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Appearances:

Mr., James W. Miller, Representative, Bay District, AFSCME, appearing on

behalf of the Union. -
Mr. Donald A. Vanderkelen, Labor Negotiator, City of Green Bay, and

Mr, Ernest Jonnson, Personnel Director, City of Green Bay, appearing on behalf

of tne rmployer,

ARBITRATION AWARD:

On August 27, 1979, the Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission appeinted
the undersigned Mediator-Arbitrator, pursuant to Section 111.70 (4)em) 6.b. of
the Municipal Employment Relations Act, in the matter of a dispute existing between
Local 1672, Green Bay Municipal Zmployees (Bridgetenders), AFSCME, AFL-CIO, referred
to herein as the Union, and the City of Green Bay, referred to herein as the
Employer., Pursuant to the statutory responsibilities the undersigned, on Septem-
ber 27, 1979, conducted a mediation meeting between the Unicn and the Employer
which failed to resolve the matters in dispute between the parties; and the
parties on September 27, 1979, having waived the statutory provisicns of Sec-
tion 111,70 (4)(em) 6.c., wnich require written notice from the Mediator-Arbitrator
of his intent to arbitrate, and thai the Mediator-Arbitrator provide a time within
which the pariies may withdraw their final offer, presented evidence in arbitration
proceedings. The parties were present at the arbitration proceedings and were
given full opportunity to present oral and written evidence and to make relevant
argurent. The proceedings were not transcrived, however, briefs were filed in
the matter which were received by the arbitrator by October 29, 1979,

THE ISSUES:

The final offers of the parties as certified to the Wisconsin Employment
Relations Commission are set forth as follows:

UNIQN FINAL OFFER:

1., WAGES
January 1, 1979 July 1, 1$79
40¢ per Hour 20¢ per hour additional

2., WISCONSIN RETIREMENT
Increased from $40,00 per month to $45.00 dollars per Month,

3. (ne (1) additional holiday (Employees Birthday or some other mutually
agreeable day).



4. Life Insurance increased to 320,000,

5. One (1) week of Vacation to be used during navigation season for emlcyees
with more than three (3) years of service.

6. Modify the existing vacation allowance so that the following will be
granted:

17 working days vacatlon in the 12th year of service.
18 working days vacation in the 16th year of service,
25 working days vacation in the 25th year of service,

EMPLOYER FINAL OFFER:

1. Increase hourly rates $0.40 per hour, effective April 1, 1979, with an
additional £0.05 per hour, effective June 1, 1979,

2, Increase the emplcyer's payment of the employee's share of the pension
plan by $5.00 per month.

3. Addition of one perscnal leave day - to be the employee's birithday or
alternate day upon agreement of ihe emplovee and City management.

4, Increase the life insurance coverage for all employees to 320,000 from
$10,000.

5. Modify the existing vacation allowance so that the following will be
granted:

17 working days vacation in the 12th year of service.
18 working days vacation in the 16th year of service,
25 werking days vacation in the 25th year of service.

DISCUSSION:

The certified final offers include proposals from both parties with respect
10 Wisconsin Retirement Fund, an additional holiday, increased life insurance,
and a meodified vacation schedule, which are identical in the final offers of
both parties, consequently, the forepoing issues need not be addressed in this
discussion,

Remaining in disvute are iwo issuves, wages, and the time at which one week
of an employee's vacaticn mey be taken, Each of ithe disputed issues will be dis-
cussed sepvarately below, and the wndersigned in his deliberations will give
weight to the statutory criteria sei forth in Wisconsin Statuies 111.70 (<) cm) 7.

WAGE DISPUTE

Both parties vronose an initial increase of 40¢ per hour. The Employer
of fer proposes &n effective date of April 1, 1979, for the 40¢ per hour increase,
whereas the Union offer proposes a 40¢ per hour increase effective January 1, 1979,
The wndersigned is satisfied that the difference in the effective date of the
40¢ ver hour offer does not constitute a dispute on this issue between ithe parties,
gince bridpetenders began work in 1979 on April lst, and there were no hours to
apply the reircactivity prior to that date. Consequently, no attentlon need be
given to the disparity of detes for the 40¢ ver hour provosed by both varties.
Wnat is disputed on wapes is a second increase hoth parties propose during the
vear 1879, Tne Employer proposes an additional 5¢ per hour effective June 1, 1579,
and the Union proposes an additional 204 ver hour effective July 1, 1979, With
respect to the wage issue, then, the wndersigned must determine whether the 60¢ per
hour increase on the rates proposed by the Unien for the year 1979 should be
adevted, or whether the 45¢ per hour increase cn the rates proposed by the Employer
should be adopted.

