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The City of Havre, Montana (Employer or City) and Local #601,
International Association of Firefighters (Union) are parties to a collective

bargaining agreement (Agreement) with the term July 1, 1991, through
July 31, 1992,

Bargaining was conducted by the parties for a successor Agreement, but
the parties were not able to come Lo a settlement. They sought the aid of a
state Mediator, but that did not result in a resolution. Thereafler, Fact
Finding was invoked, and Lhe undersigned was selected to be Fact Finder.
The partics mutually agreed to waive the time limits provided for in statute
and regulations for the completion of the faet finding process,

A Fact Finding hearing was held on Friday, November 13, 1992,
commencing at 3:00 p.m. and ending at 1:15 a. m. on November 14. Both
parties participated in the hearing and ench had full opportunity to present
evidence, call and cross examine wilnesses, and argue its case.

ISSUES

The disputed issues are all economic. They are:

ARTICLE XII. WAGES AND OTHER COMPENSATION. Section 1, and
Appendix A.
A. The Union proposes that there be an across-Lhe-board increase of ten
percent (109%); the City proposes that the increase be thirly-one cents
($.31) an hour,
3. The Union also proposed the addition of three additional grades to the
firefighter pay malrix. The Cily indicated that it was agreeable to this
addition provided that the other parts of its total proposal for settlement
be agreed Lo,
C. The Union seeks retroactivity to July 1, 1992,

ARTICLE XI1. WAGES AND OTIER COMPENSATION, Section 8,
In essence, the Union proposes that a new paragraph be created which
provides that the Certified Emergency Medical Technician-Intermediate
(EMT-1) be paid forty-five dollars ($45.00) a month, The City proposes
that the monthly inerease be five dollars ($5.00),
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ARTICLE XXI. FAMILY MEDICAL COVERAGE PROGRAM.
The Union proposes that the increase in the monthly premium for
health insurance be borne by the Employer; the City proposes that there
be no change in the language of the Agreement in this regard. The
impact of the City's position is that the increase in premium will be
borne by the insured employeces.

POSITION OF THE PARTIES

In furtherance of its proposals, the parlics made arguments which are
summarized below. (Positions of the parties will also be addressed in later
seclions of this report.)

Position of the Union

Havre Firefighters arc the lowest paid in the State of Montana, The
City's offer regarding wages, payment of the increase in health insurance
premiums, and the EMT-I skill pay would leave the Havre Firefighters
with a net loss of 2.5% in wages over last year. When this figure is coupled
with 3.1% increase in the consumer price index, the result would be a drop
in usable income by 5.6%.

Because of the size of the City and the scope of responsibilities of the Fire
Department, the appropriate comparison communities are the nine Class 1
(or Class A) Montana Cities.! While Havre's population is close to 10,000—
the lower limil of a Class 1 City—the Cily's population has grown by 2.9%
since the 1990 census and it could expand further were it not for the City's
reluctance to annex surrounding areas “which enjoy all city services yet do
not pay taxes [Lo Havre] as the citizens of Havre do.™ Not only does the
Havre Fire Department’s work parallel that of Departments in the other
Class I cities, the Havre Iire Department is responsible to deliver fire
suppression services to Lthe surrounding area (Fire District #1) and to
provide ambulance coverage to yet a larger arca—about two-Lthirds of 11ill

IThey are, in descending order of population: Billings (81,151), Great Falls (55,097),
Migsoula (42,918), Butte-Silver Bow (33,336), Helenn (24,569), Dozeman (22,660), Kalispell
(11,917), Anacondn-Deer Lodge County (10,287, and Havre, (10,201). (population dotn from
City Exhibit C.)

2Union brief, page 2.



Locol No. 60 L IAFF and City of Havre, . «0._n .

County. The Department also has mutual aid agreements with
surrounding volunteer-stafTed fire departments.

The cities suggested by the Employer are not comparable to Havre, They
are Class B cities and are supported by volunteer firefighters, Not all of the
Class B cities protect property outside the cily boundaries. Five of them
provide fire suppression services only; they do not respond with an
ambulance.

The City is well able Lo pay the costs of the proposals made by the Union.
It has strong reserves which have increased from 14.3% of Lthe General
Fund in 1987 to 40,.91% in 1992, In I'Y 1993, it will garner an additional
$9,000.00 in income from the Department’s activities, and, if the people of
Havre pass a matter to be on the ballot in January of 1993, it will receive an
additional $19,000 in revenue. Moreover, the ambulance fees are Lhe lowest
in the state and additional income could come il the lees were increased.

Position of the Employer

The Cily sceks to provide the Fireflightlers with the best settlement
“without endangering the financial stability of the Cily or compromising
the work force that supplies the services,™

The Cily is limited in its ability to pay an increase greater than that
offered to the Firefighters. Property taxes have been curlailed by Initiative
105 (I-105) since 1986, Even so, the City has increased the pay for
Firefighters a total of 15.25% since that time.

Feconomic signs are not encouraging. The economy of the area has been
adversely affected by the closing of the locomotive repair and maintenance
facility operated in Havre by the Burlington Northern Railroad, and will be
further impacted by the closing of the local Air Base, scheduled for the
summer of 1993. As a result of such factors, the City is very cautious nbout
making commitments which will result in increascs in its budgel.

The City has had additional expenses related to the IMire Department, In
last year's bargaining, the Firefighters declined the City's offer to buy back

3City Informational Brief, p. 1.
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compengatory time off. As a result, the City had to hire an additional
Firefighter to provide reliefl for such benefits as vacation, sick leave
utilization, and compensatory time off.

Not only is property tax revenue limited, revenue from some of the
income the City has received in the past will not be available in the future.
As a result of the City's accommodation of a preference of Firefighters that
they not retain City dispatcher responsibilities, the City contracted with the
County to perform these duties. As its part of that bargain, the City gave up
its swimming pool contract with the County which had provided the City
with $11,000.00 annually. The City also agreed to pay the County $7,846.00
per year for five years Lo help pay for radio equipment. Starting with the
budget of Fiscal Year 1994, the City will lose o portion of the income from a

vehicle license plate fee.

Not every continuing resource is secure. One source of non-tax revenue
in the General Fund is the Corporate License Tax. This comes from banks
and savings and loan institutions, but these sources can demand
repanyment from the City if the institutions do not show a profit over a five

yvear period.?

There are other financial realities. The City has set up a budget line
item to cover that porlion (one-fourth) of unused paid-time ofl which is
available as a cash-out to employees who are retiring. It has established a
capital expenditure program Lo allow City departments to purchase needed

“equipment. The City’s ambulance service generales a great deal of overtime
beeause of the need to transport Medicare and Medicaid patients to larger
hospitals. Neither Medicare nor Medicare pays the full amount for such
services, and the City has to absorh the difference.

