STATE OF WISCONSIN

BEFORE THE WISCONSIN EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS COMMISSION

MILWAUKEE TEACHERS' EDUCATION :
ASSOCIATION, H

Complainant, : Case LXXXVII

: No. 22047 MP-785
vs. : Decision No. 15825-B

BOARD OF SCHOOL DIRECTORS OF ;
MILWAUKEE, :

Respondent. ;
Appearances :

Perry & First, Attorneys at Law, by Mr. Richard Perry, on behalf
of the Complainant.

Mr. Nicholas Sigel, Principal Assistant City Attorney, on behalf
of the Respondent.

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER

Milwaukee Teacher's Education Association having filed complaints
on September 14, 1977, with the Wisconsin Employment Relations Commis-
sion alleging that Milwaukee Board of School Directors had committed
prohibited practices within the meaning of Section 111.70(3) (a) of
the Municipal Employment Relations Act; and the Commission having
appointed Thomas L. Yaeger, a member of its staff, to serve as Ex-
aminer and make and issue Findings of Pact, Conclusions of Law and
Order as provided in Section 111.70(5), of the Wisconsin Statutes;
and said complaints having been consolidated for hearing and hearing
thereon having been held at Milwaukee, Wisconsin on November 14, 15,
16, 18, 1977, and January 18, 19, 1978; and a brief having been filed
by Complainani on July 26, 1978; 1/ and the Examiner having considered
the evidence and arguments, and being fully advised in the premises,

makes and files the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law
and Order.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1, That Milwaukee Teachers' Education Association, hereinafter
Complainant or Association, is a labor organization and the certified
exclusive collective bargaining agent for

. « . all regular teaching personnel (hereinafter refer-
red to as teachers) teaching at least fifty percent of

a full teaching schedule or presently on leave (includ-
ing guidance counselors, school social workers, teacher-
librarians, traveling music teachers and teacher thera-
pists, including speech pathologists, occupational
therapists and physical therapists, community recreation

1/ Respondent advised the Examiner on April 26, 1978, that it would
file ite brief on August 30, 1978, and thereafter on June 14, 1978,
due to extensions for filing granted to Complainants, Respondent
advised it might request an extension beyond August 30, 1978.
To date no request for an extension or a brief has been submitted
by Respondent.
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specialist, activity specialists, music teachers (550N)
who are otherwise regularly employed in the bargaining
unit, team managers, clinical educators, speech patho-
logists, itinerant teachers, and diagnostic teachers,
excluding substitute per diem teachers, office and
clerical employes, and other employes, supervisors,
and executives. 2/

having its offices at 5130 West Vliet Street, Milwaukee, Wisconsin.

2. That the Board of School Directors of Milwaukee, hereinafter
District or Respondent, is a municipal employer having its principal
offices at 5225 Vliet Street, Milwaukee, Wisconsin; and that at all
times material herein Harrison, District Chief Negotiator, Neudauer,
Long and Bennett, Assistant Superintendents, and McMurrin, Superinten-
dent were employed by Respondent and functioned as its agents.

3. That on or about May 9, 1977, the Association and District
reached tentative agreement on a proposal made by Special Master Dr.
John Gronouski on May 6, 1977, and thereafter modified by the mediator
that concluded negotiations for a 1977-79 contract; that the aforesaid
proposal made by Gronouski and agreed to by the parties left two sub-
jects of dispute unresolved and open for further negotiation by the
parties; that the items left for resolution by future negotiation were
the specific dates of desegregation inservice training (make-up days)
that was a part of the aforesaid proposal, and the placement of days
on the agreed to 191 day calendar; that said May 9th agreement was
not contingent upon the parties reaching agreement on the aforesaid
matters, and therefore, constituted a final agreement for a successor
teacher bargaining unit contract to that which expired December 31,
1976; that on June 8, 1977, Deeder, Association Assistant Executive
Director, provided Harrison with, inter alia, several hundred copies
of the teacher unit draft contract wherein the Association had incor- .
porated those modifications to the parties prior collective bargain-
ing agreement necessitated by the aforesaid tentative agreement; that
said modifications included all of the language of the tentative
accord initialled by the parties on or about May 9, 1977, in addition
to those changes previously agreed to during negotiations; that on
June 16, 1978, Deeder advised Harrison that the Association membership
had ratified the 1977-1979 contract settlement (effective January 1,
1977, through December 31, 1979); that by letter dated June 24, 1977,
Harrison advised Deeder that the District had reviewed the aforesaid
document prepared by the Association and found most of the document in
satisfactory contractual form, but that certain changes were necessary
to contractualize certain of the agreements and the District's
proposed changes accompanied said letter; that thereafter, prior
to June 30, 1977, Deeder orally objected to Harrison's proposed
changes in the document; that on June 30, 1977, Harrison presented
the aforesaid teacher contract prepared by the Association to the
Board of School Directors and recommended its ratification; that
said document was accompanied by an “"Addendum” wherein the Direc-
tors were advised that the negotiations had been concluded with
agreement on a proposal proffered by a third party, which pro-
posal was not refined to contract language, and, therefore, the
language in the accompanying contract document was not in every
respect consistent with the agreement reached in negotiations; that

