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American Federation of Teachers, Loecal 212, WFT, AFL-CIO, hereinafter
referred to as the Union, filed a petition with the Wisconsin Ewmployment
Relations Commisslon, herelnafter referred to as the Commission, on June 22,
1981, alleging that an impasse existed bwetween it and the Milwaukee Area
Vocational Technical and Adult Education District No. 9, hereinafter referred
to as the Employer, in their collective bargaining and 1t requested that the
Commission initiate mediation-arbltration pursuant to sec. 111.70(4)(em)6 of the
Municipal Employment Relations Act.

On February 16, 1981, the Union and the Employer exchanged their initial
proposals on matters to be included fn the new collective bargaining agreement
to succeed the agreement that expired on June 30, 198l. Thereafter, the parties
met on nine occasions in efforts to reach an accord on the new collective
bargaining agreement. On September 30 and November 3, 1981, a member of the
Commigsion staff conducted an Investigation which reflected that the parties
were deadlocked in their negotlations. On November 16, 1981, the parties sub—
mitted to the investigator their final offers as well as a stipulation on mat-
ters agreed upon. On November 25, 1981, the investigator notified the parties
that the investigation was closed and he advised the Commission that the parties
remained at lmpasse. The Commission certified that the conditlons precedent to
the initiation of medfat{on-arbicration had been met and 1t ordered that
mediation~arbitration be Ilnitiated for the purpose of issuing a final and binding
award to resolve the lmpasse existing between the parties., The parties
selected Zel S. Rice II as the mediator-arbitrator and on February 25, 1982, the
Commission issued an orxrder appolnting him as the mediator—arbitrator to endeavor
to mediate the issues in dispute and should such endeavor not result in a reso-
lution of the impasse between the parties, to issue a final and binding award
pursuant to sec. 111.70(4)(em)6 of the Municipal Employment Relations Act to

resolve said impasse by selecting the total final offer of either the Unlon or
the Emplayer.

The final offer of the Union, attached hereto and marked Exhibit 'A', con—
slsted of a proposal for a two year agreement that included a dental fnsurance
plan requiring the Employer to provide and pay the full dental premium for all
employees and thelr dependants. The proposal required that the coverage and
benefits would be equivalent to Blue Cross Plan QQ with a $730.00 maximum
coverage per 1lndividual per year. 1t proposed that the Library Techniclan posi-
tion be reclassified and moved to the Student Services Specialist 1 pay classi-
fication and each techniclian be moved to the lowest salary step in the new
classification that provided a minimum of a one step increase 1in salary. The
Union's final offer included a proposal that the 1981-82 salary be increased by
nine percent at each step and that a sixth step be added to all pay classifica-
tions. 1t proposed that the 1982-83 gsalary be increased by nine percent at each
step. The Union's final offer proposed that wages and Library Technician
reclagsificatlions would be retroactive to July I, 1981,

The Employer's final offer, attached hereto and marked Exhibit 'B', proposed
4 two year agreement that included the same classifications and structure as the
previous wage and salary schedule. The wages and salaries for the 1981-82
contract year would be increased by elght percent at each step in the schedule.
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The proposal for the 1982-83 contract year added another eight percent to each
step of the salary schedules. Wage and salary increases would be retroactive to
July 1, 1981. The Employer's final offer included a provision for a new dental
insurance plan to be implemented July 1, 1982. The Employer would have the
right to select the dental insurance carrlier. The schedule of benefits would
include & maximum per participant per calendar year of $750.00 and a deductible
per participant per calendar year of $25.00., The maximum family deductible per
calendar year would be $75.00., The plan would provide benefits for a 100 per-
cent of the diagnostic x—rays amnd oral examinations and they would not be sub-
ject to the deductible provision. The preventive benefits would be covered 100
percent and would not be subject to the deductible provision. The plan would
pay 80 percent of the ancillary benefits such as anesthesia and injections,
emergency palliative treatment and denture repalrs and adjustments, and twenty
percent would be paild by the participant. The restorations benefit required the
plan to pay for 80 percent of the regular (direct fillings) and the participant
would pay twenty percent. Fifty percent of the cost of preclous metal restora-—
tions (indirect fillings) would be paid by the plan and fifty percent would be
paid by the participant. The plan would pay for 80 percent of the cost of oral
surgery, endodontics and periodontics benefits and the participant would pay for
twenty percent of those costs. Prosthodontics and orthcdontics costs would be
paid fifty percent by the plan and fifty percent by the participant.
Orthodontics would have a life time maximum per participant of $1,500,00 and
dependants would be covered to age 19 years.