A comparison of cities in Montana is difficult because of geographical
separation. The City does not believe that Class 1 Montana cities are the
appropriate entities to compare with Havre. Class 1 city Kalispell, for
example, has greater income than Havre from property tax because of
inflated land values; in addition, it has significant income from tourism.
Havre is the smallest Class I city, and, due to economic condilions, is

4The City points out that this happened “three yeonrs ago.” Informational Brief, p. 3,
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approaching the population number that will cause it to lose this status.
Based on data collected from cities of similar size, compensation for
personnel in the Havre Fire Department is comparable to similar small-
sized cities. It is the City's position that the cities of Miles City, Livingston,
and Lewistown are the more appropriate cities Lo compare with Ilavre.

DISCUSSION AN ANALYSIS
Some Words on the Data

While the parties to this fact finding have engaged in the process in the
past, it was a new experience for each of the persons who participated in
this Faet Finding. They are all to be congratulated on the quality of their
presentations. They provided well-thought-out arguments and backed up
those arguments with information that has helped to educate the
undersigned Fact Finder to the realities faced by each party and the
community they both serve.

lEven so, there are gaps in the data and problems with the information,
The problems caused extra time in analysis. Because some information
was lacking, some of the Fact Finder's analyses and conclusions are based
on incomplete information and assumptions, The following details about
the problem are offered to suggest what may be of future use in bargaining
and in the utilization of dispute resolution procedures.

Iinancial History

The period covered in the record goes from Y 1985 (FY 85) through I'Y
93, but not all information for each of these years was provided.

Full data about the financial history of this period—e.g. actual revenue
and expenditures by category—were not provided. The City introduced
documents (Exhibit ) that presented major portions of non-tax revenue
(i.e. non preperty tax revenue) for FYs 85 through 92, but this data was not
complete. The budget document for FY 1992-1993 ('Y 92) was made part of
the record, but budget documents for the previous years were not. Two of
the Firefighter exhibits (1 and 2) presented graphs based on past budgets,
but the data from which the graphs were drawn were absent, Union Exhibit
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20—which came into great controversy during the hearing—was also based
on historical financial data, bul not all of the supporting material was
presented.

As might be expected, each party’s position is founded on differing
assumptions about future financial reality. By the time of the Fact Finding
hearing, four months of F'Y 1993 had elapsed, but year-to-date information
aboul revenues and expenditures were not entered into the record. Such
data would have provided information with which to evaluate assumptions.

Data for Comparisons

The City provided comparative pay data obtained [rom outside sources.
(Exhibits C and [-3.) In some instances the information contained within
these exhibits was incomplete or incorrect. It was clear to the undersigned
that while these exhibits may have erred, the errors were the faull of
outside parties and were presented by the City in good faith. Even so, they
made the process of analysis more difficult and rendered some conclusions
speculative. Inferences had to be drawn as to what information would be
helpful. The following discussion outlines the reasoning that took place in
the attempt to identify what information was reliable,

City Exhibit C states on its face that it is a “1992 Salary Survey,” but the
exhibit does not define its terms, nor is it consistent in what it reports. Does
the 1992 survey report on rates for I'Y 91 or 'Y 927 s Lhe “Start Salary” for
‘the “Probationary” or for the “Confirmed” Firefighter?

In order to find answers to questions about Exhibits C and 1-3, 1 looked to
other material in the record that provided parallel information. Such data
existed for nine cities: Anaconda, Billings, Butte, Great Falls, Havre,
Kalispell, Lewistown, Livingston, and Miles City. The pay rates for these
nine cities that will be reviewed in the following paragraphs.

The record contains collective bargaining agreements (Y“CBA” or
“agreement”) for six citics: Anaconda, Billings, Butte, Great Falls, Havre,
and Kalispell, (Havre Agreement and Union Exhibits 27.) In comparison to
City Lixhibits C and I-3, the collective bargaining agreements are the “best
evidence” with regard to pay data. They are more reliable than summaries
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from third persons. Therefore, the agreements have been used in this
report where they conflict with data in these other exhibits,

llowever, the record does not contain agreements for all cities and the
CBAs that are in the record are not for both 1991-92 and 1992-93, as is shown

below:
CBA Submitted 1991-92 1992-93
| Anaconda-Deer Lodge X
City of Billings X X
Butte-Silver Bow X
City of Havre X
City of Great I'alls X
City of Kalispell X
Rates in Exhibit C, The CBAs which cover the year 91-92 were used with

City Exhibit C to test the assumption that the phrase “1992 Salary Survey” in
Exhibit C meant that the survey reported 91-92 rates and to discover if Lhere
was an internal consistency in the exhibit which would reveal what “Start”

meant. This analysis revealed the following:

Contracts “Start Salary” Probationary Grade 2 (Step 1)
which reported in (Step 1)"Start” “Start” reported
cover pay Exhibit C reported in CBA ] in CBA
for (annualized) (annualized)
1991-92
Havre $16,148.00 $16,147.92 $18,978.12
Billings $22,512.00 none $22,611.28
Butte $23,448.00 $13,488.00 $23,448.00

Havre, Billings and Bulte. As can be seen by the matching (or similar)

‘rates, Exhibit C entries for Havre, Billings, and Butte are for 1991-92, but
the CBA reveals that the “Start” rate given for Havre in Exhibit C is the
probationary rate, while the entries for Billings and Butte in Exhibit C

report the Grade 2, Step 1 rate,

Great Falls, Although the Great Falls CBA only provides information
about the pay rates for 1992-93 (the “Fire Fighter” start rate is $26,196), other
rates in the record indicate that the “start” entry ($12,176) listed for Great

FFalls in Exhibit C is patently in error.

5The Kalispell agreement is from July 1, 1992, through June 30, 1995,
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The Rates in Exhibit 1-3, City Exhibit 1.3 reveals other problems. It

reports on six cities and identifies pay rates for all but Havre as being for
1992-93. The following table combines the rates reported in Exhibit I-3 with

those from Exhibit C and the CBAs:

“Start Salary™ “Confirmed Rate Reported in
reported in Ex. C | Firefighter Base CBA
“1992 Salary Wage” as (annualized)
Survey” reported in Bx.
| | | -5 annualized)
Anaconda ] 711/92-6/30/93
“92/93 contract” Probalionary:
$21,570 $22,723. 32 $22,723.32
I"irst Class:
$23,323.32
Kalispell “92/93 contract” “Base Pay”
$24,264 $24,264 $25,236
IHavre T191-6/30/92
“91/92 contract” | Grade 2, Step 1
$16,148 $18,978.12 $18,978.12
Lewistown *92/93 contract” CBA nol in
$15,021 $15021 record
Livingston “92/93 contract” CBA not in
$16,644 $18.480 __record
Miles City “92/93 conlract” CBA not in
$19.597 $20,439.60 record

Anaconda. The parties stipulated that the 92-93 rate for Annconda
shown in City 1-3 as the “Confirmed” rate was actually the probationary
rate. The percentage differences between the rate in Exhibit C and those in
the CBA suggest that  “C" also reports the probationary rate.

Kalispell. As the above table reflects, the rate reported in Exhibit I-3 for
Kalispell for 92-93 is the same as that reported in Iixhibit C. The CBA shows
that the 1992-93 rate in Kalispell is $25,236. Thus the rate reported in C and
1-3 is tnken to be a rate for 91-92. The parties stipulated that the Kalispell
rate reported in Exhibit [-3 was a composite which included pay, skill pay,
the uniform allowance and longevity. Therefore, the Kalispell rate reported
in Exhibit C also contains aspects of compensation that are not reflected in
other entries in Exhibit C.

