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In the Matter of the Petitlon of

LOCAL LH16, THTERNATIONAL AGSOCTATION

NP FIRE FPTIGHTINRG : Case XXV
: No. 16317
To Initiate ¥inal and Binding : MLA-31
Arbitration Between Sald : Declslion No. 11537-A

Petltioner and

CITY OF CHIPPEWA FALLS
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Appearances:
ir, Walter doos, City Clerk, for the City.
Mr. Iid Durkin, Vice-President, International Assoclatlon of
Pire Flghters, for the Association.

FINAL AND BINDING ARBITRATION AWARD

City of Chippewa Falls, Wisconsin, hereinafter referred to as
the City, and Local 1816, International Association of Fire Fighters,
hereilnafter referred to as the Assoclatlon, were unable to resoive a
dispute concerning terms and conditions of employment to be in effect
durine calendar year 1973. The Assoclation inltiated final and
binding “"final offer'" arbitration under Section 111.77, Wisconsin
Statutes. The Wisconsin Employment Relations Commlssion appointed
the undersipned as arbltrator pursuant to hils selectlon by the parties
from a panel furnished them by the Commission.

The final offers submitted to the Commission by the parties
indicated two basic areas of disagreement, wages and slck leave
computation. An arbitration hearing was held at Chippewa Falls on
March 22, 1973. On the day of the hearing the Assoclatlion made a new
offer in which 1t changed 1its proposal on the slck leave question by
arreelins to contlnue the sick leave language which was in effect in
1972, 'The City accepted the Associatlion's change. The parties
remalined in disagreement, however, on the wage 1ssue,

The Clty's flnal offer 1s to lncrease the base salary of fire-
firhters covered ty the apreement by 0% effective January 1, 1373,

The Association's final offer 1s to 1ncrease the base salary
of firefighters covered by the apreement by 8 1/77 effective
January 1, 19/3.

AL the hearing no transcript was made. Doth partles were glven
full opportunity to offer testimony and evidence and make arguments.
Nelther party elected to [ile a post-hearing Lrief. The record was
thus completed at tihe close of the hearing.

FrOSITIONS QF THE PARTILES:

City: The City's position may be summarized as follows:

The City made an offer of a 6% 4increase. In so doing it used the
same ruldelines which were offered to and accepted by the City Pollice,
the unionized clty employees in the Street Department, Water Department
and Waste Treatment Department and the Cilty Employees' Assoclation.

The City 1s not persuaded that 1t shcould give a more pgenerous increase
to the firefirihters than to the other employees.,



Assoclation: The Association's positleon may be summarized as follows:

'he Assoclation believes that the firefipghters of Chilppewa Falls
Are underpald and in fact will still be underpaid even if. its final
offer of J 1/2% increase 1s supported by the arbitrator. ' This assess-
ment 1s based on comparisons of City flrefighter salaries with other
firefichters in the geopraphic area, publilec employees employed by
Chippewa Falls and prlvate employees, State and Federal employees
employved in the Chippewa Falls area. In addition, the Association
finds support for its position in cost=-of-living increases which have

ocecurred durine the past year.

FACTS:

The City's presentation was a brlef one based on one central
noint, namely, that Its propocsal treats firefighters Just as well as
all or its other proups of employees. The City's presentation was
limited to some cross examination of Association witnesses and a
oresentatlion of salary comparisons with two Wisconsin cities, Antigo
and Menomonile,

The Assoclaticen's presentation was based largely on.a variety of
wape comparisons. Shown 1in the following Table are the 1372 rates
for Chippewa Falls f{irefipghters, the City's final offer for 1973, and
the Association's final offer.

City Aasociation
1972 1973 1973
Pipeman I 6970 7388 7503
Mipeman II 7721 8181 8378
hriver 8123 Y610 6813
lLieutenant 8B37h 8876 unydo

Based on the 2§l2 hours worked by firefighters in the department
the Assoclation calculates 1ts hourly pay rate durlng 1972 as ranglng
from $2.39 per hour for Pipeman I to $2.98 per hour for Captains.

The Assoclation compared its salarles to those of Chippewa Talls
policemen. The differentials in 1972 as well as the differentials in
effect with each of the final offers are as follows:

City  Assn.