A mediation session was conducted at Milwaukee, Wisconsin, on March 25,
1982, When it became apparent that agreement could not be reached, a hearing on
the arbitration phase of the proceedings was scheduled for April 27, 1982, at
Milwaukee, Wisconsion., Prior to the commencement of the hearing, there were off
the record discussions hetween the parties and the Union requested an oppor-
tunity to modify 1te final offer. Eventually the Employer agreed to permit the
Union to amend its final offer by substituting the schedule of dental benefits
included in the Employer's last offer for the Blue Cross Plan QQ proposed in the
Union's final off{vr. A stipulation was entered into by the parties wherein the
Union's final offer was so amended.

In the metropolitan Milwaukee area, Milwaukee County, the City of
Milwaukee, the Milwaukee Public Schools and the Employer have agreed to provide
employees with a dental Insurance program that Iincludes the same benefits that
are Iincluded in the final offer of the Employer and the amended final offer of
the Union. Milwaukee County pays 77 percent of the premium as does the City of
Milwaukee. The Milwaukee Public Schools pay 8C percent of the premium. The
Employer pays 75 percent of the premium for 1ts teachers and 75 percent of the
premium for 1its nonprofessional employees. The total cost of the premium is
$25.00 per month per employee for family coverage and the Employer proposes to
pay fifty percent of that premium while the Union proposes that the Employer pay
all of it. The Madison Technical College pays 90 percent of the dental
insurance premium for its support staff.

The reclassification of Library Techniclans is an old issue that has been
presented to an arbitrator in a mediation—arbltraticn proceedings between these
parties and an award was 1ssued in the matter on April 7, 1981, This arbitrator
is unaware of just what evidence was presented on the issue in the earlier pro-
ceeding. That award included a statement that the Union had presented evidence
that the job dutles and responsibilities of a Library Techniclan were equal to
that of the Student Services Speclalist position and justified reclassification
of Library Technlcian position. However the arbitrator selected the Employer's
final offer which did not include a reclassification of the Library Technician
position. The general function of a Library Technician is to perform a variety
of technical and coordinative responsibilities in the daily supervision of the
Reglonal Campus Resource Center under the general supervision of the regional
administrator. The duties include coordinating the acquisition and distribution
procedures for books and magazines and other materials for the Resource Center
and classrooms at the Reglonal Campus and with the district library, certifying
expenditures and keeping appropriate records, training and supervising library
aldes in all library operations, preparing reports, assuming responsibility for
maintenance of public service functions and the maintenance and coordination of
technical service functions. The public service function includes orlenting
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students and faculty to the library and helping them find specific information
in the library. It consists of instructing people in the use of the library
within the policy directions issued by the librarian and under the direct super-
vision of the regional administrator. The minimum training and experience
required for the position is Associate of Arts Degree in library technology and
one year of experience in a library in both public service and technical service
functions. Additional desirable training and experience are a Bachelors Degree
in library sclence and familiarity with nonprint hardware and software. The
required skills, knowledges and abilities for the position are a working
knowledge of the practices, materials, services and techniques lnvolved in the
operation of a resource center, a working knowledge of the standard sources of
general information and of the methods of organizing and comtrolling library
resources, abllity to establish and maintain moderately complex record systems,
ability to communicate effectively through both written and oral means and abi~
1lity to establish and maintain effective work relationships with fellow
employees, students and the public.

It 18 the Union's positlion that the Library Technician should be in the same
classification as the Student Services Specialist I, The minimum training and
experience of a Student Services Speclalist I is graduation from an accredited
college or university with major course work in gulidance and counseling, psycho-
logy or relevant field. The duties include interviewing and screening of indi-
viduals applying for admission and referring applicants to guidance counselors
when necessary. They assist applicants in the completion of admission forms and
schedule them into classes in adult education. They glve out applications and
instructions for admission into the degree program and review cost and course
requirements with applicants. They explaln the career sheets to applicants to
assure full understanding of course requirements in career opportunities. They
are required to have general knowledge of admissions and counseling procedures
and techniques and all program course requirements and procedures necegsary to
meet those requirements. They need specific knowledge of the program course
requirements in the technical areas in which they specialize and they must have
the ability to work independently and communicate effectively through oral and
written means. They have to be able to establish and maintain effective work
relationships with fellow employees, students and the general public. Some
Student Services Speclalists have specific responsibilities in vocational eva~-
luation, student recruitment and the women's bureau. They are required to have
speclal skills, knowledges and abflities to enable them to assist in recruiting,
interviewing and placing students. They usually work independently although
they occasionally work as part of a team. Library Technicians perform their
dutles and responsibiliries under the overall supervision of the district
librarian. They are not required to perform the professlonal duties of a
librarian. The scope of their job is controlled by and involved in the day to
day operation of the library. They are under the direct control of the regional
administrator and technical services are available to them by telephone at any
time. Each of the three Library Techniclans has responsibility for about 3,000
books. Library Technicians are not required to catalog and classify books and
they cannot select and purchase books except with the approval of the central
library. Student helpers or clerks may be assigned by the Library Techniclan
but the Library Technician has no supervisory authority over them. Library
Techniclans are paraprofessionals. Advice and information 1s availlable to them
from the district librarian at all times. The Employer's current classification

of Library Techniclan is similar to that clagsification in other schools and in
the City of Milwaukee library.

