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STATE QOF WISCONSIM Sl
ARBITRATION AWARD v
In the Matter of the Arbitration betwecn
CITY OF MONROE (VIATEF UTILITY)
ang Fo: WLRC Cage 19
: No. 43640
CCUIICTL 40, AMLCRICAN FEDEPATION CF STATL, TNT/ARR-5ER2
CCUNTY ANL "UMNICIPAL EMPLCYEES, BFI-CIC, : Decision No. 26942-A

HONRCE CITY EMPLOYEES UNION

APPLATANCES: For the City of lMonroo Veror Eility: Attornsy Howard Coldberg
of :
Deviirt, Porter, Huggett, Schumachcr and Moroan, S.C., Attorneoye st Lav, Two
kEcet Mifflan Strect, Suitc 600, ™Mzdison, hcconsin 827C2,  Mr. Goldberg was
accompanied ot the hearing by Mr. Gerald P. Keidl, General Exccutive Officer,
Monroo Water Utility, and Mr., Ger»14 Dllefson, Suocrintcndent, Waste VWoter
Troztmont Plant, City of Monroo.

For the Union, Council 40, AFSCHE, AFL-CIO, Monroe City Exployees Unieon:
¥Mr. Jack Berrfeld, Staff Pepresentative, Council 40, 5 Odans Court, Madison,
wisconsin 52719, Mr. Rernfeld wzs cccompenicd =t the hesring by Mr. Hereld
Lohtinen, Rescarch Departrent, Council 40:; znd by Donzld Miller, Cheirpersen,
and by Mr, Jack ¥, Morris znd Mr. Ecnneth Indergznd, representing the Monroo
City Employces Union.

The Union was certified on September €, 19892 as exclusive representative
of the employees of the Water Utility of the City of Monroc. The parties mot
on several occasions in efforts to negotiate an agreement. The Union filed a
petition with the Wisconsin Employmgnt Relations Commission on April 27, 1990
requecting the initiation of binding arbitration. A member of the WERC staff
mot several times with the perties in efforts to mediate the dispute. On July
12, 1991, they submitted finz) offers to him as well as a stipulation on
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matters they had agreed upon. Then on July 22, 19981, the Cormission
determined that 2an impasse existed within the meaning of Fection

111.70(4) (cm)6 of the Municipal Crmployment Relations Act #nd certified thet
cornditions precedent to arbitration under the statute had becn satisfied.

The undersiancd wae notified of his appointment ag arbitrator by letter
from the Commission Chair deted RAugust 7, 1921, A hearing was held ir Monroe
on October 28, 1991, The parties presented testimony from witnesses and in
documentary form. They were given opportunities to cress examine the >
witnesses and to clarify matters in the cocuments. There was no record mado
of the heqrinq other than the arbitrator's handwritten notes. At the
conclusion of the hearing the partics agreed to exchange written brinfs ap?
sct 5 period for roply bricfs to be ~xchangzd. All exchanges were made by the
arbitretor, the finsl exchenge being accomplishead on Jenuary 27, 1992, The
Fezring 1s considered closcd ze of that deto,

THE I13SCLCE TC BEL ARPTTRATED

The partics have agrned that the contract should have = dur=tion of tvwo
yeargs. Thore zre two issuse in dispute. The first relates to the heourly
rztes to be paid to the clzssifications of Lead Operator end Operator s
employ2d by the Water Utility. The prrtice arc twenty cents apzsrt on escn
classification in cach of the two yosrs. The second issue relstas to whether
the discharge of #n employeo during thc negetiztions on the 1nitizl agreocment
15 or is not subijcct te the provisions of » gricvance and arbitrztion clezuse
thrt wae tentatively agreed to vending necotiation of tho entire agreemeant.
The Union arguns that ths wetteor shou'd be arbitrsted, The Employcr arguss
that unti] the entire contract has been siancé, the arievancs and arbitration
clzuse is not ceffective ~nd thet the matter should not b~ submitted to an
arkbitrztor.
dendum A. The Emplover's

The Urionts entire final offer is attached fole
tipulztione are not

as
entire final offer is attochs? as Addendum B The
included here.

