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SUMMARY
BINDING ARBITRATION FOR TEACHERS

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations
Committee in February 1989 authorized a study of compulsory
binding arbitration between teachers and 1local boards of
education. The purpose of the review was to determine: 1)
how the process of binding arbitration was working; and 2)
focusing on salary outcomes, what fiscal impact arbitration
decisions regarding teacher contracts have had on
municipalities. In conducting the review, it became clear
that many of the issues raised about teachers’ binding
arbitration involve matters beyond traditional labor and
management interests.

Quality of education, a factor taken into account during
individual negotiations, must also be considered in studying
the overall bargaining process. The current compulsory
binding arbitration system was adopted in response to the
disruptive and negative effect of teacher strikes, actual or
potential, on the educational process.

Local fiscal control over education expenditures becomes
a consideration in studying binding arbitration, since in
Connecticut, wunlike many other states, school boards are not
fiscally independent. Town fiscal authorities are obligated
to meet salary and other economic provisions of settled
educator contracts, but are not parties to negotiations with
teachers. in the case of an arbitrated teacher contract, an
independent third party--the neutral arbitrator--often is
deciding on the amount that a substantial and relatively
fixed category (educator salaries and benefits) of a town’s
budget will increase.

Finally, the state’s school (finance policy must be
considered. Improvement in teacher compensation occurred
with implementation of the state-financed Education
Enhancement Act, as well as through collective bargaining.
Despite growth in the state’s share of the costs of
education, however, the burden of salary increases averaging
more than 9 percent on enhanced salary levels continues to be
greater for ©poorer school districts than wealthier ones.
Many localities, regardless of their financial status, are
experiencing taxpayer resistance to annual increases in
education costs and total municipal budgets that
significantly outpace the cost of living.

As a proéess for resolving impasses in bargaining
without strikes and for producing timely negotiations, the

program review committee found the teacher binding
arbitration process to be working as intended. However,
the committee believes trends 1in salary settlements,

particularly in terms of fiscal impact on municipalities,




warrant monitoring. In addition, the committee found that
revisions are needed to address perceptions of bias and to
increase ¢general understanding of the process.

The program review committee adopted several
recommendations intended to address concerns over salary
trends and impact by increasing the amounts and types of
contract settlement information gathered and reported. Other
recommendations resulting from the committee study formalize
procedures regarding neutral arbitrator selection; improve
the reporting of arbitration results; and allow for greater
local fiscal authority participation in the arbitration
process. A complete listing of the committee recommendations
on binding arbitration for teachers follows.

Recommendations

1. The program review committee recommends that the state
department of education as part of its statutory
comprehensive planning process monitor teacher salary
settlements and include findings regarding settlement
patterns in its periodic progress reports to the
legisliature.

2. It is recommended that the state department of education
prepare and issue by December 1 of each year, a report
summarizing the results of all contract negotiations
occurring under the Teacher Negotiation Act during the
preceeding negotiating period. At a minimumn, the
department’s annual report shall include:

o a listing of all contracts settled,
indicating for each, the settlement status
and settlement date; and

0 the names of mediators and arbitrators
involved, when applicable.

The committee additionally recommends that for all
awarded contracts, the department’s annual Teacher
Negotiation Act report include a synopsis of the decision
on each issue, noting the nature of the issue and which
last best offer was selected. To the extent possible,
information contained in the written award decisions on
the cost of all economic issues should also be
summarized.

3. The program review and investigations committee
recommends that the state education department monitor
and report on the impact of the major economic provisions
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of collective bargaining agreements, including but not
limited to, settlements regarding salaries of certified
staff, on local education expenditures and programs. The
department’s monitoring efforts shall focus on
identifying trends in the portion of local education
budgets spent on certified staff salaries and the
relationship between salary costs and educational quality
indicators such as staffing levels, student-teacher
ratios, and class size.

It is further recommended that the state education
department’s annual Teacher Negotiation Act report as
well as a report summarizing the department’s findings on
teacher salary settlement patterns and the impact of the
major economic provisions of teacher collective
bargaining agreements be provided to the Legislative
Program Review and Investigations Committee and the
committee of the General Assembly with cognizance of all
matters relating to education by December 15 each year
beginning in 1990.

It is recommended that the state department of education
by November 1, 1990, adopt in accordance with C.G.S.
Chapter 54, regulations concerning the process for
selecting nominees for neutral members of the arbitration
panel established under the Teacher Negotiation Act. At
a minimum, the regulations shall address:

o applicant requirements and application
procedures;

o} the composition of bodies responsible for
screening applicants; and

o} the selection criteria and process.

The program review committee recommends that the
selection process discussed above include an evaluation
of level of arbitration experience and that definitions
of experience levels be adopted in the regulations
concerning selection criteria. Applicants deemed
inexperienced but otherwise qualified would be notified
of the opportunity to participate in a training program,
overseen by the state education department, in which they
would serve an internship with experienced neutral
members of the Teacher Negotiation Act arbitration panel.
The criteria for this training program and the
requirements for successful completion shall be outlined
in the selection process regulations.
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10.

It is recommended that the state department of education
establish by November 1, 1990, a process for annually
reviewing the performance of all members of the Teacher
Negotiation Act arbitration panel. The annual assessment
of each neutral arbitrator shall include an evaluation of
compliance with statutory requirements for written

arbitration decisions. 1In addition, the department shall
encourage the parties involved in arbitrations to submit
written evaluations of awards. The parties’ award

evaluations shall be retained by the department for use
by selection committees when considering applicants for
reappointment as well as for annual performance reviews.

The program review committee recommends that the C.G.S.
Section 10-153f(c)(4) be amended to require that the
arbitrator:

o state with particularity the basis for each
decision as to each disputed issue, and the
manner in which the statutory criteria were
considered in arriving at such decision,
including, where applicable, the specific
comparability evidence relied upon, and the
reasons for the reliance; and

O include in the award an explanation of how
the total cost of all offers selected was
considered.

The program review committee recommends that neutral
arbitrator nominee selection process set out in its
earlier recommendation provide for participation by local
legislative and fiscal authorities as well as
representatives of the parties.

The program review committee recommends that during the
arbitration hearings, a representative of the local
fiscal body shall present testimony regarding the
municipality’s ability to pay, unless such appearance is
waived by the local fiscal body. Non-appearance shall be
considered a waiver unless there is a showing that proper
notice was not given to the local fiscal authority.
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INTRODUCTIGN

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations
Committee voted to undertake a review of the state’s binding
arbitration system for teacher contracts in February 1989.
The purpose of the study was to determine: 1) how the
process of binding arbitration was working; and 2) focusing
on salary outcomes, what fiscal impact arbitration decisions
regarding teacher contracts have had on municipalities.

In conducting the review, a variety of sources and
research methods were used. Connecticut statutes and court
decisions pertinent to binding arbitration were reviewed, as
well as comparable laws in other states. Quantitative data
related to outcomes of the teacher collective bargaining
process in Connecticut over several years, with an emphasis
on binding arbitration results, were collected and analyzed.
Also, information regarding current and historical teacher
salary levels both in Connecticut and surrounding states was
gathered, as well as, to the extent accessible, compensation
level and increase data for other occupations.

