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VERONA AREA
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Between Said Pelilioner and No 35947

MEB/ARE- 3616
VERONA AREA Decision No. 23655-4
SCHOOL DISTRICT
APPEARANCES

Mallory D. keener on behalf of the Association
John T Coughlin, Esq. on behalf of the District

On May 28, 1986 the Wisconsin Employment Reiations Commission
appointed the undersigned Mediator-Arbitrator pursuant to Sectien

111 70145 cm) 6b. of the Municipal Employment Relations Act in the dispute
existing between the above named parties Pursuant to statutory
responsibilities the undersigned conducted a public hearing and mediaucn
sesston on August 18, 1986 which did not resuit in resolution of the dispute
The matter was thereafter presented to the undersigned n an arbiiration
hearing conducted on August 19, 1986 for final and binding deter mination.
Post hearing exhibits and briefs were filed by the parties which were
eychanged by December 4, 1986. Based upon a review of the foregoing
record, and utihizing the criteria set forth in Section 111 7Ui4Mcm) Was
stats, the undersigned renders the following arbitration award.



1SSUES:

The Board proposes a one year agreement for the 1985-86 school year. The
Association proposes a two year agreement covering the 1985-87 school
vears on language issues, with an economic recpener on the following 1ssues
for 1986-87: salaries, extracurricular and extra duties pay, positions related
10 extracurricular and extra duties, credit resmbursements, pav lor extra
classes, weil pav, severance pav, rojleage atlowance, enroliment smpact

The Assoualion proposes one dav of personai feave per vear f out of a
currsatliv avalable podd of [ive davs) nol subect o addulidivative approvas
i cortain notice conditicns are met. Such leave would be non cumulative
and would be deducted [rom sick leave. [t also could nol be used to extend 2
holiday ar vacation period. The District proposes no change in the current
contract language on personal leave, which subjects such leave tn
agministrative approval.

The Associalion proposes a base salary of $15,000, seven lages wilh a
maximum of sixteen steps on the MS+24 or BS+66 lane, experience
increments of 4% of the base of each lane reflected as a dollar amount. lane
differentials equal to 4% of the previous {ane base, except for the BS:24 to
the MA or BS-20 lane which is 2% of the base of the previous {ane. The
value of the Association’s salary proposal 1s about 9% or $182R per teacher,
and the wotai package increase 1s about 9 1% or $2481 per teacher

The Buard proposes a base salary of $15.250 with the same number of ianes
and steps as proposed by ihe Association. However, the Districl proposes
different lane differentials and experience increments cxpressed in coliar
amounts. The value of the Board's proposed safary increase 1s about 8.4% or
11490 per teacher. The value of 1ts total package increase 1s about 8 3% or
$2 32K per teacher

Tne parties propused salary scheduijes are alacned pereto as an appendix.

The parues agree that the districts in the Capitol Athletic Conference
constitute the appropriate comparables to uvtilize in this proceeding.

ASSOCIATION POSITION.

The Associatton’s proposal for a two year agreement on language 1iems
perpeutaies the parties’ practice of bargaining muiti-year contracts on
language issues with limited reopeners on monetary items.

In addition, if fanguage issues are resolved for 1986-87 the parties would
have more time 1o devote 10 developing a workable restructuring of the
teachers’ salary schedule.

Because of the timing of this proceeding, 2 one vear agreement for the ) 985~
86 school vear would result in a situation where the parues wouid have Lo
bargain a completely new agreement for 1986-87, which will likely resuit in
conlinued bargaining into the 1987-88 school year.

Further support for the Association's position in this regard can be found
among the District’'s comparables. Among seven comparable school districts,
four are either parties to or are comng out of multi-vear agreements

Kegarding the Association $ personat ieave propesal. the current svsiem
spmettmes does not aliow teachers (o Llake leave for reasuns not covered by
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the Agreement or to take leave for highly conflidentiat reasons. In this
regard three comparable districis afford their teachers more than one day of
personal leave not subject to administrative approval.

