menticoned parties. Pursuant to adequate notice, the
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Pursuant to Sectlon 25 of Act 175 of Public Acts of 1339
as amended, and the Commission's regulations

nearing was held regarding matters in dispucte

ccmmenced at $:00 p.m. in the fGrass Lake Hish School Library, p

frass Lake, Michigan on January 21, 1378

-

The undersigned, Mario Chiesa, 1s the Fact Tinder nerein/u\\

APPEARANCES

FOR THE BOARD:

Carrel D. Jacobs "
Jacobs & Ward
Sute 303 ;-
151 Scuth Rose 3treet Va,
Kalamazoco, Michiecan #0006

434 MelNeal Street
Jackson, Michigan 49203

PLR THE ASSOCIATION: &, e
ﬂ%y
Eric B. Hansen %
4ssoclate IZxecutive Direcior
Jackson County Education Assoctation
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smaller districts are essentially the same and just as important
23 the services performed by the teachers 1in the larzer districts
The Association also maintains that teachers emnloyad in “rass
oods and services in tne same ares =2s she

Laxe must purchase

[o]

i

other te

)

chers employed by the remaining dissricts in Jackson
County.

Stating several reasons, the Board disagrees with tne
assertions made bty the Association.

The Board has chosen as comparables the districts of
Pewamo-Westphalia, Litchfield, Dansville, Concord, Scheolerafe,
Godfrey-Lee, Dryden, Whitford, North Muskegon, Colon, Mendon,
Akron-Fairgrove, Lawton and Whitmore Lake. Cnly one of the Bcard’
choices, Concord, is located in Jackson County.

The Board maintains that the comparables 1t tenders are
more relevant than those submitted by the Association. The Roard

states that the districts whieh ¢

P

has offered are from areas

which surround middle clties, such as the city of Jackson. It
maintains that small schools, such as Grass Lake, must spend a
larger percentage of their education dollars on administration and
support services, than do larger schools. Thus, 1t concludes that

Grass Lake should only be compared %o districts which have

[
[#]]

characteristics as stated by the Board. The characteristi
established by the Roard in arriving at their list of comparable
districts Include: student population between
Grass Lake's population is 975; state equalized valuation behind
each student of £19,000-830,000; rural village district within
25 miles of an urban center.
Apolying the guidelines 1t established, the Board
has constructed a list or conparables which is comnrised of the

districts stated above.




It maintains that the use of the above-stated zriteria
establishes a more meaningful list of comparadles than that sub-

mitted by th
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communlity's efforts to sunport sducation. It malntains Lhat
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districts, such as Jackson Public, with a student povulation of
11,395, and Northwest with almost 4,009 students, should not he
compared wlth Grass Lake, which is the smallest district in the
county.

Again, as 1s generally the case, bcth partles have stated
positions which contain considerable merit. There 1is no quessicn

that the Board's position is the result of a losical process that

within the parameters as establlished by the Board, seem very
reascnable. Yet, the criteria established by the Board does
lgnore the differences in both cost of goods and services and -
income that may exist in different parts of the state. Exceot for
Concord, each of the districts listed by the Board are not in
Jackson County.

The comparables as submitted by “he Assoclation are also

the product ol reasonable analysls. It is true that one of the

j->

tems of ccmparability 1s the geographic location of the districst
in question. There is no deoubt that Grass Lake's location in
relerence to the location of the other districts in Jackson County
establish at least a partial comparable basis for the cormpariscn
of Grass Lake with otfther Jackson County districts. 99 course

the Assoclation's position does tend to nec
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may exist between large and small districts in the ar=z of

allocatiocn ¢f expenditures.
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in the numerous Fact Findlng hearines that your Fact Finden
has been involved in, he has been presanted with the rnronosition
“hat districis are comraratvle tc the distrias in avestion haercause
of numercus fgctiors. The factors have ranged from SIV perp

numicer of personnel, projected districst

T

T

many other items. It is cbvious that

elucidate on sach of these items, nor is it

nevertheless, ycur Fact Finder cannot tare the rosition
that he should acceprt the comparables suggested ty the Eozrd at
the exvense o? refecting those presented Cy thes Associaticn. lor

can he state that he will accept the Associaticon's at the gxpense
of 1lgnoring those submitted oy the Board. The Assoclation's

comparables were established as a result of

standard. The BRoard's comparables

a reascnable analytical effort.

Surgical precision cannot be applied in such matters and

your Fact Finder cannot take the position that th2 Board's COMm=-

ol

a

o

parables should be allocated 707 of the persuasive

the Association's comparables shoculd be allocated 207 of the
persuasive power, or vica versa., This ‘g Just lmpossivle.
In the final analysis, your Fact Findar can state thet he

has considered the evidence introduced regarding all

comparatble districts, keeping in mind the
have stated regarding thelr own comparables

by the oppesite party.
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The Association has taken the resltion that the Board ras

an adequate ability to pay, even if the 3Board agreed to each of tnd
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pronosals submittfed by the Association.

The Asscciation has shown that since 1870-1971, %rass Lake '$

% ~ ¥ o~ g 7ooAMT ~ ' - - P I TR
fund equity has grown from 2117,595.00 %0 a current fund equisy 21
hayng Thea AA T - 4 1 PR T T, - 1 o
$225,883.00., It maintains that these YIigures show 2 2rowth of
- o N 1 LR o 3 ~ ' 120 =) \ .
33.95. The Association has alsc establishec that the fund equity

of Grass Lake, the smallest district in the county, ranks 3th out
of 12 districts. The evidence further establishes tnat in the
area of operatine expenditures for 1976-1677, 7rass Lake ranked
at the bottom of all the districts in Jackson County. TFurther,
the Association's evidence establishes that when based on the
figure of fund egqulty per teacher, Grass Lake ranks 4ta in Jackson
County. Additionally, the Association's evidence estatlishes
that when fund equity is =xpressed as a percentage of total
expenditures, Grass Lake ranks 2nd in Jackson County. The
Associlation also introduced evidence which tended to establish
the Inaccuracy of the Board's nrevious budget figures. The
evidence establishes that since 1§72-1 374, the Board has under-
established revenue on at least three occasic ns, while over-
estimating it on one occasion. 1In the area of crojected exrenses,

during the same period of time, the Board has overestimated

expenses in three of the four ears, whille in the fourth year
¥

the Board has underestimated expenses. 'Wher daalin ng with gain or
loss, the Board has consistently uaderestimated projected cains

and overestimated projected losses. It should be noted that your
Fact Finder has no quarrel with an established business practice
of underestimating revenue and overestimating expenses. The
evidence introduced by the Assoclation apparently 1s directed at
estavlishing that the Board will have more money avallazable and
iess expenses than it has heretofore nrolected.

The 3Board's evidence establishes that approximately £0~ ©

every school dellar in 1976-1977 was exgended for salaries., QJut

[




f the salary dollars, and for the same year, 72% of the roney

was allocated for certified pnersonnel. The Roard's evidence

have grown from $893,306.00 since 1372-1372, to “he ors
figure of $1,414,152.00 For 1977-167%. The Soard points out thas
1t has budeeted income at $1,414,152.00. This total Slzgure is
the result of combining $772,7635.00 of local menev, $549,323.00
of state money, $38,224.00 in federal money, 3$5,100.07 from the
intermediate school district, $2,000.00 from cther revenue and

the transfer of 324,23

~~1

.00 from fund eguity. It noints cut that

the State of Michigzan will supply a slight
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of total revenues, 40.77 versus 39.1%, in 1377-137% than in 197%-
1977, due £o an increase in local millage and a 523,000.02 Chapter
III grant. The Board also voints out that student porulation has
been steadlly declining in Grass Lake. Its evidence establizhes
that 1n 1972-1373, the number of students in the district was
1,025 and that the figure nas declined t5 $75 for 1977-1978.
Obviously, this will amount in a reduction in revenue. The distr
further polints out that utilities cost the district 315,111.00 in
1972, and in 1977, this cost is projected to reach $77,700.00,
The Board maintalns that a relatively large portion of its
budget 1s tied up in fund eguity. The equity account 2gquals
$228,643.00. It maintains that the eguity includes monies that
are due the district, but are not in hand. The evidence establisn

that $173,966.00 of the fund equity 1s comprised of delinauen

ct

taxes and 370,£07.00 is the result of unamortized buses. The Boar
further maintains that the Jackson County Board of County
Commissioners is destined to establish a delinquent tax revolving

fund, but up to this point, has net done so. Further, 1t Zces nct




avpear that the fund will be established during the schcol fiscal

money is screly Lnadegquate in dealing with the needs of %he
district. t veints out that 1t will cost arproximately
58,273.00 to perform some of the rerairs ané nrocedurss th
are currently necessary. It malintains that this year 211,12

has already besn deducted from the rencvabicn “und. The evi

establishes that in 1974, the taxes receivable equaled 23

L

falal

167,081.00. These flcures rose

o

while the fund egquity was

¥

-

.30 and 3123C,007.00 respectively for 1275, In 1274,
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recelvable were 2146,413,00, while the fund equisy was 3127,

