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In the Matter of the Petition of I 
t 

LOCAL 1672, GREEN BAY MUNICIPAL ( 
EMPLOYEES (Bridgetenders) t Case LXX 
AFSCME, AFL-CIO I No. Z&52 

I MED/ARB - 408 
To Initiate Mediation/Arbitration I Decision No. 17173-A 
between said Petitioner and t 

CITY OF GREEN BAY I 
1 

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 
K?. Ernest Johnson, Personnel Director, City of Green Bay, appearing on behalf 
of the Employer. 

ARBITRATION AWARD: 

Cm August 27, 1979, the Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission appointed ' 
the undersigned !!ediator-Arbitrator, pursuant to Section Ill.70 (4)(cm) 6.b. of 
the Municipal Emplownt Relations Act, in the matter of a dispute existing between 
Local 1672, Green Bay Municipal Employees (Bridgetenders), AFSC!.!E, AFL-CIO, referred 
to herein as the Union, and the City of Green Bay, referred to herein as the 
Emnloyer. Pursuant to the statutory responsibilities the undersigned, on Septem- 
ber 27, 1979, conducted a mediation meeting between the Union 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 provisions of Sec- 
tion 111.70 (4)(cm) b.c., which require written notice from the Nediator-Arbitrator 
of his intent to arbitrate, and that the Mediator-Arbitrator provide a time within 
which the parties iray 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 
argument. he proceedings were not transcribed, 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: 

UNION FINAL OFFER: 

1. WAGES 
January 1, 1979 July 1, 1979 
4053 per Hour 204 per hour additional 

2. WISCONSLN RETIP.EZ&,T 
lncreased from $40.00 per month to $45.00 dollars per knth. 

3. One (1) additional holiday (Employees Birth&y or soras other mutually 
agreeable day). 



4. Life Insurance increased to 320,000. 

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

6. Modify the 
granted : 

existing vacation allovrance so that tine following xi11 be 

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

E)ISLOKER FINAL OFFER: 

1. Increase hourly rates SC.40 per hour, effective April 1, 197?, tith an 
additional SO.05 per hour, effective June 1, 1979. 

2. Increase the employer’s payment of the employee’s share of the pension 
plan by $5.00 per month. 

3. Addition of one personal leave day - to be the esployee’s birthday 01 
alternate day upon agreement of the employee and City management. 

4. Increase the life insurance coverage for all employees to 520,000 from 
S10,000. 

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

17 morkinp days vacation 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. 

DISCUSSION: 

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

Remaining in dispute are two issues, wages, and the time at which one week 
of an emoloyee’s vacation may be taken. Each of the disputed issues will be dis- 
cussed separately below, and the undersigned in his deliberations vzill give 
weight to the statutory criteria set forth in Wisconsin Statutes 111.70 (L)( cm) 7. 

WAGE DISPUTE 

Both parties oropose an initial increase of 404 per hour. The Emoloyer 
offer proposes an effective date of April 1, 1979, for the 406 per hour increase, 
whereas the Union offer proposes a 4Od per hour increase effective January 1, 1979. 
The undersigned is satisfied that the difference in the effective date of the 
400 per hour offer does not constitute a dispute on this issue between the parties, 
since bridgetenders began work in 1979 on April lst, and there were no hours to 
apply the retroactivity prior to that date. Consea-uently, no attention need be 
given to the disparity of dates for tn e LO$ oer hour prouosed by both oai-ties. 
V?nat is disputed on xapes is a second increase both parties propose during the 
ye2r 1979. Tne Employer nronoses an additional 5$ per hour effective June 1, 1979, 
and the Union proposes an additional 20# oer hour effective July 1, 1979. With 
respect to the wage issue, then, the mdersisned must deternine whether the 6Od per 
hour increase on the rates uroposed by the Union for the year 1979 should be 
adopted, or tvhether the 45$ per hour increase on the rates proposed by the Employer 
should be adopted. 

At hearing both narties submitted evidence with respect to bridgetenders’ 
rates in other jurisdictions. Additionally, the Union submitted evidence showing 
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a comparison of bridgetenders’ rates with common labor rates in other furisdictions. 
“ihe f ollowinp table, taken from Cnion Exhibit #3 and Employer Exhibit $7 shows the 
comparison of rates of nay among bridpetenders in other jurisdictions, as well as 
the relationship of bridgetenders’ wages to co-n iabor wages in those same 
jurisdictions: 

FLUE COFrPmISONS 

femiciuality Bridgetender Corn011 La3or 

bor County s 6.20 $ 6.20 
Kaukauna 6.15 6.15 
Appleton 5.97 6.07 
Sheboygan 5.63 5.34 
IAanito:voc 5.55 5.51 
Oshkosh L.41 5.85 
Green Bay (City Offer) total increase 45~! 5.85 6.19 
Green Bay (Union Offer) total increase 60d 6.00 6.19 

