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FINDINGS OF FACT, OPINION AND ORDER

y 8tatem.nt of the Case
| i

On September 12, 197B the Chester Education Assoclation

h (heretlunafter "Assoclation") filed an unfair labor practlce
I' charge agalnst the Chester-Andover Board of School Directors |
(hereinafter "Schocol Board”) with the Vermont Labor Relations i
L Board. The charge alleged that the School Board had violated {
i 21 V.S.A. §1726(a)(1) & (5) by unilaterally implementing i

interim policles which changed the terms and conditions of

employment for the teachers while the School Board was negotia- J
, ting a new agreement with the Association. The School Board
1| filed its answer to the charge on October 5, 1§78. ;
. The matter came for a hearing before the Board on
', October 12, 1578. Chalrman Kimberly B. Cheney and Members
! William G. Kemsley, Sr., and Robert H. Brown, Esquire were
present. The Association was represented by Charles Ochmanski,
Executive Director of the Vermont Educatlon Association, and the

i School Board was represented by R. Bruce Freeman, Esquire. '

At the commencement of the hearing the partles stipulated f

that the charge brought by the Assoclation would be treated as a

| complaint issued in the name of the Board pursuant to the proce-
]

the Board ordered briefs and requests for findings to be submltted

|
j
}
!
]
L dures outined in 21 V.S.A. §1727(a). At the close of the evidence
i
i
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no later than Qctober 27, 1978.
FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Complainant, the Chester Education Assoclation, is
the exclusive bargalning representative of the teachers employed
by the Chester-Andover Schocl Board at the Chester-Andover
Flementary School in Chester, Vermont.

2. The Assoclation and the School Beoard entered into a
collective bargalning agreement, effective July 1, 1976, setting
forth the terms and conditions of employment for the teachers at
the elementary school.

3. Article 28 of the Agreement provides for automatic
renewal of the Agreement for one year perlods beginning each
succeeding July 1 unless elther party gives notice of 1its desire

to terminate or amend according to the regulaticn procedures of

- 16 V.8.A., Ch. 57 (Petitioner's Exhibit 1).

b, On August 24, 1977 Paul Stagner, Chairman of the

. Teachers Negotilations Committee, notified the School Board of the

Assoclation's desire to negotlate a new agreement for the 1978-79

school year (Petitioner's No, 2). This letter was acknowledged

by the School Board's negotiator, Harry S. Gale, Jr., on August 30

1977, confirming the commencement of negotlations (Petitioner's
No. 3).

5. The request to commence negotiations was made no later
than 120 days prior to the school district's annual meeting 1in
accordance with 16 V.S.A. §2003.
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6. During the perfod from Qctober, 1977 through the date !

of the hearing in this case, the parties have met between eilghteen:
and twenty times 1in collective bargaining and negotiating sessions;

To the date of the hearing the parties have been unable to reach

l
!
agreement on a successor contract.
7. The master agreement of July, 1976 terminated on l
June 30, 1978 in accordance with provisions of Article 28 of that :
agreement as cited 1n Paragraph 3 above. !
B. On May 16, 1978 Mr. Stagner wrote to Mr. Gale stating l
that in the event no agreement had been finalized between the :
parties by the commencement of the 1978-79 achool year, it was

|
the Association's position that the School Board could not make any

-unilateral changes in the terms and conditions of employment of

the teachers until the negotiations process had been completed.
(Petitioner's No. 5). On June 2, 1978 Mr. Stagner again wrote
Mr. Gale stating that since he had received no response to his
letter of May 16, he assumed that the School Board concurred with
the Association's positlion as stated in that earller letter ‘
(Petitloner's No. €). . !
9. During the summer of 1978 the Schocl Board, being aware
of the likelihood that the parties would not reach agreement on
a successor contract prior to the opening of school, directed |
the Superintendent, Dr. Paul Ippolitc, to consider the problem i
and make a recommendatlion. The Superintendent recommended the i
adoption of an interim policy to govern teacher-personnel relation1

until a new contract had been negotiated.
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10. On August 21, 1978 at a regular meeting of the
Chester-Andover Board of School Directors, the Superintendent
recommended to the Board that an interim policy should be adopted,
The interim policy was discussed at the meeting, and it was decided
to warn the pollicy, as a regulation, the next day, to be adopted
at the next regular meeting {(Petitioner's No. 7).

