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ARBITRATION AWARD

The Palmyra-Eagle Area School District, hereinafter referred
to as the District, and the Palmyra-Eagle Education Association,
hereinafter referred to as the Association, were unable to voluntarily
resolve a number of the issues in dispute in their negotiations for
a new 1931-1983 Collective Bargaining Agreement to replace their
expiring 1979-1981 Collective Bargaining Agreement and the Associa-
tion, on June 23, 1981, petitioned the Wisconsin Employment
Relations Commission (WERC) for the purpose of initiating mediation-
arbitration pursuant to the provisions of Section 111.70(4)(cm) 6
of tle Wisconsin Statutes.

The WERC investigated the dispute and, upon determination
that there was an impasse which could not be resolved through
mediation, certified the matter to mediation-arbitration. The
parties selected the undersigned from a panel of mediator-arbitrators
submitted to them by the WERC and the WERC issued an Order, dated
February &4, 1982, appointing the undersigned as mediator-arbitrator.
The undersigned endeavored to mediate the dispute on March 17,
April 19, and April 21, 1932 and a number of issues were resolved,
including issues dealing with pay for work assignments outside the
school day, credit approval for advancement on the salary schedule,
probationary period, pay for certain positions on the additive
schedule, layoff and recall procedure, and reopener language.

By written stipulations, the parties amended their final offers

to delete these items and to otherwise reflect their agreement on
the wording of these provisions in the 1981-1983 agreement. The
parties were unable to resolve the remaining three issues, all
having to do with compensation and fringe benefits, and a hearing
was held on May 6, 1982, at which time the parties presented their
evidence. Post-hiraring briefs and reply briefs were filed and
exchanged, the last of which were exchanged on July 9, 1982. Full
consideration has been given to the evidence and arguments
presented in rendering the Award herein.

THE ISSUES IN DISPUTE

There are three remaining issues "in dispute' between the
parties. They are:

I SALARY SCHEDULE

The parties' 1979-1981 Collective Bargaining Agreement contained



an agreed to salary schedule for the 1979-1980 school year.
Said agrcement also contained a cost of living provision
(discussed below), which provided for two possible adjustments
in that schedule during the 1979-1980 school year. The agree-
ment did not contain a projected 1980-1981 salary schedule but
did contain a provision which stated that "The 1980-81l teacher
salaries shall increase 8% over the 1979-80 schedule including
cost of living adjustments.'" In addition, the agreement con-
tained a provision that stated "A 12 year experience step will
be added to columns MA+12, MA4+18, and MA+24 in the 1980-1981
school year."

The 1979-1981 agreement also provided for a reopener
provision. In January 1980, the parties prepared an addendum
to accompany their 1979-1981 agreement. That addendum contained
a 1980-1981 salary and STRS schedule which was intended to include
the 1979-1980 COLA adjustments and the 8% adjustment as well as
the addition of three new cells to the schedule, Apparently both
parties agree that the addendum does not accurately reflect the
adjustments that were to be made to the 1979-1980 salary and
STRS schedule. However, there is a dispute, described below
in the parties' arguments, with regard to the adjustments that
should be made to the schedule to add the three new 12 year steps.
The schedule contained in the addendum is attached hereto and
marked Appendix A.

A. DISTRICT'S OFFER

The District has proposed a salary schedule which contains
a BA base of $12,503.00. The schedule in question contains the
same numbexr of salary lanes and the same number of experience
increments in each lane but renumbers the steps or increments by
starting with step 1 rather than step 0. The District's schedule
differs, in structural terms, from the 1980-1981 salary schedule
in that the incremental steps through step 7 of the schedule are
based on flat dollar amounts ($300.00) and the incremental
amounts through step 13 are based on percentage ranges from a
low of 4.8% to a high of 8%. Because the District employes a
higher BA base and because the application of increasing percent-
age increments in steps 8 through 13 accelerate the dollar
amounts added to the base figures, the District's salary schedule
maximum (MA+24, step 13) reaches $24,213.00, which is $170.00
less than the Association's proposed top of the schedule. Con-
verting the top of the schedule figure to an index of the salary
base, for purposes of analysis, the top of the salary schedule
proposed by the District equals 185.66. A copy of the District's
proposed salary and STRS schedule is attached hereto and marked
as Appendix B. X

B. ASSOCIATION'S OFFER

The Association proposes a salary schedule which is based
on a BA base figure of $12,425.00. Like the schedule proposed
by the District, the Association's schedule contains the same
number of lanes and experience increments as the 1980-1981 salary
schedule. Likewise, the Association has renumbered the experience
increments so that they now read 1 through 13. The salary schedule
attached to the Association's final offer does not set out the
STRS payments made by the District for each salary cell as part
of the salary schedule.

According to the Association, its proposed 1981-1982 salary
schedule is structurally the same as the ''corrected'" 1980-1981
salary schedule in that each cell of that schedule, as corrected
in accordance with the Association's position, has been increased
by 9.48%. Under the Association's proposal, the top of the
schedule (MA+24, step 13) would be $23,383.00 which,converted to
an index of the salary base, is equal to 188.19. Thus, even
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though the Association's proposed salary schedule contains a
BA base which is $78.00 less than the BA base proposed by the
Digtrict, the top steps in each of the salary lanes is higher
than the top steps of the schedule proposed by the District
because of differences between the increments proposed in the
two salary schedules. The Association's proposed salary
schedule is attached hereto as Appendix C.

I1 COST-OF-LIVING ALLOWANCE

As noted above, the 1979-1981 Collective Bargaining Agree-
ment contained a cost-of-living adjustment provision which
provided for pessible adjustments to the salary schedule, two
of which were intended to be reflected in the salary schedule
attached hereto and marked as Appendix A. (In fact, that
salary schedule contained errors in the magnitude of approximately
$3.00 in the case of the Bachelor's base and larger amounts through-
out the schedule.) The provision in question reads in relevant
part as follows:

"4, Adjustment to Salary - All individual salaries
will be adjusted semi-annually at the rate of
1% of the individual salary for each 47 increase
in the U.S. City Average Consumer Price Indexes,
A six month total increase must be equal to 4%
or more for a unit to receive 1% salary increases.

"These adjustments shall be made with the January
15th checks (based on June through November indexes)
and July 15th (based on December through May
indexes). The June 1979 U.S. City Average Con-
sumer Price Index shall be considered the base

reading and the starting point for future calcu-
lation.

"The beginning point of base salary schedule
negotiations for each successor agreement shall
reflect any Consumer Price Index increases to
individual salaries from the preceding year(s)."

According to the testimony, this cost-of-living provision
generated increases of 1% and 2% during the 1979-1980 school year
and 1% and 1% in the 1980-1981 school year. Under the formula
provided, this provision would generate a 1% increase effective
January 15, 1982 for the 1981-1932 school year. It would not
generate any further increase as of July 15, 1982,

A. DISTRICT'S OFFER

The District proposes to amend the first paragraph of the
above quoted provision by deleting the words "individual salary"
and substituting therefor the words "base salary of the individual -
teacher'scredit (educational) lane.'" The affect of this change
in wording would be to grant teachers cost-of-living adjustments
which are based on a percentage of the base salary for their
educational lane rather than on their individual salary. According
to the District's calculations, the COLA provision generated
payments during the 1980-1981 school year which were worth
approximately §26,250.00. It estimates that if the COLA provision
were to generate two payments in 1981-1982 (which it will not),
the cost would be approximately $23,726.00 under the Association's
proposal, for an increase of $2,476.00 over the 1980-1981 cost.

The District estimates that two payments under its proposed
change in the COLA formula would cost approximately $22,000.00
or $6,734.00 less than the cost of the Association's proposal.
Another affect of the District's proposal would be that the
teachers who were placed in each of the 1l salary lanes would
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receive the same flat dollar sum based on the base figure for
their lane.

