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I. APPEARANCES 

Gene Degner, Director, WEAC UniServ Council No. 18, on behalf 
of the Northland Pines Education Association. 

John L. O'Brien, Attorney, Drager, O'Brien, Anderson, Stroh 
and Burgy, on behalf ofthe Northland Pines School District. 

II. BACKGROUND 

On April 14, 1981, the representatives of the Northland Pines 
Education Association (hereafter referred to as the "Association") 
and the Northland Pines School District (hereafter referred to 
as the "District") exchanged their initial proposals as to matters 
to be included in a new collective bargaining agreement to succeed 
the collective bargaining agreement that was due to expire on 
June 30, 1981. Thereafter, the parties met on numerous occasions 
in an attempt to attain agreement on all items for a successor 
labor agreement. However, the parties were unsuccessful in their 
efforts to negotiate a final contract. 

On December 10, 1981, the Association filed a petition requesting 
the initiation of mediation/arbitration with the Wisconsin Employ- 
ment Relations Commission pursuant to Section 111.70(4)(cm)6, 
Wis. Stats. A Commission Mediator/Investigator held an investigation 
session with parties on March 4, 1982. Thereafter, the District 
and the Association submitted their respective final offers to 
the Mediator/Investigator. Upon receipt of the final offers, 
as well as a stipulated agreement, the Mediator/Investigator con- 
cluded the parties were deadlocked in their negotiations and declared 
an impasse. The investigation was subsequently closed and the 
Commission ordered that the parties select a Mediator/Arbitrator 
to assist them in attempting to resolve their dispute. 

The partiesselected the undersigned as the Mediator/Arbitrator. 
Subsequent to the time that the Mediator/Arbitrator was selected 
and appointed, the Commission received a timely request from at 
least five of the citizens of the Jurisdiction that a public hearing 
be held for the purpose of providing an opportunity to the parties 
to explain and present their supporting arg.uments for their positions 
and to the members of the public to offer their comments and 
suggestions. Tne public meeting was held on June 14, 1982. 
Subsequent to the conclusion of the public hearing, the Mediator/ 
Arbitrator met with the parties in an attempt to resolve the dispute 
through mediation. During mediation, several avenues of settlement 
were explored, however, the parties were not successful in coming 
to an agreement. The Mediator/Arbitrator then served notice of 
his intent to resolve the dispute by final and binding arbitration. 
The parties waived their respective rights to written notice of 
such intent and their right to withdraw their final offers as 
extended by Section 111.70, Wis. Stats. The Mediator/Arbitrator 
then conducted an arbitration hearing and received evidence. 
The parties agreed to exchange briefs and reply briefs and the 
exchange of said documents was completed approximately July 9, 
1982. Based on a review of the evidence and the arguments, and 
utilizing the criteria set forth in Section 111.70(4)(cm), Wis. 
Stats., the Mediator/Arbitrator renders the following award. 



III. FINAL OFFERS AND ISSUES 

The District's flnal offer is attached hereto as Appendix A and 
the Association's flnal offer- is attached hereto as Appendix B. 
Stlpulatlons of the partles are attached as Appendix C. A brief 
revlew of the final offers reveals there are differences between 
the parties in their offers on salary schedule for 1981-82, 
differences related to pay for mileage under the 1981-82 contract 
and differences t-elated to the duration of the Agreement. For 
1982-83, the District offers a limlted reopener provlsion which 
would allow negotiations on calendar,salary, extra-curricular 
Pay? medical insurance and mlleage. In 1982-83, the Association 
proposes a salary schedule and makes a flnal offer on mlleage 
for 1982-83. 

The partles also have a disagreement over which school districts 
should be used as cornparables in assessing the reasonableness 
of the final offers. The arguments related to this ancllliary 
Issue will be discussed first. Then the Mediator/Arbitrator will 
analyze the final offers on each Issue indlvldually before the 
Medlator/Arbltrator considers and discusses the merits of each 

, offer as a whole. 

A. Comparable Districts 

Arguments by the District 

The Dlstrlct argues that the proper districts to be used for com- 
parables are the schools ln the pertinent athletic conference 
(the LumberJack Conference) and the schools in the CESA 2 Dlstrlct. 
They belleve that these schools are consistent with the llstlng 
of factors to be considered ln comparablllty. 

In respect to the Assoclatlon's utlllzatlon of schools from across 
the state, they argue that the Assoclatlon has put forth no basis 
that these schools are comparable communities. It is obvious 
to the District that northern Wisconsin is a totallydifferent economic 
world than the rest of the state ln almost every respect. The 
Statute clearly mandates that comparisons shall be made with other 
employees ln public employment in comparable communities. The 
school districts ln the Lumberjack Conference and CESA 2 are all 
in the same general areas that Northland Pines School Dlstrlct 
1s and, although are clearly not Identical, are certainly more 
comparable that districts scattered throughout the state. 

Arguments by the Assoclatlon 

For 1981-82, the Assoclatlon uses as comparable districts the 
schools in the athletic conference, schools in CESA District No. 
2 and statewide averages. Relative to statewlde averages, the 
Association argues that they should be consldered for a variety 
of reasons. They direct attention to testimony durlnq the public 
hearing, and tc comments by the Board's representative at the 

I arbitration hearing which related several statlstlcs cornparIng the 
Northland Pines School District to that of the rest of the state. 
The testimony and comments compared Northland Pines to statewlde 
averages in respect to economic data, housing starts, transportation 
costs and general wages. If the Arbitrator is going to consider 
these statlstlcs compared to statewide averages then he should also 
consider the salary offers compared to the statewide average for 
teachers. They also direct attention to Arbitrator Bellman's 
decision in School Dlstrlct of Hudson and the West Central Education 
Assoclatlon. 



