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BACKGROUND INFOR}ÍATION

The Ramapo Indian Hi11s Regional High School Dístrict ("Ramapo

lfndian Hi1ls" or (6District") is a grade nine through twelve school

district comprising of two high schools, Ramapo High School and

Indian Hills High School. The District serves students from the

Borough of Franklin Lakes, Borough of Oakland, and the Township of

triyckof f (collectively the 6(FLO!rl Districts") .

lfne namapo Indian Hills Hígh School Board of Education ("the

Board") and the Ramapo Indian Hills Education Associati-on

("lAssociation") are parties to a collective negotiations agreement

for the period beginning July 1, 2013 and ending June 30, 2016

(*CNA' or "Agreement"). (Ex. 83).t Negotiations for a successor

Agreement commenced in November 2015. After five negotiations

sessions, the Assocílation filed for impasse on March 30, 20L6.

Two unsuccessful mediation sessions v/ere held on July 19,

20L6, and October 13, 20L6. The matter then proceeded to fact-

finding. On February 7, 20L7, the parties engaged in a lengthy

fact-finding mediation session, but again, were unable to reach an

lagreement. Thereafter, the parties met on several more occasions

without a medíator or fact-finder, i-ncluding on September 12, 2017,

wherein representatives from the New Jersey School Boards

AssociatÍon (*NJSBA') and ltfte New Jersey Educatíon Associatlon

L Exhibits submitted at the fact-lfindíng hearing by the Associatíon are cited.
as "A" fo11owed by the stamped page number (e.g., A1-1), and exhibits submitted
þy the Board are cited as (<8" followed by the numbered tab (e.g., Bl).
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(*NJEA') particípated and assisted in mutually developing salary

lguides, which the parti-es tentatively agreed upon, along with a

number of other proposals, including a restructured longevi-ty

guide. Unfortunately, the parties were unable to reach a formal

final agreement. (18". B2). As a result, a facr-fínding hearing was

held on November 28, 2017, ãt which time the parties submitted

their final proposals. However, the AssociatÍon requested and was

afforded an opportunity to revise its final proposal, which \^ras

lsubmitted on December 15, 2OI7 .

The Association represents 304.72 Fu11-Time Equivalent

(*FTE') staff members, comprising of 220,40 FTE teachers; ll FTE

supplemental teachers; L9.70 FTE teaching assistants, 25.84 FTE

administrative assistants; 3 FTE technology aides t 12 FTE

custodians/maintenance/grounds staff members; and 12.78 FTE

security aides. (Ex. 84) . The total base year salaries for

teachers, inclusíve of longevity, ii" $15,547,20I, þitn a cost of

íncrement of 3,.56"/.. (Ex. 84). The total base year salaries for all

lstaf f members , inclusive of longevity, is $ 19 , 034 ,OI7 .26 , with a

cost of increment of 3.I0"Á. (Ex. 84).

It is the Board's position that the crux of these negotiations

center upon reducing the exorbitant cþst of longevity, which

hístorically the partíes have acknowledged þeeds to be ad.dressed.,

and redistributing the money saved from restructuring longevity to

fund' more competitive and equitable salaries. The Association's

proposals center on reducing its staff members' health insurance
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contri-bution percentage, whi-ch the Board had made abundantly clear

from the onset that ít would not agree to, as it would rather focus

on offering a competitive salary increase for the staff members.
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BOARD'S FINAL PROPOSAL2

1. Salary

The Board proposes the following salary increases inclusive
l"f increment and longevity:

Teaching staff members

o 2016-2017 0%, no i-ncrement or longevity payment.

o 20L7 -2018 - 5"/"

o 2018-2019 - 3.88%

o The salary guide mutually developed by the þarties at
Ithe September 12, 2OI7 meeting.3

Support staff members

o 20I6-20L7 - 2.78"A

. 20L7-20L8 - 2.78"/"

. 2018-2019 2.78%

2. Longevity

Teaching staff members

a

a

f,ongevÍty sha11 be frozen ín year one of the Agreement.
There sha11 be no longevity payment issued. However,
the staff members wí1l receive a credit for service in
year one of the Agreement.
For those teaching staff members currently on Step A
(tenure to 11 years of servicel) and Step B (L2 to 15
l.
fyears of service) , they will remain on their respective
lSteps until reaching Longevity Tier I (in others words,
lan employee in Step A will never move into Step B) .

Steps A and B will be eliminated prospectively for all
ner,\r hires and staf f members not currently on either
Step.

Ex

þ"
2
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he funds saved from this restructuring of longevíty is
edistributed back ínto the salary guide.

lr
I,

a

Support staff members

Longevity shall be ftozen in year one of the Agreement

Itor all support staf f members. There shall be no
longevity payment j-ssued. However, the staff members

þiff receive a credít for service in year one of the
Agreement.
Support staff members currenÈly receiving longevity only
shal1 not move up j-nto Ëhe next tier, and sha11 be
eligible to receive an increase in longevity upon

lreaching the requisite number of years of service set
forth in the top/final tj.er lof ttreir respectíve longevity
chart.
Likewise, all other support staff members not currently
recelving longevitv pay will not be eligible for
llongevity until accruing the requisite ttnrnþ.t of years
of service as set forth j-n the top/final tier of their
respective longevity chart.
The funds saved from thís restructuring of longevity is
redistributed back into the salaries.

a

a

o

3

5

Article W, Sectíon
Teaching Load

page 43 Teaching Hours and

The Board proposes removing Article XV, Section F.2, which
provides that teachers in certain stipend þositions shal1
be released from supervisory assignments in lieu of
linstructional assignments .

Artícle W, Section 8.2, page 43 Teaching Hours and
Teachíng Load

The Board proposes removing Article XV, Section 8.2, which
provides that non-lregular classroom teachers shal1 be
provided with preparation time to the same extent as
regular classroom teachers.

lArticle )OffI, Sectíons A.4-7, F, and G, Pages 58-i61,
Professional Development and Educational Improvement

F .2,

4

The Board proposes to revise
line third party credits f.or

Article XXVI, to limit on-
salary advancement purposes
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to no more than six per year; increase tuitíon
reimbursement from $1r600 to $21400 per teacherr per yea:ri
increase the number of credits allowed for reimbursement
from 6 to 12; clarify language regarding the maximum number
of credits teachers can take per semester; and remove
redundant, þnttecessaryl, and outdated language f rom the
Article.

Article XXVIII, Sectioû F, Supplemental Teachers, page 68,
and Appendix B, page L27

]ffre Board proposes to remove Article XXVIII, Section F,
and incorporate a nerÁr provision inËo Article XLVI,
"Miscellaneous Provisions Governíng All Members of the
Unitr" to provide Ëhat all staff members, rather than only
supplemental teachersr ilêy serve as coordinators of SATs

lo. other tests administered to classif ied students at a
rate of $45 per student.

[rtícle VIII, Sectíon
page 22

Temporary Leaves of Absence,

The þoard proposes to revise ArLicle VIII, Section 8.3, to
al1ow employees to carry over unused personal days to a
Compassionate Care Day bank to care for a spouse, child or
parent. An employee wíll be allowed to accumulate up to
three Compassionate Care Days in his /her bank.

8. Article XI, Insurance Protection¡ page 30

The Board proposes to revise Article XI to incorporate
language that contributions shall be at the Tier 4 rate
lset forth in Chapter 78; remove any reference to a specific
health benefits p1an, but to índicate that any plan will
mírror the School Employees' þea1th Benefits plan; and to
remove subsections which are neither relevant nor
þe".""ary.

