
Teacher Negotiations 
09.24.2015 

 
 
START: 4:33 pm 
 
T: It is September 24th; this is negotiations meeting number six. Welcome everybody. Hope homecoming 
week is going well. Um, to start with, uh I believe today we are receiving the union’s proposal and then 
we are coming back with our proposal on the child care leave language.  So, um, whichever way you 
want to do it if you want the child care leave first or if you’d like to give the proposal and then we can 
respond and get the child care leave as well.  
 
E: We can begin. 
 
T. Ok great. 
 
E: okay our proposal is up on the screen. So everyone can see that there and um, even though some of 
our comments may seem a little bit in our proposal out of order or scattered it’s just because it follows 
the contract. So title one is addressed in several different areas but in this document you know it’s as 
chronological as in the master agreements so it may feel a little out of order at times but...all right the 
green parts up there are issues that we feel that both the district and education Minnesota have agreed 
upon and some of those were ones that we have agreed upon before and then you will find that there 
are some more we’ve agreed upon since. The yellow we highlighted as topics that we felt were still in 
progress. This document is like 93 pages long. At some point Trevor we might want to talk about 
condensing, taking out the parts that we’ve agreed to already so that we have it document just the un-
agreed to parts just because 93 pages is a little excessive.  
 
T: Yeah for how many pages is the CBA? 
 
E: About 93. 
 
E: So, um, the first part the general date’s changes, Education MN has agreed to those so we feel that’s 
a topic or issue that we are done with, completed.  
 
E: Article III, definitions section 7 EMW is re-proposing the removal of the language. This is tied in with 
our Title I Teachers. The district receives that pot of money. Which, do you want to bring that up 
Courtney for us? The total expenditures for the Title I funds. And this was information that, Trevor, you 
and Liz provided for us. So the Title I funding coming in is just a little over a million dollars. We have 
taken the liberty to box in the areas that are paid off from our master agreement salary schedule, and 
we those boxes um salaries are about 350,000 thousand out of the total million dollars that come in.   
 
L: I am not following how those boxes are the only ones from the salary schedule.  
 
E: No, not the only ones, but they are the one that are 100% paid off from our salary schedule like the 
benefits at the bottom we have no idea to estimate how much of that money is paid off teacher salary 
schedule how much isn’t um…the school readiness teachers we are not sure if that is if all of those are 
ours or if some of those are preschool teachers. 
 
T: Okay so what are the boxes showing? 
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E: So that represents the positions that are paid out off from our salary schedule.   
 
L: Mind if I clarify what I understand? That is paid off of the salary schedule. 
 
T: Sure. I’m a little confused about that…because I see 4.0 and other positions so yea please do. 
 
L: I guess I understood this to be that everything on here is paid from the teacher group except the non-
certified interventionists, the administration, the homeless liaisons, the community engagement 
specialists and then only a small portion of the benefits that is associated with the three, four positions 
that I just named. Otherwise everything else.  
 
E: Transportation. 
 
E: And para professionals, cultural liaisons, and then indirect costs we don’t know what those are.  
 
L: Okay, I’m sorry I was reading something…but the school readiness teachers would be subs for school 
readiness teachers would not be, but so …in other words the majority of this is paid off of the teacher 
salary schedule. 
 
E: I think when I’m looking at this is we’re looking at our certified interventionist, the non-public, these 
are the ones that are not on the salary schedule or being paid off of the Title I fund schedule. You know 
the box, I can’t think of the title right now but... 
 
L: The appendix with the Title I salary schedule? So not the regular salary schedule you’re saying?  
 
E: Right.  
 
E: Their placed like…our certified the 11.5-7 certified interventionist. Those are our title I teachers that 
are paid off the title I salary schedule. 
 
L: Okay. 
 
E: Okay. As the 0.43 and those are the ones that are being paid off of the Title I salary schedule the 
others we’re not sure. Like the reading coach, intervention specialists, those are teachers that are on 
our regular salary schedule. Now does that make sense? 
 