B. ASSOCIATION'S OFFER

The Association proposes that no change be made in the
existing cost-of-living formula contained in the agreement.
Therefore, since that formula would have generated a 1% increase
effective with the January 15, 1982 pay check, its proposed
salary schedule would be effectively increased for purposes of
bargaining for 1982-1983 by 1%, as of the January 15, 1982 pay
check. The salary base figure for bargaining for purposes of
1982-1983, would be approximately $12,349.00, or approximately
$75.00 more than that set out in Appendix C. Under the
Association's proposal, this increase would be reflected through-
out each cell of the salary schedule based on the individual
teacher's salary.

IITI OPTICAL INSURANCE

The 1979-1981 Collective Bargaining Agreement contained
provisions for health insurance, term life insurance, dental
insurance, and long-term disability insurance. Under the health
insurance program, employees are required to pay $1.00 per month
toward the cost and the District pays the balance. The Board
pays 32% of the premiums of the term life insurance provided and
pays the entire cost of the dental insurance and long-term
disability insurance. The District has never had an optical
insurance program.

A. DISTRICT'S OFFER

The District's offer proposes no change in any of the insur-
ance provisions contained in the agreement and does not include
an offer to add optical insurance to the insurances provided.

B. ASSOCIATION'S OFFER

The Association preoposes that the 1981-1983 Collective
Bargaining Agreement contain a new provision providing for optical
insurance, the cost of which would be born by the District. 1Its
proposal would add the following paragraph to Article III, Section
3, Subsection 8: :

"G. Optical Insurance

"The Board will make available to its professional
staff members an optical insurance program. The cost
of this program will be borre by the Employer. The
program shall be equal to or better than the plan
provided by the WEA Insurance Trust, which includes

a $5.00 deductible provision and both panel and non-
panel participation benefits."

DISTRICT'S POSITION

According to the District, this proceeding "involves more than
the $50,000.00 or so that separates the total cost of the parties'
final offers.'" According to the District, this case involves an
"unwarranted grab for 'more' by Association without support in
the record, by comparability or otherwise."

In support of its general argument in this regard, the
District points out that no other school district regarded as
"comparable' by either party, pays COLA, but the Districf has
paid COLA since 1979-1980 and both parties propose to continue
doing so. It contends that its proposed modification of the COLA
formula is intended to more accurately reflect the increase in
the "cost of necessities" i.e., food, utilities, and transportation,
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but not insurances which are paid by the District. The District
also points out that no school district urged as comparable by
either party, provides optical insurance and argues that the
Association's arguments ignore the cost impact and the retro-
activity questions presented by its optical insurance offer.

The District disputes the Association's claim that it seeks
to preserve an ‘"established" salary index. The District points
out that the salary schedule in question had only existed for one
year and argues that its proposal would only provide minimal
"slippage" in ranking in a few instances and that it would maintain
or improve ranking in most instances. The District also takes
issue with the Association's position that COLA payments should
be disregarded when comparing salary figures.

STATUTORY CRITERIA

The District places specific emphasis on six of the statutory
criteria. VFirst, the District acknowledges that it has not raised
the issue of ability to pay but alleges that its "willingness to
pay’ position is related to the interests and welfare of the
community. Second, the District relies on comparisons with other
districts deemed comparable. Thirdly, the District relies on
evidence indicating that the cost-of-living has declined substantially
over the past 6 and 12-month period. Fourth, the District relies
on the criteria related to overall compensation, continuity and
stability of employment and other benefits. Fifth, the District
relies on changes in the foregoing during the pendency of this
proceeding. And sixth, the District relies on "other factors"
normally taken -into consideration in voluntary collective bargain-
ing, i.e., caution in introducing new and costly benefits, recognition
of insurer's "buy in" rates, judgments of elected representatives
regarding willingness to pay, and the need to encourage voluntary

agreement and discourage resort to arbitration to secure "unprecedented
new fringe benefits."

COMPARABLES

The District points out that both the Association and the
District rely on schools within the Eastern Suburban Conference
(ESC) as constituting an appropriate group of comparable school
districts. The District contends that schools within that conference
have been referred to across the table in negotiations but that
schools in the other "similarly sized districts within a 25 mile
radius" grouping proposed by the Association, have not been dis-
cussed in negotiations across the table. On the other hand, the
District indicates that 1t has no objection to the inclusion of
Lake Mills among the comparables since Lake Mills is scheduled to
be added to the ESC in the fall of 1983.1

The District takes issue with the inclusion of a number of
Districts (other than Lake Mills) included in the Association's
proposed secondary grouping. It points out that three of those
districts (Lake Geneva, UHS, Waterford UHS, and Walworth UHS)
are union high school districts and alleges that the Association's
representative at the hearing acknowledged that such districts
have not previously been considered '"comparable' because they
base their compensation on '"different factors.'" The District
acknowledges that the remaining districts in this group (Clinton,
Lake Geneva Joint No. 1, Waterford Joint No. 1, and Randall
Joint No. 1) may have some''peripheral comparability" but that

1. At the hearing and in its initial brief, the District
erroneously indicated that Lake Mills would be added to
the ESC in the fall of 1982.
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such comparability has never been asserted in prior bargaining.
For this reason, the District’does not object to considering
these other districts as ''tangentially relevant" but argues
that they-:should not be accorded the same weight as the group
whtich the partices have accepted as being comparable.

OPTICAL INSURANCE

First of all, the District points out that the current
insurance program is substantial and that it has picked up a
53% premium increase in dental insurance, a 147% increase in
health insurance, and 7.25% increase in life and LTD premiums.

According to the District, the Association's proposal
would require the District to provide optical insurance coverage
as of August 31, 1981, This is necessarily so because of the
stipulation as to the language for the term of the agreement.
According to the District, the consequence of this conclusion
is both unfair and potentially catastrophic. Since, as a
practical matter, no insurance company would provide retroactive
optical insurance coverage, the program referred to would
necessarily be self-funded. Thus, a major eye surgery with
attendant hospitalization, could devour far more than the estimated
premium, according to the District.

The District points out that the Association has never
proposed that its insurance become effective during the 1982-1983
school year and has never requested permission to amend its final
offer to "remedy this defect.'" Thus, since the Association is
precluded from amending its final offer, the District argues that
the arbitrator should not attempt to amend its offer by ''reading
into it a different effective date than that stipulated by the
parties.'" Do do so would undermine the collective bargaining
process since the District would not have an opportunity to
consider whether it desired to amend its final offer in response,

The District also challenges the reliability of the cost
estimates of this new fringe benefit utilized by the Association.
It points out that the Association utilized a projected cost
figure of $9,051.00 in collective bargaining but now alleges the
cost to be approximately $7,120.00. Further, the Association's
figure is based on a single family participation experience
which is comparable to that experienced under the dental insurance
program. The District points out that there is no guarantee
that employees who currently accept single coverage for dental
insurance, would not opt for family coverage of optical insurance.
For these reasons the District argues that the Association's
projected cost of $7,120.00 should be treated as the minimum
figure. Further, in this regard, the District points out that
this figure is based on a quotation from the WEA Trust as of
July 1981l. The District argues that in all probability, the
premium for 1982-1983, after the "self insured" year, will be
higher. The District also suggests that the WEA insurance trust
figures may be ''depressed" for '"buy-in purposes.' In support
of this latter point, the District points out that when it agreed
to include dental insurance coverage it received two-year
guarantee premiums which were quite low but were later raised
more than 100%, after only three years.

The District also argues that the comparables lend no
support to the Association's proposal for optical insurance.
It points out that not only does no district within the ESC
offer such coverage, no district within the secondary group
proposed by the Association offers such coverage. The District

-6~



argues that the Association has offered no reason as to why
the District should ''lead the comparability 'group(s)' into
the inclusion of such new and potentially costly coverage.
The evidence presented by the Association indicates that only
8 school districts in the State offer an optical insurance
program of the kind sought here. None of those districts is
alleged to be comparable and only 1 (Oconomowoc) is even
located in the same geographic .area.