1972 Offer Offer

1972 1872 Differ- 1973 1973
fank or (rade Police Fire ential Diff. Diff.
lst year 760h 6970 —6 34 ~071 ~49G
oned year 1490 710 -169 ~177 +17
ird vear Bi59 7721 -738 . =177 -583
Srt./hriver 7019 8123 -896 -943 ~740
Lt./Lt. 10056 8374 -1682 -1780 ~1570

The Association noted that the entry qualificatlons for police and
fire positions are ldentical in terms of prior education and experience.
The Assoclatlcn made ne comparison of dutles or responsibilities nor did
it attempt to explain why the existing differentlsals between police and
firefighters should be narrowed.
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The Assoclation offered one comparison with wages in private
employment In Chippewa Falls. It drew a comparison with "carry out"
ratcs at local supermarkets which begin at $1.90, go to $2.00 after
30 days and after twelve months ranre from $2.28 to $2.38. These
latter salaries were just below the 1972 rate for Pipeman 1. 'The
Associatlion uses "carry outs" to demonstrate that a job involvingp
high school students pays almost as much as a firefighter job requiring
a high school diploma,

The Assoclation offered the following comparlsons with other
employees working in the Chippewa Falls area and whose employment
requires no more than the high school education requiredof filrefighters:

Federal Lmployees: (postal worker) The Associatlon's
fisures indicated that commencing July 1, 1973, a
beginning postal worker in Chippewa Falls willl
receive 59,027 plus a cost-of-living bonus, an
amount which would exceed the Assoclation's pro-
posed new rate for lleutenants.

State Employees: (institutional aides at Northern
Wisconsin Colony) '"Northern Wisconsin Colony" is
located 1in the area serviced by the Chippewa
Falls fire department. The Association drew the
following comparison showing, among other things,
1972 annual starting salaries and maximum annual
salaries (including the longevity steps glven to

firefighters):
Max. Max.
Annual  Annual 5 Annual  Annual
Pipeman I $6970 $6970 Inst. Aid I 36704 $ 80%2
Pipeman II 7121 T 7952 Inst. Aid II 7212 9348
Driver 3123 + Buat Inst. Adld III 7824 10056
Lieutenant 8374 9106 Inst. Ald IV 8342 10788
Captaln 8700 9l42 Inst., Ald V 8924 11688

Private imployees: The Association introduced the
collective agreement of the Uniroyal Corporatilon
and the United Rubber, Cork, Linocleum and Plastic
Workers of America, Local 19 in Eau Clalire,
Wisconsin. It showed hiring rates for some
positions in the "Mechanical Division" at $3.30
per hour with an increase to $3.75 after 4 weeks
and to 34,70 after B weeks. It showed a progressiocn
rate from $3.30 to $5.41 and a "helpers'" rate of
$4,70 per hour,

Lastly, the Association drew comparisons with the Eau Clalre
firefichters. The firefighter in kEau Claire receives $9,060 per year
for the same number of hours of work for which the Chippewa Falls fire-
firhter would receive $8,144 under the City's progbsal and $8,378 under
the Assoclation's proposal.

Cost of Living:

The Association introduced two articles from the St. Paul Piloneer
Press. The first reported an 8.47 increase in the price of food 1n the
Twin Cities area in 1972, conslderably hlgher than the overall cost-of-
living increase of 3.2% reported in the same article. The second
reported a 1.3% rise in wholesale food prices in January 1973.
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Abllity to Pay:

The Association introduced tax data as well as figures showing
Chippewa Talls' share of Federal revenue sharing in 1972.: The City
41d not claim 1nability to pay what the Association 1s asking,

althourth the Clty notes 1ts tax rates are the hiphest in the County.

DISCUSSION:

In the arbitrator's Judgment "abllity to pay" 1is noti'at issue 1n
this case. That was not the City's defense nor does anythlng in the
record indicate that the City could not pay what the Assocliation proposes.

Also, in the arbitrator's Judgment "cost of living" lncreases in
1972 were not_ so high as to be a decisive factor in thls case. The
cost-of-living increase was slightly over 3%. Both the City's offer
and the Assoclation's offer exceed that flgure and in fact both figures
are higher than the 5.5% "guideline" which was the established and
commonly accepted increase negotiated by labor and management durlng
the wage controls effective during 1972.

The arbitrator has studled the wage comparisons presented by the
Assoclation and has not found them persuasive. While they may indicate
that there is some justification for lmproved salarles for firefighters,
they are not complete enough or sufficlently related to conditions of
firefighters to persuade the arbitrator that the Association's 8 1/2%
offer 1s more reasonable than the City's 6% offer.

