
October 2004

Two major IAFF locals opt to support Bush
In a surprise move, the Uniformed Firefighters

Association of Greater New York (UFA) broke
solidarity with its international union and announced
it would support George W. Bush bid for re-election.
Joining the UFA in rejecting the parent union’s
endorsement was the Milwaukee Professional
Firefighters Association (MPFA).  Both the UFA and
MPFA are affiliates of the International Association
of Fire Fighters (IAFF), AFL-CIO, an early and vocal
supporter of Democratic nominee Senator John Kerry.

The UFA and MPFA announcements were
made in conjunction with the Republican National
Convention, held in New York City.  En route to the
convention site President Bush stopped at a
community center to accept the UFA endorsement
from Stephen Cassidy, UFA chief.  The proceedings
were broadcast back to Republican delegates at
Madison Square Garden.  In his comments Cassidy
said the UFA was supporting the President because
of his leadership in the war on terror.

Meanwhile, the President of the MPFA, Local
215 of IAFF, Greg Gracz, echoed Cassidy’s
sentiments in announcing that union’s support,
focusing on the President’s anti-terrorism efforts.

The IAFF immediately responded to the
announcements of support by issuing a press
release captioned “New York Fire Fighter Locals
Overwhelmingly Endorse John Kerry for
President.”  The press release noted that over 100
IAFF-affiliated unions in New York state,
including the New York City fire officers’ union,
were supporting the Massachusett’s senator.  No
direct mention was made of the UFA endorsement.
The IAFF-affiliated Professional Fire Fighters of
Wisconsin likewise made a statement of support
for Kerry and blasted Bush “for implying he has
broad support from Wisconsin firefighters.”
Oblique reference was made to the fact that only
one of the 61 IAFF unions in Wisconsin supported
the Bush-Cheney ticket.

Long-term effects of the endorsement split
with the international union are unknown.  The
UFA, Local 94, is the single largest IAFF local,
claiming a membership of about 20,000 active and
retired fire fighters.  It is the bargaining agent for
line fire fighters in the nation’s largest city.  UFA
was an IAFF affiliate until the early 1980s.  The union
reunited with the international in 1995.

 Overtime suits continue to dog cities
In 1985, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that

the overtime provisions of the Fair Labor Standards
Act (FLSA) were applicable to local governmental
employees, including fire fighters.  In the intervening
20 years, however, many public employers continue
to find themselves in court defending allegations of
non-compliance – often much to their financial
detriment.  Such has been the case in recent weeks.

In mid-September, a Kentucky judge ruled
that the Louisville Metro Government owed fire
fighters potentially millions of dollars for
miscalculation of overtime between 1995 and 2001.
One lawyer in the case announced she would ask the
judge to hold the city liable all the way back to 1985.

At the heart of the case is the FLSA
requirement that overtime be calculated based on a
fire fighter’s “regular rate” of pay.  Prior to 2001,
when a collective bargaining agreement corrected
the overtime calculation problem, Louisville used
only “base pay” as the foundation for the time and
one-half computation for scheduled overtime.  Fire
fighters generally averaged about 16 hours of
scheduled overtime weekly.

After attending an FLSA informational
seminar, a Louisville fire fighter filed a claim to have
the overtime rate recalculated to include, in addition
to base pay, four state salary supplements and a
clothing allowance.  A state hearing officer ruled that
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salary supplements, but not the clothing allowance,
should be counted.  In the lawsuit that followed,
Circuit Judge Lisabeth Hughes Abramson agreed that
the city should have included the salary supplements
in the “regular rate” calculation.

The exact amount owed some 700 current and
former fire fighters has not been determined but could
run as high as $35 million.  Louisville Professional
Fire Fighters Union, IAFF Local 345, represented the
currently employed fire fighters involved in the suit.