2/ This unit description resulted from an order clarifying bargain-
ing unit issued by the Commission on March 30, 1978. (Decision
No. 13787-C).
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the Board of School Director's thereafter ratified said agreement;
and that at no time since ratification has the Association ever
formally presented a final signed contract, reflecting the parties
agreement, to the District and demanded that it be executed, nor
has the District ever refused to execute such a document.

4. That on March 17, 1977, Federal District Court Judge
John W. Reynolds entered an order in the matter of a civil suit con-
carning the desegregation of Milwaukee Public Schools; that the
District decided, as a consequence of said order which, inter alia,
called for student desegregation, to create counseling centers to
assist with a voluntary program of student desegregation; that the
centers were intended to provide information to parents concerning
various speciality schools and programs available in schools other
than their neighborhood school as well to answer questions regarding
the student assignment process, and the entire desegregation process;
that on June 10, 1977, Harrison lettered Colter advising him of
the District's plan to open the aforesaid counseling centers on
June 20, 1977, and its intent to contact bDistrict Guidance Counselors
(unit employes) for volunteers to staff sald centers; that on or
about June 13, 1977, Deeder advised the District not to implement
said counseling center program ¥Withsut: first negotiating it with the
Association; that a meeting was scheduled for June 14, 1977, with
Barrison to discuss the centers and at the outset of said meeting
Harrison advised the Association the District had determined to
staff the centers with administrative personnel and not guidance
coungelors; that, thereafter, the District proceeded with its plan
and said counseling centers were opened and were operated by adminis-
trators throughout the summer of 1977; that on July 22, 1977, the
Asgsociation filed a prohibitied practice notice pursuant to the
parties' collective bargaining agreement with Harrison contesting
the District's decision to use administrators to staff counseling
centers; that on July 26, 1977, Harrison wrote to the Association
explaining the District's decision to staff counseling centers with
administrators and suggesting dates and times he was available to
discuss the notice of prohibited practice; the Association never
advised Harrison which if any of the dates were acceptable, but
rather showed up at his office on the last date suggested by Harrison
and found he was not available; that on August 11, 1977, an article
appeared in a Milwaukee newspaper indicating three new counseling
centers were being opened by the District on August 22, 1977, and
were to operate through September 16, 1977; that on August 19, 1977,
Deeder called Harrison and inquired how the centers referred to in
the aforesaid newspaper article were being staffed, and he followed
up that telephone call with a letter on August 24, 1977, wherein he
made the same inquiry:; that the information requested had not been
received by the Asaociation when on October 18, 1977, Colter met with
the District Superintendent and again inquired how the aforesaid new
counseling centers were staffed; that on October 25, 1977, in a meeting
with Assistant Superintendent Neudauer, the Association was advised
that it was appropriately proceeding in the prohibited practice forum
on its complaints concerning staffing of said counseling centers;
that as a consequence of Colter's aforesaid inquiry to the Superintendent,
Harrison was directed to furnish the requested information to the
Association; that on October 28, 1977, Harrison did supply the Associ-
ation with the requested information; that the Association did not
initiate a grievance pursuant to the contractual grievance and arbitration
procedure with respect to its allegations that the District's delay
in meeting on the Association notice of prohibited practice breached
the contract; and that the substantial delay in furnishing the Associ-
ation with relevant and necessary information concerning staffing of
counseling centers was tantamount to refusing to produce it.