The comparisons with postal workers and State institutional
employees are comparlsons with salary classification plans established
centrally in Washington or Madison without reflecting local or regional
labor market conditions or patterns. The arbltrator 1s not persuaded
that the Clty of Chippewa Falls should feel compelled towmeasure its
calaries by what the Federal or State governments pay thelr employees
workinp, in the Chippewa Falls area. .

The Assoclation made no comparisons with Chippewa Falls employers
except with "carry out" service. This one example does not glve the
arbitrator encugh information about local wage conditions to persuade
him that firefighters are being underpaid.in terms of tho local labor
market. |

Rerarding the comparison with Chippewa Falls policeﬁen, the
arbitrator can draw no support elther for or apainst the firefighters.
There 1s an existinpg differential in police and fire salaries The
rationale for the differential was not a part of the hearing kLach
croup will receive: the same percentage increase according to the City's
offer. "The Association did not present testimony or arguments Justifying
a narrowing of the differential.

The two remaininp comparisons, with Uniroyal and wlith Eau Claire
fire department may be the best indicators that the Chippewa Falls fire-
fiphters should recelve more pay, but both comparisons suffered from a
lack of completeness and gontext in which to measure them.

Reparding Uniroyal, the Assoclatlon points out that half of
Uniroyal employees live in the Chippewa Falls area. However if is
not clear how typlical it 1s for Chlppewa PFalls residents to be paid
amounts equivalent to Uniroyal rates or how typlcal the Uniroyal rates
are in industry in the Eau Clalre~Chippewa area.
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The Uniroyal fipures themselves are somewhat difficult to interpret.

> The Association cited rates in Mechanical Division and Plant Engineering

craft Jjobs, and jobs leading to craft jobs with further training. It
aocpears, however, that most Uniroyal emplovees are on incentive rates
and their earning rate 1s not readily apparent from the contract. On
the Jjobs cited by the Assoclation 1t is not clear what the level of
skills, or duties is. Also, regarding the "progression rates", the
contract says on page 155 where the rates appear, "It is not the
Company's intention to hire employees who do not possess the proper
qualifications for a skilled job, but in the event it occurrs at some
future date, these emnloyees would po through the progression rates."
Thus, 1t 1s not clear to what extent the progression rates are used
nor what rates are pald to persons lacking particular skills who enter
employment at Uniroyal with a high school education.

Resardine the comparison with the Eau Claire firefighters, the
salary differential is large and is the strongest indicator that the
Assoclatlon's case might have Justification. There 1s nothing in the
record to indicate that firefighting in Eau Claire is more difficult
than in Chippewa Falls or that duties and responsibilities are different.
The Association figures indicate that Chippewa Falls has .75 fire-
firmhters per 1,000 population in the City and townships served by the
department compared to 1.5 per 1,000 in Eau Claire and that each Chippewa
firefipghter services a muech higher assessed property valuation than does .
each Eau Claire firefighter,

Nevertheless, the Eau Claire comparison is the only firefighter
comparison presented, and the arbitrator cannot determine that the
Chiirpewa TFalls department is underpaid based on that one comparison.
Nther fimures from the repion would be relevant as would comparisons
with rates pald to firefiphters in cities of comparable size and
wealth in other parts of the State. There 18 no context in which to
nut the Fau Claire comparison.

CONCLUSION:

The arbitrator does not view as unreasonable an offer which
comoensates for cost-of-living increases, which is of a size commonly
beinr negotiated and which is the same offer made to and accepted by
other employees of the employer. While none of these factors precludes
a hipher increase to firefighters, they do require, in the arbitrator's
view, that the case for additional pay be a strong one. While the
Assoclation's presentation gave several indications that salaries may
be in need of upward adjustments, it did not give a complete enough
pleture of local or area labor market conditions or comparisons with
other "comparable" fire departments in the state to Jjustify the 8 1/2%
offer which 1t sought. While the 8 1/2% offer is not "unreasonable,”
miven the facts and circumstances presented the Arbitrator has opted
for the 6% firurc offered by the City and thus makes the followiny

AWARD

The present dispute is ordered resolved by implementation of the
City's "final offer" of "1972 base annual salary of each firefighter
covered by apreement to be increased by 6% of his respective base
salary," effective January 1, 1973.

Dated at Madison, Wisconsin, this 20th day of April, 1973.

Edward B. Krinsky /s/
Edward B. Krinsky
Arbltrator




