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NT20DUSTION & BACKGROUND

On May $, 1979, Socthern Lakes United Zducators, Council 26, NZ4, W24iC,
nzreainafter called the 4ssociation, filed a petition for mzdiation-arbitration
vursdant to Section 111.70( %) (cm}b of Visconsin Statutes in order to r2solve
iis ilspute 1th ceoint 3chool District FHo. 1, Town of Randall, Village of Tuin
Lalies, hereinafter callad thes Board.

Tne parties exchanged thelr initial proposals on Aprll 15, 1979 on mattsars
to be included 2z the new collsctive bargaining agreement to succeed the
cgroemeant which expired on June 30, 197%. After failing to rsacn agreement
11 Tve mestings. and without tne use of mediaticn, the issociation filed its
petriien for medizticon-arbiirstzon. Cn Avgu st 21, *979, Cormission stall mermber
Crristopner Honeymzan co”ductad an 1nvestigation and found that the parties
vere Geacdlocked in their negotrztions. The partlas submitted their Iinal offers
and staipulations on matter agreed uporn te tne investigator a«no closed the
investigation on September 11, 1970 and adVlSBd the Commisszon that the parties
wers gt impasse.

Tne WERC, fiading that an impasse existed, issued an corder for nediat
irtitration on September 26, 197¢ and furnished the parties with = panel o
irom which to select a mediator—arbitrator. The partizs selected the urd
a2s thair mediztor-arbitrator and the WERC so appointed him in an order <
0 r 15, 1979, On October 26, 1979, the WERC informed the mediatorezr
rarties that z timely petition for a public hearing had been filed
weredapon the mediator-arbitrator held such zublic near¢ng, starting at 1 p.m. on
;ovember 20, 1979 at which the parties explained their finsl offers and made
by n support of them, Thirty three people registered =t the hearing
thzse indacated that they wish to speak, -

it tns conslusion of the public h2aring, tne madiatsr-zrbitrator held
langtoy woediastion s2ssion. The partiss Ferled to reacn agreement, housver,
zné tae arbitrator informed the parties by letter datad liovember 26, 137%, of
nis intent to arbitrate unless both parties withdrew tha2ir offers within ten
Gays. Finzl oflers not being withdrawa, the arbitrator neld the arbitration
hear:zr~ ;T t~2 zandall Town Hall on January 2, 1950. The parties presented

artansive exanibits and made braief arecoments at the arbitration hearinm. Post-



ISSUES IN DISPUTE & POSITIONS OF THZ PARTIZS

~lthough the critical issue 1n tnz dispute involves the type of salary
structure to bz included in the nesw agreement, the parties also are at impasse
or. tne issues of: Uanagement Rignts language; wvalver clause; dental insurance
ard language of the health insurance clause; and duration.

v A0HISHT RIGETS: Article VI, Faragraph H of the 1978+1979 agreement

stated

Ixcept as specifically provided for in this agreement,

the Board retains all rights and 1s the final authority

in 211 matters relzting to the operation and management

of the school
Th ;so ciation proposes no change in this language. The Board proposes th
1t be delefad and that in its place the following paragraph be substltuted

FManagement retains the right to control and manage the
district, and retains those rignts except as limited by

the terms of the collective bargaining agreement. These
rights include, but are not limit=zd to, the Tollowing:
Direct 21l operations of the schocel system; establish

znd reguire observance of reasonzble work rules and

work schedules; hire promote, schedule and assign

employees for positions within the school system;

suspend or take other disciplinary action against
employees; maintain efficiency of school system operations;
take whatever zction 15 necessary to comply with government
agencies' decisions or orders and state and federal law;
introduce new or improved methods or facilities; determine . _
the methods, mezns and perscnnel by which school system
operations are to be conducted; establish the educational
policies of the school district, formulate the means and
methods of 1nstructlon and select textbooks and other
teaching materaial.

In support of its proposzl, the Board cites the management rignts clauses zin
e1gnt districts which are comparable in its opinion and which are more detailed
then the current language in the District's 1978-1979 agreement guoted above. {See
Board Exhibits 24-31) The Association cites Wisconsin Statutes, Section 120.12-
120.14% and eleven portions of the 1975-1979 agreement in addition to Article
V1, Paragraph H specifying management's rights, (Associatidn Ex., pp 127-13% and
116 125) . The Association arsues ihat there is no need for new language whlle
the Board argues that there is.