For 1877, taxes recelvable were 2173,3%6.02C0, while the fund

-3

was $223,643.020. The 3oard states trhat under its orolected

s
[
H

budget, the fund equity for 1378 w fall %o
maintains that 1° evéry need of the district is met, the fun
equity will equal a negative 3$2%,217.C0 for 1379,

In the final analysis, the éoard states that 1Y canno

alford to absorb the cost of the demands made by She Assocla

shculd be nlaced in 1ts prover persrective. OFftentimes 1%

been urged that abllity to ray should not be considared beca

if the other evidence establishes that a salary increass or
increased benefits are in order, they should rot te withheld
lizght of an employer's 1nzbillty to absorb the sost. Cn the

hand, many employers have taken the position that ahility %o

@
£

is varamount and 17 the ability 1is depress 2ll cther cons
v 3

tieons must be placed on the bacxk burner. OCF courss, tceh arp
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Sne ol the ltems that must be considered, aglong with numercus
Cother 1ltems. That statute does not make abillty to pay the
paramount conslderation, nor does it relegate it %o a subcrdinate
pesltion. Basically, ability to pay will te considered as an
equal consideration, along with all the otnsr consideratiors Sha“
are placed before this Pact Finder. This approach may ze

modified depending upon many factors and historical trends. In

the present situation, hewever, ability to pay ranks equally
with other conslderations.

The evidence does establish that the declininz enrollment

exhibits the potential of lessening ths amount of revenue recelved

by the school district. Further, the increased cost of ut
]

;.a.
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along with the stated necessary repalrs and renovationé clace
an additional straln on the school district's finances.
Mevertheless, throughout the recent years, the Board has
enjoyed a 8teadily increasing fund equity. It nmay be true that
the equity is not comprised of cash in hand, but most equities
are not. The money that 1s due regarding delinquent taxes and
the unamortized buses 1s money that eventually wil; he recelive
Even though 1% will not be established durinz this fiscal vear,
the delinquent tax revolving fund is also in the works. While
1t 1s true that the rencvations and repairs stated by the schosl
district are needed, some of them,when compared to other categorid

of expenditures, must be deferred until a “uture “ime.




+ efficlency suffered by a small district as opposed to a large

the financial datsa.

Your Fact Finder 1s well aware of the reduction in economic

! district. Certainly, this has been kept in mind when analyzing

In the final analysis, your Fact Finder cannot conclude
that the district is in a sound financial condition. Nevertheless)
he cannot further conclude that the financial condition is such
that it negates the recommendations contained in this cepinion.
The recommendations contained in this opinion are neilther exorbi-
tant nor unsupportable by the data regarding both the districts
introduced by the Board and the districts introduced by the
Association. The evidence is overwhelming that the recommendations
contained herein should be adopted.

Regarding the district's financial condition, your Fact
Finder must take this opportunity to state fhat the taxpayers in
this district take a long and hard look at the position which they
have held in the past. Wwhen millages are voted on each year, it
makes 1t extremely difficult for a Board of Education to adequately
budget and arrange its financial landscape. Further, theré may be
a pressing need for increased support of eduéation in thls districtg.
As stated, the recommendations contained herein are not exorbitant
or extraordinary and closely followed the established patterns.

SPECIFIC ISSUES

The following list contains an enumeration.of the specific
issues that are in contention.
Duration of Collective Bargaining Agreement
Salary
Health Insurance -

Dental-Insurance

wn 4= (W] L% ] | ol
. - - - -

Insurance-Options

6 .¥~Schedule-B - Driver's Education

7.+ .Class Size

=10~




8. Inclement Weather

! 9. Transfer of Staff

; 10.¥ .Sick Leave - Blue-Flu Clause
11.v" Sick Leave Accumulation

: 12./ Sick Leave Pay Off-- Lifo

13.Y Grade Splits

14 ¥ Child-gare

15. Arbitration

16. Retroactivity

ISSUE - DURATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT

The prior Collective Bargaining Agreement had a duration
! of one year.

PARTIES' POSITIONS:

The Board takes the position that the new Collective Bar-
galning Agreement should have a duration of three years.

The Assoclation takes the position that the new Collective
Bargaining Agreement should have a duration of two years.

EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENTS:

The Board states that a three-year agreement would present
many advantages to the parties. It points out that if a three-~
year agreement were executed, the Board would be in a position of
'calculating and projecting lts costs and thus being able to budget
Ltherefor. Also, 1t states that since millage elections are con-

ducted on an annual basis, the Board would be in a better position

to approach the c¢citizens of the district in asking for any millage

iif a new two-year Collective Bargaining Agreement were executed
éin May, 1n effect, the parties would enjoy the benefits of an
;agreement with a duration of slightly more than one year. ‘The
iBoard points out that a three-year agreement would be more condu-
%cive to labor peace than the two-year agreement proposed by the

;Association.

'
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|
rcontinuance or increase. The Board also points out that the prior |

ECollective Bargaining Agreement expired in August of 1977, and thué
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; The evidence establishes that historically all Collective

EBargaining Agreements in Grass Lake have had a duration of one

| year. PFurther, the evidence establishes that out of all of the
| i

| districts in Jackson County, only Jackson has a Collective Bar- |
égaining Agreement which is also settled for 1979-1380.
E The Association argues that the economic conditions are
Esuch that it would be impossible to properly forecast economic
Eresources and needs in order to arrive at a three~year agreement.
EIt points cut that historiecally Grass Lake has had c¢ne~year agree-
éments and any multi-year agreement would be a deviation from the
{historical pattern.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATIONS :

! There can be no question that the three-year agreement

proposed by the Board would provide greater labor peace than the

two-year agreement proposed by the Association. This is a very
éimportant consideration.
; Nevertheless, your Fact Finder must reluctantly deny the
| Board's proposal. '

The evidence indicates that only one district in Jackson
County has a Collective Bargaining Agreement which has settled
| the year 1979-1980. It is unknown the duration of the Collective
Bargaining Agreements that exist in the communities offered by the
Board as comparables.

Thus, the evidence does not allow your Fact Finder to make

jrecommendations regarding a three-year agreement and when presented
]
1
iwith such a circumstance, can only recommend a two-year agreement.
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% which existed in 1976-1977.

hereto as aforementioned in the previous section.

ISSUE - SALARY

PRICR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT:

Attached hereto are Schedules A, B, C, D, E and F, which are
}

coples of the Board's salary proposal for 1977-1978, 1978-1979

and 1979-1980. On Schedules A and B, there appears the salaries

PARTIES' POSITIONS:

The Association's proposal is attached hereto as JCEA Exhibidt]
01l and 02,

The Board's proposal for the various years is also attached

EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENTS:

The Association’s proposal contains an alteration wherein the
salary tracks would be modified by the inclusion of a BA+18, or a
BA+30 = MA schedule and an MA+15/BA+45 schedule. The Association
maintains that this 1s necessary because teachers spend exceptionah
amount of time and money returning to school and sharpening their
skills.

The Association introduced scattergrams indicating the number
of teachers in each position in the salary scale. Further, it
introduced evidence regarding the cost of 1ts proposal. The cost
of the Associatlon's proposal for 1977-1978 would be $711,292.00,.
The Association contends that the cost of the Board's proposal
for the same year would be $672,515.00.

