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FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSION

CF_LAW AND ORDEP

AMEDEO GRECH, liearing Examiner: United Lakewood Educators, herein
the 2ssociation, flled tne instant complaint on January 18, 1979 and
an amended complaint on May 9, 1979, with the Wisconsin Erployment
Relations Commission, herein the Commission, wherein it alleged that
Hamilton School District and Hamilton School Board, herein the District,
had committed certain prohibited practices under the lMunicipal Employ-
ment Relations Act (MEPRPA)., The Commission on January 31, 1979
appointed the undersigned to make and issue F'indings of Fact, Conclu-
sion of Law and Order, as provided for in Section 111.07(5) of the
Visconsin Statutes. The parties agreed to waive a hearing and to
have the matter decided on the basis of a joint factual stipulation.
The parties filed briefs and the District filed a reply brlef which
was received by December 5, 1979.

liaving considered the arguments and the evidence, the Exaniner
makes and files the following Findings of Fact, Conclusion of Law
and Order.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Issociation is a labor organization and is the
certified exclusive collective bargaining representative of certain
emploves employved by the District. The Association has its offices
at 1551 Soutn 108th Street, West Allis, Wisconsin, 53214.

2. The District is a municipal emplover and inas offices
located at W220 116151 Town Line nNocad, Sussex, Wisconsin, 53089,

3. Mt all times material herein, the District and the Association

have been parties to a collective bargaining agreement which provides
in relcvant part as follows:
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Article II, Section T(4) (a):

in acgorj‘ ance wi }-}1_ the nrnvisigns of C‘p("l-'xnn 118 7?

LWLV ALV &S

to giving mrltten I notice of refusal to renew a
teacher's contract for the ensuing vear, the Dig-
trict 2dministrator shall inform the teaciier Ly
rreliminary notice in writing, to include specific
recasons, that tle 5oard is considering non-—renewal
cf the teacher's contract, and, that if the
teacher files a2 written recuest with the District
fdministrator within five (5) cavs after receiving
tine preliminary notice, thue teacher tas the righ
to a conference with the Loard prior to !eing
civen written notice of refusal to renew lis/i.er
contract. ie conference vill e private unless
the teaciier scnecifically asks that it Le puhllc

in his/hier recguest to the Tistrict Pdministrator.

(1) Reasons for non-renewal shall not Le capricious
or ariitrary.

(2) I©nyv teacher eing considered for non-renewal
shiall L»vc Leen given foreizarning in vriting
of any ¢aficiencics in nerformance and shall
e gilven advance notice that deficiencics
may lcad to non-xrenewal.

(3) Zvery cvaluation of a teacaer's nrerformancce
shall bLe conducted fairly and ocsjaectivel: .

(4) ver, teacuer shall e entitled to a repre-~
sentAative of Lils ¢r Lier cicocing ot 21l
steps cf the cvaluation »nrocedure, ~xcept
for in--classroomn e¢valuation, after fore-
sarning of dcoficiencies in performance.

7i-is non rencwval provision shall not bhe sulject to

~inding arlitration.

APWICLL IIT, SRCTION D(1):

(a) The annual siclk leave shall be twelve (12)
days er year and cancelled upon termination
of emixloyment. fick leave may e accumulated
to 60 days.

7 teacher shall cualif for sicl: leave on any
school da s that llo/n@r presence in the clasns-
roon vould e detrimental to health of the
students or detrirental to tie health of the
teacihzr.

~
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Tf a teacher's alizance for | z2a

exceeds thirty (30) school calendar dars in
any onc scnool vear during vich, the assence
vegan, the teacher's physician rust certifys
on a rmontaly lasis that he/zhe is not capable
of performing teaching responsililities. oIny
time that the abscnce coxceeds “ifty (50
sci:ool calendar dars or continuce into the
school yecar folloving the sciool vear during
wiilch the alisence .egan, the teacler shall,
upon wwritten recguest of the Tistrict Mdmini
strator, and at the Nistrict's exnense, undor-
J0 a p.iysical examination by a doctor chosen
;¥ the {‘cihool Loard. Tune physician saall
inform tiic Loard after the exanination and
after conzultation wit> the teactier's Jdoctor
if tiic teaclier is then capahkle of rerforning
his/lLier teachring rerponsililities. ©7f the
tcacher refuses to undergo anv cxamination
woa doctor chosen by the School iL.oard,
he/sle stall immediately forxrfoit all rights
to school district emplormant.

pae 1

[s}]

(.) .o teacler sniall Le diccrarged Jurin¢ the term
of his or lwer individual vearl; contract ecause
of medical disa™ility, even if such teacher has
used all of Lis or ler accumulated <icl Jeave.