In summary, the District’ contends that the Association is
seeking to include optical insurance as a "minor coat tail sort
of proposal' which it is not. This proposal exposes the
District to potentially large costs in its first year and
major costs in future years. While the District would
allegedly be given ''credit" in the first year, the automatic
increases in the cost of this coverage would be "taken for
granted'" in future years, according to the District,.

COST-OF~LIVING ALLOWANCE

The District points out that COLA payments made during the
1930-1981 school year cost the District approximately $26,250.00.
According to the District, the Association's proposal would
increase these costs to approximately $28,726.00 if two 1%
adjustments were to be made during the 1981-1982 school year.

(As noted above, only one adjustment would be generated under

the formula for the 1981-1982 school year.) On the other hand,
the District points out that its proposal, with two adjustments,
would only cost approximately $22,000.00, for a savings of
approximately $6,734.00 over the Association's proposal. The
impact on individual teachers of this change would range from

a low of $2.00 to a high of $76.00 (based on the actual experience
of one COLA payment), according to the District.

In addition to reducing the cost of this provision, the
change proposed by the District also simplifies its computation,
thereby reducing the chances for error. Thus, according to the
District, its proposal has a minor impact on individual teachers
but accumulatively saves a significant number of dollars.

The District points out that there is no comparability data
on this subject since no other district in the agreed comparability
group or any other alleged comparability group, pays COLA, Never-
theless, according to the District, its proposal meets a number
of the Association's stated reasons for its proposal on COLA.

It will maintain a 1% for a 4% increase, it will maintain a bi-
annual adjustment and it will leave in tact the practice of
utilizing COLA increases "as the beginning point' for future
negotiations. It will not protect length of service payments from
the alleged effects of inflation, but the District contends that
it was never intended to do so.

SALARY SCHEDULE

According to the District, the parties are approximately
$33,000.00 apart on the total cost of their respective salary
schedule proposals. Under the Association's proposal, the average
teacher's salary would increase by 11.73%; whereas, under the
District’'s proposal, their salary would increase by 8.92%.
According to the District, its offer results in only isolated
"slippage'" in the District'sranking among the comparable districts,
and preserves, or actually improves, the District's ranking in
many instances.

The District argues that any meaningful comparison of
salary paid to its teachers must include consideration of COLA
payments and that any comparison of cost increases should likewise
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reflect the fact that during the base year Palmyra teachers
were receiving COLA payments. By refusing to include COLA in
any of the comparisons drawn, the Association has 'distorted"
the comparisons, according to the District. The Board does not
dispute that its position reflects a "bit of tightening up'" but
argues that such action is appropriate under current fiscal
circumstances and argues that its salary proposal minimizes its
impact on individual teachers and preserves the District's
competitive and "often times leadership' position in the ESC.

In response to the Association's claim that the District's
offer changes the structure of the salary schedule because of
its increments, the District argues that this minor modification
in structure nevertheless accomplishes the objective of ''getting
money to the top of the schedule." It argues that its proposal
encourages teachers to stay in the District and to get additional
relevant educational credits.

With regard to the Association's claim that its schedule
changes the '"index'", the District first points out that it
disputes the Association's claim that the 'index' from top to
bottom, amounted to 188.19 during the 1980-1981 school year.
According to the District, the index during that year was, in
fact, 187.16, Therefore the Association is, according to the
District, seeking to enlarge this index to 188.19. Further, the
District says this alleged change should be taken with a "grain
of salt" since the change is relatively small in terms of dollars
or percentage change and results in part because of the District's
proposed base which is $73.00 more than the Association's. The
District also points out that the ''index" for the 1979-1980
school year computes to 180.397% and argues that the Association's
effort to make the 1980-1981 index figure a '"sacred number'
should be assessed against that background. According to the
District, the changes in the index over the years suggest that
the index may be sacred primarily as a convenient vehicle to
seek increases.

The District also points out that the average index figure
for other districts in the ESC for 1981-1982 was 184.4. " The
Associacion's proposed index figure would cause the District to
rank second in the conference whereas the District's index
figure would place the District in fifth position and slightly
above average.

According to the District, an analysis of the differences
between the parties' salary proposals demonstrates that it is
unnecessary for the District to spend the additional dollars
that the Association's proposal would require in order to keep
the District competitive and, in some instances, in a leadership
position. According to the District, it is not one of the
wealthliest districts in the ESC, and this fact is supported by
the evidence of equalized valuation per pupil introduced by
the Association. "While it is true that the District's budgeted
cost per pupil, is the lowest in the ESC, the District points
out that it is the largest District in the ESC and the District
is not administration heavy. /

The District points out that both offers would place the
BA base in the rank of first in the ESC. While the Association
seeks to put the District in third place in steps 7 through 9,
the District argues that teachers in those steps should be
encouraged to obtain additional educational credits. Further,
when COLA payments are added to these steps and to the other
steps in the Bachelor's lanes which are lower than desired by
the Association, the District's relative ranking is improved
over the ranking alleged to exist in the Association's exhibits.
At the top of the schedule where the District's teachers have
taught for approximately 12 years and have attained advanced
degrees, both the District and the Association offerswould
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continue the District's rank of second in the ESC, even excluding
COLA.

The Bistrict points out that both the District and Association
proposals would place the MA base lane ahead in the conference, and
by a significant amount. Similarly, both offers would grant a
percentage increase at the BA base that would exceed any increase
in the conference. The District's rank of second in the conference
at the schedule maximum, would be continued under both offers.

Both offers, on the other hand, would allow the District to
continue to be ranked in the lower half at the BA maximum, It
states that at the MA maximum, the District ranked sixth without
consideration of COLA and the District's proposal would continue
that rank. On the other hand, the Association would seek to
improve the District's relative rank by one (or two if COLA is
counted).

According to the District, a review of Association cell to
cell comparisons indicates that the District's proposal appears
low in two areas, BA+0, step 9 and BA+12, step 13. On the other
hand, the District argues, with those two exceptions, its increases
are more than adequate when compared to other districts' figures.
The Association's figures are shown to be excessive and out of
line with other conference districts, even without consideration
of the additional COLA payments Palmyra teachers receive. The
teachers in the two areas which appear to be low are also free to
seek horizontal movement through the salary schedule through
educational advancement,

The District also argues that relatively low cell to cell
increase at the top of the BA+0 lane is in part justified by the
fact that Palmyra is the only current member of the conference
who allows attainment of the maximum salary in the Bachelor's
lane in the tenth year. Finally, the District argues that its
evidence establishes that the District's schedule permits attain-
ment of the maximum salary levels in a relatively short period of
time in comparison to other districts. In every case but one,
teachers in Palmyra are allowed to get to the top quicker than
anywhere else in the conference. )

In summary, the District argues: the relevant consumer
price index rose 6.5% from March 1981 to March 1982 and only
rose 2.4%, on an annualized basis, for the last six months of
that period; the District's proposal maintains its competitive
position; the District's proposal allows it to "pull in the
reins slightly" with only a nominal monetary impact on teachers;
the District's salary structure rewards longevity and additional
educational credits,; the District's schedule improves the
beginning salary figures and maintains the maximum salary figures
(as does the Association's) and continues to allow teachers to
reach the top salary steps faster than other conference districts;
and a comparison of the parties' offers reveals a number of
examples where tedchers would receive increases in the range of
13 to 15% under the Association’'s proposal as opposed to more
reasonable increases in the range of 8.86% to 10.9% under the
District's proposal.

REPLY TO ASSOCIATION ARGUMENTS

The District makes the following general arguments in reply
to arguments made by the Association in its brief:

A. The Association’'s claim that its costing method is
more appropriate has been rejected in other arbitration cases
and should be rejected for the same reasons herein. '

B. Since inability to pay has not been raised in this
proceeding, the Association's arguments with regard to costs to
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the taxpayer, are less relevant than the percentage and dollar
increases provided.