In addition to a staff survey of the arbitrators, the
committee held a workshop with the arbitrators and mediators.
Staff also reviewed arbitration awards from the 1988-89
negotiating season. All key participants in the contract
negotiations process were interviewed including local
officials in selected towns regarding the impact of teacher
contracts on their municipal budgets. Finally, the committee
held five public hearings around the state, in Hartford, New
London, New Milford, Vernon, and Westport.

The committee’s final report contains four chapters.
Chapter 1 provides background information including: a
description of collective bargaining and impasse resolution
processes in general; the history behind the Connecticut
binding arbitration law; elements of the current law; a brief
discussion of +the Education Enhancement Act of 1986; and a
description of two other public employee bargaining laws in
Connecticut. Chapter II contains a description of the
Teacher Negotiation Act (TNA) process and the parties
involved. Chapter III presents an analysis of the outcomes
of this process. The committee’s findings and
recommendations are contained in Chapter IV.

The report also contains several appendices. Appendix A
contains information about other states’ teacher collective
bargaining systems. Appendices B, C, and E provide detailed
contract settlement data by school district while Appendix D
is a copy of the survey sent to arbitrators.



The final appendix (Appendix ¥) contains a response to
the committee report from the State Department of
Education. It is the policy of the committee to provide
audited agencies with an opportunity to review and comment on
committee recommendations prior to the publication of the
final report. Although in the binding arbitration study, the
operations of the State Department of Education were not the
focus of the review, many of the committee recommendations
affect the department. Therefore, the department was invited
to comment on these proposals.



CHAPTER I

BACKGROUND, HISTORY AND CURRENT CONNECTICUT LAW

Since 1935, private sector workers have had the right to
organize and collectively bargain over 'wages, hours and
other terms and conditions of employment" under the federal
National Labor Relations Act (NLRA) . Private sector
employees have the right to strike, when an impasse is
reached in bargaining and the current contract has expired.

Recognition of the rights of public sector employees to
organize and collectively bargain is relatively more recent.
Typically, public employees are prohibited from striking on
the theory that public safety and health would be
jeopardized. There is general recognition, however, that
with the right to strike removed from employees with
collective bargaining rights, there must be some alternative
method of impasse resolution. Mediation, factfinding, and
interest arbitration are the main tools used to resolve
impasses in public sector contract bargaining.

Mediation is a means of settling labor disputes where
the parties in conflict use a third person, a mediator, to
facilitate agreement. In factfinding, one or more impartial
factfinders identifies factual differences between the
parties and recommends to the parties nonbinding resolutions
of issues.

Arbitration is a process in which a neutral third party,
acting under authority from both parties or some other source
(e.g., statute) hears both sides of a controversy and issues
an award. Interest arbitration is to be distinguished from
grievance arbitration. Interest arbitration is a process in
which the terms and conditions of an employment contract are
established by a final and binding decision of an arbitration

panel. Grievance arbitration refers to the resolution of
individual disputes related to the interpretation of contract
terms. Grievance arbitration occurs in both the private and

public sector:; interest arbitration is wused only in the
public sector.

There are different types of interest arbitration.
There is “"conventional” arbitration, where the arbitrators
can arrive at awards independent of the positions taken by
either of the parties. There is last best offer, or final
offer, arbitration where the arbitrator must select the final
offer of either one party or the other. 1In some cases, the
arbitrators must choose the final "package" offered by either
side, or the arbitrators can choose between issue-by-issue



offers. The theory behind last best offer binding
arbitration is that it forces the parties to make reascnable
offers, because of the risk that the arbitrator will not
select an unreasonable offer.

History of Teacher Binding Arbitration In Connecticut

Last best offer binding arbitration for teacher
contracts in Connecticut is an impasse resolution tool
established by the Connecticut General Assembly in 1979 as an
amendment to the collective bargaining law regarding teachers
and their employers, Connecticut school boards. The
amendment was made in apparent response to protracted
contract negotiations and a number of teacher strikes in
preceding years, culminating in 1978 with a two week strike
in Bridgeport where over 250 teachers were jailed.

The right of teachers to organize and bargain over pay
and working conditions, but not to strike, was recognized
first by the Connecticut Supreme Court in 1951. A general
statutory right "to organize for professional and economic
development” was established in 1861. The first
comprehensive teacher collective bargaining law was enacted
in 1965, which provided for mediation and advisory
arbitration if mediation failed.

In 1969, the statute was revised to provide local
legislative bodies the opportunity to reject negotiated
contracts, and established a arbitration panel from which
advisory arbitrators were selected. A statutory timetable
for negotiations was established in 1976. A year earlier, in
a related development, a law including compulsory binding
arbitration for other municipal workers in Connecticut was
established.

In 1979, under Public Act 79-405, the Teacher
Negotiation Act, last best offer binding arbitration was
added as a final step to the process and timetable
established three years earlier. Also, a fifteen-member
arbitration panel was established from which gubernatorially
appointed arbitrators were to be selected by the parties.
Nominations for neutral arbitrators were made by the State
Board of Education; nominations for the interest arbitrators
were made by party representatives.

Over the next several years, the majority of amendments
to the law involved the size of the arbitration panel and the
manner of arbitrator appointment and selection. In 1983, the
panel was expanded from 15 to 21 members, with 7 representing
each group. Two years later, in 1985, the panel was expanded
to 23, adding the extra 2 to the neutral arbitrator group.

In 1986, the panel again was increased to 29, adding 6
neutral arbitrators to the panel for a total of 15. Another
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change required: neutral arbitrators to be residents of the
state, experienced in public sector collective bargaining
interest impasse resolution, and appointed from a panel of
labor arbitrators submitted to the governor by the American
Arbitration Association. Selection of mneutral arbitrators,
up until this time mutually done by the parties, was changed
to be done randomly at all times by the commissioner. The
commissioner would randomly select three neutral names, and
each party could then strike one name a piece.

The very next year, the law related to the arbitration
panel was amended again. The number of neutrals changed from
15 to not less than 10 or more than 15, and the role of
submitting lists of names of neutral arbitrators for
nomination was restored to the state board of education.
Finally, the selection of the third arbitrator was restored
to the mutual selection of the parties, unless they could not
agree.

Current Law

In Connecticut, the Teacher Negotiation Act, the current
teacher collective bargaining statute, sets out basic rights
and obligations of both the school board employer and
employee, and, as noted above, provides a statutory timetable
for the bargaining process that insures a completed contract

by a town’'s budget submission date. Connecticut is the
only state that mandates compulsory binding arbitration
for teachers. Major elements of teacher collective

bargaining laws in other states are highlighted in Appendix
A,

The timetable, by establishing negotiation, mediation
and arbitration stages, in effect defines when an impasse has
been reached between two parties, and imposes last best offer
arbitration as a final impasse tool. The negotiations
timetable, which comprises much of the collective bargaining
law, is discussed in more detail in Chapter II.

In terms of basic rights and obligations, both school
boards and organizations representing teachers have the duty
to negotiate with respect to salaries, hours and other
conditions of employment about which either party wishes to
negotiate. Failure of either party to negotiate in good
faith is a prohibited practice. Teachers are not allowed to
strike, a provision enforceable in superior court by
injunction.

The parties are only reguired to bargain on mandatory
issues. There are generally three categories of subjects for
negotiations:




o Mandatory: Issues that make up salaries,
hours, and other conditions of employment.
Failure +to negotiate mandatory issues is
failure to negotiate in good faith.

o] Permissive: Issues about which the parties may
bargain. It is not in bad faith to fail to
bargain about permissive issues.

o Illegal: Issues that the parties may not
bargain about, and are void and unenforceable.