The Associatlon's evidence establishes that the average per-

centage increase for 1977-1978 over the previous year would be

10% excluslve of increments. Its evidence further establishes |

that the average percentage increase offered by the Board's proposél

for the same year would be 4,6% exclusive of increments. The

-13-
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Association's evidence shows that the average percentage increase
per teacher on the BA scale for 1977-1978 would be 10%; while on
the MA scale 1t would be §.9%. Its evidence further shows that
the average percentage increase per teacher on the Board's
proposal for the same year would be 4.4% on the BA scale and 4.7%
on the MA scale.

The evidence introduced by the Association also establishes

that for 1977-1978 the District of Columbia received a 7% inecrease;

Concord 6.5%; East Jackson 7%; Jackson 6%; Michigan Center 6.5%;
Napolean 77%; Northwest 7%; Springport 7%; Vandercook Lake 6.5%;
Western 6.85%. The total average increase, exclusive of incre-

ments, was 6.75%.

The Assoclation's evidence goes on to show that in the District

of Columbia for 1977-1978, including increments, the BA scale
recelved an increase of 11.3%, while the MA scale received an
increase of 11.4%. In Concord the percentages were 10.5 and 10.7}
In East Jackson, the increases were 10.9% for the BA scale and
11.1% for the MA scale. In Jackson, the increase was 11.1% for
the BA scale and 11.6% for the MA scale. Michigan Center granted
an increase of 10.7% on the BA scale and 10.7% on the MA scale.
Napolean's inerease was 10.9% on the BA scale and 11.2% on the MA
scale, while Northwest's increase was 11.3% on the BA scale and
11.4% on the MA scale. Springport had an increase of 10.8% on the
BA scale and 10.8% on the MA scale, while Vandercook Lake had an
increase of 10.6% on the BA scale and 10.8% on the MA scale.

Flnally, the increase in Western was 11.3% on the BA scale and

11.3% on the MA scale. The evidence establishes that the

Assoclatlion's proposal would grant an average increase of 14,3%

on the BA scale and 14.2% on the MA scale, while the Board's

proposal would grant an increase of 8.5% on the BA scale and 8.8%;

i
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on the MA scale.

The Association also introduced evidence regarding the
strength of the BA and the MA salary scales.

In the rankings offered by the Association, in 1976-1977,
Grass Lake ranked 4th, in the BA minimum, while in 1977-1978,
the Associatlion's offer would inerease that rank to 2nd, while the
Board's offer would lower that rate to 8th. At the BA maximum
in 1976-1977, Grass Lake enjoyed a rank of 5th, while the
Association's offer would increase that rank to 4th and the Board
offer would lower it to 6th. Regarding the MA minimum, in 1976-
1977, Grass Lake enjoyed a rank of Uth, while the Assoclaticn's
offer would increase that rank te 3rd and the Board's offer would
maintain the rank at 4th. In the area of MA maximum, in 1976-
1977, Grass Lake ranked 6th, while the Association's offer would
raise this rank to 4th and the Board's offer would lower the rank
to 8th.

The Assoclation introduced much evidence directed at the
Board's abllity to pay, but this evidence was previously discusseqd
and will not be reiterated at this point.

The Association introduced evidence regarding the percentage
increases allowed otherlemployee grcups 1n Grass Lake Schools for
1977-1978. The maximum was 34.1% for a first step secretary
to a minimum of 5.5% for a dishwasher. The average increase was
15.5%.

The Assoclation's evidence establishes that only one other
district in Jackson County has a BA+ salary track, while exactly
half of the districts have a MA+ track.

The Assoclation's evidence further establishes that the
average total 1lncrease of its proposal for 1978-1979 would be

10.8%, while the Board's proposal would afford a total average

-15-



increase of 3.3%. The figures per teacher would be 10.8% in the

BA schedule and 10.8% in the MA schedule, The percentage increase

per teacher via the Board's offer would be 3.4% in the BA schedulé
and 2.9%7 in the MA schedule. |

Further, the Association introduced evidence regarding the
lncreases that were afforded teachers in other districets in
Jackson County for 1978-1979. Teachers in Columbia and Vander-
cook Lake would receive a 7% increase, while the teachers in
Jackson would receive a percentage increase equal to the percentag
increase in state aid formula, but not less than 5% or more than
7%. In Napolean teachers would receive a percentage increase
equal to the percentage increase in the CPI.

The evidence further establishes that the only settlement
in Jackson County for 1979-1980 is Jackson and the increase
provided for would be a percentage equal to the percentage
increase in the state aid formula, but not less than ¥ 1/2% and
no more than 7 1/2%. The Board's evidence shows that the cost of
its proposal for 1977-1978 would be $672,985.00, while the cost
of the Assoclation's proposal would be $707,348.00. For 1978-
1979, the Board's proposal would cost $716,720.00, while the
Association's proposal would be $800,849.00. For 1979-1980, the
figures would be $775,290.00 and $907,000.00.

When using the comparables submitted by the Board, at the
BA minimum, the Board's offer would rank 4th. At the BA maximum,

it would rank 3rd, while at the MA minimum, it would rank 2nd.

At the MA maximum, 1t would rank 4th. It should be noted that

|
the above figures are for 1977-1978 and that regarding the MA i

maximum, the figure used by the Board for its proposal is $17,275.

while in 1ts actual salary proposal the figure it proposes is

$17,225.00.

16~
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The Board also Introduced evidence regarding the rank that

its offer holds in comparison to the other districts in Jackson
County. This evidence duplicates that introduced by the
Assocelation.

The evidence supplied by the Board indicates that Grass Lake
is the smallest school district in Jackson County. The district
is centered around the village of Grass Lake; has a current
enrolliment of 975 students and is 13 miles from the downtown
area of City of Jacksen. The Board establishes that the village

of Grass Lake 1s in a state of change from a localized cultural

district to a bedroom community. Neither the school district, no
the village appear to be growing. The school district is suffering
problems of declining enrcllment. The Board maintains that since
the decline in enrollment 1s scattered throughout the various
grade levels, the reduction in staff that would occur in larger
schools cannot be implemented.

The Board also introduced evidence regarding the historical
rank that was held by Grass Lake 1n the areas of BA minimum, BA
maximum, MA minimum and MA maximum for the years 1972-1973, 1973-
1974, 1974~1975, 1975-1976 and 1976-1977. For the BA minimum, theé
rank for the various years was 8, 11, 7, 6 and 4. For BA maximum|
the ranks were 10, 11, 8, 7and 6. For the MA minimum, the ranks
were 7, 11, 6, 5, and 4. For the MA maximum, the ranks were
10, 10, 8, 7, and 7. The Board malntains that 1ts pronosal would
place Grass Lake in the 8th position on the BA minimum, 7th on
the BA maximum, 4th on the MA minimum and 8th on the MA maximum.
It maintains that 1t is not reasonable to expect the smallest
district in Jackson County to pay the salaries proposed by the

Asscoclation.

«l7-
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?bargaining and, thus, is not unapproachable by the parties. Yet

FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

As a result of the unfortunate recommendation that your
Fact Finder was forced to tender regarding the duration of the
Collective Bargaining Agreement, this discussion can only concernj
1977-1978 and 1978-1979.

The first item that should be addressed is the Assoclation's
proposal to increase the number of salary tracks. The evidence
establishes that only a very small number of districts in Jackson
County have a BA+ track, while approximately half have a MA+
track. Your Fact Finder agrees that teachers must spend extra
time and money in maintaining their status, but he cannot agree
that the additional tracks should be implemented. The evidence
introduced at the hearing does not establish that the additional
tracks are common occurrences in Jackson County. Without showing
that a substantial number of comparable communities have such
tracks, or without additional convinecing evidence to show that
such tracks are needed, your PFact Finder will not recommend an
alteration of the basic structure of the salary schedule.

As a preliminary matter, the argument regarding increment
increases should be discussed. The Board maintains that an
inerement increase is new money tc the teacher and a real cost to
the Board and, thus, it should be considered in any salary increase.
The Association maintains that an inerement is built in to the
salary schedule and does not represent an increase which was
designed to alleviate the pressures of inflation.