The primary factor consldered by the Employer in classifying the Library
Techniclan lower than the Student Services Speclalist I i{s that the Library
Technician's activities are closely watched and controlled by the district
librarian. Library Techniclans are not required to perform professional duties.
The scope of their job 1s controlled by the day to day operations of the library
and the qualifications required of them are sufficient to enable them to perform
the job. Student Services Specilalist I qualifications are substantially dif-
ferent. They play a significant role in developing an individual student's
future. They perform independently and their educational requirements are
higher. A college degree is an entry qualification and employees progress to
the journeyman level within two years.
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Milwaukee County reached agreement with its employees on a nine percent
wage Increase in January of 1981 and another one percent in June of 1981, It
gave 1ts employees another nine percent in June of 1982 for the balance of the
two year agreement. The city of Milwaukee reached agreement with its employees
on a nine percent increase Iin January of 198l and another one percent in June of
1981, For the second year of that agreement, the city of Milwaukee gave its
employees a nine percent increase in January and another one percent 1in June.
Milwaukee Public Schools gave its nonteaching personnnel an eight and one-half
percent lncrease for the 1981-82 gchool year. The Employer reached agreement
with 1ts teachers on a two year agreement that called for an eight percent
" increase in 1981-82 and another eight percent in 1982-83., The Employer reached
a slmilar agreement with Iits nonprofessional employees with the same increases.
The Employer reached an agreement for the 1981-82 and 1982-83 school years with
the union representing its televislon employees that provides an eight percent
increase each year.

The non-represented employees received an eight percent increase for the
1981-82 school year. The Union proposes that the members of this bargaining
unit receive a nine percent increase in 1981-82 plus the addition of a sixth
step te all pay classifications. It seeks another nine percent increase for the
1982~83 school year. The Employer proposes to give this bargaining unit an
eight percent increase for the 1981-82 school year and another eight percent
increase for the 1982-83 gchool year.

The Employer has a salary schedule for teachers in six different classes.
Class O teachers have less than a Bachelors Degree. Class 1 teachers have a
Bachelors Degree and Class Il teachers have a Bachelors Degree plus sixteen cre-
dits. Class 11T teachers have a Masters Degree and Class IV teachers have a
Masters Degree plus sixteen credits. <Class V teachers have a Masters Degree
plus thirty=two credits. Each class has an entry level step plus fourteen
increments. The Employer's collective bargaining agreement with its teachers
Includes some very desirable language with regard to work load and job security
that 1s not part of the collective bargaining agreement with the parapro-
fessionals and teaching aldes. The Employer's collective bargaining agreement
with i1ts nurses and counselors contains six steps plus a senior workers step for
school nurses and eleven steps for its counselors.

The wage increases glven by the Employer over the years have not always been
exactly the same as those given by Milwaukee County, the City of Milwaukee and
the Milwaukee Board of School Directors. 1In 1973 the Employer reached an
agreement with District Council #48 on a seven and one-half percent increase
while the City and County agreed to a five percent increase and the school board
agreed to a four percent increase. 1In 1974, District Council #48 and the
Employer, the City of Milwaukee and the County of Milwaukee reached agreement on
five percent increases and the school board gave four dand one-half percent
increases. In 1975 all four employers reached agreement with District Couneil
#48 on eight percent increases. 1In 1976 the four employers reached agreement
with District Council #48 on nine percent increases. In 1977 the Employer,
Milwaukee County and the school board reached agreement with District Council
#48 on four percent increases and the City of Milwaukee agreed to a 3.85 percent
increase. In 1978 the Employer and Milwaukee County agreed to four percent
increases with District Council #48 while the school board agreed to a 4.9 per-
cent increase and the City agreed to a 3.65 percent increase. Tn 1979 the
Employer reached agreement with District Council #48 on an eight percent
increase while the City agreed to a 6.6 percent increase and the County agreed
to a 6.25 percent increase and the school board agreed to a five percent
increase. 1In 1980 the Employer again agreed to an eight percent increase with
District Council #48 while the City reached agreement on a 6.4 percent increase
and the County gave a 6.25 percent increase and the school board gave an 8.7
percent increase. In 1981, the City and the County agreed to increases
totaling ten percent and the school board agreed to an 8.5 percent increase.

