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For the Employer, Employment Relations Service Coordinator, William G. Bracken,
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- On October, 2, 2000, the Manitowoc Public School District (referred to as the Employer or
District) filed a petition with the Wisconsin Employment Relations Commussion (WERC) pursuant
to Section 111.70(4)(cm) of Wisconsin's Municipal Employment Relations Act (MERA) to mnitiate
arbitration. The School District and Local 731, AFSCME, AFL-CIO (referred to as the Union) had
begun negotiations for their first collective bargaining agreernent but failed to reach agreement on all
the issues in dispute. On September 30, 2002 following an investigation by a WERC staff member,
the WERC determined that an impasse existed and that arbitration should be imitiated. On October
14, 2002, the undersigned, after having been selected by the parties, was appointed by the WERC as
Arbitrator to resolve the impasse. By agreement of the parties, she held an arbifration hearing on
December 19, 2002, in Manitowoc, Wisconsin, at which time the parties were provided with a full
and fair opportunity to present evidence and make arguments. The hearing was transcribed. Both
parties filed and exchanpged post-hearing briefs and varions replies. On April 12, 2003 the undersigned
received the last correspondence in this proceeding and closed the record.

ISSUES AT IMPASSE

Although the parties reached tentative agreement on a number ofissues to be included in their
initial (three year) collective bargaining agreement, they were unable to resolve issues relating to:
Article IT - Union Activities [and related Article V -Grievance Procedure], Article VII - Job Posting,
Article VIII - Seniority, Article X - Absence with Pay Policy, Article XI - Insurance, and Article XTIV
- Wages. A copy of the Employer’s final offer is attached as Exhibit “A™ and a copy of the Union’s
final offer is attached as Exhibit “B.”

STATUTORY CRITERIA

In reaching a decision, the undersigned is required by Section 111.70(4)(cn(7)-(71) of
MERA to consider and weigh the evidence and arguments presented by the parties as follows:

7. "Factor given greatest weight." In making any decision under the arbitration procedures authorized
by this paragraph. the arbitrator or arbitration panel shall consider and give the greatest weight to any
state law or directive lawfully issued by a state legislature or administrative officer, body, or agency
which places limitations on expenditures that may be made or revenues that may be collected by a
municipal employer. The arbitrator or arbitration panel shall give an accounting of the consideration
of this factor in the arbitrator's or panel's decision.

7g. "Factor given preater weight. " Inmaking any decision under the arbitration procedures autborized
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by this paragraph, the arbitrator or arbitration shalt consider and give greater weight to economic
conditions in the _]unsdmtmn of the municipal employer than to any of the factors specified in subd.
L.

7r. "Other factors ¢onsidered.” In making any decision under the arbitration procedures authorized
by this paragraph, the arbitrator or the arbitration panel shall also give weight to the following factors:
a. The lawfill authority of the municipal employer.
b. Stipulations of the parties.
¢, The interests and welfare of the public and the financial ability of the unit of government
to meet the costs of the proposed settlement.
d. Comparisons of wages, hours and conditions of employment of the municipal employees
involved in the arbitration proceedings with the wages, hours and conditions of employment
of other employees performing similar services.
¢. Comparisons of the wages, hours and conditions of employment. of the municipal
employees involved in the arbitration proceedings with the wages, hours and conditions of
employment of other employees generally in public employment in the same community and
in comparable communities.
£ Comparison of the wages, hours and conditions of employment of the municipal employees
involved in the arbitration proceedings with the wages, hours and conditions of employment
of other employees in private employment m the same community and comparable
communities.
%. The average consumer prices for goods and services, commonly known as the cost of
ving.
h. The overall compensation presently received by the municipal employees, including direct
wage coropensation, vacation, holidays and excused time, insurance and pensions, medical
and hospitalization benefits, the continuity and stability of emiployment, and all other benefits
received.
i. Changes in any of the foregoing circumstances during the pendency of the arbitration
proceedings.
j- Such other factors, not confined to the foregoing, which are normally or traditionally taken
into consideration in the determination of wages, hours and conditions of employment
through vohuntary collective bargaining, mediation, fact-finding, arbitration or otherwise
between the parties in the public service or in private employment. :

POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES

The Emnlnjzer

It view of the large number of unresolved issues, the Employer begins its brief by listing the
issues in the order of importance to the District. They are: the wage schedule, the overall wage and
benefit package, health insurance contribution, job posting; layoff personal leave, and three
miscellaneous tems (an Employer proposal to permit deviations from wage schedule in hiring new
employees, a Union proposal for time off with pay to attend grievance bearings, and a Union propusal
gnaranteeing equal coverage if there is a change in health insurance carrier).

The Employer next sets forth four themes which it believes are helpful in determining the
reasonableness of each party’s final offer. These themes are: 1) You can’t always get what you want,
especially in a first contract; 2) Fiscal responsibility is of paramount importance; 3) Real issues
deserve practical solutions that balance both employee and employer interests; and 4) Keep it simple,
fair, and reasonable, It also provides a costing analysis of both offers which indicates that the



difference between the parties’ final offers over the three year term of the agreement is $120,626.

Appropriate External Comparables:
The Emplover then addresses the threshold issue of what constitutes the appropriate

comparables. In addition to the four agreed upon school district comparables, Fond du Lac,
Plymouth, Sheboygan, and Two Rivers, the Employer believes it is appropriate to add Green Bay,
Kiel, and Sheboygan Falls School Districts because Plymouth and Two Rivers have not settled for
2002-3, While it agrees with the Union that City and County bargaining clerical employee bargaining
units are appropriate (secondary) comparables for wages and health insurance benehits, itrejects using
them for language provision items because City and County clerical bargaining units lack the diversity
of job responsibilities that are found in school district clerical bargaining units,

Wages and Health Insurance:

Turning to the two key and interrelated economic issues of wage schedule plus employee
contribution to health insurance, the Employer points out that its offer is based upon extending the
status quo. For 2000-01, the District’s wage offer is §.46 per hour across the board; for 2001-02, the
offer is 2.5% plus $.27 per hour increase; and for 2002-03, the offer is 1% plus $.42 per hour
increase. For health insurance, employess have been contributing 5% since 2000-01 (because
premium increases exceeded the Employer’s previous flat dollar amount contribution) and the District
proposes language to continue a 5% employee contribution.

The District rejects the Union’s substantive wage and msurance changes to the status que,
particularly because the Union has failed to provide a compelling need for the fundamental changes
it proposes, has failed to demonstrate that its proposals solve the alleged problems, and has failed to
include a quid pro quo for these changes. More specifically, the Employer believes that the Union’s
proposed wage schedule is “useless™ because it only affects 30% of current employees and presents
multiple complications since some employees will be “on schedule” while a majority will be “off
schedule.” The District notes testimony that bargaining unit turnover was almost exclusively due to
retirement and non-wage related reasons and thus repudiates any Union argument that low wages
have resulted in extraordinary turnover in the unit. The District supports continuation of the present
wage situation through percentape, cents per hour, or a combination of the two increases by noting
that its comparables follow the same format.

The Employer contends that the state’s fiscal crises will have a direct adverse impact upon
state funding of public education beginning in the 2003-04 school year and that this impact must be
cousidered prior to then. It notes that costs incurred by the District in this school yeat are also costs
which must be funded in the next school year, Morecver, despite some staff reductions, the District
already faces an anticipated deficit for 2003-04 of over one million dollars due to state imposed
revenue controls, declning student enrollments, and rising health insurance costs.

Due to this serious and foresgeable financial situation, the District strongly believes that the
Arbitrator is bound to apply the greatest weight statutory factor (§111.70(4)em)(7)) to select the
District’s final offer. “[I]t is not the time to add to the District’s fiscal troubles.” The Employer also
argues that the greater weight factor (§111.70(4)(cm)(7g)) supports its “more modest™ final offer due

L At the arbitration hearing, the Employer introduced into the record an exhibit
indicating that the difference between the parties’ offers was $57,245. Subsequently, in a
commuumeation to the Arbitrator and the Union dated Jammary 27, 2003, the Employer stated that
the correct figure is $120,626. In its brief, the Union disputes the Employer’s revised costing
figures but did not submit its own cost calculations.
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to local economic conditions in Manitowoc such as its low per capita income and comparatively high
unemployment rate. These same conditions must also be considered by the Arbitrator, according to
the Emplover, when she considers the other statutory factors, particularly “the interest and welfare
of the public” (§111.70(4)cm)(7r)(¢)). In the view of the Employer, these three factors compel
adoption of the District’s offer without any further consideration of additional statutory factors and
the other issues in dispute.