6

8.3,7
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9 Section 4, Extra Compensation for Custodíans,

The Board proposes to remove Appendilx

Appendix D

page 130

Charge License stiPend because
necessary to operate the boílers
current staff member receíving
lgrandf athered.

this
in
the

D, Section 4,
license is

the DisËríc!.
stipend will

In-
not
The
be

f0. ScheduLe B, Salary Guide Supplement, pages LL7-I2O

The Board p.oplo"." to add the G^y /straight Alliance Club
and Dance Club as new Group 4 Clubs land Activíties, as

requested by the Assocíation.
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1

lA,ssoct¿,rtou's rru¡,r pnopos¿,t o

Health Insurance, Artícl-e XI5

Employeesl' health insurance maximum
percentage capped at 22"A beginning in year
Agreement.

contrlbution
two of the

2. Salary6

Teaching staff members

Increment movement for all three years of the Agreement,
inclusive of longevity, with an additional $500 at the top
of the guide for each year, amountíng to the following
percentage increases:

2016-2017 - 3 .71%

20r7-20L8 - 3.44"/.

20rg-20r9 - 3.5t%

Support staff members

2016-2017 - 2.95%

2017 -20L8 2.95"/"

20L8-20r9 2.957"

Schedule B Sal-ary Guide SuppJ-ement

Propose a percentage increase with the intenti-on to provide
for all units to move one step on Ëheir respective guíde
for each year of the Agreement and for no steps to be added
to any of the guides.

a Ex. A4-4 to 4-I2. Note that at the fact-finding hearíng, the Association
withdrew Associatíon Proposals Nos . 7 and 25.
I F""ftn ínsurance proposal included lin .loseph Tondi's December 15, 2OI7 email
Ito Fact-Finder, Joseph Lícata.
6 Salary proposal included in Joseph Tondi's December 15, 2017 email to Fact-
þindur, Joseph Licata.

3
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4. þrofessional Devel-opment and Educational- Improvement,

5

Article XXVI

Increase tuit j-on reimbursement f rom $ I ,600 to $2 ,400 if or
each teacher, per yeat.

Class Coveragel, Artícle XXIII

For each class covered as a substitute, volunteer
assigned teacher, increase the rate of pay from $24 to
per class covered.

and
ç44

ScheduLe B Salary Guide Supplement

Add the Gay / Straight Alliance Advisor (one at each school)
to Group 4 Clubs and Activitíes; and RIH Dance Team Advisor
to Group 5 Clubs and Actívities.7

SuppJ-emental Teachers' Instructional hlork Day, ArtícLe
)üVIII

The instructíonal work days shall be defined as .8, rather
than ,542 of the teacher's instructional work day.

9-11. Longevity, ArticLes )üVIII' XXXI, and )OOffI

Restructure longevity tiers for administrative
assistances, technical assistants, and i-nstructional
aides to reduce the number of years of service requíred
to attain longevity, and increase longevity compensation
in each restructured tier.

lItr.."a"" the longevity compensation in each tier f or

lsecurity aides.

Supplemental teachers shall receive the 1""*" longevity
l.o*p..t"ttion as teachers.

7 At Èhe fact-finding hearing, the Assoeiation wíthdrew its proposal to include
Bird ¡Iatching Club Advisor and Anime Club Advisor, as well as its proposal to
divide the District Debate Team into one team at each school with one advisor
at each school.

6

8

a

o

.a
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12. Extra compensatíon for Custodíans, Maintenance, Grounds,
and Securíty, Appendíx D

For employees holding an electrj-cian, carpenter, plumber,
lor f ertilizer license, they shall receive an additional
$600 per lli."nse, per school year.

14. TechnicaL Assístants - Stipend for Certíficatíod, Appendíx
D

Technical assistants who attain certain certifications will
be paid an additional sum per school yearr pêr
lcertif icatÍon.

L6. Admínístrative Assistants' CaLendar, Artícle XXXIIIs

Adrninístratj-ve Assistants employed for 10 months are to
work the calendar of the teacher unit members plus three
work days beyond the last day for teachers in June, not to
exceed 193 days ín total, and not to begin before September
I or extend beyond June 30.

17 . lAdministrative Assistants Salary Grades, ScheduLe A-2

All adminj.strative assistants be moved up one salary grade
and elimínate Salary Grade 1.

18. Staff Development and Educatíonal Improvement for
Custodians, Maíntenance, and Grounds employees, Article XLI

hiith prior approval of the Superintendent of Schools, the
Board agrees to pay L00"/" of the cost of tuition of job-
related in service and professional development courses
taken by custodial, maintenance, and grounds staff members.

19. llnstructional Aides' I{ork Schedule, Article XXIX

Instructional aides' work day sha11 consist of a minimum
40 minute preparation period, exclusive of a 40 minute
duty-free lunch period, rather than a 20 þinute break
period.

8 The Board has tentatívely agreed to this proposal.

{F&H00128169 .DOCKl4} 10



2I. Uniforms - Gustodians, Maíntenance, Grounds, and Security,
Appendix De

Clothing order must be in the Business Adrninistrator's
office by September 15, rather than September 30, for each

þear, and must be available within 60 calendar days.

22. ff itf. change f or Technícal- Assistantsro

Fffr" term "Technical Assistant" shall be replaced with the
term'(Technícal Support Specialist."

23. lSecuríty Aides - ls"l*"y Schedule, Schedule A-811

Correct a typographical error in the 14th year tier of the
longevíty schedule, which should indícate an amount of
$1,550, rather than $1'500.

24. þrnployee Rights, Article IV

Regarding complaints made about staff members, the

lprovision is to be revised to include, in addítion to
complaints made to an admínistrator, complaints made to a

supervísor; and in addítion to complaJ-nts made by parents
or students, complaints may be made by a community member

or any other administrator or supervisor.

26. feaching Evaluation Reports, Artícle XX

Revíse the Article to include additional language
establishing that la copy of any class visit or evaluation
report sha11 be provided to the teaching staff member

þittrin five days of the visit, and that the Association
has the right to negotiate the impact on terms and

condítions of employment of any change Ëo the current or
development of a nel,\r evaluation model prior to the
implementation of that model.

e lffre Board is willí-ng to consider this proposal but must emphasís that the
Itimeline for the delivery of the uniforms is not within its control once the
þrder is placed. Rather the delívery will be dictated by the manufacturer and
avaílabí1ity þf the uniforms.
10 Thís was formally agreed upon by the partíes ín Memorandum of Agreement No.
1. (Ex. 85) .
11 The Board has tentaÈive1y agreed to this proposal.
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I
BOARD' S FACT-FINDING ARGUMENTS

Ftt" Board'ls longevity proposals are lttoa only
reasonable and comparablel, but necessary,
particularly with regard to íts lteaching staf f
members, in order to fund a more competítíve and
equítable teachers' salary guíde, given that
teaehers' J-ongevíty þegins after only four years of
service; accounts for 3.1% of. the base salary; and
contributes to a cost of increment of 3.56%.

Ftt" Board's longevity proposals are not only reasonable and

comparable, but necessary, to address the extraordinarily higtt

cost of increment and the teachers' salaries at the lower step of

the guide, which are neither comparable nor competitive.

Remarkably, for teaching staff members, the parties' Agreement

provides for longevíty Step A, begínning with the year tenure is

obtaíned, or otherwise put, af.ter the completion of only four years

of service. (Ex. P20). Thereafter, longevity pay increases in lstep

B wíth L2 years of service, land lwitn Tiers I through 5, at 16 years

of services, and contínues for those staff members with a master's

degree at 20r 24, and 30 years of service, respectively. (Ex.820).

