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STATE OF -MICHIGAN
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF:
ANTRIM COUNTY ROAD COMMISSION

N

and

TEAMSTERS LOCAL 214 MERC No. G82 P-1055
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FACT FINDER'S REPORT

INTRODUCTION

On November 2, 1982, the undersigned was appointed as Fact Finder on
the above noted matter pursuant to §25 of Act 176 of Public Aets of 1939 as amended
and the Commission's Regulations. Accordingly, a fact finding heafing was conducted
and this report is issued with recommehdations with respeet to the matters in
disagreement between the above noted parties.

A pre-héaring conference was convened on January 17, 1983, at which time
approximately fourteen (14) issues were in dispute. During the course of the conference
the Employer did revise its position and the Union agreed to submit the new proposal
to its membership on Janirary 26, 1983. The membership did not accept the most

recent Employer offer, and therefore it was necessary to schedule a fact finding hearing
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on January 27, 1983; The parties were‘ablefto‘teduée the number of issues in dispute
from fourteen (14) to four (4) |

By way of background, the Coﬂectxve Bargammg Agreement between the
Antrim County Road Commission and Teamsters Local 214 expired on July 1, 1982.
The partles did avml themselves of medmtmn, however, they were unable to resolve
their dlfferences ’I:Ee partles took the opporttmity to present theu' respective positions
during the course of thé\act Fmdmg proeess The unders:gned issues this report with

recommendations in the hope that 11: w111 serve as the bas:s for a negouated settlement.

~ The first issue for resolution relates to wages. - The second issue relates
to the Employee contributions toward the Employer Retirement Program. Thirdly, the
Union seeks improved hespltaﬁzatron and medxc&l c@verage with the addition of a
Master Medical Rider to the exxsnng,Blue Crass—B&ue Shteld ‘cover.age.y The final issue
relates to the matter of ret-roactiv‘ity. 5 'Eseh ‘of’ the' 'parti&s presented argument and
documentation in support of their respeetlve positions whmh wﬂl be more fully set
forth in the Report and Reeommenﬂations. At stt;;s,jytmetm'e,, the Fact Finder wishes
to express his appreeciation for the excellent presentatioxi and supporting’dqcumentation \

submitted by the parties.

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS .
 L_WAGES

The mbst significant issue on vifhi"eh;the parties are in disagreement is that

~of wages.



In the first instance, .the Unién submitted ‘documentation comparing fhe
wage rates in existence for adjacent counties with those of the Ahtrim County Road
Commission. On"th'e basis of fché adjacent county comparison, the Union argues that
in the heavy' trﬁck cléssiﬁcation, which khas the latgest number of employees, its
members receiée twenty-two ($.22) cents below the ‘averag‘e for the remaining adjacent
counties. The Union did not include Crawford Cdﬁnty,' howewier, the applicable wage
rate for this locali;\y\is\ in excess of Antrim County and therefore does not detract
from the Union contentio;Ji“‘ The Union then compared six (6) counties whose average
gas and weight tax revenues amountéd to One Milhon 'Qae Hundred Fofty—Three. Thousand
Five ($1,143,605.00) Dollars with that of the Antrim Couniy Ro./adk Commission whose
annual gas and weight tax revenue amounted to One Million One Hundred Forty-Eight
Thousand Five Hundred Eighty~$e§en ($1,14‘8,587.00\); 'Dollars in 1982. In the heavy
truck claSsification, the average of the six counties-amounted to-Seven ($7.46) Dollars
compared with the Antrim County average of Seven (7.30) Dollars per hour. The Union
also notes that in many of the counties used as a baSls of comparison, negotiations
are now in progress and, in some, specific proposals have been made which would serve »
to increase the wage d’ifférentiéls pi‘evously noted. On the basis of the above noted
comparisons, the Union argueé that its mémbers are ‘entitled to a wage increase.

The Union then submitted the Antrim County Road Commission Financial
Report for the year ending December 31, ,1981 in order to establish the Employer's
ability to pay. The Statement of Revenues and Expenditures reveals an excess of
revenues over expenditures in the amount of Two Hundred Thirty-One Thousand Seven
($231,007.00) Dollars for calendar year 19'81f Finally, the Union notes that the -
"Transportation Survival Package", which waé recently passed by the State Legislature,
- will raise gasoline taxes and license plate fees which Will provide the Employer with

additional revenue in 1983.