‘To be complete, however, the District turns to the issnes in dispute and points to evidence
in the record to support its final offer based upon the other statutory factors comtained in
§111.70(Hem)(7r). Specifically, it contends that its wage proposal is supported by all internal
settlements and the prevailing settlement pattern established in comparable school districts. It points
out that its total salary and fringe benefit three year offer (almost 20%) is about 30% higher than any
other internal settlement’ including that covering the teachers bargaining unit (17%). It also believes
that its final offer exceeds the wage and total package increases found among comparable school
districts by a significant margin and provides very competitive wages particularly when compared to
Kiel, Plymouth, Sheboygan Falls, and Two Rivers School Districts as well as other area, state, and
national wages and wage increases. Evidence that there has been a relatively low staff tumover and
a large pumber of qualified job applicants is offered as support for the District’s competitiveness. As
an additional argument, the District contends that its offer distributes available monies on a more
equitable basis among bargaining unit members than the Union’s offer.

In regard to the other major issue in this case, health insurance, the Employer believes that
the Unjon has the burden of proof to establish why the District should pay the full cost when for many
vears the District utilized a combination of flat dollar amounts and percentage (93%), whichever is
greater, in providing health insurance benefits to all District employees, represented and non-
represented. Although for many years, the dollar amounts paid the fill cost for both single and family
health insurance, since 2000-01 members of this bargaining unit have been paying 5% due to yearly
ereases in premiums (ranging from 9.5% to 19%, depending upon single or family coverage). For
the District, the Union has failed completely to prove any compelling need or supply any quid pro quo
to justify its health nsurance proposal which would require the Employer to pay the entire cost for
rapidly escalating health insurance premiums. The District points out thal its offer is in line with
internal and exiernal comparables and, because of the tax advantages employees receive by utilizing
a Section 125 plan, employee contributions for health insurance premiums js effectively reduced from
5% to approximately 3.5%, a significant savings for employees.

Other Issues:

As to other issues in dispute in this proceeding, the District presents a variety of arguments.
It rejects the Union’s job posting proposals as too restrictive, compromising the District’s ability to
hire the best candidate, due to the Union’s eropbasis on seniority. It believes its proposal strikes the
proper balance. It acknowledges that the internal comparables are split on this 1ssue, but contends
that the District’s actual experience in applying the language contamed in the collective bargaiing
agreement covering custodial and maintenance employees supports the District’s position. It also
acknowledges that external comparables are split but believes they generally support the District’s
proposals and not the Union’s proposals relating to job posting.

Layoffs are another issue which separate the parties. The Employer believes its proposal to
implement layoffs on a departmental basis is more reasonable becanse it minimizes disreption while
appropriately recognizing semiority.

The District believes its proposal permitting_hiring above the minimum pay rate based on
qualifications, prior experience, and job market availabiltty makes sense because it also protects
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existing employees by stating that amy newly hired employee™s wage rate cannot exceed an existing
employee’s wage rate in the same job classification with equivalent qualifications and years of
experience. It notes that the Union’s final offer does not deal with this issue at all.

The District rejects the Union’s proposal for time off with pay to attend grievance hearings
because this is a first contract and the parties are still exploring their relationship. Because of the

uncertainty and newness of this relationship, the District prefers to work out acceptable arrangements
on a case-by-case basis. It does not believe that there is support for either its proposal or the Union’s
among the internal comparables; since a majority of school district comparables do not provide for
such pay, it believes external support for the District’s approach is greater.

In light of the fact that the District is self-insured and, therefore, there is no insurance carrier,
the Employer believes that the Union’s proposal to_guarantee equal coverage if the health camier is
changed is unnecessary. Moreover, the Employer recognizes that it has an obligation to bargaimn the
level of healih insurance plan benefits. Accordingly, it prefers contractual silence to the Union’s

language which it believes is troublesome.

Since the parties’ tentative agreement already contains substantial improvements for
bargaining unit members relating to holidays and other benefits, the District rejects the Union’s
Ee posal for a paid personal day. a benefit enjoyed by non-represented employees. The District

lieves that internal and external comparables support its position, not the Union’s position, on this
issue.

The District concludes its arguments by pointing out that the District’s total package exceeds
the cost of living and matches the total package settlement pattern established among comparable
school districts. It provides bargaining unit members with a very real gain in wages and benefits. In
contrast, the Union’s offer is excessive because it seeks both a high wage increase (21%) and 100%
District-paid health insurance. For all these reasons, the Employer believes its final offer is the more
reasonable one when measured against the statutory criteria. The District’s offer grants bargaining
unit members a generous wage and frinpe benefit package averaging 6.7% per year over the term of
the agreement while providing a reasonable and balanced approach to job posting, layofty, and other
issues,

The Union

The Union begins iis arguments by discussing the factor which state legislation
(§1 11.70(4)(cm)(7)) mandates must be given preatest weight in this proceeding. It first argues that
the difference in cost between the parties” offers is only a minuscule portion of the District’s budget
and that other interest Arbitrators have found this to be significant in analyzing the “greatest weight”
factor. The Union then turns to the District’s growing accumulation in its (reserve) Fund 10 balance
and questions the District’s use of these funds for substantial discretionary cash spending on
expenditures such as building renovations and parking lot construction (in addition to cash flow needs
and to find its self-insured insurance) instead of seeking voter authority for increased taxes to pay
for these capital outlays. Inthis connection, the Unionnotes that the District™s mill rate has decreased
and is now significantly less than the average mill rate in comparable school districts. While the
Union indicates i is mindful of financial problems the District may face for the 2003-04 school vear,
it does not believe that the District is currently in a financial crises as evidenced by its substantial
reserve fund balance, favorable (comparatively low) mill rate, and the District’s “spending habits”
over the past few years.

The Union next turns to the “greater weight” statutory factor (§111.70{(4)(etn)(7g). 1t
believes that its arguments in regard to the District’s large reserve fund balance and comparatively
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low mill rate are relevant to this factor as well since other arbitrators have found reserve funds and
mill rates to be so. The Union finds it significant that the Employer’s adverse unemployment data was
for September 2002, well afier the period for this agreement began and points out that even though
one of the District’s comparables, Green Bay, had a higher unemployment rate than Manitowoc,
clerical employees of the Green Bay School District received a generous annual increase at all levels
of 3.7% for both 2001-02 and 2002-3. The Union does not believe there is any evidence that
Manitowoc’s unemployment rate has adversely affected the District’s non-represented employees
who received 4.27% wage increase for 2002-3 and a 6.14% combined salary and fringe benefit
increase (including fully paid health insurance), administrators who received a 3.92% wage increase
plus fully paid health insurance for 2002-3, and the wage package, including various adjustments,
contained in the District’s final offer to the custodial/maintenance employees bargaining urit.

In addition, the Union notes that the District has the second hiphest level of equalized
property value per student when sompared to the four comparable school districts (Fond du Lac,
Plymouth, Sheboygan, and Two Rivers) and that property values are increasing as fast or faster than
all but one of the comparable commmunities. The Union also believes that the District operates
efficiently compared to Union comparables based upon its per pupil expenditures and FTE staffing.
In light of Manitowoc’s relatively high income levels (based upon average total income per return)
and below average levy, the Union concludes that these factors combine to establish favorable local
economic conditions and this favorable situation must be given greater weight under
§111.70(4) crm)(7g). ‘ ‘

Appropriate External Comparables:

The Union has adopted the school districts of Fond du Lac, Plymouth, Sheboygan, and Two
Rivers as comparables based upon an arbitration decision by the undersigned (Manitowoc Public
School District 5/6/99) (paraprofessional employees) which in turn was based upon a prior decision
by Arbitrator Tyson (Manitowoc Public School District 8/14/97) (custodian/maintenance employees).
The Union believes these four school distticts provide a sufficient base for primary external
comparisons even though clerical/secretarial school district employees Im Two Riversares
unrepresented and accordingly not relevant to the parties® langnage issue disputes.

Health Insurance: :

The Union’s final offer presents two distinct issues relating to health insurance. The Union
first addresses its proposal that the parties’ contract include a statement that the Employer “shall
guarantee equal coverage if the carrier is changed.” It finds the District’s refusal to agree to this
language inexplicable because the parties’ tentative agreement already contains this exact language
in connection with dental insurance, identical or similar language is found in internal comparables, and
external comparables support the Union’s position.

It then turns to the District’s proposal which has the effect of requiring employees to pay 3%
of the monthly premium for single or family coverage for the three year term of this agreement in
contrast to the Union’s proposal which requires or has the effect of requiring the District to pay the
full amount of the premiums for the term of the contract. The Union notes, however, that the
wording ofits proposal for the third year, 2002-03, makes clear that the burden will be on the Union
for 2003-04 and thereafter to negotiate any increase in the stated flat dollar amount. Since at least
1997-98, the District has paid the fill cost (expressed as a dollar amount which was increased
annually to cover the full premium) of health insurance for members of this unit when they were
unrepresented. Therefore, in the Union’s view, fully paid health insurance represents the status quo
and the District’s proposal represents a significant change. The Union believes that the Employer has
failed to demonstrate its need to impose this benefit reduction upon this group of employees; has
failed to prove that its proposal will control the rising costs of health insurance; and has not shown
that this is a reasonable burden to impose upon these employees. The Union emphasizes that the
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health insurance burden on unit members is particularly great when their out-of-pocket co-pay costs
are added to their required premium contributions under the District’s offer and compared with the

external comparables..

