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Vol. 2 at 7, 10).  Second, the assessment centers would be used for promotions to 

officer positions (Trans. Vol 7 at 12).  Third, the model decreases the importance 

of strict seniority and the oral interview.  Fourth, Chief Murray believes the 

process will help the Department identity firefighters that are prepared for and 

truly desire supervisory positions.          

Dr. Kendra Royer testified about the impact and use of the assessment 

centers and explained that an assessment center is a “standardized evaluation of 

behavior with multiple job-related components” (Id. at 17).  The assessment 

centers are run by trained assessors; mostly fire chiefs from other fire 

departments (Id. at 18).  The assessors are looking for attributes like “leadership 

qualities, decision making and judgment, interpersonal skills, oral 

communication skills, and written communication skills (Id. at 19).  Dr. Royer 

stated that her company, EMPCO, has conducted assessment centers for the 

Dearborn Police Department for the past six or seven years, and has a 98% 

satisfaction rate from the City (Id. at 23-24).              

A summary of the highlights describing the Union’s opposition to the 

proposed modifications of the promotional model contains the following points: 

To begin with, the Parties’ contract currently contains a promotional 

procedure that is typical among the comparables.  Union Ex 26, Art. 31 at 20-22. 

Second, the Union argues that the City’s replacement of objective measures like 
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job knowledge tests and experience, with subjective measures like the 

assessment center are inconsistent with the procedures used by comparable fire 

departments.  In this regard, the Union argues that the current procedure already 

gives the Chief and the command staff more room for discretion and subjective 

assessment that almost any other procedure currently in use among the 

comparable communities. Third, the Union worries that the City’s promotion 

procedure would replace relevant, objective measures of job performance with 

more subjective measures.   

Fourth, the Union maintains that the City’s proposed assessment center 

model provides a less valid measure of future job performance than the job 

knowledge tests and experience that the City’s current process would disclose.  

Fifth, the Union points out that the Department has had a bad experience in the 

past with EMPCO, the company that the Department is proposing administer the 

assessment center concept has not performed well in previous experience with 

the Department.  Sixth, the Dearborn Police Department administers the 

assessment center concept for only one position, that of sergeant.  Seventh, the 

Union maintains the City’s proposal should be rejected because it would 

eliminate nine promotional positions for no articulated reason, and in so doing, 

renege on a promise made to the Firefighters as part of the Melvindale merger. 
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The proposal would delete Art. 31.01(G) which guarantees so-called “swing 

promotions.”  Art 31.01(G) reads as follows: 

A set of “Swing Promotions” to replace the retired Ladder 3 

promotional positions will be retained in order to accommodate 

Kelly and Vacation Days as long as the City of Melvindale is 

serviced by the Dearborn Fire Department. 

 

  Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, the Firefighters maintain that the 

City has not made a persuasive business case for changing the established 

promotion model. 

Conclusion: 

 At first blush, the Panel Chair is inclined to reject the City’s proposal 

principally on the grounds that they have not established a business case for 

changing the current system.  The City does not cite any instances of officer 

promotions that have not worked out, nor any instances of individuals who have 

been promoted under the old system to officer positions who have been 

disciplined for poor performance and returned to their previous rank.  While the  

testimony contains implied criticism of a reliance on seniority, there are no 

indications cited of promotions granted under the existing system that turned 

out to be poor predictors of officer success.   

 Nor are there references made to other fire departments who have 

decided to add the assessment center model and been very pleased with it.  The 

one reference that is cited by the Department refers to the use of the process and 
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the vendor company by the Dearborn Police Department, but admittedly, that 

group only uses the process for promotion to one position.  The Union notes that  

a majority of the comparables they submitted base promotions predominantly 

upon department or rank seniority, typically among candidates who first pass a 

written test.1  Cities that use a combination of written and oral tests typically rate 

the written exam higher.2  Cities that allow seniority to count as part of a 

combined score typically have no limit on the number of years of seniority that 

can be used. Union Ex. 135 (right column).3   

 Nevertheless, this arbitrator is persuaded that a carefully structured 

expansion of the oral interview, revolving around the opportunity to pose 

situations faced regularly by officers, would be more beneficial in helping to 

predict and determine leadership skills and capabilities than a written 

examination and a typical oral interview alone can accomplish. 

