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APPEARANCES:

Barrv Forbes. Wisconsin Association of Schooi Boards. Inc., on behalf of the
Disirict

Gerald Roethel, Coulee Region United Educators, on behalf of the Association

On May 1, 1984 the Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission appointed
the undersigned Mediator-Arbjtrator pursuant to Section 111 7014icm i 6b
of the Munmicipal Emplovment kefations AcCt in the dispuie existing hetween
ine abuve named pariies. Pursuant Lo statulorv responsibifities (he

under signed conducted a mediation session on Mav 27, 1986 which Jdid nut
result m resoluion of the dispule. The matier was thereafier presenied o
the undersigned in an arbitration hearing conducted on june 3. 1936 for
final and binding determipation. Post hearing exhibils and briefs were filed
by the parttes which were exchanged by July 30, 1984, Based upon a review
n the toregmng record. and utilizing the critéria et forth in Section

Jr1 Franem Wis Srais | the undersigned renders the foflowing aropitratuon
dwdrd.

ISSUES.

Three 1ssues are in dispute for the parties’ 1985-86 agreement: the salary
schedule, longevity, and the LTD monthiy contribution level.

The Association proposes a base of $15.460 while the Board proposes one o
$15.325.

The Asswciation proposes increasing ihe increment and lane dudferentials
from $420 to $560. The Board proposes no change in this regard.

The Association proposes a $200 longevity payment for each teacher who
wag ar the jop nf the salarv schedule 1n 1984-85  The District proposes no
jongevity pavment. which 15 a continuauon of the status quo

The Assvcrauon proupusal would resujt in an average of about a $32.200
HWrease i salary per teacher, while the Board's proposai would resuit o an
average salarv increase somewhat in excess of approzimately $1.225 per
teacher. The tota! package proposed by the Association appears to be wurth
dbout an average mcrease of 33100 per teacher, while the Board's total
package approximates $1940 per teacher.
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The Association proposes increasing the maximum LTD insurance pavment
from 38.00 10 $9.00 per month. The Board proposes conunuation of tie
status quo on this issue.

BOARD POSITION:

Al the time of hearing onlv four districts in both athletic conterences which
the District parucipates in were settled for 1985-80 This group includes
New Lisbon. which is inappropriate for comparison purposes due Lo the
substanual increase in the school calendar agreed 1o by the parues i that
District. Since the hearing, an arbitration decision was rendered involving
the Cashton school district. however, that arbitrated settlement is aiso of
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ttle comparative vatue. In the Cashton arbitration decision the arbitrator

indicated that the District's final offer was preferred on the salary issue;
however the the arhitrator selected the Association's total tinal offer
necause of s disapproval of the tne Board's mnsurance proposal In eflect a
comparapie setilement oaliern fias not oe suificientiv estabiisned 10 reiv on
same il tus proceeding, which justifies giving greater weigil 1o lhe imlerest
and welfare of the public and other statutory criteria

At best, comparisons of the parties' final offers 1o settlements in comparable
school districts are inconclusive.

Reiatedlv. a benchmark analvsis would be (nappropriate in anv case given
the size of the health insurance cost increase the District incurred beiween
i984-85 and 1985-86.

Because of these unusual insurance cost increases, a more appropriate basis
of comparison should be made of total package cost increases. Such a
~omparison clearty supports the reasonableness of the Board's offer.

Ffurthermore private Sector cComparisons atso support the reasonabjeness of
Lne Budrd s offer,

Sancé Lhe proposed increase m boih partv's offers far exceed cost-of -irving
increases. ihis factor also supports selection of the Board’s offer. In this
resard, 2 number of recent arbitration decisions have given weizht 10
changes in the censumer price index independent of settlement data.!

i he Assnciaton € longevity propasal consututes a change in the contraciuyd
status quo, and 1118 well established that those proposing such changes pave
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neavv burden 1n order 1o justlv the need tor such change ¢ {n the mstant

circumstances wnree of the five settied districts proposed bv Lhe Associalion
do noL have longevity. Thus comparability, provides no yustdcauion for ihe
AssOCiauon 5 longevity proposal.