"ZIFPER/WLIVER" sentence: Article X of the 1978-197G Agreement quoted below
spzcifies the duration of the contract. The Association argues that the last
sentence of that clause 1s a "waiver'" of its statutory rights and as suce snould
be deleted from the new agreement. The Board made no mention of the clause in its
post-hearing brief. In its rebuttal brief, however, the Board argues that the
sentence is rot a waiver clause, but that if i1t 1s, the Association should have
50 claimed to the WERC before final offers were received by the WorC. The Board
position on this issue is that the current language of Article X should be retained.

ARTICLE X DURATION

The provisions of the Agreement will be effective as
of the 25th day of August, 1977, and shall continue
and remain in full force and effect as binding on the
parties until the 73-79 contract has expired. This
agreement should not b2 extended orally, and it is
axpressly understood %nat 1t should expire on the date

indicated.
Upon agreement of ths 1977-1979 contract, no further

£
negotiations regarding sald contract can be undertaken.



1503 UICT:  The initial sentence of Article IV,G. Insurance in the
grezment states:
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1. Hospital and surgical insurance will be for
full family coverage (3$1180.00) and single
coverage (5395,3%),

~lthough beth parties agree that the Board shall pay tas dollar amounts

arrzement, ths assoclation claims in 1ts post-nearing brief (p. 81) that the
Zozrd 13 proposiang to change the language of the old zgreement by the elimiration
of tha word "full' in the first paragraph of its final offer on this issue and
tne saostitution of the words "up to," The Board makes no relarence to this
lurricge problem in its braef, assuming apparently that, regardless of the
lorrizge ¢rfference, "The Board and Association agreed that the Board will

pzy vhe frll =mount of the health insurance premium and th~t amount shall be

exprassaa 1n 2o’ lar amounts.' (Board brief, p. 17).Item 8 of the final offsr
of the association statés:” ' CoT .

8. Insurance
2., Eealth - full $ amount (currest languag?2)

(1%30-81) b, Dental - full 5 amount WPS no deductible
5.28 19,29

The final offer of the Board on health insurance is as follous:

Heglth Insurance Art IV, Par G. # 1
The Board will pay up to §30.87 per month for the
health and surgical insurance premium cost of
single coverage, and up to $#93.33 per nonth for
tie health and surgical insurance cost of family
coverage.

For the 1980=-81 school year, the Board agrees to pay,
zxpressed in dollar amounts, the full premium costs of
single and family health and surgical insurance
coverage.

DENTAL INSURAKCE: The 1977-197% agreemenit does not provide for dentc
insurance. Tne issociation proposes that dental insurance commence in 1980-81, the
second year of its proposed three year agreement, as stated in the final offer
of the Association quoted azbove. The Board offer on dental insurance is as follows:

Dental Insurance
1279-80
The Board will pay up to §5.50 per month of
tne premium cost for a single dental plan and
ap to §15.3% per month of the premium cost for
& family dental plan.

1980~81

The Board agrees to pay, expressed in dollar
amounts, the full single and family dental
premium costs.

Irn 1ts briaf, the Association states that '"Dentel insurance is not a
substantive iscae." (Association Brief, p. 82). The issociation statez tnat
since insirancses cannot be applied retroactivaly, the offer of the Beard to
start the insurance in the 1976-1980 contrzct year, rather than in the 1%%0-1981
contract ysar, means that the insurance will apply for only a month or two more
2t most under the Board proposal. The Board argues that the issociation olfer
ruoied above (Article 8.b.) 1s defeciive for severzl re2asons. The Board argues
That the figures stated in 8.b. are not identified as dollar amounts, do not

2
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ther the figures cre one time pajmenta or monthly
5 also that a literal reading of the Association

S oEr
preuoszl would mean that the Association dentsl proposal 1s for 1980-1981 only
because it makes no referance to 1531-1982. Furthermore, the Board notes in
Ix1101t 22 that the amounis of the full premium for single and family monthly
dantel insurance coverage are in sxcess of the amounts specified in the issociation
PreL05al ﬁ:d tnerefere, if the figures are adopted, the payments will not be
full gsoyment of the remium as is also stated in 3.b. of the proposal.

