
In The Matter Of The Arbitration Between: 

OAK CWEK - FRANKLIN JOINT CITY 
SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 1 

-and- 

OAK CREEK EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 

Decision No. 18222-A 

Appearances: James H. Gibson, UniServ Director, for the Association 
Mark L. Olson, Attorney at Law, for the Employer 

The Oak Creek Education Association, hereinafter referred to as the 
Association, is the exclusive collective bargaining representative of certain 
employees of the Oak Creek - Franklin Joint City School District No. 1, 
hereinafter referred to as the Employer. The collective bargaining unit con- 
sists of all classroom teachers, librarians and guidance counselors, excluding 
principals, assistant principals, supervisors and administrators. The 
Association and the Employer have been parties to a collective bargaining 
agreement covering wages, hours and working conditions of the employees and that 
agreement expired on August 15, 1980. On May 8, 1980, the parties exchanged 
proposals on matters to be included in a new collective bargaining agreement and 
they met on six occasions in an effort to reach accord on a new collective 
bargaining agreement. On August 15, 1980 the Association filed a petition 
requesting that the Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission initiate 
Mediation/Arbitration pursuant to section 111.70(4)(cm)6 of the Municipal 
Employment Relations Act. On October 21, 1980, a member of the commission’s 
staff conducted an investigation and found that the parties were deadlocked in 
their negotiations. On October 29, 1980 the parties submitted their final 
offers to the investigator. The Association’s final offer is attached hereto 
and marked addendum “A”. The Employer’s final offer is attached hereto and 
marked addendum “B” . 

Upon being advised that the parties remained at impasse the Wisconsin 
Employment Relations Commission named Zel S. Rice II as the Mediator/Arbitrator 
in the dispute. A mediation session was held at Oak Creek, Wisconsin, on 
February 9, 1981. Prior to the mediation session the parties had agreed with 
each other that the only subjects for mediation to be considered by the arbitra- 
tor were the proposal of each party for a salary schedule and the Employer’s 
proposal permitting it to assign teachers to substitute service when regular 
substitute teachers were not available. The Employer’s proposal provides that 
in grades 7 through 12 the Employer can assign teachers to one period of paid 
substitute service per day on those occasions when regular substitute teachers 
are not available. It further stipulated that in the event a substitute is 
needed, it will first try to obtain substitute teachers and will then try to 
obtain volunteers from among its teachers before assigning a teacher to a period 
of paid subsitute service. 

The Association’s salary proposal contains the same index relationship that 
has been part of the salary schedule for the past two years. It was initially 
imposed upon the parties by an arbitrator and was negotiated as part of the 



initially imposed by the arbitrator and agreed upon in the negotiations for the 
1979-1980 collective bargaining agreement. In contains 13 steps plus a longe- 
vity payment at the beginning of the second year of placement on the final step. 
There is a BA lane, a BA+10/15 lane, a BA+20/30 lane an MA lane, an MA+10 lane, 
an MA+ZO lane and an MA+30 lane. The relationships between the various steps 
reflect a change from those that existed in the salary schedule that has been 
part of the last two collective bargaining agreements. The schedule provides a 
beginning salary for a BA teacher of $12,300.00 and the proposal would provide 
teachers with an average increase of $1,760.00 which the Employer contends is a 
10 per cent increase. 

The Association utilizes the three different comparable groups that were 
utilized by Arbitrator Frank Zeidler in a Mediation/Arbitration award issued by 
him involving the South Milwaukee School District in January of 1980. The first 
group of most comparable schools include Cudahy, South Milwaukee, Oak Creek and 
St. Francis. Zeidler also referred to a regionally comparable group which 
included the four named plus Franklin, Greendale, Greenfield and Whitnall. He 
also used a third group of general comparability which included the eight 
schools in the first two groups plus Brown Deer, Germantown, Elmbrook, Menonomee 
Falls, Muskego, New Berlin, Nicolet, Shorewood, Wauwatosa and West Allis. The 
criteria utilized by Zeidler indicates that there is a substantial relationship 
between the employers in the three comparable groups. The average daily atten- 
dance, the budgeted costs per pupil, the tax rate, the state aids per pupil, the 
taxable property per pupil, the tax on a $50,000.00 home and the pupil teacher 
ratio are not completely disparate. Elmbrook, New Berlin, Wauwatosa and West 
Allis have substantially larger average daily attendance6 than the other schools 
in the comparable group. The average budgeted costs per pupil for each of the 
three groups is fairly close as is the full value tax rate. The state aids per 
pupil range from a low of $270.00 to a high of $1,195.00. The Employer receives 
$830.00 in state aids per pupil, which is fairly close to the average. Some of 
the schools of general comparability have a much larger tax base and the full 
value of taxable property per pupil is much larger for them than it is for the 
schools in the two other comparable groups. The tax rate on a $50,000.00 home 
in each of the three comparable groups is fairly close and so is the pupil 
teacher ratio. The Employer has the highest income per taxpayer of the 
districts in the most comparable group, the fifth highest income per taxpayer in 
the regionally comparable group and the fourteenth highest income per taxpayer 
In the generally comparable group. 

The biggest single difference between the two proposals is in the increment 
structure. In the BA column of the Association’s proposal the first four incre- 
ments in the BA column are 5 par cent of the base or $612.00. Each of the 
remaining steps in the BA column increases by 6 per cent of the base or $734.00. 
The longevity increment for that column was $765.00. The Association’s proposal 
provides that the beginning step of a BA+10/20 increases by 4 per cent of the BA 
column or $489.00. The first two increments of the BA+10/20 column are 5 per 
cent of the BA base or $612.00. The next eight increments are 6 per cent of the 
BA base or $734.00. The last three increments are 7 par cent of the BA base or 
$856.00. The longevity increment in the BA+10/20 is $810.00. In moving from 
the BA+10/20 column to the BA+20/30 column there is an increase of 4 per cent of 
the BA base or $489.00. The first two increments in that column are 5 per cent 
of the BA base or $612.00. The next seven increments are 6 per cent of the BA 
base or $734.00. The last four increments in that column are 7 per cent of the 
BA base or $856.00. The longevity increase In that column totals $830.00. In 
moving from the beginning of the BA+20/30 column to the MA column there is an 
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increase of 5 per cent of the BA base or $612.00. The first increlnent in the MA 
column is 5 per cent or $612.00. The next seven increments are 6 per cent of 
the BA base or $734.00 and the last five increments are 7 per cent of the BA 
base or $856.00. The longevity increase in that column is $920.00. In moving 
from the beginning rate of the MA column to the beginning rate of the MA+10 
column, there is an increase of 5 per cent or $612.00. The first seven incre- 
ments in the MA+10 column are 6 per cent or $734.00. The next five steps in 
that column are 7 per cent or $856.00 and the last increment is 8 per cent of 
the BA base or $978.00. The longevity increment in that MA+10 column is 
$885.00. The beginning level of the MA+20 column is 5 per cent or $612.00 
higher than the beginning step of the MA+10 column. The first six increments in 
the MA+20 are 6 per cent of the BA base or $734.00. The next five increments 
are 7 per cent of the BA base or $856.00 and the last increment is 8 per cent of 
the BA base or $978.00. The longevity increase in that column is $895.00. The 
first step of the MA+30 has a 5 per cent increase oirer the first step of the 
MA+20 or $612.00. The first six increments of the MA+30 column are 6 per cent 
increase over the MA+20 or $734.00. The next six increments are 7 per cent of 
the BA base or $856.00. The last increment is 8 per cent of the BA base or 
$978.00. The longevity increment in that column is $920.00. The percentage 
relationships between the columns and between the vakious increments in this 
proposal are exactly the same as they were in the salary schedule for each of 
the past two years. 

