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}"I'hé unders igxiefd was appdinted by the Em;iloyrhent Relations
- Commission after a request for Fact Flndlng by the Union after
attempts by the parties to complete collectlve bargaining was
unsuccessful A.hearlng'was rescheduled and conducted,on Thursday,

May 4, 1989 at the 0ff1¢$8 of the employer

Shari Christie e | Carl Litwiller

Alice McLeod - : ~ Leonard Tyler
Bill Nixon , . Thomas Hienrich
Floyd Fitch f ‘ ‘

Pursuant to Article XIII, paragraph B for negotiations
in 1988-89 only four areas of~the“COntract could be negotiated.

Salary R ‘

One item chosen by the Assaciatlon

One item chosen by the Board

Article Vv, Sectian P w;th respect to preparatlon
time.

* . - -

BN e

The Association chose 'sick leaire bank as their negotiable
item and the Board chose~in5uran¢e, as its negotiable item.

At the time of the Fact;Findiﬁg £here was an'impasse,on
all four issues. | "k' | ;' o

At the time of the hearing, the partles referred to a

document dated May 2, 1989 identlfled as Exhlbxt E8 which was the
Board’s proposal.

As the‘hearing progressed, there seemed to be a general
agreement on some items. Essentially ihenaoardfpropesed.a 5 percent
raise for each of two years; revised health insurance coverage to

4refiect the addition of the predetérmination rider change from 0



to a ~$2 OG co-pay and the eiemér;tary "te‘act‘iez‘:;s‘ would rec?aive)SZZ/S
minute prep time wu:h the understand:.ng that “if financial
conditmns warrant a financial harﬁship on the Dlstrn,ct , the
pcrt:.on of the contract can be renegotiated by mutual consent. The
Unmn, at the haarmg, indicated fthat J;t wcmld agree ‘to the health
| msurance propasal as p:mposed by the nistrlct if thexe ‘was
agreement on \he prep t;tme language.~ : There was some amblgulty
amongst the parties as to the intarpretaticn of the prep time
1anguage, but during t.he course pf dz.fs;c;ussmns, it became evident
that the pérties were in agr'e{emént’ and that the Board agreed to the
Union’'s request and increa'sed thé pre;fs time to 225 minutes per
week. ; o -

'The Board Wanted a pacfcage deal; a 5 percent raise for
two years, any ,of the heal’ch insurance opm.ons and their prep time
language. In addition, the Board wofuld pay an $800 annuity for
those who ‘qualify, if at l&ast 5 persons partm:.pated in 1989-90.
It is my understandlng that under thase c1rcumstances the Union
would forego the sick bank 1ssue.‘ ‘I‘husg,, in summary, without
consideration of salary, the Union wonld agree to the Board's
position on insurance:,l the 'Board : wouldfagree to the Union’s
position on ﬁhe elementary pi:ep time' aand" the teachers would forego
the sick leave bank issue in exchange for the proposal on the $800
~annuity, leaving only the issue of salaries in dispute.

‘ ‘The Fact Finder ,requested that the parties review their
salary positions in light of infarmation produced at the hearing.
Since it was the Fact Finder s perceptien that the parties were not

all that far apart, it was hoped that an agreement could be



reached. Unfortunately, the Fact Fxnder was adv1sed by the partles
that they could not reach acccrd and thus a recommendatlon will be
made on that issue. ; 1 |

| The Union pfbposed.thteekopticns: (1) 8.6 percent for 1
year (2)'6‘pefcent‘for 1988-89,and,5 percent plns longevity in
1989-90 as per the Tawas Cantract;ior; (B)tsipercant7in.1988-1989,
5 percent 1989K90 and 5 percent plus longevity in the third year.
The Board’s proposal as set forth in Exhlblt E8 would be a two year
contract fOR 1988-90 with a 5 percent raise on each step for each
year. |

\ In support of its proposal, the Union indicated that they

should be paid wages comparable to those in Region 12. They argued |
they had accepted a 4 percent raise in 1987-88 so that the millage
request could be passed and that,ip fac# 3;9‘percent additional
mills did pass; Addiﬁionally, SEV has increased roughly 10 percent
from 70 to 77 million and that the Boatdlapparently has the ability
to pay. The Union indicated:hy Exhibiﬁs‘that the District ranked
44th in SEV,‘ISOth in administraticn séiaries, 180th in support
salaries, 184 in per pupil spend;ng and 443rd in teachers salaries.
This is . based upon figures provxded by the State Annual Survey.
In support of its suggestion on comparabillty, they pOLnted out“
that they only have a BA and. MA schedule whereas may other -
districts have BA plus and MA plus,,such as Standish, and they
don’'t have any bonu# for longGVitykin the 10th or 11th year as many
other districts do. For example, Tawas has a bonus for each year
past the 10th step at 4 percent fbr‘each,year from the 11th through

