
presented, so the Arbitrator must make a determination 
solely on the evidence as presented by the City. Based 
upon that evidence, the Arbitrator concludes that the 
City does not have the financial ability to pay. Such 
conclusions are based upon many factors. Among them are: 
As is shown in the exhibit set out on page 8 of this Award, 
the City is already raising funds from all sources 
available to it and now finds its elf without two of its 
major sources of income, namely the Bridge Use fee of 
$60,000.00 and the Income Tax Surcharge which the exhibit 
shows that in FY91 it was $76,298.00; FY92 $49,792.00; 
and FY93 $41,526.00. Thus, the City has lost more than 
$100,000.00 in revenue sources. It owes $420,904.00 from 
its General Fund to the Working Cash Fund with very little, 
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if any, money in the General Fund. It also has an 
obligation to pay a loan of $90,000.00 to the Illinois 
Municipal Retirement Fund. The Comptroller sees no way 
in the foreseeable future that these obligations can be 
met as all available sources of income are being used 
in an attempt. to meet the City's obligations, including 
payment of salaries. It is already using the maximum 
tax rate available to it. 

Further, persuasive evidence is that it has been 
issuing checks when there haven't been sufficient funds 
in the bank to pay them. It has been barely able to meet 
insurance premiums, which include health insurance for 
its employees, not on time, but barely within the 15-day 
grace period. It is behind in payment of its utility 
bills, trash disposal and parts for maintenance of its 
vehicles and owes $59,139.00 to Illinois Power Company 
for December and January, which the Comptroller does not 
know how she can pay. In addition, there are numerous 
other bills which have been unpaid, all of which comes 
to a current indebtedness of $ 2 0 0, 0 0 0. 0 0. With loss of 
income and no evidence as to available sources of 
additional income, all these things meet the City's burden 
of showing it does not have the financial ability to :r;neet 
the costs of increased Police salaries. 

The Arbitrator, having considered all of the factors 
outlined in the statute and.the.regulations of the Illinbis 
State Labor Relations Board, concludes that while there 
is a need, based upon cost of living, which would justify 
a need to increase the salaries of the City of Venice 
Police Officers and the interest and welfare of the public 
certainly dictates that the City's Police Officers are 
in need of increased salaries, the Arbitrator has to 
conclude, upon the basis of the evidence before him, that 
an Award adopting the Union's offer, modest though it 
may be, cannot be adopted as the City is now using all 
possible avenues generating income and is still not able 
to meet its obligations. For all practical purposes, 
it is bankrupt. Thus, the final offer of the City is 
adopted. 

AWARD 
>· 

The final offer of the City is adopted. 

Dated at Springfie.ld, Illinois this '18th day of 
September, 1995. 
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