12. A letter dated August 21, 1978 was sent from the
Superintendent to the faculty and staff of the Chester-Andover
Elementary School stating that negotiations between the teachers
and the School Board were still in process and that in the mean-
while: "as operational needs develop, the Board will publish
policies to ensure that the system functions 1in a sound fashion anq
to ensure a continuation of a quality education for the children
of our school district"™ (Employer's Exhibit C).

12. On August 30, 1978 the agenda of the September 5, 1978
School Board meeting was warned. One of the items on the agenda
was the finalization of the "interim operational policy - teacher
peraonnel”™ (Petitionsr's No. 9).

13. At the regular scheduled meeting of the School Board
on Septamﬁer 5, 1918, the "interim operational board policy -
teacher personnei' was adopted by the full board unanimously
(Petitioner’s No. 10 & No. 11).

14. At both the School Board meeting of August 21 and the
meeting of Sep@ember 5, 1978, Mrs. Marion Milanese was 1in
attendance. Mrs. Milanese 1s a member of the Assoclatlon Fnd 1s a

member of their negotlating committee.
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allow persons in attendance at School Board meetings to make
commente concerning business that was under discussion by the
Board. No comments or objJections to the interim policy were
ralsed by any of the teachers in attendance at the September 5th
meeting of the School Boarad.

September 5th made the following changes in the provisions of the

0ld master agreement which had expired:

15. It was a custom and practice of the School Board to

16. ' The interim policy as adopted by the School Board on

a. The firat article of the "interim operational
policy states that the employment for the 1978-79 school
year shall be in accordance with the 1977-78 individual
teacher contract. In other words the teachers were to be
pald at the same salaries as they had received in 1977-78
rather than move up the salary schedule in the expired
agreement which raises the teachers' salaries by incremen-
tal steps for each year'taught.

b. Article 3 of the "interim operational policy"
provides that the School Board will make the final dispositio
in the grievance procedure. The old master agreement had pro
vidgd for binding arbitration as the final step in the
griavance procedure.

c. Article 4(2) relating to personal leaves provides
that elig!bllity for personal leave must be approved at the
sole discretion of the superintendent and that a written

requeat for a personal leave must be presented to the
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superintendent at least 24 hours prior Lo any such persocnal

lcave, The old master agreement provided for three pald

perscnal leave days, however 1t did not require the teacher
to request leave in advance nor did it leave the granting of
that request to the sole discretion of the superintendent

(Petitioner's No. 11 and Petitioner's No, 1).

17. A copy of the interlm pclicy was never sent to the
Asaocclation prior to 1ts adoption on September 5 or after that
time.

18, No objections to the interim policy, either formally
by the Associatlon or informally by any individual teacher were
made to either the superintendent or any schoocl board member.

The Chairman of the School Board stated that, 1f any objections
had been raised to the contents of the interim policy, the policy
would have been reconsidered in light of the cobjections, and may
have been revised. The Chalrman of the School Board further
stated that the Board considered the adoption of the policy to

be necessary 1n oprder to scundly administer the aschool district
during the between contract periocd and as separate from negotiatio

19. 'On September 11, 1978 Mr. Gale sent a letter to Mr.
Stagner stating that:

As promised and in response to your qQuestions

.at our negotiating sessions of Auguset 30th,

this 18 to advise you that the Assoclation

should feel free to ralse any questions or issues

whicghgou consider negotlable in connection with

the ption of interim operational policy by

the Chester-Andover School Board.
At the next negotiations sesglon between the partles on Sebtember
the interim policy’uau not discussed and impasse was declared by

the Assoclation.
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21. On September 14, 1978 Mr. Stagner sent a letter to
Mr. Gale confirming the Association's declaration of impasse.

The letter stated that the Asscciation preferred to by-pass
mediation and go directly to fact-finding and that the Association
would send Mr. Gale a detailed 1list of items which the Association
conslidered to be unsettled (Petitioner's No. 12).

22, On October U4, 1978 Mr. Gale wrote a letter to Mr.
Stagner suggesting that the parties hold é negotiation session
to attempt to identify specific i1ssues which remailned unresolved
and "to discuas poseible ways in which settlement could be
reached". V

23. The teachers crganization accepted the proposal made by
the School Board and agreed to meet to attempt to sort cut the
outstanding differences between the parties. There is no
evidence of the reaultﬁ of that meeting.

