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FACT FINDER'S REPORT 

INTRODUCTION 

This written report is submitted in accordance with the require-

ments of RCW Sections 41.59.120(2) and (3) a.lld of WAC Section 391-30-

730. 

The parties engaged in collective bargaining negotiations betw•::en 

April 28, 1976 and September 8, 1976 and through this process were uble 

to resolve 48 of the Association's 5Lt proposals and four of the Fl:iployer. 

Mediation followed on six unresolved issues on September 29, 1976 and 

October 5, 1976 (FERC C.3.se iil'o. i1-76-1L~6) and the issue of teacner pro-

tection wa.s resolved durine; the mediation process. 

The remaining five issues unresolved in medi ation were then sub ­

mitted to fact-finding . In accordance wit h ROW .. Section 41. 59.129( 2) 
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and WAC Section 391-302~ tho Fact Finder, 11dthQc consent of the 

p <lrtic::;, scheduled and held a p:re-hcnring conf erence Hith their rGpre­

sentatives in Sunnyside, Washj n gton on 11::md a~r , November 15, 1976 a.nd 

a l~blic Feet Finding HcarinC"' on Tue sday, November lb , 1976 , beginninc; 

at 10:00 A.11. 

ISSUES 

Issue 1: vi11at should be the Employer's s a lary schedule 
for its teachers clurinr; the school year 1976-1977? 

IssuF ? : What should be the dollar amounts contributed by 
the Emplo;rer for (1) medical insur::mce and (2) dental insurunce 
coverage for its teachers during the zchool year 1976-1977? 

Issu~: What should be the fuployer' s schedule for pa:Y­
in(j its teachers for ertrn.-duty and extra-curricular \·Jork during 
the school year 1976-1977? 

Issue '+: Should the 1976-1977 collective barcaining ai;ree­
ment of the parties contain a provision on teacher workload 
(class size) and, if so , what requirement should such a provision 
contain? 

Issue 5: Should the 1976-1977 collective bargaining aEree­
ment of the partiPs contain a provision on class preparation time 
(during the school day) and, if so, what requirement should such 
a provision contain? 

ARGUMENTS OF THE PARTIES 

The Proposals and Ar5uments of the Association 
. 

FIRST: The Association proposes that the Employer's salary schedule 

for its teachers du.ring the school year 1976-1977 provide: 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

a starting or base salary of $9,100; 
. the same steps as found in the 1975-1976 salary schedule 
of the employer for its teachers; 
an increase in the L.niform 11 steps11 or "index11 .from .04 to .045 
(which 1·1ould. provide a top s:ilary step of $17, 300); a..11d 
a five percent of base increment (or $455) per year for the 
holders of an M.A. degree. 

The arguments of the Association in support of its proposal with 

respect to teachers' salaries may be summarized as follows: 

(1) The Employer has the financial resources, including cash 

reserves, to meet the requirements of the Association's proposed schedule, 

not only in the current year but in the reasonably forseeable future. 

N.B. The Association calculates that the cost of implementing its 

salary proposal in the sc!locl yc ~r 1?76-1977 uould be ~S2,262,263 ; the 

Employer does not dispute this estimate. The Association notes that a 

budgeted 1976-1977 figure of $2,557,772 for 168 certificated personnel 

(including principn.ls and one assistant superintendent) and suggests 

that even if salary increase s were budgeted at a base rate of $9,000 
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for teachers (at an i Q·eD..scd co r;t of i~l?S , 235 ) Q at a total increased 

cost of i;I4 ,872 for administ rators , u21 excess of i~93 ,1.188 immedint ely 

shm1s up in the district's fino.l budget, \·.1hich would more than cover 

the increased cost s of the t each ern' sa l nry proposals. 

(2) The present 1975-1976 Sal ary Sche4ule~ with a base of $8,650 

and a maximum of in5, 570, actually rcrnul ts in an average salary in the 

Sunnyside School District of $12 ,690 which, it asserts, is '·iell below 

the statewide average s al a ry of 1n3 ,666 for 1975-1976. The b ase salary 

of ~~8 ,650 itself is, it also argues, \·1ell below the average startin~ 

salary in first cla ss school districts of $8 ,934, while the maximum of 

$15 ,570 is likewise below the first class district average of $17, 7L1.7. 