The Employer's proposal completely revises the salary schedule that has been 
in effect for the past two years and establishes relationships between the 
various steps and columns that are different from and have no relationship to 
those that have been included in the two prior collective bargaining agreements. 
The BA column has a base of $12,300.00 and includes twelve increments providing 
a top salary of $20,385.00. In addition there is a longevity step of $900.00. 
The first increment in the BA column is $585.00, the second one is $590.00 and 
the third one is $585.00. The fourth and fifth are $705.00, the sixth is 
$700.00, the seventh is $705.00, the eighth is $700.00, the ninth and tenth are 
$705.00, the eleventh $700.00, and the twelfth is $705.00. The first step of 
the BA+10/15 is $470.00 more than the first step of the BA. The first increment 
in the BA+10/15 column is $585.00, the second is $705.00, the third is $700.00, 
the fourth is $705.00, the fifth is $700.00, the sixth is $705.00, the seventh 
is $700.00, the eighth is $705.00, the ninth is $700.00, the tenth is $820.00, 
the eleventh is $800.00, and the twelfth is $820.00 for a maximum of $21,440.00. 
In addition there is a longevity increase of $915.00. The beginning step of the 
BA+20/30 column is $465.00 higher than the BA+10/15 column. The first increment 
in the BA+20/30 column is $590.00, the second is $700.00, the third is $705.00, 
the fourth is $700.00, the fifth and sixth are $705.00, the seventh I.6 $700.00, 
the eighth is $705.00, and the ninth, tenth, eleventh and twelfth are $820.00 
for the maximum salary in that column of $22,025.00. There is also a longevity 
step of $930.00. The beginning step of the MA column provides for an increase 
of $590.00 over the beginning step of the BA+20/30 column. The first increment 
in the MA column is $700.00, the second is $705.00, the third is $700.00, the 
fourth and fifth are $705.00, the sixth is $700.00, the seventh is $705.00, and 
the eighth, ninth, tenth, eleventh and twelfth are $820.00 for a maximum MA 
salary of $22,845.00. There is also a $l,OOO.OO longevity increment. The 
beginning step in the MA+10 column is $700.00 over the beginning step of the MA 
column. The first increment in the MA+10 column is $705.00, the second is 
$700.00, the third and fourth are $705.00, the fifth is $700.00, the sixth is 
$705.00, the seventh, eighth, ninth, tenth and eleventh are $820.00, and the 
twelfth is $945.00 for the maximum salary in that column of $23,780.00. There 
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is also a longevity payment of $1,015.00. The beginning step of the MA+20 
column is $585.00 higher than the first step of the MA+10 column. The first and 
second increments are $705.00, the third is $700.00, the fourth is $705.00, the 
fifth is $700.00, the sixth is $715.00, the seventh is $810.00, the eighth, 
ninth, tenth and eleventh are $820.00, and the twelfth is $935.00 bringing a 
salary at the top step of the MA+20 column of $24,365.00. There is also a 
longevity payment of $1,030.00. The first step of the MA+30 column is $590.00 
higher than the beginning step of the MA+20 column. The first increment in the 
MA+30 column is $700.00, the second is $705.00, the third is $700.00, the fourth 
is $705.00, the fifth is $700.00, the sixth, seventh, eighth, ninth, tenth and 
eleventh are $820.00, and the twelfth is $940.00 for a top salary in the MA+30 
column of $25,070.00. There is also a provision for a longevity payment of 
$1,045.00. The main thrust of the new salary schedule proposed by the Employer 
is to reduce the number of steps from 14 to 13 and reduce the size of the annual 
increments. It provides a higher starting salary and a lower maximum salary in 
each of the columns. The longevity payment proposed in each column by the 
Employer is higher than that proposed by the association. 

The Consumer Price Index has increased 13.7 percent in the Milwaukee area 
during the period of the last collective bargaining agreement. During the 
1979-1980 school year, the Employer's average teacher salary ranked second in 
the most comparable group, third in the regionally comparable group, and fourth 
in the generally comparable group. The Germantown school district bad an 
average teacher salary $1,463.00 lower than that of the Employer while West 
Allis had an average teacher salary $1,314.00 higher than the Employer. 
However, the Employers' teachers have generally received an average salary 
higher than that received by most teachers in the three comparable groups. 

The seven school districts in UoiServ Council 10 that make up the 
southeastern suburban Milwaukee area ware unable to reach agreement on a wage 
scale for the 1980-1981 school year. In Cudahy, the board proposed a 9.8 per- 
cent increase that would provide an average increase of $1,751.00 and maximum 
salary increases of 7.7 percent which would range from $1,461.00 to $1,869.00. 
The teachers proposed an average increase in Cudahy of 14.3 percent or 
$2,557.00. It would provide a maximum salary increase of 12.5 percent which 
would range from $2,349.00 to $3,019.00. In Franklin, the board proposed an 
average increase par teacher of 9.8 percent or $1,760.00. The maximum salary 
increase under that proposal would be between 7.9 percent and 8.1 percent and 
would range from $1.525.00 to $1,836.00. The teachers in Franklin proposed an 
average increase of 14.3 percent or $2,556.00. The proposal would provide a 
maximum increase of 13 percent which would range from $2,450.00 to $3.031.00. 
In Greendale, the Employer proposed an average iqcrease per teacher of 9.4 per- 
cent or $1,775.00. This would provide salary increases at the maximums of 6.7 
percent which would range from $1,221.00 to $1,685.00. The teachers proposed an 
average increase par teacher of 13.5 percent or $2,559.00. This would have 
brought a maximum salary increase of 12.4 percent which would range from 
$2,250.00 to $3,103.00. The issue was submitted to arbitration, and the award 
of Arbitrator Byron Yaffee issued on February 2, 1981, selected the proposal of 
the Employer. In the Greenfield school district, the board proposed an average 
increase per teacher of 10.4 percent or $1,860.00. It would have resulted in 
salary increases at the maximums ranging from 9.1 percent to 9.8 percent. The 
dollar figure ranges from $1,784.00 to $2,124.00. The teachers proposed an 
average increase per teacher of 14.3 percent or $2,551.00. Their proposal would 
provide salary increases at the maximums ranging from 12.7 percent to 13.4 per- 
cent. The dollar figure ranges from $2,440.00 to $2,969.00. In the St. Francis 
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school district, the board proposed and average increase per teacher of 10.4 
percent or $1,606.00. The increase at the maximums under that proposal would be 
6.6 percent which ranges from $1,338.00 to $1,409.00. The teachers proposed an 
average increase per teacher of 15.9 percent or $2,549.00. It would provide a 
salary increase at the maximums of 13.8 percent which ranges from $2,737.00 to 
$2,884.00. The South Milwaukee school district proposed an average increase per 
teacher of 9.8 percent or $1,807.00. This would result in an increase at the 
maximums of 9.5 percent which ranges from $1,805.00 to $2,106.00. The South 
Milwaukee teachers’ proposal provides an average increase per teacher of 13.1 
percent or $2,414.00. The salary increase at the maximums would be 12.5 percent 
which ranges from $2,375.00 to $2,771.00. The West Allis school district 
reached agreement with its teachers on September 10, 1980. The agreement provi- 
des for an average increase per teacher of 13.6 percent or $2,626.00. Adding 
the dental insurance coverage and the long-term disability coverage brings the 
cost of the average increase per teacher to 14.9 percent or $2,881.00. This 
proposal would provide an Increase of 11.3 percent at the maximums which range 
from $2,286.00 to $2,724.00. Wauwatosa reached agreement with its teachers on 
July 31, 1980. The agreement provides for an average increase per teacher of 
12.5 percent or $2,301.00. The salary increase at the maximums would be 8.5 
percent to 9.5 percent and range from $1,545.00 to $2,286.00. The Whitnall 
school district has not yet reached an agreement. There is an investigation 
under way as part of the mediation arbitration procedure, but final offers have 
not yet been certified. In Brown Deer, the teachers made a proposal that would 
have provided an average increase per teacher of 13 percent or $2,309.00. The 
salary and dental package together provided an average increase in cost of 13.6 
percent or $2,420.00. The total package offer of the teachers in Brown Deer 
provided an average increase in cost per teacher of 13.3 percent or $3,032.00. 
The school board in Brown Deer offered an average increase per teacher of 10.4 
percent or $1,849.00. Adding the cost of the dental program to the salary 
raised the average increase in cost per teacher to 11 percent or $1,959.00. The 
total increase in cost per teacher of the school district offer was 10.8 percent 
or $2,467.00. In a decision dated January 14, 1981, Arbitrator June Weisberger 
selected the Employer’s final offer. In Menominee Falls, the teachers made a 
proposal that would have resulted in an average increase per teacher of 13.1 
percent or $2,352.00. Adding the cost of one-half of the dental program to that 
would have resulted in an average increase per teacher of 13.6 percent or 
$2,452.00. The school board in Menominee Falls proposed an average increase per 
teacher of 9.9 percent which was $1,778.00. Adding the cost of one-half of the 
dental program to that made the increase 10.4 percent or $1,868.00. An 
agreement between the parties was reached in mediation on January 22, 1981 that 
resulted in an average increase per teacher of 11.7 percent or $2,099.00. The 
average increase in cost,per teacher of the salary and one-half of the dental 
program that was agreed upon was 12.2 percent or $2,189.00. Whitefish Bay, 
Nicolet, New Berlin, and Elmbrook are in the second year of a two-year 
agreement; and Muskego and Shorewood are still bargaining. 