In addition, the Union emphasizes that the District to date has made full premium
contributions for its non-represented employees. The Union objects to any comparisons with the
District’s paraprofessional bargaining unit because they are now in the (voidable) fourth year of their
agreement and health insurance is not a key benefit for that unit in contrast to this bargaining unit
where 84% of unit members are enrolled in the family or single health insurance plan. Turning to an
. extended analysis of external comparables in regard to health and dental insurance, the Union points
out that, under the Distriet’s proposal requiring an employee contribution for health insurance and
the parties’ tentative agreement relating to copays and dental insurance, none of the comparables
have arrangements that are as “one-sided” as that proposed by the District. Thus, the Union
concludes that the pattern in external comparables strongly supports the Union’s offer.

Issues Other Than Wages and Health Insurance:

Since non-represented employees have the benefit of one personal day as part oftheir 11 paid
holiday per year benefit, the Union contends that the District is changing the status quo by eliminating
a personal day or personal holiday in its proposal for the term of this initial three year agreement.
Although the tentative agreement phases m four additional holidays for school year employees, the
Union does not consider this to be an appropriate quid pro quo for the loss of the personal day since
the mcrease in holidays for school year employees merely brings this benefit close to the level of the
comparables. Thus, in the Union’s view, the appropriate comparables support the Union’s offer and
not the District’s posiﬁon

The Union’s layoff and recall proposal sets forth seniority based upon unit wide seniority
while the District proposes layoff and recall rights based upon seniority in one of four classifications.
The Union points to two internal comparables, paraprofessionals and custodial/maintenance, which
do not restrict employees® use of seniority in layoffs and recalls to a single classification only. It notes
that none ofthe external comparables and none of the Manitowoc community contracts have a layoff
and recall provision as restrictive as the District’s final offer. At this point, the Union makes a special
argument that layoffirecall and job posting are “economic issues™ under MERA and should be
weighed by the Arbitrator together with more conventional issues such as wages, health insurance,
and holidays in reaching her decision.

The next issues addressed by the Union relate to job posting, The Union patterned its job
posting final offers after language already contained in the collective bargaining agreement covering
District custodial/maintenance employees and contends that it is alse supported by eight other
AFSCME agreements m the Manitowoe community and by agreements in a number of the
comparable school districts. The Union is particularly concerned that, without contractual language
along the fines proposed by the Union in its job posting proposals, barga;lmng unit members will be
insecure and adversely affected.

The Union then notes that its final offer relating to paid time for grievances and other
conferences is also directly taken from the custodial/maintenance employees’ agreement and is
similar to the policies incorporated into the paraprofessionals’ agreement, other community
agreements, as well as agreements in many comparable school districts.

Wages:

. The Union starts its discussion of this issue by pointing out that the parties’ wage proposals
share a mumber of critically important similarities and differences with the differences primarily
affecting the third year, 2002-3. The Union’s wage offer for that year includes greater increases for
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the lowest paid employees in Groups ITI and I'V' through split increases in July and January and was
-designed to help correct existing wage inequities between the groups. All new hires are to be placed
on the Union’s proposed wage schedule as are approximately one third of current bargaming unit
members.  The wages for the remaining employees are covered by the “off schedule” portion of the
Union’s wage offer with the expectation that they will be placed on the schedule as a result of
subsequent rounds of negotiations. These “off schedule™ employees are to receive split hourly
increases from 2000-01 to 2002-03 in the Union’s attempt to take into account both cost of living
and adjustments needed to elevate unit wages to those paid in the comparable school districts.

The Union contends that its wage proposal is more reasonable and should be preferred over
the District’s offer for many reasons. For example, the District’s offer continues the inequities of its
pre-1999 compensation system and fails to address inequitable and noncompetitive wages,
particularly for the more experienced secretarial employees. (In fact in 1999, seventeen of these
employees received a written promise from the Employer that they would receive catch-up increases
in addition to annual across the board increases in each of the next three years.) The Union next
- argues that clerical employee turnover is comparatively high (approximately 37%) and presents a
serious problem for attracting and retaining qualified employees which the Employer’s sub-standard
starting rates and problematic schedute structure fail to address. In contrast, the Union’s wage
proposals incorporate a significant and needed “catch-up™ component and begin to bring the Distriet
in closer line with school district and Manitowoe community comparables. Although the Union
proposal results in a large number of “off-schedule” employees, the Union believes this is a
predictable result of its serious attempt to address in a responsible manner two decades of District
mismanagement. Moreover, provisions similar to the adjustments proposed by the Union have been
incorporated into voluntary settlements between comparable public employersand similar bargaining
umits.

The Union further argues that the District’s failure to propose a wage schedule not only
continues a failed system of mdividual bargaining but is fundamentally at odds with Wisconsin’s
public sector collective bargaining statute, MER.A,, and is contrary to all the comparables. The Union
points to arbitration awards which have favored final offers which incorporate salary schedules. For
similar reasons, the Union also opposes the District’s proposal which reserves a right for the
Employer to hire above the minimuwm wage rate under certain circumstances.

Finally, the Union vigorously contests the Employer’s costing of the parties’ final offers which,
it believes unrealistically inflates the cost of the Union’s offer. It points to errors regarding wages
of specific employees as well as its general objection to the “cast forward™ method used by the
Employer (which fails to take into account savings when highly paid employees leave) and the
Employer’s inclusion of its 1999 promised “catch-up™ pay for seventeen bargaining upit merbers.
It also believes that the Employer’s total package costing must be rejected because it is based upon
mncomplete and unexplained data which is not directly comparable.

For all the above reasons, the Union concludes its final offer is more reasonable, particularly
in light of the “savings™ the District has enjoyed for many years due to its failure to compensate
adequately and fairly members of this bargaining unit in comparison to other public employees in
comparable employment.

DISCUSSION

In this proceeding, there is a familiar but important threshold disagreement between the parties
over the question of what are the appropriate comparable school districts. Both parties agree that
Fond dn Lac, Plymouth, Sheboygan, and Two Rivers School Districts are appropriate primary
comparables (even though clerical/secretarial employees m the Two Rivers School District are not
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represented). The District also includes Green Bay, Kiel, and Sheboygan Falls School Diistricts as
secondary comparables because 2002-03 datais not vet available for two ofthe primary comparables,
Plymouth and Two Rivers School Districts. Both parties have used various City and County
settlements for additional public emplovment comparisons.

Althoughthe peolofagreed-upon primary school district comparables is modestl, pa.mcularly
because there are no 2002-03 data from Plymouth, the undersigned believes that it is not appropriate
to consider Green Bay (with its much greater school enroliment) or Kiel and Sheboygan Falls (with
their much smaller school enrollments) as appropriate comparables in this proceeding. Thus she looks
to Fond du Lag, Plymouth, Sheboygan, and Two Rivers School Districts as the primary external
comparables. Since members of various clerical/secretarial employee bargaining units of the City and
County may have significantly different job duties from members of this bargaining urit, she Jooks
with some caution to these units as secondary comparables..

With this threshold issue determined, the Arbitrator turns to the substantive issues in dispute
which must be analyzed i light of the statutory factors and weighting set forthin §111.70(4)(cm)(7)-
(71). The record in this proceeding demonstrates that both parties have devoted considerable time
and energy to present exhibits and arpuments concerning all unresolved issues in their dispute over
the contents of their initial collective bargaining agreement. Although the parties have stated their
views that key principles are at stake concerning many of the disputed issues, it is apparent that most
of their attention has centered on the two interrelated issues relating to wages and health insurance.
Accordingly, while each unresolved issue will be discussed, the Arbitrator will follow the lead of the
parties by giving priority to the issues of wages and health insurance.

Although not necessarily determinative, first consideration must be given to the greatest
weight factor set forth in §111.70(4)(cm)(7). The Employer argues that the well known fiscal crises
that Wisconsin school districts will face in 2003-04 due to the state’s unprecedented budget gap
requires the District to take responsible steps immediately n anticipation of this extremely serious
situation. Accordingly, it has argued that the greatest weight factor must take into account the
anticipated (but not yet determined) drop in the state’s share of school funding and the adverse affect
that the District will face if it has to fand the Union’s offer from its current budget, continue the
increased expenditure level resulting if the Union’s offer is selected into 2003-04 and future years,
and bargain in good faith in the shadow of this fiscal crises with its multlple bargaining units as
collective bargaining agreernents expire.