A

POSTTICONS CF THE PPRTIES

The parties present very different evidence to support their positions on
the issue of wage rates for the Lead Operator and the Operator. The Union
would use the rztes paid in 1990 and 1691 in what it asserts are comparable
classifications in fifteen comparable cities in southern Wisconsin. While the
Employer presented some rates for comparable classifications in what it



asserts arc five corparable citieg, its main arqument is that there is &
historical differential favoring the clsssification of Lead Operator and
Operator in the waste water opersation of the City as compared with the Lead
Operstor and Operator in its water utility.

The Union explzins that the Stote of Wisconsin divides city weter
utilities into classes 2, B, C, and D. The Monroe Water Utility is Class C.
The Union asserts that Class C weter utilities in the following cities
constitute sources of appropriate comparzble classifications and rates:

Dodgeville
Edgerton
Evansville
Fitchburg
Fort Atkinson
Lake Mills
Lancestor
Midalzton
Milton
Morongz
Mount Horehk
Przirie du Chien
Richlend Center
Stoughtor
Whitewzter

among these citice Monroe 1 the fourth lergest with ¢ populztion of
10,401 in 199C. Averege population smong them, cxcluding Monroe, wae 7,142 in
1865, Por ¢opita property valuc wag £3id to overage $25,742, excluding
Monroc, wnich had z per capita figure of $28,537 in 199G, fifth among the
comparebles, In @ comparison of net querterly hills Monror was tenth with
$22,75. The averzge for the othor city water utilitizs was $24,87 for 1930,
The comparable figures for 19¢1 weore nocr much different.

The Union prescnted what were purported to be comparzble water operstor
positions for the fifteen jurisdictions, These classifications were taken
from applicable collective bergaining agreement and/or were verified with o
local officizls. All but one (Mt, Horeb) had the seme license requirement -g
the reguirement for Monroe operators (although Middleton and Whitewater hed
slightly higher license requirements for what were said to be their compzarable
positions. Minimun, maximum and maximum plus longevity rates were presentad
for all these classificetions. The averages for 199¢ compared with the finsl
offers 1n this proceeding as follows:



Minimumr Maximum Mexirur vlus
Longevi y

Averzge, 15 jurisdictions  §9.2 $10,59 $10.74
Nonro=
Union final offer g.92 9.22 .32
Utility final offer 8.62 9.12 0.12

For 1221 the comparisons were ac follows:

averaan, 15 dqurisdictions BTG 11.07 11.22
Monron
Union finzl offer e.E0 o.8n 9,82
Ut1lity finat offer 0,02 .59 a.5%

hccording to thase coamparisens the oprrator rate resulting frorm the Union
final offcr for 19¢C 15 lowrr *hen thittern of the comprrables while the
Utility finat offer woul” produ~< = racve that 1s lower thar fourteen of th-
coryovebles. For 1901 (the figurees sre¢ not reprocuced hare) bhoth finsl offors
would produce ratos Tower thon the oocrator rates of thirtzen of the
cormarehles,

?s for the Ler”t oncrater ¢lassifizetion, the Union found that only four
of tho comperakle jurisdictions hod commorshle positions: Dodaevilic,
Edgcrton, Fort Ztkinson, ond Leke Mills. For 19¢0 the average of the rates in

the four corperable jurisdicticons, 28 comnirog to the offers is shown bolow:

Mipur Meximum Mrrimap plus
Loncevity

ryeraoc $€310.00 $13.27 $11.20
Meonroo
Unior final offeor 9,12 0.85 2,85
Utility final offer 2.15 g.65% ¢.65

For 1591 these comperisons were 2s follows:

Average 10,54 11.58 11.68
Monron
Union finzl offer o.e0 10.40 10,47,
Utility finesl offer .70 10,2¢ 10,20



The Union also presented tebles showing sirilar retes (minimurw, meximum,
and maximur plue longevity) for woste water treztment plant operators and lezd
opcerators in the fifteon comperzkle jurisdictions. These data purported to show
that in & jurisdictions water plant and waste water plant operators vere paid at
the same rate while in 4 jurisdictions the waste water plant operators were paid
less than water plant operators. Three of the 15 communities do not have waste
wzter treatwment plants (Fitchbura, Middlecton, and Monons) beceuse this function
is handled for them by the Madison Metreopolitan Sewsrage District. In the 4
jurisdictions whore there wers 1228 operators in both wrntor and weste watey
trestrent operztions the rrtos wer~ thr szro.