The Employer gave its superintendent an increaee of 11.5 per&en; in December 
of 1980. At the same time, it gave its business manager an 8.7 percent 
increase. It reached an agreement with the custodiil aides and laundry workers 
that provided for a two-year agreement with a 10.6 percent increase the first 
year and 10.4 percent the second year. Data center employees were given a one- 
year agreement with a 9 percent increase. Lunch program workers received a 
10.25 percent increase in a one-year agreement. Non-teaching, non-scheduled 
employees were provided with a 10 percent increase in a one-year agreement. 
The Association’s proposal would provide an average salary for its teachers of 
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$20,225.00. The Employer's proposal would provide them with an average salary 
of $19,426.00. \ 

During the 1979-1980 school year, the Employer paid its teachers an average 
salary of $17,666.00. West Allis paid its teachers $18,980.00 during the 
1979-1980 school year which was $1,314.00 more than the Employer paid. During 
1980-1981, West Allis will pay its teachers an average salary of $21,625.00 
which Is $2,379.00 more than the average salary proposed by the Employer dnd 
$1,400.00 more than the average salary proposed by the Association. During 
1979-1980, Wauwatosa paid its teachers aa average salary of $17,087.00 which was 
$579.00 less than the Employer paid. During 1980-1981, Wauwatosa will pay its 
teachers an average salary of $19,224.00. If the Elhployer's proposal is imple- 
mented, it would bring the average salary paid by the Employer to within $202.00 
of the average salary paid by Wauwatosa. If the Association's proposal' is 
implemented it would increase the differential between the average salary paid 
by the Employer and Wauwatosa to $l,OOl.OO. Germantown paid its teachers an 
average salary of $16,203.00 in 1979-1980, which was $1,463.00 less than the 
average salary paid by the Employer. During 1980-lV@l Germantown will pay its 
teachers an average salary of $18,203.00. If the Employer's proposal is imple- 
mented the difference between the average teachers salary in Germantown and that 
of the Employer would be reduced to $1,223.00 and it would be increased to 
$2,022.00 if the proposal of the Association was implemented. Brown Deer paid 
its teachers an average salary of $16,424.00 during the 1979-1980 school year 
which was $1,242.00 less than the Employer paid. During 1980-1981 Brown Deer 
will pay its teachers an average salary of $18,091.00. If the Employer's propo- 
sal is implemented the difference between the average salary of it and Brown 
Deer will be increased to $1.335.00, and if the Association's proposal Is imple- 
mented it will be increased to $2,134.00. Menomonee Falls paid its teachers an 
average salary of $16,506.00 during the 1979-1980 school year which was 
$1,160.00 less than the Employer paid its teachers. During 1980-1981 Menomonee 
Falls will pay its teachers an average salary of $18,464.00. If the Employer's 
proposal for 1980-1981 is implemented the differential between the average 
salary for its teachers and that of Menomonee Falls vi11 be reduced to $962.00. 
If the Association's proposal is Implemented the differential will be increased 
to $1,761.00. New Berlin paid its teachers an average salary of $16,812.00 
during 1979-1980 which was $854.00 less than the average salary paid by the 
Employer. During 1980-1981 New Berlin will pay its teachers an average salary 
of $17,965.00. If the Employer's proposal is adopted the differential between 
the average salary for it and New Berlin will be increased to $1,461.00. If the 
Association's proposal is implemented, the differential will be increased to 
$2,260.00. Elmbrook paid its teachers an average salary of $16,938.00 during 
the 1979-1980 school year which was $728.00 lesqthap the Employer paid. During 
the 1980-1981 school year Elmbrook will pay its teachers an average salary of 
$18,546.00. If the Employer's proposal is implemented, the differential between 
the average salary of Its teachers and those of Elmbrook will be increased to 
$880.00. If the Association's proposal is implemented, the differential will be 
increased to $1,679.00. Greendale paid its teachers an average salary of 
$18,531.00 during the 1979-1980 school year which was $685.00 more than the 
average salary the Employer paid to its teachers. Dpring 1980-1981 Greendale 
will pay its teachers an'average salary of $19,992.00. If the Employer's propo- 
sal is implemented the differential between the average salary for its teachers 
and that of Greendale would be reduced to $566.00. If the Association's propo- 
sal is implemented the differential would be increased to $918.00. 
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The average cost per teacher of the Employer's proposal is $25,072.32. This 
is an increase of $2,296.36 over the average cost per teacher during the 
1979-1980 school year and represents an increase of 10.1 percent over that year. 

The minimum salary for a BA teacher in the general comparability group 
during the 1979-1980 school year ranged from the $lO,SSO.OO paid by Whitefish 
Bay to the $13,220.00 paid by West Allis. The Employer paid a minimum of 
$11,010.00. The maximums paid to a BA teachers in the general comparability 
group ranged from the low of $15,849.00 paid by Germantown to the high of 
$20,849.00 paid by West Allis. The Employer paid a maximum of $19,157.00 to 
BA teachers. 

Nine schools in the general comparability group have agreed upon their ' 
salaries for the 1980-1981 school year. The minimum for a BA that has been 
agreed upon ranges from the low of $11,567.00 paid by Brown Deer to the high of 
$14,250.00 paid by West Allis. Cudahy, Franklin, Greenfield, St. Francis, South 
Milwaukee, and the Employer are included in the general comparability group but 
they have not yet reached agreement. 