 Since this issue is non-economic, I am not bound to select one proposal 

over the other, but free to fashion a compromise.  I think that the City’s proposal 

to incorporate an assessment model has merit, but in light of some of the 

                                                 
1 / See Canton Twp (seniority); Clinton Twp (seniority); Livonia (seniority); Royal Oak 

(seniority for Lts and Sgts); Shelby Twp (seniority); Sterling Heights (seniority); Warren 

(seniority); West Bloomfield (seniority). Union Ex. 134. 
2 / See Dearborn Heights, Southfield, St. Clair Shores; Westland. Union Ex. 134. 
3 / Westland is the only Fire Department among the comparables that caps the use of 

seniority points, and its cap is 20 years. Union Ex. 134. 
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concerns that have been raised by the Union as noted above, I am not inclined to 

support the proposed percentage weights in the City’s proposal, nor their 

proposed cap on the number of years of seniority and the maximum points that 

can be assigned.  Therefore, I am ordering a modification of the model proposed 

by the City as follows: 

31.01:  Effective July 1, 2017 
 

G. The promotional examination for the Assistant Fire Chief is 

approved by the Civil Service Commission as follows: 
 

iii. Appointment is at the Fire Chief’s discretion from among 

qualified candidates.  

 

iv. Applications restricted to L412 members who have a 

minimum of 7.5 years professional firefighting experience 

in Dearborn. Applicants must possess a bachelor’s degree 

or equivalent comparable experience and must 

successfully complete the EMU Staff and Command 

Course or equivalent, within one year of appointment.   

 

H. The promotional examination for the Battalion Fire Chief is 

approved by the Civil Service Commission as follows: 
 

iv. Applications restricted to Fire Captains who have held this 

classification for at least two (2) years prior to the last date 

for filing applications. 

  

v. Written Test: A candidate must score at least a 70% on the 

written test to move on to the Assessment Center and 

Oral Interview. 

 

vi. Parts & Weights of the Examination: 

- Written Test:  30% 

- Assessment Center: 35% 

- Oral Interview: 35% 
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Service Credits: One-half percent (1/2%) per year up to 

twenty (20) years of service (Maximum 10%). 

  

I. The promotional examinations for the Fire Captain is approved by 

the Civil Service Commission as follows: 
 

iv. Applications restricted to Fire Lieutenants who have held 

this classification for at least two (2) years prior to the last 

date for filing applications.  

  

v. Written Test: A candidate must score at least a 70% on the 

written test to move on to the Assessment Center and 

Oral Interview. 

  

vi. Parts & Weights of the Examination: 

- Written Test:  30% 

- Assessment Center: 35% 

- Oral Interview: 35% 
 

Service Credits: One-half percent (1/2%) per year up to 

twenty (20) years of service (Maximum 10%). 

 

J. The promotional examinations for the Fire Lieutenant is approved 

by the Civil Service Commission as follows: 
 

iv. Applications restricted to Firefighter IIs and Firefighter IIIs 

who have completed at least five (5) years of service in the 

City of Dearborn Fire Department prior to the last date for 

filing applications. 

  

v. Written Test: A candidate must score at least a 70% on the 

written test to move on to the Assessment Center and 

Oral Interview. 

  

vi. Parts & Weights of the Examination: 

- Written Test:  30% 

- Assessment Center: 35% 

- Oral Interview: 35% 
 

Service Credits: One-half percent (1/2%) per year up to ten 

(20) years of service (Maximum 10%). 
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some of the rulings of the courts.  A summary of the court holdings on some of 

the cases that the City cites suggest that the standard for determining whether 

apparatus staffing is a mandatory subject of bargaining must be actual evidence, 

and not speculative in nature.  I find those rulings sadly lacking.  Are those 

courts suggesting that we have to experience firefighter deaths or serious injuries 

that are directly tied to inadequate staffing before we can see a connection to the 

intertwining of apparatus staffing to employee safety?  If they state that, then I 

reject those findings. 