The Connecticut State Labor Relations Board decides
prohibited practice issues under the teacher collective
bargaining law. As such, it determines what is and what is
not a mandatory subject for negotiation.

Covered employees. The statute essentially covers all
certified employees of a local or regional board of
education. School superintendents, as well as certain
certified professionals with management responsibilities, and
all employees of the board of education not requiring

certification are specifically excluded from the law. The
law establishes different bargaining units for two types of
certified personnel: administrators and teachers.

Administrators for purposes of bargaining unit
identification are persons in positions requiring an
intermediate administrator or supervisor certificate, and
whose administrative or supervisory duties equal at least 50
percent of his/her time. Teachers’ units contain those
persons employed by school districts in positions requiring
teaching certificates.

Local fiscal/legislative body participation. The first
step in the negotiations timetable requires the school board
to meet and confer with the local fiscal body, within 30 days
of the start of negotiations. A member of that fiscal body
is permitted to be present during negotiations and is to
provide any fiscal information requested by the board of
education.

If a settlement is reached through negotiations, the
board of education files a signed copy of the contract with
the town clerk, who gives public notice of the filing. The
terms of the contract are binding on the legislative body of
the local or regional school district, unless the body
rejects the contract at a regular or special meeting called
for that purpose within thirty days of the filing of the
contract.

If the legislative body rejects the contract, the
parties begin the arbitration process. Written notice of the
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arbitration hearings is sent to the fiscal authority having
budgetary responsibility, and a fiscal representative may be
heard at the hearing as part of the board of education’s
case.

The final decision of the arbitrators is not subject to
rejection by the legislative body of the local school
district or by referendum. The decision is appealable to the
superior court by a party to the arbitration.

Arbitration panel. As indicated previously, the size of
and selection method for the arbitration panel has changed
back and forth since 1979. Currently, the arbitration panel
from which the arbitrators are selected is within the
department of education, and consists of not less than 24 nor
more than 29 people, appointed by the governor, with
the advice and consent of the general assembly.

Seven panel members represent the interests of local and
regional school boards of education and are selected from
names submitted by the boards. Seven others represent the
interests of the exclusive bargaining representatives of
teachers and administrators and are selected from names
submitted by the bargaining representatives.

At least 10 but no more than 15 members are impartial
representatives of the interests of the public in general and
are required to be Connecticut residents and experienced in
public sector collective bargaining interest impasse
resolution. The state board of education submits names of
potential neutral arbitrators to the governor. All members’
terms are concurrent with the governor; they serve without
compensation, but receive a per diem fee for each day (paid
for by the parties), and may be removed for good cause.

During arbitrations, the parties may elect to use either
a single arbitrator or a three member panel. If a three
member panel is chosen, the law provides that the party
arbitrators selected by the parties in turn select the third
neutral arbitrator. If the party arbitrators fail to select
or cannot agree on the third neutral within a certain
timeframe, the commissioner of education will randomly select
a neutral arbitrator from the panel.

Hearing process. The panel chairperson sets up the
hearing dates for the arbitration. The only reference to any
procedural or documentary requirements of the arbitration is
the provision stating that "at the hearing each party shall
have full opportunity to submit all relevant evidence, to
introduce relevant documents and written material, and to
argue on behalf of its positions." Also, the "parties shall
submit to the arbitrators their respective positions on each
individual issue in the form of a last best offer.”




Statutory criteria for awards. The arbitrators are to
consider the following factors in arriving at a decision:

o the negotiations between the parties prior to
arbitration;

o the public interest and the financial
capability of the school district;

o the interests and welfare of the employee
group;

o] changes in the cost cf 1living;

o the existing conditions of employment of the
employee group and those of similar groups; and

0 the salaries, fringe benefits, and other
conditions of employment prevailing in the
state labor market.

The statute does not require the arbitrators to give any
particular criterion more weight than another.

Criteria for court appeal. The decision of the
arbitrators is subject to judicial review upon the filing by
a party to the arbitration, within thirty days following
receipt of a final decision, of a motion to vacate or modify
such decision in superior court. The court, after a hearing,
may vacate or modify such decision if the substantial rights
of a party have been prejudiced because such decision is:

o] a violation of <constitutional or statutory
provisions;

o in excess of the statutory authority of the
panel;

o made upon unlawful procedure;

o} affected by other error of law;

o] clearly erroneous in view of the reliable,
probative and substantial evidence on the

record; and

o arbitrary and capricious or characterized by
abuse of discretion or clearly unwarranted
exercise of discretion.



Education Enhancement Act of 1986

The advent of binding arbitration was a significant
event with respect to teacher contract negotiations. Another
significant development distinct from binding arbitration,
but impacting teacher salaries and municipal costs, was the
Education Enhancement Act of 1986. The overlap of the
committee study and the conclusion of the act’s
implementation complicated the committee’s ability to
evaluate the fiscal impact of binding arbkitration as
discussed later in the report. General background
information about the enhancement act is provided here.

in the fall of 1984, the Governor's Commission on Equity
and Excellence in Education was formed to ‘“encourage the
competency of teachers by examining the state’s system of
accountability, recognition and reward." In June 1985, the
commission issued its findings and recommendations in the
areas of teacher finance and compensation, teacher education
and certification, and personnel policies. Among the
findings on teacher finance and compensation were the
following:

o] Current teacher starting salaries are too low
to be competitive with comparable starting
salaries in other fields. Many potentially
good teachers will be lost to other careers
unless starting salaries are improved.

o The attractiveness of teaching as a profession
depends on many factors including financial
rewards over the whole career; therefore, it is
not sufficient to only increase beginning
salaries. The entire salary structure needs to
be leveraged upwards.

o Starting salaries in some high-paying
Connecticut districts are §7,000 to §9,000
higher than starting salaries in some of the
low-paying districts, causing disparities in
the ability of districts to attract good
teachers; the state must become involved to
help all districts become equally able to
attract the best people.

o Teachers should be offered higher starting
salaries to compensate them for meeting
stricter standards and higher expectations as
set out in commission recommendations.

With respect to teacher finance and compensation, the
commission recommended that the state should mandate and fund
a minimum teacher’s salary beginning in 1986-87. It was
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further recommended that the state fund a teacher salary
enhancement program to help school districts increase teacher
salaries. The enhancement program proposed by the
commission was to be implemented on a wealth-egualized basis,
and based on a "target salary account", determined by a state
model salary schedule and staff ratios, and a district’s
current staff.

In a 1986 special session of the General Assembly, the
Education Enhancement Act was passed in response to the
commission’s report and established a three-year program for
distributing over $300 million to school districts.
Enhancement funding went into effect in July 1986, and its
three-year cycle concluded July 1, 1989.

Other Connecticut Public Emplovee Law

In addition to the Teacher Negotiation Act, Connecticut
has two other collective bargaining laws related to state and
municipal employees, both of which provide for 1last best
offer binding arbitration in certain circumstances. Although
the committee did not review the actual operations of either
the state or municipal employee laws, the statutory
reguirements were reviewed for comparison with the teacher
colliective bargaining law, emphasizing the impasse resoclution
procedures. Major differences and similarities are discussed
below.

In terms of a negotiations timeframe, both state and
municipal employee laws set commencement dates based on
contract expiration dates. However, neither has a timetable
that requires a contract to be in place at a specified time.
Both laws allow negotiations after the final dates for
setting the employer’s budget, unlike the teacher law.