L: Now it makes sense. Thank you. 
 
L: Title I subs though would not be paid off either salary schedule and the Title I Coordinator also would 
not be paid off of the Title I salary schedule.  
 
E: But in the 14-15 year that position was paid. That was last year. 
 
L: In 14-15 year they would have been paid off of the regular salary schedule. Correct, the Title I 
Coordinator? 
 
E: Yes. 
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E: You I think what’s good about this right now is we are getting some clarification, but the 
understanding that when we are doing…we are looking at that, that there are some that are not on 
there. So it’s good to get this clarification and understand that.  
 
E: So part of the reason that the District is, um, not in agreement with us is putting Title I teachers on 
the salary schedule has to do with the funding and the possibility that the funding might go away. Title I 
has been around since 1961, something like that. Do you have, um, information that would lead us to 
believe that that funding is going away? Is that why? 
 
T: Uh, I don’t have that… 
 
E: Are you sharing that? 
 
T: I don’t have that, that there is any going away, but I think revisions get made to the program pretty 
frequently. I don’t know what’s being proposed right now, I don’t think they’re in session yet down at 
the, down at the capital, but I think there are revisions made pretty frequently to most programs. 
 
E: And have we received less funding previously or in the last ten years? 
 
T: Well I think it’s changed, changed numbers of how many…do you know how many, what the 
fluctuation of employees would be?  
 
L: I don’t, obviously I could pull it.. 
 
E: Oh, the number of employees paid off our Title I salary schedule has decreased significantly in the last 
ten years.  
 
T: And it could continue to decrease. 
 
E: But the money doesn’t.  
 
T: Sorry what? 
 
L: We don’t know that we don’t have that information here. 
 
E: But that’s what I’m saying, historically has Title I funding been decreasing? Is that why you’re worried 
about Title I funding going away? 
 
T: Well, I think Title I funding is something that we don’t control.  We don’t have any control over it. Um, 
so I think there is always a concern that it could go away or be changed. Absolutely. 
 
J: I can tell you just based on my previous world of work that Title I is a federally funded program that 
comes from the Linden Johnson era so that has been around for a long time. Um, States receive a 
portion of Tile I funds that are allocated from Congress, states receive that based on the level of poverty 
in the state relative to another state. Um, so once a state receives a grant then districts receive their 
portion based on their relative poverty compared to other eligible districts, so there is volatility in it, um, 
you know if, if Willmar is similar to North Dakota, Minot, what seven years ago there was a stimulus 
program Title I or funds being passed, allocations almost doubled for a couple of years then those funds 
went away. The district I worked in would vary probably several hundred-thousand dollars a year. Their 
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allocations was about twice this. Different state, different circumstances, but the process is the same. 
Um, and so it is something you don’t typically know as a district. Here it may be different and I wouldn’t 
typically know in North Dakota what our final amount was until April, May and um, so what we’re saying 
is it can change and it is out of our control…great lesson right. Everybody thrilled by that insight.  
 
(Laughter) 
 
E: Well we have you know certified staff who are being paid at a sub rate of pay compared to other staff 
and they are our staff working with our neediest kids. Title I now because we are a Title I school, district 
all teachers work with Title I kids and um, we just believe that they should be on the salary schedule, not 
have a separate salary schedule of their own. And to me the trend seems to be that when those people 
retire or resign the District doesn’t replace them and so we’re talking about 11.5-7 people 
approximately that are paid off that Title I salary schedule and as they retire and Title I teachers aren’t 
hired…I mean we want full-time teachers working with our kids and if their, the new ones that have 
been hired have been hired full-time and are paid off the salary schedule. So we are asking for that 
benefit for our 11.5-7 whatever that number is now, those part time people. Um, just another example 
of how inequitable this is we have a Title I teacher that taught summer school.  She made more per hour 
teaching summer school than she does working year round. That doesn’t feel right.  
 
T: Was the title, was the summer school, was that Title I or was that not Title I?  The teaching? 
 