To minimize cost to the District the proposal contemplates the deduction of
such used leave from the amount of sick leave already provided to the
fuetrict's teachers

The Associauon s salarv proposai foiiows the scneduie siruciure previousiv
agrevd 10 between Lhe parues Afier agreemg 1n 1982-33 10 a consent
award which altered the structure of the Desirict 3 salairv schedule irom what
the parties have come to refer to as a "4 31 4" structure, discontent among he
teachers wras so pronounced (hat the parties returned in the next agreement
1o the 4 4 structure,

Negotrations over the siructure was complicalted by the addition in 1953-%4
of two contract days to a 189 day calendar. In a compromise settiement the
parties negotiated a 187 day, 4 x 4 schedule and added a flat doilar amount
per day for two additional days of inservice.

Both parties have proposed a salary schedule for 1985-86 based upon a 189
day school vear.

The Board's proposed schedufe wifl result in certain inequities: one being ine
reduction in the ratio of entrv level salaries 10 scheduie maximums.

untif the parties are able to voluntarily agree to a revision in the structure of

the salary schedule, the agreed to structure should stay in place. Although
several comparable disiricts have negotiated structural changes in their
salary schedules, all did so by voluntary agreement. Such changes should be
based upon voluntary agreement, and most emphaticaiiv, thev should nnt he
awarded when the pariies have not had a full opportuniy 1o negovate a
specific new structure or jurmat. as is \he case heremn.

W hat the [ustrict 1s attempling to do here 1s to place exaggerated imporiance
on raising entry leve! salaries at a rate disproportionate to salaries of
veteran teachers. However, there is no evidence that the District has had
any difficulty hiring new teachers, nor is there proof of any other compelling
need for such disproportionate raises [n thts regard, the Board's claim that
lhe Association’s proposed raises for veteran teachers are extravagant s
simply not accurate since the District's relative ranking among comparables
at the schedule maximum wouid remain unchanged under the Association's
proposal. Moreover, the District’s proposal puts the most money where the
fewest teachers can take advantage of it. In view of these facts, greater
weight should be given to a comparison of increases among comparable
districts.

In this regard the record indicates that the Board's proposal is not up to the
Conference standard. based upon both dollar and percent increases.

During the course of this proceeding the Board has never suggested that it
did not have the ability (0 meet the costs of the Association's proposed
settlement. Furthermore, the record evidence does not distinguish the
District from its neighbors in this regard. In fact, the District's cost per
member and levy rate are below the Conference average, whiie 1t has the
second mghest evaluauon per member The District aiso has the nhighest per
capita income of anv comparable disirict. Relatedly. agricuiturai economv
arguments do not hoid water in the District, since only 4.3% of the District's
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Lagpavers are engaged in agricuiture as a livelihood. This is even low bv
comparison to other comparable districts which average 9.6% 1n agricuitucal
employment. In a farm state, 35% of the [ull vaiue of real estate within the
District in agricuitural land is not overwhelming.

BOARD POSITION.

Hotn of the parues salarv schedule propnsals constityute a change In the
stdtus quo as to the structure of the scheauge. in this regara the Associauon
for the first ume. has apphed 4 4 ¥ 4 concepl 10 2 189 dav school vear

The Buard's salaryv proposal provides a more competitive starting salary {or
new teachere, while at the same time it provides equity ¢ veleran teachers
hy establishing a longevity payment {5% of BA base or $750+) for teachers
currently frozen at the schedule maximums of MS+24 or BS+66, Step 15
This longevity payment is quite signiicant since |5 teachers would be
entitied 10 it. Under the Board's offer these teachers wouid receive
approxsmaiely a fair 8% increase, whiie under the Association's propusal,
they would receive almost a 9 9% salary increase, which is excessive under
the circumstances present herein. In this regard the Board's offer addresses
a concern oft repeated by the Association relative to the relatively low
starting salary and salaries of recently hired teachers in the District while
the Association's otfer would result in continued decline in the Listrict ¢
startng salarses (n rejauonsnip 1o the istrict's comparabies