Lewistown. Both Eixhibil C and Exhibit 1-3 show the same pay rate for
Lewistown, There is no collective bargaining agreement {or other source
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data) in the record to help identify whether this rate is for 91-92 or for 92-93.
Given the 23% gap between the Fire Fighter pay rate reported in 1-3 for
Lewistown and the next highest city, Livingston, it is likely that the rate
reported in I-3 (and in C) for Lewistown is for 91-92 rather than for 92-93,
The rate that is reported is so low, compared to the other cities—it is more
than 26% below the Havre rate for confirmed Fire Fighter—that the
possibility must be considered that it is for a rate of below that of the
confirmed Fire Fighter.

Livingston, There is an 11% difference between the Livingston “start”
pay rate in City I-3 over that reported in City C. This suggests either that a
significant raise for Livingston Fire Fighters took place from 91-92 to 92-93
or Lthat the Exhibit C entry was for some rate other than the Confirmed Fire
Fighter.

I'rom the above analyses we can draw the following conclusions aboult

Exhibit C:

“Start” rates in Ix. C for: report
Anaconda probationary rate probably
Billings the confirmed rate
Butte the confirmed rate
Havre the probationary rate
Great Falls a wrong start rate
Kalispell more Lhan the confirmed rate
Lewistown ’

Livingston ?

Miles City ?

Entries in Exhibit C are quite likely all for I'Y 91-92, but not all report the
confirmed Firefighter rate. Moreover, the “Start Salary” for Great Falls is
clearly incorrect.

Since it was not at all clear from Exhibit C whether the data presented
under the heading “Top Salary” were for analogous positions, this report
considers entry pay only in its analyses.

We can make the following summary nbout information in Exhibit 1-3:
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ESLH;"I;; rales in report for 1991-1992 for 1992.1993

LX, 1=

Anaconda the probationary X
rale

Kalispell more than the X

conlirmed rate

Lewistown ? X

Livingston the confirmed X
rate?

Miles City ? X

Taken as a whole, Lthere is more reliable information in the record for
pay year 1992-93 than for 1991-92, Three sources provide the information.
The Union introduced six collective bargaining agreements, Four of them
(the exceptions are Butle and Havre) provide pay information for pay year
92-93. City Iixhibit I-3 and Union Exhibit 6 also provide information on the
base rate for the confirmed Pire Fighter for 92-93. (Union 6 includes Bultte,
but the pay rate is from the 91-92 agreement.)

The three sources provide the following information.

1992-1993 From CBAs From City 1-3 From Union 6
Rates Union Exhibit 27 | (annualized) |figures roundeds
(annualized) (annualized)

Anaconda $23,323.32 $22,723.32 $23,323.00
Billings $23,186.64 $23,184.00
Bozeman $25,612.00
Greal I'alls 26,196.00 $26,196.00
Helena $23,868.00
Kalispell $25,236.00 $24,264.00 $25,236.00
Lewistown $15,021.00

Livingslon $18,480,00

Miles City $20,439.60

Missoula $23,844.00

Conflicts among this data were resolved in the following ways.

As the prior discussion reveals, the 1-3 rate for Anaconda is Lhe
probationary rate, The rates in 1.3 for Kalispell and Lewistown are more
likely 1991-92 rates than rates for 1992-93, Therefore, when these entries are
removed, we are left with the following composite list for 1992-93 Confirmed
Firefighter start rates. (Where there are differences due to rounding, the
data is taken from Union 6, for consistency.)
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199721993 Rates
(Rounded)
Anaconda $23,323
Billings $23,184
Bozeman $25 5612
Great Falls $26,196
Helena $2§:§68
Kalispell $25,236
Livingston $18,480
Miles City $20,440
Missoula $23.844

Comparison Cities

Although data from comparison cities are but one of the standards used
in interest disputes, disagreement was profound belween the parties as to
what Montana cities provided appropriate data to compare with Ilavre. The
Union cited such factors as the job skills required, the scope of
responsibility, and population status as Class I cities to argue that
Anaconda, Billings, Bozeman, Butte, Great Falls, Helena, Kalispell and
Missoula were the correct comparison cities. The City acknowledged the
Fire Fighters' points regarding required skills and scope of responsibility,
but argued that the City's financial status (largely, but not exclusively, due
to 1-105), economic prospects, and small population—it is barely over the
10,000 population that defines a Class 1 city—make Lewistown, Livingston,
and Miles City more appropriate comparison cities, The City also pointed
out that there is an economic divide in Monlana in which the eastern part
is significantly less well off than the western part of the state.

The record in this case provides information about population and tax
rates and income for each city cach party has nominated. It has
information about median and family income and housing costs for some of
them. Comparative data is most helpful when it is revealed for all of the
cities nominated for comparisons.® The City has pointed out that there are
few, if any, truly comparable cities in Montana, but the comparison of data

6An arca of cooperntion between the parties that will serve them and n neutral determiner
of "fnct” in good stead would be for ench party to notify the other nbout the cities each is
poing to nominate as a comparison city—there need be no agreement on the cilies
themselves. The parties could then jointly collect and present comparative data on all, By
such a mechanism, the parties can avoid relying on faulty and contradiclory data.



among communities allows one to draw informed conclusions through a
process of noting comparisons and confrasts.

The Fact Finder respectfully points out to both parties that there seldom
is such close correspondence between cities with regard to such matters as
population and the nature and state of their economy, or with regard to
similar bargaining histories, scope of responsibilities and total

compensalion for particular classificationg of employees to enable one Lo
make a simple comparison: this cily is equivalent to that. Rather, data
about communities helps one to make comparisons and contrasts. Some of
the information commonly viewed as being helpful in determining the
extent to which cities are or are not comparable include: number of
employees and their duties, their pay rates along with information about
the size of recent pay adjustments, geographic proximity among the cities,
population and population trends, assessed valuation, lax revenue,
building permits, per capita and median family income, retail sales,
employment and unemployment rates and other economic data.

Kalispell (11,917), Anaconda (10,278), Havre (10,201) , and Miles City

(8461) are cities of somewhat comparable size. The dala indicates that while
Havre is the smallest Class 1 city, it is significantly closer in population to
the next larger cily, Anaconda, than it is to the next smaller, Miles City.
Kalispell is almost 17% larger than Havre, while Miles City is
approximately 83% of Havre's size. Bozeman, the cily next larger to
Kalispell, is more than double the size of Havre, while Livingston, next
smaller to Miles Cily, is only 2/3 Havre's size. (Bozeman has a population of
22,660; the population of Livingston is 6701.) In any case, similarity of
population size is but one factor L consider.