Finally, the Association argues the ratio of the maximum salary to the 

base salary in the Sunnyside salary schedule (1.80) is also ·well below 

the average ratio for first class school districts (1.99). (See Associa­

tion's Exhibit 12.) Q.E.D.: Salary relief, by way of a revised salary 

schedule, is in order. 

(3) The 1975-1976 ~~8,650 base and the Employer's offered $9,000 

base for 1976-1977 would still be substantially lower than the 1976-

1977 average base salary·of 1•9,530 for the ~ first class school districts 

on which data was available at the time of the November 16, 1976 public 

hearing. N.B. The $9,100 base proposed by the As sociation for 1976-

1977 would still be in line with this $9 ,530 average. (See Association'. s 

Exhibit 15.) 

SECOND: The Association proposes that the Employer pay the full 

cost of the family medical insurance coverage by increasing its contri­

bution from $27.62 to $32 ($31.99); that it continue to pay the full 

cost of the current family dental prog::-am ( ,.,hatever that becomes during 

the school year). N.B. The present cost per month is $15.95 per 

teacher. 

The basic arguments of the Association on this point are two: 

(1) The final budgeted figure for fringe benefits in 1976-1977 fo r all 

employes is $417,381 and this shows an increase of $56,769, or 15.7 per­

cent, ovor the 1975-1976 actual expenditures of $360,612. The J2nployer 

can certainly afford and has more than provided enough budgeted funds 

to cover the requested increases in this area. (See Association's 

Exhibit 14.) 
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(~~ ) ·Th e requested :EJngyer·-provi d ed coveru~~c s a.P not uncommon among 

first class school dist rict s ( sec Associat ion• s EY.llibit 6 and Distric-:; '::; 

lli:hibit C). 

THIIID: The Association h as pror os ed tho.t the 11 extra-curricular" 

pay schedule be tied in \·tith t h e b ar.e s:J.l ary fi gure (accordingly, nn 

increase in the base from 1.8 ,650 to $9,100 would increas e the cost for 

coaching services). The Association has· also proposed that the extra­

duty pay schedule be revised, particularly to reflect an increase in 

the number of compensated days for one vocationa l a gricultural teacher. 

The Association estimates that this new extra-duty schedule llill cost 

the Employer ~~3 ,ooo more than last year. 

The Association argues that: (1) The increased cost is well \-.rith­

in the finances of the district; and (2) It is unfair and indeed \·1rong 

for the district to demand services during the summer months from a 

teacher \·lithout paying for them in full, in accordance with the number 

of days required by it. 

FOURTH: The Association proposes that the 1976-1977 collective 

bargaining agreement of the parties contain a provision on teacher work­

load (class size). 

The Association argues that because its proposal is phrased in 

terms of a desirable number and a maximum number of students per class 

and with certain 11traditionally larger classes, such as :Sand, Choir, 

Physical Education, and' in Team-teaching situations" being excluded 

from the maximums, and with other built-in safety valves ( 11 lack of 

classrooms, teachers, and/or finances") its proposal e;rants the fuployer 

the flexibility it needs while demonstrating the district's comraittrnent 

to reasonably sized classes. The Association also argues that additional 

teachers are needed this yea r in four critical areas and that the pupil/ 

teacher ratio in Sunnyside is the highest of the surrounding school 

districts a nd is amonB the highest in the s t a t e . 

FIFTH: The Assoc i at ion has p ro1)osed a contr~ctu~l p r ovis ion calline; 

for at least a 50 continuous-minute preparation period during each 

instructional d ay for a ll teachers. It points out the educational ad­

vantages of such a period and, above all, it st re sses tha t while some 

grade school teachers in Sunnysid e hnYe prepar ation time and while n eaI'ly 

all junior hi~h ~chool t encheI's (except P.E~ ins tructors) h ave preparat ion 
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t:i.me ~ only a few highOhool teaclw!'s have it . Q suggests t!lat thi s 

causes all. unequal and unevenly dif.;tri ~utecl \·:orkload amonr; the teachers . 

The E."Ilployer hos rcj cctcd ou.t1·icht tl1e Asc:ociatio!l. • s proposals for 

provi sions oa teacher \·lOrklo ;i.d nncl ·preparation ti.i::e . 

The Employer, while not quarrelling with t he Association's medical 

and dental insurance cover~ge proposals,. simply insists th~t the caximum 

dental coverage should be $15.95 per teacher per month, irrespective of 

any incrense in the premium cost this school yGar. 