C. The Association's claim that percentage figures are
unimportant or misleading is without merit.’

D. The Association's argument with regard to the superin-
tendant's salary is contrary ta fact (as allegedly established
in an attached affidavit and administrative salary guide).

E. The Association's claims regarding maintenance of a
leadership role are not backed up by exhibits going beyond one
year and are contradicted by District and Association exhibits.

F. The inclusion of Lake Mills should not be controversial
in view of the Association's agreement that it is comparable.

G. The Association’'s complaints concerning the Employer's
correction of errors in its exhibits merely reiterates objections
raised before the arbitrator ruled on the question of whether
those corrections should be permitted.

H. The District agrees that Association Exhibit 47, which
purports to be a corrected copy of the 1980-1981 salary schedule,
is correct except as to the maximum salaries at the top of the
MA+12, MA+18 and MA+24 lanes. According to the District, it added
those steps pursuant to the provisions of the agreement in the
amounts of $20,573.00, $20,907.00 and $21,241.00, respectively
during the 1930-1981 school year and no grievance was filed by any
of the affected teachers.

I. The Association's argument that its proposed increases,
cell by cell, more closely compare to the average increases in
the conference in eight selected lanes and steps, is flawed because
of the selectivity of the lanes and steps used in the comparisons
and, in fact, tends to establish that the Association's proposal
is excessive,

J. The Association's claim that any confusion over the cost
of the optical insurance proposal is the Distriet's responsibility
is without merit and ignores the fact that the District became
concerned about the proposal for optical insurance when it exper-
ienced a huge increase in its dental insurance premium.

K. While the Association claims that it has moderated its
salary proposal to help pay for optical insurance, the evidence
is all to the contrary.

L. The Association's claim that its reduced cost figures
are based on the $5.00 deductible plan quoted in July 1981, is
not supported under the costing method allegedly used by the
Association.

M. The Association's brief confirms the District's concern
that it is seeking to require the District to self-insure or
otherwise provide coverage retroactively for the 1981-1982 school
year.

N. The Association's claim that its proposal is justified
based on '"trade offs" is unsupported by the evidence presented.

0. The fact that the cost-of-living formula will not
generate an increase in the second half of 1981-1982, does not
render the District's proposal''ludicrous" since the final offers
were promulgated at a time when neither party was aware of what
cosy—gf-living figures would be experienced during the relevant
period.

P. The Association's effort to utilize alleged "take
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backs" included in the parties' stipulations, should be rebuffed
because a number of those agreements redound to the benefit of

the Association and presumably were considered acceptable trade

offs in themselves or they would not have been agreed to by the

parties.

ASSOCIATION'S POSITION

According to the Association, there are four issues to be
resolved in this proceeding: ' base salary, salary structure,
optical insurance, and cost-of-living adjustment.

According to the Association, it proposes a BA base of $12,425,
on "the indexed schedule', whereas the District offers a BA base
salary of $12,503.00 on "a modified schedule.'" The Association
describes the differences between the parties' position on
salary structure as follows:

"The PEEA offers an index structure similar to that

of past years; i.e., 2.45% increase per Bachelors
Degree lane and 2.94% increase per Masters Degree

lane, accompanied by a progressive incremental increase
per year of service to the District, vanging from 2.45%
up to 7.81l%. The total range for the indexed system

is 100.00 to 188.19.

"The District offers an index structure which retains

the 2.45% increase per Bachelors Degree lane and 2.94%
increase per Masters Degree lane, but modifies the in-
cremental system of increases by establishing a 2.4%
increase per year of service to the District from Steps

1 through 7 and creating a range of 4.8% to 8% increases
from Steps 8 through 13. The total range for the indexed
system is 100.00 to 185.66."

The Association contends that it proposes a vision care program
of moderate nature because of its deductible provision whereas
the District makes no offer on a vision care program. And,
finally, the Association states that its offer is to retain the
current contract language with regard to COLA adjustments,
whereas the District's offer would modify current practice by
adjusting salaries calculated from the base salary for each
educational training lane in which a teccher is placed.

The Association notes that there was no agreement between
the parties on which statutory criteria are of particular rele-
vance in this proceeding and states that therefore all of the
criteria would appear to be relevant to a lesser or greater
extent. However, the Assoclation argues that criteria relating
to stipulations of the parties, comparisons, cost-of-living,
overall compensation, and other factors traditionally taken
into account, carry primary import in this matter and should
"weigh heavier over the remaining criteria.”

COMPARABLES

The Association believes that 16 districts, comprising two
groups, should be utilized for comparison purposes in this
proceeding. According to the Association, its proposed group-
ings are supported by factors pormally taken into consideration
including geography,size, and competitive character. Accord-
ing to the Association, markets for teacher services arecoincidental
to athletic conferences and similarily sized districts within
geographic proximity.
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The first group of comparables proposed by the Association,
and agreed to by the District, includes all schools within the
ESC conference, with the exception of one private school in that
conference., The Association agrees that Lake Mills should be
treated as a comparable district, but not because of its proposed
future inclusion in the ESC but because of the fact that it is
of like size and in geographic proximity.

In support of its proposed second grouping of comparables,
the Adsociation argues that teacher population and pupil popula-
tion justify the inclusion of the second group of proposed
comparables which are in close proximity to the District, i.e.,
25 miles. Other possible criteria, such as equalized valuations,
school tax levy rates, budgeted costs per pupil, and the like,
should not be given consideration since ability to pay is not
here in issue. Utilizing this approach, the Association urges
that the following districts be considered comparable in this
proceeding: Clinton, Lake Mills, Lake Geneva UHS, Lake Geneva
Joint No. 1, Waterford UHS, Waterford Joint No. 1, Walworth UHS,
and Randall Joint No. 1. This grouping ranges in size from a
full- time equivalent staff of 82.50 at Clinton, to 28,00 at
Randall and an average daily membership of 1,222 at Clinton to
463 at Randall.

ACCURACY OF DATA

The Association points that that in making cost estimates
it utilized current data with regard to the number of teachers
employed and their actual placement on the salary schedule as
opposed to the District which utilized a cast forward method of
costing for purposes of analysis. According to the Association,
the District's calculations are therefore characterized by
"untimely and irrelevant data, thereby creating distortions to
the true picture."

According to the Association, it is appropriate to utilize
the District's cost methodology when settlements are achieved in
a timely manner. However, according to the Association, when
negotiations extend into and beyond the year in question, it is
inappropriate to utilize the costing method employed by the
District. The Association contends that under the District's
method of costing, the Association is being "charged and shackled
with costs caused by non-unit personnel, non-existent employees
or 'ghost' employees." :

The Assocation contends that the appropriate question that
should be addressed in dealing with cost data is '"what is the
cost to the taxpayer." The only appropriate way to determine
this cost is to compare the actual cost impact of the parties'
1981-1932 offers against the actual cost of the 1980-1981 school
year. In this regard the Association points out that it has
accounted for precise placement of employees on the 1981-1982
salary schedules,” including increment and lane movements as well
as new hires and eliminated positions.

The Association also points out that it raised a number of
questions with regard to accuracy of some of the District's
exhibits at the hearing and that the District acknowledged that
some of those exhibits might be in error. The Association
also notes that the District was given leave at the conclusion
of the hearing to make certain post-hearing submissions and
that it objected to the post-hearing submissions made by the
District, being beyond the leave granted. Notwithstanding a
ruling by the arbitrator that said post-hearing submissions
were within the leave granted and did not constitute new evidence
not already available in the record, the Association continues
to object to the District's correction of the figures contained
in certain exhibits. According to the Association, the District's
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actions in said regard "exemplify the inability of the District
to substantiate and justify its position." For these reasons
and because of certain changes made in cost estimates which
would appear to exceed the value of a one-half time position,
the Association contends that the District's exhibits should be
given no weight.

