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STATE OF WISCONSIN 

BEFORE THE ARBITRATOR 

In the Matter of the Petition of 

WESTON SCHOOL DlSTRlCf 

To Initiate Arbitration 
Between Said ktitioner and 

Case 23 
No. 4322 1 
1NT/ARB-5473 

WESTON TEACHERS 
ASSOCIATION 

Decision No. 26417-A 

APPEARANCES: 

Barry Forbes on behalf of the District 
Karen A. West on behalf of the Association 

On Aprtl25, 1990 the Wisconsin Employment Relations Commtssion 
I appointed the undersigned arbitrator pursuant to Section 111 70(41km) 6 

and 7 of the Municipal Employment Relations Act in the dispute existing 
between the above named parties. A hearing u-t the matter was conducted 
on June 20, 1990 in the District oftices iocated near Cazenovra. W 1. Briefs 
were exchanged by the parties by August 22. 1990. Based upon a review of 
the foregoing record, and uliilzing the criteria set forth in Section 
111.70(4)fcmi Wis. Stats.. the undersigned renders the followmg arbitration 
award. 
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ISSUE: 

The only issue in dispute is the salary schedule for the 1989-90 and 1990- 
9 1 school years. 

. 

The Association is proposing a 5.7% per cell rate adjustment for 1989-90 and 
a 5.5% per cell rate adjustment for 1990-91 The District IS proposing a flat 
dollar amount applied to the BA base in bolh years, with a base 0: S 18,788 
for 1989-90 and $19,635 for 1990-91. 

The Board has offered a $1.598 per returmng teacher salary increase, or 6.95 
percent. in the 1989-90 school year and a $1,598 per returning texjcher 
salary increase, or 6.5 percent, in the 1990-9 1 school year. The Association 
has proposed an $1.8 1X pet returnmg teacher salary increase, or 7.4 percent, 
111 the 1989-90 school year and an J 1,876 per returning teacher s;tlary 
increase, or 7.56 percent, in the 1990-9 1 school year. 

The Board’s offer constitutes a $2,463 per returning teacher total qackage 
cost increase, or 8.15 percent, UI the 1989-90 school year, and a Board 
estimated $2,501 per returning teacher total package cost increase,, or 7 65 
percent, in the 1990-9 1 school year. The Association has proposed a $2,729 
per returning teacher total package cost Increase, or 9.03 percent, in the 
1989-90 school year, and a Board estimated S2,838 per returning teacher 
total package cost increase, or 8.6 1 percent, in the 1990-9 1 school”year. 

The parties’ total package costs differ by f8,85 1 in the 1989-90 school year, 
and a Board estimated S20.086 in the 1990-91 school year. 

The parties agree that the Ridge and Valley Conference plus the Hi+boro 
and Wonewoc school districts constitute the appropriate comparlspn group m 
this case. However, the Association urges that only voluntary setrlemenrs 
and not arbitration awards be considered. 

BOARD POSITION: I, 

The Hillsboro. Ithaca. Kickapoo. La Farge, North Crawford, Seneca and 
Wonewoc School Districts are settled for 1989. 

The Board’s 1989-90 offer more closely marains rhe District’s 1988-S’? 
rankings at four benchmarks. The Association’s 1989-90 offer more closely 
maintains the 1988-89 ranking at two benchmarks. There is no ranking 
change under either party’s offer at one benchmark. 

I 
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Another way to look at the benchmarks is to sum up the total number of 
rankings. When viewed this way the Board’s offer results in some 
deterioration in benchmark rankings, but the Association’s offer results in a 
much more significant increase in benchmark rankings. 

Using either method of analysis, the Board’s offer more closely maintains the 
Dtstrtct’s 1988-89 ranking tn relation to comparable schools settled tn 1989- 
90 than does the Association. 

The Hillsboro, Ithaca. kickapoo. North Crawford, and Seneca School Districts 
are settled for 1990-9 1. 

The 1990-9 I rankings show one benchmark favoring the Board, two 
favoring the Assocratron, and a tie at the other four benchmarks The 
Board’s offer causes a slightly bigger deviance from the Distrtct’s 198849 
ranking with the five schools settled III 1990-9 1 than does the Association’s 
offer. 

Though the Board’s offer is weakest at the BA Base, BA Step 6 and MA Base, 
base salaries do not affect the great majority of the members of the 
bargaining unit. Though the Board recognizes the need for base salaries to 
be high enough to attract competent teachers, the Board has not experienced 
any trouble attracting new teachers. 