In 2ts reply braizf, the Associztion esrgues that its offer on dsantal

inscrance is net defactive. The soociztion clarifies the offer, iandicates
3 history of the bargsining on this subject and contends that the intozt
a7 tn: final offer ~as c¢lear and was aot chzllenged by the Board at the public
Taring o lovember 20, 1979 vhan ths parties 2xplained their positions on
T issugs 1n disputs. Turthsrmore, thz Association contends
fers on dental irsurance and salarles are not in the
uel co:tract language and are eguelly subject to the charge of being
. Th=s \ssociation concludes that th2 iatent of its offer on dental
s clazr. as 1s the intent of the other items in the final, offers
y even though tne lrngrzge 1s not the precise contract languasge
and other issues,

4

Subseguent to ths exchange of tne reply briesfs, the Board submitted =
en motion to strike those portions of the .ssociation's reply brief
dealing with the clarificatior of the dental insurasnce issue on the zrounds
that the material on pages 4-7 of tnc reply brief znd Appendices A and B
taersto contain evidence that 1s not in the record, (Page 1 of Board motion
To strilre part of the Association Reply Brief). The Association responded to
ES

a2 metion to strike c¢iting numerous ressons in support for its position
1ncluding that (a) the Board should have rzised tne assertion that the

4sscciation offer was defoctive at the hearing: (b) that, in fact, the Associatior

is clzar; a2nd {c) that the Board understood the Association offer.

DURATION & SALARY SCHEDULES: The Board proposed a two year agresement
itn an ~nerezse of 3525 1in the base for 1979-1980 and an additionzl increase
of 3800 in the base for 1980-1981. also, the proposal for 1979-1250 added

-

z 3~+13 lazne and the proposal for 1980*1081 added a BA+6 lane. The .330ciation
or p osed & three year agreement with z transition to a schedule in tne tnird
year ci 12 steps and 12 lanes as opposed to the 13 step four lane schedule 1n
effect an 1978-197%. Also, the nssociation proposal provided for four percent
compounced expsrience increments and two percent compounded educational lane
¢i1ffereriials. The 1978-1979 schedule of the District, the Board proposead
schedules for 1979~1980 and 1980-1981, and the Association schedule proposed

re

ale

G81~1982 and nrocadure for creating tne transition schedules for the
vening years are reproduced on ths follewing four pages of this award.
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The testimony, exhibaits aud briefs of the parties made clezr to the
arbitrator that the criticel issue in this dxspute is the salary issue. Should
tnere be a restructur:ing 2s provosed by the Association that will result in

Tour percent compounded experience increments and two percent compounded educational
lanz differentials? Or should thore be a modified version of the existing schedule,
cre2ating more educational lanss but maintaining the $375 flat incremental experience

step which had been initiated in the 1978~1979 contract year? Also, it shoulé

ffer

bz noted that the parties are not far apart in so far as the overall cost of the salary

inerease is concerned but that they diffasr =2ssentially in how the salary increase
snould be distributed. For example, under the Board proposal for 1980-1381, the

szlary at the zero step in tha Bi lane would be $11,625 end.in the highest step (13th)
1n the il lzie woald be $17,750. Under ta» Association proposal, the salary in '30-'81 a

ths zors stepn of the B4 lane would b2 311,026 and at the 12th and top step
of tne ii. lane would be $17,9%5. Clearly the Board proposes to s»end rmors money

at th=z bottom of the scheduls than at th2 too relative to the Associaticn proposal.

~ v - st
Bota the Board and thz Associstion rely on tne salary structures of 'comparable
school districts 1in support of tiue salary structures they propose---znd, as
might be expected, select different "comparables.!



SALARY SCHEDULE 78-79

Randall Conselidated School - Bassett, Wis,

YEARS B.A. R.A. + 12 B.A. + 24 MASTERS
0 10,200 10,450 10,700 10,950
. 10,575 10,825 11,075 11,325
2 10,950 11,200 11,450 11,700
2 11,325 11,575 11,825 12,075
4 11,700 11,950 12,200 12,450
5 12,075 12,325 12,575 1z,82°%
6 12,450 12,700 172,950 13,200
7 12,825 1%,075 17,329 13.8TF
g 13,200 12,450 13,700 13,260
Q 13,575 1%, R25 14,078 14, 708

10 13,950 14,200 14, 480 14,700
14 14,325 14,575 14,R25 15,075
12 14,700 14,980 15,200 16,450

\hn
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13 15,075 12,295 15,575 1



YEARS

o

10
11
12
13

YEARS

12
11
12

BA
19,825

11,200
11,575
11,950
12,325
12,700
13,075
13,450
13,325
14,200
14,575
14,950
15,325
15,790