Other examples of alleged errors in District cost figures
pointed out by the Association are: the post-hearing claim,
unsupported in the record, that one teacher had been erroneously
placed in the MA+6 column and that such alleged error had not
been corrected in Association exhibits; the Board's utilization
of an optical cost figure of $9,051.00, which allegedly reflects
the cost of the optical plan without a $5.00 deductible discussed
early in negotiations; the claim, based on the superintendent's
testimony at the hearing, that Association Exhibit 47 which
attempts to correct the 1980-1981 salary schedule, was correct
in "most respects" except for the salary figures in the maximum
steps for MA+12, MA+18, and MA+24 (which is allegedly contradicted
by minutes of a meeting held on January 29, 1981, which are
attached to the Association's brief); and by utilizing costing
items not generally utilized such as the cost of substitutes and
mileagpe.

SALARY OFFER

The Association contends that its salary offer is fair,
equitable, and realistic in light of comparability, overall
compensation, and the prevailing settlement patterns. According
to the Assoclation, its salary offer, if awarded, would only
allow the District to maintain its ranking within the althletic
conference and the schools within a 25 mile radius relied upon.
On the other hand, according to the Association, the District's
offer, if implemented, would cause slippage in rank, especially
for certain teachers on the salary schedule.

In anticipation of District arguments concerning comparative
cost data allegedly showing that the Associgtion's proposal is
"excessive'" by comparison, the Association counters by arguing
that: a close analysis of rank demonstrates that the District's
offer will cause an erosion of rank among experienced, moderately
trained teachers; the District's reliance on percentage increase
figures should be closely scrutinized because percentage increase
figures tend to ignore the relative size of the base figure used
to compute the percentage (e.g., an increase in "a superintendent's
salary" at $38,000 would net 53,800 at 10% whereas a 10% increase
of a teacher's $18,000 salary would only net $1,800); and the
District's use of a high BA base has distorted comparisons of
this type. For these reasons the Association urges the undersigned
to disregard the District's arguments concerning the prevailing
rate of increase.

The Association also argues that the undersigned should not
give any credence to the District's use of what the Association
characterizes as a 'speed rating" system of analysis. The
information in question, which purports to show the relative
rate at which various salary schedules allow a teacher to progress
from the minimum to maximum step, is ''meaningless and unrgflective
of any salary comparison," according to the Association. In this
regard the Association points out that some exhibits utilized by
the District include COLA pay and some do not; the District
has not attempted to include longevity payments or other factors
which might affect the top salary achievable; the methodology
employed utilized an admittedly arbitrary mathmatical computation;
and this analysis ignores the relative placement of the salary
base and maximum salary figures which can be more significant than
the number of steps required to achieve the maximum salary provided.

According to the Association, the most valid indicator of
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comparability is an analysis of dollar changes in the cell
values of each salary schedule under consideration. This
"ecell-to-cell'comparison is an excellent criterion to gauge
equitable treatment, according to the Association. Utilizing
average dollar increases for selected lanes and steps for
other schools in the ESC, the Association contends that its
offer, as Lompared to the averages set out, reflect 'mo
extravagance” if it is kept in mind that Palmyra is a "front
runner. On the other hand, the Board's offer, according to
the Association, shows inconsistency by being 'extravagent"
at the bases, reasonable in a couple of areas, but "harmful"
to the Bachelors degree teacher at the top of the BA+0 and
BA+12 lanes.

Based on overall compensation, the Asscociation contends
that the Association's offer should be preferred because it
will "maintain the status quo.'" On the other hand, according
to the Association, the District's claims with regard to over-
all compensation should be disregarded because of the.inclusion
of questionable items such as the cost of substitutes, mileage,
and the additive schedule and because the Association's fringe
benefit package is not "excessive,' as evidenced by the fact
that the cost of its insurance programs place it in the middle
of the conference.

Finally, in this regard, the Association argues that the
arbitrator should disregard District arguments as to costing
since excessive factors are included in its methodology and
that the under31gned should focus upon the pattern of settlement
and the District's wrelative position. In this regard, the
Association repeats its arguments that the actual cost to
the District should be the true measure of the reasonableness
of its proposal. The evidence discloses that over a two-year
time span the Association will ”moderately maintain its leader-
ship ranklng whereas, under the District's proposal, experienced
teachers in the Bachelors lanes are harmed, and that the District's
inclusion of COLA in the comparisons tends to 'distort' the
comparisons. In addition, the Association argues that '
arbitral authority favors the maintenance of relative rank,
and the granting of increases supported by relevant comparisons
for the 1981-1982 school year, notwithstanding the deterioriation
of the economy during that year but after the patterns were
established.

SALARY INDEX AND COLA

The Association anticipates that the District will argue
that its position is supported by considerations going to the
District's budget, the pattern of settlements, competitive
salaries, and electorate concerns. However, according to the
Association, in fact the District's offer attempts to erode
"the standing practice of at least the past two contract terms'
in the area of salary index structure and COLA. The Association
argues that the District has failed to prove that the 'existing
salary index structure" or the COLA provision has been a burden.
Since the record establishes that the District has been a leader,
any justification for these proposed changes must be '"internal,"
according to the Association.

The Association notes that the District has ''taken money
away from the middle steps' but alleges that it has offered no
explanation as to why it has done so. On the other hand, the
Assocliation contends that its evidence demonstrates that it has
merely continued the practice of indexing. Its proposal of 9.48%
increases in all cells of the salary schedule insures that no
change in the salary structure will occur under its proposal.
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On the other hand, an analysis of step increases in the BA and
MA colums (at steps 6, 8, 10, and 12) reflects a range of per-
centage increases from a low of 3.04 to a high of 8.39 under
the Board's offer. Further, according to the Association, the
District's offer reduces the maximum index.

According to the Association, arbitral authority holds that
in order to change an existing practice, the proponent of the
change must meet a heavy burden, which has not been met in this
case. This is true of the District's proposal to change the
COLA provision, as well as the salary structure, according to
the Association.

OPTICAL INSURANCE

According to the Association, it has proposed and vigorously
bargained for optical insurance throughout these negotiations
but the District never expressed any objection to the concept of
optical insurance until the matter was submitted to arbitration.
According to the Association, the practice of allowing the
Association to purchase new benefits out of total dollars avail-
able has existed in the District prior to this time. The
Association contends that by accepting a $5.00 deductible provision
and purposely holding its BA base low, it has attempted to offset
the cost of the optical insurance program while merely maintaining
the status quo on the salary index,COLA and other insurance benefits.
Further, the Association argues that a $7,000.00 benefit should be
considered a small '"dent" in the District's total budget of 1.8
million dollars:

REPLY TO DISTRICT ARGUMENTS

In reply to arguments raised in the District's brief, the
Association argues as follows: '

A. References to the alleged ''greed" raised in the District's
brief should be treated as an effort to gloss over weaknesses in
their position.

B. The record does not support a finding that the parties
have ever agreed to utilize the ESC as the comparable group of
schools.

C. The District's claim that its proposal has a minimal
negative impact is unsupported by the facts.

D. Contrary to arguments set out in the District's brief,
bargaining history in this District supports the idea of a trade
off of salary for fringe benefits,

E. The proposed modification of the COLA formula does not
more accurately reflect the cost-of-living, is contradicted by
the District's admission that cost-of-living is relevant, and
is not supportable as an alleged means to achieve voluntary
settlement.

F. The District's claim that the current index structure
only existed for one year is erroneous since the structure existed
in 1979-1980 as well (except for the three new top steps).

G. The District's salary proposal arguments mischaracterize
the Association's proposal and ignore the fact that the purpose

of collective bargaining is to better bargaining unit cmployees'
compensation.

