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Appear ances:
Ruder, Ware & Mchler, S.C., Attorneys, 500 Third Street, P.Q Box 8050,

Wausau, W sconsin 54402-8050, by M. Dean R Dietrich, and
M. Philip Sal anone, Staff Representative, Wsconsin Council 40, AFSCMVE,
M. Mchael J. WIlson, Staff Representative, Wsconsin Council 40,
AFSCVE, AFL-CI0, 5 (Qdana Court, Madison, Wsconsin 53719, appearing

of the Uni ons.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT, CONCLUSI ONS
OF LAW AND ORDER CLARI FYI NG BARGAI NI NG
UNIT AND DI SM SSI NG PETI TI ONS

Thi s proceeding began on April 4, 1990 with the filing of a petition in
Case 7, in which AFSCME, Council 40, requested that the Assistant Child Support
Manager/ Court Liaison be included in the existing bargaining unit known as the
Soci al Service Professionals. On June 11, 1990, Council 40 petitioned in
Case 83 for the inclusion in the existing "Courthouse" bargaining unit of the
foll owi ng positions:

Confi denti al Admi nistrative Speci al i st, Par ks
Depart ment . Confidential Admnistrative Specialist,
County Adm nistrator's Ofice. Confidenti al
Adm ni strative Specialist, derk of Court's Office [two
positions]. Confidential Admnistrative Speciallist,
Conmi ssion on Agi ng. Confidential Admnistrative
Assistant 11, Heal th Depart ment. Confidenti al
Accounting Assistant |, Private Industry GCouncil.

Confidential Legal Secretary, Corporation Counsel's
Ofice. Executive Assistant |, H ghway Departnent.

Accountant |, H ghway Departnent. Admi ni strative

Speci alist, University of Wsconsin-Extension Ofice.
Head Resident, University of Wsconsin-Dormtory.

On August 21, 1990, in Case 52, Council 40 petitioned for the inclusion in the
existing unit of Courthouse Professional Enployees of two positions, Assistant
Corporation Counsel and Assi stant County  Forest Admi ni strator. O
Sept ember 28, 1990, the County filed a petition in the same case, requesting
t he exclusion of the Deputy Corporation Counsel fromthe sane unit.

On April 22, 1991, Council 40 in Case 35 requested the inclusion of two
positions into the existing unit known as the Health Care Professionals: Life-
Care Service Case Manager, and Health Check Nurse.

Al of these natters were initially assigned for pre-hearing conferences
and hearing to Examiner Dennis P. McGIlligan; on Novenmber 9, 1990 all of the
cases were transferred to Exam ner Christopher Honeynan. Both Examiners in
turn conducted extensive settlenment discussions with the parties, and Exam ner
Honeyman hel d hearings on January 31, June 12, and July 25, 1991, the first two
of these in Wausau, Wsconsin and the last in Msinee, Wsconsin. During the
course of the settlenent discussions, additional positions were requested
i ncluded in various of the bargaining units by Council 40 at various tines, but
the parties nade substantial progress in resolving these requests as well as
those raised by the earlier petitions. By July 25, 1991, all of the issues
raised at any time during the proceedi ng had been resolved voluntarily and all
of the petitions were agreed to be withdrawn, except as to two positions: the
Confidential Legal Secretary in the Corporation Counsel's office, and the
Executive Assistant at the Central Wsconsin Airport. At the hearings held
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concerning these positions on June 12 and July 25, 1991, all parties were given
full opportunity to present their evidence and argunents, and transcripts were
pr epar ed. Briefs were subsequently filed until COCctober 9, 1991. The
Conmi ssion has considered the evidence and the argunents of the parties, and
being fully advised in the prenises, makes and issues the follow ng

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. Wsconsin Council 40, AFSCVE, AFL-C O herein referred to as the
Union, is a |abor organization which has its principal office at 5 Gdana Court,
Madi son, W sconsin 53719.

