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The following is a statement of unresolved issues.

1. Wages
2. Personal Days
3.'Part-time Benefits SN

4. Reclassification of the Clerk-Typist Position

In the pre-hearing both parties agreed to a fifth issue: =5

5. Current Length of Master Contract
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’BACkGROUND
The colleetive bargaieing cohtract betweeﬁ the Antrim-Kalkaska
Commﬁﬁity Mental Health Services, fhe emploYer, and,fhe Teamsters
Local #214, thekUnion, expired on September 30; 1987 pertaining to
weges,_hours, and wbrking cenditions’of'allyfull-time and part-time
professional and clericai‘empiOYees’of twenty—one'full—time and four

part-time employees.  Antrimand Kalkaska Community Mental Health
Z : ’ re \

N

Service Bodrd is the\newest CMHB‘in‘theeState of Michigan and is

formed from two coﬁnties,:Antrim and Kalkaska with Antrim funding

sixty percent and Kalkaska funding forty’percént local match.

HEARING AND APPEARANCES
In July 1, 1987, the Union notifiedfthe Employer to negotiate
the contract for the fical year of October -1, 1987, through

Septembexr 30, 1988.

Negqtiations began on Septembef i, 1985. .Twelve proposals'were
preeented by the Union to’therEmpioyer;
i. Wage increase of six éercent.
2. Centinuation'of heélthkinsgrénee{payments for ninety days
foliowing and,extendeaiillﬁess; |
3. Previde heaith insuiaﬁce to al1‘employees woxrking thirty-
twe\or more'heurs.pei week.
4, Expand sick leave ﬁse to’care for a seriously ill relative.
5. Full benefits, on a prerated basis,‘tofpart-time employees.
6. Tﬁree gersonal daye:per year; | |
7. Increaseﬂfacation;ieaVe;by two,aaye beginning’at‘the eighth

‘year of,emploYment.



8. Longevity plan of ghreé percent, five percent or seven
percent depending on lengfh of serﬁice;

9. Automatic progression of Cletk/Ty?ist:to Clerical Secre-
tary. -

io. Hold harmless proViSion for professional staff with respect

| to clinical treatment program. |

11. Paymentﬂ§qr costs of professional licenses,

12, On call re}mhursement’increaSed to $1,50 per hour,

The Union agreed to theradjournmeht with the understanding that
the terms of the current‘COntract ré@ain in effect until the time of
a new contractﬁal agreement. .Aiso agreed between the parties that
all economic terms reached by agreémeht:W§re retroactive untii
OCtober 1, 1987.

Negotiations‘résumed on Decemﬁer 8; 1987‘wheréupon an impasse
occured., -The parties agreed to seek'anﬂ’use thé services of a
Mediator.

Mediation was sought with Mr.~Rombout$kés * Mediator. There
were two mediatioh sessions on’Januarf 17,;1988,...March 4, 1988,
Mediation waé,eXhausted with Locéll¥214; ﬁnion reqﬁesting fact find-

finding by filing a petition on April 15, 1988,

‘Agreement was reached on four issues between the Union and the

"Employer.

1. Rétroaétivity to October 1, 1987,
2. On;call reﬁ@pursement,incréased to $1.10 per hour,
3. .Continuation bf‘payment ¢f Health Insurance premiums for

sixty days fpllowing the mbnth an ‘employee goes'on an



eXteﬂded illness, 7

4.'Automatic upgrade of Clerk/Typist to Clinicai Secretary.

Except for the unresolved‘issues before the Facf Finder all
other Union proposed proposals were w1thdrawn by the Union.