H. The District's arguments with regard to optical insurance
attempt to characterize it as ''something horrendous', when it
is not.
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I. The District's position with regard to statutory
criteria attempts to include alleged criteria which are not
normally taken into account and are not supported by the
evidence. "

J. The District has continued to advance arguments based
upon history,evidence, and potential testimony not actually
introduced at the hearing.

DISCUSSION

Before addressing each of the issues in dispute and the
overall positions of the parties, the undersigned believes it
is necessary to address several of the questions raised by the
parties' arguments concerning the state of the record herein.
In particular, the undersigned believes that it should be
clarified as to what is considered to be part of the record
herein and what may or may not be "proven' by that record.

During the course of the hearing, the Association raised,
on cross-examination, questions concerning the accuracy of Joint
Exhibit No. 2 as it pertains to. the 1980-1981 salary schedule.
The District acknowledged that said exhibit contained small errors
specifically including an approximate $3.00 error at step one
of the BA+0 lane. It was at that point that the Association
introduced its Exhibit 47, which purported tco be a 'corrected"
salary schedule for the 1980-1981 school year. The District's
witness, Superintendent Lance Fanshaw, indicated that the
Association's Exhibit No. 47 might be correct but that he would
have to check to be certain. The Association also challenged,
through cross-examination, the accuracy of the Board's FTE figure
of 82.07, utilized in computing its cost figures. Again, Fanshaw
acknowledged that this figure might possibly be in error and
indicated that he would check to make certain. Finally, on
cross-examination, Fanshaw acknowledged possible errors in
certain exhibits, e.g., the omission of Dodgeland from an
exhibit ranking districts by BA base and erroneous computations
on an exhibit attempting to portray the percentage increase
granted to teachers at the top MA+24 step. These latter errors
were correctable based on data already in the record, including
the original Collective Bargaining Agreements from the districts
relied upon by the District.

At the conclusion of the hearing, the District was given
leave to check the accuracy of the Association's Exhibit 47 and
to correct some of the obvious errors in its exhibits which had
been identified through cross-examination. In the course of
checking Association's Exhibit No. 47, the District, by post-
hearing submission, acknowledged the accuracy of that exhibit
except as it pertains to the three new steps added to the salary
schedule in the case of the last three MA lanes. The District
takes the position that those three steps were compensated and
should have been compensated at the figures shown on Joint
Exhibit No. 2, set out as Appendix A herein. The District agreed
with the Association's estimate of 81.57 FTE teachers and therefore
corrected its exhibits which utilized the erroneous figure.
Finally, the District submitted some exhibits which were not
available on the night of the hearing, and were admitted without
controversy, including an exhibit consisting of the 1979-1980
salary schedule which was missing from the copy of Joint Exhibit
No. 1 supplied by the Association at the hearing.

Although the Association's objections to some of these post-
hearing submissions have already been ruled upon, the undersigned
believes it is appropriate to clarify what is in the record and
what is deemed to have been proven by what is in the record.
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First of all, the Association's Exhibit No. 47 is deemed to be

an accurate "corrected" copy of Joint Exhibit No. 2, except as

to the last step in the last three MA lanes. As to those steps,
there would appear to be a dispute herein as to whether the
accurate figures are those reflected on Joint Exhibit No. 2 or
those reflected on Association's Exhibit No. 47. 1In spite of

the existence of this dispute, there is really no competent
evidence in the record, save for the provisions of Joint Exhibit
No. 1, pertaining to the accuracy of the disputed figures, Al-
though the Asscociation's minutes of meetings purport to show
that the District agreed with its figures in this regard, those
minutes were submitted in the {orm of attachments to the Associlation's
briefs and are not deemed to be part of the record herein since the
District never agreed to their admission.

The undersigned has spent a considerable amount of time
analyzing the figures contained in Joint Exhibit No. 1 and
Association Exhibit No. 47 in relation to the implementing language
contained in the 1979-1981 Collective Bargaining Agreement. The
origin of the problem in this regard would appear to be the vague-
ness of the statement that "a 12-year experience step will be
added to columsMA+12, MA+18, and MA+24 in the 1980-81 school year,"
which comes immediately after the provision for an 8% adjustment
to the "1979-80 schedule including cost-of-living adjustments."

It would appear, based on the figures proposed by the Association,
that the Association believes that the new steps would have been
worth $800.00 under the structure of the 1979-1980 salary schedule
before COLA adjustments (since that schedule provided for incre-
ments which went up at $50.00 per step and the step 12 increment

was worth $750,00) and that therefore the additional steps under

the 1980-1931 salary schedule should be adjusted upwards by the
approximate value of the COLA adjustments and 8% increase applied

to the 1979-1980 salary schedule. Thus, the Association utilizes
step increases having a value of $886.00. The undersigned has been
unable to determine the exact method used by the District to arrive
at the figures set out on Joint Exhibit No. 2. They are $768.00

or $769.00 greater than the figures set out at step 12 of the
corrected schedule. Thus, it would appear that the District
believes the additional steps should have been worth approximately
$750,00, rather than the $800.00 assumed by the Association. How-
ever, if this is the case, the adjustments would have generated
more than $768.00 or $769.00 increases. The third possible other
interpretation of the provision in question, apparent to the
undersigned but not apparently relied upon by -the parties, is

that the intent of the agreement was to first construct the new
1979-80 salary schedule, including the COLA adjustments of 1%

and 2%, and then add 8% and a new %800.00 step to those figures.

This method would have generated step 13 salary figures of $20,605.00,
$20,938,.00, and $21,272.00, which figures are somewhere between those
advocated by the Association and those advocated by the District.
This method would not adjust upward the new step increments which,
of course, did not exist during the 1979-1980 school year under the
terms of the agreement.

Because of the inadequacies of the record herein, for purposes
of determining the "correct" figures to be used for the thirteenth
step in these lanes, the undersigned has determined to use the Associa-
tion's figures for purposes of this record only, because of the
lack of any plausible rationale to support the figures utilized by
the District. '

With regard to the District's modification of its costing
figures, allegedly based on a 31.57 FTE teaching staff, the under-
signed agrees with the Association's position that the District
has no competent evidence in the record to support its claims
with regard to certain teacher placements explaining apparent
discrepancies in those figures. For this reason, the District's
costing figures must be viewed with some skepticism. However,
the undersigned would also note that the Association has provided
the undersigned with no figures in this regard to use in the
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alternative because of its claim that only the actual cost is
relevant to this proceeding, which is simply not persuasive.

During the briefing of this case, another issue was raised
when the Association made reference to '"'a superintendent's
salary” at $38,000.00, and the District, in its reply brief,
sought to introduce an affidavit and salary compensation guide
to rebut the inference that said reference was to the superintend-
ent herein. On July 12, 1982, the Association filed an objection
to the inclusion of such material in the record and disclaimed any
intent to make reference to the actual salary of Superintendent
Fanshaw in this proceeding. In deciding the issues in this
dispute, the undersigned assumes that the actual salary and
increases received by Superintendent Fanshaw during 1981-82
are neither part of the record nor the arguments herein.

One other ''discrepancy' of some possible comnsequence arose
relating to the projected cost of the Association's optical
insurance demand. However, that dispute relates to the reliability
of the evidence in the record regarding the Association's projected
cost figures rather than the question of what is part of the record
in this regard. Because the Association's projected cost is based
on an outdated quote, the undersigned is inclined to accept the
District's contention that the actual cost of this new fringe benefit
would be more than that projected by the Association, even if the
Association's assumptions with regard to participation are wvalid.
However, given the magnitude of the dollar differences between
the parties' positions, this 1 or $2,000.00 difference in their
positions is not deemed te be particularly significant.