For 1982-83, the Association utilizes an expanded set of cornparables. 
They utilize this expanded set of cornparables because the cornparables 
which they utilize in 1981-82 are not sufficient for comparability 
In year #2. They believe that this expanded set of comparables combine 
with an historical review is sufficient as the kind of evidence 
that an Arbitrator must consider under the criteria set forth 
In Section 111.70. This expanded set of comparables includes 
53 school districts statewlde which have settled for the 1982- 
83 school year. They argue that the school districts are comparable 
to Northland Pines School District for a variety of reasons. 
One, they submit data on students full-time enrollment and teacher 
equivalency and point out that this data shows that 21 of the 
53 schools have a smaller enrollment than Northland Pines. They 
also point out that the only schools among these that have a lower 
levy rate are the K-8 and union-free school districts. Moreover, 
only 19 of those schools have a less cost-per-student than does 
Northland Pines. Based on the foregoing InformatIon, the Association 
contends that the Northland Pines School District 1s comparable 
to the districts settled in the state for 1982-83. In support 
of their position to expand the cornparables for 1982-83, they 
direct attention to the decision of Arbitrator Yaffe in Northwest 
United Educators and the School District of Lake Holcombe (Decision 
19197-B)EducainGreenfleldon No. 
Association and Greenfield School Board (Decision No. 18170-A). 

Discussion 

The Mediator/Arbitrator notes that for 1981-82 both parties agree 
that the schools in the pertinent athletic conference and CESA 
District 2 should be utilized as comparable districts. Inasmuch 
as they both agree on this, the Arbitrator ~111 utilize these 
schools. 

The Association also argues that statewlde averages should be 
utilized in comparing the offers for 1981-82. However, the Mediator/ 
Arbitrator disagrees. The Mediator/Arbitrator is not inclined 
to grant much weight to statewide averages in this case. This 
is primarily because of the existence of more than an adequate 
number of locally comparable schools. Moreover, the Arbitrator 
believes that the use of such averages requires special persuasive 
Justification which is absent In this record. In this regard, 
the Arbitrator agrees with Arbitrator Yaffe's reasoning when he 
stated: 

"The statewide average comparable proposed by the 
Association has not to the undersigned's knowledge 
been given sianificant welaht bv arbitrators in such 
proceedings, particulary where there' is sufficient 
reliable data regarding comparable districts in the 
vicinity of the district In question. The undersigned 
does not believe that the Association has uresented 
a persuasive argument to Justify varying that practice." 
(Arbitrator Yaffe, School District of‘Ithaca, Dec. No. 
18946-A, 1982). (See also Arbitrator's Monfils In 
School District of Howard-Suamico, Dec. No. 19010-A, 1982). 
(Emphasis supplied). 

Relative to the arguments regarding what schools should be considered 
comparable for 1982-83, the Arbitrator will reserve dlscussion 
on this issue and will consider the arguments of the partles when 
he discusses the offers for 1982-83. 
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8. Salary Schedule for 1981-82 

Arguments by the District 

The District argues that Its offer is most reasonable when com- 
pared to salarles received by teachers in comparable dlstrlcts. 
This assertlon is based on ananalysls of the rank that the teacher 
salaries would have under both offers compared to the rank of 
the teacher salarles In 1980-81. This analysis 1s done at the 
BA Base, BA Maximum wlthout credit, EA Maximum with credit, MA 
Base, MA Maximum without credit and Schedule Maxlmum. 

Relative to the Lumberjack conference, the Dlstrlct's analysis 
of the data lndlcates that the position of the school dlstrlct 
at the Master's level for 1981-82 ~111 be ldentlcal to its rank 
for the 1980-81 school year. They also note that the Northland 
Pines Dlstrlct ranks very favorably with other schools, being 
third for starting Master's salary and second In all other categories. 
The only changes in rank are in the Bachelor's salaries. The 
Board's proposal drops the District from fourth to sixth for 
starting Bachelor's salary whereas the Union's proposal raises 
It from fourth to third. For the Maxlmum Bachelor's salary, 
the Board's proposal raises the District from seventh to sixth 
whereas the Union's proposal raises It from seventh to fourth. 
For the top Bachelor's salary, the Board's proposal retains the 
District's number three ranking but the Union's proposal raises 
It from third to second. The Board submits that Its final offer 
1s more equitable in view of the current economic conditions 
Inasmuch as It retains the District's rank at all Master level 
benchmarks, Inasmuch as It raises the rank of the District at 
the Bachelor's Maximum, Inasmuch as it malntalns the District's 
rank at the BA Maximum with credits and drops its ranklng only 
at one benchmark. Compared to the Urnon's proposal, the District 
1s more reasonable. Under the Union's final offer, the Dlstrlct's 
position in relation to other districts 1s raised at each of the 
Bachelor degree levels ranging from one step to as much as three 
steps at the starting Bachelor posltlon. Also, it should be noted 
that although the Board's offer drops the ranking of the District 
from fourth to sixth for the starting Bachelor's degree, there 
1s only a difference of $100 between its offer and the fourth 
ranked school. 

