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ARBITRATION AWARD 

The School District of Jefferson, Wisconsin, hereinafter 
referred to as the District or Employer, and the Jefferson 
Federation of Teachers, Local 3277, WFT, AFT, AFL-CIO,'herein- ‘ 
after referred to as the Union, are parties to a two-year 
Collective Bargaining Agreement, covering the school years 
1932-1983 and 1983-1984, which provides for a reopener of 
negotiations concerning certain economic matters, including the 
salary schedule for the 1983-1984 school year. The parties 
entered into negotiations pursuant to said reopener and reached 
agreement on a number of matters but were unable to reach 
agreement on the salary schedule to be included in their Col- 
lective Bargaining Agreement for the 1983-1984 school year. 
On August 8, 1983, the Union filed a Petition with the 
Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission (WERC) for the purpose 
of initiating mediation/arbitration pursuant to the provisions 
of Section 111.7Q(4)(cm)6. of the 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 by order dated 
December 2, 1933. The parties thereafter selected,the under- 
signed from a panel'of mediator/arbitrators submitted to them 
by the WERC and the WERC issued an order, dated December 21, 
1983 appointing the undersigned as mediator/arbitrator. The 
undersigned endeavored to mediate the dispute on January 31, 
1934, but mediation proved unsuccessful. Neither party expressed 
a desire to withdraw its final offer and a hearing was scheduled 
for February 9, 1984, at which time the parties presented their 
evidence. Post-hearing briefs were filed and exchanged on 
March 16, 1984. Full consideration has been given to the 
evidence and arguments presented in rendering the award herein. 

THE ISSUE IN DISPUTE 

By the terms of the final offers which were filed with the 
WERC, both parties would incorporate all tentative agreements 
reached during the negotiations and mediation by the WERC into 
the 1932-1934 Collective Bargaining Agreement. Further, both 
parties would incorporate their proposed salary schedule into 



said agreement, with the understanding that it would be appli- 
cable to the 1983-1984 school year, retroactively. In the 
Union's final offer it specifically proposes and effective 
date of such retroactivity of July 1, 1983 and it also proposes 
that all retroactive moneys shall be paid by separate checks 
not more than 30 days from the date of the award herein, if 
its final offer is accepted. 

Both parties agree that the sole issue in dispute relates 
to the content of the 1983-1984 salary schedule and that said 
dispute is limited to the question of the salary base which will 
be utilized for purposes of computing the schedule. The District 
proposes that the salary base be increased by $800 and the Union 
propcses that the salary base be increased by $1,000. 

The structure of the 1982-1983 salary schedule includes 
11 lanes, reflecting credit earned beyond the bachelor's degree, 
and experience steps or increments ranging from 8 in the BA and 
BA+6 lanes to 16 in the MA+24 and MA+30 lanes. The first 5 
experience steps or increments reflect 4% increases; the next 5 
experience steps or increments reflect 4.5% increases; and the 
remaining experience steps or increments reflect 5% increases. 
There is $200 added between lanes up to the MA lane, which 
increases in the amount of $500 and there is $200 between lanes 
thereafter through the MS+30 lane. The 1983-1984 salary schedule, 
as it would appear under each of the final offers, is attached 
hereto and marked Appendix A. 

For purposes of this proceeding, the parties have agreed 
that the costing of their respective final offers is as follows: 
The District's final offer would increase the District's total 
costs due to the salary schedule alone in the amount of 

( 

$192,007 which is equal to an increase of 7.05%. When the cost 
of other items such as changes in extra duty pay which were 
agreed to during the negotiations, state teachers' retirement 
fund contributions, and increases in life insurance premiums, 
are taken into account, the total cost increase is equal to 
$211,365 or 7.76%. Under the Union's final offer, the District's 
cost increase attributable to the salary schedule alone, would 
amount to $227,486 or 8.36%. When the additional costs attri- 
butable to extra duty pay, retirement, and life insurance are 
added in, the total increase in cost under the Union's proposal 
would equal $249,806 or an increase of 9.18%: 

UNION'S POSITION 

In its argument, the Union focuses on three of the seven 
enumerated statutory criteria for purposes of evaluating final 
offers. Those criteria are comparisons, overall compensation, 
and changes in the relevant data for purposes of making compari- 
sons during the pendency of this proceeding. In the Union's 
view there is no issue in this proceeding concerning the lawful 
authority of the District, the interest and welfare of the public 
or the financial ability of the District to pay, and changes in 
the cost of living. The stipulations between the parties are 
part of the record in this proceeding and are reflected in the 
costing figures agreed to. 