Although the District is to be commended for considering steps which may be taken now to
address the anticipated budget crisis beginning 2003-04, it would not be equitable to require this
bargaming unit to shoulder a disproportionate burden of the coming fiscal crises in determining what
1s the more reasonable final offer package for the three year period of its inttial collective bargaining
agreement expiring June 30, 2003. Unlike some other bargaining units, this bargaining unit has had
the misfortune to proceed to impasse arbitration at the time when grim facts concerning the state’s
biennial budget for 2003-05 and its inevitable adverse impact upon Wisconsin school districts and
- municipalities have become public and all levels of Wisconsin government are struggling with how
to deal with Wisconsin’s fiscal crisis which will have a direct impact beginning with the 2003-04
year, The Employer has stated that there is money in this yvear’s regular District budget to fund itg
final offer; the Union looks to the District’s reserve fund, if necessary, to fund the difference between
the cost of the District’s final offer and the cost of the Union’s offer. The Union believes that unit
members’ current below market wages has been a factor over many years in keeping local tax rates
below average and, therefore, it would not be inequitable to tap the District’s reserve fund if needed
to pay for implementing its final offer. In any case, the undersigned has considered the greatest
weight factor, §111.70(4)(cm)(7), and does not find that it is relevant in this proceeding for a
collective bargaining agreeulent covering three years beginning July 1, 2000.
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The next factor to be considered is the greater weight provision of §111.70{(4)(cm)(7g) which
requires consideration of economic conditions in the geographical area covered by the Manitowoc
School District. The parties agree that this factor is relevant in this proceeding, but they strongly
- disagree about its application. The District points to comparatively high uneroployment rates and low
per capita income as justification for its lower economic package while the Union points to the
Districl’s substantial reserve fund, its decisions to fiund several major capital expenditures from its
reserve fund, its comparatively low tax rates, and its generous wage and fringe benefit treatment of
non-represented employees and administrators as justification for its final offer which contains greater
wage and health insurance benefits than the District’s. The District counters that it is not a good idea
to pay for this settlement out ofthe reserve fund since that fund should be used for one time expenses
such as capital and long term items, In [ight of the mixed facts concerning the District’s local
economic conditions presented by the parties, particularly when the comparables are considered, the
Arbitrator must conclude that neither party has established that local economic conditions clearly
- mandate the selection of either the District’s or the Union’s final offer. She proceeds, therefore, to

analyze the issues, particularly those relating to wages and health insurance, in light of the factors set
forth in §111.70{4)(cm)(7r). ‘

Wages: '

; The parties” wage dispute is complicated by history. In 1999 and prior to the Union’s
certification, the Employer adopted a Wage Plan together with catch-up pay increases for some
employees who are now members of this bargaiming unit. These steps were taken by the District to
address various internal and external pay inequities. The Union is particularly concerned that its inftial
contract nclude significant steps which address many long standing wage Inequities. It therefore,
vigorously opposes the District’s final offer approach which merely sets forth minimurm wages for
new and existing employees, contains no wage schedule, and proposes across-the-board percentage
increases, cents per hour increases, or a combination thereof, On the other hand, the District is -
especially concerned about the high total cost of the Union’s wage proposal and the fact that, under
the Union’s wage offer, only 30% of the bargaining unit emplovees are placed on the Union’s
proposed wage schedule while the remaining 70% are “off schedule.” The District questions the type
of confusing and partial sohution that the Union is proposing and urges patience and realism in
resolving this bargaming unit’s long-standing problems. Needless to say, both parties ernphasize these
serious defects in the other party’s wage proposals.

Final offer whole package impasse arbitration is not a suitable procedure to resolve this type
of structural wage dispute when both parties’ wage proposals contain defects. The wage structure
dispute is further complicated because there is no consensus about the costing of the wage offers.
It is impossible to be certain about the economic consequences of either parties” wage offers from
the exhibits in this proceeding.” Although the Union attacks the District’s costing of both offers as
over-inflated, it offers none of its own. In the view of the Arbitrator, it is clear that the parties should.
be in the process of developing and adopting 2 rational wage schedule. In this proceeding, the
District offers none and the Union’s proposal is only partial since 70% of the bargaining unit is placed
“off schedule.” It is also apparent that the preferred solution would involve a professional and
cooperative effort to achieve a satisfactory, long term solution but neither offer reflects such an
approach. There is no evidence that such an effort has been attempted. In this situation, the
undersigned is able to play only a limited role. She may review the statutory factors to determine

2 Some Union objections to the Employer’s costing are: 1) overestimating the Union’s
offer by including pre-July 1, 2000 probationary increases; 2) including July 1, 2000 increases for
employees accreted on July 11, 2000; 3) using the casting forward-method with its predictable
effect of overestimating costs; and 4) including equity raises for seventeen current employees
which the Employer obligated itself m 1999 to inplement in future years.
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which of the troublesome wage proposals is the more reasonable - or less unreasonabie - one. She
finds that both parties’ wage offers contain structural deficiencies and they both fail to provide a
promising basis for fiture negotiations. Because of the Arbitrator’s significant reservations about
both wage offers and their economic impacts, she believes that the only rational step for her is to put
this issue aside and proceed to consider the other issues in dispute. If wages were the only issue
involved in this proceeding, however, the Arbitrator believes she would reluctantly select the
District’s wage offer with the hope that the parties would use the opportunity presented by their next
¥0unﬂﬁli of negotiations to develop, or begin to develop,- a mutually acceptable rational wape structure
or this unit.

Health Insurance:

In addition to wages, health insurance is a critical economic issue which requires close review.
Each party contends that its proposal continues the status quo and that the burden is on the other
party to justify that party’s propesed change. For many vears, the District provided health msurance
for all of its employees, represented and non-represented, by means of a flat dollar amount or 95%
of'the premium, whichever was greater, and for many years the District meresased the dollar amounts
so that the effect was to have the District pay the full cost of both single and family health msurance
coverage. Since the parties® contract for 2000-03 has remained unsetiled, members of this bargaming
unit have been paying 5% of the cost of their health insurance and that cost has rapidly risen over the
three year period. This de facto situation is the basis for the Employer’s claim that requiring
bargaining unit members to pay a “modest” 5% of their health insurance premiums is a continuation
of the status quo. As additional justification, the Employer points to the enormous jump in health
insurance costs over the past three years, particularly the increases in excess of 1 8% per year during -
the most recent two vears. The Union claims its proposal requiring the Employer to pay the full
premium during the first two years of the agreement and increasing the flat amount for 2002-03 fo
the full amounts for single and family plan premiums respectively is merely a continvation of the
District’s prior health insurance payments policy particularly because the Union proposal also
expressly includes the 95% (“whichever is greater”) language for 2002-03.

There is no doubt that issues regarding health insurance play a large, sometimes dommnant,
role in negotiations i both the private and public sectors, due in large part to rapidly escalatmg
premium costs and projections of additional fisture premium increases. A number of employers,
including this Employer, argue that employee health insurance premium contributions are an
appropriate method to control costs because when employees contribute a share for premiums, they
are more recepiive to redesigning existing health care plans. The undersigned has not been provided
with solid evidence for this intuttive contention. There is solid public support, however, for the
proposition that, as public employers face rapidly escalating employee health msurance premiums and
tighter budgets, it is reasanagle for employers to expect their employees to share at least some part
ofthe premoumincreases. Although the District woﬁi have an even stronger position supporting this
argument if it had required administrators and non-represented employees to contribute 5% for their
health insurance premiums beginning July 1, 2002 or earlier {instead of July 1, 2003, after the
expiration of this collective bargaining apreement), it is able to point to a number of nternal and
external comparables as support for its health insurance proposal. Accordingly, the Arbifrator
believes that the District’s final offer on health insurance is to be preferred based upon the statutory
factors of §111.70(4)cm)(71).

*  There is an additional health insurance issue. The Union has proposed a statement be

included in the agreement stating: “The Board shall guarantee equal coverage if the carrier is
changed.” The District objects to this language as unnecessary. It notes the District is currently
self-insured and, accordingly, there is no District {insurance) carrier. At the same time, the
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Before turning to the remaining issues in dispute, some observations relating to consideration
of total packages or total compensation appear relevant. The Unien objects to the District’s total
package costing, arguing that QEO style accounting does not apply to this bargaining unit and is not
mandated by public policy considerations, The Uridon is certainly correct that this school district
bargaining unit is not covered by the special statutory provisions relating to QEOs applicable to
bargaining units of professional school district employees. However, for many years one factor now
listed as an “other factor™ in §111.70(4)(cm)(7r)(h) has required mandatory consideration of “the
overall compensation presently received by the municipal ernployees, including direct wage
compensation, vacation, holidays and excused time, msurance and pensions, medical and
hospitalization benefits, the continuity and stability of employment, and all other benefits received.”
No bargaining unit or public employer is authorized to disregard this statutory factor although the
undersigned acknowledges that few arbitration proceedings include complete and useable total
compensation comparisons. In any proceeding such as this one, a party may properly challenge the
accuracy of any total compensation data presented by the other party but there is no authority to
reject arguments based upon valid total package costing. In fact, there is much public and academic
support for paying close attention to the “real”or “total” costs of collective bargaining outcomes
when such information is available..