Wnh regard 1o the District’s ranking at the maximums, the Board's oifer wiil
result in the same ranking as the Assaciation's at two of three benchmarks,
while at one benchmark the Association’s proposal will result in an improved
ranking for the District, although no justification has been presented why
such improvement is needed,

When innking at comparable settiements, McFariand snouid not he
considered pecause of the substanual cost 1t incurred 10 restrucluring its
satary scheduie. If the McFariand seltiement 1s oot considered, ihe
Association’s proposal would result in increases substantially above the
settiement pattern. On the other hand, the Board's offer, while providing
increases above the settlement pattern, also adjusts starting salaries and
provides for longevity at the schedule maximum.

Fiurthermore, the District's fringe benefits viewed in therr totality, exceed
the average for the Capitol Conference.

With respect to the Association’s proposed change in personal leave
availability, there is no comparability support for the Association's proposal.
In fact, the record indicates that the District’s teachers receive many more
personal leave days than do teachers in comparable districts.

In addiuon, and quite importantly, the Association’s proposal 1s complietelv
devoid of anv mechanism 10 ensure thal excessive numbers of leachers are
not absent vn the same day. Moreover, in comparable districts which
priovide such a benefit, the number of teachers that can exercise such an
option on any given day is restricted.

In addition, the Association has not established a compelling need to include
such a provision 1n the collective bargaining agreement. Absent some
evidenuary snowing of necessuy or compeiling need, none shouid be
inferred.



The Board's offer 15 also mure responsive o the wlerests and welfare of the
public than 15 the Association’s since it provides a reasonable and significant
wage increase to the teaching staff without causing an excessive burden on
the District's taxpayers. In contrast, the Association's offer is insensitive to
the serious economic problems faced by the District's taxpayers.

In this regacd the raultering tarm economy is a signuficant [actor 1a the
IAStrICL § 1ocat economy since more than 5%% of the ruli value of total redi
estate wt e District 18 agriculturai.

Alsc significant is the {act that the Board's offer guarantees the tcaching stafl
mcereases that significantly exceed the cost of living. In this regard the
Asgsociation’s proposal 1s also excessive,

The Bnard’s otfer also provides the teachers with more than equitable wage
mereases in rejalion 10 the wage increases received by other municipai and
private sector employees in the area.

The Board's one year contract is also more reasonable than the Association’s.
In this regard although four comparable districts have two year labor
agreements, two of the four have either no reopener, or a limited salarv only
renpener. Unly nne has a recpener solelv on a multitude of strictly economic
teacher -thased 1ssues  (ven that the Association's propnsed reopener
inciudes an extensive list of 1lems which are {otallv economic in nature and
ciclusivelv of monetarv advantage Lo the teachers, there 1s virsailv nothimy
it the reopener that 1s of potential benefit to the Board  Thus. onlv the
Districi. under the Assuciaticn's proposal, would be exposed to a coniract
reopener on a muilitude of sirictly teacher -biased monetary issues in 1986
%7 thereby depriving the District of the opportunity te pursue fegiiimate
mterests at the hargaining table

Furihermore. {our comparable districts wiil be bargaimng vl coniracts for
the 1986-57 school year

DISCUSSION:

The undersigned will utitize alf of the settled districts in the Athletic
Conference, inctuding McFarland, as comparables in this proceeding. There
appears 10 be no persuasive reason o exciude McFarland, even though 1ts’
85-86 seiliement appears to be relativeiy more generous than other
comparable districts, since no other factors which are traditionaily utilized v
ascertain comparabihty significantly distinguish McFarland from Verona.