13th year. Only after 20 years in AuGres is there a longevity; a



~ teacher receives $500 for each year thrcugh the 24th year, at the
end of the Zsth year, $1000 for each year thereafter.' The exxstlng
BA base for 1987~ 88 is s17 852 96 and MA base is $18 993 the 11
year top step BA is $27 311 and MA 15 $29 994.' A five percent.
increase would maka the BA base $18 535 wh;le the med;an for the
region wnuld be $18,839, accerd;ng to Unien Exhibit 3 and the MA
base would be éiﬁ,oso unéer the msdian for Reglon 12.

The existlng 1987«88 cost tc the Bistrlct for all teacher
salaries is $814, 671 and a S percent 1ncrease wnuld add $23 686 in
1988-89 and $78,845 in 1989~ 90. The cost in 1989-90 according to |
Exhibit E4 would include one new taacher at $19,463. The request
to go to the median of the Ragion is an 8. 6 percent increase. The
cost. is the dxfferenae between $885 053 and $838 557, or an
addztmanal $47 496 for the lst year at 8 6 - at 5 percent the cost
as stated above is $23, 686 | ""

|  The Board's posxtion was not necessarily ‘the inability
to pay, but the allocation of admittedly tight resources. The
Board\acknbwledged the UnionﬁS acceptaﬁce‘of the 4 percent pay
inéreaSe in 1987-88 aﬁd theffact ﬁhat there“&as a united front
between the Board and‘the teaéhefs Withzféspect to securing the
additional millage.  ~A1§o théy éckﬁawledged that the SEV has
1ncreased, but they po;nt out that there is ‘a TIFA reduction plus
a Headlea reductlon so that the total amount of SEV available to
the district is not $70 million as certified in 1988, but in
reality is 368 000,099. Admittedly; the SEV has increased. In
1985 it was $64 millmon, in 1987 $66 6 million and in 1988 it was

$70.3 million (all unadjusted). 'Thus, there does appear to be an



abJ.lJ.ty to pay based upon the ex;stlng millage and sl:.ghtly
inereasing SEVs. The Board projects either a3 or 4 percent SEV
increase and also the proposed budget which was Exhlbz.t E3 for
1988 89, 1989-90 projected sala:ry J.ncreases of 5 percent for each
of those years. Thus, what‘ the issue :eally bolls down to is not
necessarily shall there be an :i‘xicxéas‘é?; but shall there be an
increase of 5 ﬁ%rgent which has ’baeﬁ ’budgéted by the Board for the
next two years, or ‘should the inc‘reagse_’ be 8.6 percent as the
teachers have requested ﬁo brihg' i’t uy ié what they say is the
median of Region 12 or whether the anrease should be either of the
other options that the Union proposed.  , V

In arriving at the appropriate salary, we get to the
issue of comparability. The utuon is suggest:.ng that the median
for Region 12 is what comparable wages shoni‘d be w’he:eas the School
District points out 'that' the mediaﬁ is derived from a cross section
of school districts which are distimiia: to AuGres. For example,
in Exhibit E1, ;AuGres has:'fis‘s']sﬁudents yan"d, of the othér districts
in Region 12 in the 501-75’0 stndent ::ahgey,y,k' Stafndiéh is a B schoél,
Ogama is a B school, Alcoria, ;Taxéraé,‘"Whitmoremrescotf are C schools
and the D‘ schools are ‘Hale; ' Eiay,h Féirviéw, Arenac-Eastérn and
AuGres-Sims. In looking at c-émparability, the student size is
significant and it would seem that schéols ‘in the class D sizes
ought to be compared Location is also J.mportant as is rural versus
urban. Standish is alleged to be t@o large and more of a suburban
as opposed to the more rural aspects of AuGres, Tawas may be
somewhat analogous, its clase as a Class c schocl and has somewhat