The Union's dats were 217 barked up by cories of lsbor acraemonts for the
respoctive juricdicrions.,

The Foplovar croues that cerparsbles of the sort presented by the Unieon arn

not rclevont for two recsons: First, megt of them hove combined wotor nd sower
deprrtments, urlike Monroc wh-reo they sre sopzrate. The Emplover zrau-s theot
whare they fyc soporsts, the waste wrter treatment oporators ond forcnon or 1c3d
opzrztors arc p2id rore tnap the warcr operators and lezd opsratorg. The reason
for this is thst thﬂ 1*“rngr reguireronts for woste water treatment oporrtors
are morc rxgorcus. rsto water treaztment operators need to pass seven differont
tests for thesr llcfn °g while water operztors neod to qualify in only two
sreze. Sccond, this emmloyer bas 2 history of pavino wrste weter treztmront
opnrators snd lead op:rutorg z differortiz] zbove that of the wztor treatment
cprrrtors ond lead cperators. A tabl~ of namnd ermloyees was introduced
Turperting to show that ir 1908 the waste watcr trcatmen® operators weors void
& rate of S£.20 por hour whil~ the water oprrators wire paid $C.6E,

*

Reogerding the orgurent thet the Union's comparables ors not re
Employsr cited factor {(d.) 1n the stztute from smong the factors th
arbitretor necds to consider:

Jevant. the
1ot oan

Commarieon of wages, hours and conditions of
employment of tho municipzl employes invelved
in the arbitretion proceedinges with the wages
hours and conditions of employment of other
employes porforming similar services.

This proceseding is about the rates for water plant operators and lead
operators. The data presented by the Union showing rztes for waste water
treatment operators and 'ead oporators is not relevant beceuse woste woter plant
cperators arce not performing similzr gervices.



The Employer zraues that the portinent fzctor ig (e.):

Comparison of the wages, hours and conditions
of employrment of the municipzl ermloyecs involved
in thec srbitration proceedings with the wages,
hours, and conditions of employment of other
erployes generally in public employment in the
same comrunity end in comparable communities.

In this case the Union has a2lready negotiated a contract in which the Union
has zgreed to sct certain riétes st the samc lcvel in both units. The exzmplic
oven by the Employer are the oxact same wages for secretariel employees in the
wrete water freztment plant and the water plant, Converscly  waste water
treetment operators in that contract are paid = rate that maintains the
historical diffzrenti=l betwoen thoir rctes anéd the water plant operator rates.
The woste water trestment plant operatore were grante?d & wegc incroasc of ¢.68¢2
over the two yesr period. In this rrocecding the Union is preposing = 12,92
increasc for the vzter nlant operators. Censideration of factor (e.) does not
supcort such @n ipcrcasc nor the Unieon'c cffort to destroy the histerics
differentizl.

Tre Employzr cites factor (h.) for further suopert for its pesition:

The ovecrall comernsation nresently recejve? by

the municip-=! cmployes, including direct wzoo
comrpensation, vacstion, holideys and excused tims,
insurance and pensions, redicel znd hospitalizstion
benefite, the continuity =nd stability of employ-
ment, ond 211 other bensfits roeceived.

Althouch the benefits mirzody agreed uron in the nroposs? agreenent are the
same 22 those 4n the other unit, thoe Drployer argues thot they are significant
in terme of facror (b.) and wbile meny of thom cxisted before the unit was
orgznized, they will now be contractually vested, The same goes for rights that
will be contractually vested.

In suw, the Employer believes that it has made z fair wage offer which
meintains the historicel differenticl referrod to above ané which 1s in
accordance with differentials in other cormunities where there are separate
sewcrage treatment and woter plants.

REBUTTAL ARGUMENTS

at the hearing to defer decicions on reply briefs

The parties had agreed
the original briefs. Poth parties later decided to

until =fter they had seen
file reciy briefs,



The Union mak~e the fellowing points in its reply brief: The Unicn digputec
the Employer's eroumert thet thers has becn @ historical differentiz] between
the wezter operator and lezd operator rates and the waste water treatment
operator and lead opcrator rates. The evidence presented by the Employer for
this is only for the yeer 1989, According to the Union, this is not only too
short & time to show = historical differentiz]l, but it is also a period when
thcre was no union organization. The Union cites Arbitrator Frenk Zeidler's
waukesha School District award in which the arbitrater rejected a similar
employer argumcnt on grounds that unilateral determinations are not as important
as pay rates in comparable districts. The Union also disputes the
Employer's argument thzt the Union's percentage demand of 12.9% is excessive.