4. joward Clausing wvas emploved by the PNistrict and taught
industrial arts from “ugust 28, 1272 to December 13, 1276. On
overiir 20 19276, Clauvsing suffered a back injury in an autovnoizile
accident. '"hroughout that time, and until August 22, 1273, Clausing
was 2 merser of the collective bargaining unit covered by the master
contract betveen the Association, or its rredecessor, and the District.

5. lausing was unabkle to be present at school to perform hic
teachiing duties because of a physical disability Lotween TDeceriver 14,
1276, and June 11, 1977, and hetween suqgust 25, 1977, and June 1C, 1278.

6. Tie District offered Clausing an industrial arts, secondary
level contract in Harch, 1877, based uvwon Clausing's good faiti
assurance that he would be available for work in Fugust of 1977.
Clausing accepted this contract prior to Mpril 15, 1277. Ve informed
the District on or ahout Afugust 14, 1277, that he +rould not be akle to
fulfill his 1977-78 teaching contract because he could not h“e present
at school to perform his teaching duties.

7. Clausing was given a preliminary notice of non-renewal of iiis
teachin¢ contract in Februvary of 1978, at which time he objected to
liis proposed non-renewal.

g. e District and Clausing agreed to postpone the statutory
non -renewal notice date, and hold the non-renewal hearing on June 8,
1978. “he histrict agreed to such a postponement so that a medical
evaluation of Clausing's ability to teacli could be nrade closer to
e beginning of the 1978-72 school vear.

9. iy letter dated March 7, 1978, Dr. rlbert §i, Ficke, an
orthopedic surgeon, advised the District:



Mr. lloward Clausing did have extensive fusion of

the lower back due to vrevious injuries. The surgery
was done apvroximately 2 months ago. The prognosis
continues to be guarded for return to full activities,
Lut I am anticipating that within the next 6 months
or so he will be abille to return to at least moderate
if not full activities. I would expect that he would
Le able to return to his teaching profession by the
end of summer however. Prognosis will be able to

e given a little better within the next 3 months.

I trust this information will be of assistance to you.

10. OCn June 16, 1978 the District offered Clausing a 1978-7°
teaching contract conditioned upon iiis ability to teach for all but
twelve sick-lecave days during the 1978-1979 school year. The contract
provided that if Clausing missed more than twelve days because of
sickness, that that would constitute just cause to discharge him.

11. On July 14, 1978, Curry First, Clausing's attorney, advised
the District:

ur client, Howard Clausing, rejects the offer and
agreements from the School District Board of Hamilton
which were conveyed in your June 18, 1978 correspondence.

By way of counter offer and agreement, Howard
Clausing submits the following proposal:

It is hereby agreed by and between the
liamilton School District School Eoard and
Howard Clausing, a legally c¢ualified and
certified public school teacher in Wiscon-
sin, for valuable consideration and the
mutual promises of the parties, as follows

1. The board hereby agrees to employ
said teacher for a term of one school
year in said district, commencing on or
about the 23rd day of August, 1972 at a
salary commensurate with his prior em-
ployment history with said district and
commensurate with relevant portions in
the applicable collective bargaining
contract between the district and the
Unified Lakewood Educators, less authorized
payroll deductions.

2. It is further agreed that this con-
tract is made and shall remain subject to
the provisions of Title XIV of the Viscon-
sin Statutes, as revised, and to the pro-
visions of the rules and regulations and
administrative policies of the board now
existing and as may be hereinafter enacted
and the teacher agrees to, in all respects,
akbide by and comply with the same.
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12.
attorney

13.

Should these provisions be deemed acceptable to
the district and should the district desirc to add
an additional clause specifically amending or
rmodifying the collective bargaining contract,

then such modification can be consumated Letween
these parties and the required participation of
the union.

Thank you and please try to respond to this counter
offer on or before July 31, 1978.