2. Mar at hon County, herein referred to as the County, is a rmunicipal
enpl oyer which has its prinmary offices at the Mrathon County Courthouse,
500 Forest Street, Wausau, W sconsin 54401.

3. Mar at hon County operates the Central Wsconsin Airport, |ocated at
Mosi nee, Wsconsin, 16 mles fromthe County Courthouse.

4., Wsconsin Council 40, AFSCME, AFL-CIO is the certified representative
of the followi ng collective bargaining unit: Al regular full-tine and regul ar
part-tinme non-professional enployes in the enploy of Marathon County, excluding
all confidential, supervisory and managerial enployes, elected officials and
all other represented enpl oyes.

5. The only issues now in dispute before the Commi ssion are whether the
Confidential Legal Secretary in the Corporation Counsel's office, and the
Executive Assistant at the Central Wsconsin Airport, should be excluded from
the bargaining unit described in Finding of Fact 4 above. In both instances,
the Union argues for inclusion and the Gty argues that the positions are
supervi sory and confidential and should therefore be excluded.

6. Diane Drew has been enployed for two years as Confidential Legal
Secretary in the Corporation Counsel's office. Two other secretaries are
enpl oyed there, one full-tine and one part-tine. Drew works primarily for
WIlliamDrengler, the Corporation Counsel; the other full-tinme secretary,

Deni se Krueger, works primarily for Deputy Corporation Counsel Thomas Findl ey.
Drew performs nost of Drengler's clerical work, which includes paternity,
budget, <child support, social services and zoning work, and occasional

personnel -rel ated work. She has never interviewed or hired an enploye, has
never eval uated the performance of any enploye, and has not been involved in
any pronotion, transfer, grievance, discipline or discharge, or |ayoff. Dr ew

spends approximately five percent of her tine assigning work or checking the
work of the part-tine secretary, and keeps the tine records of enployes in the
of fice. She has gone to departnent head neetings in the absence of Corporation
Counsel Drengler, but only to take notes for his use. She has never drafted or
typed negotiating proposals for any bargaining unit, or arbitration docunents,
unit clarification docunents, or grievance docunents. Drew has handl ed
confidential personnel records involving tw cases in which the County was
engaged in litigation, one of which involved litigation by a prior personnel
manager agai nst the County and the other which was a sexual harassnment case in

the Sheriff's Departnent. Neither case related directly to any bargai ning or
contract administration matter involving any of the |labor organizations
representing County enployes. Drew files all of Drengler's docunents, but
docurments sent to him and nmarked "confidential" are not opened by her and not
seen by her until and unless Drengler passes them back to her. The County
enmploys six people, including tw clerical enployes, in the Personnel
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Department, and the Personnel Departnent maintains the originals of all
personnel records. Drew has access to such personnel records as are nmintained
in Drengler's office. The County also refers virtually all of its collective
bargaining related legal work to an outside law firm The Corporation
Counsel's office is only infrequently involved in contract administration, and
is seldominvolved in contract negotiations.

7. Drew does not exercise supervisory responsibilities in sufficient
conbi nati on and degree as to make her a supervisory enploye, and does not have
sufficient access to, know edge of, or participation in confidential |[abor
relations matters to render her a confidential enploye.

8. Margaret Price has been enployed since April, 1989 as Executive
Assistant at Central Wsconsin Airport. She is the primary secretary to the
Airport Manager, and is in general charge of one full-tine and one half-tine
enploye in the office, as well as one part-time student helper. The office
area includes the Assistant Airport Manager as well as the Airport Mnager and
the clerical enployes. The Airport's Buildings and Gounds enployes are

represented by another |abor organi zation, which has conpleted a new collective
bargai ning agreenent in 1991. While Airport Mnager Janes Hansford sits in on
the collective bargaining with that |abor organization, Price has not attended
any bargaining sessions, typed any bargaining mnutes, or attended any

grievance neetings. Price has had no involvenment in grievances, and the
primary |abor relations-related activities at the Airport are handled by the
County's Personnel Department. Price has typed two docunents for Hansford