With regard to the comparison criterion, the Union points 
out that both parties limited their evidence to comparisons 
involving groups of employees performing similar services in 
public employment, i.e., public school teachers. The parties 
do differ as to the proper set of comparable school districts 
to be utilized for this purpose, and the Union argues that its 
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proposed comparable groupings are the most logical and manage- 
able. According to the Union, the most comparable grouping 
consists of those school districts within the same athletic 
conference (Southern Lakes) which cperate K-12 systems. Accord- 
ing to the Union, these districts are of comparable size, as 
measured by student enrollment and full-time equivalent teaching 
staff. The District would be in the approximate middle of the 
range of this grouping of districts which includes Burlington, 
Delevan, East Troy, Milton, and Whitewater. Because Burlington 
is a significant larger system, the Union would agree that the 
District is perhaps most comparable to the other five schools 
included in this grouping. 

In support of its contention that the athletic conference 
schools represent the most comparable grouping, the Union 
points out that the Wisconsin Intercollegiate Athletic Associa- 
tion takes into account both georgraphic proximity and school 
size when it establishes athletic conferences, in order to 
maintain competitiveness and to hold down expenses. For this 
reason such conferences are routinely utilized for purposes of 
comparisons, according to the Union, and the Union argues that 
such utilization in this case would be appropriate. 

According to the Union, the second most comparable "group" 
consists of one district, Fort Atkinson. While Fort Atkinson 
is not in the same athletic conference, it is a K-12 district 
which is contiguous to the District and is of comparable size. 

Thirdly, the Union argues that another, less comparable 
grouping that could be utilized for this proceeding consists of 
four districts which are proximate to the District but smaller 
in size. Those districts are Cambridge, Lake Mills, Johnson 
Creek, and Palmyra. Finally, in support of this grouping, as 
well as the other groupings, the Union argues that the cost 
per member figures provided by the Department of Public 
Instruction for the districts in question, further support their 
comparability in this proceeding. 

On the other hand, the Union argues that the Employer's 
"shotgun approach" to the comparability criterion, is subject 
to the criticism that it is "constantly changing," "totally 
self-serving," and "serves to confuse and distort th,e record." 
The Union points out, for example, that the District relies 
upon contiguous districts and CESA No. 17 Districts for purposes 
of comparing base,salary increases and total package increases 
(to the exclusion of districts in the Southern Lakes Conference 
and other districts in the county) but switches to a "random 
sampling" of Southern Lakes Conference schools for purposes of 
its five-year comparison of salary increases, and then switches 
again to Kock Valley Conference schools and back to a different 
grouping of Southern Lakes Conference s6hools for purposes of 
later exhibits. Because of this "constant shifting of comparables" 
and "selective inclusion and exclusion of districts," the Union 
urges that the District's comparables be rejected. 

In comparing its final offer package to the districts 
deemed comparable by the Union, the Union acknowledges that 
its final offer package is somewhat on the high end of the 
settlement range. However, according to the Union, this is 
justified based on the need to catch up to comparable districts. 
This fact is graphically demonstrated, according to the Union, 
by the ranking of the District in comparison to all of the other 
districts included in the Union's group of comparables at six 
benchmark salary points. Thus, in 1982-1983 the District was 
ranked twelfth out of twelve at five benchmark salary points 
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(BA minimum, BA-step 5, MA-step 10, MA maximum, and HA+24 
maximum) and was ranked eleventh out of twelve at the BA 
maximum point. The Union acknowledges that the Employer's 
offer does improve its rank status at all points except the 
MA+24 maximum, but argues that this improvement relates pre- 
dominently to the "least comparable districts." When a com- 
parison is made to the "most comparable districts" (Southern 
Lakes Conference and Fort Atkinson) the District's offer 
still ranks last at every point, except for the BA-maximum 
point. On the other hand, the Union points out that its 
offer improves the District's ranking to a greater extent 
and that among the "most comparable districts" the District's 
ranking improves at four of the six points of comparison. 

The Union also argues that its offer is more reasonable 
on the basis of real dollar gains at the same benchmark 
salary points. In 1982-1983 Distrikt teachers were below the 
average of all 11 comparable districts at every salary point 
analyzed, according to the Union. The Union's offer would 
reduce this difference in every category, but not eliminate 
the difference. On the other hand, according to the Union, 
the Employer's offer does not even preserve the status quo 
under this analysis. It would offer "insignificant improve- 
ments" in the range of $13 to $30 in the first three categories 
but would result in major increases in the dollar differences 
in the other three categories. According to the Union, this 
evidence flies in the face of the Employer's claim that it is 
making an effort to improve the relative compensation of 
District teachers. In this regard, the Union points out that 
most of the Employer's data is based on percentage analysis 
and ignores the "real dollar picture." 

