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SCHOOL DISTRICT OF
FALL RIVER

APPEARANCES:

James M. Yoder, Executive Director, South Central United
Educators, appearing on behalf of the Fall River Education Associa-
tion.

David R, Friedman, Senior Staff Counsel, Wisconsin Association
of School Boards, Inc., appearing on behalf of the School District
of Fall River.

ARBITRATION HEARING BACKGROUND AND JURISDICTION:

On October 9, 1984, the undersigned was notified by the Wiscon-
sin Employment Relations Commission of appointment as mediator/arbi-
trator pursuant to Section 111.70(4)(cm)6 of the Municipal Employment
Relations Act in the matter of impasse between the Fall River Educa-
tion Association, hereinafter referred to as the Association, and
the School District of Fall River, hereinafter referred to as the
District or the Employer. Pursuant to statutory requirement, media-
tion proceedings were conducted between the parties on December 53,
1984, Mediation failed to resolve the impasse and the matter pro-
ceeded to arbitration that same day. At that time the parties were
given full opportunity to present relevant evidence ahd make oral
argument, Post hearing briefs were filed with and exchanged through
the arbitrator on December 31, 1984,

THE FINAL OFFERS:

The remaining issue at impasse between the parties involves
the salary schedule although other issues are identified in the
parties final offers. It is noted that in regard to the other is-
sues identified, the proposals are the same, The final offers of
the parties are attached as Appendix "A" and "B".

STATUTORY CRITERIA:

Since no voluntary impasse procedure was agreed to between the
parties regarding the above impasse, the undersigned, under the
Municipal Employment Relations Act, is required to choose the en-
tire final offer of one of the parties on all unresolved issues
after having given consideration to the criteria identified in
Section 111.70(4)(em)7, Wis. Stats..

POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES:

The Association advances four arguments in support of its fi-
nal offer, They are that it should maintain its relative placement
at the salary benchmarks as compared to settled school districts;
that both the percentage and dollar increases should be comparable
to similar districts; that the schedule structure should be modified
to be more consistent with the prevailing schedules in the compara-
ble districts and that wage parity should be achieved through in-
ternal salary schedule modifications and not by adding steps.

Concurring with the District that the primary comparables



should be the Dual County Athletic Conference, the Association
asserts there is a clear pattern of settlement in the conference
which escalates salaries paid at the maximums and in the MA lanes
which its offer attempts to imitate. It further posits the thrust
of the District's proposal is to lower top end salaries by adding
a step to each lane which would have the effect of making the max-
imum salaries paid appear larger but would also require teachers
to work a year longer to attain the maximum salary,

Adding the past five year history shows the District' loss
at the benchmark positions in 1983-84 in comparison to others, the
Association argues a percentage and dollar comparison with the
other districts will demonstrate that while both offers tend to re-
sult in the same rank at every benchmark, its offer comes nearer
to maintaining the rank than does the District's. It continues the
District's offer, while higher than the Association's at three
benchmark positions, accomplishes this by adding steps to the sched-
ule which it contends is not a desirable method of achieving wage
parity. It argues that wage comparability should be achieved through
internal salary schedule structure improvements comparable to those
prevalent among the other districts.

Finally, the Association rejects the District's effort to ar-
gue the economy supports its position. The Association counters
that the District advanced no argument which demonstrates it was
economically different from those districts it considers comparable,
thus, the comparables have established a pattern against which the
final offers should be compared.

The District, while agreeing the Athletic Conference is the
appropriate set of comparables, argues comparisons are difficult
to make because each district among the comparables which has set-
tled has a unique factor to be considered in its settlement. Posit-
ing Cambria-Friesland restructured its salary schedule and increased
length and number of school days to be worked; that Poynette agreed
to a two year contract which may have caused some trade-off in
terms of wages granted and that Westfield made massive changes in
how it pays its teachers, the District contends the most appropriate
comparable is Green Lake which settled this year after receiving an
arbitration decision issued by this arbitrator in the previous year.
It continues that if Green Lake's settlement is used as a bell-
wether, its offer compares well to the settlement there.

Contending the Board and the Association have a different
philosophy for placing money on the salary schedule and that the
Board's philosophy is to balance increases between the column
differentials and the base, the District asserts its offer is bet-
ter than the Association's at three benchmark positions and attempts
to raise starting pay for teachers to solve its problem of having
"slipped" in tha sterting salary sreas, as well as distribute
money throughout the schedule. 1In contrast, it argues, the Associa-
tion is more concerned about increasing the column and increment
differentials than in balancing those increases with base increases,
It adds the Association's offer continues the "slippage' which has
occurred, particularly at the BA base level and, thus, is less de-
sirable.