There can be no doubt that the increment increase represents
additional income to the teacher and additional cost to the Board,

Further, there 1s no question that the amount of the inerement

increase or whether there should be any at all, is a subject for

3




it must be kept in mind that the increment increases were

established to compensate a teacher for the experience the teache?
has gained in the district. The contention is that the greater .
amount of time a teacher spends in the district increases that
teacher's efficlency, competency and makes the individual a much
better Instructor. Thus, in the final analysis, it would be
reasonable to conclude that the increment inc¢reases were not
designed to afford a teacher a salary increase which was designed
to compensate for the economic pressures which exist in our
envirenment. The increment lncrease was designed to compensate
experlence. Nevertheless, the cost of the increment must be kept
in mind. Just to serve the purposes of uniformity, any
recommendations made by your Fact Finder will be expressed as a
percentage Increase exclusive of increments.

The Board has relled on the salary figures that exist in
communities which 1t has deemed comparable even though the
communities may be located outside of Jackson County. In this
regard, the evidence shows the rank that the Board's proposal
would hold in relation to these communities and the salary figure
pald in those communities. The percentage increase which resulteq
in the salary figure shown has not been offered by the Board.
Further, the historical standing that Grass Lake held regarding
these comparable communities is unknown. If we confine our
discussions to purely dollar figures, there can be no gquestion
that the Board's offer compares very favorably with the salaries
that exist in the communities it alleges comparable. Yet, this
only answers half of the question. While the evidence regarding

the Board's alleged comparables was carefully considered, the

limitations inherent therein are quite obvious.
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Looking directly at the offers submitted by the parties, and

¢onfining ourselves to the first year of the Collective Bargalning
Agreement, 1t becomes apparent that the Association's offer is

highly inflated. Its offer represents a 10% increase in both the;
|

BA and MA tracks, exclusive of increments. The evidence introduced

by the Association does not in any manner suggest that the
Association's proposal should be accepted. The evidence clearly
establishes that n6 district in Jackson County received a salary
Increase of more than 7% during 1977-1978. Further, there was
nothing in the record which suggests that teachers employed in
Grass Lake should be afforded a salary increase which is much
higher than the average increase afforded teachers in other
Jackson County districts. Thus, your Fact Finder thoroughly
rejects the Associlation's offer.

By the same token, the offer submitted by the Board for the
same year represents a total average Iincrease in salary excluding
increments of 4,6%2. The percentage increase is totally inadequatsd
when compgred to the percentage increase that was granted teachers
in other Jackson County districts. It is unknown what percentage
increase was afforded teachers employed by the districts which
the Board contends are comparable. Thus, as an initial matter,
your Fact Finder must reject both partles' proposals for the year
1977-1978.

Concord, Springport and Vandercook are districts in Jackson !
County which are very close, size-wise,to Grass Lake. It should be

noted that the average increase granted by these three districts

was approximately 6.67%.
[

After thoroughly analyzing the evidence and arguments, your |

Fact Finder recommends that a 6.5% increase be applied to each

step of the BA and MA schedules for 1977-1978.
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The Fact Finder's recommendation would mean that the BA

minimum would be $10,400.00, while the BA maximum would be
$16,460.00. The MA minimum would be $11,076.00, which for some
reason 1s less than that suggested by elther party, while the MA |
maximum would be $17,477.00.

Obviously, your Fact Finder's recommendation, cost-wise,
would fall between the cost of the Association's proposal and
the Board's proposal. However, your Fact Finder's recommendation
would encompass a cost which would be much closer to the Board's
proposal than 1t would be to the Association's proposal.

When your Fact Finder's recommendatlon 1s compared to the
rank standings of the other settled districts in Jackson County,
it becomes apparent that at the BA minimum, the recommendation
would rank 5th, while at the BA maximum, it would rank 6th.

At the MA minimum and maximum, your Fact Finder's recommendation
would rank 6th. It should be noted that these rankings are
completely in accord with the historical pattern established in
the district.

When compared to the districts offered by the Board as
comparables, 1t becomes apparent that at the BA minimum, your
Faet Flnder's recommendation would rank 2nd. At the BA maximum,
the recommendation would rank 3rd, at the MA minimum, it would
rank 2nd and at the MA maximum, it would rank 4th. In ail cases,
except the MA minimum, your Fact Finder's recommendation does not
change the rank held by Grass Lake, 1f the Board's proposal were

adopted.

It was also stated at the hearing that your Fact Finder
could take notice that the consumer price index for the area

increased approximately 6% during the last year. Thus, the



increase afforded by the recommendation would more than make up

for the increase in the CPI.

Further, when considered in light of the average lncrease,

6.75%, received by all other settled districts 1n Jackson County,

your Fact Finder's recommendation compares very favorably.

While a number of the other districts in Jackson County
received increases of approximately 7%, your Fact Finder does
not feel that 7% would be a reasonable figure in this matter.
First, Grass Lake is the smallest district in the county and is
suffering from declining enrollment. Additionally, if your Fact
Finder's recommendation 1s compared only with the smaller district
in Jackson County, it becomes apparent that the recommendation 1s
extremely competitive.

Looking to the recommendation for the year 1978-1979, 1t
again becomes apparent that the Assoclation's proposal 1s greatly
inflated. The proposal seeks an average increase of 10.8%

exclusive of increments and is totally unsupperted by the evidenc

in this record. By the same token, the Board's proposal offers an
increase of about 3.3%. While the Association's proposal 1s
extremely inflated, the Board's proposal is just not competitive
with the figures available for 1978-1979.

Vandercook Lake granted an increase of 6.5% in 1977-1978 and
7% in 1978-1979. 1In addition, the district of Columbia granted
a 7% for both years. Information is avallable for two other
districts, Jackson and Napolean, but thelr speciflc 1lncreases are
controlled, within limits, by the state aid formula and the
consumer price index respectively. Whether the 7% increase in f
Vandercook Lake could be considered as a parallel which must be
followed in Grass Lake is doubtful. Vandercook Lake, according
to the record, has always been ranked near the bottom of all

the districts 1n Jackson County.

22—
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Nevertheless, ocut of all the districts which have settled
for 1978-1979, none of them have settled for a salary with a
stated percentage which 1is under 7%. In the case of Jackson,
the salary increase will be somewhere between 5% and 7%. In the
case of Napolean, the salary increase will be based on the per-
centage inerease in the CPI.

After reviewing what little evidence is available regarding
the second year of the Collective Bargaining Agreement,your
Fact Pinder recommends that a 7% salary increase be afforded each
step of the salary scales. This proposal was arrived at by
considering the increases which were granted by other districts
for 1978-1979. It must be understood that the recommendation
offered by your Fact Finder is based on much less evidence than
the recommendation offered for the first year of the Collective
Bargaining Agreement. Nevertheless, the evidence does indicate
that a 7% incfeaae would be equitable.

A 7% increase is in keeping with the ilncreases that have
been granted by other districts in Jackson County for the year

1978~1979.

-23-
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STEP
1976-1977

Lo R R T L R

10
11
12

SALARY
1976-1977

§ 9,765
10,025
10,458
10,978
11,469
11,960
12,480
13,001
13,521
14,041
14,734
15,455

B.A. SCALE

BOARD SALARY PROPOSAL WITH INCREMENT

1977-1978

STEP BOARD SALARY
1977-1978  PROPOSAL 1977-1978

oI - Y < Y T S UC S N S

el e
S N =)

$10,215°
10,495
10,775
11,325
11,875
12,425
12,975
13,525
14,075
14,825
15,575
16,325
16,325

Average Teacher Raise

N

DOLLAR PERCENT
GAIN

GAIN
NEW TEACHERS
$ 730
750
867
897
956
1,015
1,045
1,074
1,304
1,534
1,591
870

$1,053

7

W o0 o0 o o0 o oo

10.
10.