More importantly however, the Board’s final offer maintains its strong 
position on maximum salarIes. The Board’s BA Maximum rankmg is two in 
1988-89 through 1990-91. The comparable schools not settled in 1989-90 
and 1990-9 1 are far behind Weston at the BA Maximum. 

The BA Maximum could be said to be the most important benchmark in the 
Dtstrmt stnce III the BA lane of the salary schedule there are 27.38 of the 
33.31 teachers in the Districr. In 1989-90, 10 of the District’s teachers are at 
or beyond the BA Maximum salary. 

The Board’s MA Maximum improves from six in 198849 to five m 1989-90 
and 1990-91. Unless DeSoto, La Farge or Wonewoc gives an extraordmary 
increase at the MA Maxrmum, Weston will rank six out of ten under the 
Board’s final offer. 

The same analysts can be apphed to the Schedule Maximum, Weston has 
traditionally ranked fourth on the Schedule Maximum. DeSoto. La Farge. 

* Wauzeka and Wonewoc have traditionally ranked behind Weston on the 
Schedule Maximum and will continue to do so unless they give extraordinary 
increases at the Schedule Maximum 
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None of this takes longevity into account. Weston has longevity equal to 
I .5 percent of the maximum salary in each lane of the salary schedule. This 
adds between $417 and $517 to the maximum salaries in the parttes’ final 
offers. Ithaca has longevity of $450 per teacher No other comparable 
district has longevity. A Weston District teacher reaches this longevity step 
after 13 years in the District. Other schools require an average of ‘12 years 
to get to the BA maximum, 13.2 years to get to the MA Maximum, and 13.4 
years to get to the Schedule Maximum. a 

When longevity is taken into account, the parties’ maximum rankings 
Improve further. Under both partres’ 1989-90 offers, the District would rank 
first at the BA Maximum. 

In summary, a benchmark analysrs shows some detertoratron In benchmark 
rankmg under the Board’s offer and some increase m ranking under the 
Association’s offer. However, the change in ranking proposed by ihe 
Association in 1989-90 is more significant than that proposed by the Board. 
The change in ranking proposed by the Board in 1990-9 1 is more significant 
than that proposed by the Assoaatton, however, these changes result 
primarily from a drop in ranking at the BA and MA Base, and at BA Step 6, 
which are less important to teachers than the maximum steps on the 
schedule. which compare favorably with comparable distracts, particularly 
when longevity is considered. 

A analysis of benchmark increases in this case is not useful. Teachers are 
not paid salary increases. they are paid salaries.. Why should the /Board give 
an average increase on the benchmarks if less money will maintain the 

. District’s leadership at this benchmark? Analysis of dollar increases on the 
benchmarks punishes dmtricts like Weston which have .ranked high m their 
comparison group by requiring nrcreases in compensation similar to those 
given by schools trying to catch up. 

Analysis of percentage increases on the benchmarks is even worse since 
under such an analysis the difference between lower and higher paymg 
districts will increase. 

Utilizing the District’s Hiiisboro costing data, which is more accurate than the 
Associattons. the record indicates that the Board’s offer is closer to the 
average salary increase in 1989-90, and the Association’s offer is closer to 
the average increase in 1990-9 1. 

Again, utilizing the Board’s total package costing data, the record Indicates 
that the Board’s proposal is closer to the comparable average tn 1989-90, 

. 



and the Association’s proposal is closer in 1990-91. 

The total record clearly suggests that the Board’s 1989-90 offer is more 
reasonable than the Association’s offer. It also suggests that the 
Association’s 1990-91 offer may be more reasonable than the Board’s offer. 

The Board does not believe however that each year’s offer should be given 
equal weight. Instead. the parties’ 1989-90 offers should be given more 
weight than rhe 1990-91 offers, This is so since there are seven sertlemenrs 
in 1989-90 and only five in 1990-91. Thus, the settlement pattern is more 
likely to change in 1990-91 than in 1989-90. Second, the 1990-91 total 
package cost ftgures are based on estimates of health and dental insurance 
costs, again subject to change. 

The best that the Association can prove with this evidence IS that teacher 
salary and total package cost comparisons result in a tie If the salary and 
total compensation criteria do not tell the arbitrator how to decide rhts case, 
then other evidence must be considered. 