There is also no justification for the Association’'s proposed increase 1n the
increment and !ane differentials. In fact, the District already has the largest
inccements and lane differentials in the Athletic Conference.

T
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he Diswrict s offer wiii increase costs ov over $71.000 or 7.78%. wnue ine

sspCiauon’'s wiil merease costs bv over 3114,600 or 12.48%. This Jdifference
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of approzimateiy $43.000 represents the potentiai properiy tax savings or
wncreases inherent in the choice of one party's final offer over the other.

The record clearly establishes that the taxpayers of the District face serious
economic probiems. [n addition, the District has fewer pupils than any of the
other schools in the Scenic Biuffs Athletic Conference. Furthermore, the
equalized value of propertv in the Dystrict per average daily membership 1s
ihe second Jowest in the Athleuc Conference The combinauon of these two
Yactors cieartv indicates thal Lhere is a iow amount of properiv 1o be waxeq in
the Disicict. The foregomg makes the $43.000 difference between 1he
parties more sgnificant.

I 15 also necessary to consider the economic conditions of the farmers in the
District, particuiariy since the vast majority of property in the District s
rural and it canot be disputed that farming 1s a verv important economic
activiry in the Instrict  Tne record makes it abundantiy clear that signgicani
aumbers amony (Qis pOPUIALION are NUriing econumicany.

The 345000 didference beiween the parties’ can be used to provide propertv
tax relief if the District's final offer is chosen. Such relief 1o the farmers in
the District is imperative.

The record also demonstrates that the taxpavyers i the [(hstrict are
experiencing greater economic hardship than (s the case in comparable
districls. This is refiected in the fact that property iax delinquencies in
Monroe and Vernon Counties are subsiantially greater than in surrounding
couniies

Even though some comparable districts may have greater poverty problems
than the District, the record indicates that those districis pay therr teachers
less than the District’s offer in this proceeding. Relatedly, those districts
which nave setled 5or gher salaries than ihose in the Board s ofser are
<XPErencing 1€ss poverty in Lheir disiricls than is Lhe case in Norwaik -
(NIRRT (1)

The overriding issue in this matter is the public's abilitv to pav, given the
Jecline o farm 1ncomes over the past vears. This criterion must be arven
more weyght or at teast as much werght, as the comparabilnty criterton m
deciding this matter

in 1984-35 1ne AssoCiauion won the arbiration even Lnougn e aroiraior
noted iiat the Associdtion’s propousal was “somewhat excessive ai some
points on the salary schedule.” The taxpavers in the District deserve the
benefit of the doubt in 1985-86, even if the arbitrator finds that the
District's final offer is lower than what he might otherwise prefer.

ASSOCTATION POSITION:

Tne appropriate comparabies 10 ulilize nerein are the districis in tne two
athietic conferences in which the District participates. Since a suificient
number of schools in said conferences are setiled for 1985-86. no expansion
of comparabies is necassary.

In response to the District's contentions herein, the New Lishen settlement s
comparable for 19R5-Ré since additional davs on the school calendar wil] nr
he aaded unty FYRA-R7  The Casnton arditrated settiement sHould aiso he



considered since the bottom line in that District was that the Association's
vifer was awarded by the arbilrator.

There is aiso no appreciable difference in the size of these proposed
comparable districts, and therefore, the District's arguments in this regard
are without merit.

The differences in equalized value per student among the comparable
disiricts is aiso misplaced n that the jower the equaiized vaive the higher
the state ard will be for a given district.

The District 5 arguments regarding relative unemplovment levels in
comparable districts also does not-significantly distinguish said districts in
terme of the economic problems district residents are sxperiencing.

Furinecmore, 255 dwsiricts across the State have also settied for [Y85-86 at
rawes increainiv {ar ahead of the District.

The Association’'s salary proposal is clearly the more comparable of the two
on: the Dasis of benchmark salary and increase comparisons. When average
cumparable salary increases are compared, the Association's proposal is
wwithin the range of settiements, while the District's proposal is not.