BA
11,625
12,000.
12,375

12,750

13,125

13,500

-6 -

BOLRD PROPOSAL
FYIOUOTDALL COUSOLIDATEN SCYONL

SALARY STEFDULE 187¢-80

rZ+12 BR2+18 Pn+24
11,075 11,325 11,575
11,450 11,790 11,050
11,925 12,075 12,328
12,200 12,450 12,790
12,575 12,828 13,075
12,850 13,200 13,450
13,325 13,575 13,725
13,700 13,950 14,200
14,075 14,325 14,575
14,450 12,700 14,950
14,925 15,075 15,325
15,200 15,450 158,790
15,575 15,925 16,075
15,950 16,200 16,450
BOARD PROPOSAL
RRMDALL COMECLIDRATTD SCT O0OL
SALARY SCUTTRULE 1©¢30-21
BA+§ BA+12 BA+18 BA+24
11,¢75 12,125 12,375 12,625
12,250 12,500 12,750 13,015
12,625 12,775 13,1258 13,375
13,000 13,250 13,570 13,751
13,375 13,625 13,275 14,125
13,750 14,000 14,259 17,5290
14,125 14,375 17,€25 14,975
14,500 14,750 1z,n94 15,7250
1‘;875 15,125 15,375 15,6823
15,259 15,500 15,750 le,020
15,525 15,775 1e,125 16,375
17,000 16,250 15,500 16,750
16,375 17,825 15,375 17,128
1€,750 17,720 17,259 17,529

HiB
11,9725

12,200
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11,000

11,440

11,897

12,373 -

12,868
13,383
13,918
14,475
15,054
15,656
16,283
16,934

17,611

L.

2

SALARY SCHEDULE
The following salary scheddle shall be

—_—>

in effect on July 1},

B+6 B+12 B+18 B+24 B+30 M M6
11,220 11,444 11,622 11,905 12,143 12,385 12,632
11,668 11,901 12,138 12,381 12,628 12,880 13,137
12,135 12,377 12,624 12,876 13,133 13,395 13,662
12,620 12,872 13,129 13,391 13,659 13,931 14,209
13,125 13,387 13,654 13,927 14,205 14,488 14,777
13,650 13,923 14,200 14,484 14,773 15,068 15,368
14,196 14,480 14,768 15,063 15,364 15,670 15,983
14,764 15,059 15,359 15,666 15,979 16,297 16,622
15,355 15,.61 15,973 16,292 16,618 16,949 17,287
15,969 16,288 16,612 16,944 17,28 17,627 17,979

T 16,608 16,939 17,277 17,622 17,974 19,332 |R,699
17,272 17,617 17,968 18,327 18,693 19,066 19,446
17,963 18,322 18,687 19,060 19,441 19,828 20,224

AL L9 706-79 Scarr
Tdentify the 1975-79 pnlacement or the reacher.
ILdentify che 1981-32 vercical placement of the teacher on the

3.

4

teacher

Anaually nerease the teacher's salary at the race of (/7 of che dofrerene
1981-h2 satary,
Adj st calculitions to accommwodate hortzontal movement.

s1lawy and the

H. Now Staff
Determine the placement of the new tedener on the 1978-79% schedule awd he or she been employed

in 1978-79.
NDetermine salary as 1n Section A. above,

L.

"

boverticle inorerwnts not to excceed step 12.)

—

M12
12, 884
13,399
13,935
14,492
15,072
15,675
16,302
16,954
17,632
18,1337

19,071

1981

M+18 M-24

13,14] 13,403 13,672

13,666 13,939 14,218

14,213 14,496 14,787

14,781 15,076 15,379

15,373 15,679 15,994

15,988 16,306 16,634

16,627 16,959 17,299

17,292 17,637 17,991

17,984 13,32 16,711

18,703 19,076 19, .59

19,451 19,339 RERNE B

20,1220 20,13 21,007

21.039 21,458 20,849

P981--22 scheanle. (Advance

sohetween the

the

t974-"4



-8 -
DISCUSSION

Both the .ssociation and ithe Board firsit discuss the guestion of comparability
2t somz length and then trezat the wags issue, folloved finally by a much less
cxtensive discussion of the remainiag issu2s which appear to be relatively less
important. The arbatrator, therefors, will follow the same format 12 his discussion
of tnz issues, . ;