E: Not Title I.  
 
L: Your saying she made more in an hourly rate, not year-round? 
 
E: Correct, in hourly rate, to teach in the summer than she did for her contract with the school district 
for nine months.  
 
T: Anything else, on that one? 
 
E: Nope, unless you want to discuss further. 
 
T: Um, I think it makes sense to… 
 
E: Because there’s more components to the Title I portion.  
 
T: Yea, but, would it make sense to go through and then have us respond? 
 
E: Okay. We can do that. 
 
T: Okay. 
 
E: All right the next article is Article IV. The school district writes, EM-W agrees with the Martin Luther 
King Jr. day change and so we consider this a done issue both have agreed to that. Article IV, teachers 
rights again EM-W agrees to maintain the current contract language without adding the word 
disciplinary so we consider this issue done also. 
 
E: The next section is Article VI, Section 2 Title I Teachers and EM-W proposes the removal of the 
subsection 1 with the rationale for this being included with what we just talked about with the Title I 
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teachers. You know again a teacher is a person in an appropriate unit, employed by the school district in 
a position for which they are certified by the State of Minnesota and we feel that that’s what our Title I 
teachers are.  
 
T: Do you know of any other school districts. Have you looked around that have their Title I on the salary 
schedule?  
 
E: It’s a mixed bag.  
 
E: Yep, there’s some that do and some that don’t.  
 
T: Do you have examples? 
 
E: Not right off hand. 
 
T: Okay. I’m caught up.  
 
E: Would you like that information? 
 
T: I would, yea.  
 
E: Okay. 
 
T: So that, um, sorry just where it says Section II, Section II it’s the same?  
 
E: Yea, you denied it.  
 
E: It just follows the columns of the process. 
 
T: Okay.  
 
E: So on the very right side you denied it 8-24 and then our re-proposal today. 
 
T: But it’s the same proposal?  
 
E: It is. 
 
T: Okay. Got it.  
 
E: You know another thing with our Title I teachers we don’t, the district doesn’t recognize, or I should 
say recognize but title them Title I teachers anymore but are called certified interventionists. So that’s 
another thing that I mean, why the change in title if, in their title, if they aren’t Title I teachers and tied 
to a specific funding then.   
 
T: I think we discussed that last time. Can’t remember why. What was the reason?  
 
L: A title is a title. 
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T: Oh, yeah. I think it was in the context of, um, are they different now that they have a different title? 
We talked about that. 
 
E: Which they probably aren’t but then why the need to change the title? 
 
E: In our proposal too we don’t um, we are proposing to place them at their current lane, but at no less 
dollar amount than they are, but as close to a dollar amount that they currently are in the schedule. So 
we are not, we are not asking for our Title I teachers who have been with us 20 plus years to be on step 
O, we are asking to put them in the lane where they have their education but at their current hourly rate 
and then they’ll be able to move forward from there.  
 
E: These Title I teachers are also doing the same work as our reading teachers are and our reading 
teachers are 1.0, full-time  and paid off the salary schedules though very similar, if not the same work 
that those teachers are doing. Um, and we feel that you get more bang for your buck with a teacher 
paid on salary versus an hourly person.  
 
T: So, do you have anything that would help with the funding concerns, of what you do if the funding 
gets cut? How you pay for it?  
 
E: I think that the district sees a need in these kids and that it would be funded out of the general fund if 
the Title funding wasn’t available.   
 
T: We talked about…oh sorry. 
 
E: Is there a concern by the district that the funding is going to be cut? 
 
T: We don’t know. We don’t have any idea. We don’t have any control over it.  
 
E: So it’s not based on the demographics of the school?  
 
T: You missed the history lesson. 
 
(Laughter)  
 
E: I apologize 
 
T: Which if you’d like, I’m sure we could wind up and… 
 
J: You don’t want that. 
 
E: That’s quite all right. I should of asked.  
 