Houston city officials received similar bad
news this month.  Mayor Bill White announced a $72
million overtime settlement with a group of fire
fighter/paramedics, reversing course from an earlier
strategy to appeal an unfavorable court ruling in a
nine-year-old case.  The mayor apparently changed
his mind upon learning that Houston could be ordered
to pay as much as $116 million if its appeals proved
unsuccessful.  The jump in financial exposure could
have come about because federal District Judge Lynn
Hughes had earlier ruled that the city was liable for
liquidated damages in the case.  Liquidated damages
are awarded under the FLSA when an employer is
found to have acted in bad faith in not paying
overtime.  While the city would not be liable for post-
judgment interest on the award during an appeal, the
amount of liquidated damages could increase over
time.  Additionally, the city reportedly feared it would
have to make up to $20 million in retroactive pension
contributions based on the previously unpaid

overtime.
The 2,600 paramedics who are plaintiffs in

the class-action suit will receive between $500 and
tens of thousands of dollars depending on the amount
of uncompensated overtime they worked.  The core
of the case was a finding that the paramedics were
entitled to have overtime calculated based on a 40-
hour workweek instead of the FLSA partial exemption
for fire fighters.  The lawsuit spans claims from 1986
until 1999 when Congress amended the FLSA to
require paramedics to work a 46.7-hour workweek,
the same as suppression fire fighters, before becoming
eligible for overtime.

Oklahoma City officials, however, received
good news in September when a federal court jury
rejected fire fighters’ claims that they were being
improperly paid on a salary basis instead of an hourly
basis.  Over 500 fire fighters had sued the city
claiming that they signed on as hourly employees
but were not paid for 29 percent of their annual hours.
The fire fighters work 2,916 hours per year but
claimed they were only paid for 2,080 hours.  The
city calculates their pay based on the 40-hour week.

The city’s position, with which the jury
agreed, was that the fire fighters have always been
salaried and have been paid overtime appropriately
under the law.  The dispute apparently was the result
of ambiguity in the wording of the labor contract
between the city and Local 157 of the International
Association of Fire Fighters, AFL-CIO.

Arnold vetoes state fire fighter binding arbitration bill
While saying he has a strong respect for the

men and women who risk their lives to battle blazes,
California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger has
nevertheless vetoed a bill that would have granted
binding arbitration rights to fire fighters employed
by the state.  In his veto message on September 16,
Governor Schwarzenegger said the cash-strapped
state could not afford to be exposed to a third party
arbitrator’s decision on economic issues.

“The bill would effectively require the
Governor and the Legislature to surrender control of
budget impacts to an outside arbitrator,”
Schwarzenegger said.  The Governor said the
proposal would eliminate any leverage the state had
at the bargaining table and would provide no

incentive for the fire fighters’ union to reach a
negotiated settlement.

The veto came as the California Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) and Local 2881
of the International Association of Fire Fighters
(IAFF), AFL-CIO, mourned the death of fire fighter
Eva Schicke.  Schicke, a fire fighter employed by the
CDF, was killed the previous week while battling a
blaze in the Stanislaus National Forest near
Groveland, California.  She was the first state fire
fighter to die in the line of duty since 1990.

Schwarzenegger, a Republican, is not the first
California Governor to reject binding arbitration of
the state’s fire service personnel.  In one of his final
acts after losing last year’s recall election, Democratic
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Governor Gray Davis vetoed similar legislation
after initially indicating he would sign the bill.  This
veto was viewed by many as political payback for
fire fighter support for Lieutenant Governor Cruz
Bustamante’s bid to replace Davis.   Davis
reportedly felt  that Bustamante’s efforts
undermined his ability to avoid recall.

Terence McHale, a lobbyist who represents
state fire fighters,  acknowledged that
Schwarzenegger had been supportive of fire
fighters in the past but added, “We believe that
binding arbitration, which is extended to local fire
fighters, should also be within the rights of state
fire fighters.”

No “filling-the-boot” in Rochester this year

Litigation complete the certification in the
four areas identified in the original
settlement.  Essentially, this
certification involved performing
certain job-related tasks.

Smith sought to postpone the
testing process until the
completion of an evaluation of his
medical status.  He asserted that
he was having difficulty once
again with his back and was
feeling stressed in completing the
tasks.  He believed his
circumstance was related to his
prior physical injury.  A physician
recommended that he perform no
task that involved lifting more
than 25 pounds.  However, upon
determining that the certification
test would not involve lifting
heavy objects, Smith’s request for

a delay was rejected and he was
ordered to complete the
certification test.  Smith agreed
under protest to participate in the
testing.

Smith completed ten of the
twelve components of the test
successfully.  However, he made
two critical driving errors.  One,
he exited the driver’s seat of the
ladder truck while leaving it in
reverse gear, though the parking
brake kept the truck from moving.
Second, he ran over a curb with
the front tire when parking on a
downhill slope.  The examiner
issued a failing grade on the test.