This Fact Finder was app01nted on July 6 1988, The fact
flndlng hearing was held on August 11, 1988 at 7:15 A,M. in the
Antrim-County kalging, Bellaire, Michigan. Clesing briefs were

: N ‘

filed on September 1, 1988,

APPEARANCES AT THE FACT FINDING HEARING:

EMPLOYER |

Patrick Baker, Direcfor'

- Shirley Griffin, Director okadminisﬁrative Services
‘UNION

Sheryl Langdon; Stewarde

Kathleen Flynn Matk, Alternate Stewadrd -

Cathy E. Kimball,‘Bookkeeper

The following ekhibits were presented to the Fact Finder:

JOINT EXHIBIT

Jd. I. The Agreement of Antrim—Kelkaska~Community Mental Health
Services Board and Teamsters Local #214 Expiring on October 1,

1987.

UNION EXHIBITS

U -1, 1988 Directory‘Comﬁunity,Boa;d of'Mental‘Health are located
in Michigan, |

U - 2. survey from Miehigeh‘Assoéiatioﬁ of Counties, 1987, com-

parability Composities, Northern'Michigan.
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Current Wage and Beneflt Survey August 3, 1988.
The Instrument and Letter for. the Survey in U 3.

Wage Benefit Information of Lapeer County.

Personnel Policies of EaStern U.P. Mental Health Boards.

Grand Traverse County Agreement of June 30, 1988,

Cost comparision of May 5, 1988 Agsertive Community

<

Treatmenthgufse;

\\
~

Letter by Boerauto Exfeﬁa Curreﬁf COntraCf,

Cost Couparlslon to Wages in Northern Mlchlgan.

Cost Comparlslon of Wages. Foeue on Non—Overtlme Compen-
sation, e

Cost Comparlslon.‘ Five Avefage ihdreases.
CostkCOmparlslon Between Board and Union Wage Proposals
Increase. ‘ |

Sick 1eave‘and.Persona1 Leabe Comp0eite.

Partetime Benefife Cohposite k

AuditkSeptember 30, 1985

Audit September 30, 1986

Audif‘septembefﬁjd, 1987

BOARD EXHIBITS

AntrimealkaskakCommunity Mehtal Health Services Board Des-

cription and Narrative offcurrent,Ptograms and Funding Par-
ameters. ;

Service Summary and shared Spending plan. Fiscal Year 86-87.
Service and EXpenditure‘Reporth.Y. 86-87.

Department of Mental Health Contract Language Offer F.Y.88.



E - 5. Authorizationaand Contraéting Process F.Y. 88
E - 6. Legislative Reduction Qf Base‘F.Y. 88
E - 7. Minimum Union Wage Rates, 86-87, 87-88.
E - 8. PositibnsVDescfiptiohs of-Eight Positions in
éz}igus‘Counties. July 22, 1988.
a) M\é’nta{"i Health Therapist
B) Assertive Community Treatment/Adult
c) Infant Menta1 Haa1th Specialist
d) Outpatient Therapist
e) AssertiVe Coﬁmunity‘Treatment Therapist
£) 'Adult Outpatlent Theraplst
gj 'Community Nurse
h) Occupat;onal The;apiats "
E - 9. Day Treatmentacaniract‘Between State Facilities and
'Communitnyenta1 Héa1th Boards.
E - 10. Michigan Departmeht of'Menta1 Health Service Areas.
E - 11. 1988-89 Michigah;ASSQCiation‘okaommunity‘Mental
Health Boards, | |
E -~ 12. Michigan's Mental Health Code of 1986.

E - 13. Serv1ce Summary and Spendlng Plan 1987- 88

-The post hearing briefsrwere,sent by‘the parties for evidence
on arguments to promote resolutlon of the five 1ssues.

EXhlbltS will be retalned by the fact flnder for twelve months.

The fact flnder sets fo;th reasonskand basis for the findings

and recommendations. Recbgnized;criteria are applied in making re-



commendations about the collective bargaining agreement be-
tween the parties.

In collective bargaining three essential economic
criteria are used.

1. Cq@parisions with other similarily situated employers

and*émploYees.

2. Comparisions to ééonomic conditions.‘

3. Employer's ability'to pay.

Both the Empi;fer and the‘union agree that all five of
the unresolved issues,in~this case arekeconomic.