Comp°rab111tv

n2ither tnz association rnor the 3oard szlecied 'comparables' that the
arbiirator regardsd 25 14221, Since the dispute iz pramsrily asbeut hou nruch
more za cxperiencad teacher shou‘d earn than a veginning teacher - -~ - with the
Soard suggesting thnat additionzl experzencs and additionzal education should be
compensated b Flub colTQr increases of 375 ver year and $200 pa2r educational
1 n con cszl of four percent compoundad for
3 Y

ane in <o trast to the issociation prowesal

- onzl experience and twe percent compouh
ator wouldé have velcomed extensive evig
positicn.

d for additiconal =cucation = - - the
n¢e of various kinds to subnport

d
e

For example, at the theoretical level, one could argue how much mors a teacher
31 Ye2ars experience 1s worth than a J'aacnev with nine years experience. Is
ome sort of learaing curve? Or, 1t miznt have been argued ithat expericnce
ments are rewards for lovalty to a school district and are used to rad
¢ same soris of zrguments could have been brought te hezr on the

t. value of additicnal education. Perhaps thz most Lmportant

gument, hovever, in small school district would be the one of

Iy tice., Just what 1S the prevailing practice on this guestion of

s and lanes? Are Tlat dollar increments more common thzn percent increments,
G D
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ercent increment be z percent of the starting salary or & comnounded

o ovidence of a2 theorstical nature was introduced. Both the Board zna tne
Assoclatron mede passing references to turnover but turnover was not 2

Zzotor in elther sice's case. DBoth parties di:d rely ho2asvily on comparsbl

ior sapport of their respective positions. In thelr considerations of comparability,
however, the parties limited their comparables more than the arbatrator would

have nreferred.

The Board limited its salary structure comparisons to 14 school districts

¢ 1t bzlieved comparzble to Randall on the basis of size, proximity, anc

mbership in the elementary school atnletic conference and CESA 18. Althougn

this is an acceptable list sat of comparables for use 21n determining falr salary

levels, it seems too limaited to this arbitrator as a basis for determinirng ths

o 2 ¢f the appropriate experience 1ncrement - - - i.2., four percent compounded

versus $575. The Associztion also lamited most of its comparasons to 11 school

distracts, those in the Jilmot Union H zh School District, in which Randle is

an elamentary school feeder, and those in the Central High School District of
tosaz (ahlﬂw Central) Lulch almost completsly encircles ths Wilwot District.

h

ar

szociatien selected thes ~*str1”ta from the 42 ﬂlotrﬂcus in C£E0 %% and
outhern Lakes (High Schoo7) hletic Conference o. the basiz of b2ing in
Lznosna County and being rated olmllar to Randall om maJy of tn# othszr 15 craitsria
vhich the sssociation used tc astermine its list of most comparadle. The arbitrator
tzlicvas that ths 11 school group selected by the Associatien 1s also too narrow

a set of comparables Tor use in determining whether four percent compouaded-
:xperience increments are preferable to flat 3375 increments.

The arbitrator found the information about. the ratios of BA maximum salaries to
B4 minzmum salaries in the 98.%% of Wiscousin Public Schools that havz salary
schedules to be useful (Asscciation Exhibit 1, p. 30). ilso, tha listing of
Districts in CESA 18 ané the Soathmrn Lakes nthl_*. Conference, showing whxch
nad or had adopted index szlary schedules in the /6-'30 veriog, was elpiul
(s SOvlethﬂ Exhibat 1, 2p. 101 & 102 as amended 1n Lppendix B of the ‘ssoclation

l"lln"‘ mether a2 four Dercent compounde
g P
than = flat 3375 incrament i1ncressz, the arbitrator

the purpose oI ce
riate

1
the broadeszt comparisons reflecting »ractices throughout

qch°i 1z uUas nore appront
he zreatest weaight t



onsin. It se2ems fo the arbitrator thit a good starting point for reaching a

Jizco
dezision on tais cuestion is to logk at how other tezachers throughout the state

¥ L)

ars treated. Jhen a teacher who has spent ten or twelve years at Randall compares
mer (has) salary wath that received by teachzrs with the same amount of sxmerience
2mploysed elsefzre, thisz crbitrztor wel-eves that thz teacher will lock at practaces
throughout llscon31n even though ' districts in the immediate area mzy be given greater
welght than other districts. . -~ .