24, GOrievance procedurg, Balaries and personal leave
policies were subjects under discussion by the parties 1in their
negotiations for a successor agreement.

25. .The School Board denies that the policies were adopted
pursuant to 16 V.S3.A. $§2008.

26. To the date of this order, thils Board has received no
information that the parties have succeeded in reaching agreement

on a successor contract.
-«
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OPINION
The unfalr labor practice complaint brought by the Asscclation
charges that the School Board violated 21 V.S.A. §1726(a)(1) and
(a)(5) by:

1. Unilaterally adopting interim policies which change

the existing terms and conditions of employment, before

full compliance with Chapter 57 of Title 16; and

2. The unilateral implementation of such policies in a

manner which c¢lircumvented the recognized collective bar-

galning agent,

The Assoclation argues that the interim policy was unilaterallv
adopted by the School Board at the September 5 School Board meet-
ing and that they changed the terms and conditicns of employment
as they exigted under the expired contract. While the Aascociation
concedes that the School Board may make unllateral changes after
a contract has expired, they maintain that such changes may nhot be
adopted prior to completing the negotiating process by complying
with the collective bargalning statutes for teachers contained 1in
16 V.S.A. Chapter 57. Since Ehe parties 1n this case were still
in the processa of negotlating and neither side had declared an
impasse or invoked fact-finding, the Assoclation asserts that the
School Boardt's actions were an unfalr labor practice in violation
of 21 V.S.A. §1726(a}(5). Furthermore, the Assoclation argues that
the Schocol Beoard's implementation of the policies circumvented the
Assoclation in violation of §1726(a)(1).

The School #eard, on the other hand, maintains that since
the policlesd were adopted as regulations pursuant to 16 V.S.A.

§563 rather than as a final decision under 16 V.S5.A. §2008, there

.
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was no requirement that an impasse be reached or fact-finding
invoked prilor to thelr adoption. The School Beard argues that the
changes were not unilateral since the policles were adopted at

a public meeting of the School Board at which a member of the
Assoclatlon's bargaining team was present. According to the
School Board, the iInterim policies were necessary to regulate
teacher personnel matters on an interim basis in the absence 5p

a new contract and that their adoption wés not outside the scope
of thelr authority by virtue of their duty to bargain. The School
Board maintaina that absent a showlng of improper motlive on their
part or actual prejudlce to the teachers, no unfair labor practice
was committed.

The unfailr labor practice statutes contalned in Vermont's
Municipal Labor Relations Act, as well as the definltion of the
duty tc bargain in Vermont's labor relations act for teachers
(16 V.5.A. §2001), reflect similar provisions In the National
Labor Relatlons Act. In priér labor decisions involving parallel
federal leglslation, the Vermont Supreme Court and this Beoard have
consistently looked to federal declsions interpreting the N.L.R.A.

for guidance. In re Southwestern Education Association (#199-77;

June Term 1978); Ohland v. Dubay 133 Vt. 300, 336 A.2d 203 (1975).

A3 a general principle, federal courts have upheld N.L.R.B.
rulings that unilateral changes 1n working conditlions following
termination of & collective bargalning agreement and during negc-
tiations for a successor agreement, are permitted only after the
parties have reached an impasse 1n negotiations. 18C Business
Organizations, Kheel, Labor Law §1604(5) at 16-68 (1978).
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In N.L.R.B. v. Katz 369 U.S. 736, B2 sS.Ct. 1107, 8 L.Ed 230

{1960), the U.S. Supreme Court held that an employer which, uni-
laterally granted merit Increases, changed sick leave policy and
policy concerning increases 1in wages, while it was carrying on
contract negotlations with the union concerning those very matters,
violated the statutory duty to bargain:

"An employer's unilateral change in conditions of

employment under negotiations 18 a .. viclation

of §8{a)(5), for it is a circumvention of the duty

tc negotiate which frustrates the objectives of

§8(a)(5) much as does a flat refusal." 1d, 82 sS.cCt.

at 111.

Section 8(a)(5) of the N.L.R.A,, like 21 V.8.A., §1726(a)(5),

makes 1t an unfair labor practice for an employer to refuse to
bargain 1in good faith. In Katz 1d, the U.S5. Supreme Court ruled
that unilateral imposition of terms of employment during the time
the employer 1s under a legal duty to bargain in good faith, 1is
the very antithesls of bargaining and 4is a per se violation of the
duty to bargain whatever the subjective good faith of the parties
may be.