T: But no, I think that it’s just a matter of uncertainty and then the, it’s just a matter of being able to 
fund the positions if you lose the funding.  I mean we’ve talked at length already about the financial 
condition of the District right now and how it would just be further deficits funding to try to have to 
come up with money to fund those positions if you lose that federal funding. And that’s the main 
concern then, so I just wasn’t’ sure if you had an answer to that.  
 
E: No. 
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T: Okay. 
 
E: One of the current certified interventionists that is a 1.0, I believe, is currently paid off our teacher 
salary schedule so again some inequity of there is one person who is and then the rest aren’t. 
 
T: Maybe we can talk about that during break so I can look up the name but not in front of everybody. 
 
E: Okay. Sure 
 
T: So which one, sorry which one are we... still the removing the subdivisions on article six? 
 
E: Uh, Yep, Section II 
 
T: Okay.  
 
E: So if you have any more questions on that.  
 
T: I don’t think so.  
 
E: Okay the next Article VI, Section 5, Salaries; EM-W is re-proposing our proposal from August 11th, 
which only removes the word “individual.”  
 
T: And so what’s the reason? Why the denial of the language putting in the past practice? 
 
E: This has to do with the retro-rate correct? Is this the…(E: Wanting to negotiate..) 
It leaves the door open any change in compensation shall only be effective as of the date of the 
successor agreement is fully ratified and pro-rated from the date agreed upon during bargaining. It 
means the same thing so why is there a need to change the language?  
 
T: There wasn’t language. This is adding in what the past practice was. The past practice has been 
agreed to by both parties.  
 
E: So why do we need language if it is past practice?  
 
T: Because it’s always better to have language than a past practice and it’s something both parties 
agreed to. It should be pretty easy to just put in there. I mean unless you have a concern with the actual 
language it’s what we’ve been doing. 
 
E: Well in the recent history we’ve only agreed once to not have it retro to July 1st. So typically past 
practice has been to July 1st unless we’ve agreed to it differently and you know… 
 
T: Okay. So you can agree because that’s what it says, agreed during bargaining, the date agreed during 
bargaining. So it doesn’t, I mean it doesn’t really change that. You still have control over it.  
 
E: Right, but why do you, why, why do you need to change that? That’s where we’re not understanding.  
 
T: It’s not a change. It would just be putting it in there.  
 
E: So it is a change from the language that is there.  
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T:  Oh I think that is a different piece. That’s a different piece. The master agreement. 
 
L: But this is what their proposing is the contract executed between the teacher and the school district 
and that’s where we would have a concern. If we don’t have an agreement between the teacher and the 
school district, we have a contract between an exclusive representative and the school district.  
 
T: Yes.  
 
L: And this language doesn’t state that. That was the concern.  
 
T: That was our concern with the master agreement part which I can ask you about in a second but the 
change in compensation and the successor agreement, um, is putting into the language a practice the 
parties have agreed to and used in the past. So it’s not a change it’s just adding it to the contract. So it 
really shouldn’t be concerning. Now if you’re worried that it says something that doesn’t say like if 
you’re worried that it is trying to change something I understand that but just putting into the language 
of something that’s agreed to by the parties, I don’t’ understand that.  
 
E: Can you give us some clarification on this part that says is fully ratified and pro-rated from that date 
forward. I think that’s where the confusion is coming from.  The past practice is that the retro-pay goes 
all the way back to July 1st, this reads like it may not go back to July 1st and it will go into effect the date 
the contract is ratified.  I think that’s the confusion.  
 
T: I think the pay is pro-rated from that date. So you can’t go back and pay somebody at a time, I mean 
you can’t go back and add more money to a paycheck from July 1st if you ratify it later, so it’s pro-rated 
from that date. I mean like literally, like literally you can’t go back in time and give money. So it’s pro-
rated from that date. You are giving the money from that time… 
 
E: That’s the confusion. 
 
T: It’s pro-rated from that date.  
 
E: That’s the confusion. 
 
T: Oh, well that’s what it means. That’s what the pro-rated means.  
 
E: That’s why I asked for the clarification. 
 