which criticize personnel, one of which criticized the prior Airport Manager;
her total tine involved in handling such docunents has been approxi mately half
an hour over the two years of her enploynent. Price has access to personnel
records kept in the Airport office, but other enployes also have general access
to those files in her absence, and the prinary personnel records are kept in
the County's Personnel Department. Price has evaluated the part-time Account
Clerk, but has not evaluated the full-time Account d erk. Price occasionally
assigns work, but nost of the work in the office is functionally separated by
type anong the enployes, on a standing basis. Price has authority to require
overtine, but overtine is required only when the Airport Manager has a speci al
project with a deadline, or when budget work is under way which requires the
Account Cerks to work extra hours in order to neet pre-set deadlines.
Requests for vacations and other tine off are normally given directly to the
Airport Manager by all office enployes. Price hired a student hel per, but the
Mosi nee Public Schools selected the student to be sent for an interview, and
the sole instruction given to Price prior to the interview was that she should
nmake the student's experience at the Airport worthwhile. No qualifications
were set for this position. When student hel pers have caused attendance
problems, Price calls the School and the School renmedies the problem  Student
hel pers, however, are paid at mnimm wage rates from Airport funds. Wen the
schedul e for office enployes was recently changed, the Airport Manager decided
t he schedul e hinsel f. Price assigns work to the half-time Account derk, and
to the student hel pers, but the student hel pers are given only the nost routine
work and the part-tine Account Cerk has regular functions from day to day.
Price's assignments of work and her hiring of the student helper did not
i nvol ve the substantial exercise of independent judgnent. Price has attended
cl osed sessions of the Airport Board as recording secretary, but these closed
sessions, when they relate to negotiations, involved negotiations with Airport
| essees, not labor relations. Price spends approximately half an hour per week
on supervisory duties, mostly answering questions, and does not attend neetings
of managenent.
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9. Price does not exercise supervisory responsibilities in sufficient
conbi nati on and degree as to make her a supervisory enploye, and does not have
sufficient access to, know edge of, or participation in confidential |abor
relations matters to render her a confidential enploye.

Based on the above and foregoing Findings of Fact, the Commi ssion nakes
and i ssues the follow ng

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

1. The occupant of the position of Confidential Legal Secretary in the
Corporation Counsel's office, currently Diane Drew, is neither a supervisory
enmpl oye within the meaning of Sec. 111.70(1)(o0)(1), Stats., nor a confidential
enploye within the nmeaning of Sec. 111.70(1)(i), Stats., and therefore is a
muni ci pal enpl oye within the meaning of Sec. 111.70(1)(i), Stats.

2. The occupant of the position of Executive Assistant at the Central
Wsconsin Airport, currently Margaret Price, is neither a supervisory enploye
within the nmeaning of Sec. 111.70(1)(0)(1l), Stats., nor a confidential enploye
within the neaning of Sec. 111.70(1)(i), Stats., and therefore is a nunicipal
enpl oye within the meani ng of Sec. 111.70(1)(i), Stats.

Based on the above and foregoing Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
t he Conmi ssi on nakes and issues the follow ng
ORDER CLARI FYI NG BARGAI NING UNI T AND DI SM SSI NG PETI TI ONS 1/

The bargaining unit set forth in Finding of Fact 4 above is clarified by
the inclusion of the Confidential Legal Secretary in the Corporation Counsel's
office and the Executive Assistant at the Central Wsconsin Airport. The
remai nder of the petitions filed in these natters are di sm ssed.