On the other hand, a review of the 2001 Wolkinson arbitration award in 

the Detroit Firefighter cases which references and describes the Richard Kanner 

arbitration award, suggests that while the Union counsel has previously 

experienced victories on this issue in Act 312 proceedings, it has chosen not to 

enforce the apparatus staffing portions of those awards in return for trade-offs 

involving firefighter job security.  If this issue is so important to firefighter safety 

as the Union suggests, then why did it choose to so easily ignore decisions in its 

favor?  While I do not find the City’s argument that the Dearborn Firefighters did 

not raise the safety issue in mediation as particularly compelling, I must admit 

that a historical overview of how firefighters in general have handled this issue 

might make one doubt the sincerity of their position. 
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After having heard the testimony of Chief William Bryson and having 

reviewed the record from that segment of the hearing, my overarching 

impression is that everyone in the room found the testimony and the evidence 

submitted to be credible.  Indeed, the only argument that the City offers in 

rebuttal to his testimony is the Union’s failure to establish the relevance of the 

study and findings to the City of Dearborn.   

My conclusion on the question of whether Apparatus Staffing is a 

mandatory or permissive subject of bargaining will borrow proudly from some 

language in the Wolkinson award (Union Ex. 105) which states, “The City 

[Detroit] attempted to rebuff the [out of state] studies entered into evidence by 

the Union by stating that they were not comparable, and the Union failed to 

demonstrate how those studies demonstrate anything about Detroit.   Arbitrator 

Wolkinson’s response states, 

“The Panel does not find that these concerns of sufficient weight or merit 

to justify ignoring the conclusions drawn from these studies.  That Austin, 

Providence, and Dallas were not used as comparables does not detract 

from their relevance given the absence of any evidence or reason to 

believe that the dangers and hazards confronting the arriving companies 

when suppressing a fire were any different in these communities than in 

Detroit.” (pp.70-71). 

 

Therefore, I find that the subject of Apparatus Staffing is a mandatory, and 

not a permissive subject of bargaining and is properly before this Act 312 Panel.   
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Discussion on the Merits 

The City’s brief states that even if the Union can establish that their 

apparatus staffing proposal is a mandatory subject of bargaining, the Union’s 

proposal should be rejected.  The basis for the City’s proposal is as follows:  First, 

the Union’s chief witness, Chief William Bryson, provided no evidence that the 

Dearborn Fire Department had ever not met or violated the standard.  Second, 

the City draws from Chief Bryson’s testimony in its brief which stated that “if [a 

department] could determine methodologies that are an equivalent or better way 

of accomplishing the goal of suppression or EMS delivery or special operations 

delivery, that it would be acceptable to use those methods” (Tran. Vol. 6 at 61).  

The clear inference here is that the City meets the standard by the number of fire 

personnel that it sends to the scene as opposed to the number riding per vehicle.  

While I commend the overall firefighter response to fire incidents that the 

City testified to, it seems to fly in the face of the NIST findings that the number of 

firefighters riding on each team or vehicle is even more significant than the total 

assembling on the ground because of the need for adequate personnel to perform 

each of the specific tasks involved in fire suppression in a particular sequence.   

Fourth, the City points out that the recommendations in the NFPA study 

is for 4 firefighters per rig, and the Union in this case is recommending 3, so that 

neither the Study nor the Chief’s testimony supports the Union’s proposal of 
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three firefighters per piece of firefighting equipment.  Fifth, the City points out 

that the Union failed to present any evidence to dispute City exhibit [sic 82] or 

Chief Murray’s testimony that the Department meets the requirements of NFPA 

1710 for personnel on the scene of a fire on every run. 

The most compelling argument that the City presents to reject the Union 

proposal is that the great majority of the Dearborn Fire Department runs are in 

response to emergency medical situations versus actual fires.  The City thus 

argues that if it has to staff at the level in the Union proposal, it could be harmful 

to the City’s ability to handle the great majority of the EMS/paramedic responses 

and might require the City to take one or more of those pieces of equipment out 

of service. 

The Union’s proposal to staff all firefighting vehicles with 3 firefighters 

and all ambulances vehicles with two firefighters is based on the following: First, 

it would appear that it is the de facto status quo.  The Union has argued that 

during the hearing, the Chief mentioned giving consideration to reducing the 

manpower on fire-fighting equipment from 3 to 2 individuals per vehicle, and 

that has prompted the Union to seek to memorialize the current practice.  

Second, that the evidence presented demonstrates that that the deployment of 

three-person versus two-person crews is “related to or inextricably intertwined 

with” firefighter safety and intertwined with the speed of carrying out vital 
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firefighting tasks.  They cite the conclusion in the NIST study which shows that 

smaller crews lead to delays.  Firefighters on two-person crews will get water on 

a fire a minute later than firefighters organized into three-person crews, and 

firefighters in two-person crews will be delayed in beginning their primary 

search, which exposes them to a hotter fire, more toxic smoke, and the risk of 

building failure, not to mention increasing the possibility that they will not find 

potential survivors in time.   Firefighters on two-person crews will have to stop 

and wait for later arriving companies to carry out vital firefighting tasks. 