5. That on July 19, 1977, a meeting was held in Special Master
Gronouski's office regarding compliance with the court order on inte-
gration of District faculty; that in said meeting District representa-
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tives indicated they had as of that date not totally complied with

said order on faculty integration of 13 schools, but that they would be
able to comply through the assignment of mainstreaming teachers to the
aforesaid 13 schools; that on or about July 26, 1977, Ernest, Associa-
tion Assistant Executive Director, met with Hitzke of the District's
Division of Personnel, and inquired which schools would be receiving
mainstreaming teachers and how many teachers were involved; that Hitzke
advised Ernest of the number of teachers involved, but was unable to
identify which schools were involved, other than the aforesaid iden-
tified 13 schools yet to comply with the faculty desegregation order;
that thereafter on at least four occasions Ernest telephoned lLong,
Assistant Superintendent, and on two occasions stopped at Long's office
and left messages that he wanted to obtain the names of schools that
received mainstreaming teachers, but Long never returned the calls

nor was he available to see Ernest when the latter stopped at his
office; that ultimately on November 1, 1977, Ernest met with Neudauer
and other District Representatives wherein Ernest was advised as to
which schools had received mainstreaming teachers and the number of
teachers involved, and that this 2 1/2 month delay in furnishing said
relevant and necessary information to the Association was tantamount

to refusing to produce it.

6. That on August 17, 1977, Ernest, in a letter to Graham, Assis-
tant Superintendent, requested certain specific information concerning
the staffing of District schools for the 1977-1978, school year to
enable the Association to determine whether new staffing provisions
of the collective bargaining agreement had been complied with; that on
the same date Ernest met with Hitzke of the Division of Personnel
who answered some of the Association's requests for information on
staffing; that on November 1, 1977, Ernest lettered Neudauer wherein
he again requested the information he had previously requested of
Graham and had not received; and that by November 14, 1977, neither Graham
nor any other District official had provided the staffing data re-
quested by the Association although Harrison had advised Colter by
letter dated October 31, 1971 that Neudauer would be answering the
Association's requests for staffing data.

7. That on July 18, 1977, O'Mahar, Association Staff Repre-
sentative, verbally requested from Teel, Assistant Superintendent,
written reports prepared by the District respecting the anticipated
curriculum at Rufus King High School for the 1978-1979 school year
when it was to become a college preparatory specialty school; that
the report was sought to enable the Association to advise unit mem-
bers who were then teaching at the school and who wanted to remain
there, and others who might wish to transfer there as to what the
curriculum would be so that they could determine if they were qual-
ified to teach there and what deficiencies in background they would
have to overcome to qualify them to teach there; that O'Mahar's re-
quest to Teel was prompted by his conversation on the same date with
Smith, District Executive Director for the Department of Curriculum,
who told O'Mahar that the District was then developing the curriculum;
that on July 20, 1977, O'Mahar followed up with a written request to
Teel for a report prepared by the Rufus King Principal relative to
the new curriculum; that on July 20, 1977, Nuhlicek, of Teel's
office, verbally advised O'Mahar that no such report existed, and
then O'Mahar asked for whatever the District had in writing on the
subject; that on July 29, 1977, Teel sent to O'Mahar a report entitled
"Educational Specifications Documents for Rufus King College Preparatory
Specialty School” that had been approved by the District Board of School
Directors on March 1, 1977; that on September 7, 1977, in a letter
to the Superintendent, Colter, inter alia, stated the Association
had yet to receive a complete answer to its earlier request to
know what curriculum was to be offered at Rufus King; that on
October 31, 1977, BHarrison, in a letter to Colter, advised the




Association which District representatives were in charge of devel-
oping the curriculum for Rufus King and that he would be asking
those individuals to meet with the Association about its concerns
in the matter; and that the information sought by the Association
wag, at that time, not necessary to its policing the administration
of the collective bargaining agreement.

8. That during the Fall, 1976, student busing as a part of
Phase I of the desegregation of Milwaukee Public Schools was on-
going, but because of the late arrival of buses at the end of the school
day the District was required to have teachers and aides supervis-
ing students until buses arrived; that on May 31, 1977, Colter wrote
to the Superintendent requesting that teachers and aides involved
with the aforesaid supervision of students be paid for their super-
vision duties inasmuch as they were not paid at the time; that on
June 13, 1977, Graham, Assistant Superintendent, advised Colter
that those teachers and aides who were eligible to be paid were
asked to submit time cards and were paid prior to April 15, 1977,
but offered to investigate in the case of anyone who had a question
about being paid; that on June 30, 1977, O'Mahar wrote Graham re-
questing that the District provide him with a listing of who was
paid, their school, the amount, for how many hours and the payroll
check date so that the Association could verify all eligible em-
ployes had baen paid correctly; and that this information had not
been received by the Association by hearing herein, although Harrison
had advised Colter he would see if a list was available and if it
were it would be submitted to the Association; and that the generie
information requested was not necessary to the Association's policing
of collective bargaining agreements.