The data in City Exhibits I-1 and 1-3 reveal that with regard to property
tax income, Havre has more in common with the cities smaller than it is
than it does with the larger cities, but, as the following section points out, a
city’s financial status does not rest on properly tax revenue alone.
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ABILITY TO PAY
Audits and Other Financial Analyses

Outside of exhibits entered in the record, information was provided by
comments from members of the negoliating teams who served as cach
parly’s team advocates in the fact finding and by the sole witness wlho was
called to testify at the hearing,

Gordon Thompson, who conducted the Havre's audit for FY 91-92 was
called by the City. In addition to providing information about Havre's fiscal
policies and, generally, about the mutual realities faced by Montana's cities
due to I-105, a large part of Mr. Thompson’'s testimony addressed
assertions presented in Union Exhibit 20, The testimony and the exhibit
engendered considerable debate between the parties.

In this writer's view, the dispute centered upon differences in
terminology and in the way financial documents which serve different
functions may be differently organized, even when dealing with the same
fundamental data.

A basic question to be determined in assessing a public seclor entity's
ability to pay is the relationship between its income and expenditures, The
City's witness pointed out that the term “Fund Balance” in the public sector
is equivalent to the term “Retained Earnings” in a business setting. (Before
profits are distributed, a business enterprise will retain a portion of
earnings for its continued growth nnd to cover possible future losses.? Since
the City is non-profit, all of its surplus of income over expenditures is
retained.) Mr, Thompson defined Fund Balance as “the accumulation of
profit and loss through [the entity's] history." City Exhibits 11 and I-2 cover
the City's financial experience, 1985 through 1992, and show that Havre has
enjoyed a healthy and growing excess of revenue over expenditures over the
years,

THarry C. Fischer, C.P.A., The Uses of Accounting in Collective Bargaining, (1969)
Institute of Industrial Relations, University of California at Los Angeles, p.13
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The parties did not provide corresponding financial documents for
corresponding years. The Union provided auditor's documents for the FY
ending June 30, 1991. The City provided most, if not all, of the budget for the
1992-93 fiscal year, The City’s witness—its auditor for I'Y 1991-1992, but not
for 1990-1991—referred to a drafl audit for FY 1991-1992, but—since the
audit was not finished—did not make it available for the record. Thus the
“conclusions” described in the following section have been pieced together
from assertions made during Lhe fact finding hearing and from the
different documents from different fiscal years which were made part of the
record.

The Relationship of Special Revenue Funds to the General Fund

Part of the controversy over Union Exhibit 20 addressed a General Fund
balance deficit and the transfer into the General F'und of moneys from
Special Revenue Funds. Specifically, the statement of income and
expenses® for the City for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1991, reported—in
the column headed “General [Fund]"—a deficit of revenues over expenses of
$119,192. The document also reflected a transfer in of $§315,914 so thal the
General Fund ended the year with a balance (“Excess revenues and other
sources over expenditures and other uses”) of $196,722. (Witness Thompson
pointed out that the transfer wits from the Special Revenue Fund.)

It is my understanding that Special Revenue Funds are similar to the
General 'und, but have a special purpose. They are established to account
for the proceeds of special revenue sources or to finance special activities
required by law.

The Cily obtains its revenue from tax and non-tax sources. Certain
categories of revenue (P.E.R.S., Police Relirement, Firemen Retirement,
Police Minimum Wage, and Firemen Minimum Wage) provide funds for
specific types of expenditures. Each year (or at least in Y 1990-1991)

S8Appended to Union Exhibit 20 were pages from the auditor's report for the fiscal year
ending in 1991, The speeific documents were the Combined Statement of Revenues,
Expenditures nand Changes in Fund Balances, All Governmental Fund Types and
Expendnble Trust Funds for the vear ended June 30 1991, nnd the Combined Balance
Sheet—All Fund Types nnd Account Groups, as of June 30, 1991, In this section, the
statementls in quotations are from these documents,
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moneys from these funds are transferred into the General Fund to be
expended for each fund’s special purpose. Thus, what was reported in the
auditor's Combined Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in
Fund Balances, All Governmental Fund Types and Expendable Trust
Funds for the year ended June 30 1991" as a deficit of $119,192 was merely a
reporting that (1) there were “(deficient) revenues over expenses” in the
General [Fund, and that (2) an amount of $315,914 was transferred in. In
short, a shortage in one account was covered by a transfer in of revenue
funds from another of the City’s financial accounts. As far as can be
inferred from the data introduced into the record 9, this transfer is
anticipated and budgeted for under the heading, “Other Financial Sources.
The record also supports the inference that the deficit in the General 'und
and the transfer from the Special Fund were part of the City's budget plan

for 'Y 90-91.

It was suggested at the hearing that such a transfer was analogous to
the way the federal government might borrow from Social Security to fund
expenditures under the federal budget. It does not seem to the undersigned
that the parallel is apt. The Havre transfer does not create an unfunded
liability that has to be paid back. The evidence indicates that the transferred
funds were not borrowings, but were raised for specific purposes and spent
for those purposes. The transfer was a mechanism to place Special
Revenue IFunds into the General Fund to be spent for the purposes for

which they were raised.

The end reality is that the City of Havre ended F'Y 1990-1991 with an end-
of-the-year balance in the General Fund. This consisted of a surplus of
“excess revenues and other sources over expenditures and other uses” and
amounted to $196,722. 'This surplus comes from budgeted moneys that were
not spent and revenue receipts that were greater than budgeted in past
fiscal years(s). The fund balance previously reported for July 1, 1990 (the
beginning of the 1990-1991 FY) had been $488,936. The General Fund

2MWe have nuditor's documents from FY 90-91 (Union Ex, 20), but not the budget for that
year, The only budget on the record is that for FY 92.93.(City Exhibit I)). Exhibit D shows
that in FY 1991-92 there was an acfuzal transfer into the General Fund from Special
Hevenue Funds (“Other Financing Sources”) of $344,917 and that for FY 92.93, there is
planned transfer into the General Fund of $3756,000 from these Special Revenue Funds .



Local No. GO, JAFIF and City of Hayr.  _fontann 16

balance as of June 30, 1991 was $681,124. This sum, like retained earnings

in a business, is available for the City's continued growth and in order to
cover possible future losses,

The City emphasized that the fund balance at the end of any one fiscal
year is relied upon the very next day—Lthe start of the next fiscal year—to
fund City expenditures. This is true. All revenue Lhe City gets {rom all
sources—properly taxes and other revenue (both tax revenue other than
property taxes and non-tax revenue)—plus the surplus that exists from
pasL year(s) is what is available to fund what the City decides to appropriate
and to place in reserve.

In effect, this is another way of expressing what was stated in City
Exhibit D: APPROPRIATIONS + RESERVE = CASH AVAILABLE + NON-
TAX REVENUE + PROPERTY TAXES. City exhibit D points out, “an
increase in appropriations requires one or more of the following
circumstances:” decrease in reserves, increase in available cash, increase
in revenue other than from property tax, or an increase in property taxes.
(An increase in one appropriation item can also be offset by a decrease in
one or more of the other appropriation items.)

The decisions about how much to appropriate and for what purposes,
and how much to place in reserves are policy decisions. Exhibit D asserts
that “reserves can not be lowered....” The undersigned is not knowledgeable
aboul Montana law, but since Exhibit D also states that “Montana Stalue
allows a reserve of 33 1/3%" of appropriations, it seems that the assertion
that “rates cannot be lowered” is a strong expression of what the author of
Exhibit D deems to be wise policy rather than an assertion of fact. (The
emphasis has been added.)

