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STATE OF WISCONSIN WISCON. |
LEFORE THE ARBITRATOR RELAT.JY - ¢
In the Matter of the Patition of
ANHU AN O ETY DERPARTMENT OF
rUBELYL Works LOCAL #216- 4
ArSAIE AFL-UH
Voo lndate Mediation- Arbitration Case 49
Petween Yawd Pettioner and Mo SRA63T
APR-4389
CULY OF aSin anD Pecieion N 2406898

U ARTAMENT Op 20 BLIC WORE S

sames A Ellingson on behalf of the Union
Scott Clark. Esg. on behalf of the City

On Juty 23, 1987 the Wisconsin Empnloyment Rejations
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Y (et O

Commission appointed

the under<izned Arbitrator pursuant to Section 111 7(M4Uemt 6 and 7 of the
Muntcipal Empiovment Relations Act in the dispute existing between the
above pamed parues, Pursuant to suatulory responsibiiities the undersigned
conducted an achutraiion heacng on October 21, 19537 in Ashiand, Wisconsui
during the course of which the parties presented evidence and acguments in
support of their respective positions. Post hearing exhibits and briefs werc
fued by the parties which were exchanged by December &, 1987, Based
upon 3 revww of the [oregming record, and utdizing the criteria set {orth m
Section (11 7B uemt Wiz Mate | the undersigned renders the foliowing

arhitratien award.
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Thie dispute wofves the terms of the parties’ 1987- 1088 collective

harganing agreement The Gy proposes a 2 94 wage incres:

se meach of

inose twe vears The Upinn proposes the toljowing % dage increases. 2% nn
J/U/RT 2% on 7/1/R7,2 % nn 1/1/8K and 2% on 7/ 1 /8K {1 ajso propnses a
1 Zih paid holidav. and a 5% ongevity siep after 25 vears of service

UNJON POSITION



A privr arbiirauon award established Ashland County lron Countyv, City of
Hugrlev, Daviwld County, Douglas County, Burpett Coumnty. Sawver County, and
ing City of Superior as comparables.

The U'nion s [inai offer 15 ¢vera helgungly supported by settlements in therce
comparables, which generalty were in the 3% range for wage increases

Furthermore. and relatedly, the wage rates for the ity s Public Work s
emplovees are extremelv fow, when viewed in the context of 1he Citv s
comparables Itis for this reason that the Union is attempting 10 achieve a
maodest catch up throuvgh its proposal On the other hand, under the Citv's
final offcr. the emplovees in question would fall further behind vis a vis
their comparables.

The record tndicates that all of northwestern Wisconsin is a disiressed area,
not just the Citv of Ashland, and therefore the City's benefits and wage
structure should not be significantiv distinguishable [rom its comparables in
ihe area

In that regard the holida',.' bencfits among the comparables also support the
Unson's positinn ‘

in addition aven with {he 198X increase 1n health gn=urance premiume the
L s contrbution wo health ip dental insurance benetiis with st be
siymitcantly dower whan wne Civ of Hurtev s coptributions,

Reiated!v, 1t bas nesther heen argted nor demonstrated that the Citv has an
mability to pay problem in this matter. In fact. the record demonsiraies that
the City 15 currenily in fine financial shape

CITY POSITION:

The record ciearlv indicates that the City is significantly more troubled
economicaliv than are its counterparts across the State of Wisconsin o
response 10 the Union's contention that such is not the case, ail the record
shows is that the City is using prudent fiscal management to try te reverse
the distress of the City and to have future net mill rates come down frem
their statewide record high Jevel Because the City's unpaid and delinguent
taves are on the rige, the City must atterapt 1o mitigate further spiraling of
the costs of Civ government. Therefore the City should not be considered
economicailv compardble w less distressed governmental unit emprovers in
the surroundimg weovgrapiic area,
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1118 also noteworthv that the Citv's proposai 1s weil in execess of the
applicable consumer pece ndex

Most importantdy. the City's offer is equal to or greater than the salary
increases offered te any other City of Ashland employee group In this
regard, where a pattern exists among internal bargaining units, abitrators
often give controlling wesght to such settlement !

Overall, the Citv's salaries are generaliy in the ballpark when compared with
other empiovers. One imporiant benef:t which none of the vither empiovers
offer i3 ibe HMP medical insurance beafit  in addition, few, if anv, offer
Jdental insurance programs like the Citv's,

Reiatedly when the increased coct for medical insurance 15 1ncivded the
Ciiy s offer amounts i0 2 5 08% increase aver two vears, while the Ungon's
nroposal wauld constiute a 12 1% inerease

1t should also be noted that e work week Tor the Cilv empiovees 18 shorter
han most of the Uinion s proposed comparabies J

if compuratles are considercd, because of the size diffecential, the City of
Superior and Douglas County sheuld not be comparsd with the City ol
Achland The Water Uudity in Ashland alse should not be deemed a
camparahie since ite revenues are hased on user fees and nnt tax revenues

Lastlv. internal comparables aiso support the City's position on holtdavs and
longevity pay. '

DISCUSSION:

In all candor, this dispute (s a very difficult one to resolve equitably hecause
there is substantial merit to manv of the posttions taken by hoth parties

In supportyf the Unton s posiuon, the recurd indicates that for exampie.
wuck drivers in ihe ungt, even under the Umnn's urfer, would earn at the end
of 1987 abiout munety cents per hour jess than the average truck driver
emploved by public emplovers in the arca --using Hurley. Ashland County.
fron County, and Sawver County as a basiz of comparison  In additsen, the
Civ s contnbution oward health and medical insurance, even after the 18%
merease in 198K Wil still pe abnut $46G 2 month less 1han the current
average conlrthution made Lor health insurance by comparable public