Using the District's data introduced at the hearing, the 
Union has computed the corresponding 1979-1980 salary figures 
for the school districts compared. According to the Union, 
that data shows that, as measured in real dollar differences 
teachers who work for the District have lost ground in relation 
to such other school districts such as Lake Klls.and Whitewater, 
even according to the District's own figures. It was for this 
reason, according to the Union, that the District did not present 
dollar figures and relied instead upon percentages. According 
to the Union, if a comparable analysis had beenmade in relation 
to the "most comparable districts" (Southem,Lakes Conference 
and Fort Atkinson) a similar, regressive picture would be demon- 
strated. 

The Union also challenges the persuasiveness of the 
District's data relating to the percentage increases experienced 
by the seven teachers who began their employment in the 1979-1980 
and are still teaching for the District. Because only percent- 
age figures are utilized, the Union argues that there is a high 
likelihood that the real dollar increases over the same five year 
period would be higher for the other districts reflected in such 
exhibits. According to the Union, the comparison drawn to Rock 
Valley spuld be rejected as irrelevant and the balance of the 
District s comparisons are "statistically unsound." Because the 
number of districts utilized for purposes of attempting to 
measure the District's relative effort to improve salaries 
does not remain constant throughout the exhibits; these exhibits 
are deemed to be of little or no value, according to the Union. 
Thus, if the six districts which are dropped from the grouping 
for purposes of the 1983-1984 average happened to be higher 
salaried districts, the result would be a skewed presentation. 

With regard to the criterion of overall compensation, the 
Union argues that this criterion also supports its "catch-up" 
argument in this proceeding. In this regard the Union points 
to its data which shows that the District is only one of two 
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district's where the equivalent of the full health insurance 
premium is not paid by the Employer. Secondly, the Union 
points out that its data also shows that the District is only 
one of two districts where long term disability is not provided. 
Finally, in this regard, the Union points out that the number 
of work days provided by contract (including face to face 
instruction, parent conferences, and in-service), is 2.1 days 
longer than the average in its comparable grouping. 

In summary, the Union argues as follows: 

"The Jefferson salary schedule is low. The 
Union's final offer provides some measure of 'catch- II The Employer's offer is regressive. Since 
bu:th parties have relied solely on comparability to 
advance their respective cases, the Union's final 
offer more closely complies with the intent of the 
law which, in the instant case, is to raise Jefferson 
teachers to a more comparable level. Therefore, the 
Union's final offer is more reasonable and should 
be incorporated into the collective bargaining agree- 
ment." 

DISTRICT'S POSITION 

It is the District's position that four of the seven 
statutory criteria are "dispositive" of the dispute in this 
proceeding. Those four criteria are the interests and welfare 
of the public, comparisons of wages, cost of living, and "other 
factors" normally or traditionally taken into consideration in 
the determination of appropriate wages through voluntary 
collective bargaining. It is the District's position that in 
making comparisons of wages the wages of teachers employed by 
the District should be compared with the wages of other 
teachers in contiguous districts or "otherwise comparable 
school groupings." 

In support of its position the District makes three basic 
arguments. The District's first basic argument relates to its 
claim that its proposal will continue the District's efforts 
to improve the standing of its teachers among comparable 
districts in the area. The District acknowledges that teachers 
in its employ have not compared favorably with the compensation 
paid to surrounding school districts. This fact is reflected 
in both Union and District exhibits. Thus, according to the 
District, whether comparisons are limited to contiguous districts 
or are expanded to include other districts located in Jefferson 
County or the several athletic conferences to which the District 
has belonged in recent years, its teachers'salaries have tradi- 
tionally been at or near the bottom of such rankings. 

Nevertheless, according to the District, its offer improves 
"in a more reasonable fashion" the relative standing of District 
teachers in their first year of employment in either the BA or IL4 
lanes. Thus ) utilizing the Rock Valley Conference for purposes 
of comparisons, the District has moved up from the bottom under 
the Board's proposal at both the BA and MA base. On the other 
hand, the Union's offer would raise the District in its ranking 
in that conference to a higher level than the parties have 
previously achieved through voluntary negotiations. 