Importantly, the Step B longevity amount of $2,400 remains with a

staff member through their tenure in the District, and is

eventually added to Ëhe longevity payment a sËaff member receives

lp"r y.rr upon reaching Tiers I through 5.r2 (Ex. B3).

The cost of longevity to the Board in 2015-12016 was $485,755,

laccounting for 3.L"/. of the teachers' base salary. (Ex. BZO). This

{F&H00 1 2B I 69 . Docx/4 } L2



cost has a substantial ímpact on the overall cost of increment for

teaching staff members, which is 3.567.. If this cost is not

addressed, the cost will contilnue to rise to $568,6651, or 3.537" of

the teachers' base salary in 20I6-20L7 1 $648,770, oL 3.9"/. of the

teachers' base salary in 20L7-20I8; and ç737,930, of 4.3% of the

base salary in 20I8-]2OI9. l(n". 820). The projected cost of

incremenr for reaching staff members in 2017-l2O1B and 2OI8-!2OL9 is

lapproximately 3.3% in each year. (Ex. 84).

For teachíng staff nembers, the Board'ls proposal includes a

f.reeze of. longevity pay in year one, with staf f members receiving

la service credit for that year. (Ex. 820). This freeze, along with

a freeze of íncrement in yeax one, ís critical to funding a more

competitive and equÍtable salary guide, âs will be discussed in

more detail below. SÍgníficantly, the Board's proposal also focuses

on eliminating longevíty Steps A and B prospectívely, but

grandfathering those employees who are on either Step A or Step B

as of July 1, 20L6. Steps A and B, combined, account for $309r9L5,

or 647" of the total cost of longevity in 2015-2016; $333'065r of

59% of rhe total cost of longevity in 2016-12017t ç372,510, ot 57%

of the total cost of longevity in 2017-20181; and $407,670, of 55"/'

12 By way of example, Tier 1MA longevity is $51000, and together r^7ith Step B

lfo¡gu.riiy in the Lrnolttt of $2,400, ã staif member at this leve1 þil1 t.".ive a

toÈa1 longevity payment of $7,400. (Ex. 83).
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of the total cost of longevity in 2018-2019. (Ex. B20). Thus, it

li" clear that funding longevity is a significant expense and one

that impacts the Board's ability to improve the salary guide.

However, the Board must emphasize that ít is in no way attemptÍng

to use the money saved from this restructuring of longevity for

its own benefit. Rather, with the money that 1s saved, lthe Board

has redístributed it þack into the salary guide for the benefit of

the members.

hlhen compared to comparable Bergen County
School Distrícts, Ramapo Indían Hills ís
by f.ar the school district that requires
the least amount of service for longevity
pay.

Notably, of the comparable Bergen County school districtsr13

Ramapo Indian Hil1s is the only district to þegÍn providÍng

longevity after the completion of four years of service. (Ex. 820).

For instance, in jthe FLO!ú Districts, the Franklin Lakes Publie

School District begíns providing longevity to those employees with

15 years of service, litt lthe Oakland Public School District,

llongevity pay beings at Lg years of service, and in the l,lyckoff

Public School District, longevity begins at 2I þea." of service.

13 The data will be compared to the Bergen County FLOI,ü Districts, whose districts
feed into Ramapo Indian Hills; the Bergen County DFG .(I'Distrj-cts, which is
comprísed of school districts with similar socio-economic factors as Ramapo

lfnaian Hills; and the Bergen County Regional School Districts, which is
lcomprised of a group of school districls that provide educational services to
t\^ro or more municipalities.

A
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l(8". B2I). The average years of service required to begín receíving

llongevity pay in the FLOi^l Dj-stricts ís L4.75 years, which Ramapo

lfndian Hills fa1ls well below by more than 10 years. (Ex. 821).

For the Bergen Clounty Regional School Districts, the school

district with the next least amounË of years of service required

lao begin receívlng longevity pay is Ëhe NorËhern Valley Regional

High School District, with 14 years of service. (Ex.823). The

River Del1 Regional School Dístrict begins providing longevíty lto

those staff members with 15 years of service. (E*. ß23). The

Pascack Va1ley Regional Ffigtr lSchool District begíns providing

longevity to those .tnplloy""" with 17 years of servlce, and the

[rlorthern Highlands Regional High School District does not even

loffer longeví-ty pay to its staff members. l(n". 823).

Similarly, among the Bergen County DFG rrl" þi"tti.t", the

school district with the next least amount of years of service

requi-red to begin receiving longevity pay is the HarríngËon Park

School Distríct, with 10 years of service. (Ex.822). The average

years of service requíred to begín receiving longevity pay in the

Bergen County DFG ((I" Dístricts ís 16; again, well more than Ramapo

ltndian Hills' required f our years of service. (Ex . 822) .

Additionally, among the Bergen County DFG ((I" Districts, 10 school

{FeH00128169 .DOCK/ 4} 15



districts have either eliminated longevity prospectively or do not

þffur longevity to their staff members. (Ex . F,22) .

Thus, as the data demonstrates, the Board's proposal to freeze

and elimínaLe prospectively, Step A, which provides for longevity

after four years of services, and Step B, which provides longevity

at 12 years of service, is reasonable and comparable to the

longevity structure of similar Bergen County schlool distr j-cts.

More importantly, the savings can be utilized to improve the salary

guide, which the parties have lacknowledged needs i-mprovement.

For support staff members, the Board's
longevíty proposal is equitabJ-e and
reasonabLe, while the Association's
proposal is neíther supported by the
evidence presented nor comparable.

B

The partíes' Agreement

Association's support

cus tod ians / ground s /maintenance

provides for longevity for the

staff members including,

ladmínistratÍvestaff members;

lassistants; technical assistants; instructional aid.es;

supplemental teachers;ra security aÍdes; and bus drivers. (Ex.

824). The cost of longevity for support staff members in 2015-2016

ü/as $68r630, or I.96"/" of support staff members' total base salary.

The cost is expected to increase to ç741892, or 2.L3% of the

lsupport staf f members' base salary in 2016-2017; $80,905, or 2.28"/.

.14 The Board's proposal does not include a change to longevíty for supplementâ1
Iteachers because there are no longevity tiers.
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of the support staff members' base salary in 2OI7-l2OI8t and

$85r356,25, or 2.3g"/" of the support staff members' þt"u salary in

20LB-2019.

Along with its proposal Lo freezu llottg.,tity pay ín year one,

with support staff members receiving service credit for that þut.,

the Board proposes eliminating the lower tiers of longevity in

leach positioner's [ongevity structure. (Ex. 824). Thus , those

support staff members who are currently on a lower tier of their

respective longevity chart wíll remain on that tier until attaining

the requisite years of service for the top tier, and those support

staff members not currently receiving longevity will only be

eligible to receive longevíty pay upon reaching the top tier of

their longevity chart. (Ex. 824) .

Regarding the AssocíatÍon's longevity proposal for

administrative assistants and technical assistants, the

Associatíon proposes reducing the requisite years of service for

longevity and íncreasing longevity pay l¡V an average of 75i( in

each resËructured tier. (Ex. A4-7 to 4-B). For example, the

Association is proposing to revíse the current top tíer in each of

Ithese positions' longevlty structure, which is currently at $l1rB00

for 15 years of service, to $3,100 for L4 years of service' (Ex'

A4-17 to A4-B). Similarly, for instructional aides, the Association
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proposes reducing the requisite years of service for longevity

payr adding an additional tier, and increasÍ_ng longevity pay in

those restructured tiers by nearly lfour times the current longevity

amounts. (Ex. A4-8). By way of example, the Associatíon is

proposing to reduce the top tier of longevity from 12 to 11 years

and increase the longevity pay from $900 ro $31100. (Ex. A4-B).