During 1979-1980, salaries for a teacher with a BA degree plus ten credits 
ranged from the low of $10.855.00 paid by Nicolet to the high of $13,220.00 paid 
by West Allis. The Employer paid a minimum salary of $11,450.00 to a teacher 
with a BA degree plus ten credits. The maximum paid by the general com- 
parability group during the 1979-1980 school year to a teacher with a BA degree 
plus ten credits ranfed from the low of $15,849.00 paid by Germantown to the 
high of $20,849.00 paid by West Allis. The minimums for the nine schools range 
from the low of $11,625.00 paid by Menomonee Falls to the high of $14,250.00 
paid by West Allis. The maximums paid by those schools during 1979-1980 to 
teachers in the category of BA plus ten credits ranged from a low of $17,328.00 
paid by Germantown to the high of $22,473.00 paid by West Allis. The minimum 
salary paid to a teacher with a BA plus 20 credits during the 1979-1980 school 
year in the general comparability group ranged from a low of $11,249.00 paid by 
Elmbrook to the high of $13,344.00 paid by West Allis. The Employer paid a 
minimum of $11,890.00 to a teacher in that category. The maximums paid by 
schools in the general comparability group to a teacher with a BA degree plus 20 
credits during that year ranged from the low of $17,488.00 paid by Germantown to 
the high of $21,321.00 paid by West Allis. The maximum paid by the Employer to 
a teacher with a BA degree plus 20 credits was $20,699.00. Of the schools in 
the general comparability group that have reached agreement on the 1980-1981 
salary schedule the minimums for a teacher with a BA degree plus 20 credits 
range from the low of $11,801.00 paid by Brown Deer to the high of $14,384.00 
paid by West Allis. Those same schools have reached agreement on maximums for a 
teacher with a BA plus 20 credits ranging from the low of $19,121.00 paid by 
Germantown to the high of $22,982.00 paid by West Allis. The 1979-1980 salary 
schedules of the general comparability group for a teacher with a Masters Degree 
ranged from the low of $11,631.00 paid by Brown Deer to the high of $13,991.00 
paid by West Allis. The Employer paid a teacher with a Masters a minimum of 
$12;441.00. The maximums paid by the general comparability group to teachers 
with a Masters Degree ranged from a low of $20,216.00 paid by Brown Deer to the 
high of $23,608.00 paid by West Allis. The Employer paid a maximum of 
$21,470.00 to a teacher with a Masters Degree during that year. Of those school 
districts in the general comparability group that have reached agreement on a 
1980-1981 salary schedule, the minimums for a teacher with a Masters Degree 
ranges from the $12,270.00 paid by Brown Deer to the $15,080.00 paid by West 
Allis. The maximums for a teacher with a Masters Degree that will be paid 
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during 1980-1981 by those schools who have reached agreement range fron the low 
of $21,3115.00 paid by New Berlin to the high of $25,446.00 paid by West Allis. 
During 1979-1980 the school districts in the general comparability group paid 
minimum salaries to a teacher with a Masters Degree plus 15 credits ranging from 
the low of $11,854.00 paid by Brown Deer to the high of $14,115.00 paid by West 
Allis. The Employer paid $12,992.00 during 1979-1980 to a teacher with a 
Masters Degree plus 15 credits. The maximums paid by the school districts in 
the general comparability group during 1979-1980 to a teacher with a Masters 
Degree plus 15 credits ranged from the low of $20,526.00 paid by Brown Deer to 
the high of $24,129.00 paid by West Allis. The maximum paid by the Employer to 
a teacher with a Masters Degree plus 15 credits during that school year was 
$22,350.00. Of those school districts in the general comparability group that 
have reached agreement on a 1980-1981 salary schedule, the minimum for a teacher 
with a Masters Degree plus 15 credits ranges from the low of $12,505.00 paid by 
Browo Deer to the high of $15,214.00 paid by West Allis. The maximum salary 
paid to a teacher with a Masters Degree plus 15 credits that has been agreed 
upon by that group for the 1960-1981 school year ranges from the low of 
$22,090.00 paid by New Berlin to the high of $26,008.00 paid by West Allis. 
During 1979-1980 the school districts in the general comparability group paid a 
teacher with a Masters Degree plus 30 credits minimums ranging from the 
$11,854.00 paid by Brown Deer to the $14,264.00 paid by West Allis. The 
Employer paid a minimum salary of $14,093.00 to a teacher with a Masters Degree 
plus 30 credits. The maximum8 paid to a teacher with a Masters Degree plus 30 
credits during 1979-1980 by schools in the general comparability group ranged 
from a low of $20,526.00 paid by Brown Deer to the high of $25,038.00 paid by 
Whitnall and Nicolet. The Employer paid a teacher with a Masters Degree plus 30 
credits a maximum of $23,561.00 during that year. School districts in the 
general comparability group have reached agreement on minimmums during the 
1980-1981 school year for a teacher with a Master Degree plus 30 credits ranging 
from the low of $12,955.00 paid by Brown Deer to the high of $15,375.00 paid by 
West Allis. The maximums that have been agreed upon for teachers in that cate- 
gory for the 1980-1981 school year range from the low of $22,795.00 paid by New 
Berlin to the high of $26,785.00 paid by West Allis. No longevity payments are 
included in any of those comparisons that have been set forth herein. All of 
the schools in the general comparability group except Whitnall, Elmbrook, 
Menomonee Falls, Nicolet, Shorewood, Wauwautosa, West Allis and Whitefish Bay 
made longevity payments during the 1979-1980 school year and they ranged from 
the low of $200.00 paid by Germantown to a teacher with a BA to the high of 
$1,014.00 paid by Brown Deer to a teacher with an MA plus 15 credits. Of the 
schools that have reached agreement on a collective bargaining agreement for the 
1980-1981 school year longevity payments ranged from the minimum of $200.00 paid 
by Germantown for a teacher with a Masters Degree to a maximum of $600.00. The 
salary schedules in the general comparability group have a number of different 
schedules for the increments paid for acquiring Fredits beyond the BA and MA 
degrees. Whitefish Bay provides no salary lanes for additional credits in 
either the Bachelors Degree lane or the Masters degree lane, Cudahy starts 
paying an increment when a teacher has acquired eight credits beyond a BA, while 
Whitnall requires 16 credit?. The number of lanes beyond the BA ranges from one 
to three. And the maximum number of credits paid for is as high as 45. The 
same kind of structures are found among the various salary schedules for 
teachers with Masters Degrees. The number of steps to the maximum salaries 
required by the schools in the general comparability group ranged from 12 at 
West Allis to 17 at Muskego and Germantown. The maximum salary being paid by 
any school in the general comparability group is the $28,133.00 paid by 
Whitefish Bay to a teacher with a Ph.D. 
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In 1975-1976 the BA minimums in the comparison group consisting of Cudahy, 
Franklin, Greendale, Greenfield, South Milwaukee, St.. Francis and the Employer 
which make up the school districts in WAC UniServ Council No. 10 ranged from 
the low of $8,800.00 paid by the Employer to the high of $9,275.00 paid by 
Greendale. By the 1979-1980 school year the Employer had advanced to fifth 
place with a BA minimum of $ll,OlO.OO. The high in the group in 1979-1980 was 
$11,285.00 paid by South Milwaukee. Greendale is the only school district in 
the group that has established a salary schedule for the 1980-1981 school year 
and it provides a minimum for a teacher with a BA of $12,446.00 which is an 
increase of 34 percent in the minimum since the 1975-1976 school year. During 
the 1975-1976 school year the maximum salaries paid to teachers with a BA, 
including longevity, ranged from a low of $14,009.00 paid by Greenfield to the 
high of $15,760.00 paid by St. Francis. At that time the Employer paid a maxi- 
mum of $14,275.00 to a teacher with a BA which placed it fourth in that group. 
In the 1979-1980 school year, the maximums for a teacher with a BA including 
longevity ranged from the low of $17,440.00 paid by Greenfield to the high of 
$19,605.00 paid by the Employer which ranked it number one in that group. 
Greendale is the only school of the group that has reached an agreement on a 
1980-1981 salary schedule and it will pay a maximum of $19,407.00 to a teacher 
with a BA degree which is $1,508.00 more than it paid last year and $5,309.00 
more than it paid during the 1975-1976 school year. Since the 1975-1976 school 
year the BA maximum at Greendale has increased 37.6 percent. During the 
1975-1976 school year the minimum salary paid by the seven schools in UniServ 
Council No. 10 for a teacher with an MA degree ranged from the low of $9,600.00 
paid by South Milwaukee to the high of $10,532.00 paid by Franklin. The 
Employer paid a minimum of $9,900.00 to a teacher with an MA and ranked fifth 
among the seven schools. During 1979-1980 the minimums for a teacher with a 
Masters Degree in that group ranged from a low of $12,441.00 paid by the 
Employer to a high of $12,850.00 paid by Franklin. Greendale is the only school 
district in the group that has reached an agreement for 1980-1981 and it will 
pay a minimum to a teacher with a Masters Degree of $13,566.00 which is $814.00 
more than it paid last year and $3,456.00 more than it paid in 1975-1976. It 
represents an increase of 34.2 percent since the 1975-1976 school year in the 
minimum salary paid to a teacher with a Masters Degree. The maximum salary paid 
to a teacher with a Masters Degree by the school districts in UniServ Council 
No. 10 during the 1975-1976 school year ranged from the low of $16,125.00 paid 
by the Employer to the high of $17,437.00 paid by Greendale. In 1979-1980 the 
maximums paid to a teacher with a Masters Degree in the UniServ Council No. 10 
ranged from the low of $20,882.00 paid by St. Francis to the high of $23,186.00 
paid by Greendale. The Employer paid a maximum of $22,017.00 to a teacher with 
an MA which placed it second among the group. Greendale has reached an 
agreement on a 1980-1981 salary schedule and it provides a maximum salary for a 
teacher with an MA degree of $24,739.00 which is $1,553.00 more than the maximum 
that it paid a teacher during 1979-1980 and $7,302.00 more than the maximum paid 
a teacher with a Masters Degree in 1975-1976. The increase since 1975-1976 is 
41.9 percent. The maximum salary that a teacher employed by any of the school 
districts in UniServ Council No. 10 could receive during 1975-1976 ranged from 
the low of $17,598.00 paid by St. Francis to the high of $18,564.00 paid by 
Franklin. The maximum paid by the Employer during 1975-1976 was $17,625.00 
which ranked it fourth among the school districts in UniServ Council No. 10. In 
1979-1980 the maximum salary paid by any of the school districts ranged from 
$21,932.00 paid by St. Francis to $25.091.00 paid by Greendale. The Employer 
paid a maximum salary of $24,084.00 including longevity, which ranked it third 
highest among all the school districts in UniServ Council No. 10. Greendale 
will pay s maximum salary to its teachers during the 1980-1981 school year of 
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$26,780.00. This is an increase of $1,689.00 over the maximum in 1979-1980 and 
$8,230.00 over the maximum in 1975-1976. The maximum salary for a teacher at 
Greendale has increased 44.4 percent since the 1975-1976 school year. 