G ven under our hands and seal at the Gty of
Madi son, Wsconsin this 11th day of February,
1992,

W SCONSI N EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS COWM SSI ON

By

A. Henry Henpe, Chairperson

Her man Tor osi an, Conm Ssi oner

WIllTiam K. Strycker, Conmm ssi oner

1/ Pursuant to Sec. 227.48(2), Stats., the Comm ssion hereby notifies the
parties that a petition for rehearing may be filed with the Commi ssion by
followi ng the procedures set forth in Sec. 227.49 and that a petition for
judicial review namng the Commi ssion as Respondent, may be filed by
followi ng the procedures set forth in Sec. 227.53, Stats.
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227.49 Petitions for rehearing in contested cases. (1) A petition for
rehearing shall not be prerequisite for appeal or review Any person
aggrieved by a final order may, within 20 days after service of the
order, file a witten petition for rehearing which shall specify in
detail the grounds for the relief sought and supporting authorities. An
agency nmay order a rehearing on its own notion within 20 days after
service of a final order. This subsection does not apply to s.
17.025(3) (e). No agency is required to conduct nore than one rehearing
based on a petition for rehearing filed under this subsection in any
contested case.

227.53 Parties and proceedings for review (1) Except as otherw se
specifically provided by law, any person aggrieved by a decision
specified in s. 227.52 shall be entitled to judicial review thereof as
provided in this chapter.

(Footnote 1/ continued on Page 7)
(Foonote 1/ conti nued)

(a) Proceedings for review shall be instituted by serving a
petition therefore personally or by certified mail upon the agency or one
of its officials, and filing the petition in the office of the clerk of
the circuit court for the county where the judicial review proceedings
are to be held. Unless a rehearing is requested under s. 227.49,

petitions for review under this paragraph shall be served and filed
within 30 days after the service of the decision of the agency upon al
parties under s. 227.48. If a rehearing is requested under s. 227.49,

any party desiring judicial review shall serve and file a petition for
review wi thin 30 days after service of the order finally disposing of the
application for rehearing, or within 30 days after the final disposition
by operation of law of any such application for rehearing. The 30-day
period for serving and filing a petition under this paragraph conmences
on the day after personal service or mailing of the decision by the
agency. If the petitioner is a resident, the proceedings shall be held
in the circuit court for the county where the petitioner resides, except
that if the petitioner is an agency, the proceedings shall be in the
circuit court for the county where the respondent resides and except as
provided in ss. 77.59(6)(b), 182.70(6) and 182.71(5)(g). The proceedi ngs
shall be in the circuit court for Dane county if the petitioner is a

nonresident. If all parties stipulate and the court to which the parties
desire to transfer the proceedings agrees, the proceedings may be held in
the county designated by the parties. |If 2 or nore petitions for review

of the same decision are filed in different counties, the circuit judge
for the county in which a petition for review of the decision was first
filed shall determ ne the venue for judicial review of the decision, and
shall order transfer or consolidation where appropriate.

(b) The petition shall state the nature of the petitioner's
interest, the facts showing that petitioner is a person aggrieved by the
decision, and the grounds specified in s. 227.57 upon which petitioner
contends that the decision should be reversed or nodifi ed.

(c) Copies of the petition shall be served, personally or by

certified mail, or, when service is tinely admtted in witing, by first
class mail, not later than 30 days after the institution of the
proceeding, upon all parties who appeared before the agency in the
No. 17083-B
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proceedi ng in which the order sought to be reviewed was made.

Not e: For purposes of the above-noted statutory time-limts, the date of
Conmi ssion service of this decision is the date it is placed in the mail (in
this case the date appearing inmediately above the signatures); the date of
filing of a rehearing petition is the date of actual receipt by the Conm ssion;
and the service date of a judicial review petition is the date of actual
recei pt by the Court and placenent in the nmail to the Conmi ssion.

MARATHON COUNTY

MVEMORANDUM ACCOVPANYI NG
FI NDI NGS OF FACT, CONCLUSI ONS
OF LAW AND ORDER CLARI FYI NG BARGAI NI NG
UNIT AND DI SM SSI NG PETI TI ONS

After nunerous positions, initially the subject of multiple petitions in
these cases, were resolved voluntarily, the only remaining issues are the
confidential and supervisory status of the positions of Confidential Legal
Secretary in the Corporation Counsel's office and Executive Assistant at the
Central Wsconsin Airport.