In 1982 the City has agreed to an increase totaling ten percent while the County
has agreed to nine percent and the school board agreed to an eight and one-half
percent increase. The Employer's agreement with District Council #48 and with
the members of thls bargaining unit were based on the school year while the
agreements of the City of Milwaukee, Milwaukee County and the school board had
calendar year agreements with District Council #48, 1In the period from 1973
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through 1981, the Employer's cumulative increases with District Council #48 have
exceeded the increases given by the City, County and school board to the
employees represented by District Council #48.

The Employer gave all of its other bargaining units and eight percent
increase for the 1981-82 school year and an eight percent increase for the
1982-83 school year. This included the nonteaching professionals, the teachers
and those employees represented by District Council #48 and the television
employees. Simllar increases were given to the nonrepresented employees. The
teacher bargaining unlt consists of 650 people and District Council #48 repre-
sents 350 people and the television unit consists of 30 employess. There are 88
employees in this bargalning unit. The agreements with the teachers and
District Councll #48 and the televislon employees were voluntary settlements.
The teachers reached agreement in December of 1981 and District Council #48
reached agreement with the Employer in March of 1982.

During the period from the 1972-73 school year to the 1981-82 school year,
the equalized value of the Employer's district increased from just under
$9,500,000,000.00 to more than $22,330,000,000.00. From the 1973-74 school year
until the 1980-81 school year the annual dollar increase in the equalized value
of the property in the Employer's school district was at least a billion dollars
or more and the increase in the 1979-80 school year was almoat
$2,400,000,000,00. However, in the 1981-82 school year the increase in the
equalized value of the district dropped to $166,4%0,000.00. This was the lowest
dollar increase in the equalized value of the property of the Employer's
digstrict in the last ten years and it was only a .75 percent increase. The
lowest increase in the preceding ten years had been two and one-half percent and
in the 1975~76 and 1979-B0 school years the increase had been almost twelve per-
cent. As a result, the mill rate for operation of the school district increased
dramatically from 1.1135 in the 1979-80 school year to 1.2983 in the 1980-81
school year to 1.4448 in the 1981-82 school year. Wiscongin Statutes limit the
mill rate for the Employer's district to 1.5 and the Employer is very near the
top.

The consumer price index increased thirteen and one~half percent from July
of 1980 to July of 1981, but the rate of increase has declined rapidly since
then until there was & .3 percent decrease in the cost of living in March of
1982, The only cost posting a substantial gain in March of 1982 was medical
costs and the employees in this bargaining unlt are insulated against those
increases by their health {nsurance program. By January of 1982 the consumer
price index had increased 8.2 perceant over the preceding year and by February of
1982 the increase over the preceding year was 7.4 percent. For the last six
monthe, the rate of increase in the consumer price index has been declining
rapidly. Apprenticeship training provided by the vocational, technical and
adult education districts of the state of Wisconsin has declined about ten per-
cent because of the economy. Public employers as well as private employers

around the country are eliminating Jobs and asking employees to accept wage cuts
and forego wage increases.

The Employer's collective bargalning agreement with District Council #48
has classifications that have both five steps and six steps. The six step sche-—
dules are primarily for the older classifications and the five step schedules
apply to the newer classifications. Those classifications with six steps have
smaller increments that tota! four percent or even less while the five step
schedules have higher increments that total four and one-half percent or more.
This bargaining unit has five step schedules but the increments are four and
one~half to five percent. The five step schedule does not result in a lower
increase between the beginning level and the final step but permits the
employees to move to the final step in less time. Adding another step to the
five step classificiations would give those employees an additional five percent

salary increase over and above everyone else Iin the bargaining unit and the
other employees of the Employer.