As a result of the failure of
the exam the city notified Smith
that he would be dismissed from
the fire service.  On the effective

The year 2004 marked the 50th anniversary
of the International Association of Fire Fighters
(IAFF), AFL-CIO, raising money for the Muscular
Dystrophy Association (MDA) through the union’s
“fill-the-boot” campaign of roadside solicitation of
contributions.  Indeed the IAFF presented MDA
spokesman Jerry Lewis with a series of checks totaling
$20.3 million during the annual Labor Day telethon.
However, little of the money came from Rochester,
New York, motorists.

IAFF Local 1071 in Rochester had to cancel
its roadside solicitation because of a new city law
that prohibits aggressive panhandling.  “We don’t
feel like being arrested,” said Joseph Montesano,
leader of the union.  “I think it was very shortsighted
on the side of the city to not make exceptions for

charitable organizations,” he told the Rochester
Democrat and Chronicle newspaper.

The local MDA chapter sought a special
exemption from the law for the fire fighters but the
city reportedly rejected the request.  However, City
Attorney Jeffrey Eichner said the campaign need not
be canceled so long as fire fighters did not enter
traffic to collect donations and did not solicit near
prohibited areas such as automatic teller machines
and bus stops.

Officials with Local 1071 decided to cancel
the event because they did not want to place the city’s
police officers in an uncomfortable position.
Ironically, alternative events raised over $6,000 for
MDA, about double what the “fill-the-boot” program
normally garnered.

Disability eligibility

Smith became a fire fighter in
1981.  Nine years later he suffered
an injury to his back and received
a partial disability rating.  In 1999,
Smith was subjected to
disciplinary charges by the
department.  A settlement
agreement required him to
undergo remedial training and
testing on fire apparatus.  After he
failed the test, the city dismissed
him but the civil service
commission, believing his long
tenure entitled him to a second
chance, reinstated him on the
condition that he successfully
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date of his dismissal Smith filed
an application for disability
retirement.  The state retirement
board referred the matter to the city
for a determination of whether
Smith satisfied the criteria for a
disability, namely a medical
condition resulting in a substantial

retirement.
An exception to this view

exists, however.  The rule would
not apply where the cause for
dismissal was the result of a
disabling medical condition where
the dismissal would be preemptive
of an otherwise valid claim for

an exam before being eligible for
promotion.  Successful candidates
were then promoted in strict rank
order.  Additionally, the city
charter provided that the annual
budget would establish line-item
expenditures within each city
department.  Indeed, the city
budget did not authorize a bottom
line for the fire department’s
funding but rather budgeted
specific amounts for specific
activities, including specifying the
number of fire fighter personnel
at each rank and the funds allotted
for those positions.

As a result of prior litigation
alleging race discrimination in
promotions, the city had not
promoted any fire fighters for
several years.  Ultimately, a
lieutenants promotion test was
administered but no captains test
was given, even though vacancies
existed at both ranks.

The fire chief determined that
the department was seriously
lacking in supervisory positions
and that the department could not
wait for the administration of
additional civil service exams.
The chief set out to fill the vacant
positions immediately.  He
promoted a series of lieutenants in
standard rank order but this
brought the number of lieutenants
beyond that which the city budget
had authorized.  In order to pay
for the excess lieutenants, the fire
department used funds allocated
for the vacant captain slots.
Although the department
exceeded the appropriation in the
budget for lieutenants, it remained
within the total appropriation
devoted to supervisory personnel.
This practice of using funds
allocated for a vacant higher rank

A vested right matures when there is an unconditional right
to immediate payment.

inability to perform his usual
duties.

The city notified Smith that he
was ineligible for disability
retirement as a result of his
dismissal for cause.  The state
pension board ultimately agreed as
did a hearing officer, who
concluded that even though Smith
may have suffered from test
anxiety, stress was part of his job
as a fire fighter.  The hearing
officer did not make any finding
on whether Smith was eligible for
a disability retirement before
failing the test.  Ex-fire fighter
appeals.

HELD:  Prior case law holds that
the California disability retirement law
presupposes a continuing employment
relationship.  Under the law a disabled
employee can petition to return to
active service and the employing
agency can compel testing to
determine that the disability is no
longer continuing.  However, if an
applicant is no longer eligible for
reinstatement because of dismissal
for cause, this disqualifies the
applicant for disability retirement.
To interpret state law otherwise
overrides the power public
agencies possess to discipline
employees and would reward
poor employees with early

disability retirement.  This
exception flows from a public
agency’s obligation to apply for
retirement on behalf of disabled
employees rather than to seek to
dismiss them on the basis of their
disability.  Thus, if Smith were
able to prove the right to a
disability retirement matured
before the date of the reason for
his dismissal, the dismissal could
not preempt his right to receive the
pension.