Budget Estimates

Exhibit E, the City's current budget, shows that in its planning for FY
92-93, the City has made close estimates about upcoming expenditures, The
following table summarizes the exhibit's data in this regard:



Lucal No, 60L JAFF and City of Havre,. .ontana

o = 17
Aclual 1991 Actunl 1992 Budget 1993 1993 minus 1992
Legilative Services—Council F22101 22,061 $20,610
Executive Services—Mayor $26,196 §22927 $23,950 $1,0%
Judicial Services—City Court 52,061 $51,198 52,310 1,14,
Financial Services—Clerk/Treas. $41,744 $40,433 $16,490 $6,05
Auditing oG | §6,606 £9.665 $3,14
Planning Services $22,000 £22,000 £22,000 §
Legal Services 529,190 $36, $37, 27
ﬁ?jﬂitinﬂ Administration—City 566,068 $7T4.841 $85,9956 $11,16
]
Law Enforcement Services $574 600 $5692,771 $651,088 £58 141
Fire and Ambulance Protection $609,176 $693,748 $601,168 $741
Public Works Administration S49872 62,211 573860 S1164
Streot Services 5181489 261,633 5237 620
Airport $4.220 $3814 £5,700 $185
Elections £1229 51,321 £2 500
Animal Control $31,676 $76,439 $33.420
Park Department 5103921 $116,283 $99,625 [
Recreation SATHIT $30,626 £35,480 84 85
Swimming Pool $91.219 $140998 $147988 §6,%)
TOTALS 51,887,150 $2,147,639 F2,18647T9 S38M
Inerense over previous year 14% 2%

City expenditure estimates for 92-93 are close to the actual experience of
91-92, However, there is an admitted pattern over the years of
underestimating revenues. City Exhibit H consists of one page from the

budget category “Detail of Estimated Non-Tax Revenue” from each year's

budget, FY 85 to FY 92. Each page provides information about the estimated
revenues for that budget year along with actual revenues from the previous
year, While the exhibit consists of but one page from each year's budget
(and Lthe page is but part of the total listings in the calegory), it does provide
information on which comparisons can be made and trends discerned. The
practice of underestimating revenue has stood the City in good stead, as the

following graph shows.



Local No. GOLIAFEF and City of Hovre. _ontann

_18
Estimated and Actual Non-Tax Revenues 1985-1993 (To Extent Shown
on City Exhibit 11)
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Fiscal Years

The Relation of Property Tax Revenue to Total Revenue

Both parties agree that there is no prospect of an increase in revenue

from property taxes. The people of Montana enacted a property tax
limitation, I-105 (City Exhibit '), which became effective in 1986. Clearly, I-
105 has had a financial impact on the City of Havre, but an examination of
other exhibits in the record shows that this has not been an insurmountable
problem. While revenue from property and personal property taxes have
been relatively flat since 1986, revenue from other sources has grown, as

the following graph illustrates:
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Havre Revenue FYs 85-92 (From City Ex. 1-2)
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92-93

Havre's total revenues have increased over the period 1985 through 1992
from $1,316,633 to $1,869,611. Total revenue has grown 42% since 1985—12%
since 1986. The share of revenue supplied by property taxes has dropped.
Property tax revenue which made up over half of total City revenue in 1985
fell to less than one-third in F'Y 92.93, (City Exhibit 1-2)

Changes in Consumer Price Index

City Exhibit G shows that for FY 1985, monthly pay for the confirmed
I'ire Fighter was $1,393. It was $1581.51 in FY 91-92, an increase of 13.53%.
During the period June 1986 to June 1992, the “cost of living” increased
27.28% as measured by CPI W—Urban Wage Earners and Clerical
Workers, West Urban—and 28,03% as measured by CPU-I, All Urban
Consumers, West Urban, (Union exhibits 18 and 17. 1982-84=100)

OTHER ARGUMENTS

Havre's Future, The City is concerned that because of adverse cconomic
developments—specifically, the closing of the local locomotive repair and
maintenance facility of Burlington Northern Railroad and the prospective
closure of facilities operated by the U.S. Air Force in Havre and Hill
County—there is a danger that Havre and its economy may shrink.
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Therefore, it argues, this is no time to make commitments as large as those
which would occur as a result of the Fire Fighters’ proposals.

The Union cites indications that in spite of the closings, retail business
and the population are growing,

Both parties have brought to the Fact Finder's attention a publication,
Adjustment Strategy for the City of Havre and Hill County. (City Exhibit A,
Union Exhibit 14.) The document, the product of a community-wide
[iconomic Recovery Task Force addresses the problem created by the
closures, but presents a plan of action to turn matters around, [Paced with a
lemon, the community is engaged in making lemonade,

Annexation. The Union expressed the view that additional revenue
could and should come through annexing neighboring areas which now
are served by Havre without providing corresponding revenue. The City
countered with a summary of Montana law which allows for easy
annexation only when three condilions are met: the areas must be
contiguous to Havre and must be served by Havre water and sewer lines.
(The City contended that this “easy” route is not possible because not all the
contiguous arecas are served by waler or sewer lines.) Otherwise,
annexation can only take place under a 5-year plan. The Fire Fighters
noted that water and sewer lines serve arcas on the northern edge of the
City. Whatever the merits of this disagreement, annexation is a long
process and even under the “easy” path is not a source of income upon
which recommendations for 1992.93 can be based.

New Income, The Fire Fighters cited the prospect that an upcoming vote
could provide an additional $19,000 in City revenue. However, hope does not
provide expendable funds. Such money can be considered only if and after
the voters approve the measure. (This is different from the additional $9,000
per annum from contract paymentls for Fire Department services to Fire
District #1. Although this money may not be used in 1992.93, there is
signed contract, and the funds will become available for City use slarting in
I"Y 93-94.)
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The Compensatory T'ime Issue The City cites certain costs directly

related to the Fire Department and its Fire Fighters to bolster its view that a
settlement higher than the one it has offered is not feasible. It noted that in
a past negotiation, the Union declined the City's offer to “buy back” the two
hours (above 40 hours) which the Fire Fighters work each week but take
back in compensatory time off. No details of the offer were provided, but it is
surmised that a “buy back” of such a thing of value would have its own price
tag. In any case, the determination should be made on the present financial
status of the City, rather than one (or more) past bargaining decisions.

Dispatching, The City drew the Fact Finder’s attention to the change in
dispatching duties from the City's Fire Fighters to the County, While the
City indicated that the transfer of responsibilitics was to accommodate the
preferences of the Fire I'ighters, the record is clear that the ‘preference’
came as a result of the City's interpretation of input from some individuals.
There was neither discussion with nor opinion expressed on this matter by
the Union. The fact that the City made a policy decision to contract out
duties previously performed by the ['ire Department was the City's
unilateral decision. It should have no special relevance to the Fire Fighters'
contractual wage settlement.

