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Daniel Coyne, Corrections Officer 
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Richard Hoggan, CFO, LVMPD 
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Jessica Colvin, CFO Clark County 

Michael Verdoorn, Principle Consultant Gallagher Human Resources & Compensation Practice 
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INTRODUCTION 

This matter came before the Arbitrator pursuant to NRS 288.215.  The Arbitrator was 

mutually selected by the parties.  A hearing was held in Las Vegas, Nevada on August 28, 29 

and 30, 2019.  As required by statute a full and complete record of the hearing was prepared by 

Ms. Barbara Kulish CCR, RPR of Rocket Reporters Las Vegas, Nevada. 

 

The parties agreed that the matter was properly before me for final and binding 

arbitration in accordance with the statute.  At the hearing the parties had full opportunity to make 

opening statements, examine and cross examine witnesses, introduce documents, and make 

arguments in support of their positions.  

 

The parties were provided the opportunity to submit their closing arguments in the form 

of post hearing briefs which were received in a timely manner.  The award in this case is based 

upon the evidence, testimony, and arguments put forward during the hearing and the arguments 

presented by the parties in their post hearing briefs. 

 

BACKGROUND 

The Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department (LVMPD) is located in Clark County 

(County) Nevada which has the largest population in the State consisting of 2.2 million residents.  

The residential population is considerably supplemented by over forty million tourists and 

visitors on an annual basis.   Clark County includes the City of Las Vegas (City). The County 
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covers approximately 8100 square miles and is the 13
th

 largest County in the United States.  The 

County accounts for almost 75% of the State’s entire population.  

 

The LVMPD was created in 1973 pursuant to Nevada Revised Statute 280 which 

combined the City of Las Vegas Police Department and the Clark County Sheriff’s Department 

to form the LVMPD.  The LVMPD is the ninth largest police department in the country and is 

responsible for policing 7560 square miles.  As of 2018-2019 there were 3218 commissioned 

police officers and 1333 full-time civilian employees. (Ex. U7) Additionally the LVMPD 

operates the County’s three detention centers employing 916 commissioned corrections officers 

and 342 full-time civilian employees.  

  

The LVMPD finances are a subset of the Clark County budget.  The current funding 

formula was established in 1981.  After a deduction for self-generated revenue such as property 

tax revenues, service charges, and the airport contract, the remaining funding is divided between 

the City and the County based upon the calls for services, felony crimes, population and resident 

areas. There is a proportional determination of the monies to be made available by the County 

and the City to the LVMPD.  For fiscal year 2020 44% of the LVMPD’s operating fund is from 

the County, 25% is from the City, 8% is from airport contract funding revenues and 27 million 

dollars is coming from other sources.  The Detention Services Division (DSD) is primarily 

funded by the County’s General Fund with only 3% coming from phone contracts, commissary 

contracts and earned interest.   

 

On June 30, 2019 the Collective Bargaining Agreement between LVMPD and LVPAA 

(Ex. J1; E17) expired and the parties entered into negotiations for a successor agreement 

beginning the winter prior to the expiration date.  The parties negotiated in good faith and had 

reached tentative agreements on all articles of a successor agreement (Ex. E1) with the exception 

of Article 13, Compensation.  The parties submitted that one issue to arbitration for resolution 

under Nevada’s statutory provisions.  
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RELEVANT STATUTORY PROVISIONS 

NRS 288.215  Submission of dispute between firefighters or police officers and local 

government employer to arbitrator: Hearing; determination of financial ability of local 

government employer; negotiations and final offer; effect of decision of arbitrator; content of 

decision. 

  1.  As used in this section: 

… 

(b) “Police officers” means those persons who are salaried employees of a police 

department or other law enforcement agency organized by a political subdivision of the State and 

whose principal duties are to enforce the law. 

2.  The provisions of this section apply only to firefighters and police officers and their 

local government employers. 

… 

 5.  At the hearing, or at any subsequent time to which the hearing may be adjourned, 

information may be presented by: 

      (a) The parties to the dispute; or 

      (b) Any interested person. 

6.  The parties to the dispute shall each pay one-half of the costs incurred by the 

arbitrator. 