DISCUSSION

As a result of a stipulation that was agreed to by the parties just prior to
the commencement of the arbitration hearing, the parties are in agreement on the
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level of benefits provided by the dental insurance program. The only 1ssue with
respect to dental insurance is the amount of the premium payment to be paid by
the Employer and the employees participating in the plan. The Union is asking
that 100 percent of the premium be paid by the Employer while the Employer pro-
poses to pay 50 percent of the premium. A number of Milwaukee area public
employers have included dental insurance programs in thelr collectlve bargaining
agreements. The City of Milwaukee and Milwaukee County pay 77 percent of the
premium and the Milwaukee Public Schools pay 80 percent of the premium. The
Employer has reached agreement with its teachers and nonprofessional employees
to pay /5 percent of the dental insurance premium. The Union argues that its
final offer is more reasonable based on the comparables. It points out that the
Employer's offer is significantly lower than the Employer's other settlements.
Conceding that 1ts proposal has a higher cost than the other Milwaukee area
public employees, the Union argues that its proposal is closer to the mean
settlement on a percentage basis than the Employer's. It takes the position
that harm will be done if the Emplover’s offer 1s accepted rather than the
Union's because it will mean that the employees will have to pay $156.00 a year
for dental insurance and they may not be able to take advantage of the program
because of that high cost. The Employer's teachers, nonprofessionals and tele-
vision employees are required to pay $6.00 per month for their dental insurance
plan. The Employer's proposal would require the members of thils bargaining unit
to pay $12.50 per month while the Union's proposal would not require them to pay
anything. If the Union's offer is accepted, the employees it represents would
enjoy a benefit over and above the Employer's other bargaining units of $6.00
per month, and if the Employer's proposal is accepted, the benefit would be
$6.50 less per month. In comparison with the Employer's other bargaining units,
the Unlon proposal is no more justifiable than the Employer's proposal.
Comparison with the other public employers in the Milwaukee area 1s almost the
same as with the Employer's other bargaining units although slightly more
favorable to the Union's position., The arbitrator considers a point half way in
between the'Employer's po. {tion and the Unlon's position to be most acceptable
because that is closer to the position of the Employer's other bargaining units
and the other public employers offering a dental program in the Milwaukee area.
Since the Union's pusition 1s a trifle closer to the average amount contributed
by employees to dental plan premfums in the Milwaukee area, its position could
be described as slightly more reasonable than that of the Employer. They both
depart from the average contributkion In about the same amount and it 1s dif-
ficult to describe one as belng more reasonable than the other.

In its brief, the Union describes the issue of the reclassification of the
Library Technician as the most significant issue 1in this case. 1t proposes to
reclassify the three Library Techniclans to the same classification as a Student
Services Specialist I while the Employer would retain the status quo. The Union
argues that the Jjob descriptions of the Library Techniclan and the Student Ser—
vices Specilalist 1 establish that the characteristic duties and responsibilities
and required skills, knowledge and abilities of each job are so similar that a
slngle pay classification 1s justified for both positions. A close examination
of the job descriptions does not support that position. The duties deseribed in
the Job description of the Library Technician could he described as repetitive
in nature although they do require some sgpeclal training. The educational
requirement of an Assoclate of Arts degree In library technology and one year of
experlence is substantially less than the Student Services Speclalist I require-
mwent of a Bachelors degree with major course work in guldance and counseling,
psychology or other relevant fields. The duties of the Student Services Spe-
clalist 1 require the individual in the position to act independently with no
immediate supervision and to take initiatives that can be expected from a high
level paraprofessional. Very little of the work of a Student Services Spe-
clalist 1 18 repetitive. Each student that the Student Services Specialist I
coutacts is different and requires a different approach and individual deci-
sions. The Library Techniclan is strictly involved with the day to day opera-
tions of a rather small library. The librarians at the central library are
responsible for the fundamental library tasks of classification and cataloging
and purchasing of books. Based on the job descriptions alone, the arbitrator 1is
satlsfied that the two positions do not belong in the same classification and
the current classifications should be retained. In determining classifications
one should not only read the job descriptions but should review the duties
actually performed by the occupants of the position., The testlmony indicates
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that the current Library Technicians have education, training and experience
that enable them to perform duties that could be expected of a professional and
they actually do perform in a manner beyond that required by their Job descrip-
tion. That in itself is not a basils for reclassification of the position to the
same classification as a Student Services Specialist I. 1t would indicate that
the Library Techniclians are performing duties beyond the scope contemplated by
and included in the job description for the position. This might justify some
upgrading of the position although not necessarily to the same classification as
the Student Services Speclalist 1. The major difference that exists between the
two positions and which requires that separate classifications be maintained is
that the Student Services Speclalist 1 operates independently, taking initiati-
ves and exercising judgments that are almost professional in nature and require
a substantial amount of training and experience. The Library Techniclan is in a
separate location from the library but has immediate supervision. Professional
asgistance and direction are avallable from the central library by means of the
telephone. Their work is repetitive and seldom requires an original approach to
a problem. The current occupants of the Library Technician position happen to
have professional tralning and qualifications far beyond the neceds of the
Library Technician job description and they do not always seek assistance from
the central library. However the assistance 18 available and the position
should not be reclassified merely because the occupants of the position are
capable of performing beyond the requirements of the job description. The posi-
tion of Library Technlcian may merit some upgrading but the evidence in these
proceedings does not indicate that the occupants of the position are required to
exerclse a level of skills and conduct themselves independently to the same
degree as a Student Services Speclalist 1.