I am moved by the language used by Dr. Lori Moore-Merrill in Union 

Exhibit 107, when she states, 

Larger crews can carry out crucial tasks in parallel rather than in series 

and saving time can save occupant lives and prevent firefighter injuries 

and property damage. 

 

 The final argument in the Union’s brief on the merits concerns the 

presence of apparatus staffing provisions in the contracts of other, comparable 

communities.  A review of Union Exhibit 106, the survey of apparatus staffing 

provisions, shows that four of the seven communities that the parties jointly 

agreed to as comparables currently have staffing provisions.  It is clear that these 

communities are making a bold statement about the importance of firefighter 

and public safety.  This is a value that I would like to see emulated by the City of 

Dearborn and its Firefighters. 
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Conclusion on the Merits: 

At the outset I note that this issue is clearly connected to the issue of 

Hours of Work and the overall staffing level of the Department.  As I wrote in 

discussing the parties’ positions in Hours of Work, I feel that the Department has 

consistently opted to run at the minimum staffing level required by the City’s 

Charter, and in so doing, has created a staffing shortage of its own making.  In 

addition, this decision drives the need to remove equipment from daily 

operations far more, in my view, than the number of Kelly Days or other leave 

usage that occurs on a daily basis.  The simple truth is that the Dearborn Fire 

Department is seriously understaffed. 

I, therefore, will order adoption of the Union’s proposal, which, in effect, 

memorializes the apparatus staffing practices that are currently being practiced:  

3 firefighters on each piece of fire-fighting equipment and 2 firefighters on 

ambulances.  If the Department desires to open a sixth fire station, it will have to 

be staffed at the same level, which will undoubtedly require the hiring of more 

firefighters.   
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City's position that firefighters should work extra hours for free, so it is false that 

the Arbitrator credited firefighter comparables on the Grievance issue and 

disregarded them in Hours of Work.  Only one bargaining unit among those held to 

be comparable had undergone a recent increase in hours, and that unit was the 

Dearborn police. The Arbitrator properly noted that the City paid the police for 

their extra hours, and so should pay the Firefighters for theirs.  There is no 

inconsistency. 

Paramedic Bonus 

 Here, Mr. Romer charges the Arbitrator with an immaterial 'slip of the pen.' 

Throughout the hearing, the Union presented exhibits that summarized provisions 

from the Union's twelve proposed comparable communities. The Arbitrator 

decided to pare the list of comparables to the seven communities that the Union 

and the City agreed upon. Opinion at 12.  But Mr. Romer complains that in its 

discussion of the Paramedic Bonus, the Opinion refers to nine comparables, 

indicating that some other cities were considered. Dissent at 3-4. 

 Whatever the meaning of the reference to "nine," it is immaterial.  Union Ex. 

68 shows the paramedic bonuses paid in all of the Union's proposed comparable 

cities.  If one ignores the cities in this exhibit that are not 'in common,' the Union's 

LBO of $4,000 leaves the Dearborn Firefighters tied for sixth out of seven--well 

below the median.  The Award on this issue is amply supported whether all of the 
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Union's comparables are considered, or just those that are 'in common' with the 

City. 

 Also--the Arbitrator's award is based on another consideration.  The 

Firefighters' paramedic bonus prior to 2013 was $4,000.  It was reduced to $2,000 

as a concession to the City during hard economic times.  Opinion at 69. The 

Arbitrator found that the old bonus should be restored now that the City has 

recovered economically. Opinion at 69-70. 

 The Arbitrator's Award on this issue is "supported by competent, material, 

and substantial evidence on the whole record."  MCL 423.240.   

MERS Defined Benefit Plan  

 Mr. Romer begins his discussion of this issue by renewing at length his 

complaint that the Arbitrator failed to consider the City's pension and retiree health 

insurance liabilities.   We have seen above that Mr. Romer is mistaken--the 

Arbitrator specifically noted this argument from the City, but concluded on the 

basis of overwhelming contrary evidence that the City's legacy costs were not 

different from those of other cities that provided better compensation for their 

firefighters./
1
 See Opinion at 14-15; supra at 4-5. 