During the period from July of 1973 to July of 1980 the cost of living has 
increased 92.12 percent in the Milwaukee area. From July of 1973 through July 
of 1980 the salary of a teacher who started as a BA and has gained no additional 
credits has had an annual salary increase including increments of $6,695.00 or 
85.4 percent. A teacher who was in the second step of the BA+lO lane and has 
acquired no additional credits has been given a salary increase of $8,111.00 
which is an increase of 96.5 percent. A teacher who was in the first step of 
the BA+15 lane and has gained no additional credits since 1973 has had an annual 
salary increase of $7.891.00 or 93.8 percent. A teacher who was at the seventh 
step of the MA lane in 1973-1974 had an annual increase in salary by 1979-1980 
of $9,545.00 or 80 percent without acquiring any additional credits. A teacher 
with a Masters Degree plus 10 credits at the eighth step of the salary schedule 
in 1973-1974 had an increase of $10,454.00 by the 1979-1980 school year or 80.7 
percent. One of the Employer’s teachers with an MA+20 credits in the 1973-1974 
school year has had an increase of $10,771.00 by the 1979-1980 school year or 
80.9 per cent. 

The 1980-1981 settlements of school districts in the generally comparable 
group have average wage increases per teacher ranging from the low of $1,622.00 
at Elmbrook to the high of $2,488.00 at West Allis. The percentage increases 
range from the low of 9.24 percent at Greendale and Elmbrook to the high of 15.4 
percent at St. Francis. The total compensation including fringes and roll-ups 
in those areas had an average dollar increase ranging from the low of $2,045.00 
at St. Francis to the high of $3,120.00 at Greenfield. The percentage of the 
average increase per teacher of total compensation including fringes and roll- 
ups range from the low of 9.38 percent at Greendale to 14.2 percent at Cudahy. 

The City of Oak Creek has given its police employees an increase on January 
1, 1981 of 8 percent and another 3 percent on July 1, 1981. During 1982 the 
police will receive ao increase of 8 percent on January 1, and another 2 percent 
on July 1. The firefighters received an 8 percent increase on January 1, 1981 
and another 3 percent on July 1, 1981. On January 1, 1982 they will receive an 
8 percent increase and another 3 percent increase on July 1, 1982. The Employer 
has reached agreement with its Department of Public Works employees that calls 
for a 9 percent increase on July 1, 1980 and another 2 percent on January 1, 
1981. On July 1, 1980 those employees will receive another 9 percent increase 
and another 2 percent increase on January 1, 1982. 

On July 22, 1980 the Wauwautosa School District reached an agreement with 
its teachers on a 1980-1981 salary that provided for an increase of 9.5 percent 
on the base. The new base was $11,969.00. The average increase per teacher 
without the increment was 10.3 percent. The average increase with the increment 
was $2,300.00 or 12.5 percent. Some teachers received increases as low as 
$1,697.00 while others received as high as $3,379.00. The percentage increase 
received by the teachers ranged from a low of 9.5 percent to a high of 18.6 per- 
cent. On November 18, 1980 the West Allis School District reached a 1980-1981 
agreement with its teachers that provided for an increase of 11.7 percent on the 
base. 

The average increase provided in collective bargaining agreements in the 
first six months of 1980 averaged 8.5 percent. This excluded possible gains 
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under cost of living provisions. The annual increase in the consumer price 
index in the Milwaukee area in July of 1980 was 13.7 percent. 

The ability to get substitutes for classes not filled by the substitute 
teachers has been a problem in the senior high school. At the start of the 
school year teachers are asked to submit their names if they are willing to 
substitute for absent teachers during their prep periods. In the past three 
years only about 15 of the 80 high school teachers have indicated at the start 
of the school year that they would be willing to do this. On mornings when 
there are no substitute teachers available it has been necessary to contact six 
to eight teachers in order to fill four or five classes. The reasons given by 
teachers for being unwilling to accept the assignments are that they do not want 
to, they have other plans or they would be more willing to accept the assignment 
if the pay was on a separate check. During the 1979-1980 school year the 
Employer was unable to obtain substitutes in the senior high school on 18 dif- 
ferent occasions for a total of 44lh hours. Either hall monitors or study hall 
monitors were used to cover the class. During 1980 the Employer’s junior high 
school had 62 teachers absent on 43 different days. It had 172 different 
classes to cover. Seventy-nine of those periods were covered by teachers and 83 
of the periods were covered by lay supervisors. On ten other occasions the 
administrator supervised the class or it was divided and sent to a study hall. 
Subsequent to the close of the hearing, three awards were issued by arbitrators 
in wage disputes between school districts and teachers in the immediate 
geographical area of the Employer. The teachers in each of the disputes were 
represented by the same UniServ Council. The Employer has moved that the arbi- 
tator reopen the record for the purpose of submitting the arbitrator’s awards in 
the cases involving the Greenfield School Board, the Cudahy Board of Education 
and St. Francis School District No. 6. The awards have been received because 
they represent the salary arrangements between the employers and the teachers in 
those school districts that have been resolved during the pendency of the 
arbitration proceedings. It should be noted that while the awards are com- 
parables from the point of view that they represent resolutions of the salary 
disputes between employers and teachers in the same geographical area, they do 
not represent agreements that were reached at the bargaining table. The final 
offers of the parties included four items but the salary schedule proposals were 
the only ones that were common to the dispute between the Employer and the 
Association. The teachers at Greenfield proposed a 1980-81 base salary of 
$12,500.00 and continuing the 1979-80 salary index. The proposal added $600.00 
to the longeviry payments. The Greenfield School Board proposed a base salary 
of $11,640.00 and maintaining the 1979-1980 salary schedule index and adding 
$600.00 to the longevity amounts in the 1979-1980 agreement. Arbitrator Frank 
Ziedler found the Association’s proposal to be a 14.3 percent salary improvement 
while the Employer’s amounted to a 10.4 percent increase. It was Zeidler’s opf- 
nion that the 14.3 percent increase was too great of an advance. While he found 
the board’s offer of 10.4 percent resulted in some slippage in the ranking of 
the teachers as well as with respect to changes in the cost of living, he, felt 
it was more appropriate. The Cudahy Board of Education award was issued by 
Arbitrator June Weisberger. The only common issue between that dispute and the 
one between the Association and the Employer was the one involving salary. The 
school board’s final offer was for a 1980-81 salary with a BA base of $12,000.00 
and certain increases in’ the longevity pay which it calculates to be an increase 
of 9.94 percent in salaries and 10.23 percent increase in total compensation. 
The average teacher increase of the board’s proposal would be $1,751.00 or 9.8 
percent. The teachers proposed a BA base of $12,460.00 with longevity pay 
ranging from $810.00 to $l,OOO.OO. It calculated the value of its salary offer 
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at 14.3 percent with a  $2,557.00 average increase per teacher. Arbitrator 
We isberger selected the final offer of the Employer and directed that it be  
incorporated into the collective bargaining agreement between the parties. 
We isberger was the arbitrator in the St. Francis School District No. 6  dispute. 
The teacher’s final offer proposed a  1980-81 base salary of $12,270.00 and 
Increased the longevity pay to $835.00 for those teachers with a  Bachelor 
Degree. The school district’s final offer increased the BA base to $11,700.00 
and made no  change In the longevity pay. The school district’s offer provided 
an increase of about 10  percent while the teacher’s proposal provided an 
increase of almost 15  percent. We isberger selected the school district’s offer 
over that of the teachers. Expressing a  concern that the district’s offer pro- 
vided the teachers with a  less than adequate salary schedule in 1980-81, 
We isberger “as even more concerned that the teacher’s offer more adversely 
effected the public interest because of the demonstrated difficulty to pay argu- 
ment presented by the school district. 