The District, while a g1·eeinG \·:ith the Association's eJ....-tra-curricular 

duty ( 11 co:iches' s n laries11
) schedule, is un\·:illing to increase the number 

of compensated hours for the one vocational a~ricultural teacher and is 

only willing to corrunit itself to an increase in costs for the extra-duty 

schedule in the amount of ~~2 ,000 (not $3 ,000, as proposed by the 

Association). 

Finally, the E.~ployer flatly rejects the proposed salary schedule 

of the Association ( '·:ith a ~~9, 100 b a se , a $17, 300 maximum, and an in­

crease in the in~ex from 0.04 to O.L~5). Instead, the District offers an 

increase in the base of $350 (from ~t8 ,650 to $9 ,000) with an across-the-

board increase keyed to this increase in the base, but based on the same 

index of 0.04, all retroactive to July 1, 1976. The Employer's arguments 

in support of its s a l a ry proposal a r e three and they are found in the 

District's Exhibit A, ·which was received into evidence at the Public 

Hearing on November 16, 1976: 

(1) "This District is one of a very few school district \·rhich, 
through proper financial mana~ement and personnel management, 
has not had to rely on the special l evy. To SUf.8est a complete 
departure from sound fisca l policies \·rell established here \'muld 
be a totally irresponsible act. Bus ine s s and industry have 
flourished in this atmosphere of st ability, and no school employees 
have beenfired becaus e of l evy losses so com:non i~ other districts. 
To revise the well estn.bl ished fiscal 11olicies of the Sunnyside 
School District i s an ouen invitation to the inevitable social and 
economic chaos which no~r abounds in most areas of education." 

(2) "Pres ent Pos ition: ~~9 ,000 Base - Snme Salary Schedule. 
The Boa rd and t he adr:l inistrntion fee l th:1.i; the s;lary schedule is 
f a i r a..11d equi tri.b:!_e . It h'"ts been dcv"'lo::-od over thP. yPxr~ , und the 
increments colu.11n~ and foctor ;-h o·1: it cor:J.r~'!.·es f ::i.vor;i.b ly uith 
other schetlules~ Any r adica l departure from the e:.cisting sclredule 
will ha,1e s e rious financial consequences for the Sunnys iqe School 
Dis trict." 
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(3) "The Board 0 1s that a ~~9,000 b ::i.se isOf~ir aml equitable 
offer in view of sn.lary settlement s j n this geographical urea. 

Typical Gal:uy Se ttlement s , 1976-77 

Gol dendale - ~~8 , 600 
Wapato - $8 , 900 
Gro..nd vic\·J - 1>9 , 000 
Toppenish - ~;9 , 000 
Union Gap - $9,000 
Zillaiii - i~9 ,000 
Prosser - $9,000 
I-'it. Adruns - ~9,050. 11 

Finally, the Employer suggests that if the Association's salary 

scale were adopted, it \·muld have the same effect, c ost-\'lisc, as if the 

district had raised its base s alary from ~8,650 to $9,500 (or ~~850 or 

9.83 percent) all in one yea:r. N.B. The Employer estimates that a 

salary schedule with a ~~9, 500 base \·muld cos t the district in 1976-1977 

alone $2 ,268 ,252, which is comparable to the Association's cost estimate 

of _1~2, 262, 262 for its proposed salary schedule. 

ISSUES Ol!, FACT 

When all is said and done, the only factual disputesbetween the 

parties, in the opinion of the Fact-Finder, are three: 

(1) Does the Employer have "the ability to pay11 and how important 

is this question? 

(2) What is the applicable 11 cost-of-living11 index; how much did 

it increase between July 1, 1975 and July 1, 1976, and hm·r important is 

such an increase? 

(3) What would be the most comparable 't·mges 11 of other employees 

performing similar services"? 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Based on the competent, material, and substantial evidence on the 

whole record before him following the public hearing of November 16, 

1976, the Fact-Finder hereby makes the following Findings of Fact: 

(1) The Employer does have "the ability to pay" in this case. 

(And, theoretically, "the ability to pay" the full costs of the teachers t 

salary demands during the current ~chool yenr 1976-1977 and in the ir.1-

mediate forseeable future). However, the Employer's "ability to pay". 

is not the controlling question alone. The question of what is best 

for the long-run in the school district and the citizens who comprise 

its taxpayers and whether established school board policies and practices 
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have served the publicOmd the teucherc l"ell munQlso be considered. 