Such is not the case here,
however.  A vested right matures
when there is an unconditional
right to immediate payment.  In this
case, Smith’s eligibility for a
disability retirement, if any, did not
mature prior to his unsuccessful
certification on the ladder truck.
His dismissal for cause
extinguished his right to a
disability retirement.  [Smith v. City
of Napa, 14 Cal. Rptr.3d 908 (Cal.
Dist. Ct. App. 2004)]

Promotion procedures

Promotions within the fire
department of the City of New
Haven were governed by civil
service rules and regulations.  The
rules required an individual to pass
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in order to pay individuals
employed in the lower rank was
known as “underfilling.”  Over
time many of the lieutenants
promoted through underfilling
became eligible to sit for the
captain’s exam.  When a
captain’s exam was
administered, some of the
underfilled lieutenants scored
well and were subsequently
promoted to captain.

A group of fire fighters, all
African-Americans, filed suit
claiming that the underfilling of the
lieutenants and subsequent
promotion of individuals to captain
violated the city charter as well as
civil service rules.  Additionally,
they asserted that the procedure
violated their constitutional rights to
due process.

Trial court initially rejected
their claims but when the
plaintiffs filed an amended
petition the trial court concluded
that underfill ing did indeed

the controversy.  In this case, the
plaintiffs object to the promotion
process using underfilling as being
inappropriate and unfair.
However, review of the facts
reveals that several of the
individuals were beneficiaries of
the underfilling because they
would not have been eligible to
be promoted to captain if they
had not been promoted to an
underfilled lieutenant or they
would not have been a lieutenant
were it not for the underfilling
procedure.  Only two of the
plaintiffs have standing to
challenge the underfill ing
because they did not become
captains due to the underfilling
process.

As to the substantive claim
of the legality of the procedure,
both the city charter and civil
service rules are clear on the
matter.  City charter requires that
each salary position be provided
for in the budget, and grants to

Although it may be permissible
as a general matter to pay a
lesser amount than listed in a
municipal budget,  i t  is not
permissible to pay a lesser
amount under the specific
provisions of the law at issue in
the present case.

While fire department
managers may have been acting
in good faith and actually
attempting to save the city
money through the underfilling
process, good faith of the parties
will  not validate an illegal
appointment and wil l  not  be
approved by the courts.  It is
mandatory  tha t  every
requirement of civil service law
be followed, and proof that
substantial compliance exists is
not sufficient.   Trial court
properly concluded that
underfilling was not permissible
in this case.  [Broadnax v. City of
New Haven, 851 A.2d 1113 (Conn.
2004)]

It is mandatory that every requirement of civil service law
be followed, and proof that substantial compliance exists is
not sufficient.

violate the city charter and civil
service rules.   Trial court
rejected the constitutional
claims.  Both sides appeal.

HELD:  The first question
raised is whether the fire fighters
have standing to challenge the
promotion procedures.  The legal
concept of standing exists to
unburden the courts from litigation
by individuals who do not have a
direct interest in the matter at hand.
Normally, the plaintiff must show
a personal stake in the outcome of

city aldermen the power to
modify the budget and create or
delete positions.  This rule is
consistent with civil  service
regulations that contemplate that
a particular position must exist
and be vacant in order for an
individual to be promoted.  The
court is unpersuaded by the fire
department’s argument that
underfill ing was permissible
because there was no general
restriction on paying a lesser
amount than was budgeted.

Promotion procedures

Giarrusso was a fire fighter
who was promoted to fire driver
after successfully completing the
civil service exam.  According
to the personnel action form
appointing him to the position,
the requirements during his
probationary period included
maintaining the weight standard,
passing a physical, becoming
certified as a pump operator,
successfully passing the
working test period, and
successfully passing a street
and  map tes t .   Giar russo
unsuccessfully attempted the
street and map test four times.
Upon his fourth failure of the test
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he was demoted back to his fire
fighter position.

At a hearing on the matter
the civil  service commission
deadlocked on Giarrusso’s
claim.  The matter went to court

form placed Giarrusso on notice
that he must successfully pass
the working test period and the
map test prior to confirmation as
a driver.  Successful passing of
the street and map test is

Successful passing of the street and map test is fundamental
to the performance of the fire driver job.

and the trial court granted a
judgment for the city.  Fire
fighter appeals.