Other Issues:
There are a number of other issues in dispute which need to be considered. They will be

discussed in the order in which they appear in the parties’ proposed collective bargaining agreement.

The Union proposes that Article II (C) inchude a provision requiring the Employer to pay for
time spent by Union stewards, officers, grievants, and employee witnesses in prievances and other
conferences with the Employer. It also proposes a cross reference in Article V (¥)(4) while the
Employer proposes a statement in Article V (F)(4} that “each party shall also bear any costs
associated with the presentation of itz evidence or witnesses.” Many collective bargaining agreements
contain provisions similar to that proposed by the Union because effective presentation of grievances,
informal and formal, serves the mterest of both labor and management. Ifthe District is concerned
about abuses by the Union, it is free to negotiate about additional limitations or controls. As the
Union points out, its proposal already containg a number of management controls. On this issue, the
Union’s position is preferable and is supported by a number of internal and external comparables.
The District has not made a convincing argument that the Union should wait longer for this type of
. provision because of the newness of this relationship. ‘

Reviewing the parties’ proposals relating to job posting, the parties agree that there are
several distinct issues. They are: 1) a Union proposal that qualifications and determination of
qualifications “shall not be arbitrary, capricious, discrimimatory or unreasonable” with no
corresponding District proposal; 2) a District proposal guaranteeing that “internal candidates will be
given first consideration for the vacant position before the position is posted externally”™; 3) a District
proposal stating that it “retains the right to select the most qualified applicant, whether in or outside
of the bargaining unit, for any position using the [seven listed] criteria....” and a Union proposal which
includes the same seven criteria and states “within a reasonable period after the completion of the

District also acknowledges that such language is included in the paraprofessionals and
custodian/maintenance agreements and the Union points out that such language is part of the
parties’ tentative agreement in regard to dental insurance. Despite the presence of this language
in other District collective bargaining agreements (and even in the tentative agreement between
these parties), the Arbitrator does not believe it is reasonable to include it as proposed by the
Union unti] its meaning and application in these circumstances are clarified.
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[internal] posting period, the job shall be awarded to the senior qualified employee when
qualifications are relatively equal... Ifno qualified employee applies for the position, the District may
fill the job from the outside.”; and 4) a Union proposal guaranteeing that an employee selected has
a right to be assigned work [and pay] of prior position “or such other position as may be available™
after a 20 day “trial” period if employee is “unable to satisfactorily meet the responsibilities ofthe new
job....” with no corresponding District proposal.

The Employer strenuously objects to the Union’s unique language requiring that qualifications
and the determmation of emplovee qualifications shall not be arbitrary, capricious, discriznmatory or
unreasonable becaunse it fears excessive grievances. Whether the Employer’s fear is justified or not,
the Union has provided only one local example of language similar to its proposal (in a City of
Manitowoc agreement). In the light of this lack of support for the Union’s proposal, the District’s
position on this issue is preferable.

The parties have submitted significantly different language about how vacancies are to be
filled. The District proposal gives internal candidates “first consideration” but retains the right to
select the most qualified applicant, internal or external, based on the agreed upon criteria. Incontrast
the Union requires that the job be filled by the senior qualified employees when qualifications based
upon the agreed upon criteria) are “relatively equal™ and authorizes the District to fill the position
with an external applicant only when “no qualified employee” applies for the vacancy. This is a
traditional labor-management dispute and it is understandable that the proposals diverge in critical
ways. The Union acknowledges that the internal comparables are sphit akthough it points to other City
and County bargaining unit agreements which contain language similar to the provisions it proposes
while the District asserts that in practice (although not m language) the District’s
custodial/maintenance unit supports the District’s position as does language in the four comparable
school districts. The Arbitrator appreciates the Union’s concern about what “first consideration™ will
mean when applied and the absence of District language requiring seniority to govern when there are
two or more “relatively equal” internal candidates. However, she notes that the District’s proposal
incorporates some accommodations to Union concerns including listing seniority as one criterion for
selection. Even though the Union is disappointed that the District’s proposal does not provide
preater pratections for qualified internal candidates and there are some Manitowoce commumnity
collective bargaining agreements which provide support for the Union’s position, the undersiened
believes that the Employer proposal’s emphasis on selecting the “most qualified” applicant rather than
a “qualified” employee is the more reasonable one in this proceedmg primarily because there is no
strong support ameng the primary internal and external comparables and the District’s position is
strongly supported by the “interests and welfare of the public™ factor set forth in §111.70(4)(cm)(71).

The final issue between the parties involving Article VII - Job Posting relates to the Union’s
proposal which provides bargaining unit members selected to fill a vacancy witha 20 day trial period.
If the emplovee is unable to satisfactorily meet the responsibilities of the new job within that period,
that employee “will be reassigned to his/her former position or such other position as may be
avallable” at the same rate of prior pay. The District has no proposal on this topic and strongly
objects to the Union’s proposal because it is disruptive, discourages outside applicants, and is not
supported by amajority of external comparables. At the hearing, the Employer sought to allay Union
fears that employees who fill new positions and fail to meet the Employet’s job expectations would
be fired. In the judgement of the Arbitrator, the Employer has made a persuasive case about the
potential disruptions to the District if the Union’s proposed 20 day trial period were instituted. Also
few of the primary external comparables and only one internal comparable has a provision similar to
the Union’s proposal. Accordingly, the Arbitrator finds the District’s position to be more reasonable
on this issue. ‘

The parties’ positions are also wide apart in proposals relating to layoff and recall seniority.
13



‘The Union’s Janguage provides for layoffs in reverse order of seniority providing the remaining
employees are qualified to do the ramammg work while the District’s language uses similar language
but looks to an employee’s seniority within one of four classifications the Distriet has established for
wage purposes. Simlarly, the Union’s recall rights are also based upon bargaining unit seniority
while the District’s recall rights are based upon classification/departmental semiority. The District
argues for its position because it minimizes the disruption cansed by unit-wide “bumping™ rights,
takes into account the diverse jobs performed by unit members while recognizing seniority, and takes
into account the pgreater diversity of skills and abilities of members of this bargaining unit when
compared to internal and external bargaining comparables. The Union points out that its proposal
is based upon language found in the custodial/maintenance unit’ s agreement and 15 also supported by
the paraprofessionals’ agreement and external comparables. The Union is particularly concerned
about the District’s proposal because it does not permit a more senior and highly qualified employee
in the bargaining umit to bump a mere junior employee who is in a different and “lower™ classification.
It is also critical of the lack of clarity in the District’s proposal because the District has failed to
provide any list of positions in each classification. It notes that the only clue the District has provided
in its final offer is a list of incumbents and their proposed classification for purposes of applying the
“cast forward” method of costing. (See pages 3-4 of attachment to Exhibit”A.”) Becanse the
District’s offer fails to provide critical facts to enable the Arbitrator to review the reasonableness of
applying its wage clagsifications to layoffs and recall rights and becanse these classifications play such
a key role in the District’s offer, she believes that the Umun $ proposal must be considered the more
reasonable one.

The issue relating to a paid personal day for each bargaining unit member merits discussion
next. The Union’s proposal for the paid personal day is opposed by the District because the District
has already reached tentative agreement with the Union to phase i additional vacation days for
school year bargaining unit members and it considers that to be an “exchange™ for dropping all paid
personal leave days for unit members. The Emplover also points out that none of its organized
employees enjoy paid personal days (although 1t admits that non-represented employees do). Onthe
other hand, the Union believes equitable treatment for calendar year employees as well as many-
external comparables require both the additional paid holidays for school year employees as well as
a continuation ofthe status quo of one personal day for all bargaining unit members. The record does
not disclose what the parties’ understandings, implicit or explicit, were when they reached their
tentative agreements. Unquestionably, the tentative agreements contain a variety of improvements
for bargaining unit members and these improvements are relevant inthis proceeding. In light of the
mternal comparables and the District’s concessions in the tentative agreements, the Arbitrator believes
the District’s offer is more reasonable.

Fially, as pmt of its wage offer, the Employer inchudes a provision reserving its right to start
an employee above the minirmum wage rate based upon several factors as long as that wage rate does
not exceed the wage rate of an existing employee in the same job classification with equivalent
qualifications and years of experience. The Unon seriously objects to the District’s proposal viewing
it as an additional way the District proposes to distart the compensation system and frustrate this
newly formed bargaining unit. ‘While the Employer believes that this provision balances employees’
need for fairness and the District’s need to be able to recruit qualified staff, this unique provision is
clearly a low priority one for the District and it has not been justified by the Employer by any of the
statutory factors. Accordingly, if this were the sole issue in dispute, the Arbitrator concindes that the
Union’s position is more reasonable,

The Arbitrator has discussed the disputed issues in this proceeding and set forth her findings -
on each issue. On some issues. she believes the Employer’s proposal is more reasonable; on other
issues, she believes the Union’s proposal is more reasonable. However, this proceeding is final offer
whole package arbitration and she is required to choose one parties’ entire final offer based upon the
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statutory factors. While she recognizes that many of the issues other than wages and health insurance
are important ones for the parties and ultimately for the public, she believes that special consideration
must be given to wages and health insurance. She has noted that the parties have devoted most of
their time and energies in their writlen arguments to these twin issues. She already bas discussed her
reservations about both parties’ wage offers and her conclusion that the Employer’s health insurance
offer is more reasonable. Accordingly, the Arbitrator selects the Employer’s Enﬂ.l offer whole package
reasonable based upon the statutory factors set forth in §111.70(4){cm)(7r).