(2) ...,pplicable cost-of-livi nc; index is the National Conmun0r 

Price Indc ~ the pe riod July 1, 1975 t o J'.11.y 1, 1976 ( 1·:hich rose 

5.1+ percent). Again, such nn i ncrco.se i n the CPI, \·1hile importa.n.t , is 

not controlline in and of it s elf. 

(3) The most comparable wae;e s of "other employees performin~ 

similar services" would be those paid in lf976-1977 in the school dis­

tricts in the immedi~te geographical a r ea (as suggested by the Employer) 

plus those first-clas s school districts throughout the state listed in 

the Association's Exhibit 15. 

RECOMMENDED TERMS OF SE.I'TLEl'I~~T 

Based upon these Findings of Fact, the Fact-Finder recorru~ends the 

following terms of settlement: 

Answer to Issue 1: The Employer's sulary schedule for its 
teachers during the school year 1976-1977 should shov1 a base of 
$9,200, same index as 1975-1976 schedule, effective July 1, 1976. 

Answer to Issue 2: The dollar amounts contributed by the 
Employer for its teachers during the school year 1976-1977: 

(1) for medical insurance coverage should be $32 per month per 
teacher for family coverage (Blue Cross) efi'ective July 1, 1976; and 

(2). for dental inslirance coverage should be the full monthly cost 
per teacher for family coverage (the district's current dental plan 
is presently costing $15.95 per month per teacher) effective July 
1, 1976. 

Answer to Issue 3: The Employer's schedule for paying its 
teachers during the school year 1976-1977: 

(1) for extra-curricular '·:ork ("coaches' salaries") be on the 
basis of the same pay schedule for coaches that was used by the 
Employer in the school year 1975-1976, ad justed upward according 
to the new salary base of $9,200; and 

(2) for extra-duty work (other than for services as a coach) be 
on the basis of the same pay schedule for extra-duty work u s ed 
by the E.Tllployer in the school year 1975-1976, adjusted up,·:ard 
by adding $2 ,000 to the total cost thereof for the school year 
1976-1977 (distributed to individu8l posit:ons as mutually agreed 
upon by the district's superintendent of schools and the Association; 
provided, moreover, if there is no such muturu. a greenent , then 
distributed. to individual positions as determined by the school 
boaxd it self). 

Answer t o Issue Lt. : The 1976-1977 colle ctive b ar gaining aGree­
ment o f t he p~trties .r:houl~~ r..ot contnin a provis i on on t eacher \·mr k­
load (class Eize) . 

Answer to I s sue 2= The 1976-1977 collective bare;ainine; agree­
ment of the uarties should not contain a provision on class pr epa­
ration time tduring the s chool day). 
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0 0 
FACT-li'INTJI~P ' S HEASO>TING 

In I'..e the h'ecomm ended Sn. larv Schedule 

'11he right of the school clintrict, throq:;h its duly elected school 

b oard members, unilater~lly to ma..lte decisions concerninr; hm., it will 

spend its cash reserves, wh:it f'uture s ul ary·sc.hedule increments it will 

make, and hm-1 best to avoid true rate increases or special levy elections 

has been modified by the Washington le~islature since the mn.tter of 

teachers' '·w.t;es is a m~mdatory subject of collective bargaining. How­

ever, the duty to bargain does not imr: ly an obligation "to ~gree to a 

proposal" of the tea.chers' nor an obligation 11 to make a concession. 11 

The Association p::-oposed a new salary schedule for 1976-1977, with 

a changed index, which would h::i.ve eranted a 5.2 percent increase at the 

bottom (with a $9,100 base), an 11.l percent increas e at the top (,d _th 

a $17 ,300 maximum) for an estimat-ed overall 9.3 percent increase in 

salary alone. The Employer countered with a 1976-1977 salo.ry schedule 

which would have granted an across-the-board increo..se of 4.05 r.ercent 

(with an increase in the base to ~>9,000 and in the moximu.rn to $16,270). 

The Fact-Finder's recommendation is for an overall 1976-1977 salary 
! 

increase to the teachers of 6.36 percent (with an increase in the base 

to $9,200 and in the maximum to ~n6,560). Obviously, the Fact-Finder's 

recommendation is somel·1here betHeen the Association's proposal for a 

9.3 percent overall increase and the Employer's offer of a 4.05 percent 

increase. 

In explanation of his salar<J schedule recommendation, the Fact-

Finder notes: 

(1) He has previously made a Specific Findine; of Fact concerning 

the Employer' s 11 ability to pay" (theoretically, even the Assoc iat ion 1 s 

more costly salary proposal) for the current year and for the reasonably 

forseeable future. 