[n addiuon, the setitement pattern also supports the comparability of the
Association's proposed changes in increments and lane diferentiais.

Furthermore, arbitrators have long recognized that the settlement pattern is
the most appropriate measure of the impact of the cost-of -{iving, and the
same should hold true today.

Although the cost of health msurance went up 1n 985-56, the District stil
PAVS Jess for such insurance than most of its comparables Furthermore and
reiatediv. ive ouner conderence disiricts provide dentai insurance. which Lhs
testrct Jdoes pot. Six provide life msurance coverage. The District alsu does
mA  Dased upon alf of these constderations, and since the insurance
protection provided dyv the District is not expensive. and the Association's
salary proposal is within the settlement pattern, the Association's offer
should be selected.

Also signyicant 18 the fact that tne Association s salary proposal treats career
Leacners more equilabiv. The District s proposai does not.

The 1ssue before the arbitrator is not one of inability 1o pay, but instead is
one involving tack of willingness to pay. In fact, the District's levy rate is
relatively low among the District’'s comparables. Furthermore, the District's
fund balance was and is projected to be in excess of $400,000.

Lt s atso sigmificant that the District s 1985-86 levy has alreadv been issued
ana cotiected. Thus. the outcome of this proceeding wili not afiect the
District’s tax levv,

he record aiso indicates that the state of the economy in ihe Disirict is no
dlerent than that which exists in comparabie school districte. The Board
as failed 1o demonstrate that the state of the economy in the District is less
tavorable than economic condiuions 1n comparable districts
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In 1984-B5 nine out of [ifleen comparable districts had jongevity pavments.
Of these, five had one time payments similar 10 the one the Association s
proposing. Thus, the Association’s proposal, which clearly falls within the
fimits of these five districts’ longevily provisions, is supported by
comparability and should be awarded.

The total ditfference bvetween the parties’ LTD praposal 15 ontv $348, a
reiauverv msignificant amount. Furihermore, even under the AsSSociation's
proposai 2o peopie in the unit witi continue 10 pav part of their LTD
contribution. Tae hmied ¢cost of 1his improved benefit, the normaily fuily
funded emplover cost, and the lack of any dental mnsurance, vision msurance,
or taz sheltered annuity for the District's teachers provides justification for
the Assoaation's LTD proposal.

DISCUSS{ON-

On the comparaminy 1ssue the undaersigned believes wpat the five settied
athielic conference districis do constitute an appropriate sei of comparables
10 uiilize in this proceeding. In this regard it is the undersigned's opinion
that boih New Lisbon and Cashtion are appropriate comparables to utilize in
this grouping since the New Lisbon settiement does not reffect any
substantial increase in the length of the school calendar for 1985-86, and
since the Cashion schedule, though not preferred by the arbitrator, was
uiumately awarded, and thus reflects the salartes placed in effect in that
district Jor the school vear at issue herein. Relatedly, the undersigned does
uot beieve that the record demonstrates that the {oregomng group of
<omparabies are significantly distinguishable from the District either in
1erms of iheir size or in terms of the state of the economy in which they are
located, particularly when state aids are factored into an analysis of their
refative comparability.

Lulizing the 1oregomg sel of comparabtes Lhe loljowing conclusions can ne
drawn

cgasentiallv, both final offers are significantlv out of line with the emerging
setilement patiera among the District’'s comparables, particularfy when the
parties’ lotal package {inal offers are analyzed.

{’n the salary scheduie 1ssue, the actual salaries proposed by both parties
througnout most of the schedule would resuft 1n relativelv nigh rankings ror
e DIStricL Vis 4 vis Lire District's comparables, An exception 10 this
cunciusiun exists at ihe schedule mazimum, where the District's proposai
would resuli in salaries which are about $700 below the next lowest District
and which are about $1700 below the comparable average.