Swimming Pool Income, The City had to pay a price for divesting the

dispatching responsibilities. It gave up swimming pool income of $11,000 a
year, (It also agreed to pay $7,846 a year for live years to help underwrite
the County's purchase of radio equipment.) Although this totally
climinated one revenue line item, the Shared Revenue category of which
that item was a part increased consistent with the general improvement in
City finances that has taken place over time.

—_—

Pool Income (Counly) |Shared Hevenue Total

1965 $14,000.00 $263,026.00

1996 £14,000.00 §228,132.00

1087 $14,000.00 $2060.273.00

1965 $11,000.00 $268,770.00

1959 F11,000.00 £309,056.00

1990 $11,000.00 $336,138.00

1991 $11,000.00 £160,036.00

1992 $0.00 $447,963.00
Incrense 1992 over 19856 T0%
Incrense 1992 over 1986 V6%

Hource City Hebabit 11,
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Sunset of Income from Vehicle License Plates, The City notes that it has

enjoyed revenue for two years as a result of exercising the local option to
add one-quarter of one percent Lo the vehicle license fee, but reports that,
starting with I'Y 1994-95, this local option will no longer be available,

The Cily claims that the elimination of the local option could result in a
line item reduction as high as $15,000. The Fact Finder's calculations lead
Lo a less ominous conclusion. According Lo City Exhibit H, the actual
income from this item in 1991 was $87,750. (The “local option” amount
computes Lo be $9750, The 1992 figures are $85,244 and $9471.506,
respectively.) If the future value of .25% were Lo grow Lo $15,000, the future
value of the remaining 2% would become $120,000. As a result of such
growth, the money that remained for City use without the local option
would be significantly more than was achieved in 1991 and 1992 with the
0.25% local option.

Corp, License Tax. The City notes that another line item which is part of
the Shared Revenue category shows its income from Banks and Savings
and Loans Organizations, The City states:

...however, this [income] cannot be counted on as they can go back
for five years and if they have not made a profit, they can demand
repayment of that money.”?

The money is not inconsiderable:

Budget Year |Actual Corporate License
Toax Income
1085 $17.266
1988 £1,783
19587 £6,280
1989 $196
1959 $10,620
1990 g1
1991 $£37,769
1992 106956
Permree: ity Tabubat 11

The City reported that it experienced such a repayment “three years” ago.
(Could it have been in 1988?) However, Lhe City did not make clear the extent
of its risk. If one bank does not show a profit, does all the money for the past
five yvears become liable for repayment?

0City Informational Brief, page 3.
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Like the Fire Fighter's hope of additional revenue out of an upcoming
vote, the City's apprehension deals with a future possibility. When new
taxes are approved, they can be spent. If unplanned negatives occur, they
can be addressed. After all, protection against such negalive events is one of
the purposes for maintaining financial reserves.

IExcept as indicated, and for the reasons stated, the various arguments
addressed in this section have not been given weight in the Fact Finder's
conclugions and recommendations,

PAY

As it turned out, once one winnowed oul questionable pay data—sece
discussion starting on page 4, above—and compared Fire Fighter pay in
Havre to that in other cities, we {ind that before any increase is applied for
1992-93, Havre stands second from the bottom.

1992-1993 Rates

{Rounded)
Livingslon $18,480
lavre $18,978
Miles City $20,440
Billings $23,184
Anaconda $23,023
Missoula $23 844
Helena $23 868
Kalispell $25,236
Bozeman $25,512
Great Falls $26,196

It would take an increase of 7.7% to bring the start pay for the Havre
confirmed Fire Fighter even with the rate paid in Miles City. Miles City is a
Clase 2 city, with a population about 83% of that of Havre. (An increase of a
little over 22% would be required to bring the Havre confirmed Fire Fighter
enlry pay even to that in Billings, which has the lowesl entry rate of the
other Class 1 cities.)

It is also noted that Fire Department Services already generate
gignificant income for the City. In this respect, an additional $9,000 a year
will become available for budgeting in 93-94.
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An analysis of the differing pay proposals is attached to this report as
Appendix A.

[Although I have found that discernible errors in Exhibit C have, by and
large, revealed that exhibit to be of doubtful utility, it, together with City
Exhibit K, provides some basis Lo compare the pay rate for Havre Fire
Fighters with that for the Havre Police. According to Exhibit C, the 1992 pay
range for the Chiefls of Police and Fire is the same: from a start of $28,416 to
a top of $30,420, However both Exhibit C and Exhibit K show the Police
Officer to be a higher paid employee than Lthe Fire Fighter. Since there may
be some question aboul what the entry level is in Exhibit C, I merely note
that City Exhibit K shows that when compared at Grade 2, Step 2, the Police
Officer is paid 4% more than the Fire Fighter.1! ]

HEALTH INSURANCE

There is insufficient information in the record to draw meaningful
conclusions about how Havre's Fire Fighters compare o other Fire
FFighters with regard to the way that costs of health insurance are divided
between employer and employee. There is data about employers’ share in
the CBAs and in City Exhibit 1-3, but the record is silent about the total costs
for and the extent of the coverage.

A comparison of the contributions made by cities pays gives a means—
however inadequate—of ascertaining how Havre stands. As can be seen
from the table below, by this one measure Havre does not seem to be
disadvantaged, even when compared to other Class 1 cities.

11Even though the Police negotiations have resulted in an agreement for 92.93, these rates
are based on the pay for 91-92. It was revealed at the hearing that the City has entered into
an agreement Lo “embargo” news about settlements in the City’s other two units until the
Fire Fighler contract is seitled, to accommodate a concern that what was achieved by the
gettlements would become the basis for the Fire Fighter agreement. The agreement to
embargo the news ean justify a negative inference that the Cily's settlement with the Police
is superior lo its current offer to the Fire Fighlers,
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Anaconda 1 person $156
2 people $186
Family $186
Billings 1 person 100%%
2 people 100%
F'amily 100%
Butte 1 person S303
2 people 3
Family $303
Great Falls 1 person $119.22
(effective 7/1/92) Fmployee and child $208.12
Employee and spouse $230.36
[Family $272.54
Great IFalls 1 person $137.10
(effective 1/1/93) Employee and child $239.34
Employee and spouse $264.90
Family $313.42
Havre 1 person up to $275
2 people up to $275
Family S50
Kalispell 1 person $189
2 people H399
I"amily $1064
Lewistown 1 person $100
2 people $129.08
Family $177.87
Livingston 1 person $250
2 people $250
IFamily $250
Miles City 1 person $219.71
2 people $172.88
Family $419.36

The issues of medical costs and the corresponding costs ol health
insurance are among the most troubling matters in collective bargaining.
Neither party has control of the problem. The solution is one for society at
large to seck, not parties at any one bargaining table, But costs keep
increasing, and ench party at a negoliations understandably secks to have
its principals relieved of the increased costs.