By letter dated August 7, 1978, the District, via its then
Stephen Weld, rejected said offer and advised:

The Hamilton School District Board met on Saturday,
August 5, 1978, in order to consider the counter-
offer vou made on behalf of lHoward Clausing. It
vas the decision of the Board that the original
offer, as conveyed to you in my communication of
June 15, 1978, should be restated at this time.
The Board's decision was based on the fact that
tiie information available to it, regarding Mr.
Clausing's medical status, indicated that he
would be able to return to teaching duties in

tire 1978:-79 school year. In the absence of any
medical information to the contrary, the Board
concluded that its offer as expressed in that
June 15, 1978, communication must stand.

If you have any questions or comments, plcase
so advise.

I'v letter dated Pugust 15, 1978, First advised Veld:

On bebalf of our above-named client, lioward
Clausing rejects the School District Board of
IHamilton offers conveyed in letters of June 16
and August 7, 1978.

Under all of the present circumstances, Mr. Clausing
sukmits his counter offer of July 14, 1978 was just
and proper. That offer is in the best interest of
all parties. To supplement his July 14, 1978

offer, we have enclosed Dr. Ficke's up-dated diagno-
sis and prognosis.

I'nclosed with said letter was an rfugust 8, 1978, letter to First

from Dr.

Ficke, which stated:

Mr. loward Clausing is in satisfactorv condition
nut the prognosis is very guarded at this time for
return to his usual occupation.

nt the present time, he continues to have discomfort
requiring medications and is only able to be on his
feet for relatively short periods during the day.

The x-rays appearance of the back fusion would in--
dicate that one of the two levels is not fused. Over
the next three months, it is quite conceivable that
we will have to reconsider repair of the back fusion
with further bone grafting.

5. ' Wo. 16801-2



Tius, at the present time it is unconceivable to
expect Mr. Clausing to return to his usual work in
August. I would expect that unless something un--
foreseen occurs for the good at this time, that
decision cannot he made for another vear.

Tiiere has been no furtier improvement and in fact
perhaps some more discomfort, as he hias been
trying to become more active for the last two
nonths.

I sincerely hope this information will be of
assistance to you.

14. Taoe District non-renewed Clausing's teaching contract on
August 22, 1978, because Clausing was unable to e present at school
to perform ivis teaching duties.

15, between December, 1976, to the present, Clausing received
full disability payments (66 2/3% of salary at time of disability)
from the Wisconsin Education Association insurance trust disability
policy and social security. Between December of 1976 and August of
1978, the District paid life insurance premiums and certain other
employe fringe benefits on behalf of Clausing.

16. Ey letter dated lovember 15, 1978, Dr. I'icke advised Dr. Lee
Olson, the District's Administrator, that:

It is my opinion that Mr. Howard Clausing is totally
disabled due to an injury in a motor vehicle accident
and is, therefore, totally disabled for at least one
year or longer. He is totally disabled as a result
of bodily injury so he is totally prevented from per-
forming any work or engaging in any occupation for
remuneration or rrofit.

I hope this information is of assistance to you in
this matter.

17. During December, 1978, Clausing had surgery for the injury
he incurred on iovember 30, 1976.

18. ©On January 22, 1979, Clausing contacted the District in
writing recquesting that he bhe vlaced on unpaid medical leave for the
1578-79 school vear, that it be retroactive to the commencenment cf
the same school year, and that he be given a regular teaching contract
for the 1979--80 school year.

1. By letter dated February 9, 1979, the District denied
Clausing's request on the ground that his contract bad leen non-renewed.

20. Llv letter dated !March 7, 1979, Dr. Ficke advised the District:

Mr. lioward Clausing dié Lave extensive fusion of the
lower bacl due to previous injuries. The surgery wva
done approximately 2 months ago. The prognosis
continues to e guarded for return to full activities,
iut I am anticipating that within the next 6 ronths

or so he will Lie able to return to at least moderate
if not full activities. I would expect that he would

S
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be stle to retura to his teacuina rofoesion Pvothe
“nd of swamer however.  Proouosi. iill e able to
e odiven a little Letter vitbiin tue next 3 montins.

I trust this information «ill te of assirtance to vou.