For both state and municipal employee contracts, as with
teacher contracts, there is a method for legislative body
approval of negotiated settlements. Generally, for both, a
negotiated agreement with a request for funds to fully
implement the agreement is submitted to the legislative body
within a certain time after the agreement is made. The body
may approve or reject the request by a majority vote; if
rejected, the parties must continue to negotiate.

Impasse procedures. Mediation is available for state
employee contract resolution if the parties mutually request
it. For municipal employees, if within a specified time
after negotiations begin, and an agreement has not been
approved or neither party has requested mediation, a mediator
will be appointed.

Under the municipal act, factfinding is provided, if
within a specified time after negotiations begin, a
collective bargaining agreement has not been approved, or
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neither party has requested the appointment of a factfinder,
factfinding is initiated. The parties may jointly waive the
factfinding reguirement. The state employee act has no
provision for factfinding.

Both the state and municipal employee laws provide for
binding arbitration under certain circumstances. Arbitration
is not compulsory under the state employee law; at least one

party must request the process. Under the municipal law,
there are three avenues by which municipal employee contracts
may go to arbitration. One is compulsory; according to

statute, if the parties have not reached agreement within 90
days after the expiration of a contract, they automatically
enter into arbitration. The other two methods reguire action
by the parties.

State employee arbitration. If a party to a state
employee contract requests arbitration, the parties jointly
select one arbitrator. If the parties cannot agree on an
arbitrator within a certain time period, the selection is
made uwsing procedures under the Voluntary Labor Arbitration
Rules of the American Arbitration Association.

The arbitrator is required to have substantial current
experience as an impartial arbitrator of labor-management
disputes. The statute prohibits selection of anyone who
advocates or consults for labor or management on partisan
issues in labor-management relations or who is associated
with a firm performing such advocate or consultant work.

There are statutory time limits for arbitration
hearings; however, the time may be extended by the joint
request of the parties or by the arbitrator. Also, the
parties may, at any time during the proceeding, jointly
request the arbitrator to attempt to mediate the dispute.

In state employee arbitration awards, the arbitrator is
to state "with particularity" the basis for decisions as to
each disputed issue and the manner in which the statutory
factors were considered in arriving at awards. The statutory
factors are:

o] the history of negotiations between the parties
including those leading to the proceeding;

0 the existing conditions of employment of
similar groups of employees;

o the wages, fringe benefits, and working
conditions prevailing in the labor market;
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o the overall compensation paid to the employees
involved in the arbitration proceedings,
including direct wages compensation, overtime
and premium pay, vacations, holidays and other
leave, insurance, pensions, medical and
hospitalization benefits, food and apparel
furnished, and other benefits received by such
employees;

O the ability of the employer to pay;
o) changes in the cost of living; and

o the interests and welfare of the employees.

The award of the arbitrator is final and binding upon
the employer and the employee organization unless rejected by
the general assembly. Neither the municipal nor teacher
binding arbitration laws have an award rejection provision.

When submitted to the general assembly, the award is
accompanied by a statement of the amount of funds needed to
implement the award. The legislature may return the matterx
to the parties for further bargaining if it determines by a
two-thirds vote, within 30 days of submission of the
arbitration award, that there are insufficient funds for full
implementation of the award. Failure of the general assembly
to act within the 30 day period makes the award binding on
all parties. A motion to vacate or modify may be made to the
courts and awarded on certain grounds.

Municipal employee arbitration. As mentioned, there are
different ways under the municipal law to enter arbitration.
Once there, a three-member arbitration panel is used. Each
party selects one member of the arbitration panel, and within
10 days of those appointments, the two arbitrators select a
third member, who chairs the panel. 1If the parties do not
select their respective members, or those two do not select
the third, the State Board of Mediation and Arbitration
appoints members as needed.

The municipal statute requires a specific set of
documentary requirements including proposed agreements from
the parties, party replies to those proposals, an arbitration
statement from the panel summarizing all resolved and
unresolved issues, party briefs on unresolved issues, reply
briefs, and finally, last best offers on unresolved issues.
Twenty days after the last best offers are filed, the panel
is to issue its award on majority vote.

12




As part of the decision, each member is to state the

specific reasons and standards used in making his choice on
each unresolved issue. The factors to be considered by the

panel include:

o) the negotiations between the parties prior to
arbitration;

0 the public interest and the financial
capability of the municipal employer;

o) the interests and welfare of the employee
group;

o changes in the cost of living;

o the existing conditions of employment of the
employee group and those of similar groups; and

o} the wages, salaries, fringe benefits, and other
conditions of employment prevailing in the
labor market.

Under the municipal employee law, the decision of the panel
is final and binding upon the municipal employer and employee
group, but is appealable to superior court.

13







CHAPTER IX
CONTRACT SETTLEMENT PROCESS AND INVOLVED PARTIES

As discussed in the previous chapter, the steps in the
the process for negotiating teacher and administrator
contracts along with the timeframes for completing them, are
established in statute. By law, contract negotiation between
boards o©f education and their employees 1is at most a
six-month process, although parties may begin talks prior to
the statutory deadline of 180 days before the education
budget submission date. Figure II-1 outlines this process.

Negotiation and mediation. As Figure II-1 indicates,
parties have up to 70 days to negotiate a settlement on their
own. Initial negotiations meetings between the negotiating

teams for each party are held to set ground rules and
identify bargaining issues, while later sessions focus on
resolving differences between each side’s proposed contract
provisions. If agreement is not reached by the end of the
negotiations period, parties are permitted another 25 days to
achieve settlement with the assistance of mutually agreed
upon mediator.

Arbitration. If issues remain in dispute at the end of
the mediation phase, or if a negotiated contract settlement
is subsequently rejected by the district’s local legislative
body, the parties must enter into arbitration. During the
1988-89 negotiating year, nine teacher and administrator
contracts went to arbitration because of local rejection.
Parties in mediation may also decide to enter arbitration
earlier than their deadline if they believe an impasse has
been reached.

The arbitration phase of the process lasts a maximum of
65 days, which includes up to 5 days to select a neutral
arbitrator and up to 25 days for conducting hearings.
Although parties can choose tc have either a single, neutral
arbitrator (versus a panel of three arbitrators), this rarely
OCCurs. Occasionally, it has been necessary for the
education commissioner, as provided in statute, to select at
random neutral arbitrators. During the 1988-89 negotiating
period, the neutral arbitrator was assigned by the
commissioner in 25 of 90 cases while the neutral arbitrator
was selected at random for 3 of 30 cases during the 1987-88
period.

During the hearing phase of arbitration, parties
initially meet with the arbitrators to arrange hearing times
and identify the issues that have been resolved through
negotiation and/or mediation, and those that will be subiject
to arbitration. At later sessions, the parties present
evidence, which may be written or oral, and may bring
witnesses in support of their offers on unresolved issues.

15
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Rules for the conduct of the hearings are set by the
neutral arbitrator, acting as either chairman of the panel or
single arbitrator. Within statutory time constraints, the
neutral arbitrator also decides at what point the hearing
will close and final last best offers on each unresolved
issue will be required from the parties.