The Association’s reliance on statewide teacher salary data should not be 
considered since it is well estabhhsed that statewide comparisons do not 
allow for consideration of local economtc conditions, particularly where, as 
here, the District is more dependent upon agriculture as a tax base than 
many other districts in the state. 

W ith respect to the structure of the salary schedule, the parties have had 
four percent vertical increments at least back to 198 l-82. They have also 
had longevity Increments equal to 1 5 percent of the last step of each lane. 
The Board’s final offer maintains this structure. On the other hand the 
Association proposes changing the horizontal increments Such a change 
should only be accompllshed through voluntary agreement between the 
parties. 

There is no evidence of a need for increasing the incentives for educational 
advancement in the District. Nor has the Association offered a quid pro quo 
for tlus proposed structural change. 

The interest and welfare of the public also support the reasonableness of the 
Board’s positlon. There is almost a $20,900 difference between the partIes’s 
offers over two years, which represents the amount of porenual property tax 
relief available to the taxpayers m the District. 

The local economic condltlons m the District depend upon the health of the 
farm economy. The impact of the drought which occurred m IV88 , plus 
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projected reduced farm income means continuing. serious probiems in the 
farm economy in Wisconsin. Thus, if comparisons do not provide sufficient 
guidance as to the appropriate decision in this case, then conslderatlon of the 
Interest and welfare of the public and of local economtc condrtlons can be 
given greater weight than in cases where teacher salary compartsons are 
conclusive. 

This is parucularly so where, as here, the Board’s offer gives teachers a real 
(after inflatron) salary increase, where teachers in the District are not 
underpaid in comparison to other teachers in comparable school districts. 
and where District salaries are already high enough to attract and retain 
competent teachers. In the latter regard, though there has been some 
teacher turnover m the District, the reason for such turnover suggests that 
salary levels were not the reason for most of the turnover. In any, case, the 
Drstrmt has had no problem filling vacancres with qualified teachers suxe 
1988. 

The record also indicates that the District’s teachers will receive larger 
percentage pay increases under the Board’s offer than the typical state or 
local government, as well as prrvate sector employe in America. 

In response to the Association’s contentions, there is no good reasons for not 
considering the Hillsboro and Wonewoc arbitration awards, which ~accurately 
represent the compensation teachers receive III those districts for the 1989-. 
90 school year. 

The Association’s argument that the District needs to maintam internal ratios 
in the salary schedule might have some validity if the parties had attempted 
to do so III the past. However, since 1984 the ratio of the MA+36 fongevrty 
step to the BA Base (and most other ratios on the schedule) has decreased in 
every year. Thus, the status quo in this cased is declining internal ratios. 

ASSOCIATION POSITION: 

Based upon five comparable voluntary settlements III 1989-90. the 
Association’s proposal is more reasonable in terms of average benchmark 
dollar and percentage increases. Quoting from Arbitrator Rme rn Dec. No. 
18222-A, 7/2/8 1, the Association urges ‘To give the salary increases 
resulting from arbitration awards the same status as comparahles grven to 
those reached through collective bargaining is stretching the theory of 
comparability established by the Wisconsin Statutes.” 

In fact, the Association’s proposal is only $23 1 above the dollar average 
Lncrease at the benchmarks , or .6%, over the course of two years. The Board, 
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on the other hand. proposes benchmark increases which are 14,083 or 15.7% 
less than the average benchmark increases over two years. Even if the two 
arbitration awards are considered the Association is closer to the average 
increases at a vast majority of the benchmarks. 

Given the fact that salary schedules are clear and immediately verifiable, the 
most weight should be given to the settlement pattern created through the 
dollar and percentage increases at the benchmarks. On the other hand, as 
evidenced by the numerous disagreements between the parties regarding 
comparable total package costing. such unsubstantiated data should not be 
given as much weight as verifiable benchmark data. Even using the Board’s 
flawed data, the Association’s proposal is closer to average increases if 
measured by salary or total compensation in both years of the proposed 
contract. 

Relatedly, only one comparable disrria reacher group pays a larger 
percentage toward their health insurance than the District’s teachers. Also, 
the District’s premium costs are second lowest among the comparable% In 
addltlon, the District’s teachers do not have’dental insurance as do the 
teachers in four comparable districts before the end of the 1990-91 school 
year. 