The fact finder revieWed:éﬁidence in this case, the
detailed testimony of wiﬁnesses, and examined the documentary

evidence presented by both parties.

Issue Number One - Wages:

The Union seeks a setﬁlement of a 3.5% in wages. The
Union proposal is stated to'bring‘emplbyees wages toward party .
with other county mental health boards in the surveyed areas of
‘Northern‘MiChigan and to'reduce‘thefdisparity that exists.
‘Union Exhibits =~ were providedkio the fact finder showing
comparable positions and ranking in salary, fringe benefits,

and costs.

The Employer‘f‘offers a 2 1/2% increase in salary. Employer

exhibits were shown to indicate the limits of available State



funds, State deductions, 1local match, and revenue reductions.

Faet Finder's Recommendations: .

The Employer argues that a complex State funding for-
mula is used and must be followed with restraints and inflex-
ibilitiesxyhich prevent moving dollars. The Antrim-Kalkaska
Area Commuafty Mental Health Board is a shared management'Board
and cannotlmove funds, 1ike the other‘gurVeyed;fullamaﬁagément

Boards, from one -element to another without prior State approval.

Further the Employer argues its budget's 90% State funded

and currently 7%% local funded going to a 10% local funding

for the local match under Public Act 258 requlrements, Employer

,Exhlblt 12.

Infdefending their wage offer the Employer shows the local
Boards reliance on the Michigan Department of ‘Mental Health
funding. Base budgets are 1ncreased based on necessary funds
for new program operation less deductlons from anticipated
Medical tevenues. Along w1th these are Fiscal Year State re-
ductlons from- ant1c1pated Medlcal reye nues. Along with these
Tare Flscal Year Stateireduetaons. The State economlc 1ncrease
is 1 3/4% Employer Exhibit 6 and the State formula. Employer
Exhibit 13 shows.the offsetatO'increase reimbursementf

The Employer also indicates higher health insurance and
F.I.C.A. costs along‘with the Statekfeductions in Employer Ex-

hibit 6.



In the examination of witnesses the fact finder asked
about fund modifications of the budget. 1In statements it
was expressed that under shared management requirements,
the Employer‘must stay within 15% of the projected expen-
ditures of a program element. Revénués earned through a
contract cqQuld be moved with a contract amendment and prior
State approvgi; Otherwise funds can not be moved between pro-
gram elements.

The Employer stated,’ Mental Health Boards no longer
fund on capacity building which includes salaries.

_ In view of the constraints and limitations which fall on
all county mental health boaras,amfevéh more so on a shared
management board such as the Employer in this case the poss-
ibilty remains for seeking .and obtaining adequate funding
subject to State approval.

Wage comparisons and teSts of compafability in similarily
situated Boards were made by the Union in a logical and reason-
~able manner. Employees'of the Antrim-Kalkaska Area’Mental
Health Board are feceiQing lesser wages than comparably situated
employees, Unibn Exhibit 10 and‘lz,‘ On cross-examination at
the hearing and Union Exhibit 11 it was found the employees
are not receiving wages exceeding -employees in other counties in
similar Northern Miéhigan survey areaé. ’

According to Union Exhibit 13 Wage Composities, current of



nine Northern Miohigan Community Mental Health Boards the
Employer»is at’the bottom‘for'wages paid in every one of
the eight posirions examined. ’

Audited budgets showed in Union Exhibikts 16, 17, and
18 that excess funds were unexpended~in each fiscal year for
the last “three fiscal years and returned to the State.

The Ed;ioYer stated’that revenues are used to develop
services. At‘the hearing.the Employer‘explained that excess
fUnds must,be reterﬁed to the’State} The fact Finder believes
'that the reasomﬂﬂht‘expectation,of unexpended funds and with
recent three yeer history of this reoccuring three years out
of;ﬁhree could be used as partkof«planning;the'costs of providing
client serv1ces and applled to base the budget building process.

| No proofs or documentatlons are offered by the Employer
that the Employer is an economlcally stressed Board or is at
the entrance of a defined, probable deficit financial condition.
Furthef: the'Employer sﬁOws nO‘proof'or documentation that it

is prevented by 1ack of abllltles to pay a reasonable wage or
to plan an 1mprovement in wages to submlt to the State for an
approvable expend1ture.