7.  A determination of the financial ability of a local government employer must be 

based on: 

(a) All existing available revenues as established by the local government employer 

and within the limitations set forth in NRS 354.6241, with due regard for the 

obligation of the local government employer to provide facilities and services 

guaranteeing the health, welfare and safety of the people residing within the political 

subdivision. 

(b) Consideration of funding for the current year being negotiated. If the parties 

mutually agree to arbitrate a multi-year contract the arbitrator must consider the 

ability to pay over the life of the contract being negotiated or arbitrated.   

Once the arbitrator has determined in accordance with this subsection that there is a 

current financial ability to grant monetary benefits, the arbitrator shall consider, to the extent 

appropriate, compensation of other governmental employees, both in and out of this State. 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-354.html#NRS354Sec6241
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… 

9.  If the parties do not enter into negotiations or do not agree within 30 days, each of 

the parties shall submit a single written statement containing its final offer for each of the 

unresolved issues. 

10.  The arbitrator shall, within 10 days after the final offers are submitted, accept one 

of the written statements, on the basis of the criteria provided in NRS 288.200, and shall report 

the decision to the parties. The decision of the arbitrator is final and binding on the parties. Any 

award of the arbitrator is retroactive to the expiration date of the last contract. 

11.  The decision of the arbitrator must include a statement: 

(a) Giving the arbitrator’s reason for accepting the final offer that is the basis of the 

arbitrator’s award; and 

(b) Specifying the arbitrator’s estimate of the total cost of the award. 

 

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE 

The parties stipulated that there is a single issue for the Arbitrator to resolve:   

Article 13.1--Salaries for 2019-2020 and 2020-2021  

 

THE FINAL OFFERS OF THE PARTIES 

The Association’s Final Offer 

Increase all pay rates on the bargaining unit’s pay scales for all positions across the board 

in the existing labor agreement by 3.75% retroactive to July 1, 2019, and then by 3.75% on July 

1, 2020.  

 

The Employer’s Final Offer 

 2.25 percent COLA for year one of the CBA; and 

 2.50 COLA for year two of the CBA. 

 

ANALYSIS 

Position of the Association 

The Association argues that its offer is reasonable and equitable. A 3.75% increase in 

each of the two years of the contract rewards the membership for a job done well. All members 

will be treated the same and it accomplishes a goal of beginning to catch up with comparable 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-288.html#NRS288Sec200
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local labor market jurisdictions. Intuitively, Metro should be paid equally with the local labor 

market. The current situation of LVMPD’s Police Officers and Corrections Officers being paid 

less than the local labor market jurisdictions is both surprising and inequitable. 

  

The Association maintains that the parties have a long tradition of using the historical labor 

market comparators. For the Police Officers, the Association used wages from the City of 

Henderson and the City of North Las Vegas as comparators. For the Corrections Officers, the 

Association used wages from the City of Henderson and the City of Las Vegas. The 

methodology calculated total compensation, which included base wage, insurance costs, and for 

both the employee and the employer, the value of time off, and  applicable premium pays.   

 

Ms. Pusateri presented on behalf of the Association.  She testified that LVMPD is above 

average in total compensation at the entry-level but is well behind for senior employees at a 10-

year level. The table below illustrates her conclusions: 

 

Classification Entry Level 
Total Compensation 

          10 Year  
Total Compensation 
 

Corrections Officer .8% Ahead 9.6% Behind 

Police Officer 4.5% Ahead 11% Behind 

 

To arrive at these figures, Ms. Pusateri took the most current reported wages. Only 

Henderson has settled on the issue of wages for the current fiscal year.  All of the other 

comparable jurisdictions are still bargaining as of the date of the submission of the Association’s 

brief. The Association’s proposal of increases of 3.75% each year will lead to a total slightly 

more than 7.5% over the course of the contract. The Association emphasizes that even under this 

proposal, the bargaining unit will not have caught up with its comparators, but it will be a start. 

 

In terms of comparability, Metro offered no justification for its proposal. The Gallagher 

firm study did not compare Police Officer wages, and their comparison of Correction Officer 

wages is flawed.  Finance Director Rich Hoggan presented the only figures on Police Officer 
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comparability. His data was derived from a professional organization of which he is a member. 

They were not sorted by population, levels of service and were not supported by any credible 

documentation. As Mr. Hoggan acknowledged, the numbers provided were given to him by this 

professional organization, and it is unclear as to when or if the figures were current. 