T: Yea. 
 
E: But if you don’t agree upon a date during bargaining then it says, what that says to me is that you will 
only get it from the date that it is fully ratified. 
 
T: Uh, effective, should only be effective. Which means that you can’t have, you can’t have retro-pay be 
effective before you decide on what the pay is going to be. So that wouldn’t be the way that I read it.  
 
E: That’s not the way you read it, but that’s, it goes back to interpretation. If something comes up and 
our interpretation is different than yours…I don’t think with the language that they’ve had before, that 
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we’ve had before there’s been a question and we can say you change contract to master agreement 
we’re okay with that. 
 
T: Are you taking that? The master agreement? Because that’s not shown in here. Sorry I was going to 
talk about that next.  
 
E: Well we’re just saying, we’re trying to work out the logistics of what we’re working this language so in 
our conversation we would substitute contract for master. We’re not saying we’re going to agree to all 
the rest of that language yet, but we can see that were it says the last contract executed between the 
teacher and we could change that to say master agreement.  
 
T: Okay let’s do that piece first. Can we agree on master agreement instead of executed between the 
teacher and the school district?  Can we agree on that piece? Because there’s no contract that’s 
executed between a continuing contract teacher and the district it’s the master agreement.  
 
E: So you’re saying remove the word “teacher” and put “master agreement”? 
 
T: Exactly where ours is, so a teacher shall become considered according to the last master agreement 
until such time dot, dot, dot, can we agree on that change? From our last proposal.  
 
E: I think so. 
 
T: Can we agree to that one? 
 
E: Yes. 
 
T: Okay. So I’m going to circle that one. So then, and that was the same that you, that’s the same 
discussion that you proposed so then really all we’re talking about is the denial of the second sentence 
that we added.  
 
E: Right. 
 
T: Any change in compensation shall be only be effective as of the date the successor agreement is fully 
ratified and pro-rated from the date agreed upon during bargaining. And again that is the practice that 
you’ve had in place and putting this in there just makes sure that you know that something doesn’t 
change in the future. That this is the practice. That everyone agrees that. So it’s the change in 
compensation is only effective as of the date the agreement is ratified so that means that the change in 
compensation which you haven’t settled on yet can’t be effective until you’ve settled on it. So once you 
settle on it, it’s effective.  
 
E: We get that. But we are not ready to agree to that. 
 
T: Well what, what different process would you want? Is there a different process for deciding how your 
going to get that retro-pay that you want?  
 
E: We want it to be a conversation in this process or automatically back to July 1st.  
 
T: Okay, so a conversation in this process would be what that says, which is pro-rated from the date 
agreed upon in bargaining. 
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E: That is your interpretation but what we’re saying is that’s not how it feels when we interpret what 
those words are and so if it doesn’t, if we don’t feel that’s what the interpretation is of the language we 
don’t even have agreement of that language.  
 
T: Do you have a change to the language that would make it feel more comfortable?  
 
E: Not right now. Our proposed language below is what we are proposing but not to edit yours.  
 
T: The proposed language below would just be a denial, a strait denial.  
 
E: Right. 
 
T: Can we agree to keep working on that one? So that maybe we can see if we can come up with getting 
the past practice exactly how everyone would feel most comfortable with it?  
 
E: Even though we denied it we consider it in progress something that is still on the table, so yes. 
 
T: Okay. So then we would agree and the parties would agree to the master agreement change and if we 
want to come back with other language then maybe we can discuss specifics about what your concerned 
about with that piece then we’ll bring it back. Right now it’s a denial.  
 
E: Okay. 
 
T: Is that right? 
 
E: Nodded. 
 
T: Okay.  
 
E: Okay. Article VI, Salaries, Section 6, Subdivision 5; EMW agrees to the tenths change so we consider 
this issue done also.  
 
E: Article VII, Extra Compensation, Section 3; EMW drops this topic and wants to leave the current 
language as it is. 
 
T: So we are agreed on that then or we didn’t have a proposal out on that. 
 