I' Criaton omitleq.



emplovers in the ared--utidizing in whis instance available recurd evidence
pertaimng (o Hurlev, Ashland County, and Tron County. in further support of
the Unton s pesition is the tack of record evidence that the City is financaiiy
unabic 2 mect the Union's Jomands without sacrificing scrvices increasing
tayes, or incurring fong term deht. or that the City 12 appreciably more
dictrecsed economicaliv than several other comparahle public emploversin
1ne aren

{in the other hand. in sunpurt of the Ciiv's pusiiion, the record indicates Lhe
Cetv s curvent hohiday Dunel (s gre ) boe with the Cly's compar ables, as are
the Gty s fongevity hopelit?r that the Gty 18 economicaity fistrgssed and
thercfore it 1s reasvnable for it to be quite prudent in 1ts expenditures that
the Oy s healil and dental insurance benefits are at least competityve »orih,
and generally superior (o the benelits offered by most of the City's
comparables that the City will incur a sigruficant increase 1n the cost of such
benefits in 198X, amounting to what the record indicates 1o be
approximatelv a 2% increase in the vaiue of the employees [ringe benelit
package for that yvear; and that at least one other unut of orgamzed City
employees has accepted a package worth no more than that offered the
Union herein.

Some relevant ssues that are net clear from the record are the extent to
which wages in the hargarning unit are unttormly behind the comparabies--
[or example 1t would appear that a back hoe nperator, at the end of 957
would earn mere than a simularly ciassified emplovee in Sawver Countv. but
wouid styl) be below the average salarv for such a position among the
aforementioned caomparables by about 20 cents per hour under the Lnion's
offer and 30 cents per hour under the City’'s offer. Thusz. though it appears
that snme wage catch up 1 yustifed, 1115 not clear from the record just how
much catch up 15 justiied, and whether 1t peads to be dyreciad toward
spacitic job classificauons of whether nstead an across the haard caich up s
needed,

Another ssue on which the record 18 not clear 18 the comparabilitv of the
total value the parties final offers While this issue was aot fully htigated, 1t
would appear that the City i5 proposing a total package, the value of which is
about 3 8% the first year, and 5.8% the second vear. The total value of the
Unuon’s package would appear to be about 4.5% the first year and
somewhere hetween 7 and 7.5% the second year The record simply does
not provide anv reliable evidence 1o ascertain the relative comparabilitv of
these [igures 10 setllements in comparable emplover-emplovee refationships
i the ared.

A



Tasged vron ail of the above conmideraunns it would appear that for 1987
though the Civ's position on holidads and tongevity 8 sapported by ihe
compdrahles, the Union s effort 1o achieve some catch up i its wage proposal
at very littfe cost 1o the City over the Citv s proposal for that year justifies
esjoction of the Union's 1987 proposal as the more reasonable of the two at
1ssue herein

However, the autcome of this dispute must hinge on the relative
reasonableness of the parties’ 1988 proposals--where the difference
pelween the parties is rather substantial, and on ths issue there i1s littie n
the record supporting the reasonableness of the Union's proposal, which
amounts to at least a 7% total pachage increase. Though the the Union's
198R wage propoesal mught have been justified based upon wage comparisons
and cost of ltming considerations standing alone, the reasonableness of the
lipinn ¢ {988 total package proposal is substantially dimished by virtue of
the Jact that it fas 1o give recogniton 1o the signy icant nerease In ¢ost of
nealih 4nd Jentai insurance which the Civ will incur that vear and the
sgrehcantdv inoréased valve of the bealith and dental isurance benely
which umit eoplovees wilt emoy in 1788, Wihen the value of that benstil 1s
factored into the Civy ¢ 1287 proposal. the record indicates that umt
emplovees will recerye a total package increase of about 5 8¢ Under any of
the stdiiory criteria discuesed in this proceeding -~inciuding particuiariy
FOMDATADILY st of Bving, and the imerest and weliare of the pubhr g
10ial package increase swmmificantdy i eyeess of thal amount simply cannoi
be jusiilied

Further support for the reasonableness of the City's 1988 proposal can he
found in the {act that the Union's requested improvement in holiday and
longevity benefits 15 not supporied by comparability evidence.

While the record mndicates that the nion has cause to be concerned about
the wage comparabilntv of at feast some of the unit emplovees, it must
address this problem at a time when fringe benefit costs are more stabie. or
perhaps 0 wilf need to consider some benefit tradeoffs or other incentives
which will allow the City to more effectively address the wage disparity
issue which appears to exist at this time.

In the undersigned's apinwn however, the City cannot he expected at this
ume to effactively address this issue and the 1ssue of significantly rncreasing
costs o empiavee health and dental mmsurance coverage wihout requiring
some emplovee sacriftice in at leas. one of these {wo areds. Since the paries
have apted o contmue wath a level of health and Jental insur apee benefas



which will result in significantly increased costs, the catch up which the
Union seeks in wages in 1988 simply caanot be justified at this time,

Based upon the foregoing considerations. the undersigned hereby renders
the following

ARBITRATION AWARD

The Citv s tinai offer shalf be mcorporated into the parties’ 1987-88
coliective Dargamning dgreement,

. N b - , - ,
fatcd this ) dav of December, 1987 at Madisonr, Wisconsin

Arbatrator