It points out that among the rates in the other unit that were rais=@ ac 2
result of the negotiations wore these in the weste weter treatment plant: Leb
Technicien went from $6.20 per hour to $9.75, 2n increase of 57%; Leborcr weont
from £7.40 to $8.42 per hour, on incraese Of 13.9%, 2nd Secretary was increased
frorm $5.05 to $6.E89 per hour, #n increcsc o¢f 26%. In connection with kbringino
about eguity 1n the owecrztor rates in the two plants the Union points out that
the Froloyrr has zlrerdy zgread to Mperctor-In=Training rotrs that zre identice?
in both plonte,

The Unien olso disputzs the Emplover's clzim thet the weostewater troctmont
operater shouls be pzid rmorce because of thr greater rigor of the teste that
cporateor is reguired to pass, that is, scven tests as opposed to two teoste that
th: water plant operator is required to pass. Tn the first place, both
operators have the samz amcunt of time to bzcoms ouzlified, threc yesrs. In t' e
sccend plzee the nunbor of tests srys nothing sbout their content. Twe tosts
for the wator plant operator moy well be as difficult =s the soven tests
reguireg of the wastewster treatment rlent opcrator.

Finollv, in way of rebutt=1, the Union disputes the Employer argument that
the Wasteowatsr Treatment Lead Cpcr:tor should be raid more becouse he 1s
reguired to have @ Grede 2 license. Thie ignores, the Union zrgues, the fact
thzt in four comparablc jurisdictions where lczd opereators ore ermloyed in
vastewrter trzatment plants the lead water opzrators are paid the seme rate,

In its rebuttal argument the Employeor emphesizes the testimony of the
director of the water utility and the supcrintendent of the wastewzter treatment
plant to the effect that the training and skills of the wastewater treatment
operators end lead operators needed to be of 2 higher order than those of the
water plant operators and lcad opcrators. Besides re-emphasizing the historical
differentials and the inepproprictenecs of the Union's comparisons of
jurisdictions where wastewater treatment and weter operations are in the same
agency, the Employcr questions the accuracy of the Union's comparables in the
sense that only one of the lzbor agreements submitted (Richland Center)
specifies the license roguirement of the wastewoter operators who are used as
the Union's breis of comparison. According to the Employer this throws into
gucstion the Union's dsta on wesrewater treestment operator rates,



The Issuc of the Crievznce

Both rertics introduced corsiderable testimony concerning the other issu~
in this disputc, whother the discharge of onc of the employees in the unit in
April, 1997, wes arbitrable. The issuc zrises because the parties had
tentatively agreed on a gricvance and arbitration cleuse prior to the dischergs.

They agree that certein portions of the tentative agreement are to be made
retrozctive when the entire agreement becomes effective. That would apply to
such itams os holidays, vacations, end sick leave already teken during 199C and
1961, 1t would not zpply to such iteme zs life insurance and the checkeff.

They disagrce on the epplication of the gracvence and arbitration clause. The
Emplover »raucs that the ermloyer docs not heve a formal griovance policy and
that until the agreemcnt ie made effactive by this rroceeding, employment is "at
will" of the Employcr. The Union eraucs that the situstion is no different from
whot wcum“ be the principle if zn 014 agreemeont with ap arbitration clause hed
expirad by its terms. In these circumstances the arbitration clause maintaing
1ts cffectivenzss and grievances continuc to br handled as thouch the lrbkor
carecnent whe fully in effect, In this csse the parties have tentatively sgrood
en 21! of the teorms of the naw aarzemont except weges znd have specificelly
recognized thet certzin portions do not becoms cffeoctive until this procesing
is concluded. The Union zrouses that thoy 518 net bave any understanding that
the aricvance nnd arbitration clauss would not be cffcoctive when the employee
wes discharg~d@ =nd the Erployer has no standino to take that position now.

