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S T A T E  O F  M I C H I G A N  


C O U R T  O F  A P P E A L S  


CITY OF DETROIT and DETROIT POLICE 
DEPARTMENT, 

Plaintiffs-Appellees, 

DETROIT LIEUTENANTS’ & SERGEANTS’ 
ASSOCIATION and EDWARD FORMAN, 

Defendants-Appellants. 

 UNPUBLISHED 
February 17, 2005 

No. 250424 
Wayne Circuit Court 
LC No. 02-225988-CK 

Before: Murray, P.J., and Meter and Owens, JJ. 

PER CURIAM. 

Defendants Detroit Lieutenants’ & Sergeants’ Association (the Association) and Sergeant 
Edward Forman appeal as of right from the order granting plaintiffs summary disposition under 
MCR 2.116(C)(10). The Association is the labor union representing Sergeant Forman.  This 
case arose when Sergeant Forman was dismissed from the Detroit Police Department (DPD) 
after he was involved in an altercation during which he fired his department-issued firearm. We 
reverse and remand for entry of an order enforcing the arbitrator’s award.   

Defendants first argue that the trial court erred in vacating the award on the ground that 
the arbitrator exceeded his authority under the terms of a collective bargaining agreement 
(Master Agreement) executed between plaintiffs and the Association.  We agree. We review de 
novo a trial court’s ruling with regard to a motion for summary disposition. Spiek v Dep’t of 
Transportation, 456 Mich 331, 337; 572 NW2d 201 (1998).  We review a trial court’s decision 
to grant or deny a motion for reconsideration for an abuse of discretion.  Churchman v 
Rickerson, 240 Mich App 223, 233; 611 NW2d 333 (2000). An abuse of discretion should only 
be found if the result is so palpably and grossly violative of fact and logic that it “evidences 
perversity of will, a defiance of judgment, or the exercise of passion or bias.”  Barrett v Kirtland 
Community College, 245 Mich App 306, 325; 628 NW2d 63 (2001). 

The review of arbitration awards is “narrowly circumscribed.”  Lenawee Co Sheriff v 
Police Officers Labor Council, 239 Mich App 111, 117; 607 NW2d 742 (1999).  To invite 
judicial action to vacate an arbitration award, the character or seriousness of a claimed error of 
law must have been so material or substantial that the award would have been substantially 
different if not for the error. DAIIE v Gavin, 416 Mich 407, 443; 331 NW2d 418 (1982). 
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As an initial matter, we note that the court erred in rejecting evidence that was submitted 
regarding a later murder that was committed by the man who was allegedly involved in the 
altercation with Sergeant Forman.  It is well established that a court may not review an 
arbitrator’s factual findings. Lincoln Park v Lincoln Park Police Officers Ass’n, 176 Mich App 
1, 4; 438 NW2d 875 (1989). An arbitrator’s “‘improvident, even silly, factfinding’ does not 
provide a basis for a reviewing court to refuse to enforce [an] award.” Major League Baseball 
Players Ass’n v Garvey, 532 US 504, 509; 121 S Ct 1724; 149 L Ed 2d 740 (2001), quoting 
United Paperworkers International Union v Misco, Inc, 484 US 29, 39; 108 S Ct 364; 98 L Ed 
2d 286 (1987). Here, the arbitrator found the murder relevant, and we conclude that the trial 
court was bound to honor that determination. 

The court shall vacate an arbitration award if the arbitrator exceeded his powers.  MCR 
3.602(J)(1)(c). However, “[t]he fact that the relief could not or would not be granted by a court 
of law or equity is not ground for vacating or refusing to confirm the award.”  MCR 3.602(J)(1). 

The necessary inquiry for this Court’s determination is whether the award 
was beyond the contractual authority of the arbitrator.  Labor arbitration is a 
product of contract and an arbitrator’s authority to resolve a dispute arising out of 
the appropriate interpretation of a collective bargaining agreement is derived 
exclusively from the contractual agreement of the parties.  It is well settled that 
judicial review of an arbitrator’s decision is limited.  A court may not review an 
arbitrator’s factual findings or decision on the merits.  Rather, a court may only 
decide whether the arbitrator’s award “draws its essence” from the contract.  If the 
arbitrator in granting the award did not disregard the terms of his employment and 
the scope of his authority as expressly circumscribed in the contract, judicial 
review effectively ceases.  [Lincoln Park, supra at 4 (citations omitted).] 

Here, the Master Agreement governed the arbitrator’s authority.  Defendants contend that 
the court erred in concluding that the arbitrator exceeded his authority under the Master 
Agreement when he made a visit to the Ninth Precinct where Sergeant Forman worked. 
Plaintiffs argue that the arbitrator did exceed his authority because he was not allowed to 
consider evidence that was not submitted during the arbitration hearings.  In resolving this 
dispute, we note that there appears to be a conflict in the language of the Master Agreement 
pertaining to this issue. Section 10.B.7 states that every appeal, including arbitration hearings, 
“shall be a total review of guilt or innocence as well as severity of penalty and shall not be 
limited as to admission of evidence (de novo hearing).”  However, § 9.A.3, which is the section 
that plaintiffs rely on, states that “[t]he Board of Arbitrators shall not consider any evidence 
submitted by either party which was not produced in the grievance procedure unless such 
evidence was not then known to the party submitting the same.”  Because § 10.B.7 applies 
specifically (by virtue of § 10.C.1) to disciplinary arbitration hearings rather than general 
arbitration hearings afforded under the Master Agreement, it is the more applicable provision 
defining the scope of the arbitrator’s authority in this case.  Thus, the arbitrator was not limited 
with respect to the evidence that he could admit. 