ASSOCIATION’S POSITION 

The Association argues that the assignment of teachers to hourly substitute 
duty has been voluntary for many years and the current procedure has worked 
well. It contends any flaws in the current system are largely self- imposed by 
the Employer. The Association points out that under the Employer’s proposal it 
a lone determines how much of an  effort it will make to try to emp loy regular 
substitute teachers which leaves room for administrative abuse. It argues that 
the only time  which teachers have available to perform substitute duty is during 
their regularly scheduled preparation period and involuntary assignments to 
hourly substitute duty would cause considerable inconvenience and disruption to ’ 
classroom teachers work day and the students assigned to that teacher. The 
Association argues that the restructuring of the salary scheduled proposed by 
the Employer is without justification. It contends that once a  salary schedule 
becomes part of a  collective bargaining agreement, it should not be  changed 
unless there is a  strong and colnpelling reason for such a  change. It contends 
that the Employer’s proposal results in an  unfair and inequitable distribution 
of the available salary dollars and there is no  rational reason to support it. 
The  Association argues that the cost of living from July 1979 to July 1980 
increased 13.7 percent. If contends that its final offer calling for a  14.5 
percent increase would improve the standard of living of a  teacher by a  modest 
0.8 percent while the Employer’s offer of 10  percent would cause a  decrease In 
the average teachers purchasing power. The Association contends that the 
arbitrator should only consider the West Allis and Wauwatosa salary agreements 
as comparable6 because they are the only school districts in the immediate 
geographical area that reached agreement through collective bargaining. It 
argues that all other resolutions were either through arbitration or are 
geographically too far away or were agreed upon too long ago to be  comparable. 
It takes the position that the increases that the Employer provided to its 
administrative personnel were substantially larger than those requested by the 
Association for the teachers. It points out that administrators have fewer 
teachers to supervise and fewer students to be  responsible for while the class 
sizes of t+chers have ihcreased. It contends that the increased class sizes 
have resulted in a  highei: productivity on  the part of the teachers and justifies 
paying them higher salaries than those awarded to teachers in the most com- 
parable districts as a  result of arbitration awards. 

EMPLOYER’S POSITION 

The Employer argues that its economic offer is more reasonable when com- 
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pared with the increases received in the comparable districts and that its offer 
maintains the leadership position that its teachers have realized compared to 
other schools in the south side of Milwaukee County. It contends that its final 
offer is more reasonable when compared to the resolution of salary disputes bet- 
ween the City of Oak Creek and its public employees. The Employer takes the 
position that the consumer price index is not a valid measure of the increase in 
the cost of living and the personal consumption expenditure standard is more 
accurate. It contends that over a period of years the Employer has kept up with 
the increases in the consumer price index. The Employer argues that its propo- 
sal on the involuntary assignment of teachers to additional periods of substi- 
tute duty is a result of a real need for change. It argues that it has not 
significantly altered the structure of the 1979-80 salary schedule in its 
1980-81 final offer. It contends that an index structure has never been in 
existence in the school district. 
DISCUSSION 

The two issues in dispute in this arbitration are the 1980-81 salary sche- 
dule and a proposal by the Employer regarding the involuntary assignment of 
teacher to substitute duty. The salary schedule issue actually contains two 
aspects. The amount of increase to be given the teachers is in dispute and the 
establishment of a new index is part of the same issue. 

The involuntary assignment of teachers in grades 7 to 12 to hourly substi- 
tute duty is not particularly significant when one considers its impact on the 
bargaining unit as a whole. Its real significance lies in the fact that it is 
an absolute departure from the practice that was agreed upon and has prevailed 
for a number of years. The current practice allows the Employer to ask teachers 
at the junior and senior high school to perform hourly substitute duty when the 
regularly classroom teachers are absent and the Employer is unable to secure a 
regular substitute teacher. Teachers now have the right to decline such duty. 
If a teacher accepts the hourly substitute duty he or she is paid the rate of 
$7.13 par hour. 

During the 1979-80 school year there were 441/2 class hours for which the 
Employer was unable to secure a substitute from the regular substitute list or 
from among staff volunteers. This represented a total of approximately 
1,485,OOO student class hours scheduled during the year. Substitutes were not 
secured through the existing method for 1,112 student hours, which is 0.07 per- 
cent of the scheduled student class hours during the entire year. Obviously it 
is not an overwhelming problem that is having a tremendous impact upon the edu- 
cational system. The Employer would like to have substitute teachers on any 
occasion when there is a need for one. The arbitrator is sympathetic to that 
goal and agrees that it is most desirable. However, the Employer’s proposal of 
an involuntary assignment of teachers to substitute duty is not necessarily the 
best nor the only way to address the problem. While the Employer may have an 
insufficent number of regular substitutes available for day to day work, there 
are alternatives that could be pursued to make certain that regular substitutes 
were available. The daily substitute rate could be made more attractive and 
more recruiting of substitutes could be done. A higher rate could be paid to 
those members of the faculty who volunteer for substitute duty in order to make 
that duty more attractive. However that is not the solution that the Employer 
seeks to have the arbitrator impose. It seeks to have the right to require the 
teachers to work what is in effect overtime at a rate that is less than the 
teachers regular daily rate. The teacher would be required to give up his or 
her preparation time to teach the class and then would have to do the prepara- 
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tion out of school. In Most employer-employee relationships, the requirement of 
additional work over end above the regular work day justifies a premium rate of 
Pay * 

The arbitrator is sympathetic with the Employer’s desire to obtain qualified 
teachers for substitute duty. The normal way for attracting volunteers to per- 
form extra duties or to get their collective bargaining representatives to agree 
to have such duties be involuntary is to propose compensation for such duty that 
makes it attractive and to which the collective bargaining representative will 
agree. It might even make a trade with the Association on some other item in 
dispute. The fact that it would be more convenient for the Employer to have the 
substitute duty involuntary is not sufficient reason to justify having an 
arbitrator impose it oo the Association, particularly when the compensation to 
be paid for such duty is substandard. Therefore the arbitrator finds the 
Association’s proposal for voluntary substitute duty much more desirable than 
that of the Employer. 