POSI TION OF THE UNI ON

Wth respect to the Confidential Legal Secretary, the Union contends that
Drew has de mnims responsibilities involving |labor relations, citing Kenosha
VTAE District. 2/ The Union asserts that the Corporation Counsel's office is
not involved in labor negotiations and is only infrequently involved in the
adm ni stration of |abor agreenents. To the extent that Drew has handl ed any
confidential data involving any enployes' records, the Union argues that the
two cases cited by the County were a managenent enploye suing the County and a
group of forner enployes suing the County for sexual harassnent. The Union
notes that in neither case is there any evidence that unions were involved in
representing the litigants. As to the filing of confidential closed-session
m nutes from Personnel or County Board neetings, the Union argues that Drew
testified that she did not open or file nail marked "confidential", and that in
any event the ampunt of time involved in such tasks was mnimal and the County
had easy alternatives available if it was concerned.

As to the Executive Assistant at the Airport, the Union's arguments are
simlar. Citing Price County 3/, the Union contends that when an enpl oye who
fidential

performs sone confi work is being considered, the ultimate question is
whet her or not another enploye can do whatever confidential work is necessary
wi t hout "undue disruption” to the enployer's organization. Here, the Union
argues, the Personnel Department is equipped to handle all confidential

assignnents. Furthernore, the Union argues, Price handled little or no actual
confidential personnel data that was not also available to other enployes in
the office, and was not involved in any way in the last round of bargaining or
in grievance handli ng. Cting Town of Brookfield (Police Departnent), 4/ the

2/ Deci sion No. 14993 (WERC, 10/76). The Union also cites to this purpose
Green County, Dec. No. 16270 (WERC, 3/78).

3/ Deci sion No. 11317-B (WERC, 9/89).

4/ Deci sion No. 26426 (WERC, 4/90).
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Union argues that evaluating other enployes does not constitute grounds for
automatic exclusion as a supervisor, and there is no evidence that indicates
that Price's evaluation of other enployes has any consequences. Sinmilarly, the
Union asserts the hiring of a tenmporary student enploye does not automatically
disqualify an enploye as a supervisor, noting that the evidence was to the
effect that little I nportance was ascribed to the hiring of that "enploye".
The Union contends that other evidence proffered by the County to the effect
that Price had an influential role in hiring enployes other than the student
was effectively refuted by Price.

POSI TI ON OF THE COUNTY

Wth respect to the Legal Secretary, the County contends that Drew is
responsible for performing all of the Corporation Counsel's typing and for
filing of all documents he receives or initiates, including material that he
consi ders "delicate" such as personnel -rel ated correspondence fromthe County's
Personnel Departnment and its outside |abor |Iawers. The County argues that the
Legal Secretary works closely with the Corporation Counsel in responding to
confidential requests for |egal advice from departnent heads, and that she sits
in for the Corporation Counsel at departnent head neetings. She also has
access to confidential enploye personnel files, not shared by other enployes,
and woul d be used by the Corporation Counsel to type up disciplinary notices or
responses to grievances, if any such were to occur wthin the Corporation
Counsel's office. Since Drew was the only enploye within the Corporation
Counsel's office to perform such services with respect to personnel-related
litigation from enployes claimng sexual harassnent and discrimnation, she
shoul d be excluded fromthe unit on those grounds.

As to the Executive Assistant, the County argues that Price is
responsible for typing and filing all of the A rport Manager's witten
correspondence, and that the Airport Manager participates in contract
negotiations with Teansters Local 662. This role extends to involvenent of the
Airport Manager in admnistering the Airport |abor agreement wth the
Teansters, and the Executive Assistant is the only enploye available in the
Airport office to type and file correspondence related to this since the

Personnel Departnent is located 16 mles from the A rport. The County notes
that the record contains several exanples of such nmaterials typed by the
Executive Assistant. Furthernore, the County argues, the Executive Assistant

attends neetings of the Airport Board and is its recording secretary, and the
prior Executive Assistant attended a nunber of closed session neetings of the
Board relating to personnel matters. For all of these reasons, the County
argues that the Executive Assistant is a confidential enploye.