The District also points to other exhibits which it alleges 
demonstrate that the Board's offer continues a steady trend 
toward improvement. Thus, for example, under its offer the 
District's base salary has increased from 98% to 99% of the 
average base salary; and its BA top salary and MA top salary 
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have increased in the last five years by 103% and 108% of the 
five-year average increase for Jefferson County districts 
reflected in Board exhibits. 

Similarly, the District points to the example of the seven 
teachers first hired during the 1979-1980 school year and who 
are presently employed. When their salaries are ranked among 
the ten districts reflected in Board exhibits, their ranks 
improved by at least one ranking in each case during the five- 
year period. The ranking of one teacher improved two slots 
from ninth to seventh, out of ten. Percentage increases enjoyed 
by these teachers have been above average, according to the 
District. According to the District, it is not surprising, 
but unfair, that the Union "ignores" this pattern of improvement. 
Instead the Union limits its exhibits to a one-year comparison 
among districts in an athletic conference that was not considered 
"comparable" until the commencement' of the 1982-1983 school year, 
when the District was placed in the Southern Lakes Athletic 
Conference. Even so, according to the District, an analysis of 
Unkn exhibits demonstrates that the Board's offer is more reason- 

For example, using data provided in a Union exhibit comparing 
salaries at the BA minimum,the Board points out that its $800 
offer is $142 greater than the average for those eight districts 
which have settled on their 1983-1984 salaries and would reduce 
the amount by which the District's BA minimum salary was below 
average from $582 to $440. The District points out that the range 
of dollar increases among those same eight districts ranges from 
a low of $425 at Palmyra to a high of $870 at Elkhorn. Even the 
Union's final offer at Burlington would only increase the base by ( 
$805. The District points out that none of the comparisons 
utilized by the Union involve an increase near the $1,000 increase 
sought by the Union except for East Troy, 
seeks a $1,250 increase. 

where the Union apparently 
According to the District's calculations, 

similar results occur when the Union's final offer is analyzed 
at each of the other five benchmark points. In each case the 
Union's final offer seeks a higher dollar figure than the average 
for the settled districts and in some cases higher than the 
greatest increase found in any one of those districts. 

Using these comparisons based on District data and Union 
data, the District argues that the District's offer'continues 
the improvement started five years ago at an'affordable and 
realistic pace, whereas the Union's offer would greatly accelerate 
the pace of improvement, in the absence of any justification shown. 

Secondly, the District argues that when its base salary 
proposal is compared to that provided in contiguous'districts, 
OESA 17 districts and other Jefferson County districts, it 
should be found to be competitive among'these "basic comparable 
groupings." This is so whether one looks at the dollar amount of the 
base salaries involved, or the increase in the dollars or percent- 
ages from year to year. 
districts ranged from 445 

Base salary increases in contiguous 
to $745 compared to the Board s offer 

of $300. This $800 amounts to a 6.3% increase in base salary 
compared to the highest among the five contiguous districts, 
Fort Atkinson, at 5.8%. The total package percentage increase 
for the five contiguous districts is approximately 7.5%; where- 
as, the Board's package offer amounts to 7.8%. 

In the case of the CESA 17 districts, the Board points 
out that only one such district would have a percentage increase 
in base salary greater than that provided under the Board's 
offer. That district (Beloit) is larger and the District ranks 
well above third place, Fort Atkinson, at 5.8%. The Union's 
offer of nearly 8% is clearly out of line with these comparisons, 
according to the District. A similar result occurs when the 
total package increase figures are compared. 
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When comparisons are made to other districts within 
Jefferson County, the District data shows that its percentage 
increases over a five-year period have compared quite favor- 
ably to the other districts. When additional information 
concerning the five Southern Lakes Conference districts for 
which information is available, is included, the District's 
BA salary base psoposal would exceed the average for such 
districts, albeit not by the same percentage as would the 
Union's. 

Based on these comparisons, the District argues that its 
offer must be deemed reasonable and that the Union's offer 
must be deemed "less reasonable.') The District contends that 
its offer more closely continues the parties' voluntary agreed 
upon course of improvement without extravagence. 