OPTICAL INSURANCE

More important than the question of the actual projected
cost of the new optical insurance program, are the issues raised
by the District with regard to the propriety of introducing a
substantial new fringe benefit through final offer arbitration
in the absence of any persuasive comparables and in view of its
inability to insure the risk the agreement would require it to
undertake during the 1981-1982 school year. The Association
would have the undersigned ignore the lack of any s. pport among
the comparables based on its claim that the history of negotiations
in this District has always permitted the Association to "purchase"
new fringe benefits out of the total package settlement agreed to.
The obvious problem with this argument is that there is no agreed
package in this case and, in fact, the Association's proposed
increase is substantially gredter than that offered by the District.

With regard to the District's argument that the Association's
proposal would require that it self-insure the risk during the
1981-1982 school year, the undersigned must agree that the District
is correct in this regard. The Association, by its arguments,
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COST-OF-LIVING ALLOWANCE

The undersigned agrees with the Association that the
District's proposed modification of the COLA formula is not
supported by its claim that such medification somehow more
accurately reflects changes in the actual ''cost~of-living."

It is true that COLA formulas are less than scientific in terms
of their ability to exactly match the  influence of inflation.
For this reason, most COLA formulas are somewhat arbitrary,
e.g., a 1% for 4% increase. However, the District's proposed
change is not supported in this regard since it is tied to an
arbitrary base rather than a teacher's actual salary.

Further, the Association would dppear to be correct that
the cost-of-living figures quoted by the District are not
particularly relevant to the period herein. Increases agreed to
by other districts for the 1981-1982 school year were presumably
influenced by increases in the cost-of-living preceding that year.
Furthermore, at this late stage in negotiations, it is clear that
the downward trend in the cost-of-living did not substantially
influence settlements agreed to for the 1981-1982 school year
and any adjustment in the settlement for that year herein would
seem inappropriate at this juncture.

It is true that the teachers at Palmyra have a unique
benefit, not shared by any of the comparables relied upon by
either party, in the cost-of-living formula set out in the
agreement. However, if the District were to attempt to eliminate
said provision, .a substantial quid pro quo would arguably be
appropriate, at least in the absence of a fiscal crisis. Although
the District only seeks a modification in the formula, the record
does not establish that it has offered any particular trade off
for said proposal. To this extent, the District's proposal on
cost-of-living is akin to the Association's proposal with regard
to optical insurance.

SALARY SCHEDULE

A number of factors bear on the relative reasonableness
of each party's position with regard to the salary schedule.
On the Association's side of the equation, it is true that the
District's proposal would appear to modify the “structure' of
the 1979-1981 salary schedules' by eliminating the ''progressive"
increments in the first seven steps and accelerating the
increments thereafter. Secondly, the District's proposal would
reduce the percentage differential between the BA base and the
salary schedule maximum, and this would be true even if the
District's figures were utilized for purposes of determining
the schedule maximum.

The District points out that, as far as this record is
concerned, there is no indication that the parties have a long-
established practice of '"progressive' increments or a "index"
of 188.19. The increments provided in the 1979-1980 salary
schedule, the oldest Palmyra salary schedule in this record,
indicates that the increments were progressive in dollar amounts
which, of course, could be translated to percentage figures for
a "index.'" Also, as the District points out, the overall index,
as recently as 1979-1980, was 80.39.

The undersigned has no trouble understanding the Association's
dissatisfaction with the '"backwards step' represented by the
District's proposal as it impacts on the salary schedule. However,
that legitimate dissatisfaction must be measured against the over-
all reasonableness of the Association's proposal with regard to the
salary schedule. As the District points out, the Association too
would like a high BA and MA figure and a high maximum salary
range figure as part of any salary schedule. To achieve that,
the Association would increase each and every cell of the 1980-1981
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salary schedule by 9.48% such an increase, when combined with
incremental increases received by all returning teachers, would
produce individual salary increases ranging from a low of 11.93%
to a high of 18.28% in the BA column. Increases in the range of
15% would not be at all uncommon in the case of teachers in the
higher steps of the Association's proposed schedule.

The Association in its brief argues that percentage
increases are not particularly significant when the relatively
low salaries involved are taken into consideration. That
argument undoubtedly has some persuasive value. However, when
some of the Association's own data is considered, i.e., data
with regard to actual dollar increases, its arguments in this
regard are not deemed persuasive. -

It is true, as the Association points out in its brief,
that the District's offer looks(goor by comparison to the ESC
average dollar spread at selectedpoints on the salary schedule,
However, by and large,the dollar spread offered by the Districrt,
compares quite favorably to the conference average. On the other
hand, the Association's proposal would, in many cases, produce
dollar increases far above the average dollar spread with in the
conference. It is also true, as the Association argues, that
there is some '"slippage" in its relative rank which is produced
by the District's proposal. However, under the final offer
selection process, the undersigned is not privileged to reconstruct
the Association's proposal to avoid those problems but must instead
select between two relatively debatable proposals. Further, the
Association's salary proposal cannot be viewed in isolation from
the proposal on optical insurance or the District's proposal on
the cost-of-living proposal.

OVERALL EVALUATION

An overall evaluation of the parties’' respective final
offers convinces the undersigned that the Association's proposal
for a substantial across-the-board percentage increase in each
and every cell of the salary schedule, combined with continuation
of the progressive steps contained within that schedule and the
overall index developed under the 1979-1981 Collective Bargaining
Agreement when taken into account with the Association's proposal
to introduce a substantial new fringe benefit, relatively un-
precedented among available comparables, causes its offer to be
relatively less reasonable under the statutory criteria than that
proposed by the District. While the District's proposal would,
in some respects, cause an adverse modification in the salary
structure and an adverse modification in the cost-of-living
formula, its proposal must be deemed the more reasonable in light
of the statutory criteria. For the above and foregoing reasons,
the undersigned renders the following

AWARD

The District's final offer, as modified by the stipulation
of the parties during the mediation of this dispute, shall be
included in the parties' 1981-1933 Collective Bargaining Agreement
along with all of the provisions of the 1979~1981 Collective
Bargaining Agreement which are, by agreement of the parties, to
remain unchanged and the stipulated changes agreed to by the
parties.

Dated at lladison, Wisconsin this 9th day of August, 1982.

B RSkt

George R. Fleischli
Mediator/Arbitrator
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APPENDIX A

198081

- SALARY AND STRS SCHEDULE
' | i
YEAR BA ~ BAt6 BA+12 BA+18 BA+24 BA+30
» ' i

0 11,346 11,625 11,903 ., 12,181 12,459 12,737
STRS 567,30 581,25 595,15 609, 05 622,95 636,85

1 11,625 11,903 12,181 12,459 12,737 13,015
STRS  581.25 595,15 609.05 622,95 636, 85 650.75

2 11,958 ? 12,236 12,515 - 12,793 13,071 13,349
STRS  597.90 611,80 625,75, 639.65 653,55 667,45

3 12,34k 12,626 12,904 © 13,182 13,460 13,738
STRS . 617.40 631,30 645,20 659,10 673,00 686,90

4 12,791 Hag,on 13,349 13,627 13,905 14,183
STRS 639,65 i 653,55 667,45 681,35 695.25 709,15

r " ' '

5 13,293 113,571 13,849 14,127 14,406 14,684

STRS 664,64 ﬁ 678,55 - 692,45 706,35 720,30 734,20 |
f‘; + l .'

6 13,849 o 14,127 14,406 14,684 14,962 15,240

STRS 692,45 706,35 720,30 734,20 748,10 762,00
}

7 14,461 ' 14,739 15,017 15,296 15,574 15,852
STRS 723,05 - 736,95 750. 85 764,80 778,70 792. 60

8 15,129 15,407 15,685 15,963 16,241 16,519
STRS 756,45 . 770,35 784,25 798,15 812,05 825,95

] :‘ . ‘

9 15,852 416,130 16,408 16,686 16,964 17,242
STRS 792,60 "7 806,50 820,40 834,30 848, 20 862,10
d , .