<l. ‘aring Jrril, 147¢, Clousing bad additional furgery. oy
letter dated Vaxr 25, 1379. fr. Ticke adviced tihe iistrict:

Mr. Clausing has Deen paking satisfactory roaresu of
S ost Cack fusion. Mltroua: ne is still Lave coneider:
ai.le digcomfort, it apw—ears that Lis Ffusion is solidi
fving well althougi: not comylatelr rolid vet., It
vould aspear to me that it is a little carly vet

te he sure that a comrlete, solid fusion iu rresent
so that we can start increasing oexercise and acti

ry 41
Vd Lain )-

Teae progrosis for returning to teaching svork in tue
Fall T think ig cuite ccod.

T trust this information will e of assistznce to -ou,
and should vou have any cuestions, please feel free

to contact mo,

22. Uho tentative rnedical progncsis at this tire is tihat Clausing
will e unal.le to teach during ti:e 127980 sclool Twary and that e vill
need additicunal surgery wuaich rmay cccur al.out January of 1ugi),

23. »t all times material hereto, Clausing .as .oeen redically
unavle to teacn and uis presence in tne classroom would ve detrimental
tc hiis sealth.

4. ‘wpe District did not discharge vlausing during tue term of
ais individual yearly contract because of nis medical disawility.

¢5. e District's non-reneval of Clausing was uot violative
of -rticle II, 1,4(a)(1l), nor any other provision, of the collective
sargaining ayreement.

LN

Upon the basic of the aoove Tindings of ract, tie Lxaminer nalies

the: following

COi (,.LJU ‘.LUu O LAY

Pt s tare . siran S

The vistrict's non-renewal of Clausing's contract for tiic 197L-197%
scio0l year vas not violative of the collective bLargaining agreenent
and, as a result, said non-renewal was not violative of &wction 111.70
(3) (a)b of ,'iPA.

iased upon the above and foregoing Findings of Jact and Conclusion
of Lew, the Lxaminer makes and issues the following
GRDLE

I I9 ORbLTAD that the complaint we, and hereby is, dismissed
in its entircty.

vated at Madison, llisconsin tais 25th day of Januarv, 1%60.

WwISCUNSTIW L 1}3.1..(/" L PJ.,LL‘-';T/ A P LESICH
By AALQIQQZL;7 éaC&Z:7

mfrdeo Greco, ixamindr
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PAMILYO. SCLO0L ISTRICT, IX, Decision To. 1le831l-4
FEFOFANDUM PCCONPPRNYING PILUDIVGE OF
FALT, COnCLUSIC OF LAV A ORDLIR

The rssociation claims that the District’s non--renewal of Clausing
vas violative of Zrticle II, Cec. k(4) (a)(l) of the contract and tiereLy
violative of fection 111.70(3)(a)5 of Uuki. 1/ twhe Association contends
that tuc District acted unreasonavly when it tendered Clausing an in-
dividual teaching contract wiiicli stipulated tuat he would re dismissed
if he missecd more than twelve days during the 1978-1972 sciool year,
that Clausing was entitled to be renewed under ~rticle III, sec. (L)

(1) (a) of tha contract, that Clausing's non-reneweal was contrary of
past decisions dealing with issues such as the one :erein, and tuat
Claucing's non-renewal was violative of tiie 'handicap prohibition in
the Wisconsin Fair imployment lLaw Sec. 111.32(5) (£f), stats.' (footnote
omitted) .

In considering tihese claims, it is test at the outset to oriefly
comment on the nature of the basic issue presented. (m the one hand,
it is clear that Clausing's extended al:sence from cmployement was due
to tihe serious injuries he received in his 1276 automolile accident,
and that, at the time of the instant hearing, le was physically unable
to teacl:. “s a result, this is not a case where an employe willingly
chooses to miss work. In such circumstances, it may ve somewhat unfair
to penalize Clausing v taking away his job because of a situation over
which he has no control. ¢Clausing's right to continued employment,
nowever, is counter-balanced by an equally valid competing consideration
- the District' right to terminate employes wiio are unable to perform
their jous for a prolonged period of time. In certain circumstances,
the District may need to exercise that rigiit so that it can provide for
continuity in its classrooms, along with Leing able to make an employment
commitment to a suwstitute teacher who is filling in for an aosent
teacher. Thus, the fundamental issue liercin involves a clasii ¢f two
competing interests - the teacher's right to continued employment
after recuperation of a physical injury and the District's need for
stability in its work force.