HELD:  Giarrusso appeals
arguing that the street map test
was not a valid requirement for
promotion because the city civil
service board had not approved
the test.   In support of his
argument he cites a Louisiana
statute specifying that special
requirements for promotion may
be established by rules adopted
by the board.  Giarrusso
contends that the map test is a
special requirement.  Based on
the evidence, however, the court
finds that the administration of
the street and map test had been
pre-approved in Giarrusso’s
case because the personnel
action form filed upon his
probationary appointment had
been approved by the chairman
of the civil  service board.
Additionally, state law
specifically authorizes the
administration of working tests
for every person who is
promoted.  The working test is
administered while the employee
is occupying the position but
before he is confirmed as a
permanent and regular employee
in the position.

Here, the personnel action

fundamental to the performance
of the fire driver job.
Administration of the test did not
require specific approval by the
civil service board.  Trial court
ruling affirmed dismissing claim
of fire fighter.  [Giarrusso v. City
of Kenner, 875 So.2d 872 (La. Ct.
App. 2004)]

explained that in his opinion
many f i re  f ighters  had been
upset when a newspaper had
reported a potential plan not to
f i l l  20  vacancies  wi th in  the
depar tment .   The  union had
attempted to talk to the ci ty
council about the matter but a
meeting was never scheduled.
Chauvin indicated he thought
the build up of frustration by
fire f ighters precipitated the
sick-out .   When asked when
the  s ick-out  would  end
Chauvin told the fire chief that
it was not an organized union
activity but that he assumed  it
would end that day, April  3.
The fire chief asked Chauvin
i f  he  knew who was
responsible for the sick-out and
Chauvin responded that he had
not organized the sick-out, and
that it was his opinion all three
sh i f t s  had  exper ienced  the
frustration.

Subsequently the fire chief
in i t ia ted  an  in te rna l  a f fa i r s
investigation of the sick-out.
Chauvin was interviewed and
was  asked  i f  he  had  any
information as to why so many

If made in good faith and for cause, a decision of the civil
service board cannot be disturbed by judicial review.

fire fighters had called in sick.
He responded he did not.  He
was  a l so  asked  i f  he  knew
before the sick-out  occurred
tha t  i t  would  occur .   He
answered in the negative.

Based on the report of the
inves t iga t ion ,  the  f i re  ch ief
demoted  Chauvin ,  who had
recently obtained the rank of
captain, and suspended him for

Disciplinary grounds

From March 31 until April
3 ,  2000,  141  of  Lafaye t te ’s
194 fire fighters called in sick.
At  tha t  t ime,  Chauvin ,  an
engineer  in  the  depar tment ,
served as president of the fire
fighters’ union.  He did not call
in sick the particular weekend

and ins tead  worked  h is
ass igned  sh i f t  as  wel l  as
overtime that occurred due to
the understaffing condition.

On April 3, the fire chief
scheduled  a  meet ing  wi th
Chauvin  and  h is  cha in  of
command.  He asked Chauvin
about the sick-out and whether
it was related to the collective
bargaining agreement.  Chauvin
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60 days on the grounds that he
did not cooperate in a work-
related inquiry.  The fire chief
contended  tha t  there  were
several discrepancies between
Chauvin’s  s ta tements  to  the
internal affairs investigator and
his  s ta tements  dur ing  the
meeting with the chief.

Chauvin  appea led  the
disc ip l inary  ac t ion  and  the
civi l  service  board voted to
overturn the discipline on the
grounds that Chauvin did not
violate department policy and
the fire chief had not acted in
good faith for cause.

The city appealed the matter
and the trial court found that the
city had a substantial interest in
maintaining the fire department
by requiring employees to
cooperate in investigations.  The
trial judge ruled that the decision
of the civil service board was
contrary to law.  Chauvin appeals.

HELD:   Under  the
Louis iana  Cons t i tu t ion  no
public employee with permanent
status can be subject to discipline
except for cause.  Louisiana law
also provides that appellant review
of the civil service board’s
determination and disciplinary
matter is limited to whether the
board’s decision was made in
good faith and for cause.  If
made  in  good fa i th  and  for
cause, a decision of the civil
se rv ice  board  cannot  be
disturbed by judicial review.