                                                           
1
 / For a fuller discussion of this point, see the Union's Brief to the Arbitrator at p. 

16-40. 
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 Even more importantly, the MERS pension plan at issue has no unfunded 

accrued liability. City Ex. 57 at 7.  Its assets exceed its liabilities.  And because the 

Union's LBO on this issue is prospective-only, it does not create any new unfunded 

liabilities.  Even after the Union's LBO on this issue is adopted, the MERS plan 

will be 108% funded! City Ex. 67 at 7.  See also Opinion at 82. 

 Mr. Romer observes that MERS has recently changed its assumed rate of 

return on investments from 8.00% to 7.75%, but appears to be confused about the 

relevance of that event. Dissent at 4.  Mr. Romer seems to imply that this change 

will create pension liabilities in addition to the ones he refers to at p. 2 and 4 (top) 

of his Dissent.  But that is mistaken.  MERS's new assumed rate of return has been 

'priced into' the 12/31/2015 actuarial report that was submitted as an exhibit in this 

hearing.  City Ex. 57.  Because Dearborn's MERS plan has no accrued liabilities, 

the impact of the new rate of return was predictably modest.  Under an 8% funding 

assumption, the MERS plan was funded at 107% (as of 12/31/2015).  City Ex. 57 

at 7.  Under the new rate of 7.75%, the MERS plan was funded at 106% (as of 

12/31/2015). Id.  And as noted just above, by the date of Actuary Jim Koss's 

testimony, that funding ratio had risen to 108%. City 67 at 7.  No amount of hand 

waving can change the fact that the MERS pension plan at issue here has no 

accrued liabilities, and the Union's prospective-only LBO keeps it that way. 
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Apparatus Staffing 

 Here, Mr. Romer claims that the Arbitrator has applied an improper legal 

standard in holding that the Union's LBO on this issue is a mandatory subject of 

bargaining.  Mr. Romer reaches this result by quoting the Arbitrator out of context, 

and artfully omitting words to make it sound as if the Arbitrator is rejecting 

precedent. Dissent at 5. The Arbitrator did nothing of the sort.  Concerning the 

appropriate quantum of evidence necessary to show that a staffing provision is 

inextricably intertwined with safety, Mr. Hartfield asked rhetorically: "Are those 

courts suggesting that we have to experience firefighter deaths or serious injuries 

that are directly tied to inadequate staffing before we can see a connection to the 

intertwining of apparatus staffing to employee safety?  If they state that, then I 

reject those findings." Opinion at 96.  In fact, no decision by a Michigan court 

suggests that we must await death or grievous bodily harm to find that a staffing 

provision is mandatory, and so contrary to Mr. Romer's suggestion, the Arbitrator 

is not "rejecting" Court of Appeals precedent. 

 What the Arbitrator did was to carefully weigh the evidence before him on 

the issue of safety, and conclude correctly that the difference between having two 

vs. three firefighters arrive on a fire scene on a piece of fire apparatus was 

inextricably intertwined with firefighter safety. Opinion at 97-99. 
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 The twin pillars of the Union's case on Apparatus Staffing were: (1) the 

testimony of Fire Chief William Bryson, perhaps the nation's most renowned 

expert on staffing and firefighter safety; and (2) an exhaustive study of the relative 

safety of two-through-five-person fire crews conducted by the National Institute of 

Standards and Technology (NIST). See Transcript, Vol. 6; Union Exs. 102-105. 

 The Union presented a day of testimony by Chief William Bryson.  Chief 

Bryson has served as the Fire Chief of the City of Miami, and later, as Fire Chief 

of Miami Dade Fire Rescue. Union Ex. 101-A; Tr., Vol.6 at 3-7. Since 2005, Chief 

Bryson has served on the NFPA 1710 Committee.  See Union Ex. 104 at 1710-3. 

The NFPA 1710 Committee is an organization comprised of fire chiefs, 

government officials and professional firefighters who study and set standards for 

fire suppression operations, emergency medical operations, and other, special 

operations performed by career fire departments. Id.; Tr., Vol. 6 at 8-11.  NFPA 

standards are widely consulted and followed in the firefighting profession. Id.  

Among other things, NFPA 1710 sets standards for the staffing of fire apparatus, 

response times for initial and later fire company response, and safety standards for 

fireground operations. Tr., Vol. 6 at 9-11.  Since 2008, Chief Bryson has served as 

the Chair of the NFPA 1710 Committee. Union Ex. 101-A, 104 at 1710-3. 