Once the hearing is closed, the single arbitrator or the
arbitration panel, through meetings held in executive
session, has up to 20 days to decide the disposition of each
issue in dispute by selecting the last best offer of one of
the parties. The written decision outlining and explaining
the awards, which is prepared by the neutral arbitrator, must
also be issued within this time period.

At any point in the arbitration phase before the
arbitrators’ final decision is issued, the parties may agree
to withdraw issues from consideration or may reach agreement

on their own concerning disputed issues. Issues that are
voluntarily settled by the parties are incorporated into the
written arbitration decision as stipulations. Not

infrequently, parties reach agreement on all issues submitted
to arbitration. The resulting contracts are still considered
to be arbitrated but are generally referred to as stipulated
versus awarded arbitrations.

Timing of the process. Most towns in Connecticut have
the same fiscal year; education budget submission dates and
deadlines for many school district contract negotiations,
therefore, are similar. While for the last completed
negotiation year, the negotiating "season" ran from June 1988
(when the first town was to begin negotiations) through
August 1989 (the latest deadline for contract settlement
under arbitration), negotiations concerning about 40 percent
of the contracts scheduled for settlement were reguired to

begin in the month of September. Over 90 percent were
scheduled to officially begin negotiations between August and
November 1988, Accordingly, most arbitrations occurred

during a similar three-to-four-month period later in the
season.

Roughly one-third of the school districts in the state
enter into negotiations each year since the typical contract
duration is three years., However, salary 'reopener"”
provisions have become more common. Some contract
negotiations, therefore, may focus on a single or limited
number of issues rather than full contract provisions. It
should also be noted that some towns negotiate both teacher
and administrator contracts in the same year, thus, the
number of contracts negotiated in a year may exceed the total
number of school districts in the state.

17



Involved Parties

A variety of groups as well as state and local
govermmental entities play a role in contract negotiations
for public school educational staff. The major parties and
organizations involved in the contract settlement process are
described below.

School districts. At present, there are 166 local and
regional public school districts, 3 incorporated academies
and several regional education service centers that employ
the professional school staff covered by the Teacher

Negotiations Act. Of the 166 districts, 17 are regional,
with 8 serving both elementary and secondary grades, 8 only
high school grades and 1 only elementary grades. The

remaining 149 districts cover single towns.

Twenty towns operate no grades, participating instead in
regional districts that serve grades pre-kindergarten oOr
kindergarten through 12. Another 46 towns operate elementary
schools but belong to regions for secondary grades or send
students to the incorporated academies or to high schools in
neighboring towns on a tuition basis.

Local boards of education, as the employers of school

pexrsonnel, have primary responsibility for negotiating
contracts with teachers, professional suppert staff, and
administrators. As noted earlier in the description of the

teacher negotiation statutes, representatives of local fiscal
authorities such as board of finance members, may participate
in the process but are not parties to the negotiations.

In general, school boards retain attorneys to represent
them at some point during contract negotiations. In some
districts, negotiating teams comprised of board members and
school administrators will handle initial contract talks and
even the mediation phase of negotiations and only have
attorneys take over if arbitration becomes necessary.
Increasingly, however, boards are using law firms that
specialize in labor 1law to conduct negotiations, and
involving these professionals at earlier stages of the
negotiations process.

Nearly all local school boards are members of the

Connecticut Association of Boards of Education (CABE). The
association, which serves as an advocate for local boards,
collects and maintains information about teacher and

administrator contracts and provides negotiations assistance
as well as other general research, legislative, and legal
services to member boards.

18



Teachers and administrators. Professional certified
staff in Connecticut public schools include teachers and
support staff like counsellors, social workers, psycholo-
gists, and reading consultants, as well as school admin-
istrators. Certified administrative professionals include
superintendents, principals, assistant superintendents and
principals, subject supervisors, general supervisors, pupil
personnel directors, school Dbudget officers. As discussed
previously, a few exempted administrator categories, such as
superintendents, are exempted from the collective bargaining
provisions of the Teacher Negotiation Act.

The number of full-time certified professional staff in
the state’s 166 local and regional school districts totalled
37,833 in September 1987, the most recent statistics
available from the State Department of Education during the
period of this study. Of this total, 6 percent (2,395) were
administrators (including superintendents and others exempted
from collective bargaining), 7 percent (2,681} were support
staff, and the majority, 87 percent (32,757) were teachers.
Another 654 certified professional staff were employed by the
regional education centers and the +three incorporated
academies.

Information presented in the Table II-1 profiles the
teachers and administrators employed by the 166 districts in
1987. The category "teacher" includes suppert staff as both
groups are paid according to the same salary schedule and are
represented by the same collective bargaining units. The
nadministrator" category includes the small number of school
administrative personnel not covered by the teacher
collective bargaining law.

Table II-1. Selected Characteristics of Connecticut Teachers
and Administrators: September 1987.

Average Percent Percent with
Average Years (CT) First Advanced
Age Experience Year Degree
Teacher 42.9 13.8 4.0 75.3
Admin. 48.4 20.8 n/a 98.1

Source of Data: State Dept. of Education School Staff
Report, Sept. 1988.
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As the table indicates, Connecticut teachers and
support staff have, on average, nearly 14 years of experience

and three-quarters heold advanced degrees. Similarly,
administrators average about 21 years of experience and
nearly all have advanced degrees. Professional staff

characteristics do vary by district. For example, within
school districts in 1987, the range in age, experience, and
education for teachers and support staff, was as follows:

District District
Low High
Average Age: 29.7 49.9
Average Years Experience: 3.7 18.6
Percent First Year: g.0 42.9
Percent Advanced Degree: 0.0 94.1

As of August 1989, teachers and support staff were
organized into 174 units for collective bargaining purposes.
Each of these units is affiliated with one of the two teacher
unions in Connecticut, either the Connecticut Education

Association (CEA) or the Connecticut State Federation of
MToaarhara {CSRPTY At nresent all b'l_'l_t ]_7 teaChErS units are

Ry A eRE & o o E ol o2 A

CEA affiliates.

Unlike teachers, not all administrators covered by the
Peacher Negotiation Act belong to collective bargaining

units. At present, there are 138 administrator units, 42 of
which are affiliated with +the Connecticut Federation of
School Administrators. In addition, there are six school

districts with combined units representing administrators and
teachers.

Professional negotiators, usually field representatives
from the wunion central office, work with local teacher unit
negotiating teams throughout contract talks with boards. In
general, administrator units also use professional
negotiators, usually attorneys, to represent them during
negotiations, particularly if the process reaches the
mediation or arbitration phase.

State Department of Education. The primary role of the
State Department of Education in the process established
under the Teacher Negotiation Act is to facilitate contract
settlement and monitor compliance with the statutory
timeframe for negotiations. 1In addition, the State Board of
Education plays a role in establishing the mediation and
arbitration panels, which are described below. The board is
responsible for selecting the mediation panel and for

20



submitting names of recommended neutral arbitrators to the
governor, who appoints members to that panel,

The commissioner of education is authorized to order
parties into mediation and/or arbitration, if necessary, and
to designate mediators and arbitrators for contract talks
under certain circumstances. In addition, the commissioner
may recommend settlement provisions to negotiating parties
although such recommendations are not binding.

The department’s duties in overseeing negotiations
between the unionized professionals and the local boards of
education are carried out by one staff person within the
Office of Legal Affairs, who has other responsibilities as
well. BAmong the functions performed by the department staff
are the following: annually survey districts to determine
their contract status and budget submission dates; compile
and publish the statutory negotiations timelines for each
district; notify districts in writing regarding the
commencement of their mediation and arbitration deadlines;
receive notice of all contract settlements; and receive and
retain copies of all arbitration awards and settled
contracts.