E: No you didn’t. 
 
T: So then we are in agreement on that one.  
 
E: Article VIII, Group Insurance, Section 1, Subdivision 2; EMW agrees with the changes, VEBA/HSA and 
legal spouse so we consider this issue done.  
 
T: Was this one done last time too?  
 
E: So on some, just to clarify, on some that we had agreed to ahead of time Liz had put the final 
language in there so that’s what we did on some of these that we agreed to. 
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T: Got it. 
 
E: That is why it seems like we’ve agreed to it twice, because really we have. (Laugh)You agreed, we 
agreed, it’s done.  
 
E: Article VIII, Group Insurance, Section 2, Subdivision 6; EMW agrees with the Districts decision to 
maintain the current language so we consider this done also. 
 
E: Article VIII, Group Insurance, Section 2; this issue is done with the prepositions from, with the change 
of prepositions from “as” to “with.” Yea, with just that small change.   
 
T: So you’re accepting everything other than that one word.  
 
E: That preposition word in there. It’s the yellow words right in the middle of the big green paragraph. 
 
T: Okay. 
 
T: Because the high deductible plan isn’t the VEBA or the health savings, right.  
 
E: No. 
 
T: Okay. I got it. 
 
E: So we are in agreement with that small minor change? 
 
T: Yea. I will change that one to agree.  
 
E: Okay. Article VIII, Group Insurance, Section 3, Subdivisions 1 through 3; Education MN-Willmar will 
agree to the green highlights if, are you there… 
 
E: Yea…there’s several here. 
 
E: If we get the full 8190 and if the language in yellow is added with the clarification of what monthly 
means. Does monthly mean  1/24th or did you mean bi-monthly 1/24th  or 1/12th  
 
L: With each pay cycle. 
 
E: Okay.  
 
E: What did she say? 
 
E: With each pay period. 
 
T: So you’d agree to uh, we’re talking about the green language would be the language we suggested. 
Right? 
 
E: Yes. 
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T: I’m looking at it. I think I can follow. The green language is the langue we suggested you’d agree to 
that if… 
 
E: That yellow language just says that if a teacher, a dependent, or spouse has a claim that they can get 
their, they can get more of their money out front.   
 
T: So this is new language we haven’t seen before? 
 
E: Correct. 
 
T: If the teacher, okay, but we can potentially reach agreement on the green box if, did you say if what?  
 
E: If the district agrees to pay us the full 8190 so there’s some… 
 
T: At the bottom? 
 
E: Yea, so the full 8190 and this paragraph and just with the clarification of in your green section that it 
either say bimonthly or each pay period might be even better to go along with the 1/24th. Because it 
says a monthly deposit will be approximately 1/24th.  
 
T: So the new language, tell me how you think that might function if a teacher participates. 
 
E: The functioning part of it as there would be a process where they would request from the district 
their VEBA funds up front. 
 
T: Okay so…like if, when we talked about last time you’re saying you’re worried about someone having 
to…yea 
 
E: Yes.  
 
E: So just the ability to get that money to pay that deductible if they have expenses. I mean… 
 
E: An emergency. 
 
E: Yea, if there is an emergency and they need something to use their entire deductible in August or 
September or December that they would have access because right now they would have all of their 
funds deposited by December and what the language that you proposed and that we agreed to is that a 
lot of that money they won’t see until January, February, March, April, May, June, July and so if there 
would be a need to get it to pay that deductible that they would have the ability to access those funds to 
pay the deductible. 
 
T: Um, is there any kind of, I don’t think there is any kind of so one of the concerns was someone leaves 
in the middle of the year they’ve gotten their contributions any kind of buy back or pay back provisions 
for anything any unearned amounts that have been forwarded to them? Or would that be something 
you would be amenable to adding that in there? The amounts… 
 
E: Well, I think if they would have an emergency and they would need that money up front it’s probably 
going to be very difficult to, for the District to request I mean to request that money back, but it is 
something that we would listen if you had a proposal. We would at least read it.  
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T: Thanks. Maybe listen to me talk about it too. 
 