)
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ble to othezrs In tae state Jnen the
v st1ll Vompgraale, it seems reasonable
the salary at the Ba meximum alsc wall be ccupnrable
i zxirum to the stariing salary at Randall will be about
5 in other chool districts tarougnout YWisconsine.
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Therefore, for the purpose of determining which type of experience increment

nEr, 2 a"bltrator examined the stateside and C234 19 data supplied by the
1ation and the data for a set of compara®les constructed by tne arvitrator
om the comparadblss listed by botn parties as well as th2 comparartlas relied on

2 s. 1In studying the ratio of ths 3: Max tc the 4 Min, 1t =hould be

that the ratic can te increassed either by increasing the BA Max or
decreasing the 34 Min, This v2zns that 1t 1s not enocugh to aﬁ&l“”: tre ratao; 2t
18 also necessary to examine waetazr tns assclute dollar value ol the BL Hax is
about the sams 25 the BA lMex of éomparable schools.,
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If the arbitrator could rave specified the comparables in this dzspute, afier
seeing the comparables proposed by both parties, he would have selected the
nineteen school districts, ranked from fourteenth to thirty second by nurter of
teaghers 1n 4ssociziion Exhibit 1, page 34. The arbiirator doesn't clzim that
tnesz are the best comparables but only tnat they szem sensaible :f one siaris
with the comparables proposed by the .ssociation and the Board, Tne range of
the comparables i1n the group selected by trne arbitrator includes the largest

3

ané smallest districts on both the Bozrd's and the Association's list of
comparables- - -and in fact, the cut off points were established on that opasis.
The 1€ districts plus Randall within the range include six districts on both
lists, one on only the Association list, seven on only the Board list and four
not on either 1ist of most comparzble dlSLf““uS- In terms of the number of
teachers (and student enrcllments as well) kandzll is situated near tne center
of the range. Fage 34 of Association Zxaibit 1 shows Randall wita 25 tzachers
in 2z range extanding down from Salsm Consolidated (on both lists) with 51.5
teachers to Paris {on beoth lists) with 17.5 tezchers. In terms of enrollment,
these 1€ districts vary from 782 students (Salem Consolidated) teo 238 (Fontana)
with Randall enrollment at 484 (issociation Zxhibit 1, p. 35).

To the degree that 1t was possible, based on the exhibits of the Association
ané the Board, the arbitrator looked at statewride andé CISA 18 ratios of BA Kax
to Ba Min and also to those sighteen other districis to see now the ratic of
the B4 Max to Bs Min at Randzll compared with them. Since neither party put
into evidence the salary structures at waterford Hagh, Big Foot Hign or Williams
Bay, they were 2xcluded from the eignteen and the comparisons were rastricted
to the remaining fifteen and Randall listed on pzge 3% of issociation Exnibii 1
that were within the range specified above. For the comparison of actual salzries
at the Ba Max, the arbitrator relied primarily on tne comparables listed in
Board mxnipit 11,

Salary Schedule:

Under the Asscciation proposal, the ratic of the BA liax to BA Min would
1increase from 148% in 1978-1979 to 160 in 1981-1982. Under the Board proposal
the ratio would decrease to 142% in 1980-1981, The statewide average ratio of
ths B. Max to BA Min 1n 1979-1980, according io point & on page 50 of Association
Ixhibit 1, was 150°5. This indicates thaat the '78-'70 kandall salary scnzdule
was closer to the statewide average than it wvould pecome under either ti2 Board
or ..ssociation proposals.

The arbitrator computed the ratio of £n2 Ba Max to Ba Min for 15 of tne 16
1

‘ > o inich were ranked by
G1stricis for whicn data wers suppli:é including Randall which were -



number ol teachers betwezen Sazlem Consolidated (on both 1ists) wath 51 5 teachers
~n3 raris {(on both lists) vith 17.5 tbacners These districts wers: Salen
soreoladated, silmot High, Vaterford Zlemsntary, Union Grove dlﬂmnntarj, xaymond,
Sristel, 'heztland, Randall, Yezlworta, Fonuana, Genoa City, Yorkwille, 2:verview,
Tizm Lalkes =nd Faris. (Kote: Sinzron was 2vcluded from this list because it has
only five steps at the Bia 12wzl wnile the otner districts have zt least nine steps
Tnz avarege ratio of the BA lizxt to the 34 Min 12 these 15 districts in '73-179
was 1455 thez median was 14435 witn four disiricis at the median and si1x above