The Union seeks to have those classifications on the salary schedule that
have five steps increased to six steps. 1In 1its brief the Union offered no argu-
ment In support of its demand for an additional step in the salary schedule for
those positions that have only five steps. The arbitrator can find no basis for
Justifying the additional step. Tf the employees Iin classifications with six
steps recelved greater total increases by reason of the six steps than those
employees who only had five steps in their classification, there would be some
justification for adding the sixth step. The fact is that employees with five
steps receive total increases by reason of the steps that are comparable to the
total increases received by employees who have six steps in thelir clagsifica-
tion. Employces {n the five step classification already have an advantage over
those employees in classifications with six steps because they reach the top of
their clagsification one year earlier and receive a comparable total increase in
the shorter period. To add on another step to those classifications with five
steps would Increase the advantage that those employees already have. The Union
points out that all teachers, counselors and school nurses have at least seven
steps In their classification. Those classificatlons are for employees who are
at a professional level. The paraprofessional positions included in this
bargaining unit are created because the Employer does not want or need employees
at the professional level of qualification and pay to perform the particular
duties that are required. Because of the differences in the duties, training
and type of employee needed, the paraprofessional employees were not iIincluded in
the bargaining unit consisting of professionals with whom they have no community
of interest. Since they are a different type of employee with different duties
and different training, there is no reason why they should have a salary sche-
dule comparable to professional employees.

The Union argues that the wage proposal included in 1its final offer is more
comparable to the settlements between other public employers in the Milwaukee
area and their employees. 1t poilnts out that its final offer is ia line
with the increase in the consumer price index for the preceding year. Other
public employers in the Milwaukee area recelved salary increases for the 'com=
parable period that range from 8.5 percent to 10 percent for the two years
involved. The employees of the other public employers in the Milwaukee area had
been given substantially lower salary {ncreases for each of the two years of the
immediately preceding contracts and had been given a lower cumulative percentage
increase than the Employer had given over the last ten years. The Employer
points to the significant deterioration in its local tax situation. 1Tn the past
when there were substantial increases in the equalized valuation of the
district, they helped to finance increases in employee benefits without undue
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increases 1in tax rates. In the most recent year, the equalized valuatlon was
almost stagnant which necessitated a major increase in the tax rate so that it
i8 very near the statutory tax limit. While this argument has validity in that
it points to the Employer's deteriorating financial situation, it does not mean
that the Employer does not have the ablility to pay. The Employer points to the
rapidly declining rate of inflation and a seriously deteriorating economy as
reasond for not giving the 1ncrease that the Union seeks, While this argument
has validity, onme must keep in mind that in the days of rapldly increasing rates
of inflation, the employees wage rates lagged behind. As the Union points out,
wage increases are usually based on the increase in the cost of living during
the preceding collective bargaining agreement and the consumer price index
increased 13.5 percent during the year preceding the explration of the old
collective bargalining agreement.

The salary issue 1s the most significant factor to be considered by the
arbitrator in reaching a decision in this matter. The Employer has reached an
agreement with the 650 member bargaining unit consisting of teachers and 1t
calls for an elght percent increase over the next two years. It has reached an
agreement with the 350 employees represented by District Council #48 calling for
an elght percent Increase for edach of the next two years. 1t has an agreement
with the Unilon representing the 30 television employees that calls for an eight
percent increase for each of the aext two years. A wage pattern has developed
for employees of the Employer as a result of those negotiations. The Employer's
salary proposal to this bargalning unit falls withln that pattern. The Employer
and this bargaining unlt have engaged in collective bargaining and have always
reached agreement on wages that fell within the overall pattern developed
through negotiations with this and other bargalning units with which the
Employer negotlates. It is not realistic to disrupt the relationship with the
other collective bargaining units unless there has been a substantial change Iin
the clircumstances {nvolving this bargaining unit that would set it apart from
the others and Jjustify a higher wage {ncrease. The Employer's proposal to this
bargaining unit on salarles is the same percentage Increase agreed upon with its
other bargaining units. A settlement pattern has developed through negotiations
with the three bargaining units representing 1,030 employees of the Employer.
1t is not realistic to give the 88 members of this bargaining unit a larger per-
centage Increase than that received by the other 1,030 employees as a result of
collective bargaining without facts distingulshing this bargaining unit from the
others. The evidence has not developed such a set of facts and the award in
this proceeding should be consistent with the agreements reached at the
bargaining table by the strong and realistic unlions negotiating with the same
employer. An award by this arbitrator that departed from the pattern agreement
reached with the other bargaining units as a result of negotiations would do
violence to the bargalning process between the Employer and the unions with
which it bargains. There would be no reason for either the Employer or the
unions to engage Iin bargaining in an effort to reach the best possible agreement
for each side Lf it would be possible to utilize the mediation-arbitration pro-
cess or shop for an arbitrator and obtaln a more favorable result. Thisg
arbitrator will not disrupt relationships between the Employer and 1its unions by
making an award giving an Increase in wages substantially higher than the
increases apreed upon by the other bargaining units in a free collective
bargaining atmosphere unless there 1s evidence indicating that there has been a
substantial change In conditions for this bargaining unit that would justify
such an increase for it and not for the other bargaining units.