For security staff members, the Associatíon proposes increasing

longevity pay by two times the current longevity amount in each

tier; land for supplement teachers who, with a BA receive $875 per

year and with an MA receive $950 per year af.ter reaching 11 years

lof service, the Associatíon proposes that they follow the teachers'

longevity strucrure. (Ex. A4-B to 4-9).

The Association's proposal ís not supported by the evidence

presented, and as compared to símilar districts, the Boardrs

proposal is more equitable and reasonable. FÍrst, among the Bergen

þounty DFG "I" Districts for whÍch this information was available,

Ramapo Indian Hi1ls is one of the few, if not, only district to

loffer longevity pay to other support staff members lin addition to

lcustodians and adminisÈrative assístants, such as to technical

lassistants , aides , and security staf f members . (Ex. 892.). Indeed,

the facts demonstrate that the trend among the Bergen County DFG

((I" Districts ís to eliminate longevity for support staff members.
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(Exs. B26i B29i 892). For instance, 14 of the 25 Bergen County DFG

rrT', Districts have either elíminated longevity or do not provi-de

longevity to custodial staff membersl, and 12 districts have either

eliminated or do not offer longevity to administrative assistants.

(Exs.826, B2gi 892).rs Furthermore, þa*apo Indian Hills begins

paying longevity to custodians with I years of service, and to

administrative assistants with 5 years of service. (Ex. 83). In

lcomparison to the similar Bergen County school districts, Ramapo

Indian Hi11s falls below the aver.age number of þ*ot" t¡f service

required in those posítions to begin receiving longevity pay. (Exs.

825 to 830). For example, ofl average, administrati-ve assistants

working in those Bergen County DFG ccl" Dístricts Ëhat offer

longevityl, begin receiving longevíty pay at 9 years of service,

well more than Ramapo Indian Hill's required 5 years of service.

(Ex. 829).

In Sum, the data does not, under any circumstances, support

Ithe AssocÍation's proposal. To the contrary, the data establíshes

that the Board's current longevity structure is not comparable to

other similar Bergen County school districts thereby resulting in

t5 fNote Èhat Exhibits 826 and P29 are revísed to reflect that the Montvale Board
of Education eliminated longevity for custodians and secretaries hired as of
July 1, }OOL, and the Oradell Board of Education eliminated longevity afLet
ratification of its 2013-2016 collective negotiatíons agreement. As a result,
in the Bergen County DFG "I'Districts, the average years of service to, begin
receivíng longevity pay for custodíans is 10, and for administrative assisltants,
is 9.
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a significant expense lfor the Board, iwhich is impacting the Board's

ability to fund a competitive and equitable salary guide.

Therefore, the Board's llongevity proposal should be recommended.

II. The Board's sal-ary þroposals are equítabl-e and
reasonable given that the average percentage
lio"""a"" over the three year term of the Agreement
exceeds Bergen County's þverage and, together with
the Board's longevíty restructuring proposaL, will-
sígnificantly increase teachers' salaries without
devaluíng the salary guíde.

The Board's final salary offer to the Association lis a three

year contract with an increase, inclusíve of íncrement and

longevity, of 5Z in the 2017-2018 school year, and 3.88% in the

2OIB-20L9 school yea. lfor teaching staff members, and for support

staff members,2.78% in each year. (Ex. Bl). Although the Board is

not proposlng a salary increase þr increment movement in 2Ol6-20L7

for teaching staff members, the average percentage increase over

the three year term of the Agreement is 2.96%. The overall cost of

increment for teaching staff members, which as noted above is

inclusive of longevilty, is 3.567; an unsustainable cost. l(n*. 84).

Notwithstanding that this cosÈ is unsustainable, the Association

ils proposing a salary increase for teaching staff members of 3.7L"/.

li" the 2016-2017 school year; 3.44% in the 2OI7-2018 school lear;

and 3.5L"/" in the 2018-2019 sehool year, a proposal þe11 above

Bergen County averages.
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Another significant issue lthe Board intends lao address are

the salaries at the lower steps of the teachers' salary guídes.

The parËi-es agree that these salaries are not competítive, leading

Ito both recruitment and retention issues lf or Ramapo Indian Hil1s.

For the 2015-2016 school year, Ramapo Indian Hi1ls' mínímum

salaries fell below the Bergen County average minimum salaries,

while its maximum salaries exceeded the Bergen County average,

which only continued to increase when factoring in that staff

þembers at lSteps 16-20 receive a longevity payment 1n the range of

$lO, ZOO ro $9,960. (Ex. 831) . The pattern of non-competitive

salaries at the lower steps and lcompetitive salaries at the higher

steps continued þhen compared to the salaries of the Bergen County

ÞfC cc;,, Distrícts, jthe lflOW DistricÈs, and the Bergen County

Regíonal School Districts. (Exs. 831; ts35-845;P.47-P.55i n56-1e57;

tss9-860) .

þnus, the Board's 57, and 3.88% salary increases in year tr¿o

and three, respectively, together with a restructuring of

llongevity, will significantly increase salaries, including those

salaries at the lower steps, without devaluing the salary guide.

Due to the fact that thlese proposed salaries i.ncreases are well

above the cost of increment, the Board is able to take the

additional funds, íncluding those funds saved on longevity, and
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distribute them back into the guide. t[h. Board'ls proposal is a

necessary and reasonable step li.t the process of beginning to

address and right these salary guide issues.

A. Iftren considering both comparable data and
available financial resources, the
Board's salary proposals are reasonabl-e
and equitable.

Unlike the Associati-on's proposal, the Board has offered a

lcomprehensive settlement proposal that considers both comparable

data and its financial resources. Notably, the staff members'

salaries and health insurance account for approximately 47% of the

Board's budget, which receíves 1íttle to no funding from federal

sourees, and is almost enti-rely supported by the ta>{payers of

Franklin Lakes, 0akland, and trlyckoff, whích have populations

comprising of a Iarge number of individuals over the age of 65.

(Exs. 86 to B7; 813). Further, student enrollment has declined

over the past four years, and while the Board'ls state aid hasr or

average, declined lover the pal"t three years, the additional money

it received in the 2017 -20L8 school year r^ras applied toward tax

levy reductions. (Exs. 810; Þ18) . The Association has also

suggested that the Board could utilize banked cap to fund their

proposals. However, their suggestíon díd not account for the faet

that banked cap funds are paid for by increased taxes levj-ed on
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the residents of the FLOi^i Districts, who already support a majority

of the Board's þudget. (Ex. 819).

tlhen comparing the Board's settlemenË proposal to Bergen

County di-stricts' teacher settlements, it is evident that the

Board's proposal is reasonable and equitable. In fact, the

Association attempted to aver lthat in recent years the settlements

between the Board and the Association have been below average.

However, this is simply not true. Rather, the data establishes,

particularl-y since the 20II-2012 school year, ttrat the settlements

between the Board and the Association have been near or above

average for each year, just as with the Boardts current proposal.

(Exs. A6-51; A6-53; 833). The Board'ls current overall settlement

lproposal is 8.88"/", which as indicated, averages to 2.967" in each

year. Based on the available information covering the 20L6-20L7

through 20I8-20L9 school years, the average percentage increase in

teachers' salaries for Bergen County Ís 2.757" in the 20I6-20L7

school yeaî and 2Ol7 -l2}l8 school year, and 2.82"/" in the 2018-2019

school yeax, for a combined total of 8.32"/". (Ex. 833). As such,

the Board's proposal exceeds the Bergen County settlement averages

for the 2016 through 2019 school year by .56%. (Ex. 833).