Arbitrators and mediators. The Teacher Negotiation Act
provides Tfor establishment of both a mediation panel within

the state education department and an arbitration panel
appnini‘nr‘l by the governor. Whilea parties are required to

(g 29 B PLw=L ) A —=Li LA UL

select their arbitrators from the arbitration panel, use of
members of the mediation panel is optional.

The mediation panel was comprised of 31 members as of
July 1988, Four of the current neutral arbitrators also
serve on the mediation panel. During the 1988-89 negotiation
season, the mediator per diem rates ranged from $350 to $600.

During 1988-89, the governor’s arbitration panel
consisted of 24 members, 10 of whom were neutrals while 7
each were representatives of the interests of local school
boards and the interests of certified employees (teachers or
administrators), respectively. Five of the members including
four neutrals were appointed in 1988 while seven of the
current members have served since the inception of the panel.

A list of the 1988-89 panel members is presented in
Figure II-2. The figure also provides information on the
per diem portion of arbitrator fees, which are set by the
individual arbitrators and paid by the parties involved. The
per diem rates for each arbitrator ranged from $350 to $650
during the past negotiations season.

21



Figure I1II-2. Members of the 1988-89 Arbitration Panel.

Pex Diem
Name Type (6 Hours)
Basine, Robert Neutral 5400
Blum, Peter Neutral 5500
Christianson, Bernard Neutral $475
Halperin, Susan Neutral - %450
Lieberman, Irwin Neutral $650
Logue, Frank Neutral $500
Murphy, Albert Neutral $450
Orlando, Rocco Neutral $400
Post, William Neutral S500
Whitman, Robert Neutral 5400
Gelfman, Mary Board 3400
Murphy, Frank Board $475
Muschell, Victor Board 5500
O’Connor, Richard Beoard $500
Pingpank, Jeffrey Board $480
Rovinsg, Leconard Board 8500
Sullivan, Thomas Board 5450
Braffman, Gerald Employees $475
Deneen, Donald Employees $500
Poyle, James Employees $350
Flynn, Charles Employees 5600
Gesmonde, John Employees $500
Malsbenden, John Employees $450
McGrail, Albert Employees $450

Sources of Data: State Dept. of Education, Office of Legal
Affairs; Connecticut Association of Boards

of BEducation.
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Most of the arbitrators listed are attorneys and many
are members of the American Arbitration Association. In
addition to teacher contract arbitrations, a number of the
members arbitrate other types of contract disputes and some
also handle grievance as well as interest arbitrations.

Although the statutes only require that neutral
arbitrators be Connecticut residents and experienced in
public sector interest impasse resolution, the state
education department has established criteria and a formal
process for recruiting and screening nominees for impartial
members of the arbitration panel. The criteria used include:
1} knowledge of the various aspects of the Connecticut
teacher negotiation law and pertinent judicial and labor
board decisions; 2) knowledge of arbitration and how to
conduct the process as an impartial arbitrator; and, 3)
evidence of a commitment to neutrality as well as
availability for performing arbitrations, particularly during
November through February.

When vacancies occur, notices that the State Board of
Education is accepting resumes for impartial arbitrators are
placed in legal and arbitration publications and distributed
through the State Board of Labor Relations. Resumes received
are evaluated by an ad hoc group comprised of representatives

of the parties (e.g., teacher unions, the boards of education
assnciation hoard leaal repre:antatives) that develops a

S LG el ERAW Lo g = Saz Liic

list of applicants to be interviewed.

A second ad hoc panel of similar composition conducts
the interviews and determines which candidates will be
recommended to the state board for consideration. The second
panel’s recommendations are presented to the state board for
formal approval in the form of a memorandum which outlines
the screening process and includes the individual candidates’
resumes. The list approved by the state board is submitted
to the governor, who is required by law to select neutral
arbitrators from the state board's list.

Neutral arbitrators, in their capacity as single
arbitrators or chairs of three-member arbitration panels,
have primary responsibility for all phases of the arbitration
process. Among their duties are making all arrangements for
arbitration hearings, including recordkeeping of the
proceedings, conducting hearings, receiving and maintaining
evidence that is presented, and writing up final decisions.
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CHAPTER III
ANALYSIS OF PROCESS OUTCOMES
At the end of the 1988-89 negotiating season, just over

1,500 teacher and administrator contracts had been settled
through the collective bargaining process established wunder

the Teacher Negotiation Act. Virtually all of these
contracts were resolved in accordance with the act’s
statutory timeframe. Information on the number of and type

of contracts resolved each vyear since the act went into
effect is summarized in Table III-1.

Overall, about two-thirds of the contracts concerned
teachers while one-~third covered administrator units. The
number of adminstrator contracts has increased over the
earliest years shown in the table reflecting annual growth in
the number of administrator units organized for collective
bargaining purposes.

Table III-1. Contracts Settled Under the Teacher Negotiation
Act: 1979-80 to 1988-89.

All Teacher Administrator
Year Contracts Number % Total Number % Total
88-89 220 146 66% 74 34%
87-88 106 44 41% 62 58%
86-87 183 112 61% 7t 39%
85-86 150 91 61% 59 39%
84-85 164 100 61% 64 39%
83-84 164 106 65% 58 35%
82-83 153 98 64% 55 36%
81-~82 141 93 66% 48 343
80-81 108 86 80% 22 20%
79-80 112 84 75% 28 25%
TOTAL 1,501 960 64% 541 36%

Source of Data: State Department of Education, Office of
L.egal Affairs
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The impact of the Education Enhancement Act can be seen
in the large number of teacher contracts negotiated during
1988-89, The heavy negotiations schedule experienced that
yvear reflects the fact that many parties scheduled full
negotiations or salary reopeners in anticipation of the end
of enhancement act grants and the uncertainty over what type
and level of state funding would replace them.

A number of districts also opted to reopen contract
talks in 1986-87 in order to qualify for the initial teacher
salary and other enhancement grants from the state. State
education department data for the 1986-87 negotiating season,
however, is incomplete regarding enhancement-related
reopeners. Thus, Table 1I11-1 does not include all contract
negotiations that occurred that year.

Settlement status. Under Connecticut’s binding
arbitration system, most teacher and administrator contracts
have been settled at the table or through mediation. Table
III-2 shows that over the ten years the Teacher Negotiation
Act has been in effect, about 70 percent of all contracts
have been settled without going to arbitration.

Some differences in contract resolution can be noted
between the two types of bargaining units. While about the
same proportion of teacher and administrator c¢ontracts were
resolved at the arbitration phase (32 versus 27 percent),
nearly half of all the adminstrator contracts (48 percent)
were settled through negotiation. In contrast, only about
one-quarter 0f all teacher contracts were resolved prior to

mediation.

As Figure III-1 indicates, the portion of teacher and
administrator contracts settled by an arbitrator or
arbitration panel is even smaller when stipulated contracts
are isolated from awarded contracts. Although stipulations
occur during the arbitration phase, they can be considered
voluntary settlements since the parties involved reached
agreement on all disputed issues without an arbitrator’s

decision. Since the teacher negotiation law was enacted in
1979, 24 percent of teacher contracts and 20 percent of
administrator contracts for the state’s 169 local and

regional school districts and academies have been decided by
an arbitrator or arbkitration panel.