The same rationale applies to the amount of the dental insurance premium to
be paid by the Employer. There is no reason why the employees of this
bargalning unit should have more of the dental insurance premium paid by the
Employer than the members of the other bargaining units. It is just as true
that there 15 no reason why the members of this bargaining unit should have less
of the dental insurance premium paid by the Employer than is paid by the members
of the other bargaining units. Tt is quite obvious that in the course of nego-
tiations that result could have been achieved if an agreement could have been
reached within the pattern created by the collective bargaining agreements with
the other unions. The Union scems to have made a decision that what it per—
celves Lo be an inequity in the classification of the three Library Technicians
is a sufficient set of facts to distinguish it from the other collective
bargaining units that have reached agreement with the Employer. This arbitrator
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ie of the opinion that some small inequity Iin the classification of three
employees is not sufficlent to take BD other employees of the sawme bargaining
unit out of the pattern established by three other unlouns representing 1,030
employees of the Employer and give the 88 employees benefits far in excess of
those Included in the established pattern. Collective bargaining is a process
designed to give adversaries an opportunity to measure each others bargalning
power and test it. When each party assesses Lts own and its adversary's
bargalning power accurdtely and realistically, and agreement 1s ordinarily
reached. In some instances one party may have a disparate amount of power as
compared to the other or may be unrealistic in its approach to the bargaining
process. Because strikes are illegal in public employment, the parties must
resort to the arbitration process 1n those clrcumstances. The arbitrator must
try to achieve a result that 1s comparable to what should have been agreed upon
between a strong and realistic unfon and a strong and realistic employer. It
appears to this arbitrator that the negotfations between the Employer and the
three other unions representling its employees resulted Iin agreements of that
kind. The award in this proceeding should be consistent with the agreements
reached at the collective bargalning table by the three strong and realistic
unions negotiating with the Employer.

The arbitrator does not take the position that there might not be cir-
cumstances where there should be a departure from the pattern agreement reached
with the representatives of other collective hargaining units. There may be
clrcumstances where dutles or skills or working conditions might require that
employees In a certaln classification be treated more favorably than others. It
is quite possible that the Unlon c¢could make a case for some sort of reclassifi-
catlion of the position of Library Technlcian. However, it should not expect
that a small inequity having an impact on three employees will result in all 88
members of the bargaining unit receiving benefits in excess of those agreed upon
between the Employer and the three unions representing 1,030 employees.

The arbltrator is satlsfled that the free collective bargaining process
between employers «nd unlons of comparable strength is the best and most prac-~
tical method of determining wages, hours and conditions of employment for
employees. He is satisfied that the pattern agreement reached by the Employer
with the three other bargaining units in a free collective bargaining atmosphere
produced a result that was falr to the employees in those bargaining units and
would be fair to the bhargaloning unit involved in these proceedings.
Toplementation of the Employer's otfer will result in the employees in this
bargalning unit paying a larger share of the dental insurance premium than the
other bargaining units. That {8 a regrettable consequence of the arbitrator's
award but one which the Unlon had an opportunity to avoid.

After full consideratlon of the statutory criteria and after careful and

exteaslve examination of the exhibits and arguments of the parties, the arbitra-
tor makes the following

AWARD

The Employer's final offer attached hereto and marked exhibit 'B' {s pre-—
ferable to that of the Union and the Eumployer is directed to incorporate it into
a collective bargaining agreement coatalning the other items to which the par~
ties have agreed.

Dated at Sparta, Wisconsin, this lo &s day of June, 1982.
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AFT LOCAL 212, WFT, AFL-CIO
PARA-PROFESSIONALS N0v4161331

November 12, 1981 WISCOMS T ¢ o,

ATEA
PELATIZ § Cov vt =iy,

All Stipulated Agreements.
Two year contract (July 1, 1981, through June 30, 1983)

Article VII - Insurance

Section 4 - Dental

a) The Board agrees to provide and pay the full dental
premium for all eligible employees and their depen-
dents. The coverage and benefits shall be equivalent
to Blue Cross plan QQ, with $750 maximum coverage
per individual per year.

b) Section 1, Health, paragraphs b), ¢) and d) above
shall also apply to dental insurance.