= five below it. The same comparison was extanded to the '76-130 schedulss for
T.z tuzlvs districts inat had sztilsd. Txcliuded from the 15 listed adbove vere
ti.z districts that had not settlad -—- Union Grovs Tlementzry, Wneatland =nd

averags ratio in '79-'30 of thase 12 school districts taat nsd

Ths
1Ll the median was 4% witr three schools at that figure and four =

-+
M

zrpcars to the arbitrater that a contanuation of the2 Randall 197%-1979

1 T BA ilox to Bi liin would b2 right in line with tae »ztio at tha

teZ above with wrich it is being compared by the arbitrztor. Tne

2 ratio of 152% for 1979-1230 under the transition schadule would de
lv o3 Dh hut the scheduls to whach it proposes to convert clearly has
ratio (160%) than i1s warranted on the basis of a comparisen with
sized schools in its area of the state or with sintewide avsrzes.
velieves that = B~ Max to Bi Min ratio of 1455 to 148 would be an
1;u re i1n the Ranazll situation and therefore prefers ine Board

fzr as this crucizl noint is concerned because its proposed ratio
qlthOJFh on the Jow side, 15 closer teo th2 ratio in comparable school

than the 160% ratio in the association proposal.
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ition to the ratio
tns prevalence of
e
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4 lax to the BL Min there i1s also the

ent compounded experiencé¢ Increment
Pages 101 anéd 102 of Association
, 23 revised in Apoendix the lssceigtzion brief shoued tnat 17 of
cts wnich had settled theair '79-'80 contracts had "index salary schedulec
z poges showed that the number of indexed schzdules had iucreased to

w
Hy 3
Q
]

he $375 unifornm 1

*‘!

.L‘j o Q
o i3
(o]

L4]
3

- 1 ot H
1

vel from 8 of 37 in '76-'77. This evidence does not -persuade-the arbitrat:
goundness of the Assoclation position because the Associaticn's definition
ex sz2lary schedule includes not only compounded index scnedules such as
p051ng in Randall, but alsc schedules which provide for graduate dollar
a:d a non-compounding constant percent of tne base. If one eliminates
Sror ikuz numbar of indexed scnzdules thoss tnat arz not compoundsd, tha '79-'50
m.mnor appears to be reduced by st lzast Jcur ( Fontana, Reek, Salem Centrzl and
'). 30 far as the arvitrator con determine from the evidence furnisied
hzn half the districts in CZS4 1¢ had adopted compounded index schedul

Taig findang is corroborzizd by Board Dwalbit 14 which shows tnat only threse
¢ *ae twelv: Zistricts unich hzd s2ttlad in '79~'80 had four percast cerpounced
indzwoz It enould be noted, hovavsr, tiat orniry four of the otner sine nao
constint inceraments like Zandsll ond thet ftwo useé percent of the tazs tTeo deternmyy
merasent sizes and three hzd praduated dollar amomnts, Clearly, son: sort of

. tep the t co while botk thsz fovr p2rcent combount
G xnt extremes.

i

the Assocrataion lizt of =lszven




L

sro.nd tnat toney feed the same high school as Randall, and the inclusion of
Erzzatea warch fzeds the encireling 3zlem Tzniral area, the arbitrator does not
waloov> that o pattarn established in three small schools employaing 8.67, 6.5
ani .0 tzoshars respectively should bz zivon suificient weight to tip the
Lal:mcz an the2 dairection sought by the nssociztion. In any event, the arbitrator
beloz:s that the more persuasive evidence 13 Jound in siztewide and C331 13
wro2ticees raztner than in the more narrew szt of comparables relisd on by the
TSOCILTION.

-

iz Tinzl aspect of the ratio of the Ha iz to 2a,liin guastion to be

si2red 15 wnether the zbsolute salary ot n BL llax 1s out ol linez wzth
* zommercnlas, regardless of the ratio of = Z..omax to the Z2a Min. FReitaer

corty osurpload tne arbitrator waitn state\-:ldn or C

L

; N ol 254 12 wide 3. Hox averazes
caZoTaz o artitrotor relied thersfore in this iastarnce on the figures shom 1in
3oor> Tmaabit 11. In '78-'79, according to that exhibit, the ﬁa‘d =211 Ba Max

nw oaognar tasn eleven of thz districts considered compar_ble by the Boari and

vs
Y]

