
STATE OF WISCONSIN 

BEFORE THE WISCONSIN EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS COM?4ISSION 

MILWAUKEE TEACHERS' EDUCATION 
ASSOCIATION 7 

Complainant, 

: 

: Case LX%VII Case LXXXIX 
: NO. 22047 MP-785 NO. 22049 iMP-787 
; Dec. No. 15825-A Dec. No. 15827-A 
: 

vs. 

BOARD OF SCHOOL DIRECTORS OF 
MILWAUKEE, 

---------- 

Respondent. 

-v-w-- 

: Case LXXXVIII Case XC 
: No. 22048 MP-786 No. 22040 ME'-788 
: Dec. No. 15826-A Dec. No. 15828-A 
: 
: Case XC1 
: No. 22051 MP-789 
: Dec. No. 15829 
: 

- - - - - 

ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART MOTION TO 
MARE COMPLAINT MORE DEFINITE AND CERTAIN 

AND EXTENDING DATE FOR FILING ANSWER 

The above-named Complainant, having filed complaints of prohibited 
practices within the meaning of the Municipal Employment Relations Act 
with the Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission; and the Commission 
having consolidated said complaints for hearing and appointed Thomas L. 
Yaeger to act as Examiner in the matter; and, thereafter, on September 23, 
1977, Respondent having applied to the Examiner for an order causing Com- 
plainant to make its complaint more definite and certain in various 
respects; and Complainant on October 7, 1977 having filed a response in 
opposition to said motion of Respondent; and the Examiner being fully 
advised in the premises makes and issues the following 

ORDER 

1. That Complainant make its complaints more definite and certain 
on or before October 25, 1977 in the following respects: 

A. State the date, whether made verbally or orally, by whom 
and to whom alleged demands to bargain were made as set 
forth in complaint XC1 at paragraph V, complaint XC at 
paragraph V, complaint LXXXIX at paragraph V, and complaint 
LXXXVIII at paragraph V; 

B. Respecting complaint LXXXVII, state what changes in the con- 
tractual agreement Respondent has insisted upon as contended 
in paragraph VI (7), enumerate what mainstreaming provisions 
of the collective bargaining agreement Complainant has made 
reference to in paragraph VI (111, specify what information 
Complainant has requested that Respondent has refused to 
produce as alleged in paragraph VI (12), state the date 
on which the parent complaint against teacher Norm Warnecki 
that Complainant refers to in paragraph VI (19) was made, 
and state the nature of the misconduct charges against 
Walter Washington referred to in paragraph VI (19) and, 
when said charges were filed; 

c. Respecting complaint XC, state with specificity what changes 
Complainant has made reference to in paragraph VI; and 
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.- 

D. Respecting complaint XCI, state with specificity what 
changes are being complained of in paragraph VI. 

2. That all other requests for information sought in Respondent's 
motion are denied. 

3. That the date for filing Respondent's answer to the complaints 
is extended to November 8, 1977. 

Dated at Madison, Wisconsin this 10th day of October, 1977. 

WISCONSIN EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS COMMISSION 
" \ 

k--- .-. 

! ! ..- : 
i f . LL\ 3:. , 

Thomas L. Yaeger, 
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MILWAUKEE BOARD OF SCHOOL DIRECTORS, LXXXVII, LXXXVIII, LXXXIX, XC, XC1 
Decision Nos. 15825-A, 15826-A, 15827-A, 15828-A, and 15829-A 

MEMORANDUM ACCOMPANYING 
ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART MOTION TO 

MAKE COMPLAINT MORE DEFINITE AND CERTAIN 
AND EXTENDING DATE FOR FILING ANSWER 

The Wis. Admin. Code, section ERB 12.02 (2) (c) requires that a 
complaint of prohibited practices contain "a clear and concise statement 
of the facts constituting the alleged prohibited practice or practices 
including the time and place of occurrence of particular acts and the 
sections of the act alleged to have been violated thereby." The Examiner 
has reviewed the complaints herein and Respondent's motion to make same 
more definite and certain. Where the Examiner has ordered Complainant 
to make same more definite and certain it is because the allegations 
are not sufficiently clear to enable Respondent to answer. Whereas, 
on the other hand, in those instances wherein Respondent's motion 
was denied, it was because said complaint allegations are sufficiently 
clear to enable Respondent to answer. 

Dated at Madison, Wisconsin this 10th day of October, 1977. 

WISCONSIN EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS COMMISSION 
(---\ 

~ - . .._ _ _ _. .--- . __-_-,-_ 
BY (. AL-> ;:> 

Thomas L. %ger, E 
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