 

Metro did not distinguish their methodology (whatever it was) from the local labor 

market comparable jurisdictions that the parties have historically utilized. Their silence belies an 

acquiesce to the Association’s method. They may quibble with a number here or there, but there 

was no argument with the comparable historical departments. There is no justification offered for 

why, in the words of Arbitrator Collins, that the Arbitrator should “disturb the established 

comparison group.” They not only didn’t provide a “compelling reason,” they offered no 

“compelling reason” at all. 

 

The Association emphasizes that the legislative fund balance minimum standard has been 

lessened from the previous standard of 25% for a fund balance as a percentage of total 

expenditures to 16.67% which is consistent with the recommendations of the Government 

Finance Officers’ Association (GFOA). (Ex. U34) As Ms. Guma testified both Clark County and 

the City of Las Vegas exceeded the new legislative and GFOA standards.  Ms. Guma’s 

determination was based upon the Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports prepared by 

independent auditors for both the City and the County spanning the last five years. (Exs. U17-

U32) The financial officers of the City and the County agreed that the standards were met and 

neither stated that the Associations offer of 4.25% at the time of the hearing was beyond their 

ability to pay. The Association’s final offer of 3.75% is therefore also within their ability to pay.   

 

NRS 288.200 7(b) requires the Arbitrator to review the “normal criteria for   interest 

disputes.” At the hearing, the parties focused on comparability, the local economy, and the price 

of consumer goods.  The Association contends that the historical list of local labor market 

jurisdictions used by the parties in the past should serve as the comparative basis.  LVMPD 

relied on “average” wages using “comparables” from out of state jurisdictions. These 

jurisdictions are primarily southern states with few public sector collective bargaining rights and, 

consequently, lower wages. The Association’s approach is guided by history, both in the prior 
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behavior of the parties in bargaining, an arbitration award by Douglas Collins in 2005 and 

statutory law. NRS 288.200 (7) (b) states that the Arbitrator should consider, “to the extent 

appropriate, compensation of other governmental employees, both in and out of the State…” 

(U-2 page 3 Emphasis Supplied) Arbitrator Collins stated, “in my judgment, the compelling 

comparisons involve all similarly situated employees within the labor market in which the 

employer in question competes to attract and retain employees.” (U-60, page 9) Unless there is a 

compelling reason to change the established comparison group it should not be disturbed.   

 

 The Association has continued in the long tradition of the parties by using the historical 

labor market comparators:  for Police Officers, the City of Henderson and the City of North Las 

Vegas; for Corrections Officers the City of Henderson and the City of Las Vegas.    

 

 Both parties’ offers exceed the National CPI therefore the CPI is not a determinative 

factor.  In situations where an employer is far behind its statutory comparators in total 

compensation the CPI is not relevant, and arbitrators have found that where a “catch up” award 

is warranted due to comparability factors the CPI is less of a consideration.  In this matter the 

combination of a static CPI and the wage disparity with local historical comparators the cost of 

living is not determinative or relevant.  

 

 The Association concludes that the Association’s proposal is the best choice for this 

matter. 

 

Position of the Employer 

The LVMPD has provided a detailed analysis of the County’s finances and has 

emphasized that there have been numerous challenges over the years but that there was a 

particularly difficult challenge brought forth by what it refers to as the Great Recession 

encompassing the years 2009-2015.   During that time period revenues plummeted and have not 

yet fully recovered.  Revenues remain at 15.1% off their peak.  While it is true that residential 

properties have regained some of the value that was lost during the Great Recession it is also true 

that the collection of property taxes based upon that value is limited by a property tax cap that 

was enacted in 2005 to address concerns of increasing property taxes on skyrocketing property 
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values.  Limits were placed upon both residential and commercial properties. Complicating the 

matter further is the number of abated properties representing revenue that the LVMPD would 

have received but for the tax caps.  It is impossible to “tax” out of the abatement problem 

because of the cap. For example, a $0.01 increase in property tax in fiscal year 2020 would 

generate $8.8 million in property tax revenue however the cap would limit the amount collected 

to $469,394. 