9. That on June 30, 1976, the District adopted a resolution
calling for reinstatement of high school final examinations that
had previously been discontinued in 1975; that in September, 1976,
the District established a committee to study and report on the
reinstatment of final exams in the high schools; that the afore-
said committee submitted its final report to the District Superin-
tendent in Auqust, 1977, wherein it recommended, inter alia, that
final exams be reinstated in the senior high schools; that on
August 19, 1977, Harrison sent Colter the Committee report on final
exams; that on August 23, 1977, Colter wrote Harrison acknowledging
receipt of Harrison's August 19th letter and accompanying report and
stated he [Colter] was awaiting the District's "negotiating proposal”
regarding reinstatement of said exams; that on September 6, 1977, the
District Board of School Directors approved the committee's recom-
mendation to reinstate final exams; that on October 20, 1977, Harrison
wrote Colter offering to negotiate the impact of the decision rein-
stating final exams; that thereafter in November, and December, 1977,
the District and Association negotiated on the impact of the rein-
statement of final exams and said negotiations culminated in a ten-
tative agreement on a memorandum of understanding; that said memoran-
dum was submitted to the Board of School Directors, but as of Janu-
ary 19, 1978, the Board had not acted upon the memorandum; and that
as of January 19, 1978, a decision had not been made by the District
as to when final exams would be reinstated.

10. That on June 23, 1977, Deeder and Cavalaro of the Associa-
tion met with District administrators Harrison and Teicher to dis-
cuss Kindergarten screening methods being developed by the District
in compliance with Chapter 115, Wis. Stats.; that at the time of this
meeting the plans were in their very infancy and were not sufficiently
complete to enable the Association to determine exactly what changes
from prior testing and screening procedures were being contemplated;
that because of the scarcity of information available on the 23rd, the
Association asked to meet again to discuss the screening procedure
once it was completed and prior to implementation; that another meet-
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ing was not held prior to the start of the Pall 1977 term, but nonethe-
less the new screening procedure was implemented; that on September 7,
1977, Colter in a letter to McMurrin, Superintendent of Schools, advised
him that this matter was still unresolved; that after Colter's letter
to McMurrin a meeting was held to discuss the procedure and at that
time the Association was given information on the screening procedure
that was in use; that it is unclear as to the extent of the change,

if any, that occurred in wages, hours and working conditions of
affected teachers as a consequence of Kindergarten screening procedures
developed by the District in the summer of 1977; and that in any event
the Association never demanded to bargain about the impact implementa-
tion of said procedure would have on wages, hours and conditions of
employment of affected teachers.

11. That in or about June 1977, the District Board authorized
the creation of new positions entitled Human Relations Coordinator; that
thereafter, although it is not clear when, the Association met with
Harrison and others to discuss if and how these positions would be
governed by the contract; that the positions were not immediately filled
and the Association was told they would not be filled because federal
funding for them had not been received; that in October, 1977, the
Agsocilation learned that the funding was ultimately received and the
positions had been filled although it is unclear when; that in late
October, Deeder verbally requested the District bargain about the wages,
hours and conditions of employment of the employes who had filled the
positions; and that bargaining did take place between the Association
and District and in late November a memorandum of understanding was
reached resolving the matter.

12. That in early 1976, the NEA proposed to the District that
it would reimburse the District for a permanent substitute to be hired
and placed in the classroom of its executive committee representative
who was teaching in the District so that said representative could be
released to conduct NEA business; that the Association was told by
Neudauer the District would not agree to such an arrangement and that
the NEA representative would have to request leave pursuant to the
contract; that later the Association learned that the Superintendent
had reversed Neudauer's decision and agreed to hire the permanent sub-
stitute; that the proposal and acceptance thereof occurred prior to
September 14, 1976, and thus more than one year prior to the filing
of the subject complaint.

13. That during 1976, the District formulated and implemented
a vocational evaluation laboratory proposal; upon learning of the pro-
posal the Association inquired of the District if employes employed
in the program were going to be afforded the terms and conditions of
the then existing contract and informed the Digtrict if not they
wanted to bargain their wages, hours and conditions of employment;
that during late 1976, the Association and District discussed how
said employes would be treated, but these discussions were interrupted
by contract negotiations and the matter was not discussed again until
late 1977, after the Association had requested in June and again in
Augqust and September that discussions be resumed; and that the matterx
was ultimately resolved sometime between November 18, 1977, and
January 18, 1978, and a dispute no longer exists.