When proposed increases are compared, clearly the Association's offer is
significantlv more comparable than the District's. However, 1t must be noted
1hatl the Associauon's salarv proposal (n this regard is consistently higher,
with Lhe exception of the BA base. than the comparabje average. and in the
unrder sigkned's opunon, this fact detracts from its accepiabilitv, particuiariv
when the proposal is considered in the context of other statutory faciurs
While a good case can be made for larger than average increases for teachers
whose salaries are appreciably below the range of comparable salaries, no
such justification exists where, as here, significant pumbers of teachers on
the schedule already earn abave average salaries when thev are compared
wWith leacners in comparahte gisirics
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When average salarv increases are compared, again Lthe Association’s
proposdl 18 significantly more comparable ihan the District's. However, again
in this regard there appears to be litile justification in the instant
circumstances for the Association's request for approzimately $200 more per
teacher than the comparable settlement average.

in light ot the toregoing considerations the undersigned helieves (l 1s also
tmporiant 1o compare the vaiue of the total package proposed bv the parites
with the (otal packawe setiements in comparabie districts. When such 4
cuompdrisei 18 made. cuncedediv upun relatively uoreilable data. it wouid
appear that the range of comparable settiements {alis between about $2250
10 about $2620 per teacher. with an average comparable seitiement
amounting to approximately $2450 per teacher. When the parties total
package final offers are compared with these figures, it would appear that
the District s total finat offer, though low and out of line with the
comparables. is less out of line than the Assoctation's total {inal offer, which
exceeds the comparabie average by about $630 per teacher. in this regard
the undersigned has calcuiated the District's final uffer io be about $510 per
teacher below the comparable average. 1t should be pointed out that these
figures do include the substantial increase in health insurance costs the
District experienced in 1985-86, since, in the undersigned’s opinion, such
mcreased costs reflect not only legitimate costs to the District, but legitimate
increased earnings for the unit employees who recetve such surance
benelits as welil.

Ay mdicaled above, in the undersigned's opinion ail of the foregoing daia
imdicaies that both parties’ have taken somewhat unreasonable positions in
this proceeding, and therefore, the undersigned is forced 1o select between
two relatively unreasonable positions. In making that choice, the
undarsigned 1s of the epinion that a number of other considerations support
the selection of the [strict s final offer over the Association’'s. Those
Songiderations mnclude the 13¢t 1hat ontv ive of stxieen athletc ennlterence
districee hrave seittieq sor 1985-86. and therefore. (L cannol be said Lhat wpat
Appeds w be a0 emergmg seillement patiern among sdd disiricts refiects 4
pattern covering even a bare majority of said disiricts. With eleven
conference settlements stiff outstanding, it cannot be said with certainiy that
the {inal settlement pattern will necessaruly reflect what has occurred in the
first five settiements 1n the conferences.

Furthermore, other statutorv criteria such as relevant cost of iving
mncreases. Lhe jevel of settiements that are occurring in other tvpes of puoiic
and private sector empiloyment refationships, and not unimportantly, the
economic and political environment that exists in rural districts, many of
whose residents have been adversely affected by the troubled farm
economy, all support the reasonableness of restrained public spending,
narticularly where such spending is funded, at least in part, by reliance cn
propertv 1ax levies Although it must be conceded that the outcome of the
mstant dispute will not attect the District's 1985-86 levv rate, it cannot be
dgisputed whal fulure bistrict spending, as weil as ievv rates. wiil aiso be
Affecied Dv same.

Thus. based upon ail of the foregoing considerations, and alsc based upon ihe
fact that the LTD contribution dispute is not sufficient!y significant to affect
the outcome of the dispute, the undersigned conciudes that because the
Iysirict = total tinal ofter ig less unreasonable than the Association &, 1t should
be peorporated o 1he parues 1YR3-36 collecuve dargaming agreement
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Accordingly. the undersigned herebv renders the following:
ARBITRATION AWARD

The Board's final offer shall be incorporated into the parties' 1985-1986
collective bargaining agreement.

1N
Dated ths o/ dav ol August. 14936 a1 Madaison. Wisconsin

?&%@%@J\\’

Arbiirator