Moreover, in the Bergen County districts that offered

comparable or lower average settlements, the associations in those
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districts made significant concessions in exchange for the

settleþent. For example, the Closter Board of Education offered a

settlement of 2.7% in 20L6-20I7 and 2.67" in 2017-2018 and 2018-

2019, in exchange for þdding an instructional day to the school

calendar and increasing instructional time by 10 mínutes. (Ex.

833). The Glen Rock Board of Education offered a settlement of

2.7"/' in 20L6-20I7 and 2.757" in 2017-2018, ín exchange for reducing

the number of personal days. (Ex.833). The Ho-Ho-Kus Board of

Education of fered a settlement of 2.87. ín 20I6-\2OL7 and, 2Ol7-20L8,

in exchange for increasíng the school day by 10 minutes. (Ex. 833).

[the Northern Highlands Regional [figh School Distrj-ct Board of

Education of f ered a 3 .057. increase in 20L6-20L7 and a 2.92"Á

linc.ease in 2OI7-2018 in exchange for reducing tuitíon

lreimbursement funds to address increment costs, and adding a

prof essional development day. (E*. 833) . lrn" Northern valley

Regíonal High School District Board of Education offered a 2.8%

increase f.or 2OL6-20I7 and 2OI7-2018 in exchange for an additional

professional development day. (Ex. 833). The 01d Tappan Board of

Education of fered a settlement of 2.8'A in 2016-207 and 2017-2018,

in exchange for eliminating tuition reimbursement and adding 20

minutes of morning meetíng time. (E*. 833).
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The Rochelle Park Board of Education offered a settlement of

2.7% in 2OL6-12017, 2OI7-20L8, and 2OL8-!2OI9 in exchange for nine

additional minutes of instructional time and an additional five

minutes in pre-linstructional day duty time. (Ex. 833). lfft" River

De1l Regíonal Board of Educatilon of f ered a settlement of 2.7'Á in

each year of a four year agreement covering the 20L7 through 2020

school years in exchange for revising the lesson plan lsubmission

procedure.16 The Pascack Valley Regional High School Dístrict Board

of Educarion offered 2,5% in 2016-'2017, 3.L|i¿ 1n 20L7-2018, and

3.L7 in 2018-2019 in exchange for eliminating the two highest tiers

of longevity and increasing the instructional day by seven minutes.

(Ex. B33) . Even when lcompared to those Bergen county DFG ccT"

Districts that have settlement data for the 2016-2017 ' 2017-2018,

and 2018-2019 school years, the Board's proposal is reasonable and

exceeds the laverage by .267'1, as the f ollowing depicts:

BERGEN COUNTYIT DFG

"II' DISTRICT
% INCREASE
2016-20L7

% INCREASE
2017 -20L8

% INCREASE
20t8-20L9

% INCREASE
OVER THREE

YEARS

ALLENDALE 2.75 2.6 2 -55 7.9

ALPTNE 3.5 3.5 3.5 10 .5

CLOSTER 2.7 2.6 2.6 7.9
DEMAREST 2.6 3 3 8.6
ENGLEI,JOOD CLIFFS 2.7 2.9 2.9 8.5
MAHI,üAH 2.83 3 .01 3 .06 8.9

16 The executed Memorandum of Understanding between the River De11 Regional
Board of Educatíon and the River De11 Education Association, as well as the
Resolution approving same ' 

are attached hereto.
t7 Ex. 833 .
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þonwoon 3 3 3 9

PARK RIDGE 2.7 )a 2.9 8.5
PASCACK VALLEY REG 2.5 3.14 3.t7 B.B1
R]VER DELL REG 2.7 2.7 2.7 8.1
[nrvcrOrr 2.95 2.7 2.7 B .3s

AVERAGE % INCREASE OVER THREE YEARS 8.64

Contrary to the Board's proposal, the Associatj-on has proposed

an overall settlement of L0.66%, which is 2.347. above the Bergen

County average, and 2.027, above the average of those Bergen County

DFG ccI') districts with settlement data for the 20L6-20L7, 2017-

lzota, and 2or8-2org school years . rn f act, the Association's

proposal exceeds that of the Alpine Pub11c School District, which

has the highest reported salary increase over three years (2016-

2019) in Bergen County at L0.5%. (Ex. 833). Moreover, ar rhis

stage of negotiations, the Board will not receive the benefit of

any concessions until the 20IB-20I9 school year, the third and

fínal year of the Agreement.

Finally, regarding support staff members, the Board,s

proposal of 2.78"/" íncrease in each year is comparable to those

Bergen County DFG ('I" Olistrict f or which this data was available.

[h. t,t.ttg. increase for support staff members larnong those Bergen

counry DFG ccr" Disrricrs li-" 2.8I% in rhe 2Ol7-l2OIB and 2OI8-2OL}
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school years.18 (Exs. A6-31 to A6-32). This average is far more

comparable to the Board'ls proposal than to the Association's

proposed 2.95"/" litt".ea". in each year.

As data above data lestablishes, unlike the Board's salary

proposals, which are comparable, ltn" Association's salary

proposals are lclearly funreasottable and excessive. Theref ore, the

Board's salary proposals lshould be recommended.

The Board'ls proposed teachers' salary
guides, which have been mutuallY
developed and tentativeLy agreed upon by
both partÍes, are reasonable and
appropríate lgiven that the guídes provide
f or more comparabl-e and competitive
saLaries at the l-ower stePs.

More importantly, the Board's proposed salary íncreases,

togeËher wÍth the proposed salary guides which had been mutually

developed and tentatively agreed upon by both parties, provide for

cornlparable and competitive salaries at the lower steps. As noted

above, the parties âgree that the salari.es at lthe lower steps are

neithler comparable nor competitive, whereas Ëhe Board's maximum

salaries are both. (Exs . P.37 to 859).

This lachievement, however, is only attained by freezíng

increment and longevity in year one, and permanently f.reezing and

ls The salary increases reflected ín the data provided were for secretaría1,
lcustodial, and paraprofessional staff members.

B
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fremoving longevity Steps A and B prlospectively, so thaË increases

well above íncrement in year two and three can be properly funded.

As emphasized hereinr any savíngs from the Board's proposed

restructuring of longevity ís solely la benefÍt that is returned to

the members through the salary lguides. Instead of taking this into

consideration, the Association, on the other hand, is proposing

increases in each year that are þel1 above aveîage, and other lthan

the maximum steps of the guides, the Association's proposed salary

guides maintain the 2015-2016 salary structure through the life of

the Agreement.le [ndeed, this li" a significant detriment to the

Board's effort in developing a competitive and equitable guíde not

only for this Agreement, but for succeeding agreements.

For instanee , the Board' s lproposed 2OL7 -2OIB salary guide

provides for a BA Minimum salary of $49,717, which would rank 14

among the Bergen County DFG "I" Districts for whích this data was

available. (Ex. 871). Admittedly, this salary is stíll below rhe

Bergen County DFG c'I" Distrícts'average of $51,455 by $11738, or

3.5"/,.20 (Ex. 871). However, mâintaining the BA Minimum salary at

ç47 1534 as the Association is proposi-ng, would rank it 17 among

re The Association's salary guides were included in Joseph Tondi's December 2I,
2OI7 email to Fact-þlnder, Joseph Licata.
20 The calculated averages for the Berglen County DFG ccI)' Districts in this
section does not include Ramapo Indian Hills' proposed salaries.
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the Bergen County DFG "I" Districts and fa11 below the average by

$3 ,,92I, or 8.2%.