the same characterxstlcs of AuGres because of 1ts - proximity to



water and recreation values and its a#ailable,resources. However,
the obvious closest school‘districtskwbuld be the other Class D
SChools,'A;enac~Eastern, Mio, Hale ahd Fairview. It is pointed out
that Mio and Fairview are both  out—of-formu1a districts and
therefore Hale and Arenac—Eastern mlght be the closest comgarisons
as Class D rural communities. The BA.anlmum in Arenac—Eastern for
89-90 is 8§17, Ggﬁ&slightiy“bélcw the $17,652 for '87-88 in AuGres.
In Hale for 1989—89 ‘the BA minimum is $18 839 which is obviously
higher than the $17 652. Hale's MA mxn;mum of §22,059 is also
higher than the §$18,993 in AuGres, butithé\Arenac~Eastern MA
minimum of $18,222 is below the AuGres 1987-88 $18,994. The BA max
and MA max in AuGres and Axénab;EaStenn are almost even and as
compared to Hale, AuGres, is'éboﬁt $1000’behiﬂd Hale.

When one looks at'ail these numbers and tries to sort
them out and tries to equate camparébility, ;t seens that the
proposal for 5 percent for 88-89 is more reasonable than 8.6
percent. AuGres is not grossly underpaid in relation to most
cbmparable districts and is higher than in others, some of which
are lérger districts. The lack of longevity or the lack of ability
to grant rewards for an older teacher Staff seems to be the real
issue in AnGréé. Seven of 20 BA teécﬁers4a;e at step 10 or above,
and at the Masters level theré is one‘teachef at‘the 9th step} one
at the IOth and 10 at the 11th step. Wlth a signlficant number of
teachers at the advanced steps, the percentage increase is more
favorable to them in dollars, but the ratio is maintained from top
to boﬁtom."The only way/to provide additional economic benefits

to those teachers would be to build in some kind of longevity.



Unfdrtunately,tﬁere‘ﬁas‘very litﬁle/pr§3eated én the record with
respect tc‘iongeviﬁy.:“ThekTawas c6n£#a¢§ §§s‘offeredias an example
’o: réceiving é:bonus‘6f,4:petcéﬁ£ for,éacﬁ5yéa:‘pasﬁ‘theylbth_step,
but apart from that the:édﬁéé‘véthiittie‘infermétion“tegarding
_what an apprbpriate'léngevity'pféQ&aﬁﬁﬁiéht be. There was attached
to the Union. proposal, the Alcana lengevity laaguage.' However, its
difficult to s§§\that lenqevzty sh@uld be granted without a real
indepth evaluatzon of comparable laagevity praposals. Thus, the
teachers’ request for 6 p@raent in 1988«89 w1th 5 percent plus
longevity in 1989-90 or 5 percent in 1938~89 and 1989~9@ and 1990-
91 with longevity and IBSO-Ql kar& diifleult\ to evaluate and
interject the longevity factor ﬁiihéuﬁ/aPthorough~record.
It would nltimately be the recommsndation of the Fact
Finder that a two year contract be agreed to with 5.5 percent in
1988-89 and 5.0 percent in 1989-90. This wuuld provide slightly
more money than ?as been budgeté§~by’th§;Bmard,‘bnt it‘begins to
address the issue of 1ongevit?léinéé thé extra half~per¢ént in
reality could be construed to be a honus and since the majorlty of
the teachers are at the highest steps, there would essentlally be
\‘some kind of recognitxon pf theim‘langev1ty; Admittedly,‘the,extra
half pefcent qoeé toﬁeverybddy‘énd;daes ﬁét address the longevity
issue head on. | g G
h 'The‘miard has presehté&fa'rea85ﬁably’compélling picture
that additlcnal millage is going to be nacessary in 1990 and
assuming those were to pass, there may be additional resources to
accommcdate a contractually negctiated laagevity provision and/or

provxde differant levels of BA and MA sueh as BA plus 10 or MA plus



10 which are eSsentially‘the'same thing as longévity. These
concepts can be explored in fthé totai colleétive Vbargaining
process. There may be give and take on cher issues. The teachers
have agreed to accept the Board s lnsuxance program which creates
. more expense for them and.holds dawn lnsurance costs for the Board.
All of these issues are relevant to each other and in the give and
take of collec%xpg bargaining under a new contract, when all
provisions of the contract are open for negotlations and hopefully
all millages are in place, the partles may feel strongly about one
or more issues s0 that they can have the flexxbillty to give or
compromise as they deem best. S

It is hoped that this recommendatlon,may'be of assistance
to the parties in resolving their dispute. |

Respectfully submxtted,‘

DATED: ;'ZZ«V[('? k By‘/\ﬂ,,""(‘

Kenneth P. Franklahd (P13643)
Fact nder

601 tt Road

East ing, MI 48823

(517) 351-0280