The Association proposes the continuation of the salary schedule or index 
that was in place in the 1978-79 and the 1979-80 collective bargaining 
agreements. The schedule was established as a result of an arbitration award by 
Arbitrator Arlen Christenson for the 1978-79 collective bargaining agreement and 
was agreed to by both the Employer and the Association for the 1979-80 
agreement. The Employer has proposed a new salary schedule for 1980-81 that has 
reduced the value of all of the increments as a function of the beginning 
teacher with a Bachelors Degree. It shortened the salary schedule by deleting 
the beginning step and placing teachers at the beginning step at the same salary 
as teachers with one year of experience. The primary weakness of the Employer’s 
proposal is that newly hired teachers would receive the same salary as the 
teacher who has been employed for one school year. While the proposal does 
reduce the number of years it will take a new teacher to reach the top of the 
salary schedule, it provides no benefits for existing teachers. The Employer 
points out that the Association sought to shorten the time that it took a 
teacher to reach the maximum salary, but the Association did not seek to do it 
in the manner proposed by the Employer. The Employer has presented no evidence 
of any inequity resulting from the current salary index that requires change. 
As a matter of fact, its proposal is not consistent with other sections of the 
collective bargaining agreement. The Employer’s salary schedule contains no 
step for a teacher with no teaching experience but Article XIV, section 14.1 
sets forth the schedule to be used in placing teachers on the proper step and it 
provides for a beginning step for a teacher with no experience that is different 
from the step on which a teacher with one year of experience would be placed. 
The Employer argues that this inconsistency does not effect any of the teachers 
who were employed during the 1980-81 school year. However it does indicate that 
the salary index proposed by the Employer was sloppily drawn and not the result 
of any serious thinking and merits very little consideration. Salary indexes 
reflect the relationships between teachers with various amounts of experience 
and training. They should be arrived at through collective bargaining. In this 
particular case the index was proposed by an arbitrator initially but it was 
subsequently agreed to by both parties. Unless there is evidence of inequities 
or substantial departure from the pattern existing between other employers and 
their teachers in the area, an arbitrator should be reluctant to change it. In 
this particular case the Employer has offered no basis for its proposal other 
than the fact that the Association proposed a new index with fewer steps than 
the old one. Arbitrator Christenson spent considerable time in developing the 
current index and included it in his award of the terms for the 1978-79 collec- 
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tive bargaining agreement. The parties themselves agreed on the same index for 
the 1979-80 agreement. The arbitrator is satisfied that Arbitrator 
Christenson’s reasons for imposing the index are still valid and there is no 
evidence to suggest that it has resulted in any inequities to any teacher. 
Accordingly the arbitrator finds the Union’s proposal for a salary index to be 
more desirable than that of the Employer. 

The primary issue between the parties is the salary increase. The average 
Increase per teacher under the Association’s offer is $2,559.00 or 14.5 percent. 
The actual cost increase to the district of that proposal is 7.4 percent because 
the Employer had 17.55 fewer full time equivalent teachers than it had during 
the 1979-80 school year. The Employer’s proposal would provide an average 
Increase per teacher of $1,760.00 or about 10 percent. The actual total cost 
increase to the district would be about 3 percent because of the fact that their 
were fewer teachers in the 1980-81 school year. 

For purposes of comparison the Association relies on the three different 
comparable groups suggested by Arbitrator Zeidler, while the Employer places its 
emphasis on a comparable group consisting of the school districts in Milwaukee 
County other than the City of Milwaukee. This arbitrator finds the Zeidler 
group of most comparable schools which include Cudahy, South Milwaukee, Oak 
Creek and St. Francis to be the most appropriate and the regionally comparable 
group which includes the four in the most comparable group plus Franklin, 
Greendale, Greenfield and Whitnall. 

During the bargaining between the parties the Association relied on the fact 
that the two most recent salary agreements in the Milwaukee area were those at 
West Allis and Wauwatosa, and it sought a salary increase comparable to those 
obtained by the teachers in those disticts. The Association conceded that 
neither Wauwautosa nor West Allis was in the most comparable or the regional 
comparable group. They were in the general geographical area and they had 
reached agreement through bargaining. The Association argues that as the most 
recent collective bargaining agreements, those were the standards to which they 
should be compared. In the course of this arbitration proceeding, there have 
been arbitration awards in Greenfield, Cudahy, St. Francis, Brown Deer and 
Muskego Norway. Some of those schools are in the most comparable groups or in 
the regional comparable groups on which the Association relies, and they are all 
in the general geographical area. Those awards follow a similar pattern and the 
Employer contends that they have established the wage salary pattern which 
should be followed by the arbitrator in determining the salary for the agreement 
between the Employer and the Association. If the salary increases that resulted 
from those arbitrations had been obtained through collective bargaining the 
arbitrator would have no trouble in finding that they had established a pattern 
in the area that should be followed. However, the comparability criteria con- 
templated by the Wisconsin Statutes were those that resulted from negotiations 
at the bargaining table. To give the salary increases resulting from arbitra- 
tion awards the same status as comparable6 given to those reached through 
collective bargaining is stretching the theory of comparability established by 
the Wisconsin Statutes. 

The average wage increase reached through collective bargaining ranged from 
a low of $1,622.00 in Elmbrook to a high of $2,488.00 in West Allis. The 
average increase among those settled districts was $1,943.00. The Employer’s 
proposal Is only $162.00 below the area average while the Association’s proposal 
is $592.00 above the average of the districts that have settled. The percentage 
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increases in the Milwaukee area range from a low of 9.24 percent in Greendale 
and Elmbrook to a high of 12.5 percent in Wauwatosa with an area average of 10.5 
percent. The Employer’s final offer is only about 0.5 percent less than the 
average while the Association’s proposal exceeds the average by almost 4 per- 
cent. A review of the arbitration awards and the agreements reached in the 
regionally comparable districts reveals that the average total compensation was 
$2,214.00 or 9.8 percent. The Employer’s offer of $2,296.00 or 10.1 percent is 
$82.00 higher than the average while the Association’s offer is $994.00 higher 
than the average. Obviously the proposal of the Association is in excess of the 
pattern which has been established in the generally comparable districts in the 
Milwaukee area by collective bargaining and a series of arbitration awards. The 
average increase in total compensation in the Milwaukee area ranged from a low 
of $2,045.00 to a high of $2,997.00 with an average of $2,433.00. The 
Employer’s final offer is only $137.00 less than the average while the 
Association’s proposal exceeds the average by $775.00. The total compensation 
percent increases range from a low of 9.38 percent to a high of 12.17 percent 
with an average of 10.5 percent. The Employer’s offer is only 0.4 percent less 
than the average while the Association’s proposal is 3.6 percent in excess of 
the average. 

The Employer’s teachers have received salary increases over the preceding 
five years that were larger than any of the six most comparable school districts 
in the immediate area. As a result it has achieved a significant improvement in 
its ranking as compared to the other districts. As a result its salaries are 
above the average of the comparable6 in most categories. The salary increases 
given by the Employer co its custodial aides and laundry workers, data center 
employees, lunch program employees and non-teaching, non-scheduled employees 
range from 9 percent to 10.6 percent with an average 9.96 percent. The average 
percentage increase is less than the Employer’s final offer to the teachers. 
The Cit.y of Oak Creek reached a two year settlement with its police that pro- 
vided for increases of 9.5 percent in 1981 and 9 percent in 1982. It gave its 
firefighters 9.5 percent for each of those years. The City agreed with its 
employees in the Department of Public Works on a 10 percent increase for both 
1980~gl and 1981-82. These settlements are all lower than the Employer’s offer 
to the teachers and substantially lower than the Association’s proposal. 

The Association points to the increase in the copsumer price index as justi- 
fication for its proposed increase. The Employer argues that the consumer price 
index is not a valid measure of the cost of living and relies on the personal 
consumption expenditures as a more accurate measure of the cost of living. The 
arbitrator rejects the Employer’s position that the personal consumption expen- 
ditures is a more accurate measure of the cost of living than the consumer price 
index. While there may be some distortions in the consumer price index it has 
much more validity than Fhe personal consumption expenditures which is a 
constantly moving target and does not reflect a standard. The consumer price 
index increased 13.7 percent in the Milwaukee area during the period of the last 
collective bargaining agreement which is 3.5 percent higher than the Employer’s 
proposal. However it is also 1 percent lower than the Association’s propsal. 
While the Employer’s proposal does not keep up with the cost of living, that 
seems to be the situation for most employees and taxpayers in this inflationary 
economy. It is true in Oak Creek as evidenced by the salary increases given by 
the Employer to its employees other than teachers and by the city to its 
employees. It is a regretable situation and causes a great deal of hardship, 
but it is a situation that society in general is facing today. Very few 
employees in public employment are receiving salary increases that keep up with 
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the C06t Of living. The evidence PS.‘edS that over a seven year period the 
Employer paid it6 teacher6 salary increases that exceeded the increase6 in the 
CO6t Of living. It must be pointed out that those increases were the result of 
step increases on the salary schedule as well as overall increases. 