In many cases, ar.itrators have rcesolved this issue under a “just
cause" standard. liere, nowever, no such constractual just cause standard
exists. Instead, the Association claims that Clausing's non-renewal
was violative of Article II, Section L(4) (a) (1) wiica states that
teachers cannot be non-renewved for reasons wilich are ' capricious or
arlLitrary . s correctly noted Ly tine District, the Tligconsin Supreme
Court in ‘iown of Fleasant Prairic v. Johnson, 34 Wis. 2d 8, 12, 148
G0, 2d 29730 (1967), defined @ arvitrary or capricious” to mean one
vinieli:

...is eitner so unreasonable as to le witlhiout a
rational hasis or the result of an unconsidered,
+111ful and irrational choice of conduct.

A faroitrary or capricious” standard, then, is obviously cifferent from
a 'just cause” provision, as the former standard rroscrines a much nore
restricted standard of review of the act(s) in issue. iwere, Iy virtue



of nrticle II, Section b(4)(a)(l), the Association thereby agreed that
non-renewal decisions could not be overturned unless the District's
actions were ‘without a rational basis or the result of an unconsidered,
willful and irrational choice of conduct.

In addition to acreeing to that standard, the record also shove
that the parties considered the guestion of what rigiitts disabled employes
have to continued employment. Thus, rrticle III, Section D(1) (a), of the
contract states in part:-

. . -

If a teaclier's absence for health reasons exceeds
thirty (30) sciool calendar days in any one school
year during wiilch: the absence legan, the teacher's
physician nust certify on a monthly basis that
he/cne is not capable of performing teaching
sponsiiilities. Zny time that the absence
Lyceeds fifty (590) school calendar days or
continues into the school‘xear follow1ng the

sciool year during which tihe absence began,

tie teacher shall, upon written request of thq
bl“trlct Administrator, and at the District's
expense, underqgo_ a physical examination by a
doctoxr chosen by the Sclicol Loard. The pdv§1c1an
shall inform the Goard after the examination and
after consultation with the teacier's doctor, if
the teacher is then capaile of performing liis/her
teaciing responsibilities. If the teacher refuses
to undergo any examination kv a doctor chosen by
the &chool Board, he/she shall immediately forfeit
all rights to school district employment. (Ewmphasis
added)

. . .

Ly providing that an incapacitated teacher can be required to undergo
a puaysical examination durlng eitner tihe time of the initial illness
or the supsequent school year, this provision therely permits a teacher
to be on sick leave for only one full school year following the school
yvear in wviich the disability occurred. Hére, since Clausing vas

given a contract for the one full school vear (1577-78) following the
vear in wnich his disaoility occurred (1976-77); the bistrict thercby
comp:lied witin Article IIL, Section D(l)(2a). Indeed, if one wcre to
accept the Issociation's contrary contention, that in effect would
mzan that a disal.led teacher could retain lLiis/her employment status
for the entire duration of his/her disability. While parties are
certainly free to negotiate such an open-ended provision, the fact
remains that no such agrecment exists in the present contract.

by virtue of Article III, fection D(1l) (a), tihe Listrict therefore
was not contractually recuired to retain Clausing for the 1978-1u7¢
school year if he was unable to work during that period. 2s a result,
the District did not act in a ‘capricious or arbitrary’ manrner wien it
tendered Clausing an individual teaching contract wiiich stipulated that
ne would re discharged if Le missed more than twelve days .ecause of
sickness. ‘he District had that right since:; (1) it had a legitimate
interest in cecuring continuity in tiie classes whici: Clausing had
taugut, and (2) it needed to know whether it would Le necessary to
owtain a rerlacement for Clausing for the duration of the entire scnool
year.

Y- lo. 16501-1



In its brief, thne *ssociation attacks the District's proferred
contract to clausing on the grounds that it differed from the individual
teaclhiing contracts tendered to other teaclers, and that the District's
conditions ‘vere not provided for in the master contract. %hat is true.
ilowever, the hssociation fails to realize that Clausing was treated
differently from other teacuers for a very valid reason, unlike
other teacuers, he had ieen totally unaule to teach for the last year
and one -ialf. In addition, events subsequently revealed that he
was unable to teach for the duration of the 1979-1980 school year. thus,
clausing missed two and one-nalf years of teaciiing. £ince Clausing's
avsence was o prolonged, and since, for the reasons noted avove the
master contract did not give Clausing the right to miss the 1379-1¢80
school year, the District was entitled to protect its interests oy
conditioning Clausing's continued emplovment on his ability to teaci:.
Wl.en Clausing chose to reject the District's proffered contract, tne
Listrict at that point did not act in a manner that was “capricious or
arbitrary" in non-renewing his contract.