Relative to the schools In the CESA District No. 2, the Board 
also makes a similar analysis. They also belleve that the Board's 
proposal maintains Its ranking withln the CESA 2 School District 
to the extent that the data 1s avallable. The Union demand raises 
the I)Istrlct's ranklng at two of the three Master's levels, namely 
the Master's Base and Master's Maxlmum. At the Bachelor level, 
the Board offer lowers the ranking at the Bachelor starting salary, 
raises it at the Maximum Bachelor's and retains Its rank at the 
Maxlmum Bachelor's with credit benchmark. They note that the 
Union's demand raises the District's ranking at each:of these three 
Bachelor levels, thus It 1s observed that the Board offer lowers 
the Dlstrlct's ranklng at one level, raises it at one level and 
holds it constant at the four other benchmarks. The Union demand 
raises the District's relative ranking at five of the SIX levels. 
The Board does not believe there is any justlficatlon for increaslng 
the standing of the Dlstrlct in comparison to other districts 
as the Union offer does. They note that while under either offer 
there is some dlgresslon in the District's ranking, they belleve 
that the Board's offer malntalns its rank more closely than does 
the Unlon's. The Board also makes argument relative to the reason- 
ableness of the final offers compared to the cost of living. 
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'They compare the offers to the Consumer Price Index released 
npr11 23, 1982, for non-metro urban areas. This data shows that 
the cost of living Increased 8.2% from the previous year. This 
compares to the Board's proposal lncludlng fringes of 11.42% and 
a waqe-only Increase of slightly in excess of 10%. The Union's 
demand, on the other hand, on wages only 1s nearly 12% and a total 
package increase of 13.15%. The Union's offer, Including fringes, 
1s nearly 5% higher than the cost of llvlng increase and this 
compared to the cost of llvlng and the Board's offer cannot be 
]ustlfled In their oplnlon as reasonable. 

Arguments by the Assoclatlon 

The Assoclatlon argues that their salary offer for 1981-'82 best 
malntalns the rank wlthln the athletic conference and the CESA 
Dlstrlct No. 2 schools. They have utilized a comparison which 
references salary benchmarks slightly different than that of the 
Dlstrlct. They utilize the BA Mlnimum, the BA Maxlmum wlthout 
credit, MA Minimum, MA Maximum without credits, the Schedule Maximum 
and the BA Salary at the seventh step and the MA Salary at the 
10th step. They belleve that the utlllzatlon of these benchmarks 
are consistent with arbltral authority. Moreover, they direct 
attention to a wide variety of other arbltratlon decisions which 
utlllze rank comparisons and lmpllcltly consider how the comparisons 
rnalntaln the rank of the offers compared to the hIstorIca ranklng. 

Based on this approach, the Assoclatlon presents the following 
table. 

COMPARISON OF THE FINAL, OFFERS TO THE AVERAGE OF THE SIX ATHLETIC 
CONFERENCE SCHOOLS SETTLED FOR 1981-82 

BA BA MAX MA MA MAX OSM 7th Step BA 10th Step MA 

BFO -144 +1a4 -159 -274 -321 -163 -47 

AFO +56 +488 +57 +97 +a3 +89 +220 

The Association asserts that the data shows that In five of the 
seven categories, the Association's final offer 1s much closer 
to the average settlement In the Lumberjack conference than is 
the Board's offer. They would assert that this demonstrates the 
reasonableness of the Associat~on's offer. They present similar 
data relative to the CESA 2 schools. The following table expresses 
this data. 

COMPARISON OF THE FINAL OFFERS TO THE AVERAGE OF THE CESA #2 SCHOOLS 
SETTLED FOR 1981-82 

BA BA MAX MA MA MAX OSM 7th Step BP. 10th. Step MA 

BFO -182 -186 -167 -234 +121 -198 -386 

AFO +18 +490 +55 +137 +283 +54 -69 

The Association believes It 1s necessary for the Northland Pines 
teachers to maintain their rank and that the above table indicates 
that they are not. Moreover, they do not belleve that there are 
other extenuating circumstances to indicate why Northland Pines 
teachers should be treated to a less economic advantage than teachers 
In other dlstrlcts. 
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Discussion 

The parties differ slightly in the methodological approach that 
they utilize in comparing the final offers. They utilize the 
different benchmarks in their comparisons. Another difference 
is that the District utilizes an analysis by rank and the Associa- 
t1on ( while they purport to utilize rank, actually analyzes the 
differences of the offers in terms of dollars against the average 
dollar settlement in the athletic conference and CESA #2 Districts 
at the benchmarks. 

The Arbitrator finds that the benchmarks utilized by both parties 
are not totally appropriate. The District includes an analysis 
at a benchmark they refer to as BA top. This actually represents 
the maximum salary in the BA plus 30 lane with the maximum experience 
increment. The inclusion of this benchmark is bothersome because 
it is extremely difficult to make a standardized comparison to 
other districts because of the wide variety of credit lanes usually 
found in other schedules. The Association, on the other hand, 
utilizes two benchmarks whi'ch are also bothersome to the Arbitrator. 
They do analysis at the BA (no credit) plus seven years experience 
level and the MA (no credit) plus ten years experience level. 
The use of these benchmarks is not particularly justified. It 
is inadequately explained why seven years or ten years experience 
should be utilized instead of some other level. Moreover, as 
is explained relative to the Board's benctimark, variety in salary 
schedules diminishes the validity of such a comparison. 

The Arbitrator will utilize the following benchmarks: BA Base 
(starting salary). BA Maximum (no credits), MA Base (no credits 
or experience) and MA Maximum (with credits) and Salary Schedule 
Maximum. The Arbitrator believes that the use of these benchmarks 
provides the best possible standardized objective comparisons 
of salary schedules in view of the wide variance that is generally 
observed in their structures. In addition, the use of these five 
benchmarks is consistent with those utilized by this Arbitrator 
and others. 

In terms of statistical methods, the rank analysis used by the 
Board is consistent with arbitral thought and therefore will be 
utilized. It is commonly implicit in the analysis of final offers 
that one indication of the reasonableness of the offers is which 
one most closely maintains the historical rank of the settlements 
"is-a-vis the comparables. The Association utilizes a wage 
differential analysis of the offers against the average dollar 
settlement in the comparables. This method, generally speaking 
in the Arbitrator's opinion, is a valid and useful method. However, 
the Association hasn't developed it far enough to be meaningful 
enough to deserve much weight. The data only shows the difference 
of the offers against the average. However, while a negative 
difference may be significant it is not per se significant or 
significant standing alone. To be meaningful, it should be 
coupled with an analysis to show that this differentral is historically 
greater than the differential position of past settlements. A 
statistic showing only the negative differehtial to the average 
without histori-al analysis of the same differential could be 
misleading. While the expressed differentials by the Association 
might be negative, they also might represent dramatic increases 
or improvements over the parties historical differential wage 
position compared to the comparable districts. 