, 
In examining comparable benchmarks it should be noted that the District’s 
reachers must earn 36 credlrs -- 12 more than anyone else -- past their 
Masters to reach the schedule manmum. 

The Association’s proposal is also more reasonable m the context of 
statewide comparables. 

In additton. further support for the Assoctatton’s proposal can be found from 
the fact that the average teacher salary m the District was more than $1700 
less than rhe average of an already low comparable group of Uuvlas 

The Board’s salary proposal has the effect of eroding the salary schedule’s 
internal ratios, thereby affecting the status quo. On the other hand, the 
Assoclatton’s proposal maintains the current status quo m this regard 

The arbitrator should consider the pattern of settlements, both In this and 
past rounds of negotrons. rather than changes in the CPJ In determInIng the 
relative reasonableness of the parries’ offers. (Qtanons ommed) 

The record demonstrates that the District has the third highest rate of 
equahzed valuation per member, but ranks eighth of ten In levy rate It has 
more property value behmd each student than the comparable average On 



the other hand, it enjoys a levy rate which is less thdn the comparable 
dverage. In addition, it has a substantial general fund balance, agdin, 
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I significantly more than the comparable average. 

In addition. the record indicates that farm income and land values are on the 
upswing. Under such circumstances, there should be no questlon regarding 
the Dlstnct’s ability to fund the Association’s proposal. 

Furthermore. recruitment and retention of properly certified personnel II~ 
the District are serious problems which might be alleviated if the District 
paid higher salaries. 

I DISCUSSION: 

In view of the fact that there appears to be no disagreement between the 
partles that the Association’s 1990-9 1 salary proposal is the more” 
comparable of the two at issue herem. it IS critical to the dlsposlrion of this 
dispute that the undersigned d&ermine the relative comparability of the 
parties’ offers for 1989-90. In that regard the undersigned is not persuaded 
that comparable districts that have arbitrated awards for that year should 
not be considered since the salaries generated by such awards are~~as 
relevant to determinations of comparabihty as are salarles agreed to by the 
parties through the negotiations process. 

A benchmark analysis of the parties’ 1989-90 offers indicates the iollowmg: 

Utilizing seven settled comparable districts, at the BA base the Association’s 
proposal is closer to the comparable average ($18,945) by $57 an!, maintains 
the District’s 1988-89 ranking (four of eight). Accordingly, the undersigned 
concludes that the Association’s proposal 1s more comparable than~‘the 
Dlstrlct’s at this benchmark. 

Perhaps it should be indicated at this point that the undersigned believes. in 
making such comparisons. that the most pertinent comparisons ar; of actual 
salaries, rather than the size of salary increases or rankings, whict, when 
compared, generally tend to preserve a status quo which often needs to be 
adjusted based upon equity considerations. 

At the BA 7th step, the District’s proposal is closer to and exceeds the 
comparable average ($22,773) by $524. It also ranks the Dlstnct at three of 
eight among the settled comparable% Accordmgly. the Distnct’s proposal is 
deemed to, be more comparable than the Association’s at this benchmark. 

I 
. At the BA Maximum (without longevity) the District’s proposal is also more 
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comparable based upon the Fact that it is closer to the comparable average 
($26.963) by more than $200, it exceeds that average by $843. and it ranks 
the District second among etght at this benchmark. 

At the MA Minimum the Association’s proposal is more comparable based 
upon the fact that it is more than $200 closer to the comparable average 
($20.917) while being $450 below that average, and it maintains the 
District’s ranking of seven among eight, while the District’s proposal reduces 
the District’s ranking to eight of eight. 

At the MA 10th Step the District’s proposal is more comparable based upon 
the fact that it is closer to the comparable average ($27,38 1) by more than 
$300, it exceeds that average by $129, and it maintains the District’s ranking 
at five among etght. 

At the MA Maximum iwithout longevity) the Association’s proposal is more 
comparable in that it is closer to the comparable average ($30.475) by more 
than $300. it is below the comparable average by $184, and it results in the 
same ranking (five of eight) as the District’s proposal. 

At the Schedule Maximum (without longevny) the District’s proposal IS more 
comparable in that it is closer to the comparable average ($3 1,471) by more 
than $400, it exceeds that average by $686, and it maintams the District’s 
ranking at four of erght. 

Based upon all of the foregoing, it would appear that the District’s salary 
proposal IS at least somewhat more comparable than the Association’s in that 
at four of the seven benchmarks analyzed the District’s proposal is the more 
comparable of the two at Issue herem. 