On the salary issue, although benchmark comparisons have more limited
utility in situations where salary schedules have been restructured so that
vears of teaching experience do not necessarily correlate with placement on
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The foregong indicates that at the BA hase, the Board's proposal (s
significantly more in line with comparable settlements than is the
Asenciation’'s At the BA maximum, the Association's propo<al 18 the maore
comparable of the two At the MA base. the Association’s proposal (s ontv
siightiy more comparable than the Board's. At the MA maximum. the
Association's proposdi is clearly the more comparable of the two. And iastly,
at the Schedule maximum, the parties’ proposals are relatively equi-Jistant
{the Association’s above and the District's befow) the ccmparable average.

Thus, based upon the foregoing benchmark comparisons, it would appear
that the As<nciation's salary schedule proposal 1= somewhat more
comparabie than the District's However. because of the tncreasinglv tmuted
utiliev of a4 benchmark anaivsis. the undersigned will also attempt w
compare the parties offers with the average salary and toiai package
micreases which have béen implemented n seitled campacable disteicts
Although the evidence in this regard was not completely consistent, the
undersigned believes it was sufficiently close to allow for the foliowing
approxtmate computations.

Average Comparanie Salarv Increase

$ % //\

1735 82
Average Comparable Total Package Increase

$ 4
2343 87

A comparison of these settiement figures with the proposals of Lthe parties
indicates that the Board’s proposal is shightly more in line with the
settlement pattern than is the Association’s.

Thus, based upon alf of the foregoing comparisons, it would appear that

newther party s satary proposal Is signi'icantly more comparabie than the
oner s



In iight of the foregoing conciusion, the parties salarvy offers must be viewed
in the context of other statulory criteria such as cost of living and
settiements in other public and private sectors of the economy. In the
undersigned’s opinion, when such factors as the the relevant rate of inflation
and the level of settlements of other public and private sector employees are
factored into the decision which must be made herein, the Board's proposal,
which 1s generallv more i line with comparable setttement trends, merts
implementauon

in thus regacd. aithough ihe undersigned would prefer adjusimens i e
structure of salary schedules to be negotiaied raiher than awarded thivugis
ihe arbiiration process, here, some structural changes are being pronesed B
both parties, so the undersigned has no cheice but t¢ impose come changes
«n the structure of the schedule,

Addstiionaliv ine record indicates that the parues have changed Lhe
strucwure of their scheduie on several occasions in the recent past. dnd there
vherefore Joes nol appear Lo be a long established and accepied scheduie
structure whuch s being changed heremn.

With respect to the duration issue, although the undersigned normally would
prefer multi-year agreements because of the stabilizing influence they tend
1o have on pariies’ relationships, where, as here, a muiti-year propos<al
includes a piethora of issues which can be negotiated during a propnsed
reopener. little if anvihing can be gained in terms of the paries reiationsnip.
uniess of course the parties voluntarily agree to such an arrangement.
Aabsent such voluntary agreement, limited reopeners generally waork to the
advantage of one party and do not provide for the equitable give and take
that the negotiations process normally contemplates. Therefore, under the
circumstances present herein, the Board's duration propoesal 1s deemed to be
the more reasnnable of the two

With respect Lo the personaf leave issue. the record does not demonstrate a
compeiiing need o change the proviso currently in effect, erther on the dasis
of comparability oF on the basis of serious, legitimate problems which exist
under the current system. Further support for the status guo can be found
1n the fact that the Association's proposal does not provide for limits on
simultanecus usage of the benefit by farge numbers of teachers, thus
providing a potentsal for serious disruption ot the Mistrict s educational
program. Based upon ali of these considerations, the undersigned deems the
Board’s position on 1his issue (0 be the more reasonable of the (w0 al 1ssue
neremn.

Based upon alf of the foregoing considerations, the undersigned deems the
Board's total package finai offer to be more reasonable than the
Association’s, and accordingly, the undersigned hereby renders the following:
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ARBITRATION AWARD

The Board's final offer shall be incorporated into the parties’ 1985-1986
collectrve bargaming agreement.
A

Dated tus U dav of January, 1987 at Madison, Wisconsm
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Arbitrator
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