 

Within this framework of financial challenges, the LVMPD maintains that its final offer 

is reasonable.  It reminds the Arbitrator that dispute resolution in the public sector is trilateral 

with three interests to be considered:  the employee; the governmental unit or agency and; the 

public as the consumer of services. A 2.25 percent COLA for the first year of the Agreement and 

a 2.50 COLA for the second year should be selected over the Association’s final offer.   To 

support this contention the LVMPD sets forth the following considerations: 

1. Using the CPI as a measure for COLA it is clear the Association has received salary 

adjustments higher than the annual growth in CPI since 2015; 

2. CPI is projected to grow 0.3 percent in fiscal year 2020 and the Association’s final offer 

is not justified; 

3. The County has not fully recovered from the Great Recession and the LVMPD is still 

15.1% below its peak property tax revenues of fiscal year 2009;  Regaining ground of lost 

property tax revenue is extremely slow and relatively insignificant compared to the 

decreases the County, City and LVMPD experienced during the Great Recession; 

4. There is an imbalance between revenue growth and expenditure growth; 

5. The City and the County both lost non-public safety positions during the Great Recession 

and those lost positions have not yet been recovered; The LVMPD is still down 152 

civilian positions that had been funded by the Operating Fund; 

6. To maintain the 2.0/1000 officer to population ratio the LVMPD will need to hire 

additional commissioned positions in fiscal years 2020 through 2023.   

7. There is an increasing demand on services due in part to the increase in the population. 

 

The LVMPD emphasizes that the revenue growth rates compared to the expenditure 

growth rates call for finding a balance between providing reasonable and competitive 

compensation for County employees, meeting staffing needs to ensure the public health and 

safety of the community and anticipated needed additional staffing to keep pace with population 

and increase on demands for services.   
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The LVMPD further highlights what it considers to be inaccuracies and limitations in the 

Association’s presentation of the LVMPD’s financial capabilities and sets forth its responses to 

the inaccuracies and limitations and references the Nevada Department of Taxation Guidance 

Letter 15-002 (Ex. E22) and the County and City’s unfunded liability obligations regarding post-

employment benefits (OPEB) and pension liabilities (Ex. E2). 

 

The LVMPD’s 2.25 percent COLA offer in year one is consistent with other bargaining 

units of the County, City and LVMPD however the 2.50 percent COLA in the second year is 

higher than the settled contracts in fiscal year 2020.  Internal consistency is a factor to be 

considered when determining the reasonableness of a final offer and LVMPD cites both 

Arbitrators’ Grody Ruben and Collins decisions to support this assertion. (Exs. E11 and U60) 

The LVMPD’s proposed COLA will allow the LVMPD to provide the staffing and services 

required to ensure the health and safety of the community as mandated by Nevada Revised 

Statute 288.215(7)(a) and will provide competitive compensation for its employees.  

 

The LVMPD respectfully requests that its final offer be adopted, and Article 13.1 be 

modified to reflect a COLA of 2.25 percent in year one and 2.50 percent in year two.   

 

Discussion 

NRS 288.200(7)(a) requires the Arbitrator to make a determination as to the financial 

ability of the local government employer based on all existing available revenues as established 

by the local government employer and within the limitations set forth in NRS 354.6241, with due 

regard for the obligation of the local government employer to provide facilities and services 

guaranteeing the health, welfare and safety of the people residing within the political 

subdivision.  

Nevada Revised Statute 354.6241 establishes that: 

3. For any local government other than a school district, for the purposes of chapter 288 of NRS, 

a budgeted ending fund balance of not more than 16.67 percent of the total budgeted 

expenditures, less capital outlay, for a general fund: 

(a) Is not subject to negotiations with an employee organization; and 

(b) Must not be considered by a fact finder or Arbitrator in determining the financial ability 

of the local government to pay Compensation or monetary benefits.  

 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-354.html#NRS354Sec6241
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The Employer has acknowledged that it has the financial ability to pay the compensation 

that is being sought by the Association however that acknowledgement does not necessarily 

translate into the granting of the Association’s final offer.  Rather it serves as a foundation or 

prerequisite to the determination of which final offer should be adopted. 