A trial court should defer to
a board’s factual conclusions
and must not overturn them
unless they are manifestly
erroneous.  There is no
indication in the trial transcript
that the trial judge reviewed the

matter  under the good fai th/
cause  s tandard .   Ra ther ,  he
subs t i tu ted  h is  v iew of  the
resu l t  in  f ind ing  tha t  the
decision was contrary to law
and order.

The  record  re f lec t s  tha t
Chauvin did not participate in
the  s ick-out .   When asked
about the job action, he noted
that because the union had not
organized the activity, he could
only speculate as to why the
fire fighters had called in sick.
The civil service commission
accepted his explanation that
he had not reiterated his prior
s ta tements  to  the  in te rna l
affairs investigator because he
thought  the  inves t iga tor
wanted facts, not his opinion.
The  c iv i l  se rv ice  board
determined that Chauvin had
not  v io la ted  the  ru les
pertaining to cooperation and
truthfulness.  It was error for
the trial court to overturn this
f ind ing  because  the  board
acted in good faith.  Reversed
for fire fighter.  [Lafayette City-
Parish Government v. Chauvin,
875 So.2d 1023 (La. Ct. App.
2004)]

detec tors  loca ted  on  a  h igh
shelf.  Instead of using a ladder
or step stool, he stepped on top
of  the  cardboard  box
conta in ing  the  to i le t  t i ssue .
The box collapsed under his
weight  and he  fe l l ,  in jur ing
himself.

Weisensel applied for and
rece ived  ord inary  d isabi l i ty
retirement benefits.  He then
applied to have those benefits
ruled to be accidental disability
re t i rement  benef i t s .   The
hear ing  of f icer  re jec ted  the
application.  The fire fighter
appeals.

HELD:  Under New York
law,  acc identa l  d i sab i l i ty
re t i rement  benef i t s  a re
ava i lab le  on ly  i f  the
prec ip i ta t ing  reason  for  the
injury was an “accident.”  An
injury that occurs without an
unexpected event, as the result
of activity undertaken in the
per formance  of  ord inary
employment duties, is not an
acc identa l  in jury  for  the
purposes of the law.  There was
nothing fortuitous or unexpected
about the events precipitating the
fire fighter’s in jur ies .   The
col lapse  of  the  ord inary
cardboard box was the normal
and foreseeable result  of his
weight  upon i t .   Thus  no
“accident” occurred.  Denial of

An injury that occurs without an unexpected event, as the
result of activity undertaken in the performance of ordinary
employment duties, is not an accidental injury for the
purposes of the law.

accidental disability benefits
affirmed.  [Weisensel v. Hevesi,
778 N.Y.S.2d 787 (N.Y. App. Div.
2004)]

Disability eligibility
Weisensel was working at

the fire station when he moved

a  cardboard  box ,  which
contained toilet tissue, over to
some s toreroom she lves  in
order  to  reach  some smoke
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Settlements
 Baltimore, Maryland

fire fighters
Baltimore’s two fire fighter unions have approved new three-year contracts with the city.

Members of Baltimore City Firefighters’ Union, Local 734 IAFF, and Baltimore Fire Officers’ Union,
Local 964 IAFF, will receive three percent wage boosts in each year of the pacts beginning January 1,
2005.  The contracts also contain provisions requiring fire fighters to make higher payments for
healthcare premiums but only if the police bargaining unit accepts the same deal.  The contracts also
provide a promise of no layoffs and no permanent closure of fire stations.

Cadillac, Michigan
fire fighters

After more than a year of negotiations, the City of Cadillac has reached a labor accord with
Local 704 of the International Association of Fire Fighters, AFL-CIO.  The three-year deal is retroactive
to July 1, 2003, and specifies a three percent wage hike in the first year followed by boosts of 2.5
percent in the final two years.  Fire fighters will see the cost of healthcare and prescription drugs
increase slightly with union members paying $25 per month toward health insurance.  The contract
also increases the bonus paid to emergency medical technicians.  Eleven unionized fire fighters are
covered by the agreement.

Imperial Beach, California
fire fighters

Imperial Beach has approved a 9.5 percent cost-of-living increase and $75 per month in
additional health benefits for its fire fighters as part of a one-year compensation package.  The increases,
retroactive to July 1, also include bumping college tuition reimbursement to $1,000 per year.  The
city also agreed to implement a catastrophic leave policy for fire fighters that will allow the transfer of
hours from one employee to another, up to 56 hours per employee, for any kind of leave.