This 1s not to say that an employer 1s never free after
termination of a contract to unilaterally change conditions
previcusly established by the 0ld contract. The question is when
and under what circumstances/egg parties relieved frcm the statu-
tory duty to bargain. The duty imposed on the parties to bargain
collectively dows not obligate a party to make concessions or
yleld a position fairly maintained. If the parties have bargained
in good faith and are unable to reach an agreement, then either
party 1s free to deﬁlaro an impasse. Federal courts have ruled
that once the partles are deadlocked and an impasse exists, the

employer 1s then free to unilaterally change the conditicns and
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terms of employment. N.L.R.B. v. Tex Tan, Inc. 31B F.2d 472, uB2
(1963).

"A collective bargaining agreement 1is not an ordinary

contract™ N.L.R.B. v. Cone Mills Corporation 373 F.2d 595,

598 (1967). Under ordinary contract law, the parties are
relieved of their obligations to each cther once the contract

has explired. However, to the extent that labor law governs the
actions of the parties to a collective bérgaining agreement after
the expiration of a contract, the parties are under an obligation
to bargain in good faith over matters which are set forth in the
statutes as mandatory subjects of bargaining., While this obli-
gation does not necessgarily prevent the employer from implementing
decisions which change the conditions of employment as they
exlsted under the expired contract, it does restrict how and

when the employer may ao so {1d at 598). This obligation 1is not
derived from the survival of the old contract, but from the
statutory provisions which impose on both parties a duty to
bargain in good faith.

With these geneéral principles in mind, we must now view the
charge brought by the Association in light of Vermont's own labor
law. 21 V.3.A. §1735 of the Municipal Labor Relations Act provideq
that certified teachers are covered by the provislons of 21 V.S.A.
§1726-29 for the purpdses of representation in, and prevention of,
unfair labor p;.qtilcl. This section states that nothing in 1t
shall be taken te alter or repeal the provisions of Chapter 57 of

Title 16 relating to labor relations for teachers.
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Chapter 57 of Title 16 provides statutory guidelines for
collective bargaining between school boards and recognized
teacher organizations. If the parties are not able to reach an
agreement after bargaining in good faith, then under 16 V.S.A.
§2007, either party may request that any or all unresolved issues
be submitted to a fact-finding committee. The report of the
fact-finding committee is advisory only and is not binding on
either party. However, the statute does'provide that the report
shall be made public by the fact~finding committee if the 1ssues
in dispute have not been resclved within ten days of delivery of
the report. Once the provisions of Chaptér 57 have been fully
complied with, then under 16 V.S.A. §2008 the school board may
make final decislions regarding matters in dispute under negotia-

tions. N.C. Education Assoclation v. Brighton School Board (VLRB

opinion Jan. 23, 1976)

The legislative intent in adopting these statutory procedures
was to provide for the orderiy resolution of labor dilsputes betwee
teachers and school boards in a manner which doesa not interfere
with the necessity of on-going public education. Under 16 V.S.A.
§2003 the teacher organization must request the commencement of
negotiations on a na‘ contract no later than 120 days prior to the
school distriet's annuasl meeting. This time frame allows the
union and the school board ample time to negotiate a successor
contract or invoke the fact-finding procedures under $2007 and, if
necessary, rinality of decisions under §2008, prior to the school

district's annual meeting. Accordingly, any budget increases
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resulting from the new contract can be properly approved prior
to the expiration of the old contract.

In the instant case, negotiations for a successor contract hatve
been in process for over a year and to our knowledge no agreement
has been reached by the parties. Pricr to the adoption of the
interim policy 1n September neither side had declared an impasse
or requested fact-finding under §2007. Neither party has accused
the other of subjective bad faith. Yet'each, for its own reasons,
has carefully avoided setting in motion the atatutory machinery
by which the School Board can unquestionably impose unilateral
terms on the teachers. The teachers unddubtedly feel they can
improve thelr posiltion by negotiation and want to avoild having
the terms of employment dictated by the Board. The Board, on the
other hand, may be inclined to reél an 1lmposed settlement will
generate animosity and rezslstance, whereas a negotiated one would
not, and hence would lead to a better educational process. Thus,
although the Gordian knot coﬁld have been cut by either party
within the time set by the Legislature, the parties have preferred
delay, eqch seeking advantage by the passage of time, or on-going
bargaining. In short, no impasse has been declared.