CISCOETION

|

o Union h-g produced & substantial amount cf date to back up its
zesertion thar other compereble jurisdictions pay thoir weter plent operators
and lead operators higher rztes ther cre paid by this Fmploysr znd thest in
compzrable Jurisdictions watcr plant operators and lcad overators arr poid
higher than or equzl to ratcs peid to wastewsteor operators and lead cporsters.
The Employer arques that the latter asserticn is irrelevant because this
proceeding does pot involve wastewater treatment operators end lezd operators.
But its m2in aroument is that there is a history among its own erployecs of =z
differential favoring the waste watcr treatment operators and lead operators
over the water operators and lead orerators. Rut it produccs date for only one

car, the year that the Union was certified. Despite this lacuna in the

evideonce it presented, I have no doubt that there has becn & longstanding
differential, as the Employer asserts. But as Arbitrator Zeidler stated in the
casc cited by the Union (Decision No. 182921-3, 2pral 28, 1991), the unileateral
provision of & differential by the Employer is hardly as persuasive as the
cverwhzlming aNOpnt of evidence pregente? by the Union. Among its compurabloc
water opcrators are paid ot higher rates in most jurisdictions, the €aro in some
jurisdi tione, 2né¢ not lcss 1rn ony Jurisdiciion., Although the Ercloyer assertod
at the hearing that where woter 7nd sewer cperations cre separate, wastewster
trﬁatmcnt oneraters ars reid at a higher rate thap woter plant operators, it



presented no credible evidence to support its zssertion.

Nor is thce Employer's argument persussive that wastewater treatment
oberators ané lcad oncrators require mora skill and trazining and & higher grace
license. It is arguad that the Union has not demonstrated that the
classifications included in the labor agrecments it presented as evidence show
thege higher reguirements. I am & little uncertain what the Bmployer mezns by
this arqument. The Union has shown 11 the classifications znd rates that arc
included in the units in the jurisdictionc for which it presented labor
agreements, Unless the <lassifications reguiring higher arade licenses are not
included in these units, then we have bccr Shcvn #11 the classifications of
employces in both wastewatcr treatment znd water plante in the 1¢ jurisdictions.

If the clrssifications the Erployer is rnferrlng to are cutside the units, then
they should bz compareod with classifications 1 the City of Monroc and Monroc
Woter Utility that ere outside theg: units, In mv opinion the comparzbles
presented by the Union meet the criteris spelled out in foctors (8.) and (e,) in
the statute. In connection with th@se criteriz the Union hze demonstrated that
othor jurisdicticens oey higher rates te wator overztors and lead operatore end
that other jurisdictions pry blgnﬂr or ~guiv-lent rates to water plant opcrators
=ng lecad oprretors than they pay to wostewctcor plent cocrators and lead
opcretors. The rosition of the Emplover on the wage issur 1€ contrrry to the
Fridene~ prescnted for the comperabls jurisdictions.

Ceverzl of the factors thet T er required to considger in makine my decision
were not appliceble to this dispute. Weither foctor (2.1, the lawful authority
of the runicipal employer, nor {(c.), the intercst angd wolfere of the public apd
rbility to pry, =voked any testimory or crgurent by the perities. Factor (b.),
stipul=ztions of the porties, has been tzken care of by theair stipuletion
aareersnt, T have discussed the zprlicztion of factors (d.) #nd {e.) above,

The Empioyer ¢id not produce convincing argurents relsted to either fector. The
pertics ¢id not consider factors (f.} and (g.) apelicable. Although the
Emcloyer sugaecsted that factor (h.) weg an 1ssue in the Sgnse that employees in
both units will have ~cusz) libecral contractuzlly vested benefits and rights, 1
am not sure what relevance thet has to the wege issue. Tt does not support the
Employer's proposc]l to meintain the wage differentizl that is at isesue here
unlese the appeal to uniforr treatment is intended to support its argument for
maintaining the historical differentiszl, But if that is the intention, the
Union has undermined it by pointing out that several much larger wage increases
were negotiated in the other unit. o 1ssue or argument was raised concerning
factors (i.}, or (1i.).

1f wages were the only issue, the Union has presented 2 more convincing
cace for choosing its final offer.