Thirdly, the District argues that the mediation/arbitration 
process ,should not be allowed to reverse historical patterns of 
teacher salary compensation. The District argues that the 
existence of the mediation/arbitration law may be one of the 
reasons why the District has engaged in an effort to improve 
the standing of its teachers relative to appropriate comparable 
groupings. However, it points out that in any comparability 
PP~vz a one district will be ranked last and one will be ranked 

The parties have voluntarily agreed upon improvement 
over the last five years and the Union now seeks to have the 
arbitrator accelerate the process of improvement and "leap 
frog" the District's compensation of teachers. If this posture 
is generally accepted in Wisconsin, it will mean that those 
districts at or near the bottom of a particular comparability 
grouping in a given year could utilize arbitration the following ( 
year to improve their position, a practice which is without 
merit and would make for bad psychology and policy, according 
to the District. On the contrary, school districts should be 
encouraged to do as the District here is doing, i.e., engage in 
a long-range effort to improve its compensation package. Where 
the proof establishes that such is the case, the mediator/ 
arbitrator should allow the voluntary efforts to succeed. While 
the exhibits may show that teacher compensation has not been as 
attractive as in some other districts, that fact has been the 
result of years of voluntary agreements! including years where 
health insurance has taken a large portion of available dollars. 

With regard to the issue of overall compensation, the 
District points out that 90% of the health insurance premium 
paid by the District may in fact exceed 100% of the premium 
in other districts used for purposes of comparison by the Union. 
In addition the fact that District teachers are scheduled to 
work approximately two days longer than the average in other 
districts deemed comparable by the Union, could easily be off- 
set by the fact that the District allows employees to forego 
making up as many as five snow days in any given year. 

In conclusion, the District argues that it is neither 
appropriate nor necessary for the Union to invoke the provisions 
of the mediation/arbitration statute to "rescue it from the 
foreseeable and appropriate consequences resulting from the 
parties' prior agreements" and argues as follows: 

"There is nothing complicated or fancy about 
the Board of Education's position in this proceed- 
ing. The Board has advanced a proposal which is 
somewhat, but reasonably, better than the average 
for the school districts with which the Jefferson 
teachers are comparable or in contact. The total 
package increase is 7.8%; the percentage increase in 
salary monies alone is over 8.1% (Board Exhibit 3) 

"The Union advances a salary proposal amounting 
to a 9.2% package. The Union's package would cost 
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the School District taxpayers approximately $40,000 
more than the Board's offer. 

"With the inflation rate hovering in the 3.5% 
area, the salary increases proposed by the Board are 
neither stingy or inadequate. The Union has presented 
no justification for the arbitrator to accelerate the 
improvement process. It is unreasonable to invoke 
the mediation-arbitration process in circumstances 
where, as here, the employer is engaged in a steady 
and meaningful voluntary course of action." 

DISCUSSION 

An analysis of the parties' positions in this case is 
generally complicated by the lack of a consensus as to the 
appropriate comparables which shoul'd be utilized for evalu- 
ating the parties' respective final offers. To some extent 
this lack of consensus is attributable to the fact that the 
District has experienced two changes in its placement within 
athletic conferences within recent years. Most recently, the 
District was placed in the Southern Lakes Conference which 
is somewhat geographically disbursed and includes a number 
of Union high schools. The Union would limit its comparisons 
to Burlington, which is in the eastern half of the Southern 
Lakes Conference, and Delevan, East Troy, Elkhorn, Milton, 
and Whitewater, all of which are, like Jefferson, in the 
western-half of the Southern Lakes Conference. However, two 
of these districts, Burlington and East Troy, have not 
settled on the terms of their 1933-1954 salary schedule and 
were in final offer arbitration procedures at the time that 
the record in this proceeding was closed. Further, one of 
these districts, Milton, has apparently established a 
"compressed" salary schedule which cannot be used for compari- 
son purposes in the view of the undersigned. Of the Southern 
Lakes Conference schools urged for comparison purposes by the 
Union, this leaves Delevan, Elkhorn, and Whitewater. However, 
it should be noted that Delevan and Elkhorn lie outside of 
Jefferson County and Whitcwater only lies partially within 
Jefferson County. 

The District takes the position that the mpst comparable 
districts are those contiguous districts and other districts 
which lie wholly within or nearly wholly within Jefferson 
County. As the ,Union points out, this grouping includes some 
districts which are substantially smaller than the Jefferson 
district but does include Fort Atkinson which is not only 
contiguous but very similar in size. In fact, the Union urges 
that Fort Atkinson bc considered as the second most comparable 
"group" available for comparison purposes. The Union's 
third group of other contiguous distridts, consisting of 
Cambridge, Lake Mills, Johnson Creek, and Palmyra, would 
appear to have considerable merit under the circumstances. 
The use of CESA 17 districts (based on their current but 
soon to be changed composition) and the use of the District's 
old athletic conference, would appear to be very questionable 
under the circumstances. 