Although no subjective bad faith has been clalmed to exist, wq
must still determine if an unfalr labor practice has occurred in
violation of 26 V.S.A. $#1726{a)(5). (cf Katz, supra) In making
that determination, we must initially answer two questions based
on the evidence bdefore us: the first is whether the policles
changed terms and osonditions of employment which were mandatory
bargaining subjectg;eand the second is whether the policlies were

adopted unilaterally. 438




There 1s no question that freezing wages, altering
the grievance praocedure and the procedure for taking personal
leave changed the terms and conditlons of employment. PFurther-
more, wages, grilevance procedure and personal leave are all
subjects of mandatory bargaining under 16 V.S.A. §2004 and were,
in fact, under negotiatlon by the parties during their bargaining
gessions for a new contract prior to the adoption of the interim
policies,

The School Board argues that the changes were not unilateralljy
adopted since members of the negotiating team were present at the
School Board meetings at which the policiés were discussed and
were adopted. The Chalrman of the School Beoard maintains further
that had any obJectlons been voiced by the teachers or the Associad
tion either formally or informally, the pollicies would have been
reconsidered and might have been revisged.

While we do not doubt the Chairman's sincerity, we belleve
the actlon should be regarded as unilateral. The presence of a
member of the teachera' negotieting team at a School Board meeting
ia not diptinguishable from the presence of any other member of
the general public. While a teacher, or any member of the general
public, may be free to volce an objection or an opinion at such a
meeting, the School Board is under no obligation to consider the
objections gr Justify their subsequent decisions in light of them.
In short, the School Board ils under no legal duty to bargain or

negotiate in that context.
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Even 1f we accept as true the Scheol Board's contention that
modification of the policles would have been made if objections
had been raised, this does not alter the fact that the removal of
the decislon making process out of the collective bargaining forum
and into the regulatory process, places the unlon or 1ts represen-
tatives on such unequal footing with the employer as to discourage
honest discussion. Unlike the situation at the bargaining table,
the School Board has the last word at its own meetings and,
therefore, almost by definition, decisionaz made in that context
are unilateral.

Moreover, in our opinion the School Board does not have the
statutory authority to make labor relations decisions through the
regulatory procedures established in 16 V.S.A. §563 1f the Board
has recognized a collectlve bargalning agent. Wages and terms
of employment which are mandatory subjects of bargaining are
required to be eatablished either through collective bargaining
or under 16 V.S8.A. §2008. By implication they are nat
"regulations”™ which may be adopted by the School Board under
16 V.S.A. §563. Hence, we conclude that the interim policies
were unilaterally adopted in fact and that the process for
adoption was not autherized by statute.

In N.C. Education Association v. Brighton School Board (Jan.

23, 1976), this Board found that the school board had committed
an unfalr llbo!“practice by making unilateral changes in personnel
policy pursuant to 16 V.S.A. §2008 prior to completing the fact-

finding process provided for in 16 V.S.A. §2007. 1 In that case

ithe Vermont Supreme Court subsequently dismissed an appeal 1in
this case brought by the school board on the grounds that since
the parties had in the interim reached agreement on & successor
contract, the lesue was moot. N.C. Education Associstion v,

Brighton §chool Board 135 Vt. 451.
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the school board made unilateral changes 1in personnel policy by
invoking §2008 after declaring an impasse and invoking fact-
finding under §2007. The fact-finders' report, however, had not
been made public prior to the school board invoking §2008 and 1t
was this fallure to complete the negotlations proceas as mandated
by the statute which caused the Board to find an unfair labor
practice. While the School Board in this case has made unilateral
changes by invoking §563 rather than §2008, the results are the
same. Although the procedure may be different, the substantive
result 1a to circumvent the collective bargaining procedures as
set forth in 16 V.S.A. Chapter 57.

In their brief, the School Board cites V.S.E.A. v. State of

Vermont 134 Vv¢. 195, 357 A.2d 125 (1976), in which the Supreme
Court overruled a finding by this Board that the State of Vermont
had committed an unfair labor practice by unilaterally reducing
the work week and wages of Highway Department employees after the
expiration of a contract and'prior to declaring impasse in nego-
tiations for a successor agreement, That case, however, is clearl]
distinguishable from this case in that it arose under the State
Labor Relﬁtiona Act, 3 V.5.A. §501 et seq, and not under the
Municipal Labor Relatlons Act.