Overall the arbitrator finds the salary proposal of the Employer to be more 
in line with those received by cornparables than that of the Employer. The 
arbitrator is bothered by the fact that the comparable6 in the most comparable 
group and the regionally comparable group are primarily the result of arbitra- 
tion award6 a6 opposed to bargaining across the table. The value of those 
awards as comparable6 should be discounted as compared to awards reached through 
collective bargaining. The only agreements that are substantially higher than 
the proposal of the Employer were those reached In Wauwatosa and West Allis. 
The rest are much closer to the Employer's proposal. As a result the arbitrator 
finds that the Employer's salary proposal is preferrable to that of the 
ASsoCiatiOn. 

The arbitrator has found that the Association's proposal on assignment of 
teacher6 as 6UbStitUteS and it6 proposal on a salary index to be preferrable to 
the positions of the Employer on those two issues. This arbitrator is extremely 
reluctant to recommend a new salary index and to recommend a change from volun- 
tary to involuntary in the assignment of teachers to substitute duty. However 
the impact of the salary increase is so great when compared to the other two 
issues that the arbitrator select6 the final offer of the Employer. The 1980-81 
school year has been completed and the parties are currently negotiating the 
1981-82 agreement. The deficiencies in the Employer's salary index and proposal 
to make the assignment of substitute teacher6 involuntary can be corrected in 
the next negotiations. The arbitrator would suggest that unless those deficien- 
cies are corrected a substantial increase above what could normally be expected 
would be in order. 

FINDINGS AND AWARD 

After full consideration of the criteria listed in the statute and after 
careful and extensive examination of the exhibits and arguments of the parties, 

arbitrator finds that the Employer's final offer is preferrable to that of the 
the 
the 

Association and orders that it be incorporated into an agreement containing 
other items to which the parties have agreed. 

Dated at Sparta, Wisconsin, this 2nd day of July, 1981. 
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OAK CREEK-FRANKLIN JT. CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 1 

October 29, 1980 

BOARD FINAL OFFER 
, i,‘ll 

WISCUN,I:I 1M:‘I.O I. 
1. New Section 17.6 rdELAlION5 COM%Il’.‘,;* ‘14 

MILWAUKEE 
"In grades 7-12, the Principal may assign teachers to one 
period of paid substitute service per day on those occasions 
when regular substitute teachers are not available." 

2. 1980-81 Salary Schedule 

See attached. 

3. Remainder of issues as stipulated between the parties or 
as stated in the 1979-80 agreement. 

4. Full retroactivity to beginning of 1980-81 school year. 

. 
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Odl. Creek Elftc'dfiiCi Assocldtlon 
FlItAL OFFER FOR ANilITRATlON 

October 22, 1900 

1. firt1cle Xk~fII. p, 56 - tarly .RetiremellJ - AttdcheJ 

2. Uodrd I'ropcl;d,l ?7C - :iew 5rctlou 17.6 - reydrdiny involulttdry 
in-house sub5ti tutlou - reject. 

3. Uodrd Propu5dI rli! - Article XXI, SeCtiOn 21.b - TedCllcr Llork 
& - relrct 

4. lYia-81 Lildl.1 5~heL1ule - AttdLtled -- 
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EARLY MT IREIIEHT 

SectIon 33.1. Dcscrlptlon: Early retirellleflt benefl ts shall be dVal\dble _--- 
to teachers between the d9es of 55 alid 69 who res19n their reqular duties. 

Secti 33.2. Eligibility: An dppl icdnt for edrly retirement beneti ts 

Gt be a r&ldr, drqwe-huldiw] tedcher who iS dt least 55 years Of dfJe. 
“Age ,I’ for the purpose of this pdl ICY, is defined as the elliployee’s 
aqe as of June 30 ful 1uw1~g the school year in which retirelllent becomes 
effective. 

Section 33.3 Al~plicdt~uu: All dpplicalions for edrly retircllleot must 
6F-f%%lqth the District Administrator not later than February 1. The 
District Ad~~~i~llstt'dt~r Qld I1 illdk Ircolllllierlddtiorls lo the Bodrd for dppi uvdl 
of appliCdtlOnS for curly rcL1rewut. The Board reserves the right to 
deuy requests fur edrty retlr‘elllellt benefits for dny Tegitlllldte reason. 
Said approval shdll not be unreasondbly withheld. The Uodrxl’s decision 
shall be SubJrct to the grievdoce procedure. However, the Uudrd’s de- 
ClSlOfl Shall out be UVel‘LUrllWl by dri drbitrdtor UnleSS it iS tound t0 be 
artibrary or cdprIcIou\. 

Section 33.4 LlIllItdtllJlI~: --__- Ihls edrly r‘eLIrcment prolJosdI shdll dpply 
ay to tedchers wliu lelire dt the conclusion ot the lgUO-til scl~uol yedi‘ 
and thereafter dud 5hdl I not be retroactive to dny tk2dckr who retired 
prior to the dale lhdt this dgreemerit is adopted by the Board. This pal icy 
Shall not dpply to any discharged, termna ted or non-renewed elllpl oyee. 

ph 

IL J lad 6 
Section 33.5 COIII~ sation: IJpoli early retirement, leachers between the 
ages 0f55nd 61 shall be eligible to receive an alllount equaling up to 
four (4) days of pay for edch full year of continuous service in the Oak 
Creek School District, but not to exceed a total of one hundred (100) 
days' pay. In applying the provisions of this policy, a teacher's day's 
pay shall be I/lti$th of the ledcher's base salary. excluding dll fringe 
benefits, during the ldst tull yedr of service prior to retirelllent. 
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5ectlun 33 6 Payment Schedule: The lllethod of paycllelit tar Leachers 
~~t~i%J~t)Ct\~ce~~ the ages of 55 and 61 inclusive shall bc worked out 011 
dn Indivldudl basis \rlth edCh ilidlvidual electing early retlrelllerlt. Ill! - 
ductlons, such as State dnd federal lncollle tax, SOCidl SeCUr‘lty tdx, 01' 
otheti- taies will be mdde only as required by law. If, after eal’ly rctlrc- 
ment, d teacher dies before full paytllent has been mdde. the bdldr~e due 
and o\rlnq shall be pdid to d ndllled beneficiary or Irlcking 561~ to the 
estdte of the decedsed. 

SectlOrl 33.7 Ilealth 1II5~l'dllCe: For tedchers betwcm does 62-69 lrlcluslve, _-__- 
the Board shall pay the entIre prellliulll for the hedl tQ lnsurdme coverdqe 
for which the retiring tedchel' is eliyible for a IIQX)~IIIUIII period of yedrs_lArto 

L70, 
LJI 

or until the end of the SchoOt year in which the tedcher rcdches dye 
provided. however, thdt the payllcent of health insurance bt?ncTlts hereunder 
shdll terminate automdtlcally in the event that the eWloyee tiles fol. 
unemployment colrlpenSdtlOrl berrcflts following retirerllent dnd thdt cldllll 
hds a flnatlclal lllqdct 011 the I)l$trict or In the event the elllployee ob- 
tains insurance coverdqe frxm dlloLl,cr elllployer. In the evetlt Lhat Lhe 
e!qiloyee becoms eligible 101’ Mcdlcare or Eledlcdld the Uodrd shdll pdy 
ttle prellllulll of ally Supplelllc!rlLa1 In’Jurdnce plans Lo dchleve the SIJIW level 
of benefits as provided dll oLhcr. tedchers under the OlsLrict proqrdill. 