For these reasons the undersigned has concentrated his 
analysis on eight school districts, all of which are included 
in the Union's groups of comparable districts and have settled 
for 1933-1934 on the basis of a salary schedule which can be 
readily compared to the District's salary schedule. To 
recapitulate that group excludes Burlington, East Troy, and 
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Milton, but includes Delevan, Elkhorn, Whitewater, Fort 
Atkinson, Cambridge, Lake Mills, Johnson Creek and Palmyra. 
These are the same eight districts which the Employer . 
analyzes in its brief, based on Union provided data. 

In its exhibits and arguments the Union focuses on six 
salary benchmarks for purposes of comparison. Those bench- 
marks are the BA'minimum M-Step 5, BA-maximum, MA-Step 10, 
M-maximum and I?A+24-maximum. For purposes of the analysis 
herein, each of those benchmarks will be discussed separately. 

At the BA minimum step the District's 1982-1983 salary 
schedule provided a salary of $12,600 which was $582 less 
than the average salary provided at that step by the eight 
districts in question. During that same year the District 
stood in last position among these districts and was $100 
behind the next highest district, Cambridge. Under the 
Union's offer, the BA base salary would be increased $1,000 
or 7.9%. This increase would be $343 greater than the 
average increase for the group of eight analyzed and $130 
higher than the highest in that group, Elkhorn. Similarly, 
it would provide a percentage increase which was 2.9,,points higher 
than the average increase for the group and 1.6 higher than 
the increase at Elkhorn. On the other hand, the District's 
offer would also exceed the average increase, albeit by $143 
and would provide a dollar increase higher than all but one 
of the eight districts analyzed. In terms of percentage 
increases, the District's offer is 1.3 points higher than average 
and equal to the highest percentage increase, that of 6.3% 
at Elkhom. Finally, the Union's offer would reduce the 
dollar amount by which the District is currently below average 
to $240; whereas the District's offer would reduce that 
difference to $440. 

At the DA-Step 5 point, the District stood at $452 
below average during the 1982-1983 school year. Its offer 
of $960 or 6.3% would exceed the increases in all but one 
of the other eight districts, i.e., Elkhom. Elkhorn would 
offer a slightly higher dollar increase at $995 and a slightly 
lower percentage increase at 6.2%. The District's offer would 
exceed the average by $225 or 1.6 percentage points. The 
Union's offer would be $465 above the average or 3.2 percent: 
age points above the average. The dollar amount by which the 
District's salary schedule is "below average" would be 
reduced from $452, to $227, under the District's offer. The 
Union's offer would put the District $13 above average. 

At the BA maximum cell, the District was $997 below 
average during the 1982-1983 school year. Under the Board's 
offer this cell would be increased by $1,064 or 6.3%. This 
would reduce the amount by which the District is "below 
average" to $847, based on an improvement which is $151 or 
1.2 percentage points "above average." The Union's offer 
is $417 or 2.8 percentage points above average and would 
reduce the amount by which the District is "below average" 
to $531. 

At the MA-Step 10 cell, the District was $1283 "below 
average" during the 1982-1933 school year. The District's 
offer of an $1136 increase is exceeded by two districts, 
Elkhorn and Fort Atkinson. However, the amounts by which it 
is exceeded in each case is relatively small, $59 and $43, 
respectively. The percentage increase offered by the District 
(5.9%) would exceed the percentage increase of all of the 
other districts, including Elkhorn and Fort Atkinson. Its 
offer is $179 or 1.2 percentage points higher than average 
and would reduce the amount by which the District is "below 
average" at this cell by $179. Nevertheless, the District 
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would remain $1104 below average at this point; whereas under 
the Union's proposal of $1420 or 7.4%, the District would be 
$319 "below average" at this cell. 

At the MA-maximum cell, 
of $1292 or 6.0%. 

the District proposes an increase 
The Union proposes an increase of $1615 

or 7.5%. The average increase at this cell for the eight 
districts compared is $1164 or 5.1%. Only one district would 
provide an increase which was substantially higher than the 
increase that would occur under the District's offer, that 
being Cambridge with an increase of $1365. The District's 
offer would reduce the amount by which the District is "below 
average" from $1096 to $963; whereas the Union's offer would 
reduce that amount to $645. 

Finally, with regard to the MA+24-maximum cell, the District 
was $1048 "below average" during the 1982-1983 school year. 
At this step the District offers an increase of $1372 or 5.8%. 
Two districts, Fort Atkinson and Cambridge, offer dollar amounts 
which exceed the amount offered by the District, by $35 and 
$111, respectively, and also offer percentage increases which 
equal to or exceed the District's proposed increase. Fort 
Atkinson's increase amounts to 5.8% and Cambridge's increase 
amounts to 6.0%. Overall, the District's offer is $111 or 
.7% greater than the average for this cell; whereas the Union's 
offer is $454 or 2.1 percentage points greater than the average. 
The District's offer would reduce the amount by which the 
District is "below average" from $1048 to $938; whereas the 
Union's offer would reduce that amount to $595. 