The data on rank is expressed on the following chart. 
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TABLE NO. 1 

LUMBERJACK CONFERENCE 
ANALYSIS OF RANK 

I 

Year 

1980-81 

1981-82 

BA Base BA Max MA Base MA Max Schedule Max 

4/7 7/7 3/7 2/7 2/7 

6/7(B) 6/7(B) 3/7(B) 2/7(B) 2/7(B) 
3/7(A) 4/7(A) 3/7(A) 2/7(A) 2/7(~) 

CESA #2 
ANALYSIS OF RANK 

1980-81 11/19 11,'18 10/17 6/17 3/17 

1981-82 14/18(B) 10/17(B) 10/16(B) 6/16(B) 3/16(B) 
9/18(A) 8/17(A) 9/16(A) 5/16(A) 3/16(A) 

An analysis of this data relative to the reasonableness of the 
respective offers, in the Arbitrator's opinion, does not reveal 
any conclusive preference for either offer. In the Lumberjack 
conference, both offers maintain the 1980-81 rank at three bench- 
marks and the Board's is preferred at one of the two other benchmarks 
and the Association's at the other. The Board's is preferred 
at the BA Maximum because, while both offers Improve the rank, there 
is no apparent justification for the greater degree of improvement 
for the Association's offer. The Association's offer is preferred 
at the BA Base, although it improves the rank it does so by a 
lesser degree than the Board's offer decreases the rank. As a 
result, the parties offer in terms of rank being the same at three 
benchmarks and offsettlng each other in the remaining benchmarks, 
they appear to be in equillibrium relative to rank comparisons 
in the Lumberjack conference. 

A somewhat similar result is observed in the CESA #2 District 
ranking data. They are equal in retaining rank at the Schedule 
Maximum. The Assoclatlon's is preferred at the BA Base while 
under the Board's offer the rank is maintained more closely than 
under the Association's offer at the remaining benchmarks. However, 
these preferences are tempered by the lack of data on all CESA 
Dlstrlct No. 2 schools. If data were available for all schools, 
more wieght could be given to this analysis. As a result, It 
is the Judgment of the Mediator/Arbitrator that the ranking data 
on CESA District No. 2 schools does not tell a story complete 
enough to base the Arbitrator's decision on this data only. In 
view that the ranking data is inclusive, and in view of the fact 
that ranklng data can sometimes be misleading, the Arbitrator 
has developed an historical analysis which shows how,the differential 
between the 1981-82 and the average settlements in cornparables 
compare to the difference between the 1980,81 comparable settlements 
and the Northland Pines settlements at the benchmarks. Rank analysis 
considered alone can sometimes be misleading because while both 
offers might maintain rank,one offer might result in a significant 
loss of dollars within that rank compared to the previous contract. 
For instance, in this case, at the MA Base in the Lumberjack 
conference, both offers maintainthe same rank. However, when 
compared against the average settlement at the MA Base, the teachers 
would lose position within that rank over the 1980-81 settlements. 
The data indicates that the teachers in the Northland Pines District 
at the MA Base were paid $185 less than the average in 1980-81. 
However, under the Board's offer in 1981-82, they would receive 
$375 less than the average although they would still be ranked 
three of seven in the conference. The following table is designed 
to give a more complete picture of the final offers. Implicit 
in this analysis 1s the belief that a reasonable offer is one 
that not only closely maintains rank but also maintains, to a 
reasonable degree, the historical dollar difference to the average 
settlements at the benchmarks. Not only should the parties not 
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fall too far behind in rank but they should not fall too far behlnd 
wlthin those ranks. AddItIonally, they should not have a slgnlficantly 
increasing differential compared to the comparable average If 
they are below or above It without adequate justlflcatlon. The 
table below compares the Northland Pines settlements in 1980-81 
to the average and expresses the difference, negative 01‘ positive, 
in dollars and percent. The table also compares the offers of 
the parties in 1981-82 against the average in the cornparables 
in the same manner. From these two comparisons, It can be determined 
how the difference between the settlements in 1980-81 and the 
cornparables compare to the 1981-82 offer and the comparable average. 
These tables were based on settlement data found 1r-1 the Board's 
exhibits. 

TABLE NO. 2 

LUMBERJACK CONFERENCE 

Historical Relationship of Settlements to the 
Average Settlements in Comparables 

BA Minimum 

1980-81 1981-82 

1. Average in Conference 511,102" $12,044 

2. Northland Pines $11,000 $11,800(B) 
(Settlements and Offers) $12,000(A) 

3. Difference -$102(-.9%) -$244(-2%) - (B) 
-$44(-.36%) - (A) 

BA Maximum 

1. 

2. 

3. 

I 
1. 

2. 

3. -5185 (-1.4%) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

516 

516 

-5392 ( 

595 

203 

518,198 

517,889(B) 
$18,192(A) 

-2.3%) -$309(-1.6%) - (B) 
-56(0%) - (A) 

MA Base 

$12,395 

512 ,210 

MA Maximum 

519,695 

520,372 

+5676(+3.4%) 

Schedule Maxlmum 
520,953 

522.176 

+51,223(+5.8%) 

513,473 

$13,098(B) 
513,320(A) 

-$375(-2.7%) - (B) 
-$153(-1.1%) - (A) 

521,388 

$21,854(B) 
$22,224(A) 

+466(+2.1%) - (B) 
+836(+3.9%) - (A) 

522,670 

$23,789(B) 
524,192(A) 

+$1,119(+4.9%) - (B) 
+1,522(+6.7%) - (A) 
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CESA #2 