.48
.48
.29
.17
.34
.49
.37
.26
.64
93
80
.63

.49%




M.A. SCALE
BOARD SALARY PROPOSAL WITH INCREMENT
1977-1978
STEP SALARY STEP BOARD SALARY DOLLAR PERCENT
1976-1977 1976-1977 1977-1978 PROPOSAL 1977-1978 GAIN GAIN
1 $11,115 NEW TEACHERS
1 $10,400 2 11,395 $ 995 9.57
2 10,632 3 11,675 1,043 9.81
3 11,094 4 12,225 1,131 10.19
4 11,647 5 12,775 1,128 9.68
5 12,220 6 13,325 1,220 9.04
6 12,740 7 13,875 1,135 8.91
7 13,347 8 14,425 1,078 8.08
8 13,896 9 14,975 1,079 7.76
9 14,445 10 15,725 1,280 8.86
10 14,990 11 16,475 1,485 9.91
11 15,680 12 17,225 1,545 9.85
12 16,410 12 17,225 815 4.97
Average Teacher Raise $1,161 8.89%

Cost B.A. and M.A. Combined $672,985




B.A. SCALE
BOARD SALARY PROPOSAL WITH INCREMENT
1978-1979
STEP SALARY STEP BOARD SALARY DOLLAR PERCENT
1977-1978 1977-1978  1978-1979  PROPOSAL 1978-1979  GAIN GAIN
1 $10,640 NEW TEACHERS
1 $10,215 2 10,920 $ 705 6.90
2 10,495 3 11,200 ‘ 705 6.72
3 10,775 4 11,750 975 9.05
4 11,325 5 12,300 975 8.61
5 11,875 6 12,850 975 8.21
6 12,425 7 13,400 975 7.85
7 12,975 8 13,950 975 7.51
13,525 9 14,500 975 7.21
9 14,075 10 15,250 1,175 8.35
10 14,825 11 16,000 1,175 7.93
11 15,575 12 16,750 1,175 7.54
12 16,325 12 16,750 425 2.60

Average Teacher Raise s 771 7.37%




D
M.A. SCALE
BOARD SALARY PROPOSAL WITH INCREMENT
, 1978-1979
- STEP SALARY STEP BOARD SALARY DOLLAR PERCENT
1977-1978 1977-1978 1978-1979  PROPOSAL 1978-1979  GAIN GAIN
1 $11,540 NEW TEACHERS
I $§11,115 2 11,820 $ 705 6.34
2 11,395 3 12,100 705 6.19
3 11,675 4 12,650 975 8.35
4 12,225 5 13,200 975 7.98
5 12,775 6 13,750 975 7.63
6 13,325 7 14,300 975 7.32
7 13,875 8 14,850 975 7.02
14,425 9 15,400 - 1,175 8.26
9 14,975 10 16,150 1,175 7.85
10 15,725 11 16,900 1,175 7.47
11 16,475 12 17,650 1,175 7.13
12 17,225 12 17,650 425 2.46
Average Teacher Raise $ 950 7.01%

Cost B.A., and M.A. Combined $716,720
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B.A. SCALE
BOARD SALARY PROPOSAL WITH INCREMENT

1979-1980
STEP SALARY STEP BOARD SALARY DOLLAR PERCENT
1978-1979 1978-1979  1979-1980 PROPOSAL 1979-1980  GAIN GAIN
1 $11,400 NEW TEACHERS
1 $10, 640 2 11,680 $1, 040 9.77
2 10,920 3 11,960 1,040 9.52
3 11,200 4 12,510 1,310 11.70
4 11,750 5 13,060 1,310 11.15
5 12,300 6 13,610 1,310 10.65
6 12,850 7 14,160 1,310 10.19
7 13,400 8 14,710 1,310 9.78
8 13,950 9 15,260 1,310 9 39
9 14,500 10 16,010 1,510 10.41
10 15,250 11 16,760 1,510 9.90
11 16,000 12 17,510 1,510 9.44
12 16,750 12 17,510 760 4,54

Average Teacher Raise $1,269 9.70%



: M.A. SCALE
BOARD SALARY PROPOSAL WITH INCREMENT
1979-1980
STEP SALARY STEP BOARD SALARY DOLLAR  PERCENT
1978-1979 1978-1979  1979-1980 PROPOSAL 1979-1980  GAIN GAIN
1 $12,300 NEW TEACHERS

1 $11,540 2 12,580 $1,040 9.01

2 11,820 3 12,860 1,040 8.80

3 12,100 4 13,410 1,310 10.83

4 12,650 5 13,960 1,310 10.36

5 13,200 6 14,510 1,310 9,92

6 13,750 7 15,060 1,310 9.53
14,300 8 15,610 1,310 9.16

8 14,850 9 16,160 1,310 8.82

{ 9 15,400 10 16,910 1,510 9.81
10 16,150 11 17,660 1,510 9.35

11 16,900 12 18,410 1,510 8.93

12 17,650 12 18,410 760 4.31
Average Teacher Raise $1,269 9.07%

Cost B.A. and M.A. Combined $775,229



STEP
1976-1977

~ O W B W N

W Qo

10
11
12

B.A. SCALE

ASSOCIATION SALARY PROPOSAL WITH INCREMENT

SALARY
1976-1977

$ 9,765
10,025
10,458
10,978
11,469
11,960
12,480
13,001
13,521
14,041
14,734
15,455

1977-1978

STEP BOARD SALARY
1977-1978 PROPOSAL 1977-1978

w W - P W P

| L e s e
N = O

$10,717
11,046
11,540
12,100
12,638
13,175
13,735
14,295
14,855
15,414
16,172
16,962
16,962

Average Teacher Raise

DOLLAR PERCENT
GAIN

GAIN

NEW TEACHERS
$1,281
1,515
1,642
1,660
1,706
1,775
1,815
1,854
1,893
2,131
2,228
1,507

$1,750

13.
15.
13.
15.
14.
14.
14.
14,
14,
15.
15.

9.

14,

12
15
70
12
87
84
54
26
00
81
12
75

36%



STEP

1977-1978 1976-1977
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10
11
12

SALARY

$10, 400
10,632
11,094
11,647
12,220
12,740
13,347
13,896
14,445
14,990
15,680

DOLLAR PERCENT
GAIN

GAIN

NEW TEACHERS
$1,299
1,59
1,736
1,793
1,806
1,923
1,919
1,974
2,028
2,230
2,330

M.A. SCALE
ASSOCIATION SALARY PROPOSAL WITH INCREMENT
1977-1978
STEP BOARD SALARY
1977-1978  PROPOSAL 1977-1978
1 $11,414
2 11,699
3 12,226
b 12,830
5 13,440
6 14,026
7 14,663
8 15,266
9 15,870 |
10 16,473
11 17,220
12 18,010
12 13,010

16,410

Average Teacher Raise

1,600

$1,852

Cost B.A. and M.A. Combined $707,348

12.
14,
15.
15,
14.
15.
14,
14.
14,
14.
14,

14.

49
99
65
39
78
09

21
04
88
36

.75

21%




STEP

1977-1978 1977-1978

[\ N P o

10
11
12

SALARY

$10,717
11,046
11,540
12,100
12,638
13,175
13,735
14,295
14,855
15,414
16,172

DOLLAR PERCENT
GAIN

GAIN

NEW TEACHERS
$1,516
1,735
1,861
1,897
1,953
2,037
2,088
2,157
2,216
2,496
2,613

B.A. SCALE
ASSOCIATION SALARY PROPOSAL WITH INCREMENT
1978-1979 .
STEP BOARD SALARY
1978-1979  PROPOSAL 1978-1979

1 $11,869

2 12,233

3 12,781

4 13,401

5 13,997

6 14,591

7 15,212

8 15,823

9 16,452

10 17,071

11 17,910

12 18,785

12 18,785

16,962

Average Teacher Raise

1,823

$2,032

14,
15.
16.
15.
15.
15.
15.
15.
14,
16.
16.
11.

15.

15
71
13
68
40
46
20
09
92
19
16
08

10%



M.A, SCALE
ASSOCIATION SALARY PROPOSAL WITH INCREMENT

1978-1979
STEP SALARY STEP BOARD SALARY DOLLAR  PERCENT
1977-1978 1977-1978  1978-1979  PROPOSAL 1978-1979  GAIN GAIN
1 $12,6641 NEW TEACHERS
1 811,414 2 12,957 $1,543 13.52
2 11,699 3 13,540 1,841 15.74
3 12,226 4 14,209 1,983  16.22
4 12,830 5 14,889 2,050 15.98
5 13, 444 6 15,534 2,090 15.55
6 14,026 7 16,239 2,213 15.78
7 14,663 8 16,907 2,244 15.30
15,266 9 17,576 2,310 15.13
9 15,870 10 18,244 2,374 14.96
10 16,473 11 19,071 2,598 15.77
11 17,220 12 19,946 2,726 15.83
12 18,010 12 19,946 1,936 10.75
Average Teacher Raise §2,159 15.04%

Cost B.A. and M.A. Combined $800,849
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. JCEA EXHIBIT ¢
ISSUE #1: SALARY GR. LK.