The fact flnder is not persuaded that in budget building
the shared Employer 1s‘slgn1f1cantlyyunllke‘the other eleven
_Boards‘in the survejs ﬁor that'the surveys lack‘validity.

it is recognizeduthat'a shared'menagement Employer has
greaterlconstraihrs placed,on_it shanra full management

" Employer. However, the financial hardship of the Employer are
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not clearly demonstfated. The‘kEmpioyeer's position is not
justified by the evidehce and arguments presehted in these
proCeedings} The economie benefit of the wage sought’ by the
Union iskjustified;, |

The fact finder seeks to find a position which will resolve
the difgerences in the wage propOSals for the presently expired
contracg\anq to set a foundation;for the Successful negotiations

in the future. Therefore, he recommends the parties accept a

settiement of a 3.5% in wages.

Issue Number Two - Cash Out;of,Unused Personal Days

" The Unlon seeks to change the 51ck 1eave provision of the
current contractual agreement whlch 1s six days annually. = In
Sectlon 12.11 Pald Slck Leave an employee may choose to use
the days, cash—out all of~the upused days or aecumulate unused
sick days with ﬁo'maXimﬁmyaeCumuiétion.

The Union eskseto useeell,dafs,to be cashed-out at 100%
cash-out and toeacéumulate‘eick“daYS‘with no maximum in acc-
umulation.

The Employers offerea an 1nerease 1n’annua1 sick’ days from

six to eight max1mum w1th the ablllty to cash out 50% of the

unused days.
What is‘uﬁresolvedeisjwhether~some\or all of the unused
days be cashed-out at the end of a'year by an employee. PéfSénal'

leave days may‘be used for,ahy purpbse,
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FACT FINDERS RECOMMENDATIONS

Sick-leave and Personal ILeave Composite of Northern Michigan
Community MentaliHealth Boarde Union Exhibit XIV shows eight"
Boards =imilarily sitvated tH6 Antrim-Kalkasksa..All of the eight

Board= have 12 or 17 sick days annually with personal days from

AN

12+t6 13 sick dayg\annuaﬁly with perﬂonalkday from 1 to 3, Annuail
cash-out is only permitted by one other Board, Use of sick
leave for other purposes allowed in six others,

| Union Exhibit XIV is Silentkiﬁ~com@arative contract language
about how the sick days and peréOnél days are implemented. There-
by no evidence is- shown-to adequateiy use for comparability.

Since the parties in a spirit of cooperation already agreed

on the convefsion of sick'dayskto personal days the fact finder
is not inclined to disturb the Employer's iast’offer of 50% cash--

out .of unused days,



the Boards.
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I1ssue Number'Three_-ePart~Time~Employee Benefits

The Union is sﬁriving to extend benefits to part-time
employees. Presently the contfaeturalkagreement provides
benefits forefuli—time'empleyees." |

‘ The ﬁhign asks for benefits for part-time employees pro-
rated eersonneigneed,vacations;k

‘The Employer offers nothing in benefits for part-time

employees.

In the‘heéring and in Employer Exhibit 1.‘the Employer

mentloned there is currently no funds avallable to provide

(beneflts to part tlme employe&sand that the Employer in the

past moved part—;;me‘employeesftqifulletlme,p051t10ns where
as full-time embloYees they etteinvbenefite aeCOrding to the
contract ianguage. . |

In‘the Union Post Hearing Brieffpro—faﬁﬁebenefits are
shown for part-time employees w1th reference to Union Exh1b1ts
Xv Part tlme Beneflt Comp031te.g

Nlne Northern Mlchlgan Mlchlgan Communlty Mental Health

‘Boards are serv1ced in a comparable study w1th the Antrlm—

'Kalkaska Area Mental Health Board.k

It is ev1dent from~th1s Exhlblt that the concept of
Board prov1dlng beneflts for part tlme employees ig" ‘dceepted
and Jlﬁuse vhroughout the s1m11ar areas partlcularly 1n the

8
benefits of 51ck'leave, vacat;On,ih01idays, and perSOnal days.