Both the size of the increase, and the impact under each party's proposal
are significant.
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CITY UNION
PROPOSAL PROPOSAL
1 Party Premium || City Share | Employee || City Share | Employee Annual
Share Incrense
New| $IHG.30 $18G.30 £0.00 $186.30 £0.00
Current| $1565.30 £155.30 £0.00 $1556.30 0,00
% Increase]  £31.00 £31.00 0,10 $31.00 £0.00 £372.00
% Increase 200
& Increase 200% 0% 208 0%
2 Party
New| $377.80 || $275.00 $102.80 $338.00 $39.80
Current] $314.80 £275.00 $39.80 $275.00 £39.80
2 Increase]  $61.00 £0.00 £63.00 $63.00 $756.00
% Increase 20%
Incrense to 0% 168% JT% 0
payer
Family
New| $503.80 $350.00 £151.80 $13.00 269,50
Current| $419.80 $350.00 $69.80 $350.00 $69.80
S Increase| $84.00 $0.00 $81.00 8400 $0.00 £1,008.00
% Incrense 200
Increase to 0% 1208 44% 0%
payer

Neither parly provided information about how many persons in the

bargaining area were on each level of family coverage; therefore, the cost
impact of the increase itsell and of each proposal could not be calculated.
However, for the purposes of the remainder of this discussion, an arbitrary
assumption is made that one-third of the unit is at each level. This gives the
following cost approximation. It is likely to be somewhat low.

Working Estimate of Cost Impact of Increases
Annunl % ol

. Cogls Payrolll2
Assume

5 1 Party $1.860

5 2 party £3,780

5 Family £5,10

Total: 16 $10,680 2.95

Of consideration, too, is the realization that medical care is one of the
items in the “market basket” used Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S.
Department of Labor to measure changes in the Consumer Price Index.!?

12The basis for this estimate is shown in Appendix A.
13Somewhat balancing this observation is the renlization that since the CPl measures an
increase in costs after it has occurred, inflation has already eroded buying power.
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SKILL I’AY

Both parties agree that the new knowledge and skills acquired by four
Fire Fighters (available through the certification acquired so far by three of
the four) will be of service to the people served by the Fire Department's
ambulance service. The only dispute is the amount of pay to be established
for the new skill level of EMT-1,

The new scope of practice was achieved by the Fire Fighters at their own
initiative, and at their own expense in money and time. An estimate of
these contributlions was given at the hearing:
$150.00 in fees ($75.00 hospital, $75.00 testing)

60 hours of class

70 hours of in-hospital training
10 hours connected with lesting
Round trip to Great Falls

2 days in Great Falls, meals

2 nights, room,

The Firefighters indicated that the additional training, coupled with a
reorganization of services and pricing for ambulance coverage will allow
the City to be eligible for greater Medicare and Medicaid payments for its
ambulance service.

RECOMMENDATIONS
A. Statement of Reasons for Recommendations

Wages

1. Increase on the Matrix. For the rensons set forth in the foregoing
discussion, the record supports a recommendation for a wage increase for
the Havre Fire Fighters for 1992.93 superior to the City's offer. Key elements
leading to this conclusion are comparison of the size of wage increases over
the past several years to increnses in the cost of living during the same
period, the rate of pay for Havre Fire Fighters compared with Fire Fighters
in other Montana cities both larger and smaller than Havre, and the City's
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ability to pay as evidenced by its large and growing surplus of revenue over
expenditures.

The Fact Finder takes note of the fact thal the Fire Fighters reduced
their proposal during mediation, but advocated their pre-mediation position
during Fact Finding. The reasons behind these modifications were not
discussed at the Fact I'inding hearing, No objection was voiced to the return
to an earlier bargaining position.

The recommendation to the parties for an increase in pay is be based on
the ten percent (10%) increase requesied by the Fire Fighlers, but it contlains
the recommendation that the inerease be rolled back 2.95% to accommodate
the IFact Finder's recommendation regarding health insurance. The
recommendation is that the increase in wages be effeclive January 1, 1993,
This start date will reduce by one-half the cost impact for FY 92-93. As a
result, the cost impact of the wage recommendation is calculated to be
3.525%.

2. Additional Grades to the Matrix. Neither parly presented a strong
cage for adding or declining o add grades o the pay matrix. The Fire
Fighters wanted the addition, but not at the cost of agrecing to the rest of the
City's package; the City scemed willing to grant the addition, if it would
contribute Lo a settlement.

As far as the Fact Finder can discern [rom the sparse record on this
issue, no current member of the bargaining unit would be immediately
affected. It seems that the addition is, at this time at least, more theoretic

than real.

FFor these reasons, | decline to recommend adding the grades, but will
refer that matter to the parties to be considered if the other parts of this
report aid them in settling the other issues.

Health Insurance

Other than expressing an understandable desire not to be burdened with
increased costs for health insurance, the IYire Fighters failed to make a
convineing record as to why increased costs should be borne by the City. The
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current rates are not out of line with similarly situated employees, As
noted, the increased costs of the premium is a reality imposed on both
parties and is of the choosing of neither.

However, it is the Fact Finder's view that it is belter for both parties to
dedicate a portion of money that would otherwise be applied to a wage
increase Lo pay for increased health insurance premiums, It is better for
the employees because this portion of their increase will be applied to pay
the increased costs of the health insurance premium on a pre-income tax
basis. IL is better for the employer because such an allocation does not
engender roll up or other payroll costs, as the same money would if applied
to wages.

The cost of the increased premium is calculated to be 2.95%.14 Late
implementation will reduce the first year impact by one-half. The savings
from other payroll taxes is not applied in Lhis estimate.

Skill Pay

Both parties agree that the additional services that the City will be able Lo
offer as a result of certification of EMT-Is will be of value. The Fire Fighters
explained the methodology they used to set the rate they have proposed for
this level of skill pay, but they did not enter any of the specifics into the
record, so this writer is unable specifically to assess the merits of that
proposal.

The record is clear thal the Fire Fighters who took the training went Lo
considerable expense in money and time Lo prepare themselves so they
could offer the additional service. They paid $150 in fees. Figured on the
basis of the weighted average pay rate in 91-92, the 140 hours of time
constituted an additional contribution of $1,380. They also had travel
expenses Lo and per diem costs in Great Falls. The total amounts to an
employee contribution in excess of $1700,

While the City neither required the expenditure of time and effort nor
made any commitment to repay the Fire Fighters for their initiative, the

- 1l vusenig vr fremmims o vheea Lrouhb voschs wsunpuibne provandas’ vir puyge S8 o this
report.
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fact remains that Havre will utilize the skills to provide an improved public
service and—possibly—to justify a higher payment and reimbursement
schedule.

Even though the record does not contain details about the computation
that gave rise to the proposal of $45.00 a monLh, the Fact Finder notes that
Lhis comes to $540 a year, or less than one-third of what is estimated to be
each employee’s contribution. Therefore, the recommendation will be that
the new agreement establish the rate of $45.00 a month, to become effective
upon the action by the City Council enabling utilization of the new skills

and making the City eligible for higher [lees.
B. Recommendations

1. The Fact Finder recommends to the parties that, effective January 1,
1993, the pay matrix be increased by seven and five one-hundreds percent

(7.06 %).