Finally, the District contends the cost-of-living supports its
position. Noting the increase from July, 1983 to July, 1984 was
4.,4%, the District declares its offer which is a 7.6% increase over
last year is more strongly supported than the Association's offer
which results ina 9.6% package increase. It states that in addition
to the cost-of-living increase, the current condition of the farm
economy should be considered as reasonfor grarting an increase close
to the cost-of-living. It also argues that the private sector econ-
omy has wage increases running between 2.5% and 4.5%, again further
reason to accept a final offer which more closely approximates the
cost-of-living increase.

DISCUSSION:

The parties essentially agree on the Dual County Athletic
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Conference as the comparables. The Association proposed Beaver
Dam and Columbus be considered as secondary comparables because they
are contiguous to the District, but the District correctly points
out that if Beaver Dam and Columbus are used as comparables, there
is not sufficient data from which to make comparisons, thus, when
comparisons were made, the athletic conference was considered as
the comparables. In selecting the conference as the comparables,
however, it must be noted that only four districts within the con-
ference have settled and, therefore, when dollar and percentage
comparisons were made, they were made against those four districts.
Since part of the question advanced by the parties related to sal-
ary schedule structure, however, the structure was compared to the
entire conference in order to determine the differences in lane and
increment distributions which existed, at least in 1983-84,

Although the District argued Green Lake should be the primary
comparable since the other districts in the conference which had
settled had unique factors affecting their settlements which should
be considered, there were several reasons for rejecting comparison
solely with Green Lake. The historical review presented by the
Association demonstrates that except for the BA base and MA maximum
benchmarks, Green Lake, Poynette and Fall River have consistently
ranked near each other over the vears. Further, the percentage
increases in the benchmark positions for 1983-84 show the increases
in the comparable districts were substantially more then as well as
now, Thus, it is difficult to conclude that the increases in those
comparable districts were specifically the result of unique factors
as the District would prefer to believe.

Finally, while it is recognized that Green Lake is considered
the leader in the conference in regard to wage and benefit compensa-
tion, a review of the settlements among the comaparables shows that
the increase agreed upon in 1984-85 lags behind the other districts
in the agreed upon settlements, Further, without a showing that
the changes which did occur in the other settlements were specific
reason, and not just speculation, for the other districts to have
made exceptions in reaching the settlement increases, there is no
reason to exclude those districts when both parties agree they are
comparable districts.

After reviewing the historical comparisons provided by the
Association, it is concluded the Association is correct in that
until 1983-84, the District has maintained rank among the compara-
bles and that in 1983-84 there was a significant change. Thus,
there is reason to look at the wage proposals as they attempt to
correct the significant drop in rank in 1983-84.

SIX YEAR COMPARISON OF RANK AT THE BENCHMARK POSITIONS

BA BA MA _MA Schedule
Rank HMinimum Maximum Minimum Maximum Maximum
84-85" 4 5 5 5 5
83-84 3 5 4 4 3
82-83 1 4 2 2 2
81-82 2 5 2 2 2
80-81 2 5 3 2 3
79-80 4 5 3 3 3

1

The 1984-85 rankings reflect the rank under either party's
final offer,

In making the wage comparisons, the District's offer was con-
sidered both with the additional step and without the additional
step. The comments and charts which follow consider the position
established by the District without the additional step in an ef-
fort to compare the employees' status relative to the previous
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year. The impact of the additional step is considered as it re-
lates to the cost of the offers, the schedule structure itself and
the need for change. Discussion regarding those areas will follow.

Until 1983-84, it is concluded the District maintained its
relative position in comparison to the averages. In 1983-84,
however, there was a significant change in position compared to
the position it maintained against the average in the previous
year. In 1983-84, the District's position, relative to the average,
dropped precipitously. The changes were as follows: BA Minimum,
-21.3%: BA Maximum, -39,8%; MA Minimum, -60,5%; MA Maximum, -25.2%
and Schedule Maximum, -27.2%, An analysis of the current wage of-
fers indicates neither offer specifically corrects this problem.

PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE COMPARED TO THE AVERAGE

BA BA MA MA Schedule

Year Minimum Maximum Minimum ° Maximum Maximum
1982-83 1.3% - 3.8% 12,1% -17.0% -14.8%
1983-84 -20,0% -43.6% -48 .47 -42,2% -42,0%
1984-85 _14.7%0 -23.0% -39.3% -52.6% -58.9%
-37.0% 3.6% -42.9% -14,27% -18.9%

Lrhe top row of percentages reflects the District's offer less

the additional step. The second row of percentages reflects
the Association's offer,

Considering these differences, it is concluded the District's of-
fer more closely approximates the previous BA Minimum and MA Minimum
positions, while the Association's offer more closely approximates
the previous positions at the three remaining benchmarks, Tt is al-
so noted that while there is a difference between the offers at the
MA Minimum position, the difference is minimized in comparison to
the effect of the offers at the other benchmark positions. Of
specific concern regarding the Association's offer is the fact that
it continues the precipitous drop at the BA Minimum lane causing it
to drop almost as far again this year as it did last, The District's
offer, however, continues the loss at the MA Maximum and Schedule
Maximum positions, positions which dropped even more drastically in
1983-84 than did the BA position. Further, while the District states
it made its proposal for change to correct the ''slippage' at the

BA Minimum position, it does so at the expense of improving the
maximums in comparison to the other districts and does so without
indicating it has a specific problem in hiring teachers which would
justify distribution of wage increase in the manner in which it has
chosen., Consequently, it is concluded that while neither offer is
perfect, the Association's offer is more preferable since it does
more to re-establish the position maintained by the District prior
to 1983-84,

Since part of the argument advanced by the parties relates to
salary schedule structure and since the District proposes a change
from the current structure by adding a step at the maximum levels,
the structure, itself, was compared with the structures in the other
districts, In reviewing the structures for the comparables, both
in 1982-83 and 1983-84, as well as those settled for 1984-85, it
is concluded the comparable districts not only generally have a
better base salary but that they tend to increase the compensation
both through the increments and lane differentials., While the Dis-
trict states its offer is intended to balance the column differen-
tials and the base, in comparison to the settled districts' sched-
ules, its lane increases from BA base to MA base is among the low-
est, with only Westfield lower. Further, it has the lowest incre-
ment increase among the five districts. While it is recognized
that not all can be accomplished at once, the significantly larger
increase on the base with the very modest lane and increment in-
creases demonstrates little effort to maintain comparability.
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Average

Fall River
Difference
Percentage

COMPARISON OF MAXTMUMS TO SAME STEP AMONG COMPARABLES

-3

- 6.5%

3

BA/Step 9 MA/Step 14 MA+12/Step 16"
83-84 84-85 83-84 84-85 83-84 84-85
16,802 | 18,324 21,156 | 23,286 23,405 | 25,325
16,955 | 17,9101 | 18,240% | 20,480 | 21,535% | 22,390% | 21,890 | 11,985! | 24,0502
153 | - 414 | - 84 | - 676 | -1,751 | - 896 1,515 | -2,340 | -1,275
0.9% | -2.3% | - 5% | -3.22 | -7.5% | - 3.8% - 9.2% | - 5.0%

*
Cambria-Friesland was not included in the average because the maximums are not known and Westfield
was exXcluded from the average because it has moved from an MA lane maximum to an MA+12 lane maximunm
which would cause a significant distortion in the figures compared between 1983-84 and 1984-85,

1

The District's offer.

2The Association's offer.
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While an additional step, as offered by the District, would
improve the maximums comparability, nothing among the comparable
settlements supports establishing comparability through the addition
of a step. A comparison of the maximums to the same step among
the comparables not only shows the District is behind in comparabil-
ity in 1983-84 but continues to drop in 1984-85, 1In the four dis-
tricts which were compared at the BA/Step 9 level, Green Lake paid
more at this level even though its maximum was achieved at one step
less. Two of the other three districts paid more at this step than
the District's offer would accomplish and had additional steps as
well. Westfield, the only district to pay less at this step has
seven additional steps in the BA Minimum lane and the maximum com-
pensation is 8.9% higher than the District's would be even with the
additional step as proposed by the District,

At the MA/Step 14 level, 21l but Westfield compensate their
teachers at a higher wage rate even though their maximums are
achieved with fewer years. Westfield's rate is also higher at
this step but also provides additional compensation for additional
vears of experience. The MA+12/Step 16 comparison is less reliable
since Cambria-Friesland and Westfield are not included in the
average, but it also points out that the District is last in com-
pensating its teachers at the schedule maximum position. The
percentages show that each of the other districts considered com-
parable has compensated teachers at the upper end of the schedules
more than either offer in this District will compensate those
teachers, Further, the changes accomplished in Cambria-Friesland
and Westfield, indicate those districts continue to be willing to
compensate teachers with more experience at greater rates. Given
these facts, the Association's offer is again preferable.