At heerinpg both pariies submitted evidence with respect to bridgeienders'
rates in other jurisdictions. Additiocnally, the Union submitted evidence showing
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a comparison of bridgeienders' rates with common labor rates in other jurisdictions.
The followine table, taken from Union Exhibit #3 and Employer Exhibit #7 shows the
comparison of rates of nay ameng brideetenders in other jurisdicticns, as well as
the relationship of bridgetenders' wages to common labor wages in those same
jurisdictions:

RATE COMPARISONS

thmicipality Brideetender Cormon Lahor
Door County $ 6.20 $ 6.20
Kaukawuna 6.15 .15
Appieton 5.97 &.07
Sheboygan 5.83 5.34
Manitowoe . 5.55 5.51
Osnkosh L.4Y 5,89
Green Bay {City Offer) total increase 45¢ 5.85 6.19
Creen Bay {Union Offer) total increase 60¢ 6.00 6.19

& review of the foregeing evidence leads the undersigned to conclude that
the Union has failed to establish that a comparison between bridgetenders and commen
labor rates is valid. Speeifically, at 111.70 (4) em) 7.4. the Statutes direct
the Arbitrator to consider comparison of wages of the municipal employess involved
in these proceedings with the wages of other employees performing similar services
and other emplovees cenerally in oublic employment in comparable communities. The
foregoine provision of the statute has been construed consistently by arbitrators
to mean that policemen should be compared to other policemen , firemen with other
firemen, etc. From the above, it follows that brideetenders should be compared
with other bridgetenders and nct with common laborers, unless it is clearly and
definitely shown that the duties of bridgetenders and comren laborers are identical,
or that there is a consistent practice among all other employers that bridgetenders
are vaid the same wage rates as common laborers. Since there is no showing in
the record that the duties of bridgetenders and common laborers are identical;
and since the foregoing table shows that there are only two of the six other
aunicipal employers wne pay the same rate of pay to bridgetenders and common
laborers; the undersigned rejects the commarison of bridgetender rates to common
labor rates which the Union urges.

With respect to comparisons of bridgetenders' pay among comparable communi-
ties, the table shows that the Union offer would establish a rate of pay which
would place the Green Bay bridgetenders in third position behind Door Coumty and
Kaukauna, while the.Employer's offar would place the bridgetenders of Green Bay
in fourth position behind Door County, Kaukauna and Appleton., Furthermore, the
Union offer would place the Green Bay brideetenders 3¢ an hour ahead of Appleton
bridgetenders, while the Employer offer would place the Creen Bay bridgetenders
12¢ per hour behind the bridgetenders in the City of Appleton. The disparity in
rates in compering only Appleton and Green Bay bridgetenders might be quite per-
suasive, except for the bargaining history which shows that in the last round of
bargaining the rates of pay for the bridgetenders of the City of Green Bay were
increased by 19%. (City Exhibit #5) Since the Employer offer here' places the
bridgetenders at orecisely the midpoint among comparable communities, it cannot
be said that these employees are not being paid within the range of rates paid to
bridgetenders in other jurisdietions. Given the sizeable increase negotiated
in the last rownd of bargaining, the undersiened concludes that the Union proposal
on wages should be rejected, and the Employer proposal on wages should be adopted,

VACATION SCHEDULING

The bridgetender employees cof the Employer work from April 1 through the
close of the navigation season in MNovember. The Unicn has proposed that emloyees
with three years of service or more be permitted to take cne week of vacation
during the navigation season. The terms of the pradecessor Agreement with respect
to vacations at Article IV provide: "Vacations will not he permitted during the
navigation season." The Employer wishes to continue the prohibition against
vacations during the navigation seasen.



In evaluatiing the practices of comparsble employvers, using the same
emplovers as set forth in the discussion of wages, Green Bay stands alene in pro-
hibiting vacations during tne nevigation season. (Union Exhibit #4 and the
Oshkosh Contraet) The overwhelming industry practice, then, is to permit vacations
during the navication season.

Tne Emplover contends that with respect to Kauwkauna only the.senior bridge-~
tender is permitied to iake vacetion during the navigatlon season, and other
bridgetenders are not. The undersigned has reviewed the Keaukauna collective bar-
caining sgreement and can find no basis in the vacation provision of that agree-
ment which would verify the Emnloyer contention. FHowever, even assuming that the
Employer's contention with respect to Kauxzuna bridgetenders is accurate, the
balance of the evidence with respect to vacations for bridgetenders is overvhelmingly
in favor of the Union proposal, It fellows, then, that the Union proposal for
vacations during the navigation season is justified, however, the undersigned
notes that there is no way thai this provision can be applied reircactively so
as o permit vacations to be taken during the term of this Afreement,

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS:

The undersigned has found that the Employer's wage coffer should be adopted
if it were standing alone, and thet the Union's vacation scheduling proposal should
be adopted if that issue were standing szlonme. If the Union proposal with respect
to vacation scheduling had application during the term of the instant Agreement,
the wndersigned would be inclined to adopt the Unicn proposzl in its entirety.
Since there can be no applicaiiocn during the term of this Agreement of vacation
scheduling proposal of the Union, the undersigned now determines that the Employer
offer is to be adopied. After a consideration of 2ll of the evidence, the final
offers of the pariies in their entirety, the stipulations of the parties, the
arguments of counsel, and after consideraiion of the statutory criterie, the
undersigned makes the following:

AWARD -~ -

The final offer of the Employer, as well as the stipulations of the parties
wnich reflect prior agreements in bargaining, are to be incorperaied into ihe
Collective Bargaining Agreement for the year 1979,

Dated at Fond du lLac, Wisconsin, this 29th day of November, 1979.
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Jos. B, Rerkmen,
- Mediator-Arbitrator
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