Based on this analysis, it would appear that the District's 
offer provides a better than average increase at each of the ' 
six salary benchmarks selected by the Union for comparison 
purposes. At each of those benchmarks only one or two districts 
have settled for amounts which exceed the District's offer, 
whether it is expressed as a dollar amount or as a percentage 
increase, and the differences in question are not very great. 
Also, at each step, the District's offer would reduce the dollar 
amount by which the District is "below average" for the group, 
thus causing its salary schedule to move toward the midpoint 
of the salary paid in these eight districts. 

In some cases the difference between the District's 
salary and the average salary is, and remains, fairly high. 
This is true for example at the MA-Step 10 benchmark. How- 
ever, the difference at the BA-minimum and the BA-Step 5 
benchmarks is not nearly as great and the District's offer 
would reduce the dollar amount by which the District is 
"below average" at each of the benchmarks chosen by the 
Union for purposes of comparison. 

The Union makes the point that the District has a 
history of being at or near the bottom of the ranking of 
districts deemed comparable in its view. This claim is 
not disputed by the District. The undersigned can understand 
how this fact is a source of frustration to the Union. How- 
ever, by the Union's own analysis, the ranking of the District 
will improve at all but one of the six benchmark positions 
analyzed by the Union ill its exhibits, albeit not to the 
same extent that it would under the Union's offer. More 
importantly, in the view of the undersigned, the District's 
offer would, in all cases, provide real (but modest) progress 
toward the goal of achieving relative parity with the 
comparable group. 
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If the District's offer in this case were in fact 
found to be "regressive" as alleged, or if it did not 
provide demonstrable progress toward the goal of relative 
parity with the salary schedules of comparable districts, 
the undersigned would be inclined to select the Union's 
final offer as the more reasonable, notwithstanding the 
fact that it clearly exceeds the pattern of settlements 
among comparable districts. However, based on the above 
analysis, this would not appear to be the case. 

Both parties make a number of additional arguments 
relating to certain of the statutory criteria such as the 
criteria dealing with the interests and welfare of the 
public, overall compensation, and "other factors." Those 
arguments have been considered as well, along with the 
other criteria referred to in the statute. However, the 
nub of the dispute herein relates tb the proper application 
of the comparability criteria to the facts in this case and 
the question of whether the Union has made a case which 
would require a rejection of the District's offer as 
insufficient and justify a departure from the pattern of 
settlements. In the view of the undersigned, it is the 
outcome of that argument, and not the other arguments, 
which is decisive in this case. The undersigned concludes 
that the proper application of the comparability criterion 
to the facts in this case require a finding that the 
District's offer is more reasonable under the circumstances 
and should not be rejected in favor of the Union's offer 
which is substantially higher than the pattern of settle- 
ments in comparable districts and is not deemed to be 
justified under the circumstances existing in this case. 

For the above and foregoing reasons the undersigned 
renders the following 

AWARD 

The District's final offer, submitted to the Wisconsin 
Employment Relations Commission, shall be included in the 
parties' 1982-1984 Collective Bargaining Agreement along with 
all of the other provisions which were agreed to by the 
parties for inclusion therein pursuant to the reopener in 
that agreement. 

Dated at Madison, Wisconsin this 22nd day of March, 1984. 

-ll- 



vt9sz 
DV6VZ 
P9ZbZ 
b8SFZ 
OO6zZ 
bZZZZ 
ZTSTZ 
OOOTZ 
88fOZ 
9LL6T 
V9T6T 
0298T 
9LO8T 
XSLT 
8869T 
PVD9T 
006ST 
Oftw 

bZVSZ 
VVLVZ vvsvz 
V90VZ V98EZ 
V8EfZ VETtZ 
VOLZZ voszz 
bZOZZ PZETZ 
ZTVTZ ZTZTZ 
00802 00902 
88TOZ 8866T 
9LS6T 9Lf6T 
V968T V918T 
OZVET 02281 
9LRLT 9L9LT 
ZEELT ZfTLT 
88L9T 88S9T 
VVZ9T VV09T 
OOLST OOSST 
vztw ET+vw 