AWARD

Based upon the statutary critetia, the evidence and arguments presented by the parties, and
the discussion set forth above, the Arbitrator selects the final offer of the Employer and directs that
the Employer’s final offer be made part ofthe parties’ collective bargaining agreement together with
the items contained in their tentative agreement.

May 22, 2003
Madison, Wisconsin

une Miller Weisberger
Arbitrator
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1. ARTICLE V — GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES
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l

Section F.4. Add: “Bach party shall also bear any costs associated ' with the
presentation of its evidence or witnesses.” .

2. ARTICLE VII - JOB POSTING

A,

Add to the third paragraph: “Internal candidates will be given first
consideration for the vacant position before the position is posted

- externally.”

The District retains the right to select the most qualified applicant, |

whether in or outside of the bargaining unit, for any position using
the criteria of: (1) job related experience, (2) knowledge, (3) education, (4)
skills, (5) abilities, (6) seniority, and (7) meeting the essential job functions as
outlined in the job description.

3,  ARTICLE VI — SENIORITY

B.

Layoff: Layoffs will be in the reverse order of seniority within each
of the four classifications affected (see wage schedula for
description of the four classifications and corresponding positions
within each classification), provided the remaining employees are
ﬁueg.lified to do the remaining work.

Recall: Recall of Employees from layoff shall be to the classification
from which they were laid off so that an employee with the greatest
seniority in the classification is called back first pravided they are
qualified to perform the available work. The District will recall the
hext most senior employes to the classification from which they
were laid off and so0 on.

4, - ARTICLE X - ABSENCE WITH PAY POLICY

G.1.

Paid Vacation — Tentative Agreement

Period of Uninterrupted Employment Vacation - Work Days
 Less than 1 year Frorated
0 to 6 months (7/1/02) 0 days

6 months to 1 year (7/1/02) 5 days

EXHIBIT A"




5. ARTICLE XI - INSURANCE

Al

Hospital and Su_rg!'cal Insurance

2. ‘The District will provide up to $548.91 in 2000-01, $651.23
in 2001-02, and $770.93 in 2002-03 per month toward
payment of the family premium, $254.98 in 2000-01,
$301.72 in 2001-02, and $359.10 in 2002-03 per month
toward payment of the single premium, or 95% of either
premium, whichever is higher.

6. ARTICLE XTY - WAGES

A,

(See attached.)

General iocreases will begin with negotiated dates. Rate changes because of
change of job will begin on date of job change. When an employee moves
to a higher pald classification, he or she shall receéive the increase
in pay as measured by the differential between the two
classifications’ starting wage rates. When an émployee moves to a
lower paid classification, he or she shall receive the decrease in pay
as measured by the differential between the two classifications’

staﬁ:ing wage rates.



- Manitowoe Public School District
Secretarial Union Employees

Total Salaries

Percent [ncreaze
Daollar Increase

WI Retire.-Employes
W1 Retire.-Employer

FICA

Health Insurance (see attached)
-Farmly 27.50
-Single 2.00

Demtal Insurance (see attached)
-Family 26.00
-Single 2.00
-Dentacare-Faily .00
-Dentacare-Single 0.00

Life Insurance

LTD

Total Fringe Benefits

Percenl Increase

Dollar Increaze

£35,037.99

5.65% 35,037.99
7.65% 47,440 .82
§521.88 174, 190.50
§243.62 5,846.88
366,98 19,127.68
$24.38 536,36
§64.12 1,410.64
£20.00 0.00
$134.88 1,483.68
0.350% 2,116.92

_§0.46 Base § Incrense

$651,431.12

5.M6%
31,289.67

5.35% $34,851.56
5.35% 34,.851.56
T.65% 49 834,48
§545.01 181,140.30
§254.98 6.119.52
$77.80 22.250.80
$28.00 616.00
£68.93 [.516.46
2258 0.00
$141.60 1,558.5%
0.350% 2,233 94
$334,963.21
195%
12,733.75

Total Salaries and Fringe Benefits

Percend Increase
Dollar Increase

Holiday - Waypes
Holiday - WI Retire.-Employe:
Holiday - WI Retire.-Emplayer
Holiday - FICA

Vacation - Wages

Vacation - WI Retire.-Employee
Vacation - WI Retire.-Employer
Vacation - FICA

Total Salaries and Fringe Benefits
Percent Increass
Dollar Increass

$942,370.91

Pape |

4411112

DHASZ00P 942 AM
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Manitowoe Public School District
Secretarial Union Emplovees

Total Salaries

Fercent Encrease

Dollzr Increase

WI Retire.-Empioyes
W1 Retire.-Employer

FICA

Health Insurance (sce auached)
~Famity 12.50
-Singlc 2,00

Derntal Tnsurance (see attached)
-Femily 300
-Single .00
-Dentacare-Family 2%
-Dentacarc-Single 056

Life Insucinte

LTD

Total Fringe Benefits

Percent Increass

Doltur Inersase

535%  $44.119.29
£35% 44,119.20
7.65% 63,080.47
$543.91 214,074.90
$254.98 6,11%.52
$T7.80 26,529.80
128,00 92400
368.93 1.516.46
32256 138.97
316963 1,865.93
0.250% 2,225.94

400 142 AM
m:mimu final D602, xis

g el

1.50% Bage % Increasc 1.00%
$0.X7 Bage § Increase .42

¥866,649.32
5.002%

41,989.63

5.20%  $45,065.76  5.30%
5.M0% 45,065.76  5.30%
7.65% 66,293.67  1.65%
$651.29 253,.579.70 st
$301.72 7.241.28 535010
$80.20 27.348.20 38600
$28.80 @50.40  s30.80
Fi.10 1,620.20 53573
§24.25 4938 2478
$178.27 1.960.97 $186.36
0.350% 2,830.24  0.350%

11.B1%

47.801.99

Base % lucrenie
Base § Intrense

4.538%
39,330.10

69,307 43

300,662.70
8,618.40

29,326.00
1,015.40
1,666.06

152.64
2.049.96
2,974.32

$511,807.73

15.0%
5928117

*Tntal 5ﬂmg and Fringe Benefits:

Percery Increase
Dotlar Increase

Holiday - Wages

Holiday - W1 Retire. -Employee
Holiday - WI Retire.-Employer
Holiday - FICA

Vacation - Wages
Vacation - WI Retire.-Employee
Vacation - WI Retire.-Employer
Vacation - FICA

"Potal Silaries and KRiEEBeiRAE" -

Percent Increase

Dollar Increass

7411
5.20% 31.85
5.20% 2.85
7.65% 567

‘Page 2

] 7.30%

49,7916
3,153.05
3.20% 163.96  5.30%
320% 163.96  530%
7.65% 24121 1.65%
3,722.18
5.30%
530%
7.65%