2. The Fact Finder recommends to the parties that effective January 1, 1993,
and in combination with the pay settlement of 7.05%, increased costs of
health insurance premiums be paid by the City. This recommendation is
contained in the following draft rewording of the current first paragraph of
ARTICLE XXI, FAMILY MEDICAL COVERAGE PROGRAM:

[Sentences 1, 2, and 3, no changes.] The City further
agrees to pay a premium up lo a ceiling of $186.30 per
man, per month for single, $338.00 per man, per month
for two party, and $434.00 per man per month for all
employees on the family plan. Any premirzm abouve
$186.30 for single, § 338.00 for two parly and 8 434.00 for
family plans shall be paid by each man and deducted
from his wages.

3. The Fact Finder recommends to the parties that they modify what is
currently Section 8 of ARTICLE XII, WAGES AND OTHER
COMPENSATION, by adding the following paragraph “c” to become
cffective upon the date that the Havre City Council approves of steps that
will allow utilization by the City of EM'T-I services and billing thercfore.
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fact remains that Havre will utilize the skills to provide an improved public
service and—pogsibly—to justify a higher payment and reimbursement
schedule.

[Even though the record does not contain details about the computation
that gave rise to Lthe proposal of $45.00 a month, the Fact Finder notes that
this comes to $540 a year, or less than one-third of what is estimated to be
each employee's contribution. Therelore, the recommendation will be that
the new agreement establish the rate of $45.00 a month, to become effective
upon the action by the City Council enabling utilization of the new skills
and making the City eligible for higher fees,

B. Recommendations

L. The Fact Finder recommends to the parties that, effective January |,
1993, the pay matrix be increased by seven and five one-hundreds percent
(7.05 %).

2. The Fact Finder recommends to the parties that effective January 1, 1993,
and in combination with the pay settlement of 7.05%, increased costs of
health insurance premiums be paid by the City. This recommendation is
contained in the following draft rewording of the current first paragraph of
ARTICLE XXI, FAMILY MEDICAL COVERAGE PROGRAM:

[Sentences 1, 2, and 3, no changes.| The City further
agrees to pay a premium up lo a ceiling of $186.30 per
man, per month for single, $338.00 per man, per month
for two party, and $434.00 per man per month for all
employees on the family plan. Any premium above
$186.30 for singide, § 338.00 for two party and $ 434.00 for
family plans shall be paid by each man and deducted
[rom his wages.

3. The Fact Finder recommends to the parties that they modify what is
currently Section 8 of ARTICLE X1I, WAGES AND OTHER
COMPENSATION, by adding the following paragraph “c" to become
cffective upon the date that the Havre Cily Council approves of steps that
will allow utilization by the City of EMT-I services and billing therefore.
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Jertified Emergency Medical Technicians-Intermediale
shall receive a skill pay of forty-five ($45) per month.
Upon certificalion or expiration of EMI-I certification,
the Fire Chief will inform the proper Cily officials to
start or terminate the EMT-I skill pay for each
individual affected. This skill pay shall be in addition to
other EMT skill pay.

4. The Fact Finder refers to the parties for their consideration the addition
of new grades to the pay matrix.

Respectfully submitted,

Burton White

Fact Finder
December T, 1992,



APPENDIX A
Comparison and Analysis of Poy Proposals

A | T | c | D | E | F | G | H

1 ) Current | Number Current | Current | City Proposal | IAFF Proposal _ IAFF Proposal
2 _Monthly | Employees | Annual puyr _ Weighted Annual 15% 5% 0%
3 o §134566 1 | §16,147.92 $1614762 | S1679272 | 51695532 $17.782.71

4 | 5163444 | $1061328 |  $39,22656 $40516.16 |  s41,187.82 $43,145.22

5 = $165084 | $19.81008 |  $19.810.08 $2045488 | §2080058 | $21,791.09

6 | s1esm08 | | $18,808.95 $3981792 | $41.10752 |  $41,80882 | $43,709.71

7 | §1,667.38 1 $20,008.56 $2000866 | S2065336 |  §21,0069% | $22,000.42

8 [ s1nTeo 1 §20611.20 $41,22240 | $4251200 |  $4328352 | $4534454

9 | §1,73482 $20,817.84 $20,817.84 | 2146264  §2185873 | §2289862
10 §1,74348 | 52092178 §20,521.78 $21,588.56 §21,96785 | $23,013.04
11 | §1,82556 | s21,906.72 $21,908.72 $2255152 | $2300208 | $24,097.39
12| B | $1,881.00 | §2257200 §45,14400 | $4523360 $47.40120 | $48,658.40
13 ) | §1,87154 1 $22.450.68 §22 459,68 $23.104.48 $23,582 65 $24,70585
14 |Totals oy b W $307,483 44 $317.15544 | $322.857.61 $338.231.88
15 |Weighted Ave | | i $20,498 80 $21,143.70 $21,523 84 §22, 54& 79

T r— —

16 [Other Payroll Cests (OPC). | #Employees| OPC% Current | City Proposal | IAFF 5% IAFF 10% |
17 Mosisenior| 10 | 17.38% | | $35627.08 | $35747.74 © §37,408.44 $39,180.80
18| Leastseniorl 5 | 1883% | | §19.268.71 | $19.80879 §20,264.70 $21,220.69
18 |Total | 15 | I $54,026.79 | $56,604.53 $57,673.13 | 58041840
20 |Weighted Average OPC | | saee179 | S377607 | $384483 | $4.027.97
21 |Comparison of costs | | Without OPC With OPC | Inceasa over |Ewvery 1% increasa =
22 | Cument | i | $307,483 44 §362,41023 | cumentcosts $3624 10
28] “City 1831715544 | $37380007 | §11,39974
24 ~ | Union 5%  $322857.51 | $380,530.74 $18,12051 s
25| | Union | 10% | $33823188 |  $398,651.25 $35,241 02 . e

Page 1 Sourca: Joint Exhibit C
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Nete:

APPENDIX A
E1 Comparison and Analysis of Pay Proposals

$.31 per hour. Annual hours worked = 2080 (scurce: Collective bargaining agreement, Art. XII, § 2). 2080 x $.31=$644.80. Column F adds $844.80 times ¢
of employees at that step (number in column C) to entry in same row in column E.

Cell: B2
Note: Scurce: City Exhibit C
Cell: C2
Note: Source: Joint Exhibit C
Cell: D2
»: Column B times 12
Cell: E2
Note: Entry in column C times corresponding entry tn Column D.
Cell: G2
Note: Increase of 5% at each entry in column E
Cell: H2
Note: Increasz of 10% at each entry in column E.
Cell: A15
Note: Waighted average is tolal of each weighled column (E, F, G, &H) divided by 15—the numbar of emgloyses in bargaining unit
Cell: A15
" *e: Other Payroll Costs (OPC) are employer's payments for ratirement, workers compensation, unemployment NS ranca and Medicars. TN® Payments for the 10

meost senior employees total 17.38% of the payrell for all but Medicare. Tha payments for the 5 least senior employees total 18.83% and include Medicare,

: E17
: Computed separately because percentages for Other Payroll Costs (OPC) differ. Weighted average times numy,. of emaloyees times appropriate OPC

percantage lor that group of employesas,

:E18
: See nota for E 17,

: E20
: Total of two roll up rates divided by total number of employees in the bargaining unit.
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