HistorIcal Relatlonshlp of Settlements to the 
Average Settlements in Comparables 

1. Average in CESA #2 

2. Northland Pines 
(Settlements and Offers) 

3. Difference 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

BA Minimum 

1980-81 1981-82 

$11,127 

$11,000 

512,163 

$11,800(8) 
$12,000(A) 

-$127(-1.1%) -$363(-2.9%) - (B) 
:$163(-1.3%) - (A) 

BA MaxImum 

$16,726 

$16,203 

$18,386 

$17,889(B) 
$18,192(A) 

-$524(-3.1%) -$497(-2.7%) - (B) 
-$192(-l%) - (A) 

MA Base 

$12,514 

$12,210 

$13,685 

$13,098(B) 
$13,320(A) 

-$304(-2.4%) -$587(-4.2%) - (B) 
-$365(-3.6%) - (A) 

MA Maxlmum 

$19,537 

$20,372 

$21,381 

$21,854(~) 
$22,224(A) 

+$834(+4.2%) +5473(+2.2%) - (B) 
+$843(+3.9%) - (A) . 

Schedule Maximum 

1. $20,577 

2. $22,176 

3. +$1,599(+7.7%) 

$22,389 

$23,789(B) 
* $24,192(A) 

+$1,399(+6.2%) - (B) 
+$1,803(+8%) - (A) 

Based on an Interpretation of the data expressed in the tables above, 
It 1s the conclusion of the Arbitrator that the offer of the Association 
1s slightly preferred. For Instance, In the Lumberjack Conference, 
the Board's offer would result in a loss against their differential 
posltlon relative to the conference schools at four of the five 
benchmarks and only Improve their dlfferentlal position at one 
benchmark (BA Maximum). On the other hand, the Assoclatlon's 
offer would slightly Improve, and therefore for the most part, malntaln 
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the differential at three benchmarks (BA MInimum, MA Base and 
MA MaxImum) . At the Schedule Maximum, the Association's offer 
would improve the differential more significantly. The Association's 
offer exceeds the previous differential, however less than 1% 
at the Schedule Maximum and exceeds the previous differential 
by a lesser degree than does the Board's offer decrease it. 

In Cesa #2 District, a similar trend is seen. Under the Board's 
offer, the teachers would lose against their relative differential 
position at four of the five benchmarks and improve at only the 
BA Maximum benchmark. On the other hand, even under the Association's 
offer, the teachers would Increase their loss against the average 
at the BA Minimum and MA Base. At the MA Maximum, the Association's 
offer closely maintains the previous differential and would increase 
the differential above the average only at the Schedule Maximum, 
however, by no more than does the Board's offer reduce the previous 
differential. 

This analysis shows a marginal preference for the Association's offer 
on the 1981-82 salary issue. The Arbitrator will next consider 
the reasonableness of the offers for 1982-83 and then weigh the 
reasonableness of 1981-82 offers against the 1982-83 offers to 
determine which offer as a whole is preferred. 

C. 1982-83 Contract 

Arguments by the District 

Relative to the 1982-83 proposals by the Association, the District 
makes a variety of arguments against the two-year contract and 
in favor of their one-year contract with limited reopeners for 
1982-83 including a reopener on salary. First, they argue that 
a one-year contract is more consistent with the bargaining history 
of the parties because more often than not the parties have 
negotiated a one-year contract. They point out that between 1967 
and 1976 the parties negotiated one-year contracts. They also 
argue that a one-year salary agreement is most reasonable because it 
would allow for negotiations in light of the variable state of 
flux in the cost of living. This proves itself in view of the 
present Consumer Price Index which shows an increase of only 6.2% 
and exposes the error in the Union's position in its demand for 
a second-year of 10.4% without even allowing for any increase 
in the cost of medical insurance. They also argue that it makes 
more sense to have a one-year agreement in respect to the reimbursement 
for mileage. These costs have varied tremendously in the last 
year and the Board's proposal would permit flexibility not only 
for 1981-82 but would allow both sides to negotiate in the second 
year. Similar argument is made in respect to the cost of medical 
insurance. They assert that it is extremely difficult to anticipate 
cost increases in medical insurance. The Board's proposal would 
allow the parties to negotiate the 1982-83 contract in light of 
these most probable increases in the insurance premiums. 

The District also objects to the Association's utilization of 
53 schools scattered throughout the State as comparable communities. 
They believe that the Statute clearly states that comparisons 
should be made with employees performing similar services, with 
other employees generally in public and private employment 
(1 . . . in the same community and in comparable communities." 
They belleve that there is no argument made by the Association 
that these communities are comparable and therefore it is clear 
that the statewide comparisons are wholly out of order. 

Arguments by the Association 

The Association attempts to demonstrate the reasonableness of 
their 1982-83 salary offer by showing an historical analysis of 
the 53 schools settled for 1982-83 as of June 1, 1982. They compare 
the Association's proposal for 1982-83 at the seven benchmarks 
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that they feel are slgnlflcant over the hlstorlcal period of 1978- 
79, 1979-80, 1980-81, and the proposed years of 1981-82 and 1982- 
II?. A  summary of their analysis of the effect and rank that the 
As~I>~-I,I~ IO"'< C ,,,;,I of I-PV wo,,ld have rcl;lt~,ve to I-h(Tsr '\'T ‘,ctrr)r>I'-. 
0v1'r I trc> 1978-i!) scl 01. sc:IccLed school disLrxcLs 15 sllowlr below. 