~Health insuranceyahd life insuiance anaalSo seen in half of
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Issue Three - Part-time Benefits

The application of these benefits and contract language

18 missing from evidence shown in the hearing and lacking in
Exhibit XV Is widely accepted.

This fact f1nder‘1s;ggpepegsggdegvby either evidence or

by the hearing to recommend extension of benefits to part-

time employees during this,present cohtract negotiations applied
to this contract year being'negotlated.

It is recommended not
to change prov1d1ng and the extens1on of beneflts to part-tlme

employees, on the basis of facts presented.

The parties are
encouraged to consider this extenslon of benefits dn a future

contractual agreement.
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Issue Number Four - ReClassification of Clerk/Typist to

Clinical Secretary.

The Union sought e procedure to set up a mechanism to
enable the consideration of upgrading the Clerk/Typist to
Clinical Se&tetary.'

The Emoloyer offered the reclassification of the position.

It is agreed that this upgradlng of the position will
take place. The dlsagreement is when this change is to occur.

The Union asks for the change to take place effective
October 1, 1988.

The Employer offers to change’the position effective
December 31, 1988. There is a dlfference of almost three
months in maklng this change. The Employer wishes to accomp-
lish this change to upgrade Clerk/Typist in the current new
contract year. This definite move and upgrading is viewed
by the Employer as'being more adequete than the Union request.

Both parties agreed thls pos1t10n be deflnltely upgraded.
The cost of this change is $108.77 and both parties also agree
that ﬂxatasks are already being performed by the person in the

position to be upgraded.

Issue Number Four - Fact FindingiRecommeﬁdation .

Documentation and Statements at the fact finding hearing
are minimal from the partieskconcurring on the automatic up-
grading of the position. , - »
The spirit of cooperation is evident among the parties

about the upgrading of position.
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What is not evident is the reasoning or need to tie the
initiation of the automatic upgrading as to when one contract-
ual agreement Yeer begins and the other ends.

The fact finder is not inclined to apply inihis recomm-
endations an‘&d@itional span of months to beginning the up-
grading of a poegfion.

The fact finder recommends’this agreed position change

become effective November 1, 1988.

Issue Number Five - Length of Contract

The length of thevcontrectual agreement depends on the
settlement between the parties on wages.

The\Egpioyer seeks a‘is montthuration of the contract.
The Union wants to keep the 1ength of the contract the
' same time of 12 months.

No evidence was provided to demonstrate where an addit-
ional three monthe would promote better contractual relations
or operatiOns}‘ | |

The Fact Flnder is inclined hot to d1sturb the present
~length of the contract and recommends that ‘the partles seek
a one year contract of the 12 month duratlon.

For future contrects the parties are urged to negotiate a
mUlti—year contractual agreemeht. A multi—year contract is con-
31stant with mu1t1 year plannlng used in the area mental health
~p1ann1ngs. Presented in the hear1ng is “‘the M1ch1gan Department of
Mental Health use, . of a conmgqgue;format in establishing a future

flow of funds between_cdntfact‘years;‘
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Until a multi-year contract is agreed upon by the parties

the Employer and the Union will be continuously preparing and

conducting negotiations.
The fact finder recommends such‘akcontract in the future

could be achiévgd withkannual‘openérs forksalary until the
‘accord in multi-year salary settlement with

~
~

parties can reach
staggered percentages in growth in each of the years.

Rsunh . C

Kenneth J. Coopek,J Ed,D. :
Fact Finder ‘