About one-quarter (43) of the 169 school districts have
never gone to arbitration regarding a teacher contract and 38
have always settled both their teacher and administrator
contracts without arbitration. In contrast, 11 districts
have always arbitrated their teacher contracts and 3
have resolved all contracts at the arbitration phase. A
summary of each district’s bargaining history under the
Teacher Negotiation Act is provided in Appendix B.
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Appeals. Few arbitration decisions have been appealed.
The best available information shows that there were 13
appeals of arbitration awards under the Teacher Negotiation
Act Dbetween 1980 and 1984; there have been no appeals since
1984.

Awards were vacated in 3 of the 13 appeals. In these
cases, the following reasons for overturning arbitrator
decisions were cited: 1) the arbitrators exceeded authority
or were in error about the arbitrability of an issue; 2) the
award was subject to interpretation and so was not
definitive; and 3) the award interfered with one party’s
contractual rights. Issues were raised about how the
arbitrators applied the statutory criteria but no court found
either error or arbitrariness and capricity in that regard.

Arbitrated Contract Issues

To better understand the arbitration process, data
concerning 246 teacher and administrator contracts settled
through arbitration over the past five years were analyzed.
Three additional contracts arbitrated during this time could
not be included in the analysis because of missing data.
Abhout 40 percent of the contracts analyzed covered

administrator units; the remainder were teacher contracts.
In the cases o¢of 82 contractg, all unresclved issues were

stipulated to by the parties while 164 contracts involved one
or more issues awarded by an arbitrator.

Awarded issues. Analysis of the issues involved in 163
contracts awarded by arbitrators (issue data were missing for
one of the awarded contract) revealed that between 1984-85
and 1988-89 a total of 1,061 issues were resclved through the
selection of a last best offer. The number of issues per
contract subject to arbitrator award averaged 6.5 and ranged
from 1 to 36. 1In 28 percent of these contracts, only one
issue was submitted for arbitration. The relatively low
number of contract provisions reaching the award phase of
arbitration seems to indicate that in many cases, most
issues, like most contracts, are resolved voluntarily by the
parties involved.

Information on the numbers of issues involved in awarded
contracts over the past five years is summarized in Table
ITI~3. No clear trends in the numbers of issues settled by
arbitrators are apparent from the information summarized in
the table. However, it can be noted that, on average, the
awarded teacher contracts involve more issues than the
awarded administrator contracts.

29




Table III-3. Arbitrated Teacher and Administrator Contracts 1984-85

to 1988-89: Awarded Issues

Av.No. Tot.No. Tot.No. Av.No. Av.No.
Total Total Issues Issues Issues Issues Issues
Number Number Per Award. Award. Award. Award.
Contracts Issues Contract Boaxd Union Board. Union
88-89
Admin. 18 99 5.5 48%* 51% 2.7* 2.8%*
Teach. 41 352 8.5 181 168 4.5 4ﬂ2
87-88
Admin 18 53 2.9 21 35 1.2 1.9
Teach. 6 27 4.5 13 14 2.2 2.3
86-87
Admin. 14 92 6.5 49 43 3.5 3.1
Teach. 26 126 4.8 74 52 2.8 2.0
85-86
Admin. 5 39 7.8 22 17 4.4 3.4
Teach. 10 106 10.6 76 7.6 3.0
84-85
Admin. 7 14 2.0 6 8 1.9 1.1
Teach. 18 153 8.5 71%* b5 * 4,2% 3.8%
5 YR.
TOTAL: 163 1,061 6.5 561 483 3.5 3.0
Note: * = issue award data missing for 1 contract
Source of Data: State Department of Education, Office of Legal Affairs
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Overall, the number of union versus board last best
offers on contract issues awarded through arbitration is
about equal as Table III-3 indicates. Based on data
concerning arbitration awards on a total of 1,044 issues
involved 1in 161 contracts settled over the past five years
(full issue data were missing for the 3 additional
contracts), board offers were awarded 54 percent of the time
while union offers were awarded 46 percent of the time.

The award pattern does vary by type of issue. For
example, on salary schedule issues submitted to arbitration,
the last best offers of unions prevail in the majority of
cases. Analysis of 1989-90 arbitration awards, summarized in
Table III-4, shows that in regard to 82 salary schedule
issues, the last best offers of teacher unions were awarded
77 percent of the time. The table also indicates that wunion
offers on fringe benefits were awarded somewhat more often
than board offers (54 vs 46 percent).

Table III-4. Awards By Type of Issue: 1988-89 Negotiating Season.

Teacher Administrator
Contracts (N=40) Contracts (N=18)
Total Percent Total Percent
Type Issues No. Beocard Union No. Board Union
Salary
Schedule 82 23 77 25 24 76
Other Salary 84 65 35 23 52 48
Benefits 56 46 54 27 59 41
Hours 30 70 30 1 100 0
Leaves 22 68 32 4 75 25
Grievance 1 0 100 4 25 75
RIF 6 50 50 3 100 0
Other 68 57 43 12 50 50
Total 349 51% 49% 99 48% 51%

Note: RIF = reduction-in-force provisions.

Source of Data: State Department cof Education contract award
summary 1988-89.
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Board offers were awarded more frequently on several
other types of economic issues in teacher contracts.
Regarding "other salary" matters such as longevity pay, extra
duty salary schedules, tuition reimbursement, and early
retirement, nearly two-thirds of the board offers were
awarded (65 percent). Awards of board offers were also more
CORUNON regarding teacher contract issues on hours (70
percent) and leaves (68 percent}.

For policy and language matters such as class size,
teaching duties, contract duration, and just cause ("other
issues" in Table III-4), award of board offers was also more
frequent than for teacher union offers (57 vs 43 percent).
It should be noted that many times, the board offer on such
issues calls for no change in current contract language while
the union offer proposes modifications.

0f the issues that go to arbitration, salary is by far
the most frequent type. As Figure III-2 shows, during the
last negotiating season (1988-89), nearly half of all
arbitrated issues concerned salary schedules and other types
of compensation for both teacher and administrator contracts.

Salary Issues

A wide variety of issues related to wages, hours, and
working conditions are resolved through the Teacher
Negotiation Act contract settlement process. The following
analysis focuses on salary settlements that are achieved
through collective bargaining between teacher wunits and

boards of education.

While compensation is not the only issue with an
economic impact, salary increases are the key component in
most teacher contract talks and receive the most public
attention. This is due, in part, to the fact that staff
salaries are g¢enerally the largest single item in a school
operating budget and, therefore, a substantial portion of
total expenditures in most towns.

Other items with an economic impact, such as employee
benefits, length of work year and day, class size, and even
layoff provisions, vary widely in content. The diversity in
economic issues other than salary increases make them
difficult to quantify, and, thus, not easy to compare.

Some recent trends concerning benefits and hours
provisions in teacher contracts have been noted by neutral
arbitrators. For example, the number of contracts that
contain provisions for employee co-payment of insurance
premiums has increased. The addition of one or more days to
the teacher work year has also been a common negotiations
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subject since the passage of the enhancement act. Provisions
calling for reopening of negotiations on salary schedules for
the third year of a contract period have increased in
frequency as well.