T am not certain thet the i.e sensan Employment Pclzticns Commicesion fully
underatood thot it hed z1lov~¢ the final offers in this vroceedine te include #n
issu> cencarning the 2 D?ication of 2 tentative agreemont on grievanceg and
arbitrztion, during the tire ths* +the grecoron* wis boing investiaotsd by 1ts



staff, to & dischargec occurring durino the negotistions. This kin? of &n issue
is unigue to my oxperience.

In my opinion whether the discharar is arbitr=ble 1s a procedural issus.
As such, T believe that it should be decidced by an arbitrater. In other wordeg,
after the conclusion of the current proceecing the parties should follow the
arbitrstion procedure in thecir agreemert. They should present their arguments
on arbitrability and let the arbkbitrator decide whether 0 proceed to the merits
or to dismiss the ori~vancc.

AVREED
The Union hes present~d more convincing =videpcs to support its rosition on

the wage issuc. Ffincce 1 believe o grievenco arbitretor should decicde whethor
the gricvant has the right to have his oriovance hezrd under the circumstances

thet heve beon feseribed hercin, the Union's £inel offer ig cooopted 38 the
basic for a scttloment of this @isput~ #nd ¢ will be incorporated in the lsbor
agrcement between theo perties.
Dated: February 18, 1992 '
T
- f

Davig B, Johnson Cj/



ADDENDUM A

FINAL OFFER

OF

MONROE WATER UTILITY EMPLOYEES UNION LOCAIL ,AFBCH -CIO
July 1, 1991 ,{ /6'@2/
YUy ///
1. APPENDIX A &

Hourly Wage Rates - effective January 1, lsiammw Q”

l A P‘U’%
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Classification Hourly Rate o
Lead Operator $9.85
Operator 9.32
Operator-In-Training 8.73
Office Manager 7.66
Secretary/Receptionist 6.20

Hourly Wage Rates - effective January 1, 1991

Classification Hourly Rate
Lead Operator 10.40
Operator 9.80
Operator-In-Training 9.11
Office Manager 8.33
Secretary/Receptionist 6.50

Hourly Wage Rates - effective December 1, 1991

Classification Hourly Rate
Lead Operator 10.40
Operator 9.80
Operator-In-Training 9.11
Office Manager 8.33
Secretary/Receptionist 6.89

A. During the probationary period of newly hired employees, the
wage rate shall be $.50/hour less than the rates listed herein.



B. Employees classified as Operator-In-Training are those who are
seeking to be certified by the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) as a Waterworks Operator Grade l-Groundwater and
Distribution {(G/D). Such employees shall have thirty-six (36)
months from the date of their selection to this position to become
certified or shall be laid off. Employees so laid off shall be
entitled to exercise all layoff and recall rights pursuant to
Article 11 - Lavoff and Recall of this Agreement. The thirty-six
(36) months period shall be extended if, due to extenuating
circumstances, said period is determined to be insufficient. The
Utility shall provide employees classified as Operator-In-Training
with the necessary job experience and with reasonable opportunities
to attend schooling, training and testing, pursuant to Section
25.02 Certification and Licengse of this Agreement, to allow them to
successfully complete certification. Upon obtaining Waterworks
Operator Grade 1-G/D certification, the Operator-In-Training will
automatically be reclassified to an Operator effective as of the
next payroll period after receipt of proof which verifies same.

Notes: Effective January 1, 1990, or the date of hire if it occurs
after January 1, 1990, all employees are placed on the wage
schedule in their classification as of that date. Employees
serving their probationary period shall be paid at the appropriate
probationary rate during such probationary period.

Donald Gaulrapp, Donald Miller and Jack Morris shall be classified
as Operator.

Mike Kennison and Chad Peterson shall be classified as Operator-In-
Training. Their thirty-six (36) month certification periods, as
noted above, shall begin on the date on which the interest
arbitrator's decision is rendered.

Ken Indergand shall be classified as Lead Operator.

Marvel Rosheisen and Carol Paske shall be classified as Office
Manager.

Nancy Pilz shall be classified as Secretary/Receptionist.