CIIANGE IN RANK OF THE ASSOCIATION"S PROPOSAL FOR 82-83 OVER THE 
78-79 SET 0~ SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

BA BA MAX MA MA MAX OSM 7th Step BA 10th Step MA 

AFO +4 -3 +2 -5 -5 -2 +l 

They assert that it 1s clear from the summary above that the 
Assoclatlon's proposal 1s most reasonable Inasmuch as It loses 
rank In four out of the seven posltlons over the 1978-79 rank. 
The summary clearly establishes that the Association has predlcted, 
selected and proposed a flnal offer that keeps its rank with the 
selected schools over an hIstorIca period. The minor shifting 
of the ranking up and down is only consistent with the hIstorIca 
pattern that all schools have developed over the same period of 
time. Since there is no wild skewed curve or any malor ]umplng 
or lowering of rank, the Assoclatlon can see no reason why Its 
two-year proposal 1s not the preferred of'fer. 

The Association also makes some additlonal arguments In support 
of the two-year agreement. They expend a great deal of argument 
In an attempt to convince the Arbitrator that a two-year agreement 
1s most reasonable In light of the delays, time and expense that 
will be Incurred by having to negotiate a salary agreement for 
1982-83. By the time the 1981-82 contract 1s resolved In arbltratlon 
the parties already should have begun to negotiate on the 1982- 
83 contract. Given the amount of time, expense Incurred by both 
partles and the labor tension attributed to negotlatlons, It 1s 
unreasonable for the parties to continue with one-year collective 
bargalnlng agreements. 

Discusslon 

First, the Arbitrator should state that regarding the form of 
the 1982-83 offers of the respective parties, neither has a special 
burden of Justlfylng the structures of their offer as a one- or 
two-year agreement because neither 1s a departure from the practice 
of the parties. The practice of the parties has been m Ixed relative 
to duration of contract. There have been one-year wage agreements 
and there have been two-year wage agreements over the hlstory 
of this bargaInIng relationship. Had the structure of one of 
the offers been a departure from a consistent practice, that party 
would have had the burden to Justify this devlatlon. However, 
this is not the case here. 

After carefully conslderlng the arguments of the partles, It 1s 
the conclusion of the Arbitrator that regarding 1982-83 offers, 
the Dlstrlct's offer to reopen the salary schedule, along with 
other issues, to negotiations in 1982-83, 1s the most reasonable 
offer. 

The primary reason that the Assoclatloncannotshow that their 
1982-83 offer 1s :ustifled is the lack of settlements In meaningful 
comparable districts, I.e. CESA #2 and the LumberJack Athletic 
Conference. The Assoclatlon did present data on 53 schools across 
the State that had settled for 1982-83. However, In the context 
of this record and this Issue, the Arbitrator does not belleve 
they deserve much weight. This 1s for several reasons. First, 
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arbitrators are not inclined to give much weight to statewide cornparables 
as Arbitrator Yaffe stated in the pertinent quote cited on 
page 3 of this record. 

Second, the Arbitrator is not inclined to give much weight to 
this data because the Association did not persuasively establish 
a sound basis for comparability among the additional factors of 
SlZe?) geography, etc. Even within the 53 schools, more meaningful 
comparisons are available at least based on size. Broad stroke 
comparisons should not be given much weight when more meaningful 
comparisons are available. 

The lack of meaningful comparisons, particularly in the primary 
cornparables, leaves nothing but a purely speculative answer'to 
the question of how much of an increase is necessary and JuStlfied 
In 1982-83. The speculative offer of the Union cannot be favored 
over the offer of the Board which allows the parties to return 
to the negotiating table in a more certain bargaining climate 
and when undoubtedly more meaninqful comparisons will be available 
As stated by Arbitrator Christenson in bak Creek Joint City School 
District No. 1, Case XVI, No. 22929 (Med/Arb-94) (11/78): 

"I do not find the Board's arguments persuasive that 
a two-year agreement should be imposed. In these 
times of inflation and uncertainty about wage and 
price restraints and other economic conditions a 
long term contract, particularly one that fixes 
salaries, is strictly a gamble. That is not doubt 
one of the reasons that all but one of the agreements 
negotiated in comparable districts that have more 
than a one year duration provide for a salary 
reopener in the second year. The Board's proposed 
8% salary increase in 1979-80 may be quite adequate 
as viewed from the perspective provided by another 
year of experience. If, on the other hand, the 
second year salary level coupled with the inability 
of the Association to negotiate any improvements 
in fringe benefits or term of employment turns out 
to be inadequate in the light of subsequent 
events the two year agreement may have a very 
damaging effect on labor relations. If the longer 
term agreement were part of a voluntary agreement 
the situation might well be different. A "locked 
up" two year agreement is lust too speculative, 
however, to be imposed." (Emphasis supplied.) 

Also pcrt~nent are comments by Arbitrator Richard U. Miller 
in CLty of Iludson (L?epartment of Public Works), Dec. No. 
18526-A, (7/81): 

"Given the uncertainty concerning future rates 
of inflation, tax collections and revenue 
from other governmental levels there is much to' 
be said for short-term collective agreements." 

This Arbitrator agrees with Arbitrators Miller and Christenson 
and belleves that the uncertainty involved in bargaining a 
second-year contract is accentuated by the current fluctuations 
in economic conditions which are well known and by the lack of 
settlements in the primary comparables. 

In summary, the Association's offer in 1982-83 cannot be justified 
and the offer of the District is most reasonable. 
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I). Mileage for 1981-82 

'l'l~c di ffere-rlces 1,) the pro[,osals on mileage are relatively sl lgtlt. 
It IS therefore ttlc firrding of the Mediator/Arbitrator that this 
issue will not have a determinative effect on the selection of 
one offer or the other and he will then proceed to assess the 
offers as a whole. 

IV. EVALUATION OF THE OFFERS AS A WHOLE 

Essentially the resolution of this dispute is a matter of weighing 
the preference for the Association's offer in 1981-82 against 
the Arbitrator's preference for the Di.strict's offer in 1982-83. 