The County further argues that both the Legal Secretary and the Executive

Assi stant are supervisors. The County argues with respect to the Legal
Secretary that she assists in the devel opnent of the Departnent's budget,

preparation of its payroll and maintenance of its personnel records, and
supervises and assigns work to the part-tinme l|egal secretary. The County

contends that the Legal Secretary also "speaks to" applicants for jobs and
nmakes recommendations in regard to which applicant should be hired. As to the
Executive Assistant, the County argues that Price supervises the office staff,
including two Accounting Oerks and a Jerical Aide, and can require themto

work overtime as often as 10 times in a year. Price can assign work to the
office staff, and answers their questions and points out errors in their work.
She also is responsible for scheduling their work hours. The County argues

that along with the Airport Mnager, Price approves enploye vacation requests
and conpensatory tine, and she is responsible for maintaining their sick |eave
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records. The County notes that Price conpletes evaluations of the office
staff, and also the payroll, and argues that Price nade the sole selection of
the recently hired clerical aide. Wile no grievances or disciplinary events
have occurred within the office in the last two years, the County argues that
if there were such, the Executive Assistant would be invol ved.

DI SCUSSI ON

Confidential Legal Secretary

The Conmi ssion considers the following factors in determ ni ng whether the
position is supervisory in nature:

1. The authority to effectively recommend the hiring,
pronotion, transfer, discipline or discharge of

enpl oyes;
2. The authority to direct and assign the work force;

3. The nunber of enployes supervised and the nunber of other
persons exercising greater, simlar or |essor
authority over the sane enpl oyes;

4. The level of pay, including an evaluation of whether the
supervisor is paid for his/her skills or for
hi s/ her supervision of enpl oyes;

5. Wether the supervisor 1is supervising activity or is
primarily supervising enpl oyes;

6. Whet her the supervisor is a working supervisor or whether
he/ she spends a substantial majority of his/her
ti me supervising enpl oyes; and

7. The anount of independent judgnent exercised in the
supervi si on of enployes. 5/
The Commi ssion has held that not all of the above factors need to be present,
but if a sufficient nunber of those factors appear in any given case, they wll

find an enploye to be supervisory. 6/ In this case, the record establishes
that the Legal Secretary in the Corporation Counsel's office exercises little

supervi sory authority over any enploye. Three professional enployes work in
the sane area, and one of the clerical enployes reports directly to a deputy
corporation counsel. Drew has never interviewed, hired, pronoted, transferred,
di sciplined, discharged, laid-off or evaluated any enploye or effectively
reconmended sane. At nost, she assigns work occasionally to a part-tine

secretary who generally knows what to do. She spends no nore than five percent
of her time assigning work or checking the quality of work done by the part-
time secretary. This is far from the level of activity and responsibility
expected of a supervisor.

5/ Portage County, Dec. No. 6478-D (WERC, 1/90); Price County, Dec
No. 11217-B (VERC, 9/89); Crawford County, Dec. No. 16931-B (WERC, 9/89);
Cty of Cudahy, Dec. No. 26425 (WERC, 4/90); Pierce County, Dec
No. 9616-D (VWERC, 8/90).