TEZSZ TEOSZ 
TT9VZ TTVVZ 
TV6fZ TVLEZ 
TLZEZ TLOEZ 
T09ZZ TOVZZ 
TE6TZ TELTZ 
BZETZ EZTTZ 
SZLOZ szsoz 
ZZTOZ ZZ66T 
6TS6T 6Tf6T 
91681 9TLET 
08f8T OETET 
VVELT bV9LT 
EOELT EOTLT 
ZLUT ZLS9T 
9EZ9T 9f09T 
OOLST OOSST 
ottw bztw 

TTZVZ 
TVSfZ 
TLBZZ 
TOZZZ 
ftST2 
8Z6OZ 
SZEOZ 
ZZLbT 
6TT6T 
9TSET 
086LT 
VVbLT 
8069T 
ZLf9T 
9fEST 
OOE ST 
8T+W 

VbEVZ 
V99EZ 
V86ZZ 
POCZZ 
VZ9TZ 
ZTOTZ 
OObOZ 
88L6T 
9LT6T 
P9S8T 
OZOET 
9LVLT 
Zf69T 
88t9T 
bV8ST 
OOfST 
ZTtW 

v XIaN3ddV 

V9VfZ V9ZEZ 
VELZZ VESZZ 
VOTZZ VOGTZ 
VZVTZ PZZTZ 
ZT90t ZT90Z 
oozoz 00002 
88S6T 88f61 
9L68T 9LLET 
V9fET V9T8T 
OZ8LT OZ9LT 
9LZLT 9LOLT 
ZfL9T ZfS9T 
08T9T 886ST 
VP9ST PPVST 
OOTST 006VT 
9+w VW 

VOVTZ 
bZL.OZ 
ZTTOZ 
0X6-t 
8888T 
9LZ8T 
b99LT 
OZTLT 
9LS9T 
Zf09T 
REVST 
Vb6bi 
OOVVT 
Vztva 

ZT66T 
OOf6T 
88981 
9lORT 
b9bLT 
0269‘1 
9LE9T 
ZifiST 
8tlZST 
VbLVT 
OOZbT 
ET+va 

ZTLGT 
OOT6T 
RUb8T 
9LRLT 
b9ZLT 
OZL9T 
9LT9T 
ZF9ST 
880ST 
VVSVT 
ODObT 
z1+va 

TTOVZ 
TbEtZ TPTEZ TV6ZZ 
TL9ZZ TLPZZ TLZZZ 
TOOZZ TOBTZ TO9TZ 
TEETZ TETTZ TE60Z 
EZLOZ BZSOZ UC02 
SZTOZ SZfGT SZL6T 
ZZS6T ZZf6T ZZTGT 
6T68T 6TL8T 6TS82 
9TE8T 9TT8T 9T6LT 
OELLT 08SLT OBCLT 
VVZLT VVOLT VV89T 
8019T 80591 80f9T 
ZLT9T ZL6ST ZLLST 
9t9ST 9fVST 9EZST 
OOTST 006VT OOLVT 
zT+w 9+ww w 

TOTTZ 
KbOZ 
8Z86T 
SZZ6T 
zZ98T 
6T08T 
9TbLT 
OfJR9T 
Vbt9T 
808ST 
ZLZST 
9fLVT 
OOZPT 
vz+w 

02961 RZV6T 
SZO6T SZ88T 
ZZbRT ZZZRT 
6TOLT 6T9LT 
9TZLT 9TOlT 
OR99T 08V9T 
VbT91 bb6ST 
809ST OObST 
ZLOST ZLEPT 
9tSVT .9ffVT 
OOOVI: 008ET 
ET+vR z'I+w 

8828T 
919LT 
b90LT 
OZS9T 
9L6ST 
ZfbST 
88QVT 
PVtbI 
008tT 
9+w 

ZZOET 
6TVLT 
9T89T 
ORZ9T 
bbLST 
EOZST 
ZL9VT 
9fTVT 
009ET 
9wa 

RRORT 
9LbLT 
b9fl9T 
OZf9T 
9LLST 
ZEZST 
BR9bT 
D'PTVT 
OO9tT 
wa 

ZZRLT 
6TZLT 
9T99T 
0809T 
PbSST 
EOOST 
ZLbbT 

ET 
WEI 

I 
9T 
ST 
VT 
fT 
22 

i: 
6 
* 
1 
9 ’ 
s 
V 
E 
Z 
T 
0 
am 

9T 
ST 
PT 
CT 
ZT 

i: 
6 
8 
1 
9 
S 

E" 
Z 

:, 
dm 