It is the Arbitrator's opinion that the marginal preference for 
the Association's offer in 1981-82 is outweighed by the deficiency 
in the Association's 1982-83 offer. The main deficiency in the 
Association's 1982-83 offer is its speculative nature. While 
it is unfortunate that their preferred 1981-82 schedule must be 
relected as a result, the Association is well aware of the either/or 
nature of mediation/arbitration. They could have easily made 
a on<'-year proposal and agreed to a reopener in 1982-83. A 
reopener for 1982-83 has no particular compelling disadvantage 
to the Association and there is nothing unreasonable about asking 
them to negotiate in a contemporary seteing. Assessing the 
final offers of the parties in the first year, when there are 
clearly comparable districts available, is complex enough especially 
when the offers are close, as they were in this case. However, 
the endeavor becomes too much like guesswork when comparable schools 
are not established. Measuring the guesswork nature of assessing 
the Association's 1982-83 offer against an offer which allows 
them a chance to renegotiate for 1982-83 on equal footing, the 
Arbitrator is convinced that the reopener provision of the District's 
offer colors their offer as a whole as the most reasonable. There 
was little for the Association to 10~6 to have agreed to renegotiate 
in 1982-83. While the Arbitrator is sympathetic to the Association's 
belief that the two-year agreement is most reasonable because 
it avoids duplication of an arduous and time-consuming negotiations 
process, it is believed the more compelling consideration is 
the statutory criteria of comparable wages. While the 
Association's 1981-82 offer is preferred, it is not so strongly 
preferred that its speculative 1982-83 offer should have been 
able to sneak in on the coattail of the 1981-82 offer. 

". - AWARD 

The 1981-82 agreement between the School District of Northland 
Pines and the Northland Pines Education Association shall include 
the final offer of the School District and the stipulations 
of agreement between the parties as submitted to the Wisconsin 
Employment Relations Commission. 

Dated this 2% day of August, 1982, at Eau Claire, Wlsconsln. 



FINAL OFFER 

OF 

SCBOOL BOARD OF THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF NORTHLAND PINES 

COMES NOW, the Northland Pines School District Board 
by John L. O'Brien of Drager, O'Brien, Anderson, Stroh & 
BUWY, its attorneys and hereby submits the following as its 
final offer in mediation/arbitration. 

1. Salary schedule with starting bachelors salary of 
$11,800.00, as per schedule attached hereto. 

2. An additional, twelfth, step will be added to the 
bachelor's salary. 

3. An amount for medical insurance, equal to the full cost 
of the medical insurance. 

4. The contract will be for two years with only the 
following items to bc re-negotiated for the second year: 

a. CdlCndar 
h. Salary 
C. Extra Curricular Pay 
d. %edical Insurance Payment 
e. Mileage 

5. The Board offers to pay teachers, as mileage, the 
same amount the Board pays itself, administrative personnel, 
and all other employees, for mileage which amount can be 
changed by the Board from time to time, second on the conditions 
dictate. 

"\ 
DATED this 10th day of March, 198'?. 

, I *- cc.--:John L: O'Brien . / 
-Attorqey for School District 

.of N&thland Pines 

. 
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ISSUE NO. I - A two-year qreemeot : ;:‘~~iSlN ~.I”?l.~Y,‘~‘EZ~T 
. 

The following 1;lnguage changes are needed for a two- year agreement. 
, CT., L’. ,‘.‘I :.>Q: 

PREAi’lBLE - Change to read: 

It is hereby resolved that the following negotiated agreement shall govern 
the rclotionship betweerl the School Bonrd of the Northland Pines School District 
.rwl Northl:lnd Pints Eduution Associntiou duriq the school yc.lrs 1981-1982 and 
1982-1983, e.wcpt reo,wncrs for the calendar for 1982-1983 school year. 

SECTION XI - Policies Relating to Salaries 

Change line 186 from “1979-1980 b 1980-1981” to “1981-1982 & 1982-1983” 

SECTION XVI - Advancement OD Salary Schedule 

Change line 423 from “1979-1980 & 1980-1981” to “1981-1982 & 1982-1983” 

SECTION XXI - Duration 

Change line 528 from “July 1, 1979” to “July 1, 1981,” and change line 529 
from “June 30, 1982” to “June 30. 1983” 

APPENDIX A 

Change line 532 from “1979-1980” to “1981-1982” 

APPExDIX A-2 

Change line 535 from “1980-1981” to “1982-1983” 

APPENDIX C 

Change line 541 from “1979-1980” to “1981-1982” 

ISSUE II - Mileage 

Make the following changes for the mileage proposal. 

SECTION XI - Policies Relating to Salaries 

Line 234 - After “20~ per mile” add “and 22~ per mile for the 1982-83 year.” 

APPENDIX B 

Paragraph (B) After “20~ per mile” add “and 22c per mile for the 1982-83 year.” 







LSSUE III - Insurance Payment 

El&e the following changes for the insurance proposal. 

SECTION XII - Insurance 

l.~ne 247 change to read “not to exceed $186.38 per month for 1981-82 school 
year and not to exceed the amount per month determined by the sum of the family 
premium for health and dental insurance for the 1982-83 school year.” 

ISSUE IV - SaL1ry 

Make the following changes for the salary proposal. 

APPENDIX A and A-2 - change as attached. 



~__~. - -. 
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SUXYARY OF NORTHLAND PINES NEGOTIATIONS 

Preamble - No agreement on term of agreement. 

section I - As in previous agreement 

section II - As in previous agreement 

Section III - As in previous agreement 

Section IV - As in previous agreement 

Section V - As in previous agreement 

Section VI - As in previous agreement 

section VII - Non-Renewal and Lay-Off 

A. (Non-Renewal) - As in previous agreement 

8. (Lay-Off) - No agreement 
--_-- 

Faculty Substitutions 

Tentotfvely agreed to achange line 58 to $7.00 and add “if 
such substitution results in lost regular prep time” after 
the word “side” on line 59. 7 .,; . . 

