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STATE 01;';. WISCONSIN 

. 
VS. 

JOINT SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 10, CITY OF 
APPLETON, OUTAGAMIE, CALUMET and 
I:!II,JIJEBAGO COUNTIES, TOWNS OF BUCHANAN 
and GRAND CHUTE, OUTAGAMIE COUNTY, 
TOWN OF HARRISON, CALUMET COUNTY and 
TOWN OF MENASHA, WINNEBAGO COUNTY; 
aid. BOARD OF EDUCATION OF JOINT SCHOOL 
DISTRICT NO. 10, CITY OF APPLETON, 
OUTAGAMIE, CALUMET AND WINNEBAGO 
COUNTIES, TOWNS OF BUCHANAN and GRAND 
CHUTE, OUTAGAMIE COUNTY, TOWN OF 
HARRISON, CALUMET COUNTY and TOWN OF 
MENASHA, WINNEBAGO COUNTY, 

Respondents. 
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Case XIV 
No. 15570 ?4JP-135 
Decision No. 10996-B 

ORDER AFFIRMING EXAMINER'S FINDINGS OF FACT, 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER 

Examiner Robert M. McCormick having, on April 19, 1973, issued 
his Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order, with Accompanying 
,"emorandum, in the above entitled proceeding, wherein the above named 
Respondents were found not to have committed any prohibited practices 
within the meaning of Section 111.70(3)(a)l of the Municipal Employmei 
Relations Act; and a petition for review of said Examiner's decision 
;lavin[T been timely filed by Counsel for the Complainants on PIay 9, 
1973;Oand. the Commission having reviewed the entire record in th? 
aatter and being satisfied that the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of 
Law and Order issued by the Examiner should be affirmed; 

>JO?;j , THEREFORE, it is 
ORDERED 

1 That, pursuant to Section 111.07(5) of the iWisconsin Statutes, 
the Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission hereby adopts the 
Examinerrs Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order issued in 
the above entitled matter as its Findings of Fact, Conclusions of 
L2'd and Order . 

Given under our hands and seal at th.3 
City of Madison, Wisconsin, this 26th 
day of July, 1373. 

EMPLOYMENT ATIONS COZMISSION 

-- 



JOINT SCI!OOL DISTRICT NO. 10, CITY OF APPLETON, ET AL, XIV, Decision -- -- 
No . 1oS;yt-I3 

A s ezx7.y as January 4, 1972, Dworatsch.ek was advlsed, in writiiis_;s 
i::i llis ~iri3Ci~21 thEIt 
-bi:z.t horatschck r s 

the latter could not recommend to the Zespondants 
t eachiilg contract be renewed for the coming scho~jl 

year, 0 Ja~luary 20, 1972, Dworatschek was advised that he would Se 
II provided wit.h a conference, and/or hearing, if he:so desired on the. 

proposed non-renewal. On February 16, 1972,' Dworatschek notified 
the Respondents that he desired such a hearing, and it was only four 
days prior to the scheduled hearing that the Respondents learned that 
new Counsel was to be substituted to represent Dworatschek at the 
hearing. Section 118.22 contains no reference to any waiver of the 
statutory March 15 notice. Our Supreme Court in Muskego-Norway 
School District v. WERB l/, in defining the relationship between 
nschool law" and Section-111.70, stated llConstruction of statutes 
should be done in a way which harmonizes the whole system of law 
of which they are a part, and any conflict should be reconciled if 
possible.11 We have affirmed the Examiner's dismissal of the 
complaint sine-e we are satisfied that his decision reconciles a 
possible conflict of the right of representation and the statutory 
notification of teacher non-renewal. 

Dated at Madison, Wisconsin, this 26th day of July, 1973. 

WISCONSIN EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS COF'IiiISSION _ 

L’ 35 wis. (2d) 540, W7 . 
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No . 10996~B 