ht 5}

¢ settled thexir '79-'80 contracts, Rendall vas nizhier than six and lower than

io.22 thzn three of such districts., Of the eleven (of fourteen) districts which

Jive. :tlunough 1ts Bi Max nad slipped slightly relatave to districts vhich were
ccnsadorad comparable by the Board, 1ts Ba Max was not greatly out of line. In
orizr tc mzaintain its fourth ranking U e’ sesition, xt would nave hzad to incerecs
ats moxamum by 230, that is to slightly more taza the $15920 proposed ier '79-'00
unizr the w.ssoclaftion transition schedule. &slthough tho B liax under .z
_zzeczation fransiiion schedule for '79-'80 1s prefsrzble to the Board .. hax For
'75=100, this favorable aspect of the asso ciation proposal 1s insulfficizal o
coupansate for the deflCanCJ ir the basic lcssosiation schedule unich weuld bacome
Tully effactive in f81-152.

I artztrator's anoiysis of tne Association's proposal to increase inc
tiOLal iane dii7 revntizl to two percent compounded and to increzse tns

2 lones persuaded ham that tne 4Association proposal 1s less like

le d2stricts than the Board's for much the same reasons explained in

n e prior analysis of the different value to be given to a&dded
This 1s illustrated in the following relatively less comprenensive
tae dispute about lane dafferentizals.

ratic of the MA Min to the B. lin as the sample measure of the

n
by ok
%
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15 of experience increments, thz arbitrator found that the

in '78-'79 of 107.4% was rather low. Fourtsen districts hac
cs and only one had a lower one. Tne median ratio in '?8-'79 was
he zverage wvas 110.3%%.
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176-180 under both the Association and Board proposals, the Randall
culd rise to 109.24, which would lezve it tied for eleventh with one
astrict and with ten abovs it znd twe below it. The median ratio for
1 of sixteen districts that had settled (Vheatland and Union Grove
had not settled) was 110.2% znd the average was 110.6%6. The 3oard

180-181 would further increase the Randall ratio to 110.%5 while
ociation nroposal for '31-132 would increase the ratio to 112.£%. When

»oszls are measursd against the '79-'80 ranking already mentioned,

oposal would rank Randall fourth of the fourteen.

=
d education, and selecting as comparables the same sixteen disiricts
5

vroposal would rank Randall sixth of the fourteen and the lissociation



scheduls is mors like thrt

1on of the ouard, the
prlity erztorion of the

c
tne otner 1s3sa

ce a3 intredaced To =zaow taot Tasre was a ne2d on the zart of the

. 2 R, ESN - ; ~ - 1 P +
-2 toe existing lanzucse of tne nancogament rights clause. The arbitrat

e I nmAs o -~ -~ - 3 dem Y oy R
the Zonrd arsment o tnt eifect tnat othar districis have laagthzer
12 ¢l o o038 nc 2

7~

to no Iurther nezo

d be d2lztzd from the Agreement.

greze 23 concerazd, thz arbitrater sees no

1oz 173 noyment of MIull provaivm cosis' for
ocantzza objected applisd enly to e '70-'20
ince nt nas been supersedec by Soard lanjuage
anguage, the arbitrasicr sees nc reason to take
in fetezrmavang vhich Jainel offer as a vhole

Tne rbitrator reiects the Zozrd clair thot thz lsscociztlicsa nosizicn o
Liextni Insvrance wvas unclear ond therzsfore praoudzcial to the Assortainzion's
rogitic.. £oard Bxhibits 5 and 22 and the éxplanationd abolut dental insurance Ifurnish
to taz trbitrotor ot the public hzaring ancd the arbitroiion meciing ov the

gsccintron txn4 tiie Bozrc shov clzarly trnat fa@ ~AS8S0C12T10n Va5 DrONCELnT &
dantzl plan without a 325 dedictaible axd vith an empleoyer contrabitzon of

22,45 monthly for a single person and 325.22 monthly for the family eflective
2 '72-'71% for the f : Trz 3oard »roposal, altho.sh
Srailor Izffered in rowosal contziced o .25 deductible
and z monthly employar for Binsl> coverage and u22.05 for
fzmily coveragsz. Alsc v dentzl insurance brco r ellzctave
1n 'S5~ 100 and raman tion of the two ysar contract thuix

- = =

LILET %

N
e

erbhitrator
ths Boari
for dental insurance, ti=z re

artreactival: to 2ach ftoa
rof CLoord contribution oF 7. t5 and
o 2 respectivaly from tia: start of

1005
22.0¢ par month for single and Zamily
- -
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