(2) He has also made a Specific Finding of Fact concerning the 

5.4 percent ris e in the Nation~l Cons umer Price In~ex from July 1, 1975 

to July 1, 1976. 

(3) In the Association's November 15, 1976 "State:!lent of Issues 

Presented to the Fact-Finder11 he was informed o.f an October 5, 1976 

settlement proposal (containing his reco.rrunended 1976-1977 Salary Schedule) 
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whi ch h ad p r eviously Q n \·1orked out beb·Jet~n the Q precentati V P. S of the 

parties, t ( '1.t1.tively ar;reerl to by t he Nnployer but rejected by a vote of 

the teachers at nn Association meeting on that srune day. 

(4) The r ecommended ·;~9 ,?00 base , '!>16 ,560 n aximu.'Il, the retn.ined 

0 . 04 index factor, and the a cross-the-noard salary increase of 6.36 per­

cent are in line \·li th the corresponding figures shm·m by the evidence 

for 11 other emplcyees performing simi lar services. 11 

(5) The 6.36 1)ercent overall increase in teachers' salaries is in 

line \·Tith the budg~tcd amounts fo r i ncreases to the Employer's classified 

personnel and to i t s ad.~inistrators . 

Finally, the Fact-Finder not es that by r ecommending an adjustment 

at each step of the salary schedule· he is recommending to the Employer 

a committment to higher cos ts for t eachers' salaries, not just for 1976-

1977 but in future years a s well b ecau se it is reasonable to assume, 

certainly proper to hope, that the Employe r will retain many of its 

experienced teachers in the years to come. While the members of the 

Association may have come to regard automatic step increases as a "matter 

of rie;ht" the law: nm·1here requires them and someday depressed economic 

conditions may actually threaten their magnitude, if not their very 

existence. 

In re the Medical/Dental Recommendation 

The Fact-Finder notes that the parties basically expressed no dis­

agreement on this item, although their failure to agree on a salary 

schedule forced both of them to reserve also their respective positions 

on these fringe benefits. 

The Employer's offer, in mediation, to pay $32 (1>31.99) per month 

per teacher for medical insurance coverage is reasonable, as is its 

offer to pay $15.95 per month per teacher fer the district 1 s current 

family dental plan. However, as the Association's spokesman properly 

pointed out, the original figure ner;otiated for the year 1975-1976 was 

higher than tt15. 95 per month p er te 'l.cher, and if the carrier selected 

by the Employer must now raise his rat ~s , the teachers should have the 

benefit, certainly at least for the year 1976-1977, of an increased 

:Employer contribution, in view of the s avings which the district was 

able to effect for the prior year. 
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In addition , the O recomrnend a.t ionG :ire f nir Q o quote the EmployPr' s 

chief nep;otia tor, "in vim-1 of the tot· il insurance contribution of the 

other school dis tricts in this Geoi;r a11hica l a rea. 11 
• 

In re Extrn-Curriculnr/Extra.-Dut:y r:)_,r Schedule 

The parties huve never been in. disagreement over what "co '.lches" 

should be paid for their extra-curricular services in 1976-1977- The 

Fact-Finder 1 s recommendation is simrly i·;hat they have informnlly agreed 

upon, but ,.,ere not able to formally nc;ree to because of their continuing 

salary schedule dispute. 

The parties had an initial difference of ap:iroximately $1,000 (an 

increase of $3 ,ooo sought by the Association vs. ~~2 ,000 offered by the 

Employer) with respect to what should be paid in 1976-1977 for all 

other extra-duty assignments. Moreover, the Association asserted that 
more 

the Employer was demanding/extra-duty days from a vocational agricultural 

teacher than he was being paid for during the summer. The Employer 

denied this and offered to have its representative cease and desist any 

such demands for any unpaid days of service from its vocational agri-

cultural teachers. 

The Fact-Finder does not have sufficient evidence to make a judg­

ment as to \·rhat,if any, additional duty days are being demanded of the 

vocational agricultural teacher in question. Therefore he accepts the 

assurances of the Employer's representatives that any and all demands 

for uncompensated extra-duty days for this teacher will cease and, in 

addition, he accepts the Employer's proposal for a $2,000 increase in 

expenditures for extra-duty Nork in 1976-1977. 