ASSOCIATION POSITION:

*PROPOSED 1977-78 SALARY SCHEDULE

BA BA + 18 OR BA + 30 MA + 15/BA + 45
I
1. 10,717 11,065 11,414 11,785
2. 11,046 11,405 11,699 12,404
3. 11,540 11,916 12,226 13,022
4, 12,100 12,493 12,830 13,640
5. 12,638 13,048 13,444 14,257
6. 13,175 13,604 14,026 14,876
7. 13,735 14,182 14,563 15,492
8. 14,295 14,759 15,266 16,111
9. 14,855 15,338 15,870 16,729
10. 15,414 15,915 16,473 17,347
1. 16,172 16,697 17,220 17,964
2. 16,962 17,513 18,010 18,587
PROPOSED 1978-79 SALARY SCHEDULE
BA BA + 18 OR BaA+ 30 MA + 15/BA + 45
. |
1. 11,869 12,254 12,641 13,052
2. 12,233 _ 12,631 12,9587 13,737
3. 12,781 13,197 13,540 14,442
4. 13,401 13,836 14,209 15,106
5. 13,997 14,451 14,889 15,790
6. 14,591 15,066 15,534 16,475
7. 15,212 15,707 : 16,239 17,157
8. 15,823 16,346 16,907 17,843
9. 16,452 16,987 17,576 18,527
10. 17,071 17,626 18,244 19,212
1. 17,910 18,492 19,071 19,895
12. 18,785 19,396 19,946 20,585

*Retroactive




ISSUE - HEALTH INSURANCE

PRIOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT:

The prior Collective Bargaining Agreement provided the i
! following:

"The Board shall provide to each employee MESSA
5 Super Med II or Blue Cross MVF2 with major
; medical and riders Comp. Hosp., D4SNM, IMB, OPC,
' CC, DCCR, ML, MM4 w/ Sup. Ben. dB-2, FAE, VST, OB,
PDP 50¢ co-pay (plan A), SA, COB-2, XF, SD, EF,
PD-EL, Reciprocity, for a full twelve (12) month
period for the employee's entire family. For
those choosing Blue Cross, the Board shall pay
the full cost. For those choosing MESSA, the Board
shall pay an amount equal to the Blue Cross rate
plus forty (30) percent of the difference between
the Blue Cross rate and the MESSA rate. Monthly
a amounts paid by teachers who select MESSA shall be
i adjusted whenever rates of either of the two insur-
ance plans change. Teachers choosing MESSA may
elect payroll deduction, elther every pay or every
other pay, for thelr share of the MESSA premium.

"The parties agree that the Board will not duplicate
health insurance coverage."

PARTIES' POSITIONS:

The Assoclation offers the following proposal:

"The Board shall provide to each employee, without
cost to the employee, MESSA Super Med II or Blue
Cross MVF2 with majJor medical and riders Comp.
Hosp., D4S5NM, IMB, OPC, CC, DCCR, ML, MM4 2/Sup.
Ben. dB=-2, FAE, VST, OB, PDP 50¢ co-pay (plan A},
SA, COB-2, XF, 8D, EF, PD-EL, Reciprocity, for

a full twelve (12) month period for the employse
and his/her entire family."

The Board's position 1s as follows:

"Effective upon ratification the Board will con-
tribute up to $93.00 dollars per month for full

; family coverage for the purchase of either Blue
Cross/Blue Shield or MESSA Super Med II Health
Insurance. The Blue-Cross/Blue Shield coverage

will remain as was provided in the previous agree-
ment. The Board agrees to increase etc., to the
monthly contribution by 6% the second and 6% the
third year of the agreement. The parties agree that
there shall be no duplication of health insurance
coverage, benefits and sald coverage shall be -
| subject to a standard ccordination of benefits
! clause."
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EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENTS:

The Assoclation's evidence establishes tha%t presently MESSA
Super Med II costs $105.56 per month for full family coverage;
$93.66 for self and spouse; and $42.88 for single coverage,

Blue Cross Blue Shield costs $86.07 per month for full family
coverage; $78.91 for self and spouse; and $36.33 for single
Eoverage.

The Assoqiation‘s evidence alsc establishes that based upon
an 8.1% premium increase, the total annual cost for 1977-15978
would be $29,698.93. It further shows that total cost for the
Board's proposal for 1977-1978 will be $27,636.90. The
Association's evidence further establishes that all other listed
districts in Jackson County provide fully paild health insurance
with no cost caps. All of the listed districts previde Super Med
II with the exception of East Jackson, which suppiles Super Med
II or Blue Cross Blue Shleld,; Michigan Center which provides
Super Med II or Blue Cross Blue Shield; Napolean which provides
Super Med I or Blue Cross Blue Shield! Springportlwhich provides
Blue Cross Blue Shleld and Western which provides Super Med II or
Blue Cross Blue Shield.

The Board's evidence establishes that the cost of fringe
benefits has risen from $25,144.00 in 1972 to a projected cost of
$113,261.00 in 1977. The Board's evidence further shows that
presently the annual cost for the 32 teachers taking Board paid
health insurance is $27,993.96. The Board maintains that its
proposed cap on the second and third years of its proposal 1is
necessary because of the rising cost of health insurance and a
past history of MESSA unilaterally increasing the benefits and
then raising the rates to cover those new benefits. The Board's

evidence further shows that the cost of health insurance alone
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rose from $25,536.00 in 1972-1973 to a projected cost of

$42,200.00 1n 1977-1978. The Board also introduced the data
regarding health insurance which existed in other districts in

Jackson County.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

Agalin, since your Fact Finder could only recommend a two-
year agreement, thils discussion will relate only to a contract
of sald duration.

The Assoclation's proposal demands that the Board pay the
entire cost of Super Med II or Blue Cross Blue Shield. Your
Fact Finder interprets this proposal to mean that the Board shall
pay the full cost of either of the two plans, depending upon the
choice made by the teacher. This is unlike the pfior Collective

Bargalning Agreement where the Board provided full cost for

Blue Cross Blue Shield and forty percent of the difference betweeh

Blue Cross Blue Shield and MESSA.

In analyzing the ‘evidence, your Fact Finder cannot agree
with this portion of the Assoclation’'s proposal. Many of the
districts in Jackson County provide Super Med II, while one
provides Blue Cross Blue Shield exclusively. Four of the distriects
provide a choice of Super Med II or Blue Cross Blue Shield. Yet,
this evidence standing alone, does not persuade your Fact Finder
to recommend this portion of the Association's proposal. The
evidence does not establish that MESSA Super Med II 1s so¢ superior
to the Blue Cross Blue Shield plan previously offered by the
Board that your Fact Flnder should recommend that the Board pay
the total cost of either plan. The mere fact that the other
districts in Jackson County have a slightly different health l

insurance procedure than does Grass Lake, does not mean that the
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teachers are receiving inadequate coverage under Blue Cross Blue

Shield and, thus, Super Med II should be provided. 1In fact, the

evidence establishes that 19 teachers currently receive Blue Cros%
Blue Shield coverage, while 13 teachers have chcsen the optional !
coverage supplied by Super Med II. While it is true that the coét
splitting provision in the prior Collective Bargaining Agreement
may dampen a teacher's enthusiasm regarding MESSA Super Med II,
1t could also be concluded that if MESSA Super Med II were So
clearly superior to Blue Cross Blue Shield that most of and perhaps
all of the teachers would be willling to pay sixty percent of the
cost difference in order to secure better coverage. Thus, in the
final analysis, your Fact Finder cannot recommend that the Board
pay the full premium cost of either Blue Cross Blue Shield or
MESSA Super Med ITI,.