93 ,426.3F

$1.417,787.15
;45 %

v8,617.27

5,776.35
206.15
306.15
441.89

£,830.54

1,104.48
58.54
58.54
§4.49




Manitowoc Public School District » : Mitx of Calehvap
) Percent plus § amoimt
Salaries and By Benelits . C.00%  50.46
I.%-.” ;
[Augustenbor [Barbar | 11 | too} 10M] 206 1 8 | usie) €1af) x | 1081 x | 9.06] 14930887 9581 9.58) 1578784} 5.74%
Blarfool Kathy WL ooamsfaoml 196 | 6 | Lo T x| o8] x| 7611 po540351 %08] s08| osmos] 6185%
Baumana Patricis Vioms|1W0MI 191 ) 6 | o] Flafl x ) 083 x| 725| 830850 8.00| 916808 ] 10.34%
Bsssler Stefamie gl rooltom) 260 | 8 | 2000 Flaf| x| 10B x| 2350/ 17.680.00 9.35] 1944800 | j0.00%
Birown Linda | son|t2mfa60) & |aomo| Flof| x| o000p x | 872] 18,03760) o941] 941, 19572801 7%
Busse Sanda w| rgof i 2601 & t2oee| £laf] x| 336 x { 13.314] 27.331.20 13.60| 2828800 | 3.50%
Cayemberg  [Kim W owoaf190] 250t 8 Jooml Fiafl x| 1.24] x 8751 18200.08 9,35 | 1944800 | G.86%
Cichaniek___[Helen o ool 2] 260 ] 5§ sose| Flef| =1 1Rd3] x | 1537) 31.965.80 1563 | 29a640] 299%
Delsman Becky Nl s ioMdjns | 8 | s} Flaff x| 000 x 9.0 14996800 9601 9.60| 1530080 | F49%
Deubiler Maryfo | U | rwofizm]izen | & | aoeo] £laf] x| 3a48] a g.50 1 17.680.00 935 | 1044800 | 10.00%
Diedrich Sandra | w|iom! 206} 8 [ el flaf] 7 180 x | 910 1499680] 9.60] 9.60) 1582080) S5.49%
Doerfler Judith Tv)] sooftoMifos | 7 Vasr]s]as]. x] 954 » ) 10.61) 14,18557 LLO7 | 1480059 ] 434%
Pricke Margarer © I | tonrioM| 2061 8 | veam| £laf) = | 118} = g8 | 14953.24| 959 o500 15804320 5.62%
Fuller Barhara mf ooliaml 280 B | zom! £lafl x| 1044 x | 1809 [ .290182.40 B4y | s0036.20] 2.28%)
Gigure Shiglee IV crsqioM| 131 { & 0 owg) T]af| = 4,561 & 7.42 §,3503.32] 7.98 8.00 916800 ] F.2%
Hatficld Cymble | M) ool 126 260 | % [ 2om| Flaff x| 300l = | 10751 24 440000 1221 § 2539680 | 3.51%
Yacky Suranme | 00| voofaoncl zaa | & § o] £ af] nj 326 x .62 | 16,576.18 w28 ] 1735264 4.63%
Kellner Jeoan U 1ool1oM{ 206 & [ eosl f)af| x ] 3.46 = | 1034 17,040.32 080 i7.798.40 | 449%
Klsin Kay MY ioo]taM| 250 | 8 {20 flaf| x| 2.10) x| 10.82] 2438540 1223 | 25354240 2.89%
Korlesiky  |Patricia | el 9] 7| sl e Vet o | sasl x | 30.61] 14,8557 . 1107 | 1480059 | 4.3%
Krupkz Lyna FE oors | MM 191] & | 1048 x 0.76] x 1.38 845748 ¢ 7.9 2.00 9. 16500 | R.40%
Larson Cindy | 10| so0l20Mi 204 | B | 1eoml| rjaf] x| 168 » | 825 1326600 8751 1407600 ] 6.05%
Lusdiks Teress ml cssitom) 206} 3.5] m o.08 x ) 820) somoel ee2l 8mEr]| 6339221 £39%
bcDougali  |Ranes 1o | 10MG 206 | 8 7 s Flef| x | 5400 x 8.5 13,596.00 .75 | 14430001 5.06%
Milter Medissa | T § ose|om] 2600 4 | 104 af| x| 000 x| 732571 754000 200 232000 | 10.34%
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|Schaff Barbara E| wooltaM| 260 b 8 | 2meo| flar| 5 | 3.02] x| 12.68] 2637440 13,4 | 2713120 363%
Schroeder dida | U0 | tog i lOMI) 306 ] 8 ) 1ss| Flaf} x| 168 B.85| 14584800 590 931f 1534288 520%
Simono  |Cynthia | II) vooft2M| 2601 -8 | 2ol faf] x| LD x BEL| 1832480 903] 927] 192R1 &0} 2%
Specht Connie 1 M ] sop]120] 260 B Faom] sias] x ] 260] « ] 1284 2670720 13.30] 3766400 3.58%
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Svacina Victaria | | 1co| (OM)1855] 8 | nasa} Flaf] « | 2.88] x| 1593] 2363400 1639 | 24307 19%
% 33,03 31| - | 134.88) 36 620, 141 45 384,55 | 65143112 | 505%
o | 2 10M P28 2o Paroent Incrowe 5.0436%
Heakthf 2750  1HIT 15 12 ) 2 Im Doller Incresse 31,289.67
Heakh-2 el &Y g 24
Denal-af 35,00 T Ui
Demalay " 200,
Demal-JF 200
Dieninl-ds D00
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WAGES
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MANITOWOC SCHOOL DISTRICT
" CLERICAL EMPLOYEES

for New

lo)

e
1t iane

e

e 30%
IR

~_9.80 10,30 10.82
0.10 .73 10.04
8.50 .00 9.27
7.75 8.25

10.75

8.50

11.07

1

I 9.35 10.00 10.29
m 2.75 ‘ 9.25 952
4% 8.00 8.50 8.75

All employees covered under this agreement shall receive at least the
minimum wage for new employees based on the employee’s classification
(see the attached schedule). All current employees shall receive at least
the minimum wages for existing employees based on the employee’s
classification (see the attached schedule).

- The. District reserves the right to start an employee above the minimum
wage rate based on qualifications, prior experience, and job market
availability provided, however, that the wage rate paid to the employee
hired does not exceed the wage rate paid to an existing emplovee in the
same job classification with equivalent qualifications and
experience.

The wage increase for 2000-2001 reflects a $0.46 per hour increase.
The wage increase for 2001-2002 reflects a 2.50% increase plus $0.27
per hour increase. The wage increase for 2002-2003 reflects a 1.00%

increase plus $0.42 per hour increase.

Page 5
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Insurance Costs
=T i L I ; ; \,L._
-. ;',ri“’li ‘ ,.." o s ] -%.fh u!i;.# I E" E =u;:~l ﬂ..‘*_
Health Insurance _
-Family ' 527.85 577.80 548.91 | 1seax| 685.50 651.23 | asx| 81150 77093
~Single ' 243,62 268.40 25498 | 1agx] 317.60 301.72 | wng| 378.00 359.10
Dental Insurance ] :
-Family 66.88 77.80 N/A 308%| - 80.20 N/A 7.23% 86.00 N/A
_~Single 24.38 28.00 N/A z.85%| ~ 28.80 NIA 6.94% 30.80 N/A
-Dentacare-Family . 64,12 68.93 N/A 7.51% 74.10 N/A 2.20% 75,73 N/A
-Dentacare-Single . 2099 22.56 NA | ra¢%) - 24.25 N/A 2.19% 2478 N/A
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Manitowoe Public School District
Yacgtilpn Pa _ '

Q42002 9:42 AM

secretaries final 05-02.xia

. SR A o} z"i - g ‘-r g
21T Name-| Bitss Naditl: coatilo: ;X » |
Augustenborg |Barbara 10M 8 0 10.62 0.00
Barfoot Kathy WwM| 6 0 9.06 0.00
|Baumann  |Patricia | 10M| 6 0 9.01 0.00
Bessler Stefanie | 12M| 8 0 10.52 0.00
Brown Linda 12M| 8 0 10.62 0.00
Busse Sandra 12M g 1 14.77 118.16
Cayemberg Kim 12M 8 0 . 10.52 0.00
Cichantek Helen 12M 8 1 17.09 136.72
Delsman Becky 10M 8 1] 10,63 0.00
Deubler Mary Jo 12M| - 8 0 10.52 0.00
Diedrich Sandra 10M 8 0 10.63. 0.00
Dwerfler Judith 10M 7 0 12.16 .00
Fricke Margaret § IOM| 8 0 - 10.62 0.00
Fuller Barbara 12M g 1 15.69 125.52
Gigure Shirles 10M ) 0 .07 0.00
Hatfield Cynthia 12M 8 1 13.34 106.72
Jacky Suzanne 10M 8 0 11.34 0.00
Kellner Joan 108 2 1] 11.87 000
Klein Eay 12M g 1 13.41 10728
Korlesky Patricia 10M 7 {1 12.16 0.0
1Krupka Lyun oM a . 0 2.00 0.00
Larson Cindy 10M B 0 9.76 0.00
Luedtke Teresa 10M 3.5 0 9.36 .00
McDougall  [Renes 10M 8 D 9.76 0.00
Miller Melissa XM 4 0 .01 (.00
Nenser Sandra 12M B 1 13.70 125.60
Noworazky  1Bonpie 10M G 0 9.6 0.00
Reind) Doris 10M & { 11.53 0.00
Ehea Joan 10M| 3.5 0 14.57 0.00
Rydzewski  |Darlenc 10M & 0 10.96 0.00
Schaff Barbara 12M 8 i 14.30 0.00
Schroeder Cynthia JOM 8 0 10.33 0.00
Simono Cynthia 1I2M]. 8 1) 10.29 0.00
Specht Comnie 12Ml 8 1 14.46 115.68
Sprang {Zynthia 12M 8 0 14.06 G.00
Svacina Vicioria 10M & 0 17.66 0.00

Added Group Members |
Eichorn-LeBeatdean - | 1M ] 0 9.61 0.00
Janssen Cheryl 12M B 0 12.84 0.00
Mever Leslie 12M g 4 15.74 (.00
Olson Patricia 12M 8 1 14.43 115.44
Peterik Mary 12M B 0 12.84 0.00
Wagnet Mary 12M 8 1 19.37 153.36
‘Walters Leanne 1M 2 0 11.76 0.00
44 9 1,104.48
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WISCONSIN EMPLOYMENT
| BELATIONS COMMISSION

The final offer of the Union shall Include the tentetive agreements and the following
final offer (language in dispute is bolded): .