Additional support for this conclusion can be found If the average increase In 
safarles for relurnlng teachers in comparable districts are analyzed. Such an 
analysis indicates that the Dmtrict’s proposal is closer to the comparable 
average (approximately $1662 based upon splitting the small difference 
between the partres m then costing of the Kickapoo settlement) by almost 
S 1 OO--the District’s proposal being $64 under the comparable average and 
the Assocration’s proposal being $156 above the comparable average. 

Lastly, Utilizing less reliable total package costing data, it would also appear 
that the District’s proposal is the more comparable of the two. Based upon 
data from five comparable districts where the parties have no substantial 
disagreement regarding total package costs (Seneca. North Crawford, Ithaca, 
Hillsboro, and Wonewoc) it would appear that the comparable average is 
approxtmalely $2495 per returning teacher The Association’s proposal 
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amounts to $2729 per teacher, $234 above the comparable average: the 
District proposes $2463 per teacher, or $32 below the comparable:average. 

It thus would appear that the Dtstrict’s proposal is clearly more comparable 
than the Association’s for the first year of the parties’ proposed contract. 

kelatedly. the undersigned would concur with the District that tn vtew of the 
the fact that the 1989-90 comparability data includes two more districts 
than the 1990-Y 1 data, and the fact that the 1990-9 1 data contains more 
estimates*of insurance costs than the 1989-90 data, it is fair dnd reasonable 
to give somewhat more weight to the 1989-90 comparability results than 
the 1990-9 1 results, whtch are necessarily somewhat more speculattve. 

Having so concluded, it would appear that at best, from the Associatton’s 
perspective, the parties’ proposals are equally comparable (the District’s 
being more comparable in 1989-90 and the Association’s being more 
comparable in 1990-9 1 I. which requires the undersigned to give 
consideration to other factors in determining which final offer to Select 
herein. 

In that regard the undersigned finds neither party’s proposal to be 
sufficiently devtant from a well established salary schedule structure to 
require a quid pro quo for the changes requested. Nor need the p~arttes 
demonstrate a legitimate need for the structural changes they are requesting 
based upon their respective assertions that the other IS seeking a ,change of 
the status quo. In this case no clearly established status quo exists regarding 
the structure of the salary schedule that has traditionally been agreed to by 
the parties, and therefore, netther party has astronger burden of proof than 
the other in this regard. 

Other considerations that are relevant to the disposition of this matter 
mclude: changes in the cost living, which clearly supports the i 
reasonableness of the District’s position since there is no question,that 
teachers will achieve gains in real income under its’ proposal, settlement 
trends in the private sector and among other public employees, aihich also 
are more in accord with the size of the District’s proposed tncreases than the 
Association’s: and the interest and welfare of the public. In this latter 
regard, the undersigned is not persuaded that said consideration requires a 
salary package for the District’s teachers exceeding that proposed by the 
District based upon factors such as comparability, turnover and staffing 
problems related to salary considerations, or other considerations’related to 
the quality of the educational programs in the District. Though it is generally 
acknowledged that teacher salaries in rural areas generally ldg stgnificantly 
behind the salaries of urban teachers, tf thts is a legitimate and serious 
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problem, as indeed many assert it is (particularly in encouraging talented 
young people to make teaching in such areas their career), individual rurdl 
districts and interest arbitrators with statutory responsibilities for 
determining salaries in such districts cannot be expected to individually 
remedy this problem unless there is a stgnificant change m public policy 
regarding the funding of public education. Though the teachers in Weston 
are paid relatively low compared to teachers statewide, they are paid 
competitively and fairly based upon currently held economic and poliucal 
considerations and values. The undersigned cannot change that fact, even if 
he were inclined to do so. 

Based upon all of the foregoing considerations, the undersigned concludes 
that the preponderance of the record evtdence supports a conclusion that the 
District’s proposal, when viewed in the context of all of the statutory crlterla 
set forth in 111.70 (4) (cm) Wis. Stats., is clearly more reasonable than the 
Association’s, Therefore, the undersigned hereby renders the following: 

ARBITRATION AWARD 

The District’s proposal shall be nxorporated into the parties 1989-9 1 
collective bargammg agreement. 

/Ai 
Dated this ‘5 day of September, I990 at Madison, Wlsconsm 