The Employer takes exceptlon with the adjacent county comparisons
submitted by the Union because Grand Traverse and Kalkaska Counties were included.
The Employer argues that Grand Traverse County is an urban county with a higher
prevailing wage rate than that of Antrxm County Kalkaska County is not proper for
comparatlve purposes because the State mamtams a garage for the mamtenance of
State roads, and therefore the County is obhgated to pay a higher wage rate in order
to compete with the State wage rate. The Employer argues that the appropriate
comparison is the "upper northern quadrant cons:stmg of five (5) counties, whose average

heavy truck rate is Seven ($7.09) Dollars per hour. The Antrim County rate is Seven

~ ($7.30) Dollars per hour. If Kalkaska and Grand Traverse Counties are included, the

average is Seven ($7.41) Dollars per hour. The Employer therefore contends that the
Antrim County Road Commission Employees are noi underpaid and are receiving a
wage comparable to the neighboring counties in the area.

On the question of ability to pay, the Employer notes that from January
1, 1980 to January 1, 1982, the Antrim Cpunt'y Road Commission heavy ti'uck Employees
received an increése in wages from Six ($6.00) Dollars per hour to Seven ($7.30) Dollars
per hour. During the same period total Michigan Transportation Fund revenues declined
from One Million Two Hundred Thlrty-Six Thousand Eight Hundred Sixty-One
($1,236,861.00) Dollars in 1980 to One Mllhon Fifty-Seven Thousand Nine Hundred
Nmety-Nme ($1,057,999.00) Dollars in 1982. In regard to the Transportation Survival
Package, the Employer argues thét aﬁy projected increase in revénues is speculative
at this vt‘ime and, even assuming thét the Union' projection of an increase of One
Hundred Thousand ($100,000.00) Dbllar‘s is correct;' revenues would still be well below
the 1980 level. Finally, the Employer notes that governmental units throughout the
State and, in particular, the Antrim’ County Board of Commissioners, have resolved

that "County Employee fringes and wages be frozen at 1982 levels".



The above noted summarization highlights the arguments which the parties
have presented for the Fact Finder's consideration.

At the Hearing, the partikesi;'did submit their final demands to the Fact
Finder. The Union position is as follows: Effective July 1, 1982, each Employee in
the Unit is to receive a TWo Hmdréd ($200.00) bonus.' On January 1, 1983 they are
to receive a Twenty ($ 20) Cent per hour increase with an additional Twenty ($.20)
Cent per hour mcrease\effectlve March 1, 1983, the date on which the Employer will
begin reeemng increased revenues as a result of the Survival Transportatlon Package.
In addltlon to the above increases, the Employees are to receive a Thirty ($.30) Cent
per hour increase on July 1, 1983 and January 1, 1984. The latter increases would
serve as the basis for »armv’ing at a two (2) year negotiated settlement. The Employer
is in agreement with a two (2) yeér settlement, hbwever, it maintains that no wage
increase should be provided until July 1, 1983, "ar:t which time the Employees would
receive a Twenty-Five ($.25) Cent per hourmcreasa.

The mdersigned has carefully ,ebns~idered:' the data presented by the parties
and is mindful that employee waées h#vé been eroded by increases in the cost of
living, although recent data kwou‘lfd indicate that the cost of living has gradually subsided.
I am also mindful that dec]ining revenue has forced the Employer to delay road
improvement projeets and the purchase of new equipment, and that it too has been
ﬁffected by,rising‘costs.‘ In order to érrivé atka.nn ami‘eable settlement, the Fact Finder
recommends the following' On or kbefcre' June 1, 1983 the Employer would pay to
each Employee in the Bargaxmng Unit a lump sum of Four Hundred ($400.00) Dollars
for thoseEmployees on the payroll from July 1, 1982 through April 1, 1983. A prorated
amount would be payable to Employew who ‘were hired after July 1, 1982.