The Board's proposed 2OI7-2018 salary guide provides for a BA

Step 7 saLary of $56, L87 , which lwould rank 14 among Èhe Bergen

County DFG 'cI" Distrícts for whích this data was available. (Ex.

872). !,lhile this salary is stil1 below the Bergen County DFG ccl"

Distrícts' average of $59,109 by ç2,922, of 5.2"Á, maintaining the

current BA Step 7 saLary of $54rI4I, would rank it second to last

among the Bergen County DFG ccT" Districts, and well below the

average by $4,968r or 9.2%. (Ex. 872).

lfn" Board's proposed 2017-2018 salary guide provides for an

MA Minimum salary of $511354, which would rank 17 among the Bergen

County DFG ccl" Districts for which this data was avaÍlable. (Ex.

874). This salary would fall below the Bergen County DFG KT"

Districts' average of $56,975.99 by $5,621 .59, or I0.9%. (Ex. lß_74).

,Ága:-n, while this salary is sti1l below average, maintaining the

current MA Minimum of $49,094, Ramapo Indian Hills would fall below

Ithe average by $7,88L.59, of L6.I7", and would rank it last among

the Bergen County DFG "I' Districts. (Ex. 874).

The salary for MA Step 7 Ln the Board's proposed 20L7-20I8

salary guide is $601280, which would rank it 16 among the Bergen

County DFG 
.*':r., Districts for which this data l,rras available. (Ex.
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875). This salary fa11s below the Bergen county DFG (6r" Districts'

average of $65 ,448 by $5 , 168 r or 8 .6"Á. However, maintaining the

current MA step 7 minimum of $57 1342, would rank Ramapo rndian

Hi1ls lsecond. to 1ast, and would f all below the average by

$8,106.94, or L4.1"Á. Notably, this trend contínues for both MA+30

Minimum aþa Ue+:O Step 7 salaries. (Exs. 877; B7B).

Certainly the Board acknowledges that its salary and longevity

resLructuring proposals are [""t an immediate f ix to the guides,

b"t as the data demonstrates, the Board's proposal allows for the

opportunity to begin the process of developing a competitive and

equltable salary guide. The Association's proposal is not only

unreasonablel, but a hindrance to this process, which will only

continue to compound the íssue of non-competitive and non-

lcomparable salaries at the lower steps of the guide. This will

continue to result in retention and recruiting issues that will

ultimately negatively impact the overall educational program. As

lsuch, the Board's proposal should be reeommended.

III. The Assocíatíon's proposal to reduce the maximum
employees' health insurance contribution percentage
from 351Z to 122% m'ust be rejected as it is entirely
unreasonable and unsupported by the data.

The Association is proposing to reduce the maximum employees'

health insurance contríbutions from 35i( to 227. beginning in the

second year of the Agreement. For 2017-2018, the Association's
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total health insurance premiums are $5'553rI43. The Board pays

$4r450,326r or 807. toward the premium, while the Association's

members contribute $1,102,816, or 20i¿. (Ex. 890).

Currently, the Board's health insurance cost accounts for

8.4% of the budget and the premiums are projected to increase by

L4Z in 2OIB-2OI}. llnxs. 86; 890). Notably, lthe Association has

presented its þealth insurance proposal as a cost of $93r852.53'

o,1.497. of Ëhe base salary. However, a review of the Association's

cosLs analysis þeveals that this is þased upon health insurance

data from 2016. Analyzing the Association's proposal using the

data f rom 2OL7 -2018, the second year of the agreement land the yeaî

in which the proposal would take effect, the Board will pay an

additional $117,688, or .6% of. the base salary. (Exs. 84 and 890).

Thus, togeËher with the Associ-ation's salary proposal, the

Association is seeking an overall settlement increase of nearly

I2"A.

lfne Association's health insurance proposal is certainly

neither reasonable nor lcomparable to similar distri-cts. Among the

Bergen County DFG ('I" Dístricts, only three distrícts have reduced

the maxímum employees' lcontribution percentage ' with only lf orrt

other dj-stricts lproviding a sum of money in the form of a stipend

to of f -lset the cost of health insurance. (Exs . 892; Special Trend
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Setter Ch. 78 Modif ication ll8, at 1-321). In fact, of the sma1l

number of Bergen County DFG 66I" Distrj-cts that have reduced the

maximum employees' contribution percentage, lnot one of them reduced

ltfr. percentage to as low as 227(; rather, the lowest is 126!Z. (Exs.

ÞgZ; Special Trend Setter Ch. 78 Modif icarion lf}, ar l-3) .

Nevertheless, it is evident that reducing the maximum contributlÍon

þercentage is not the trend. Indeed, ín a more recent settlement,

Ith. ni.t.. Del1 Regional School District Board of Education, which

loffered a salary increase of 2.7"/" in each year of a four year

agreement, agreed to pay a non-pensionable stipend of $1r250 per

year to each member who is at the maximum 1eve1 of the guide or

off-guide, and receives health insurance benefits.22

Notwithstanding River De1l's recent settlement, modifications

to employees' health insurance clontributions have sti11 only

occurred in a minority of sehool districts, and the Board has made

ít very clear that it would not agree to a change in the amount of

jtne employees' þealth insurance contributions given that health

j-nsurance is already a signif icant cost to the Board. I'iith a

projected increase of I47" in 2018-2019, the Association's proposal

li" expected to cost the Board aþproximately $135,000 in the third

2r Document \,üas included as â snpplement to the Association's exhibits.
22 The executed Memorandum of Understanding between the Ríver Dell Regional
Board of Education and the River De11 Educatíon Assocíation, as well as the
Resolution approvíng same, are attached hereto.

{F&H00128169 .DOCr/ 4} 32



year of the Agreement. (Ex. 891). This cost wÍ1l certainly Íncrease

in the years to fol1ow as premiums continue to riser âs expected.

Further, as more employees advance ínto higher steps of the salary

guide, whieh would impose a contríbutíon percentage as high as 351l

pursuant to Tier 4 of. Chapter 78, capping the maximum contríbution

percentage at 22% wi1L only ladd to the already lexorbitant cost of

health insurance lthat the Board ís responsible to pay. l(e". 891).

lSimpfy put, this is l.t ever-increasing cost that cannot be

accurately projected and sustained. (Ex. 891).

As the above demonstrates, the Association'ls proposal ís

neíther supported by data presented nor físca11y reasonable. This

proposal will have a detrÍmental impact on the Board's abilíty to

continue to lfund a successful educational program for years to

come. More importantly, no Fact-Finder has recommended such a

proposal, and essentíally, "to the extent that changes have been

made in a minority of school districts, those changes l^7ere

voluntarily reached via direct negotiationsr" and not through the

recoiltmendation of Fact-Finders. (Ex. 891) . Accordin1lY, the

lAssociation's proposal should not be reconmended.
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IV. lfn. Board's remaíning proposals , as compared
to the lAssocíation'ls proposal, are comparable
and reasonable, and therefore, should be
recommended.

Notably, the Board's remaining proposals, together, are

intended to provide an overall benefit to the Association and to

the operations of the District. Importantly, none of these

proposals require significant concessions by the Association.

A. The Board's fremaíning proposals.

í. RemovaL of ArticLe XV, Sectíon F.2z
Extracurricular Positions/Release
of Supervisory Periods.