(Laughing) 
 
E: Yea, we would listen to you talk about it too. 

 
T: All right, I think we understand that one.  
 
E: And with the 8190 we just feel that that entire amount is costed on us in the settlement package and 
we feel that our members then deserve that additional amount if there was some left on the table.  
 
L: It is not costed actually. So what’s costed is what’s actually paid not 345 times 8190. So it’s costed on 
actual dollars versus potential dollars. 
 
E: So explain that to me how you can do that when people, when you don’t know what they’ve signed 
up for? 
 
L: We take a, we pick a snapshot in time, that’s what we’ve agreed to, this is the effective date and 
based on the roster that exists on that date and their benefits places that’s how the costing gets pulled. 
So they are costed on what they actually use, not an FTE times the 8190 and that is how the budget is 
created as well, it’s not… 
 
E: So do you have, could we get a difference in the amount of what it would be and what… 
 
L: I’m working on it right now. 
 
E: Okay. 
 
T: I think we understand it but we will have to consider. 
 
E: All right, Article VIII, Group Insurance, Section 4; EM-W will agree to the removal of the educational 
paragraphs, those two that we inserted, if the District agrees to pay the monthly administrative fees of 
the $2.11 per member.  
 
T: Um, what, what about all the language on the, in the proposal the school districts contributions, 
former employees accounts, all those, with all those language changes still too? Or are you saying that 
all the language changes go away if we agree to, the flex language and all the other language changes go 
away if we agree to pay the administrative fees the district pays the administrative fees. Or, sorry, I just 
want to make sure exactly what… 
 
E: We’re saying that the two yellow paragraphs on the top… 
 
T: Okay the two flex? 
 
E: Top of page 15, yes, would go away if the district agrees in Section 4 right below that, to continue to 
pay the administrative fees.  
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E: Because that’s the language that says that. 
 
E: The yellow in that language in Section 4 is written language that the District would do that. 
 
T: Okay.  
 
E: It’s a response to ending the past practice as written language in the contract.  
 
T: Okay. 
 
E: All right, Article IX, Leaves of Absence, Section 1, Subdivision 1; EM-W denies the proposal and is 
proposing the current language, the current contract language. 
 
E: So you had proposed something. We countered. You denied and we’re just asking to go back to the 
current language. 
 
T: Okay. 
 
E: We did receive information from, from Liz some data there were about 6 people that this language, 
um, affected. And 5 out of those 6 were medical or emer…or maternity leaves best that we can tell. Um, 
and you know they do have the right according to the Family Medical Leave Act of course to take that 
time. Um, we have several people retiring, retiring teachers um, or those who are maxed out at 182 
days who are losing that benefit. They lose sick leave days, monthly retired teachers are you know if 
their maxed out they only get credit for half of theirs for severance. So on a very rare regular basis their 
people that aren’t using their sick leave days and you know, I, we don’t know how many days that the 
school district is losing by allowing those people on leave to use their 12 days you know, I can’t imagine 
its more than 10 days per, per those 5 or 6 people that it affects. 
 
T: And you’re going to have to help me out, I’m trying to, so basically it’s our last proposal minus the rest 
of the, minus the red language. Is that right? I think our last proposal was the contract  
 
E: Your last proposal was the current language, yep, yep, so it’s just the top then of your proposal what 
current language is. 
 
T: Okay. 
 
E: All right, Article IX, Leaves of Absence, Section 1, Subdivision 4; EM-W proposes new language that 
follows and specifies what state statute says. We have been advised by our attorneys that we just, not 
to just list the statute that we need to include all of the people who are listed in statute, knowing that 
statute can change. Currently we have what state statute is and that doesn’t help people or doesn’t hurt 
people but we’d like to list the people so that it could help in a tragic or emergency situation so they can 
go right to their contract and know if they can use that language for certain people. 
 