The Board's proposal states that upon ratification the Board
will contribute up to $93.00 per month towards elther plan, and
it would absorb a six percent cost increase in the second year of
the Collective Bargaining Agreement. It is ¢true that from the
budgeting standpoint,and of course the cost standpoint, the six
percent cap would be a tremendous advantage. However, 1f must
be Kept in mind that Blue Cross Blue Shield rates are guaranteed
until April of 1978 and there is nothing which indicates that 1if
a new rate 1is established, it will not be guaranteed for some !
period of time.

The evidence indicates that in Jackson County, and that 1s

the only evidence aﬁailable, the districts which are listed absorp
the entire cost of health insurance. When other evidence 1s

examined, it becomes apparent that some of the districts which
are oroviding full health insurance coverage are not in as good

a financial position as is Grass Lake.
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In the final analysis, your Fact Finder cannot agree with

the Association's total proposal and further cannot agree with

the Board's proposal. After examining the evidence and arguments;

your Fact Finder recommends that the provisions contained in the
prior Collective Bargaining Agreement continue. This includes

the coverages contained therein and the full pay provisions.
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~make an ideal time for these activities. It further argues that

ISSUE - INCLEMENT WEATHER

PRIOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT:

Section D of Article VII states as follows: !

"D. When school is officlally called off,

teachers shall not be required to report for
work."

PARTIES' POSITIONS:

The Association wishes to continue prior contract

language.
The Board's position 1s as follows:

"When school is officlally called off for
students, teachers are required to report

for work as soon as possible, unless to do

so would result in an unreasonable risk or
safety hazard to the teacher or if specifically
told not to do so by their building prineipal,
in order to receive compensation for that day."

EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENTS:

The evidence establishes that in 1973-1974, five days were
lost as a result of inclement weather. Three days were lost in
1974-1975, three days were lost in 1975-1976, seven days were
lost in 1976-1977, while in 1977-1978, up to this date, seven
days have been lost.

Further, the evidence establishes that no other district |
in Jackson County requires teachers to report for work on inclement
weather days.

The Board argues that individual teachers can benefit from!
in-service programs and addittional preparation. It maintains

that days when school 1is cancelled because of inclement wezther

|

the teaching staff 1s being paid and that teachers have the time i
and the school setting has in one place all the tools and materiais

|
the teachers would need rfor either preparation or in-service !
|
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training. The Becard further states that this language would
answer the teachers' continuing requests for additional prepara-
tion time and planning time.

The Associatlion argues that no other district in Jackson
County has such a requirement and that teachers have enough
motivation to engage in the in-service programs that are necessary.
Further, the Association points out that the language proposed
by the Board could possibly cause the teachers a great risk.
Further, 1t maintains that even though the Board's language con-
tains words like "unreasonable risk" or "safety hazard," such
words are subject to the Board's definition and, thus, do not

adequately state the conditions under which a teacher must report

for work.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

The Fact Finder can certainly understand the Board's
position and sympathize with 1ts desire to utilize inclement days
for teachers in-service programs. Further, it.is commendable
that the Board 1s attempting to productively utilize days on
which students do not report for scheool.

Nevertheless, the evidence indicates that your Fact Finder
must reject Ehe Board's position. The evidence clearly establishes
that no other district in Jackson County requires teachers to
repbrt £o school when schocl has been cancelled because of incle-
ment weather.

However, the Board's position is laudable and while the
evidence establishes that no other district has a mandatory
requirement, there seems no reasoﬁ that the parties cannot agree !
to language which does not absolutely require the teachers to
report for work, but by the same token, recognizes the desirabiliéy

of doing so.
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Thus, your Fact Finder recommends the following language:
Wnen school 1s officially called off for
students, teachers are not required to
report for work. However, teachers are
encouraged to report for work if reasonably
possible.

While the above language does not require teachers %o
report for work if school 1is officially called off, it does
recognize the importance of in-service programs and additional
Preparaticn time. The facts do not allow your Fact Finder to
make the language mandatory, but there is nothing which precludes

the parties from recognizing the Board's concerns in this area.
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ISSUE ~ TRANSFER OF STAFF

PRIOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT:

The prior Collective Bargaining Agreement contalned the
following language regarding transfer of staff:

"The parties recognize that changes in grade
assignments in the elementary schools, changes
in teaching assignments in the secondary school,
and transfers between schools will be necessary.
In making assignments and transfers, the
convenlence and wishes of the individual teacher
will be honored unless proven impossible by a
reduction in staff and/or student population.

"&n involuntary transfer will be made only in
case of emergency or to prevent undue disruption
of the instructional program. The Superintendent
shall notify the affected teacher and the
Assoclation of the reasons for such transfer.

If the teacher objects to such transfer for the
reason given, the dispute may be resolved through
the grievance procedure."

PARTIES' POSITIONS:

The Assoclation wishes to remain with prior contract
language, while the Board's positlion states the following:

"Involuntary Grade Assignment and/or Position
Transfer.

The Administration recognizes that it is desirable,
in effectuating a change in a teacher's grade
assignment or position within the distriet to con-
slder the interest, abilities and aspirations of
the affected teacher(s) and therefore the following
criteria will be considered in the decision making
proc¢ess:

1. Necessity of making changes due to reassignment
of grades, changing student enrollment, changes in
curricula, emergencies, and financial condition

of the district.

2. The contribution which faculty members could
make to students in new assignments,

3. Opportunity for teacher growth and develcopment.

L. Desire of staff members regarding the assignment
or transfer.”
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EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENTS:

The evidence establishes that the Association's position,
prler contract language, has beeni?he collective bargaining for
some time. Further, the Association maintains that prior con-
tract language has not caused the Board any undue hardship.

The Association states that its proposed language provides a
certain amount of security for the teachers in the unit. It
maintains that if a teacher has spent a number of years in one
grade teaching one or more subJects, the teacher has probably
spent substantial amounts of time and money keeping up to date
with the latest material and, thus, it would be unfair to
arbltrarily and capricously transfer that teacher to a different
subject or grade. PFurther, the Association points out that
teachers develop materials and lesson plans over a period of time
and modify and improve same as time goes by. Further, the
Assoclation states that if a teacher is deing an unsatisfactory
Job 1n a particular grade or class, the teacher should be offered
corrective inducements or if he or she continues, the teacher
should be discharged. The Association states that current
language provides a measure of flexibility and, further, it states
that after a teacher has expended a large porticn of time and
effort in a class or grade, that he or she accumulates a right to
that position.

The Board maintains that it must have the flexibility to
assign teachers as the need arises. It states that the language
1t proposes protects a teacher against arbitrary and capricious
actions. It further maintains that the mere passage of time
doesn't make an individual a better teacher in his or her particular
class or grade assignment. It further points out that 1t needs

the flexibility to place teachers where they can be put to the
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best use. The Board has stated that there have been a number af

lawsuits filed which are directed at school boards alleging that
school boards have the responsibility of properly educating the
students and if this is not done, they may be jointly and f
severally liable.

In addition, the evidence establishes that during the past
five years,‘there hasn't been any teacher who has requested a
transfer. There have been three involuntary transfers made over
the last five to seven years. Further, the evidence establishes
that there have been no parental complaints regarding particular
teachers teaching in areas for which they were allegedly unquali-

filed.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

The evidence establishes that there have been no teacher i
request for transfers and three involuntary transfers within the |
last several years. Further, the evidence establishes that the
language contailned in the prior Collective Bargaining Agreement
has existed for some time.

Aside from the evidence which was specifically directed at
this issue, there is other evidence in the record which seems
relevant. This district is the smﬁllest district which exists
in Jackson County. This would indicate that perhars the Board
would need more flexibility than that offered by prior contract

language. Yet, the evidence dces not indicate that the school !

board has suffered because of the existence of the language con-

tained in the prior Collective Bargaining Agreement.

In order for your Fact Finder to take a position that would

i
|
substantially alter the status quo, he must be shown that a change
:
in prior collective bargalining language 1s mandated by a change ;
|
|
]
i
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in circumstances or that the existence of the language has caused
substantial preoblems that were not envisioned at the time the
language was adopted. In thils case, neither of the above have
been shown. While your Fact Finder can certainly understand the
Board's desire for flexibility, he is not convinced that prior
contract language should be changed.