 Chief Bryson also served as a technical advisor to the most comprehensive 

and authoritative study measuring the safety and effectiveness of different 
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firefighter staffing models—a study by the National Institute of Standards and 

Technology (NIST) entitled “Report on Residential Fireground Field 

Experiments.” Union Ex 101-A; 102 at 55.  He has served as an expert witness in 

hearings across the nation as an expert on fire department staffing, safety, and best 

practices.  Union Ex. 101-A.   

 Chief Bryson has been recognized by his peers for the highest awards in his 

profession.  He was named Metropolitan Fire Chief of the Year in 2008, and in 

2016 received the Lifetime Achievement Award from the Metropolitan Fire Chiefs 

Association. In sum—he is a distinguished Fire Chief, and an eminently qualified 

expert in the field of fire operations, fire safety, and firefighter staffing./
2
 

 Much of Chief Bryson’s testimony concerned the findings of the NIST study 

in which he served as a technical advisor.  The NIST sought to quantify the effect 

of different firefighting crew sizes on the safety and effectiveness of fire fighting 

operations.  The NIST built two model 2000 square foot residences to mirror the 

conditions that firefighters encounter in a typical residential structure fire. Union 

Ex. 102 at 16, 21-23.  Chief Bryson and two of his colleagues analyzed the crucial 

performance objectives required in a typical residential house fire and broke those 

                                                           
2
 / Chief Bryson is also a man of exceptional civic accomplishments.  He is one of 

only two persons to receive the Distinguished Service Award from the City of 

Miami. Union Ex. 101-A, Tr., Vol. 6 at 17-18. 
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objectives into 22 discrete tasks. Tr., Vol. 6 at 15-17; Union Ex. 102 at 26.  

Firefighters in crew sizes ranging from two to five were then recruited to perform 

all of these tasks, and their performances were timed.  The tasks were performed 

under various scenarios.  Fire crews were monitored and timed under conditions of 

“early arrival” and “later arrival.”  In the “early arrival” scenario, the first fire 

company on scene arrived at the fire six-and-one-half minutes after the onset of the 

fire.  In the “later arrival” scenario, the first arriving company was on-scene two 

minutes later. See Union 102 at 31 (Table 3). Each of these scenarios was 

conducted under the assumptions of “close stagger”—subsequent companies 

arriving one minute apart—and “far stagger”—each later company arriving two 

minutes apart. Union Ex. 102 at 24; Tr., Vol. 6 at 22-24.  This variety in arrival 

times and stagger times was designed to mirror the real world contingencies of fire 

department operations. Tr., Vol. 6 at 24. 

 The NIST study was performed using fire crews in sizes from two to five, 

because departments use all of these different crew sizes. Id. at 15-16.  The 

published study contains a large amount of information about the relative safety 

and effectiveness of two versus three person crews.  Id. at 20-21.  The NIST study 

demonstrated in graphic detail that (1) the delays caused by two vs. three person 

crews dramatically slowed a fire response, allowing a fire to grow hotter, deadlier 

and more unpredictable, all of which lead to grave dangers to responding 
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firefighters; and (2) members of a two person crew experienced elevated stress and 

heart-rate compared to a three person crew, and maintained these rates of stress for 

a longer time, leading to real danger of heart attack, the number one fire ground 

killer. 

 I will not summarize the evidence provided by the Union, and credited by 

the Arbitrator in this case. See Union's Brief at 84-114; Opinion at 97-99 ("After 

having heard the testimony of Chief William Bryson and having reviewed the 

record from that segment of the hearing, my overarching impression is that 

everyone in the room found the testimony and the evidence submitted to be 

credible.").  Suffice it to say that the record fully supports the Arbitrator's Award in 

this case. 

 Mr. Romer complains that the Arbitrator overlooked two pieces of evidence 

that the City submitted in response to the Union's case: (1) that the City of 

Dearborn does send an appropriate complement of firefighters to a fire scene, 

albeit in smaller crews and over a longer time horizon than recommended by 

national safety standards, and (2) that in Dearborn, a relatively small percentage of 

emergency runs are full-scale structure fires. Dissent at 5-6. 

 However, contrary to Mr. Romer's complaints, the Arbitrator specifically 

considered both of these arguments by the City.  See Opinion at 98-99.  The 
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