Library Technicians shall be reclassified and moved to the
Specialist I pay classification. Each technician will move
to the lowest salary step in the new classification that
provides a minimum of a one step increase in salary.

Wages
81-82 (See Appendix A)
a) 9% increase to each cell over 1980-81.
b) Add step 6 to all pay classifications.

82-83 (See Appendix B)
a) 9% increase to each cell over 1981-82

Wages and library technicians reclassifications shall be
retroactive to July 1, 1981.

All clauses in the collective bargaining agreement in effect
at June 30, 1981, and not addressed in this final offer
shall be continued.

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Kowalsky ji

Representative for

AFT Local 212 Paraprofessionals,
Wisconsin Federation of Teachers,
AFL-CIO

SK:ndk
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WISCONSIN EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS COMMISSION

tedgtT o,

Milwaukee Area Vocational, Technical -

and Adult Education District

and Case CXXVII

No. 28249 MED/ARB-1257
Wisconsin Federation of Teachers,
AFT, AFL-CIO, Local 212

FINAL OFFER OF MILWAUKEE AREA TECHNICAL COLLEGE
FOR PARAPROFESSIONAL BARGAINING UNIT
AS OF NOVEMBER 11, 1981

Milwaukee Area Technical College proposes that the
collective bargaining agreement as in effect at June 30, 1981
be continued except as follows:

1. Implement all stipulated agreements.

2. Extend the agreement for a further term of
two years.

3. All wage and salary provisions in the basic
contract and in Appendix A shall include
the same classifications and structure as
the previous wage and salary schedules.

The new schedules for the 1981-82 contract
year shall be prepared by adding 8% to each
step in the schedules for 1980-81. The new
schedules for the 1982-83 contract year
shall be prepared by adding 8% to each step
in the 1981-82 schedules. Wage and salary
increases shall be retroactive to July 1,
1981.

4. Effective July 1, 1982, a new dental insur-
ance plan shall be implemented. MATC shall
have the right to select the dental insur-
ance carrier; however, the major benefits
provided under the plan shall be in accor-
dance with the schedule attached hereto.
MATC shall contribute the entire cost of the
plan for employees without dependents and
50% of the cost of the plan for employees
with dependents. Participation in the plan



shall be voluntary. Employees who
choose to participate in the dependent
coverage shall pay their share of the
cost through payroll deductions. Pro-
visions comparable to Article VII, Sec-
tion 1(b), (c) and (d) shall be included
in the collective bargaining agreement
language relating to the dental insurance
plan.



SCHEDULE OF DENTAL BENLFITS

Maximum per participant per calendar vear. . . o .' .+ . = $750.00

Deductible per parcdcivaut per calendsf Year. o . o« » o 25,00

Maxinun fauily deducﬁible:ﬁer colendar Year, o+ .+ . 4 . . 75.00

DIAGNOSTIC* . . . & & + & & & s o » ¢ o o « & o o« o s + 100%
Diagnostic X-ravs

Oral examinations

PREVEIJTIVE*I - - - L L] [ - L] L] L] - - - - L] - - - - L] L] . 100z

ANCILLARY . v v v v 4 4 s s o o & o o o« s & 2 « « o« « w 80/20

Anesthesia and infections
Eucrpency pallictive treatnent and
denture repairs/adjustments -

RESTORATIONS
Repular (Direct FL134naa) . o o o v v 4 4 4 o o o o v £0/20
Precious Letal (Indirect FLilinfs) o o s o o o s « » s 50/50

ORAL SURGERY . v 4w v 4 o ¢ « o 4 o o o o o s o o o s o o - 80/[20

ENDODONTICS. + « « o & 2 o o o 35 s s 2 2 o s o o« s« o o 80/20

PERIODOHTICS. v v v & o s s s s o 5 s o o o s o« o s« o « o 80/l20

PROSTHODONTICS. . & v 4 & o 2 & o 2 4 o« o o o o o o« o « « 50/50

ORTHCDONTICS* (separate Maxinum)., . + . . « +. « . . + + - 50/50

Lifetinme maximum per participant 1,500.00
Dependents covrred to Ape 19

¥not pubject to deductible

DEPENDENTS COVERED. . . « . . . Same as for current Ernlecvee
; Health lnsurznce Plan

ELIGIBILITY FGR COVERAGE. ., . . Same as for current Frployee

e - .+ - ETIE