The Assoclation's position is adopted.

-48-




ISSUE - GRADE SPLITS

PRIOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT:

Regardless of what appears in the Collective Bargaining

|
!
i
|
Agreement, it was established that in 1975-1976 three grade splits

were implemented 1n Grass Lake because of lost millage.

PARTIES' POSITIONS:

The Assoclation seeks the following language:

"No comblnation grade classrooms in the elementary
grades shall be made up of students drawn from

more than two grades. This does not preclude teachers
arranging cross grade groupings for language arts

and math."

The Board seeks the following language:

"No combination grade classrooms in the elementary
grades shall be made up of students drawn from
more than two grades except with the permission
of the teacher. This does not preclude teachers
arranging cross grade groupings for language arts
and math."

EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENTS:

The Associlation argues that adoption of the Board's language
wouldn't help the students or the teachers. Further, it main-
tains that the Board's language is not necessary because of its

proposed class size restrictions. It mailntains that'if the

Board's language were adopted, it would be possible for individual
teachers, especlally probationary teachers, tc feel an extensive ;
amount of pressure directed to cbtaining their ¢onsent to more |
than a two-grade split. The Association maintains that adoption
of the Board's language would entail the use of additional

resources, teacher prep time, para-professional time, etc.

The Board argues that in 1975-1976, it was forced to use

three-grade splits because of a millage loss and the resulting

layoff. It argues that the Association's proposal indicates
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that the Assoclation has 1liftle faith in the professional decisioh-

making capacity of its own membership. It does state that in
the past, some teachers have had bad experiences with c¢lass
organization and that at the present time there are no three-
grade splits in the elementary school. It maintains that any
limitation on possible future curriculum change would limit¢

future teaching staffs and curriculum development.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

The evidence establishes that previously, when a three-grade
split was involved, some teachers had a bad experience with such
class organization. Yet, this standing alone does not establish
that the Board's position should be rejected.

The Association's arguments regarding involuntary transfers
and the potentlal of pressure being applied upon individual
teachers does not convince your Fact Finder that the Association!
proposal should be adopted. If there are contract violations or
if the acections taken by the Board are arbitrary and capricious
and based only upon 1its desire to punish a teacher for the
teacher's failure to concur with the Board’s.position, these
matters can be directed to the grievance procedure and ultimately
answered by an arbitrator.

The Board 1s aware that it had the problems with three-grade
splits in the past, and thus, it must be assumed that it would
not institute such classroom organization unless it was necessary
The size of the district, financlal considerations and other
matters may motlvate the Board t¢ attempt to implement a three-
grade split.

In the final analysils, the availability of arbitration.along

with the need to provide the Board with necessary flexibility,

leads your Fact Finder to recommend that the Board's position be

adopted.
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ISSUE - ARBITRATION

PRIOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT:

The prior Collective Bargalning Agreement contained no

provision for binding grievance arbitration.

PARTIES' POSITIONS:

The Board proposes that the new Collective Bargaining
Agreement should not contain any language regarding binding
grievance arbitration.

The Associatlon seeks to incorporate the following
language in the new Collective Bargaining Agreement:

"In the event that the grievance is not
satisfactorily resolved at level three,

the Association may submit the grievance

to arbitration before an impartial arbitrator.

If the parties cannot agree as to the arbitrator
within five (5) calendar days ‘rom the notifica-
tion that arbitration will be pursued, he/she
shall be selected by the American Arbitration
Assoclation in accord with its rules, which
shall likewlse govern the arbitration proceeding.
The arbitrator shall have no power to alter,

add to, or subtract from the terms of this
agreement. Both partles agree to be bound by

the award of the arbitrator and agree that
Judgment thereon may be entered in any court

of competent jurisdictlon. The fees and expenses
of the arbitrator shall be shared equally by

the parties."

Further, there was an ancillary issue involved regarding
the time 1limlt for filing of a grievance. The Board has agreed
to maintain the time limit contained in the prior Callective
Bargaining Agreement 1f arbitration is not recommended. The

Association maintains that it 1s willing to shorten the time for

filing the grievance to ten (10) days if arbitration is recommend

EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENT:

The Board has simply stated that i1t does not want binding

|
|
e

i
!
|
|
|
i

arbitration. The Association argues that under the language con-f

tained in the prior Collective Bargaining Agreement, the Board has

the last say in any grievance and the teacher would have to applyf
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-remedy may be allusive at times, and that historically an arbitra-

i Position be adopted and that the time 1limit for ftling a grievance!

@ be reduced to ten (10) days.

to a court of appropriate jurisdiction in order to seek a remedy.

The Assoclation argues that arbitration is less expensive, quicker
and leads to greater labor peace than a procedure which may forcé
the parties into court. ;
The evidence establishes that the JCEA affiliates‘CcllectiLe
Bargaining Agreement does not contain a binding arbitration
clause. The evidence further establishes that out of all the
districts in Jackson County, only East Jackson does not have
binding arbhitration language contained in its;Collegtive Bar=-

galning Agreement.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATIONS :

The facts clearly indicate that with the exception of one
district, excluding Grass Lake, all of the distriets in Jackson
County have binding arbitration in their Collective Bargaining
Agreements. It 1s unknown whether the districts offered by the
Board as comparables have binding arbitration language in their
Collective Bargaining Agreements.

Further, it must be remembered that public employees are

statutorily prohibited from engaging in a.strike, even though the

tion clause has been the quid pPro quo for a no-strike clause.
In this state, public employees cannot strike so 1t seems even
more equitable to allow them to regress their grievances through
an impartial arbitrator.

The facts clearly indicate that binding arbitration should
be contained in the new Collective Bargaining Agreement. This

being so, your Fact Finder recommends that the Association's
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ISSUE - RETROACTIVITY

PARTIES' POSITIONS:

The Asscciation takes the position that those items in the

Collective Bargaining Agreement that can be made retroactive

should be made retrcactive.
The Board takes the position that the Collective Bargaining
Agreement shall become effective upon execution and that all items

contained therein should be commenced at that time.

EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENTS:

The Assoclation points out that in the recent past there
has never been a contract settled in Jackson County wherein full
retroactivity was not granted.

The Board points out that since the teachers engaged in a i
work stoppage, retroactivity should not be recommended. The
Assoclatlon quickly countered by stating that the_days missed
as a result of the work stoppage are being made up and, thus, the
worg stoppage will not have an effec¢t on the number of days

worked.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

It should be understood that the purpvose of this hearing is
to examine facts and arrive at recommendations that may serve as
a basls for the settlement of this dispute. This hearing was not
conducted for the purpose of litigating an unfair labor practice
charge, nor was it conducted to examine the propriety of teacher
work stoppages.

Retroactivity is often a bone of contention in these disputed.

The employer generally argues that retroactivity prolonges

negotiations because 1t does not give the labor organization an |
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incentive to settle. Employers rationalize that if the labor
organization 1s assured of retoractivity, it will prolong negotia
tions hoping to galn greater wages and benefits, knowing full
well that it has nothing t¢ lose. Labor organizations, of course
have often eipressed the opposite. They generally contend that
the absence of retroactivity causes the employer to stall at
negotiations knowing full well that every day that passes, saves
the employer additionai money.

In the case at bar, the evidence establishes that in every

other settlement in Jackson County, retroactivity was always

realized. In the current dispute, there is nothing which indicates

that retroactivity should not be recommended. While 1t is true
that a work stoppage was engaged in by the teachers, the evidence
establishes that all the days that were missed were made up, or
at least will be made up. Further, without additional evidence,
it would be very difficult for your Fact Finder to conclude that
because a work stoppage was engaged in, retroactivity should be
denied.

Thus, the only recommendation that your Fact Finder can
construct would be that in those areas where retroactivity is
customarlly granted, that it be granted in this dispute except as

speciflcally stated in the various recommendations.
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CONCLUSION

Your Fact Finder has carefully considered the evidence

presented

partles.

In so deoing, he has formulated the recommendations

contained hereln and suggest that they can very well form the

basis for an agreement in this matter.

Dated:

/o
i LRy S
(MARIQ CHIESA

Mareh 30, 1978
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