 

Guidance for making that determination is found within NRS 288.200(7)(b) which states 

in part that once it has been “…determined in accordance with paragraph (a) that there is a 

current financial ability to grant monetary benefits, and subject to the provisions of paragraph 

(c), the fact finder shall consider, to the extent appropriate, compensation of other government 

employees, both in and out of the State and use normal criteria for interest disputes regarding the 

terms and provisions to be included in an agreement in assessing the reasonableness of the 

position of each party as to each issue in dispute and the fact finder shall consider whether the 

Board found that either party had bargained in bad faith.”  Subsection (c) further provides for a 

“…consideration of funding for the current year being negotiated. If the parties mutually agree to 

arbitrate a multiyear contract, the fact finder must consider the ability to pay over the life of the 

contract being negotiated or arbitrated”. 

 

There is no definition as to what constitutes “normal criteria for interest disputes” 

however it has long been established that financial matters are considered based upon:  the 

consumer price index for goods and services or the cost of living and; a comparison of the wages 

and benefits of the employees covered by this proceeding with the wages and benefits of other 

employees performing similar services in similar employment in comparable communities.  This 

latter criterion requires a determination as to what constitutes similarly situated employees and 

leads to a presentation by each party as to how to make that determination.  In this matter the 

Employer has undertaken a far-reaching analysis conducted by Gallagher Human Resources & 

Compensation Consulting Practice in support of their previously stated position that a two-tier 

salary schedule for Corrections Officers would be appropriate. (Ex. E16)  The Employer has 

abandoned the two-tier salary schedule in its Final Offer however the Gallagher analysis does 

provide some perspective, albeit limited, as to comparison cities.  At page 10 of Employer 

Exhibit 16 the analysis indicates that North Las Vegas and Henderson require no adjustment 

factor for purposes of comparison with the Las Vegas labor market.  This is consistent with the 
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historical comparators that the parties have relied on in their past negotiations for Police Officers 

(North Las Vegas and Henderson) and Corrections Officers (Henderson).  As noted in Employer 

Exhibit 24 a considerable number of recruits for new Corrections Officers come from areas 

outside of Henderson including California, Arizona, Illinois and Texas. The Gallagher analysis 

provides an adjustment factor for cities within two of these states ranging from 0.94 for San 

Diego California to 1.16 for El Paso Texas. There is no additional information available within 

the analysis that would enable the consideration or application of the data provided.  However it 

is worth noting that Arbitrator Collins stated at page 9 of his decision in response to the 

Employer’s contention that the City of Reno should be a comparator (Ex. U60):   

While it certainly would make sense to expand the comparison group to include the larger 

police agencies within a greater geographic area, it would be difficult to justify selecting 

only one agency outside the Las Vegas metropolitan area.  …a better comparison group 

is one that encompasses the labor market in which the agency or company competes to 

attract and retain employees.  While it is reasonable to assume that the Department 

competes primarily within Clark County and the surrounding area, the record suggests 

that it also recruits against agencies [throughout] the western United States, including San 

Diego, Phoenix, Los Angeles, and undoubtedly many others. 

 

This Arbitrator does not disagree with the Association that the established comparators 

determined by Arbitrator Collins in his 2005 interest arbitration decision for these parties remain 

the best comparison group. There was no compelling or reliable evidence to deviate from the 

historical comparison group that encompasses the market in which the Department competes to 

attract and retain employees.  The Gallagher analysis however has provided some food for 

thought for additional comparators in future proceedings.  

 

The Employer emphasizes that since 2015 it has strived to achieve as much COLA 

consistency as possible with its various bargaining units.  For fiscal year 2020 the contracts that 

have been settled contain a 2.25 percent COLA.  According to the Employer, COLA is 

independent from the wage scale that is set for a particular employee group and it would be 

unfair to provide a larger cost of living increase to employees within another employee group. 

Inherent within this consistency determination however is the assumption that the wage scale of 

each employee group has been established by the standard set by the prevailing practice of 

comparable employers for each particular employee group. It is unknown how compensation was 

determined for the other bargaining units and therefore the fact that the contracts have been 
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settled for a 2.25 percent COLA does not serve as a guide for determining the wages for the 

Association members. While it is not unreasonable to consider internal consistency, it is best 

accomplished when full and complete information is available regarding the compensation 

provided to the other bargaining units.  Without that information it is the compensation provided 

by the external comparators that leads to the determination of which final offer is most 

appropriate. What is paid for the work as a Police Officer and Corrections Officer by the external 

comparators?   