Effective April 1, 1983, each Employee i‘n the Béigainihg Unit would receive a Thirty
($. 30) Cent per hour mcrease for the remamder of the contract term. This
: recommendatlon is made on the basis of a two (2) year settlement. The Four Hundred
($400.00) Dollar lump sum payment is justlfled on the basis of recent wage negotiations
i the area. Kalkaska: County recently settied for Twenty—F:ve ($.25) Cents per hour.
The: payment of Fm{r Hundred ($400.00) Dollars for a work week of forty (40) hours
amounts to approxxmahy Twenty—Sur ($.26) Cents per hour. Payment of Twenty-Sxx
($.26) Cents per hour to Antr:m County Employees would give them a wage in line
with that receivedm Crawford County and an offer now on the table in Emmet County.
The Consumer Priéé Index'for all urban cohsamers rose by 6.1% for calendar year
1982 and therefore the lunip» suin paymént will not fully ‘compensate the affected
employers for their increased living casts A lump sum payment, moreover, will not
affect the ex:stmg hourly rate and therefere, payment of overtime and worked holidays
will not require additlonalv compensanon., T’he Raad ;Commassim;wi]l begin receiving
additional revenues ‘inv'March,: 1983 and therefore payment on or before June} 1, 1983
will afford it an o‘pport'unity to set aside thesé i‘ncr.ea*Sed re*ienuesfor the lump sum
payment. The additional Thirty ($.30) Cénts per hour ‘effec‘tiv‘e April 1, 1983 is justified
based on the fact that the Employer will centmue to receive additional revenues. This
reeommendatlon amounts to a wage inerease of approx:mately four (4%) percent which

is niether exhorbitant nor meager glven the current economic conditions.
| m; ~ Pnnsmxs .

- Under the present contract, the Employees contribute five (5%) percent
of their gross earnings in excess of Four Thousand Two Hundred ($4,200.00) Dollars.



The’ Union demands that the Employer pay the full cost of the Employees' pensions.
In support of its position, it notes that in most adjacent counties the Employer ‘pays
- One Hundred (100%) percent of the cost of the employees' pensions.

The Employer is unalterably opposed to any change in the retirement
system. It states that the pension is a generoue plan and the Union proposal would
result in an increase of ’I‘hirty-Two ($.32) Cents per hour to the Employer. According
to- the Employer, 1f\now pays Three ($3.00) Dollars for every One ($1.00) Dollar
contributed by the Employee.

The Fact Finder is not»‘ persuaded thet the pension contribution should be
changed at the present time. The Emplo&er* has suffered a decline in revenue and
therefore, an added fringe benefit cost burden does not seem appropriate at the present
time. The effects of the Survival Transportation Package are not evident in terms
of the additional revenue which will be realized. .It would therefore seem more

appropriate to resolve this matter at the next negotiating session.

I BLUE CROSS-BLUE SHIELD COVERAGE

The Union has requested that the Employer provide a Master Medical Rider
to the exlstmg Blue Cross-Blue Shield coverage. According to the Employer, this item
would entail an additional cost of approxlmately Four ($.04) Cents per hour for each
Employee. It appears that the Employer does allow its unrepresented Employees to
purchase @ Master Medical policy at their own cost and it has indieated that it would
have no objection to a similar option for this Bargaining Unit. In view of the declining
revenues experienced by the ‘Employer and the fact that the Fact Finder has
recommended improved Employee remuneretion, he does not adopt the Union position
concerning the Master Medical Rider. He dees, however; believe that the option should

be made available to the Employees at their own cost.



"

IV. RETROACTIVITY

~

The Union urges retroactivity is j‘ustif-ied because employees in this unit
dld not rwort to withholding of services followmg expiration of their contract. The
Employer responds that it has oontmued payments of the existing wage rate even
though its revenuesf lgve declined markedly. The Faet Flnder concludes that the lump

'

sum payment prevmusly\gecommended prowdes adequate compensatlon in view of the

ex1stmg clrcumstances.
| CONCLUSION

The underslgned has attempted to carefully cons1der the respectlve positions
of the parties. To the extent that these recommendatwns do not conform with the
view of either party, dlssatlsfaction is understandable. It 1s a faet, however, that the

time has come to resolve this matter and I urge each side to reconsxder their positions

‘w1th a view toward that end.,‘

1756 Penobseot Buﬂdmg
Detroit, Michigan 48226
(313) 962-7723

Dated: February 10, 1983