Article XV, Section F.2 of the CNA, provides that lteachers in

Ithe f ollowing extracurricular plositions sha1l be released f rom

"lsupervisory" in lieu of (cinstructional" 
lassignments: nevüspaper

advisor; yearbook advisor; student council advisor; school

Itreasurer; and Head Teacher. (Ex. B1; 83). It is the Board.'s

position that because teaching staff members in these positions

are already receivíng additional compensation to perform these

activíties, there is no reason to remove an assignment that is

already part of their regular duties, and for which they are

already being compensated through their respective salaries.

Moreover, among the FLOI^I and þergett County Regional School

Districts, only the River Dell Regional School District has a

símilar provision. (Ex. 892). Notably, Ëhe Association had agreed
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to this proposal in concept at the September 12, 2OI7 meeting.

(Ex. B2). lTherefore, thís proposal should be recommended.

ii. Removal of Articl-e XV, Section E.2z
Non- claslsroom teachers/preparation
períod.

Artícle XV, Secti-on 8.2 of the CNA, provides that, "[o]ther

members of the negotiating unit who are not regular classroom

teachers shall be provided with preparation time to the same extent

as other teachers." (Ex. Bl). There is no need for non-classroom

teachers to require a professional pericld. These staff members

have greater flexibility and control over their ovün schedules.

Among the FLOI^I Districts and the Bergen County Regional School

Districts, only Franklin Lakes School District and Northern Valley

Regional High School District offer preparation tíme to non-

lclassroom Ëeachers. (Ex. 890).

l_11.

The Board proposes limitíng on-líne third party credíts for

salary advancement purposes only, to no more than six per yeari

increase tuition reimbursement to $2,400; íncrease the number of

credits allowed for reimbursement from 6 to IZi cLaríf.y language

regardíng the maximum number of credits teachers can take per

lsemester; and remove redundant and unnecessary language from the

Professíonal
Educational
)Owr.

Development and
Improvement, Article
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Article. (Ex. Bl). This proposal coincides, in part, with the

þ,ssociatíon',s proposal to increase tuition reimbursement to

$2r400. In fact, the Board also agreed to the Association's counter

proposal to increase the number of credits allowed for

reímbursement from 6 to 12. Thus, the Board's proposal to limiË

on-1ine third party credits for salary advance to six, which sti11

a11ows staff members lthe abilíty lao use some of these credits

toward advancement, would be a reasonable concession by the

Association. Notably, the Association had algreed to this proposal

in concept aL the September 12, 2017 meeting. (Ex. BZ).

AccordÍngly, thls proposal should be recommended.

Lv. Test Coordinator for classified
students, Article nWIII and
Appendix B.

Currently, the CNA only allows for supplemental Ëeachers to

receive pay for coordinating an SAT test or any other test that is

administered to classified students. The Board is proposing to

open this opportunity to all staff members, offering them the

opportunity to lreceive additional compensation at a rate of $45

per student. The Association had agreed to this proposal i-n concept

at the September L2, 20L7 meeting. (Ex. B2). Therefore, this

proposal should be recommended.
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v Compassíonate Care Days.

The Association forrnally agreed to this proposal at fact-

finding.

v1

As emphasized herein, the Board will not agree to a change in

the percentage lof the employees' health insurance contributions

percentage. As such, the Board is proposing to clarify that the

employees' contribution percentage shall remain at the Tier 4 rate

set forth in Chapter 78, Additiona.l-ly, the Board would like to

remove any reference to a specific benefÍts plan and provide that

any plan sha11 mirror the School Employees' Health Benefits Plan

(*SEHBP Mirror Plan"), âs well as remove subsections which are

neíther relevant nor necessary as they are deemed outdated. Thís

proposal, in essence, is a language ttclean-up" proposal.

Furthermore, it is well settled that an employer has the

nonnegotiable right Èo change insurance carríers, âs long as the

change does not affect the level of negotiated benefitsr or in

lother words, the 1evel of benefits are "substantially equivalent"

to the prior level of benefits. City of Neuark, P.E.R.C. No. 82-

5, 7 NJPER I2L95; Borough of Metuehen' PERC No. B4-9L, 10 NJPER

15065. Thus, removing any reference to a specific plan, and

linstead referring to iË as the SEHBP Mirror Plan will not impede

Health Insurance
Article XI.

Protectíon,
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upon the staf f members' ]ríghts, or more importantly, their leve1

of benefits, unless otherwise negotiated. Accordingly, this

proposal should be reconmended.

va1. Removal of stípend for In-Charge
License, Appendíx D.

Similar to the Board's health insurance proposal, this ís

also a "c1ean-up" lproposal. Appendix D, Section 4 of the CNA,

provides that an addlitional sum of $600 per school year will be

paid to any employee holding the In-Charge Lícense¡ however, thÍs

liclense classification is not necessary to operate the boilers in

Ramapo Indian Hills. 23 Rather, all that is legally required is a

þlack Seal license, for which the Distríct already issues a

lstipend. (Ex. 83). Thus, with the exception of the sole employee

currently receiving this stipend, who wíll be grandfathered, the

þoard is proposing to remove this provision ín its entirety. The

Association had agreed to this proposal in concept at the September

12, 2017 meeting. Accordingly, this proposal should be recommended.

viií. Dance Club and, Gay/ Straight Allíance
Club Advisors as nehr Group 4 Clubs.

The Board is plroposing to include as a ner,\r Group 4 Clubs and

Activities, the Dance Club and the Gay/Straíght Alliance Club.

Thís proposal coincides wíth Association Proposal No. 6. (Ex. A-

n Charge License is only required to operate high pressure boilers
. 12:90-8.3.

23 An r
N.J .A.C
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6). þor.l.., rather than lncluding the Dance Club under Group 5

Clubs and Actívities, as the Association proposed, lthe Board

j-nstead, is proposíng thaË the Dance Club be included under Group

4, which would provide for a higher stipend amount for the Advisor

of the C1ub. The Association had agreed to this proposal in concept

at the September 12, 2017 meeting. Therefore, this proposal should

be recommended.

B [he essociation'ls remaining proposals are
not suffíciently supported by the data
presented, and theref ore , alo not merít
recornmendation.

The Associatíon's remaining proposals which þtlt. yet to be

addressed herein do not merit reconmendati-on because they are

þnoffy unsupported by the data presented. For instance, there is

no data supporting Association Proposal No. 3, íncreases to

Schedule B stipends. (Ex. A4-5). Specifically, the Association has

not establÍshed that the current stipend amounts are below average.

Further, the Association is seeking an increase to the class

coverage rate in Proposal No. 5. (E*. A4-6) . However, the d.ata

establishes that Ramapo Indían Hil1s' current rate of Ç24 per class

covered is comparable. Among the FLOI,I Districts, the class coverage

rate average is approximately $13, and among the Bergen County DFG

'cT" Districts, the class coverage rate average is approximately

$ZZ. (Exs. A4-27 to A4-32).
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Moreover, Association Proposal No. 8, which seeks to define

]the sþpplemental teaehers' work day as .8, rather than .542 of the

teacher's instructional day, is mislplaced. Notwithstanding the

fact that there is no data supportÍng this proposal, defining the

sfupplemental teachers'work d.ay as .B is not consistent with their

actual work day. Article J of the CNA provides the total work tj-me

for supplemental teachers shall not exceed 2L hours, which ís

lexactly .542 of a full-time teacher's hours work week of 38.75

hours. (E*. 83). Also, defining the work day as .8 would require

the Board to pay supplemental teachers for hours in which they did

not actually ro.(, which legally canfnot be done.