In addition to the dollar compensation not supporting a change
in the salary schedule structure, a review of the structures for
the comparable districts, both in 1982-83 and 1983-84, as well as
those settled for 1984-85, shows that none of the districts is
lengthening its schedules at the maximums, even though some of them
reach maximum much earlier and pay more at those maximums than
others. Further, the changes which do appear to be occurring are
relative to the addition of more educational lanes rather than to
the maximums which supports the Association’s contention that the
comparables are doing more to compensate those teachers with
greater experience. Consequently, a comparison of the schedules
shows no reason for increasing the steps.’

Finally, in addition to the comparables not supporting the
District's proposal to ‘add an additional step, no evidence was sub-
mitted to show a need for changing the schedule's structure. Ab-
sent such a showing there is no need to deviate from the status
quo.

There is merit in the District's argument concerning the
cost-of-living as it relates to the increases proposed by both
parties. Certainly a 4,4% increase in the ‘cost-of-living establish-
es that the District's offer is more than reasonable relative to it.
However, the Association is also correct in its statement that the
comparables have established a pattern of settlements which must
also be taken into consideration. Consequently, since it has been
concluded the comparables more reasonably support the Association's
offer and since the Association's offer is not significantly dif-
ferent from the settlements reached in the comparable districts,
the cost-of-living increase for the year is not the determining
factor as to the reasonableness of the offers.

In conclusion, then having reviewed the evidence and argu-
‘ment and after applying the statutory criteria it is concluded
the Association's offer is more reasonable as to distribution of
salary on the schedule and is reasonable when compared to the
percentage increases settled upon among the comparables. The
District’'s offer is more reasonable when compared to the cost-of-
living for the previous year, however the cost-of-living criterion
is not the determining factor for the overall reasonableness of
the two offers. Having reached these conclusions, the undersigned



makes the following

AWARD

The final offer of the Association, along with the stipulations
of the parties which reflect prior agreements in bargaining, as well
as those provisions of the predecessor collective bargaining agree-
ment which remained unchanged during the course of bargaining, are
to be incorporated into the collective bargaining agreement as re-
quired by statute.

Dated this 11th day of March, 1985 at La Crosse, Wisconsin,

§ﬁaron K. Iﬁes

Mediator/Arbitrator

SKI:mls
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Name of Case: S@}'LDO} [)J‘JW: .(',PL' CrF Fa // K/ lt,f@\/\‘

The following, or the attachment hereto, constitutes our final
offer for the purposes of mediation~arbitration pursuant to Section
111.70(4) (cm)6. of the Municipal Employment Relations Act. A cobpy
of such final offer has been submitted to the other party involved
in this proceeding, and the undersigned has received a copy of the
final offer of the other party. Each page of the attachment hereto

has been initialed by me.

Qazja J2e] Q@uw L

Date’} (Repreggentative)

DoV, <

On Behalf of: g gk
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14000
14530
15060
15590
16120
16650
17180
17710
18240

2
14300
14830
15360
15890
16420
16950
17480
18010
18540
19070

Fall River
PROPOSED SALARY SCHIDNI P

3
14600
15130
15660
16190

16720
17250
17780
18310
18840
19370
19500

4
14900
15430
15960
16450
17020
17550
18080
18610
19140
19670
20200
20730

Schoole

5
15200
15730
16260
16730
17320
17850
18380
18910
19440
19870
20500
21030
21560

6
15500
16030
16560
17090
17620
18150
18680
19210
19740
20270
20800
21330
21860
22350

7
15800
16330
16860
17390
17920
18450
18980
19510
20040
20570
21100
21630
22160
22690
23220

8
16100
16630
17160
17690
18220
18750
19280
19810
20340
20870
21400
21930
22460
22990
23520
24050



APPENDIX "'B"

Name of Case: S\Q hbo’ OIS\J'TI'QF 07(1 f\a// Kl.(}@r\

The following, or the attachment hereto, constitutes our final
offer for the purposes of mediation-arbitration ovursuant to Section
111.70(4) (cm})6. of the Municipal Employment Relations Act. A coby
of such final offer has been submitted to the other pvarty involved
in this proceeding, and the undersigned has received a copoy of the

final offer of the cther party. Each page of the attachment hereto
has been initialed by me.