In coneclusion, we find that the School Board in this case
did commit an unfair labor practice by implementing the interim
policles whichhanged the terme and conditions of employment.
Under the Teachera lLabor Relations Act, the School Board 1s
obligated to bargn;n in good falith over mandatory subjects of

bargaining unfil the parties reach impasse and invoke the
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fact-finding process under §2007. By statute it can only make
unlilateral decisions which affect the terms and conditions of
employment after compliance with the procedures of the Teachers
Labor Relations Act. Implementing unllateral changes which
directly affect subjJects which are being negotiated at the bar-
gaining table while maintaining that good falth negotlations are
continuing, 1s contradictory in fact and In law, and 18 a per se
viclation of the duty to bargain that acﬁion, therefore, an unfair
labor practice under 21 V.S.A. §1726{(a)(5). In view of this
conclusion we find that 1t 1s unnecessary to determine if the
School Board's actions also constitute a violation of 21 V.5.A.
§1726(a)(1).

The Scheool Board 1in its brief urges thils Board not to unduly

intrude in the bargalning process and cites American Shipbuillding

Company v. N.L.R.B. 380 U.S. 300, B5 8.Ct. 955, 13 L.2d 855 (1965)

in which the Court admonished the N.L.R.B, against attempting to
equalize the bargalning poaitﬁons of parties to the bargaining
process. That case, however, 1s distingulshable from this case
in that the employer did not unilaterally change the ccnditions
of employment until after impasse had been reached. Thus there
was no per se viclation of the duty to bargailn since bargaining
was not going on.

In N.L.R.B. v. Katz, supra, the Supreme Court remanded the
case ta the Court of Appeals to enforce the N.L.R.B.'s order to
cease and delilt‘rrom implementing unllateral changes; stating
that:

"The Boafd is authorized to order the cessation of

behavior which is in effect a refusal to negotiate."
14, 82 8.Ct. at 114
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Similarly, we view our duty here to carry out the Vermont Legis-
lative mandate that good falth bargaining occur. If that mandate
equalizes the bargaining positionse, it 1s far different from this
Board fashloning an economic weapon for teachers. Thus 1n light
of our finding of an unfair labor practice and in light of the
ruling in Katz as clted above as well as this Beard's authority
under 21 V.S.A. §1727(d) to prevent unfalr labor practices, we
conclude that the Chester-Andover SchoolvBoard must cease and
desist from enforcing interim pollcies which change the condifione
of employment untll such time as the provisions of Chapter 57,
Title 16 have been complied with.

The School Board's position in this case is an attempt to
have it both ways: to claim they are bargalning 1in good falth
with thelr employees whille at the same time imposing terms on
them. In our view thia position not only short circuits the
collective bargaining process as it has been esatablished by statutd

and by law but 1s alao the antithesis of good human relations.

ORDER

In view of our authority to prevent unfair labor practices
under 21 V.S.A. §1727(d), it is hereby ORDERED that the Respondent
Chester-Andover School Board shall:

1. Cease and deslst from:

(a) Refusing tc negotiate collectively in good faith
with the Chester Education Assoclation concerning

terms and conditions of employment.

443-




(b} Unilaterally altering terms and conditions of
employment of 1ts teachers durilng the course of
collective negotiations with the Chester Education
Assoclation.

(¢) Enforcing the interim policies adopted on
September 5, 1978 which change conditions of
employment that existed previously until such time
as the provision of Chapter 57, Title 16 has been
complied with.

2. Take the following affirmative action:

{a) Negotlate collectively in good faith with the Chester
Education Assoclation concerning terms and conditions
of employment.

{b) During the course of collective negotiations with
the Chester Educatlon Assoclation, pay 1ts teachers
incerements pursuant to the 1977-785 salary schedule.

(¢) Pay its teachers the monetary difference between the
amounts they would have received had their increments
not been unilaterally withheld, and the amounts they
were in fact paid since the commencement of the
1978-79 achool year.

Dated this J{™ day of December, 1978 at Montpelier, Vermont.

VERMONT LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
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