In so finding, the Lxaminer rejects the hssociation's additional
claim that the instant case is governed Ly either Great ftlantic and

Pacific Tca Lo. (xeefe) 48 LA 910 (1967), bOnoOlldaE&d Toods Corp.
(Casselinan) 58 LA 1285 (1972) or Likby, licseil & Liiby (Cemhovier
52 LA 268 (1968) or Joint School qutrlct £1, City and Town of Two

hivers, l.isconsin 14687-A (2/77).

In CGreat rtlantic, for example, it is true that the Arbitrator
found that an employer improperly disclLarged an employe who had missed
work for eighteen montas hecause cof an injury. riowever, in doing

so, tie Arbitrator noted that. (1) the employer's nolicy governing
such absences was unilaterally promulgated; (2) said policy was not
proverly puulisined; and (3) the emplover failed to administer its rules
“fairly and consistently". lere, these facts do not exist. In
addition, tue Ariitrator there specifically noted that the grievant

viag asle to return to vwork and tihat her illness was of a definite
duration. Lere, on the other nand, it is unclear as to when, if ever,
Clausing will Le abile to return to teaching.

In Consolidated TFoods, the “rbitrator based nis decision on the
contractual ' just cause” standard, a standard whicii; as noted abiove,
does not exist in the instant contract. Liosby is liiiewise distin-
guishaible as that case turned on whether an employe could be deniea
reinstatement after a neurological surgeon had rccommended his return

to wori.

Turning to two ”ivera, ixaminer Feter G. Davis found that the
master contract specified that teachers were entitled to medical
leaves for up to two yvears and that the school district violated the
contract wiien it terminated the teaciier's medical leave. s noted
avove, however, the instant contract does not provide for the unlimited
medical leave urged Iy the ZAssociation. riioreover, the District non--
renewed Clausing only after he had exhausted the two year maximum
leave of apsence provided for in Article III, section (D) (1) (a), and
only after Clausing refused to assure the District that he would be
ai>le to teaclh: for the duration of the 1978-1979 schiool year.

Lastly, the issociation points out that Article II, section
B(l) and C(2) of the contract specifies that teaci.ers are to enjoy
all riglts and privileges provided under VWisconsin law and that, as
a result, that Clausing's non-renewal was violative of the handicap
provisions of Sec. 111.32(5) (f), Stats., and case law which has
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arisen tihcereunder. 2/ 1In fact, neither zaid provision nor the cited
cases provide tiat a totally disablled cemploye is entitled to an unliwited
medical leave of al:sence. s a result, the Association's reliance on
said authority is misplaced.

In light of the alove, it must therefore ..¢ concluded that the
District's non-reneval of Clausing's contract was not ~capricious or
arvitrary’', and that therefore, said non-reonewal vas not violative of
tiwe contract. Uhe complaint is tihereuy diswmissed.

hated at iladicon, ''isconsin tuhis 25th day of January, 1l980.

WwICCOET 4 ] BLOYIEAT ‘!\L,L”\'IIO;) COMALESLOWN
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H¢éd€o Creco, Lami"

e e e e e ame e me b evr———— na— ——

2/ In supi:ort of this wview, the Assocliation relies on 'thng,nhll\du}Ce,

Lt. Taul & Pacific railroad Comcanv v. Departrent of Industry laovor

& _uran lelations, T2 s, 2d. 392, (I974), Tay-) Vac, HlVl"loq"of

L.¥.1., Inc. v. Department of Indu:try Lalor 5 Tuman felations

70 Tis. 2a. 1y (l%7a), Lonnectlcut Ceneral hlfo Inu. Co. v. 1c“art
rent of Indus tru, _wal.ox & 1uman ”clatlonu, Be Wis. 2d. 393 (1979),

and! uuc ‘Yus--Lric COLsanv v. “Lpartm@nt of Incdustry, Lalor & Human

Rolatlons, Bcual ”1gntu Division, 00 Uis. 2d. 408 IETYYL T
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