14. That the parties 1977-1979, collective bargaining agreement pro-
vided for an increase from $12,000 to $13,000 in the amount of life
insurance paid for by the District with said payments retroactive to
March 1, 1977; that said agreement also contained a new severance
pay plan whereby employes would be entitled to up to 30 days sick
leave accumulated in excess of 70% of the maximum accumulation per-
mitted by said contract; that the Association's Cavalaro inquired
on several occasions, beginning three days prior to ratification of the
contract by the District, as to when these benefit improvements were

-6 No. 15825-B



to be implemented; that the Association also grieved the District's
failure to implement the contract; and that in or about November,
1977, these provisions were implemented retroactively to March 1,
1977.

15. That in 1977, a parent complaint was filed with the Dis-
trict against teacher Warnecki; that on August 5, 1977, the last day
of summer school, a conference was held between Association and Dis-
trict representatives regarding said parent complaint; that at the
conclusion of said conference the Association requested and the Dis-
trict agreed to provide a written disposition to said complaint re-
quired by the parties' 1977-1979, collective bargaining agreement;
that despite subsequent inquiries said written disposition has not
been prepared by the District; and that to date no grievance has ever
been filed by the Association concerning the District's failure to
supply Warnecki with said written disposition.

l6. That in 1977, misconduct charges were filed by the District
against teacher Washington; that a conference on said charges was
held on July 22, 1977, between the District and Association; that
during said conference the District agreed to prepare a draft summary
of what transpired at said conference that was to be given to the
Agsociation for comment; and that said draft summary was given to the
Agssociation for comment on November 14, 1977.

17. That during negotiations for the 1977, contract the Associa-
tion proposed that all outstanding grievances be resolved at the bargain-
ing table; that while negotiations for said contract were ongoing no
grievance conferences were held; that after contract negotiations
were concluded, on June 3, 1977, Neudauer and Deeder discussed the
need to schedule conferences provided for in the parties' contract
on outstanding unresolved grievances and Deeder volunteered to iden-
tify in a letter those grievances that required a conference; that
said list was prepared by Deeder and sent to Neudauer on June 6, 1977,
identifying grievances at the second and third steps of the contractual
grievance procedure which were to be discussed in a conference between
District and Association representatives; that on August 24, 1977,
Deeder in a letter to Harrison, inter alia, requested that second
and third step grievance conferences be scheduled for several enu-
merated grievances and in addition inquired as to why several joint
letters prepared by the Association for Barrison's signature and for-
warding to the Commission requesting submission of panels of arbitra-
tors had not been so forwarded by Harrison; that by letter dated
August 31, 1977, Colter advised the Superintendent that Harrison had
not scheduled third step grievance conferences on 31 grievances that
the Association had previously requested to meet on; that by Octo-
ber 20, 1977, all joint requests for panels of arbitrators to be supplied
by the Commission that had previously been prepared by Deeder had
been forwarded by Harrison to the Commission; that by November 16,
1977, all second and third step conferences requested by the Associ-
ation had either been held or the parties were in the process of
establishing meeting dates; and that at no time material herein has
the District refused to meet on contractual grievances or concur in
Association requests to arbitrate any grievance appealed to arbitration
by the Association.

18. That sometime after May 9, 1977, when the parties reached
agreement on the 1977-1979, collective bargaining agreement, the
Union requested a copy of the galley proof of the District's smaller
pocket size version of said agreement before final printing; and that
said document was given to Deeder for proof reading on or about Octo-
ber 30, 1977, and prior thereto the District had never refused to
provide same.to the Association for proof reading and verification.
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On the basis of the above and foregoing Findings of Fact, the
Examiner makes the following

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. That Respondent Milwaukee Board of School Directors, has not
and is not refusing to reduce to writing and execute the 1977-1979,
collective bargaining agreement previously agreed upon and, therfore,
has not and is not committing a prohibited practice within the meaning
of Section 111.70(3)(a)4, Stats.

2. That Respondent Milwaukee Board of School Directors inordi-
nate delay in providing the Association with information requested
concerning staffing of summer counseling centers and implementation
of mainstreaming and specialty school staffing provisions which was
relevant and necessary to carrying out its responsibilities as the
exclusive collective bargaining representative of the aforesaid collec-
tive bargaining unit, was tantamount to refusing to furnish said in-
formation; and that by refusing to furnish the Association with the
aforesaid information Respondent committed prohibited practices within
the meaning of Section 111.70(3)(a)4 and 1, Stats.