 

A review of the external comparators finds that the wages for the LVMPD Corrections 

Officers and Police Officers are competitive at the entry level.  An increase of 2.25% in year one 

and 2.50% in year two will retain the competitiveness of the wages with the comparators at the 

entry level.  The Association’s focus on Step 10 of the LVMPD Corrections Officers and Police 

Officers tells a different story. There is room for improvement at each of these Step 10 

schedules.  Even when the Employer’s offer is applied to the wages at each of these respective 

steps the wages will not exceed the wages paid by the comparables however neither will they 

result in the loss of the current respective position of the LVMPD within the rankings of the 

comparators.  This is particularly true when the wages of the comparators are revised in a 

manner suggested by the Employer.  The Employer has suggested that errors were made in the 

Association’s calculations.  I have reviewed the Association’s raw data and cannot find any 

reason to disagree with the Employer’s suggestion.  The actual wages presented by the Employer 

regarding the comparators indicates that there may have been an inadvertent error resulting in a 

different picture regarding the wages paid at Step 10 by the comparators.   Regardless of any 

calculation errors there is still room for improvement at Step 10.  The Employer’s offer will not 

only accomplish that improvement, albeit not as rapidly as desired by the Association, but it will 

also retain the Association’s position within the rankings of its comparators. 

 

It is clear from the evidence and testimony presented at the hearing that Clark County has 

suffered considerably through what it refers to as the Great Recession.  While its revenues 

decreased significantly during the recession there was not an equal decrease in the demand for its 

services.  Numerous positions were eliminated from the County and as of 2019 there are still 

over 150 civilian positions that have not been reinstated.  As growth in the County continues the 
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demand for its services will continue to increase placing an additional burden on the County to 

meet these demands.  Additional staffing at all levels will be necessary to meet the increased 

demands.  Evidence and testimony indicated that there is an ever-present demand for overtime 

within DSD indicating that additional Corrections Officers are required to present a safe 

environment within the facilities.  The County has been able to find monies through various tax 

initiatives under the banner of “More Cops/Crime Prevention Act” that has enabled the hiring of 

additional Police Officers.  Ironically an increase in the number of Police Officers leads to an 

increase in arrests and subsequently an increase in the number of individuals held at the 

detention centers.  The Employer initially sought to fund an increase in the number of 

Corrections Officers through a two-tiered salary schedule that would provide a lower percentage 

increase, 3% rather than 4%, between steps for new hires. In effect there would be Corrections 

Officers performing identical work within the same work environment at a lower rate of pay.  

The research provided by the Association presented many of the pitfalls of a two-tier salary 

schedule.  The Employer wisely abandoned that approach.  That does not however mean that the 

need for additional Corrections Officers has also been abandoned.  The demands upon the 

County as it recovers from the recession are not insignificant.  It has a number of civilian 

positions that remain unfilled.  The cap on its ability to collect the full amount of property tax on 

the increasing value of the homes within the County remains a disadvantage in the recovery 

efforts.  Unfortunately, when the cap on property taxes was enacted during the time of 

skyrocketing property values in 2005 there was no consideration given to the long-term effects 

that the cap would have on a government’s ability to provide necessary services.  With all of this 

taken into consideration it becomes clear that while it is important to provide a salary increase to 

the Police Officers and Corrections Officers that will keep their salaries competitive with their 

comparators it is equally important to recognize that there are still unmet needs within the 

County.  While the Association’s final offer was not unreasonable the Employer’s final offer is 

the most reasonable given the circumstances. The Employer’s final offer will provide reasonable 

and competitive compensation for its employees and will move toward meeting staffing needs to 

ensure the public health and safety of the community in order to keep pace with the increased 

population and the increase demand for services. 
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AWARD 

The Employer’s final offer is adopted: 

 The employees shall receive a 2.25% salary increase on July 1, 2019 and a 2.50% salary 

increase on July 1, 2020.  The final offer shall be incorporated into the parties’ Agreement, 

together with all tentative agreements reached by the parties during the course of their 

negotiations.   

 

 The Employer’s statement as to the cost of its final offer is $9,752,338 in year one and 

$11,789,739 in year two. I have no reason to conclude otherwise and therefore accept the 

Employer’s statement. 

 

It is so ordered on this 8
th

 day of October 2019 by 

 

 

Sylvia P. Skratek, Arbitrator 


