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Ddnlel K Pfeifer on behaIf of the Union 
Thomas F. Peterson. Esq. on behalf of the City 

On August 29, 1988 the Wlsconsln Employment Relatrons Commlsslon 
appoInted the undersigned Arlxlrator pursuant to Section 11170(4~!cm! 6 
and 7 of lhe Munlclpal Employment HelalIons Act In the dispute exlsllng 
berween the above named parries. Pursuanl LO sratutory responsiblkes Lhe 
undersIgned conducted an arbitrallon hearing on October 21, 1988 In Pralrle 
du Chlen. W lsconsm during the course of which the parties presented 
evidence and arguments in support of their respective positions. Post 
hearing briefs were filed by the partIes by November 4. 1988. Based upon a 
review of the foregomg record, and utiluing the criteria set forth in Secllon 
11170(4)(cm) Wls Srals., the undersigned renders the following arbitration 
award 

ISSiE 

This dispute lnvoives the terms of lhe partles’ 1988-1989 collective 
bargamlng agreement The Crly proposes a 3% wage increase in each of 
those two years The Union proposes a 25 cents per hour increase for all 
employees in 1988 and no wage increase in 1989. The City proposes a $275 
a month cap on City conlributlons toward health insurance which would 
apply during both years of the agreemenL, while Lhe Uruon proposes 
continuation of the slalus quo, or full payment of health insurance premiums 
by the City. The City proposes continuation of its currenl private penslon 
plan, which is fully pald for by the City, while the Union proposes changing 
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to the Wisconsin Retirement Fund (WRF) effective January 1. 1989. with the 
City ~~ahmg s 100% contribution and employees being given lGO%lcreJ~t fnr 
prior service.. Lastly, the Union proposes placing in the Agreement a proviso 
setting forth a $50 cap on the City’s payment for safety shoes, ;, 

UNION POSITION: 

The parties agree that the difference in their wage proposal for 1988 is 
mslgnkant. The costs of the City’s 1989 wage proposal. mcluoing roll-ups 
is approximately 3.5%. which is relatively close to the cost to the City of 
transferring to the WRP in 1989--3.7x. 

There is uncontested evidence in the record that the benefit levelsof the 
WRF are substantially higher than the City’s current retirement plan. Based 
upon the fact that a majority of the City’s cornparables utilize the WRF plan. 
and the fact that its cost is comparable to the City’s second year wage offer, 
the Union has met its burden of justifying changing the status quo in this 
regard. particularly in light of the fact that the Uruon is proposing buying the 
WRF plan by proposing a wage freeze for 1989. 

On the health insurance issue, in contrast to the Union’s final offer regardmg 
retirement, the City is not making an offer to buy out the status quo: 
Furthermnre. the City’s proposed change IS extreme& uniair in that unJer 
the status quo the Cny pays for all Increases in premiums, while udder 11s 
final offer. the employees must pay for all increases in premiums The C~ty’s 
offer thus contains no sharing in the costs of increases in health insurance 
premiums in the future. 

If the City prevails, employee contributions toward health insurance would 
reduce the value of the City’s proposed wage increase to 1.36%. In 1989, the 
effective value of the City’s proposed wage increase would be minus 17%. 

Furthermore, a majority of the City’s comparables contribute 100% itoward 
health insurance, thus lending further support to the Union’s position herein. 

Most importantly, the settlement the City reached with its Police force 
strongly supports the Union’s position herein. That settlement Included two 
3% wage increases in 1988 and 1989. an additional $50/ year uniform 
allowance, and continuation of the City’s 100% contribution toward health 
insurance premiums. It is important to note in this regard that the City’s 
police are already in the WRF program. 



Lastly, the Union has proposed a City cokribution toward the purchase of 
safety shoes which IS in accord with the City’s current practice in the Sewer 
Department. 

ClTY POSITION. 

The overall compensation received by the employees involved herein is 
second to none when compared to the communities that were used by both 
parues for comparison purposes. Furthermore, stability in employment in 
the unit has been almost 100%. 

The WRF Program and the Qty’s retirement program are substantially 
equivalent, as far as benefits are concerned, during an employees first 
fdteen years of service, with the exception of relatively minor benefits 
which cnuld be purchased by employees on an indlvrdual basis 
Furthermore, the record does not demonstrate how much better benefits 
would be under WRF for employees with more than 15 years servlce. Under 
such circumstances, it is not reasonable to require the City to forfeit in excess 
of $7000, which IS the amount that would be lost if the transfer to WRF were 
awarded pursuant to this proceeding 

The Clty.has experienced substantial double dlglt increases m the cost of its 
health Insurance Presently the City provides its employees with two choices 
of health Insurance, spectilcally. Blue Cross Blue Slueld and HMO of 
Wisconsin. The difference between these two policies is the employee’s 
choice of physIcIan or health care facihty at the initial stage. If employees 
choose to utilize the HMO plan, the City’s proposal will still afford said 
employees full health Insurance coverage at no cost to the employee. 

DISCUSSIOh’ 

Based upon the totahly of the evidence presented herein, the Unton’s final 
offer is somewhat more reasonable (or more accurately. less unreasonable) 
than the Clty’s. This conclusion is based upon the following considerations. 

Assuming there were no change in enrollment in health insurance plans by 
current employees, the value of the City’s first year offer to employees 
would be less than two percent, while the value of the Union’s proposal 
would be slrghtly over three percent, a figure substantially below relevant 
cost of llvlng Increases While the underslgned concedes that the Qty’s 
concern with spiraling health insurance costs is legitimate and important. 
&sent very unusual circumstances. it cannot reasonably expect employers 
to increase their responslblhty for bearing a percentage of such costs at the 



4 

same time they are asked to accept a wage proposal which would result in a 
loss of real income when viewed in the context of increases In the!r cost of 
Ilvlng. 

Agam m the second year of the agreement, under the City’s proposal the 
increases employees would receive would not only result in a loss’,of real 
Income. but It would result in a loss of actual dollars for those employees 
who chose to remain with the Blue Cross Blue Shield Plan. In this regard 
whiie the undersigned is sympathetic with the City’s iuacefns dnd’i g&s. 
when makmg such significant changes in benefits, absent d demonstration of 
unusual employer hardship, employees should not be expected to pick up at 
least a portion of increased health insurance costs in a fashion which will 
result in a loss of real income and actual dollars, as would be the case under 
the City’s proposal herein. 

Although the value of the Union’s second year offer would appear ‘to be 
somewhat excessive when the costs of transferring to the WRF P&ram and 
Increased health insurance costs are added together, the City’s settlement 
with its police force and settlements in comparable communltles support a 
finding that the Union’s total final offer in the second year of the dgreement 
is more comparable than the City’s, 

Relatedly, though the change to the WRF Program is of Fuhstantlal 
magnitude, in the undersigned’s opmion, the Union’s wllllngness tG forego a 
wage increase in 1989 constitutes a fairly equitable quid pro quo for said 
change. Though equity would further justify a phasing In of a program 
calling for some employee contributtons toward at least the Blue Cioss Blue 
Shield Program in 1989 IXI exchange for lmplemcntmg the WKF k&ram, the 
undersigned clearly does not have the authority to award such a 
compromise. 

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

ARBITRATION AWARD 

The Union’s final offer shall be incorporated into the parties’ 1988789 
collective bargaining agreement. 



Ijated this n 2- day of November, 1988 at Madison, W isconsin. 

Aibdrato; - 