2. The grievance filed on behalf of employee Jack Morris
contesting his discipline and discharge shall be submitted to
grievance arbitration, pursuant to the terms of the Agreement, as
soon as possible after the date on which the interest arbitrator's
decision is rendered. Just cause shall be the standard for
arbitral review in accordance with Article 8 - Discipline. The
Union further reserves the right to submit to grievance
arbitration, on the same basis, any other grievance that it may
timely file contesting the discipline and/or discharge of any non-
probationary employee in the bargaining unit that occurs subsequent
to the date of this final offer. 1In such other case(s), the Union

LS



shall notify the Employer of its intention to arbitrate any such
grievance(s) within fifteen (15) work days after the date on which
the interest arbitrator's decision is rendered.



CITY OF MONROE WATER UTILITY "9”1{{/4,‘,%3/

AND

MONROE WATER UTILITY EMPLOYEES UNION
LOCAL ___
AFSCME, AFL-CIO

1990-1991

WERC Case 19 No. 43940 INT/ARB-5662

EMPLOYER’S FINAL OFFER

June 24, 1991

Submitted by:

Atty. Howard Goldberg
DeWitt, Porter, Huggett,
Schumacher & Morgan, S.C.
Two E. Mifflin St, Suite 600
Madison, WI 53703

(608) 255-8891



Pay Classifications and Wage Increases

Attached hereto as Appendix A is a listing of the job classifications and
proposed pay rates for each position in the Utility that is covered by the
Apgreement. Payment shall be made for all hours deemed to have been worked,
and shall be calculated pursuant to the terms of the Labor Agreement as of the
dates specified in the attached schedule. To the extent they have not yet
already been paid, it is the intention of the Employer to make all such
payments, on a retroactive basis, for all employees covered by the Agreement
to the extent they are deemed to have actvally worked (as defined in the
Agreement) for any portion of the time period covered by the Agreement.



Appendix A

11 1/1
CLASSIFICATION 1990 1991
Operator-in-Training $8.73 $9.11
Operator 9.12 9.59
Lead Operator 9.65 10.20
Office Manager 7.66 8.33
Secretary/Receptionist 6.20 *6.50

During the ﬁrobationary period of newly hired employees, the wage rate shall be
$.50/hour less than the rates listed herein.

* Effective December 1, 1991 the Secretary/Receptionist wage will be increased to
$6.89 per hour.

Notes: Effective January 1, 1990, or the date of hire if it occurs after Januvary 1, 1990,
all employees are placed on the wage schedule in their classification as of that date,
except as noted herein. The following summary includes changes in classification
placement from January 1, 1990 to the date of this final offer, and other relevant
notes. All .changes are effective January 1, 1990, unless otherwise specified.
Employees serving their probationary period shall be paid at the appropriate
probationary rate during such probationary period.

Employees classified as Operator-In-Training are those who are seeking to be
certified by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR) as a Waterworks
Opcrator Grade 1-Groundwater and Distribution (G/D). Such employees shall have
thirty-six (36) months from the date of their selection to this position to become
certified or shall be laid off. Employees so laid off shall be entitled to exercise all
layoff and recall rights pursuant to article 11 - Layoff and Recall of this Agreement.
The thirty-six (36) months pericd shall be extended if, due to extenuating
circumstances, said period is determined to be insufficient. The Utility shall provide
employees classified as Operator-In-Training with the necessary job experience and
with reasonable opportunities to attend schooling, training and testing, pursuant to
Section 25.02 Certification and License of this Agreement, to allow them to
successfully complete certification. Upon obtaining Waterworks Operator Grade 1-
G/D certification, the Operator-In-Training will automatically be reclassified to an
Operator effective as of the next payroll period after receipt of proof which verifies
same.

(The Utility has hired Mike Kennison and Chad Peterson as an Operator-In-Training
during the period that this Agreement was being negotiated. As to these employees,
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the thirty six (36) month period shall commence on the date on which the interest
arbitrator’s decision is rendered.)’

! Upon receiving a favorable arbitrator’s award, the Employer
will implement the economic provisions of the Labor Agreement
that have been tentatively agreed to by the Employer and the
Union during bargaining as of the dates set forth therein. An
itemization of those tentatively agreed contract provisions has
been provided to the mediator and are expressly made a part of
the Employer’s final offer by reference. Unless otherwise noted,
the Employer does not agree to implement, on a retroactive basis,
certain non-economic items, such as the just cause provisions or
the grievance provisions which are set forth in the list of tentative
agreements. All such provisions will go into effect as of the
effective date of the interest arbitrator’s decision.
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