3. That the Respondent Milwaukee Board of School Directors
did not have a duty to supply the Association with the information
sought in the form sought concerning payment of unit employes for
bus-loading supervision; and by not furnishing the Association with
said information the Respondent did not commit a prohibited practice
within the meaning of Section 111.70(3) (a)4, Stats.

4. That the information requested from the District concerning
prospective curriculum at Rufus King Specialty School was not, at the
time requested, necessary to the Association's fulfillment of its _
responsibilities as exclusive bargaining agent for the aforesaid collec-
tive bargaining unit; and, that the District did not unlawfully refuse
to timely supply necessary available information on the proposed Rufus
King curriculum and, therefore, did not commit a prohibited practice
within the meaning of Section 111.70(3) (a)4, Stats,

5. That the Respondent District gave timely notice of its deci-
sion to reinstate high school final exams and offered to bargain and
did bargain with the Association on the impact of said decision upon
wages, hours and conditions of employment of the aforesaid bargaining
unit employes and, therefore, fulfilled its statutory duty to bargain
as specified in Section 111.70(1)(d), Stats.

6. That the Respondent did not unilaterally change wages, hours
or working conditions of bargaining unit kindergarten teachers through
implementation of new kindergarten diagnostic screening procedures and,
therefore, did not commit a prohibited practice within the meaning of
Section 111.70(3)(a)4, sStats.

7. That the District did not refuse to bargain with the Associ-
ation concerning the wages, hours and conditions of employment for
newly created position of Human Relations Coordinator and new posi-
tions involving the Vocational Evaluation Laboratory;ttransfer of
teachers into Title VII positions; project implementors; the transfer
of teachers during the semester; or teacher supervision of evening
athletics; and, therefore, has not committed a prohibited practice
within the meaning of Section 111.70(3)(a)4, Stats.

8. That because the District's conduct relative to arrangements
made with the NEA concerning release of its Executive Committee Re-
presentative from classroom duties occurred more than one year prior
to filing of the instant complaint, Commission consideration of the
matter is time barred by Section 111.07(14), Stats.
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9. That the District did not refuse to bargain, within the
meaning of Section 111.70(3)(a)4, Stats., about wages, hours and
conditions of employment of the Human Relations Coordinator and the Voca-
tional Evaluation Lab Program positions.

10. That because the parties 1977-79, collective bargaining agree-
ment contains a final and binding arbitration clause, which Complainant
has not exhausted, the Commission will not assert its jurisdiction to
review the alleged Respondent breaches of said agreement with respect
to Complainant's notice of prohibited practice, retroactive implemen-
tation of newly negotiated life insurance and severance pay provisions,
final resolution of the Warnecki matter and processing of grievances.

11. That the District has not refused to arbitrate grievances
pursuant to the binding arbitration provision of the parties' collec-
tive bargaining agreement and, therefore, has not committed a prohibi-
ted practice within the meaning of Section 111.70(3)(a)5, Stats.

12. That the Respondent did not refuse to provide Complainant
with a copy of the galley proof of the pocket size version of the
1977-79, contract and, therefore, did not commit a prohibited practice
within the meaning of Section 111.70(3) (a)4, Stats.

13. That Respondent's alleged refusal to supply the Association
with a summary of a conference held on misconduct charges filed against
Washington as it has previously agreed to do, is now moot.

On the basis of the above and foregoing Findings of Pact and
Conclusions of Law, the Examiner makes the following

ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that Respondent Milwaukee Board of School Directors,
and its agents, shall immediately:

1. Cease and desist from:

(a) Pailing or refusing, upon request, to timely furnish
the Association with information relevant and necessary
to collective bargaining and its policing the administra-
tion of contracts for which it is the exclusive collec-
tive bargaining agent.

(b) In any like or related manner interfering with, restrain-
ing or coercing employes in the exercise of rights
guaranteed in Section 111.70(2), Stats.

2. Take the following affirmative action which the Examiner finds
will effectuate the purpose of the Wisconsin Municipal Employment Rela-
tions Act:

(a) Upon request, timely furnish the Association with infor-
mation relevant and necessary to collective bargaining
and its policing the administration of the collective
bargaining agreement to which it and the Association
are parties.

(b) Notify all of its employes represented by Complainant
of its intent to comply with the Order herein by
posting 