A.. 3o w8 S4=DS

/ (Date) (Representative)

On Behalf of: /4// /?(urV/Oué/f& Sc KOO/)", /ff:// ﬁorr &//
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14229
14530
15150
15510
16070
16530
16980
17450
17910
18370

14495
14955
15415
15875
16335
16795
17255
17715
18175
18635
19095

MN=7 BASE:

3
14750
15220
15680
16140
16600
170590
17520
17980
18440
18300
19360
19820

$ 14230

0lé HEALTA3-S: $ 700
Iiayy HEAUTH-S: § 813

PROPOSZD  SALWY

4
15025
15485
15845
16405
16865
17325
17785
18245
18705
19165
19625
20065
20545

5
15290
15750
16210
16670
17130
17590
18050
18510
16970
19430
13890
20350
20810
21270

RAI] DATA

6
15555
16015
16475
16935
17395
17855
18315
18775
19235
19695
20155
20615
21075
21535
21935

tens ACRISS: 8

J14 HEALTH-F:
Ylevy HEALTHA-F:

Incraments AC2IS5: Conscant § 255

Increnencs XN Constant § 450

SCHZOULE

7
15520
16280
16740
17200
17660
18120
18580
19040
19500
19960
20420
20880
21340
21800
22260
22720

$ 2200
$ 2319

Fa:l River

8
15085
16545
17005
174565
17925
18385
18845
19305
19765
20225
20685
21145
21605
22065
22525
22985
23445

for this run

teps DO 10

Q1¢ PERSIAL LV: § 140
Mew PIRGIRAL LV: $ 140
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s T EX DG P.SAL C.5AL PPL CPL
CHELZY 1 15 3 22985 21440 140 140
SHARRE 625 5 1 10331 9472 C8 83
BUCAT 1 7 ¢ 18245 15820 140 140
DY.8TR 1 5 2 17255 15360 143 140
FARRZZL, 1 13 4 20545 19070 140 140

PITR5ON 1 g 3 18440 17015 140 140
JEBER LS 12 4 10273 9535 70 70
Ay 375 8 S 18331 15578 123 123
AUGTIES 1 15 7 22720 21135 140 140
Jonisar .375 13 4 17977 15386 123 123
JATES 1 15 5 21695 20430 140 140
TAXTIG 1 15 5 21995 20430 140 140
LIIBRImAA L3325 17 3 14353 13381 23 33
AASTICK 1 15 & 21935 20420 140 140
.ROZ 1 12 3 12620 18355 140 14
JSUAL 1 15 3 21995 70d?0 1.9 1.9
JORDAL .3 13 7 10300 10143 70 70
OBRIN 1 15 5 21995 20430 140 140
8o 1 3 2 18175 153730 140 140
OSTRXPER 1 12 319920 13355 140 140
DARTIIRT 1 7 3 13775 173312 140 140
PULVR 1 11 A 20985 18520 14 140
END 5 19 4 &013 2055 790 70
STEIRT 1 7 5 18775 17330 140 140
SULDE 1 15 3 21295 20480 140 143
SUTIOH .75 3 2 13631 12570 105 105
TEICHZT 1 14 5212700 19775 140 14D
TRAUT 1 8 4 17785 16370 140 140
VALLTY = 3 4 9583 5860 70 70
GRASSL .0 2 4 11499 10532 B84 34

RAISE

1545
307
1425
1395
1475
1425
558
1235
1535
1274
1515
1515
320
1515
1155
1515
33
1515
1415
1455
1445
1455
258
1215
1315
1925
1495
1415
333
311

TOTAL COSTS rOR A BASZ OF § 14230

TOTAL PROPO3ZD SALARY COSTS:
TOTAL OF LAST YEAR'S SALARIIES:
DIFFEZRZXE IN SALARY TOTALS:
PIRCEIMAGE IICREASE:

TOTAL FICA COSTS:

TOTAL RETIREIZNT COSTS:

TOTAL BEALTH ILSURANCE:

TOTAL PERSOIAL LEAVE:

TOTAL FRIUGE PACKAGE:

GRXD TOTAL OF PROPOSID 2ACIAGE:
G20 D TOTAL OF PRESETY COUITRACT:

TOTAL 8 RAIZE FOR (=7 CONTRACT:

7.0%

532,156
493,427
38,729

37,730
31,030
43,346
3,691
151,907

$9539

30RD
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1430

667
1177
1113
1324
1123

652
1035
1453
1153
1417
1417

943
1417
1277
1417

702
1417
1172
1277
1211
1204
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1417
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1147
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$532,155

$151,207
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$604,0063

§335,455
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1034
823
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~
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905
1107
1107
737
1107
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1107
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1197
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1011
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FICA

1530

735
1296
1228
1453
1312
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1155
1512
1273
1531
1551
1033
1531
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1437
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