: 
Section IX - As in previous agreement 

_- .Section X - Teacher Leave 
--- - 

‘. 

A. Tentatively agreed to add, after line 98. “NO moonlighting 
will be allowed under this provisicn. 

-‘I, ‘. 

Such action could re- 
sult in the loss of a day’s pay and s letter of reprimand 
in the teacher’s file. 

B. 6 C. - As in previous sgrecmenc. 

0. Change 540 on line 136 to $47 - $40 on line 137 to $60 - add 
after the word “appropriate” an line 145 “in the event that 
the leave does notnecessitatean overnight stay, as determined 
in advance of the leave by the administrator, the payment for 
such leave shall be $10.00 for the day, rather than the $47.00 

1 

as specified above." / 

E. Delete lines 147 through 174 and change the title from 
“Sabbatical Leave” to “Training Account”. Word as follows: 

/ * 
A teacher shall be reimbursed $50.00 per credit for courses taken 

j I 
within their field of work or approved in advance by the administrator. 
Credft reimbursement shall be limited to a maximum payment of $300.00 

I 

per teacher in any single fiscal year (July 1 through June 30). and 
all reimbursements for credits must be requested and accompanied 

/ 
I 

by proof of course completion (transcript or other acceptable form) 
withfn the fiscal ycsr of the course work and/or attendance. This 
is non-accumulative. 

. , I 
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In the event the Board determines to rvduce the number of employee 
posLtions (full Layoff) or the number of hours in any position for the 
forthcoming school year, the provisions set forth in thls article shall 
‘Jpply : 

Selection - Selection of employees to be laid off shall be made 
according to the following guidelines: 

1. Normal attrition 
2. Volunteers 
3. Least senior person in the certification catlqory thin 

the following categories: w 

8. K-S 
b. 6-8 
c. 9-12 

Se- - For the purpose of this article, the commencement of an 
employee’s service in the district shall be the first day of employlrent 
under his/her initial contract and. when6 two or more employees began 
employment on the same day. the respective dates upon which the Board 
offered such employees employment shall be used to establish the length of 
service; provided that these still remain a tie ehe district administration 
shall determine which employee is laid off on basis of performance. ‘I 

An employees service in the district shall not include any period of time 
in which the employee has worked for the distl-ict in s non-bargaining unit 

. ’ 
‘A, 
., 

administrative or managerial capacity, except for those currently teaching 
in the bargaining unit as of March 1, 1982, and who were former administrators 

. ‘< 
‘. 

in the district. C&J 
L 

The district shall provide the Union president a seniority list annually on 
or about October 1. 

‘. 

m - When a teaching position becomes available, the Board shall 
recall laid off teachers in the reverse order of layoff to any Rositioa for 
which they are certified. 

Any t;acher who is recalled under this article shall retain all recall rights, 
benefits and seniority that may have occured prior to the time of layoff. 

Any teacher who is reduced to or recalled to, a part-time status shall accrue 
seniority at the normal full-time rate for the period worked on part-tfme 
status. 

,A teacher shall not lose his/her recall rights if they secure other employment 
durin:, the recall period. 

&cdl1 rights will terminate two years folloving the efEective date of layof 



Appendix A 6 A-2 - No agreement on new salary schedule. 

Appendix B - As in previous agreement (actual appendix page to be changed) 

- As in previous agreement. with date changed for calendar 
to reflect 81-82 school year. 

Line 544 
n 

- Change to reflect a new agreement. 

- Change Head Hockey to “12.9%” add ‘Spelling Bee Director” 

\ .(A) As in previous agreement 
\) 

‘--Y,y (B) no agreement on mileage 

/ 
(0 As in previous agreement 

. . 

The term “head coach” shall apply only to interscholastic sports or 
activities. Middle school coaches/supervisors shall all receiw the 
ssme salary for the same job. The person designated as “organizational 
supervisor” for the middle school sports shall receive en addftiotml 
S50.00 for the organizational duties. :Nddle school activities 
presently listed at 7.1% and 7.0% shall go to 5% for all coacber. 
Those listed at 6.5X will go to 4.5%. The affected activities io 
the middle school would be: Volleyball, soys’ and Girls’ Basketball. 
Flag Football, and Wrestling. This provision will. be instituted 
upon the signing of the master agreement so no teacher will be re- 
quirsd to repay funds already collacted. 

I 

, 



F. As in previous agreement 

G. Jury Duty (tentatively agreed to) 

A teacher called to appear before leg.31 proceedings in the capacity 
of a jurist or in relation to his/her job performance (i.e. testify 
in a child abuse case) shall not lose compensation for the discharge 
of such civic duty. neither shall he/she gain in compensation for 

In the case where the teacher is paid for the performance 
of such duty by soma person or organization, ocher than the acbsol 
district, such payment shall be signed over immediately upon rsccipt 
to the school district in lieu of having any deduction(s) made from 
the teacher’s normal and regular paycheck. 

L 
Section ,=.I - 0 licies Relating to Salaries 

A. No agreement on length -tf contr5c.t. ._._ - - 

E. Change the amounts on lines 203. 204. 205 and 206 respectively 
from $10 to $12, from $20 to $22 and from $30 to $32. 

Section XII - Insurance 
L. 

A. No agreement on amount of Board’s contribution. Other language 
as in previous agreement. 1 

\’ > *; 
. ,t 

B. As in previous agreement . 
-. 

Section XIII - As in previous agreement 

Section XIV - As in previous agreement 

Section XV - As in previous agreement 

section XVI - Advancement on Salary Schedule 

No agreement on length of contract. 

Section XVII - As in previous agreement 

Seceicn XVIII - As in previous agreement 

Section XIX - As in previous agreement 

Section xx - As in previous agreement 
* 
* Section XXI - Duration 

A. As in previous agreement 

5. No agreement on length of contract 