6/ Kewaunee County, Dec. No. 11096-C (VWERC, 2/86).
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It is well settled that for an enploye to be considered confidential, the
enpl oye must have access to, know edge of, or participation in confidential

matters relating to |labor relations. For information to be confidential, it
nmust : (A deal with the enployer's strategy or position in collective
bargai ning, contract admnistration, |litigation or other simlar natters

pertaining to labor relations and grievance handling between the bargaining
representative and the enployer; and (B) be infornmation which is not avail able

to the bargaining representative or its agents. 7/ In this instance, it is
clear that Drew does handle a substantial quantity of material which could
generally be described as confidential. Only a snall proportion of that

material, however, is related to |abor relations. The record denonstrates that
the County's primary recourse for labor relations matters is the Personnel
Departnent, and labor law matters are routinely referred to an outside |aw

firm The County's own Personnel Director testified that the Corporation
Counsel 's office was not involved in negotiation of contracts and was not often
consulted in contract administration. Rather, the use of the Corporation

Counsel's office in personnel-related natters appears to be for prelimnary
inquiries by various department heads [in which case the Corporation Counsel
has a wel | -devel oped system of directly handling any matter which arrives in a
seal ed envel ope marked confidential] and occasional litigation which does not
clearly fall within the purview of the Personnel Departnent. O two cases
cited by the County under this heading, one involved litigation by the County's
fornmer personnel nanager, clearly not a labor relations matter in the union

sense. The other, a sexual harassnment case, comes closer to true |abor
relations involvenent, but even that was litigation which did not directly
involve a union as a party, and a single case seenms but little justification

for the exclusion of an enploye from bargaining rights permanently.
Furt her nor e, we have routinely considered the availability of other
confidential enployes a natter of considerable weight when asked to exclude
anot her. 8/ The fact that here the Personnel Departnment's secretaries are
presunably available if needed joins with the relatively snmall percentage of
Drew s work which involves anything related to labor relations to convince us
that she is not excludable as a confidential enploye.

Executi ve Assi stant

It is clear that Price hired a student aide. This, however, was the
hi gh-water mark of her supervisory activity, and we note that the aide was
presel ected by the School [which sent over only one candidate]. Al so, Price

testified without contradiction that the aide position required no
qualifications and that she had been given no particular reason on which to
sel ect or refuse the applicant other than that she was to "make her experience
at the Airport worthwhile". This conbines with the fact that the student was
getting school <credit for the work to convince us that little, if any,
i ndependent judgnent was exercised in nmaking this hire. Simlarly, while Price
has witten an evaluation of one enploye in the office [the part-tine
Accounting Clerk] there is no evidence that this evaluation was used for any
purpose other than filing. Price's authority to require overtine appears to be

7/ Gty of Geenfield, Dec. No. 26423 (WERC, 4/90); Village of Saukville,
Dec. No. 26170 (WERC, 9/90).

8/ See, for exanple, Barron School District, Dec. No. 26987 (WERC, 8/91); cf
Village of Saukville, supra.
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related entirely to special projects and budget deadlines set by others, and if
she were found a supervisor, the ratio of supervisors to enployes within the
small  Airport office would be three supervisors to three enployes.
Furthernore, Price's testinobny that she spent approximately half an hour a week
on all supervisory responsibilities together was not contradicted. W conclude
that she does not exercise supervisory authority either involving substantial
i ndependent judgnment or in substantial quantity, as opposed to her secretari al
and receptionist duties.

As to Price's confidential work, the evidence offered by the County that
the prior incunbent sat in on a nunber of closed |abor relations and personnel -
related Airport Board neetings is considerably undercut by the fact that Price,
two years after being hired, has yet to sit in on any such neeting.
Furthernore, a recent round of collective bargai ning between the County and the
Teansters' Airport unit was concluded wi th absolutely no involvenent by Price
in any respect. Price has general access to personnel files, but we have
routinely found this not to be sufficient to justify exclusion on confidenti al
grounds, and other enployes simlarly have access to the sane files. Price has
had no invol venent in grievances, and the total tine she was denpbnstrated to
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have spent typing matters which were confidential in a personnel sense was
approxi mately half an hour spread over two years. This is clearly de ninims
confidential work, and does not justify her exclusion.

Dated at Madi son, Wsconsin this 11th day of February, 1992.

W SCONSI N EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS COWM SS| ON

By
A. Henry Henpe, Chalirperson
Her man Tor osi an, Comm ssi oner
WITiam K. Strycker, Commi ssioner
No. 17083-B
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