Teacher compensation. As background to the following
discussion of salary settlements, it is important to
understand the factors that affect teacher compensation.
Individuals are paid accoxrding to a schedule that includes
"lanes" based on educational attainment {(e.g., bachelor’s
degree, master’s degree, sixth year certificate, etc.) and
"steps"” based on years of experience. Salary schedules,
which are subject to negotiation during the <collective
bargaining process, vary by school district in terms of
numbers of lanes and steps as well as compensation levels for
each combination, Examples of several district salary
schedules are provided in Figure III-3.

Step increases are referred to as annual increments,
which teachers wusually receive each year provided they have
not reached their maximum step and performed satisfactorily

during the preceeding school vyear. Statewide, increment
increases average about two to two and one-half percent of
annual salary. Teachers also receive salary increases when

they complete the educational requirements necessary to
change lanes 1in a salary schedule (e.g., finish a master’s

degree). Many districts also provide for longevity payments
and have separate schedules for additional compensation for

extra duties such as coaching,

Two types of salary information are examined in
detail below: 1) average percentage increases 1in teacher
salary accounts reached through the bargaining process--
salary settlements; and 2) changes in average teacher salary.
Salary settlements, which are discussed first, are reported
as a percentage increase in the school district salary
account and include the costs of teacher increments. These
figures represent anticipated rather than actual
expenditures. 1In addition, raises that individual teachers
receive will vary from the settlement reported for their
contract, depending on whether they are eligible for step
increases and how any additional increases are distributed
within the district salary schedule.

The second part of the analysis focuses on the average
teacher salary actually paid in Connecticut. Increases in
these figures represent real changes 1in compensation and
provide an indication of the impact contract settlements and
the state education enhancement act has had on teacher
salaries.
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Salary settlements. Information on statewide average
salary settlements for teacher contracts supplied by the
Connecticut Education Association 1is presented in Table
111-5. The table shows the average annual percent increase
for the first two vyears of each contract period for all
negotiating seasons since 1976-77.

Overall, statewide average settlements ranged from a low
of 5.98 percent for the 1977-78 contract year of 1976-77
contract negotiations to a high of 10.86 percent for 1985-86
contract year of the 1984-85 negotiating season. As the table
shows, average increases in teacher salary accounts have been
larger since the Teacher Negotiation Act went into effect
during the 1979-80 negotiating year.

Since the injitiation of binding arbitration, salary
settlements for teachers reached through arbitration have not
varied significantly from increases resulting from
negotiation or mediation. This 1is illustrated by Figure
I11-4, which presents statewide average settlement
information by type of resolution for the first contract year
of each negotiating period since 1980-81. 1In general, the
average salary account increase reached through arbitration
slightly exceeded negotiated and mediated settlement amounts.
However, in several vyears, notably the two prior to
implementation of the Education Enhancement Act in 1986-87,

gtatewide n\rbf.‘:«ge nancntiatad cott+]laoamanta woro ahout ono

LS and Sy 2=y o TS i W U e A f ¥ =)

percent higher than awarded increases.

The salary settlement data presented in Table III-5 and
Figure iIII-4 do not include any increases resulting from
state education enhancement grants that towns received during
1986-87 through 1988-89. Therefore, they indicate the
average level of local obligation for teacher salary account
increases. Without considering raises from enhancement
funding, the level of average increases has been fairly
consistent over time. The pattern of average annual teacher
salary account increases of more than nine percent was
established before the enhancement act passed, continued
during implementation of enhancement, and persisted into the
1988-89 post-enhancement negotiating season.

District salary settlements. Detailed information on
teacher salary settlements reached during the last
negotiating season for individual school districts is
presented in Appendix C. The appendix 1lists settlement
information chronologically for 134 of the 141 local and
regional school district teacher contracts resolved during
1988-89. (Settlement  date and/oxr  contract resolution
information were not available for the remainder.) No clear
time pattexrn among the 1988-89 salary settlements is evident
from an analysis of these data by settlement date.
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Table ITII-5. Statewide Average Teacher Contract Salary Settlements
{Percentage Increase in Salary Account).¥®

Neg. Contract All
Season Year Contracts Neg. Med. Stip. Award.
88-89 90-91 9.13 8.95 9.09 9.29 9.18
89-90 9.56 9.56 9.51 9.56 9.56
87-88 89~90 9.36 9.61 9.26 8.65 10.33
88-89 10.35 10.74 10.19 9.50 10.93
86-87 88-89 10.07 9.74 10.34 10.67 9.56
87-88 10.44 9.89 10.3840 10.38 10.33
85-86 87-88 10.38 11.10 9.93 10.21 10.30
86-87 10.86 11.52 10.55 10.34 10.40
84-85 86-87 9.86 10.55 9.76 9.75 9.76
85-86 10.52 11.18 10.64 9.80 9.82
83-84 85-86 9.33 9.39 9.26 9.47 9.35
84-85 9.52 9.66 9.41 9.55 9.48
82-83 84-85 .61 9.19 9.74 9.33 9.88
83-84 9.44 9.11 9.63 9.48 .57
81-82 83-84 10.11 10.11 9.54 10.24 10.29
82-83 10.09 10.16 9.83 10.13 10.45
80-81 82-83 9.64 9.68 9.32 9.41 10.36
81-82 9.64 9.71 9.51 9.42 9.87
79-80 81-82 uA N/A N/A N/A N/A
80-81 6.79 N/A N/A N/A N/A
78-79 80-81 6.79 N/A N/A N/A N/A
79~80 6.66 N/A N/A N/A N/A
77-78 79-80 6.41 N/A N/A N/A N/A
78-79 6.25 N/A N/A N/A N/A
76-77 78-79 UA N/A N/A N/A N/A
77-78 5.98 N/A N/A N/A N/A

N/A = not applicable; UA = unavailable
* Not including Education Enhancement Act funding

Source of Data: Connecticut Education Association.
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Figure IlI-4. Average Teacher Salary
Settlements* by Type of Resolution
1980-81 - 1988-89 Negotiating Seasons

Percentage Increase
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Data--on-—increases-—-in-district teacher salary accounts

for each vyear of the contract period, provided by the
Connecticut Association of Boards of Education (CABE), are
also included in the appendix, although final settlement data
were missing for 15 of the districts listed. 1In addition, in
a number of districts, increases were set for only one or two
yvears of the three year contract period presented.

The 1988-89 district salary settlement data included in
Appendix C are summarized in Table III-6. The table shows
the range of teacher salary account increases (minimum and
maximum values) amonyg the school districts overall, and for
negotiated, mediated, and arbitrated contracts. Average
(mean) percent increases as well as median increases {the
value where half the increases were more and half less) are
also presented for reference.

Overall, the teacher salary settlements for 126
contracts resolved in 1988-89 ranged from a minimum of 4.5 to
a maximum of 14.0 percent. The unusually low minimum in
1988-89 occurred in Bridgeport, a district with unique
financial difficulties. When Bridgeport is excluded, the
district minimum rises to a more representative 6.75 percent.

Salary settlement trends. A change in the pattern of

salary account increases averaging about 9 to 10 percent
experienced since the Teacher Negotiation Act went into
effect may be occurring. As Table III-6 shows, the mean of
third year (1991-92) settlements, overall and for each type

of contract resolution, was less than nine percent.

Whether +this is the beginning of a trend of lower
average salary settlements is uncertain at this time. Fewer
contracts are scheduled for negotiation during the current
(1989-90) season. As of November 30, 1989, only 5 teacher