A review of the foregoing evidence leads the undersigned to conclude that 
the Union has failed to establish that a comparison between brid&etenders and common 
labor rates is valid. Specifically, at 111.70 (4)( cm) 7.d. the Statutes direct 
the Arbitrator to consider coumarison of wages of the municipal employees involved 
in these proceedings with the wages of other employees performing similar services 
and other employees generally in oublic emploment in comparable communities. The 
foregoinp provision of the statute has been construed consistently by arbitrators 
to mean that policesen should be compared to other policemen , firemen with other 
firemen, etc. From the above, it follows that bridgetenders should be compared 
with other bridgetenders and not with common laborers, unless it is clearly and 
definitely shown that the duties of bridgetenders and consron laborers are identical, 
or that there is a consistent practice among all other employers that bridgetenders 
are oaid the same wage rates as common laborers. Since there is no showing in 
the record that the duties of bridgetenders and cormon laborers are identical; 
and since the foregoing table shows that there are only t?;o of the six other 
municipal employers tine pay the same rate of pay to brideetenders and common 
laborers; the undersiened rejects the comparison of bridgetender rates to common 
labor rates which the-i’nion urges. 

With respect to comparisons of bridgetenders’ pay among comparabie corrmuni- 
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 bar County and 
Kaukauna, while the.Emoloyer’s offer NouLd place the bridgetenders of Green Bay 
in fourth position behind Door County, Kaukauna and &pleton. Furthermore, the 
Union offer would place the Green Bay bridgetenders 3# an hour ahead of Anpleton 
bridgetenders, while the Employer offer v;ould place the Green Bay bridgetenders 
126 per hour behind the bridgetenders in the City of Appleton. The disparity in 
rates in coqaring only Apuleton 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 nay for the bridgetenders of the City of Green Bay were 
increased by 19%. (City Exhibit #5) Since the Employer offer here’places the 
bridpetenders at precisely the tidpoint among comparable conununities, it cannot 
be said that these employees are not 3eins paid within the range of rates paid to 
bridgetenders in other jurisdictions. Given the sizeable increase negotiated 
in the last mund of bargaining, the undersigned concludes that the kion proposal 
on wages should be rejected, and the Employer proposal on vrages should be adopted. 

VACATION SWZDULING 

The bridgetender employees of the Emoloyer work from Anril 1 through the 
close of the navigation season in November. The Union has proposed tiiat emoloyees 
with three years of service or more 3e permitted to take one week of vacation 
during the navigation season. The terms of the predecessor Agreement with respect 
to vacations at Article IV provide: “Vacations will not be Dermitted during the 
navigation season.” The Empioyer wishes to continue the prohibition against 
vacations during the navigation season. 
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In evaluating the practices of coqarable employers, using the sam 
emplovers as set forth in the discussion of wages, Green Bay stands alone in pro- 
hibit&p vacations during the navigation season. (Union Exhibit $4 and the 
Cshkosh-Contract) The overwhelming industry practice, then, is to permit vacations 
during the navigation season. 

Tne Cqloyer contends that ?:ith respect to Kaukauna only the.senior bridge- 
tender is perrriitted to take vacation during the navigation season, and other 
bridpetenders are not. The undersigned has reviewed the Kaukauna collective bar- 
gaining agreement and can find no basis in the vacation provision of that agree- 
ment which would verify the E@oyer contention. however, even assuming that the 
Employer’s contention with respec t to Ka&a*s?a bridgetenders is accurate, the 
balance of the evidence with respect to vacations for bridgetenders is ovem:helmingly 
in favor of the Union proposal. It follow, then, that “he Union proposal for 
vacations during the navigation season is justified, however, the undersigned 
notes that there is no way that this provision can be applied retroactively SO 
as to petit vacations to be taken during the term of this Agreement. 

Sulfl,1EY MD CONCLUSIONS: 

The undersigned has found that the Employer’s wage offer should be adopted 
if it were standing alone, and that tie Union’s vacation scheduling proposal should 
be adODted if that issue were standing alone. If the Union proposal witn respect 
to vacation scheduling had apnlication during the term of the instant Agreement, 
the undersigned would be inclined to adopt the Union proposal in its entirety. 
Since there can be no application during the term of this Agreement of vacation 
scheduling propossl of the Union, the undersigned now determines that the Ewloyer 
offer is to be adonted. After a consideration of all of the evidence, the final 
offers of the parties in their entirety, the stipulations of the parties, the 
arguments of counsel, snd after consideration of the statutory criteria, the 
undersigned makes the following: 

AWARD - 

The final offer of the Emnloyer, as well as the stipulations of the parties 
which reflect prior agreements in bargaining, are to be incorporated into the 
Collective bargaining Agreement for the year 1979. 

Dated at Fond du Lac, Wisconsin, this 29th day of November, 1979. 

J3K:rr 
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