Likewise, the data submitted on behalf of the Association

does not support Association Proposal Nos. 12, 14, and 18. In

þ,ssociation Proposal No. 12, the Associati-on is seeking to add a

stipend of $600 for any employee holding an electrician, lcarp.nter,

plumberr or fertLLízer license. (Ex. A4-9). However, the

Assocíation has not pointed to any comparable data establishing

that compensation is provided for these types of licenses and :at

the rate it is proposing. Furthermore, in Association Proposal No.

L4, the Association is seeking an additional sum for technical

alssistants who attain certain certifications, but the Association

has faí1ed to show data supporting this proposal, or to even
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identify the speci-fi-c certifications it is seeking and the reasons

for lsuch certificatíons. (E*. A4-9). SimilarlY, there is no data

presented supporting Association Proposal No. 18, reimbursement to

cþstodians, maj-ntenance, and grounds staff members for tuitíon of

job related in-service and professional development courses taken.

(Ex. A4-10).

Additíonally, the Association presented no data whatsoever to

support Association Proposal No. 17, Administrative Assistants'

tsalary Grades. The AssociatÍon is proposi-ng to advance all

aldrini"trative assistants up by one Salary Grade.2a This proposal

wÍll cost the Board approximately $ 18, 248 , or L .32"4 of the

adminístrative assistants' þa"e salaríes, which is in addition to

the 2.95% increase per year that the Assocíation is also seekíng

lf ot its srlpporË staf f members.

In Association Proposal No. 19, the Association is proposing

for iþstructíonal aídes, a minimum 40 minute preparatíon períod,

rather than a 20 minute preparation period, âs well as defining

,their lunch period as a duty-free 40 mínute períod. (Ex. A4-f l).

Again, there is no data presented supporting this proposal, and

importantly, the Assocj-ation fails to take i.nto account that thÍs

2a Administrative assístants are separaÈed by Salary Grades based on their titles
land positions. There are four Salary Grades and each Salary Grade provÍ-des for
a different salary guide, with Salary Grade 4 positíons having the highest
salaries. (Ex. 83).
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proposal \,üi11 increase the work day for instructional alides by 20

minutes. This increase to the work day wíll impact part-time

instructional aídes, who as a result, may be considered full-time

lfor the purposes of health insurance coverage eligibility¡ an

þaaitional cost that the Board cannot bear.

Regarding Association Proposal No. 24, the Association is

lseeking to expand. the due process procedures for complaints

regarding unit members beyond parents and students. (Ex. A4-11).

As with the above proposals, the Association does not show data

warranting this proposal, and furthermore, complainants made labout

Board employees, beyond those made by parents and students, and

their procedures are already lgoverned by Board Policy and

Regulation No. 9130.25 Lastly, the Association does not present

data to support Proposal No. 26, wherein it seeks to revise the

procedures for teaching staff members' evaluations. (Ex. A4-I2).

Notably, this proposal Ís not necessary because teaching staff

members' levaluations are governed by State law and regulation. See

N.J.S.A lBA:6-117 ro -I29t N.J.A.C.6a:10-1.1 ro -9.1.

2s Ramapo Indian Hi1ls Regional School District Board of Education, Board
Policies and ReguLøtions,
http: / /www.straussesmay.com/seportal/Public/pubELANOnline.aspx?id=fe00aa80407b
4789890b24592a36dÍb6 (1ast visired Feb. 1, 2017).
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[ccordíngly, for the reasons set forth above, the

Association's proposals do not merit recommendation.

CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing analysis, it is clear that the

Board's final settlement offer is more reasonable and comparable

than the final settlement offer presented by the Association.

Accordingly, the Board respectfully requests that the FacË-Finder

recommends the Board's proposed package.

[.espectfu1ly submitted,

FOGARTY & HARA, ESQS.
Attorneys for Ramapo Indían Hills
Regíonal High School Dístrict
Board of Education

By:
Stephen R. Fogarty

Dated: February 7, 2018
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Memorandum of Understandino

The River Dell Regional Board of Education ("BOE") und the River Dell
Education Association ("RDEA") hereby agree to the following modifications to
the collective bargaining agreement that expired on June 30,2017, as terms for a
successor collective negotiation agreement between the parties:

1. Salary increases, inclusive of increment, over base ($13,098,195) as follows:
a. Year l: 2.7Yo

b. Year 2: 2.7o/o

c. Year 3: 2.7o/o

d. Year 4: 2.7%

2. Each of the longevity payments set forth in Section 3.7 shall be increased by
$250. There shall be no other changes to the language.

3. The parties shall mutually develop the salary guides.

4. A new Section 5.5 shall be added to provide as follows:

The BOE will pay a non-pensionable stþend of $1,250.00 per year of
the contract to each unit member who receives health care benefits
under this agreement and who is now at or who reaches the maximum
level on the guide in each category during the term of the collective
negotiation agreement, as well as all unit members who are currently
or who become "off guide" during the term of the collective
bargaining agreement. This stþend will be retroactive to July 1,

2017. The stþend shall be paid in accordance with the salary
schedule in effect for all employees. This provision will sunset at the
end of the collective negotiation agreement's term and shall not be

continued beyond the term of this agreement.

5. The new collective bargaining agreement is for a four-year term, retroactive
to July 1,2017 and expiring on June 30,2021 411 salary increases required
under the new agreement shall be retroactively paid to all unit members.

6. Article 13.3 shall be amended to read as follows:

Every teacher will plan lessons and teach course content as prescribed
by the building principal. All teachers will submit lesson plans to the
building principal on a weekly basis, and maintain them in an

1



electronic format as prescribed by the Superintendent for
communicating assignments or other items to students 4nd parents.

Teachers shatl provide substitutes with daily, weekly, and/or altemate

plans as needed, according to procedures developed by the principal.

7. The parties agree to meet and discuss in good faith increases/modifications

to the salary ggide for coaches (Schedule A) and for stþends for Extra

Curriculax Activities (Schedule C) within 60 days following ratification of
the collective bargaining agreement.

8. Tentative agreements reached and signed offby the parties on June 12,

2017, and attached as Attachment A, are incorporated into ttris
Memorandum of Understanding.

9. The RDEA shall withdraw the unfair labor practice pending before PERC

with prejudice (CO-20 1 8-058 and CO-201 8-059).

10.Any proposal by either party that was not agreed upon as reflected above or
in Attachment A is hereby withdrawn. All contract language in the expired

collective negotiation agreement, except as modified by the above, shall

remain unchanged.

11.The fact-finder, Melissa H. Biren, shall retain jurisdiction until the final
agreement and salary guides have been completed.

12.The agreement is subject to ratification by both parties. The negotiating

teams will recommend ratification to the Board and to the Union members,

respectively. The terms ofthe parties' agreement shall remain confidential

until ratification by both parties.

Dated: November 29, 20L7

Approved,By:
River Dell Board of Education River Dell Education Association
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Motion q_Bs nade'b.yMrs, O'Nejll, seconded by Mts. Ha¡tman to
approve the Memorandum of Agreement between the River Dell
Eclucation Association and fhe River Dell Regional Board of
Education for the period July t 2017 and ending June 30, 2021,

Motion s-aniçd by the fotlowingroll call vote;
Claudia OrNeill, Alan Feigenson, Albert ftaef, Douglas Kupfeg
Anthonv Barba¡y- Barbara Kuohar, Stephanie Hartmari, and Joseph
Manzelli voted aye. Paüick Gallagher voted to abstain.

I do solemnly state that this is a true copy of the minutes of a meeting
of the Eoard of Education ofthe Ríver Dell Regional School Dishict. held Deoernber, 1.8,2817,

Bu¡iness Secretary