In Re Teacher Workload Recommendation 

The ]'act-Finder has recommended that no teacher \·rorkload (class 

size) provision be included in the 1976-1977 collective bar~aining agree-

ment of the parties. He makes this specific recommendation for three 

reasons: 

(1) The parties are diametrically opposed on t:!:lis issue; the 

Association has simply proposed such a provision <l!ld the lliploycr has 

declined to accept nny such provision. For the Fact-Finder to insist 

now on such a provision in a non-mandatory orea o.f bar3aining ~·rnuld be 

for him to insert himself and his will in an. area where the p2.rties 

themselves "need not tread" unle ss they can mutually ur.;ree to do so. 
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(2) The future ()nomic iopact on the flnplO r and on the tax­

payers of the school district of a proposal on class size like that 

offered by the Association is difficult to calculate . As a matter of 

fact, no such economic data was offered t o t he Fact-Finder concerning 

the effect of the Associat ion's admitt edly l imited proposal for 1976-

1977-

(3) Almost a third of the current sc~ool year has already elapsed . 

The important point is to have a current contract signed (which the 

Fact-Finder understands will actually be the .first written 11 agreement11 

and certainly the first collective bargaining agreement of the parties) . 

Anything on which the parties are in fundamental disagreement, if not 

mandatory for the contract itself, ·should be put aside at this time for 

consideration 11 on another day. 11 

, 
In so recom:nending as he has here, the Fact-Finder has not ignored 

the importance of this subject to teachers, students, parents, adminis­

trators, and members of the school board itself. Personally, he feels 

that smaller classes are essential .for an improvement in learning, but 

that is his personal opinion and is not, in his opinion, necessarily so. 

Above all, class size has not been made a mandatory subject .for bargain­

ing by legislative .fiat. I1aybe PERC will ultimately rule otherwise but 

until then the Fact-Finder is of the opinion that persuasive authority 

.for his ~osition is .found in the JUly l~, 1975 decision of Oregon's 

Public filnploye Relations Board (now ERB) in the case of Springfield 

F.ducation Association v. Springfield School District No. 19. 

In Re Recommendation on Preparation TiI:ie 

The Fact-Finder has recommended that no class preparation time 

(during the school day) be included in the 1976-1977 collective bargain-

ing agreement of the parties. He has made this recommendation for one 

reason: to attempt to institute at this late date in the school year a 

mandatory 11 fi.fty (50) continuous minutes of preparation time during each 

instructional school day" would be exceedingly difficult,if not impossible. 

Therefore, in the interests of reality, he recommends that this proposal 

of the Association be left out of the contract this year and considered 

again ne>:t year. 
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. ' 
In doing so, howO r, he expressly note s thOOre~on's PERB (now 

ERB) in its Springfield F.ducation Associ ation co.se found prepo.ration 

time to be "clearly a subj ect for mandatory bargaining." The Fact-

Finder agrees with the r easoning and conclusi on of this Oregon case 

on this subj ect. 

CONCWSION 

Collective bargaining is sometimes a long, tedious and expensive 

process (particularly when it is followed by mediation and then fact­

finding). Both parties, and their r espective representatives, are to 

be commended for having s ettled all but five issues through bargaining 

and mediation. 

In making his r e commendation s on the five issues at impasse, the 

Fact-Finder ~as attempted to comprehend, consider ap.d reconcile, if 

possible, the respective but opposing positions and arguments of the 

parties. 

As he has stated, he is of the opinion that the Employer has "the 

ability to pay11 the economic demands made by the Association but "ability 

to pay" is not the sole criterion .for judging what a Fact-Finder should 

recommend by way of a sala:cy schedule or by way of a total economic 

package. "Comparable wages" paid in other comparable districts, the 

increase of the cost-of-·living index, the overall percentage increase in 

one year, the increase at various steps and their effects on the cost 

of the employer in .future years must all be considered. 

"The greatest good for the greatest number" is still only an ideal, 

but it is an ideal worth striving for. This is what the Fact-Finder 

has attempted to do in this case. 

DATED at PORTLAND, O;REGON, this 2nd day of December, 1976. 

Respectfully submitted, 
. . - . (; 

1l / .' ( -~ ,. 11. LL!O:-'-r.<LJ21· [( /J:.. _._u_ n L- .-.... .., . 
\.1 ..,// ,,, 

WILLIAM H . DORSEY .]') 
1 

FACT-:E'INDER 

WHD: jk 
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