ARTICLE Il - UNION ACTIVITIES, Section C. Add the following:

Time spent in grievances and other conferences with the employer

during working hours shall not be deducted from the steward or

- officers of the Union, grievants, and employee'witnesses.

ARTICLE V - GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE, Section F. Arbitration, 4. Add the following:

- Each party shall also bear any costs associated with the presentation of its
evidence or withesses except as otherwise provided in this Agreement.

ARTICLE VIi - JOB POSTING, Section A. Posting, paragraph 3. Add the following:

The qualifications for the position and the determination of employee
qualifications shall not be arbitrary, capricious, discriminatory or
unreasonahble.

ARTICLE V1l - JOB POSTING, Saction B. Add the following:

B. Job Award. Within a reasonable period after the completion of the
posting period, the job shall be awarded to the senlor qualified
employee when qualifications are relatively equal. The criteria used to
determine applicant qualifications shall consist of: (1) Job related
experience, (2) knowledge, (3) education, (4) skills, (5) abilities, (6) seniority,
and (7) meeting the essential job functions as outlined in the job description.
If no qualified erployee applies for the position, the Distdct may fill the
job from the outslde.

ARTICLE Vit - JOB POSTING, Section C.

C. 'Reassignment. An employee selected to fill a posted position will be
reassigned the work of his/her former position or such other position
as may be available if he/she Is unable to satisfactorily meet the
responsibilities of the new joh within twenty (20) working days. if an
employee Is reassigned to “such other position”, his/her rate of pay
shall not be less than the rate of pay he/she received prior tu the award
to fill the posted position.

EXHIBTT “R" )W




ARTICLE VIl - SENIDR! Y, Section B. Layoffs, paragraph 1. Add the following

B. Layoffs: Layoffs shall be in Inversa order .of senlority provided the
remalning employees are qualified to do the remalning work.

ARTICLE VIl - SENIORITY. SECTION B. Lavoffs, paragraph 2.

Employees shall be recalled in order of senlority provided they can do
the available work. Laid off employees shall be recalled before any new
employees are hired, provided that the laid off employees can do the
available work.

ARTICLE X - ABSENCE WITH PAY POLICY. Section F. _Paid Holidays. 1. Add the
following: :

Personal Day

ARTICLE X - ABSENCE WITH PAY POLICY, Section F. Paid Holidays, 2., paradgraph 1.
Add the following:

Personal Day
ARTICLE X - ABSENCE WITH PAY POLICY, Section G. Paid Vacations, Section 1.
(Tentative Agreement)

Period of Unintemupted Employment  Vacation - Work Days

less than one year _ prorated
0 to 6 months(07/01/02) 0 days
& months to 1 year{07/01/02 5 days

ARTICLE XI - INSURANGCE, Section A. Hospital and Surgical Insurance, 2. Add the
___following: .

The District shall pay the full premium during the firstand second years
~ of the Agreement. Effective July 1, 2002, the District shall pay up to
$811.50 per month of the family plan premium or ninety five (95) percent
of the premium, whichever is higher, Effective July 1, 2002, the District
shall pay up to $378.00 per month of the single plan premium or ninety
five (95) percent of the premium, whichever is greater. .



ARTICLE XI - INSURANGE Section A. Hospital and Suraical Insurance, 5.

' The Board shall guarantee equal coverage if the carrier is changed.

ARTICLE XIV - WAGES, Section B

General increases will begin with negotiated dates. Increases because of step
progresslon within a position will be effective on the employee’s anniversary
date in the position. When an employee s promoted to a higher pald position
he or she shall be placed at the step of the new position which provides an
increase in pay and shall thereafler advance on the anniversary date in the
- new position until the top step Is achleved. An employee who moves to an
equal paying position shall maintain the same pay step and anniversary date
for step progression. An employes who moves to a lower pald position shall
be placed at the pay step of the new position which provides a decrease In
pay and shall thereafter advance on the anniversary date in the new position
until the top step is achieved. Employees who are off of the schedule who
are promoted and are at a wage rate that exceeds the top rate of the new
position rate shall receive a raise equivalent to the difference between the
maximum rates of the two (2) positions. Employes who are off the schedule
who mave to alower paid position and are at a wage rate that exceeds the top
~ rate of the new position shall be placed on schedule at the top step. Rate
changes because of change of job will begin on date of job change.

Cww)



Appendix A- Wage Schedule

GROUP | | START 6 1 2

RATE MOS YR YRS
July 1, 2000 RATES 9.80" |10.08% |10.35° 10.66*
July 1, 2001 RATES 10.50° |10.75° 11.07 11.40
July 1, 2002 RATES 10.82 11.07 11.40 111.74
January 1, 2003 Rates 11.14 [11.39 11.73 12.087
CLASSIFICATIONS '
Secretary to the Director of Student
Learning
Secretary to Coordinator of Pupil
(CWD) Services
Adrministrative Assistant-District

1 Administration Building

’Emp[oyér’s “Minimum Rate” as guaranteed in a Ietter to all District Clerical Employees
in 1999. )

*This rate is $0.25 cents greater than the start rate per the tradition in the bargaining unit.
* This rate is 3% greater than the 6 mos rate.
“This rate is 3% greater than the 1 year rate.

5 Employer’s “Minimum Rate” as guaranteed in a letier to all District Clerical Employees
in 1999

“This tate is $0.25 cents greater than the start rate per the tradition in the bargaining undt,
"This rate is consistent with the unit wide cents per hour increase over the Agreement.

-4
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GROUP Il %ﬂ&ﬁ M(s) s \:R “215
July 1, 2000 RATES 9,10? 9.35 9,63 9.92
July 1, 2001 RATES 9,75% 10.00 10.30 10.61
July 1, 2002 RATES 10.10 10.35 10.66 10.98
January 1, 2003 RATES 1044 | 1089 11.01 11.34%
GLASSIFICATIONS
Senlor High School Head Secretary
Junior High School Head Secretary

Secretfary to Library Medla Department Chair

Secratary to Department Coordinators

Elernentary School Head Secretary

Attendance Officer- Lincoln High $chool

High School Receplionist/Secretary fo Athletics
Director

Instructional Services Cataloging and
Purchasing Secretary

Business Office- Accounts Payable Secretary

Business Office- Assistant Payroll Secretary

Business Office- Purchasing/District Travel
Secretary

District Admin. Bldg. Receplionist! Public
information Spec.'s Secly

Senior High School Guldance Secratary

in 1999.

in 1999,

YBmployer’s “Minimum Rate” as guaranteed in a letter to all District Clerical Employees

“Bmployer’s “Minimum Rate” as guaranteed in a letter to all District Clerical Employees

'0This rate is consistent with the unit wide cents per hour increase over the Agreement.

3
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'GROUP NI .| START 6 1 2

| RATE | MOS YR YRS
July 1, 2000 RATES ‘ 8.50M 8.75 9.01 0.28
July 1, 2001 RATES ' 910" 1935 9.63 9.82
July 1, 2002 RATES ‘ 9.47 9.72 10.01 10.31
January 1, 2003 RATES 9.84 10.09 10.39 10.70%
| cLASSIFICATIONS |
CWD Assistant Secretary
Business Office Assistant \
Media Services- Non Print/ Science Kits

Secretary
Senior High School Attendance Secrefary

Senior High School Finance Secretary

Media Services- Audio-Visual
Production/Cable TV/Equipment Secretary

Junior High School Attendance/ Finance
Secretary

(Formerly Junior High School Assistant
Secretaryy . .

Junior High School Guidance Secretary

Printing Department- Printer-day position

"Employer’s “Minimum Rate” as guaranteed in a letter to all District Clerical Employees
in 1999, .

12Employer’s “Minimum Rate” as guaranteed in a letter to all District Clerical Employees
in 1999,

* BThis rate is consistent with the unit wide cents per hour increase over the Agreement.
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GROUR IV START 6 1 2
RATE MOS YR YRS
July 1, 2000 RATES 7.75" | 8.00 8.24 8.49
July 1, 2001 RATES 825" | 850 | 876 9.02
| July 1, 2002 RATES 8.67 .92 9.19 0.47
January 1, 2003 RATES 9.09 9.34 962 9.91"

CLASSIFICATIONS

Elementary School Office Sﬁppart

Printing Department- Fﬂnter—night position

Substitute Services Secretary (Sub Caller)

“Employer's “Minimum Rate” as guaranteed in a letter to all District Clerical Employees

in 1999,

'5Emp103fer’s “Minimum Rate” as guaranteed in a letter to all District Clerical Employees

in 1999. -

1%This rate is consistent with the unit wide cents per hour increase over the Agreement.
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