The arbitrator was arguably applying the contract and acting within the scope of his 
authority to consider any evidence during the de novo arbitration hearing.  See Major League 
Baseball Players Ass’n, supra at 509. Although plaintiffs argue that they did not agree to the 
arbitrator visiting the precinct, they also do not dispute that they were aware that the arbitrator 
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was invited. Although the invitation was extended in the presence of counsel for both parties, 
plaintiffs did not object at that point. If there had been any question about the arbitrator’s 
authority to make the visit, the issue should have been raised at an earlier time.  Plaintiffs’ failure 
to object constituted acquiescence to the visit.   

Accordingly, the trial court erred in vacating the arbitrator’s award because the court 
improperly rejected the arbitrator’s findings of fact, the arbitrator’s award drew its essence from 
the Master Agreement, and the arbitrator did not exceed his authority under the agreement. 

Defendants next argue that the trial court erred in vacating the arbitrator’s award on the 
basis of a violation of public policy.  We agree.  Michigan has recognized a limited public policy 
exception to the general rule of judicial deference to arbitrator’s awards. Gogebic Medical Care 
Facility v AFSCME Local 992, 209 Mich App 693, 697; 531 NW2d 728 (1995).  The public 
policy exception is construed narrowly and authorizes vacating an arbitrator’s award where it 
“would violate some explicit public policy that is well-defined and dominant, . . . ascertained by 
reference to the laws and legal precedent and not from general considerations of supposed public 
interest.” Lincoln Park, supra at 6-7 (internal citations and quotations omitted).  Included are 
awards that have the effect of mandating illegal conduct or awards that themselves violate a law. 
Lansing Community College v Lansing Community Chapter of the Mich Ass’n for Higher 
Education, 161 Mich App 321, 330-331; 409 NW2d 823 (1987), vacated 429 Mich 895, reaff’d 
on remand 171 Mich App 172 (1988).     

Here, the trial court held that “to say [Sergeant Forman’s] behavior cannot be seen as just 
cause for discharge of a sworn police officer is a proposition that violates any rational view of 
the public policy of the State of Michigan.” Plaintiffs argue that Michigan public policy supports 
protecting citizens from the reckless discharge of a firearm, see MCL 752.863a and from the 
malicious destruction of property.  See MCL 750.377a.  Moreover, plaintiffs contend that public 
policy dictates that police officers meet a minimum standard of moral fitness.  See MCL 
28.609(1)(a). 

These provisions do reflect valid, general public policy concerns and take into account 
considerations of supposed public interest. See Lincoln Park, supra at 6-7. However, they do 
not constitute a positive law prohibiting employment of a police officer who engages in the 
prohibited behavior. Lansing Community College, supra at 330-331. In other words, although 
the general public consensus might disfavor employing a police officer who is convicted of 
misdemeanor offenses, there is no well-defined and dominant public policy, as reflected by an 
express legal provision, against it.  Further, the award in the instant case does not clearly 
undermine the public policy embodied in the legal provisions cited by plaintiffs.  See id. at 333 
(concluding that reinstatement of an associate professor who allegedly smoked marijuana with 
some of his students did not “violate[] the well-defined public policy against use of illegal 
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narcotics”). The trial court improperly concluded that the arbitration award could be vacated on 
the basis of public policy.1 

The trial court further stated that it was improper for the arbitrator to look to the “the past 
deficiencies of the City’s employment practices” when assessing Sergeant Forman’s conduct. 
As long as his authority is not specifically limited by the terms of the collective bargaining 
agreement, an arbitrator may “‘determine that, while the employee is guilty of some infraction, 
the infraction did not amount to just cause for discharge and impose some less severe penalty.’” 
Police Officers Ass’n v Manistee Co, 250 Mich App 339, 344; 645 NW2d 713 (2002), quoting 
Monroe Co Sheriff v FOP Lodge #113, 136 Mich App 709, 718; 357 NW2d 744 (1984).  An 
arbitrator may consider mitigating circumstances in considering whether to lessen the severity of 
a sanction imposed on an employee.  Police Officers Ass’n, supra at 346.  Thus, the arbitrator 
was permitted to take into consideration Sergeant Forman’s exemplary personal employment 
record as well as the general disciplinary practices of the DPD. 

Defendants’ last argument, that the court erred in ordering that the Police Trial Board’s 
decision to discharge Sergeant Forman be upheld because the rules do not grant the court the 
authority to reinstate a prior decision, is moot in light of our conclusion that the court erred in 
vacating the arbitrator’s award. However, we note that a reviewing court is without authority to 
fashion its own remedy.  See Service Employees International Union Local 466M v Saginaw, 
263 Mich App 656, 663-664; 689 NW2d 521 (2004). Rather, when an arbitrator exceeds his 
authority, the case must be remanded for further arbitration proceedings.  Michigan State 
Employees Ass’n v Dep’t of Mental Health, 178 Mich App 581, 585; 444 NW2d 207 (1989); see 
also MCR 3.602(J)(3).  Again, however, we conclude that the arbitrator did not exceed his 
authority. 

Reversed and remanded.  We do not retain jurisdiction. 

/s/ Patrick M. Meter 
/s/ Donald S. Owens 

1 Although an arbitrator’s decision to order Sergeant Forman’s termination of employment 
based on public policy reasons would be within his authority, the instant arbitrator’s decision to 
order Sergeant Forman’s continued employment simply does not constitute a violation of public 
policy that mandates our vacation of the arbitrator’s award.  It is not within the province of a 
court of law to substitute its judgment for that of an arbitrator who otherwise acts within his 
power. See, generally, Lincoln Park, supra at 4. 
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