10 ? 17,187 17,465 17,743 18,021
STRS i 859,35 873,25 887,15 901,05
i '
e ' T

-
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SALARY AND STRS SCIHEDULE

1980-81

{EAR MA MA+0 MA+12 MA+18 MA+24,
0 13,015 13,349 13,683 14,016 14,350
STRS 650.7% 667,45 684,15 700,80 7L7.50 )
‘ !
1 13,293 13,627 13,961 14,294 14,628 '
STRS 664,65 681,35 698,05 714,70 731.40
2 13,627 13,961 14,294 14,628 14,962
STRS 681,35 698,05 - 714,70 731,40 748, 10
3 14015 14,350 14,684 15,017 15,351
STRS 700. 80 717,50 734,20 750,85 767.55
4 14,461 14,795 15,129 15,462 15,796
STRS 723,05 739,75 756,45 773.10 789,80
5 14,962 15,296 15,629 15,963 16,297
STRS 748,10 764,80 781,45 798,15 814,85
b ;
6 15,518 15,852 16,185 16,519 16,853
STRS 775,90 792,60 809, 25 825,95 842.65
7 16,130 16,464 16,797 * 17,131 17,465
STRS 806.50 . 823,20 839, 85 856.55 873,25
8 16,797 17,131 17,465 17,798 18,132
STRS 839, 85 856,55 873,25 889,90 906,60
9 17,520 17,85/ 18,188 18,521 18,855
STRS 876.00 892,70 909,40 926,05 942,75
10 18,299 18,633 18,966 19,300 19,634
STRS 914,95 931,65 948,30 965,00 981,70
11 19,133 19,467 19,801 20,134 20,468
STRS 956.65 973.35 990,05 . 1006.70 1023, 40
12 20,573 20,907 21,241
STRS 1028, 65 1045.35 1062,05
il

L
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APPENDIX B .

" o e —

a

. C
|
1 |
il _'__._..._-.--———"-"""“'_ -
e man- - - \ .
) BOAAD OF LDUCATION SALAMY & SI1RS SCREDYLE
- 83830 OF EQUCALLONR SALANY & SiNS SCHESULT f
) na nheb MA.L2 Rasl® nA+24
[ L] BA-§ BAsL2 BAeln Ba.Ta DA+30
fot 12,582,003 1:,72% 00 1%,a17.00 15,444.00 15,8:3.00
a2 17,303 o9 12,910.00 13,116.00 13,822 00 LY, 728,93 L8 03%, 00 sTas 111.10 133.45 153,83 111,10 1%6.65
SIaS &23.1% 640, %0 s3%.72 eTL. 1L sl6.40 1.y
2ad 14,542 00 13,339,023 1%, 372,00 15,748 .00 14,113,000
Ind  §2,a03.00 13.310.00 i13,a16.00 13, ?1r.04 12,023. 09 b4, 313,00 SIRS 131 t0 133,45 248,85 182,10 203 &Y
SRS €313 §33.%0 470,80 4a>.]0 101.40 Tis.7% .
Jea  14,¥x2.G0 15,30%.20 15,877.20 14,0a0.00 LS
Jed  33,19).03 13,a30.00 13,716.00 14,027,500 1s.,323,00 1a,438.C0 s1a% Ta?.10 Yis.ad 183.a8% 3¢1.120 820,
$1as &35.1% [ Y] 85.90 705.10 11640 1108 - -
atn 13,2a2.00 13,509.00 1%,317.00 15,344,00 16,75).08 g
Atp 13,€03.00 13.710.00 ta,c1s.00 1s,322.00 18,625.00 14, %)% .00 SIRS 182.10 780.4% 'TTITY 0i7.10 83343
SRS $30.13 aEy.30 Jua,.ao MHé&.12 131.40 LTS 31 !_
: Sen 13, 342,00 13.%0%.00 16,277,400 16,644 00 17,013.00
Sth 1}, ,703.00 14,010,403 14,316.00 14,622.00 e, ,¥20.40 15,233,500 sras 77110 793.4% 813,43 .z, 20 830,463
stas car.1s 106. 30" 71380 13r.10 Tai.no Té1.15 .
- éth  15,8a12.00 16,149.00 16¢.377.00 16,%44,00 17,313.00
[y 182 ,003.0Q 14,313.8¢ 18, 816.00 Ca,%222.00 13,213.04 1%,33%,.00 $IRS 192.12a 010.43 024.85 847,20 $53.45
SERS 100.1% LFE Y, 130.33 Teé. Té}.aa Tra.7s .
Fen k6,187 Q0 14,30%.G3 14,077, 00 17, Iss.00 17,413.ud
th s Jad.co 1%,81G.00 e, 914,30 1y,222.30 13,373, 00 13.P4) 33 sias 201,10 FEEYPT 843.0% 2s1.20 gd0. 43
Tas 715.1% 130.30 745,00 is1.10 1¥6.aC 131.5 y
) ) . Aza 16,7s2.09 17,10%.80 17,477.00 11,d414.00 18,113.00
e ta,v33.00 i¥pria. 00 £3,%14 Q2 1%,822.60 J&,1235 3G te, 03 23 5125 837.10 235.43 813,89 597,10 9:0.69
S1RS Tas. Ly RITIET] 1.8 171,10 e0h. 43 111,13 .
Fin §7,741.00 1a,109.00 18,477,0a0 19,843._00 19,113 DO '
Ftn  13,333.00 13,812.94 16.116.00 16,812.40 17,129.00 1,453,002 $1as ¥37 10 134,03 1).483 %42.20 940,43
$1kS T13,13 190,30 [LEN T aal.)o 854.40 411,78 i
10ta  38,741.0C 1%,139.G0 19,873.00 19, %48,00 10,211.00
10wt 16,803,040 ié,e10.00 17,116.00 17,822.00 k8,12d4.00 18,833 80 S1RS 237,10 935, 4% 973.83 ¥92.10 1,019 8% 1
stas 23013 240.30 855,10 191.10 9G4 .40 5.1 ;
' 1len g, 73Y 49 27,13%.33 10,477,248 22,922,020 zl,z_;l g
it.n L8, 114,39 lo, 822, 00 t9,123.00 19,43 90 STRE S8 13 1,305, %% 1,023 33 1,041 70 b,0s3.%
STRS 05,80 LIS T #36.42 2r1.2%
. 12tn 23,147 32 24,10%.94 21,477 "2 11,424 0, 11,213 0.
R Si«h  1,637.19 1,035.33 L.a73.31% L, 992,20 1,110 43
5143 !
- . iten 17,471,230 12,844.00 13,213 0a l
o SRS 1,123 &% ,0a2.20 1,180.86%
* [
sras . . '

i U
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APPENDIX C

~ o

10
11
12

13

8A
12,425
12,730
13,095
13,521
14,008
14,556
15,165
15,836
16,567

17,359

BA+H

12,730
13,056
13,399
13,825
14,313
14,861
15,470
16,139
16,871

17,662

SALARY SCHEDULE

18,820

BA+12 BA+18 BA+2Y4 BA+30
13,033 13,338 13,642 13,947
13,338 13,642 13,947 14,253
13,706 14,008 14,313 14,616
16,129 14,435 14,7450 15,044
-lh,élﬁ 14,922 15,227 15,531
.15.165 15,470 15,77: 16,079
15,774 16,079 16,384 16,686
16,444 16,743 17,054 17,359
17,175 17,480 17,785 18,088
17,967 18,271 18,576 18,852

19,126 19,423 19,733

HA+D

14,616
14,922
15,287
15,713
16,201
16,748
17,359
13,028
13,758
13,550
20,403

21,317

MA+18 MA+2h
15,348 15,713
15,652 16,018
16,018 16,383
15,444 16,810
16,931 17,297
17,480 17,846
18,088 18,454
18,758 19,124
19,490 19,856
20,281 2G,647 )
21,134 21,500
22,043 22,412
23,018 23,393
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