T: Sorry, so this language you’ve written right here would replace all of Subdivision 4, the current 
Subdivision 4. The Subdivision 4 a, b, c, d, e? 
 
E: Oh let me make sure before I say this. 
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T: Cuz our, our proposal on Subdivision 4 was that, that language that we proposed there would replace 
all of Subdivision 4. So I assume what you’re doing is you’re just saying no we want this language to take 
the place of all Subdivision 4. Instead of the a, b, c, d, e. 
 
E: May we have a caucus?  
 
T: Absolutely.  
 
Caucus-5:22 pm 
 
Resume-5:36 pm 
 
L: We’re good?  
 
T: Ready. 
 
E: Yep.  
 
E: Okay thank you for that caucus. We noticed a little problem with our proposal. What we are 
proposing is not what it says in that box. (Laughter) Obviously. So our proposal and for some reason we 
stuttered in this box. It starts with Section 4 there on the bottom. If you notice it says Section 4 and then 
Section or Subdivision 4 and their identical and that it how it is on page 18 of this document Trevor. 
Subdivision 4, Subdivision 4 then it does a, b, and c and then it does d, e, and f and that’s really a, b, and 
c again. So when you asked the question that’s where I, we had to go caucus and go figure out what 
happened. So our proposal is not what we have on 9-24 for our proposal, what we are re-proposing is 
Subdivision 4 with the crossed out limited stated with that it’s right there on the bottom but not twice 
and then the a, b, and c. 
 
T: A, b, and c.  
 
E: So only one Subdivision 4 and then a, b, and c and not d, e, and f.  
 
T: So back to the exact same language we denied the last time? 
 
E: Yes. 
 
T: Okay I’m clear on that then. 
 
E: So did she say no d, e, and f?  
 
E: No d, e, and f because it’s the same as a, b, c.  
 
T: I think that was the last… 
 
E: The last proposal, yes. 
 
T: Okay, got it. 
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E: Okay, Article IX, Leaves of Absence, Section 1, Subdivision 9; Are we on the same spot there 
Courtney? Um, EM-W denies the removal of this language. Again we gave up something at one point to 
get this language and we’re just not willing to give up the flexibility of that one personal day, or 
additional personal day to be used for bereavement because our, our um, bereavement doesn’t, I mean 
our personal leave allows us to use, to attend funerals for those people close to us but if our personal 
leave is gone we don’t have any other option and we would like the ability to have that one sick day to 
be used for funerals. And unfortunately neither you or us know how often it’s used because it’s not 
tracked in AESOP anywhere so. 
 
T: Mm-hmm. Okay. 
 
E: Article IX, Leaves of Absence, Section 10, Unused Sick Leave; EM-W is re-proposing the same proposal 
that um, you denied on 6/30 that we had proposed. 
 
T: The exact same.  
 
E: Yes. 
 
T: Any changes?  
 
E: Nope exact same. Um, you know we feel that this language will entice our teachers to decrease their 
absences; it would help the district with their subbing issues. It gives teachers incentive to be more 
prudent with using their sick leave. It keeps our most qualified teachers in the classroom with the 
students and thus could potentially save the District in substitute costs. 
 
T: And would this be costed in your proposal? 
 
E: Well, that would be very difficult to cost.  
 
T: Okay. 
 
E: I mean we have an estimate and we’ll share that estimate later of what we think it might be.  
 
T: Okay so you’ll come back and tell us later what you think this estimate is?  
 
E: Yes. 
 
T: Is it a secret? 
 
E: It is a secret. It’s part of a different presentation.  
 
T: Got it. 
 
E: So it’s a secret for now…which will be revealed soon.  
 
(Laughing) 
 
E: All right, Article IX, Leaves of Absence, Section 2, Subdivision 3; EM-W will drop this topic and leave 
the current language as is. 
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T: This was the one we dropped, right? 
 
E: Yep. 
 
T: Okay got it. 
 
E: So we’re agreed to that, double agree again.  
 
E: All right, Article IX, Leaves of Absence, Section 2, Subdivision 5; EM-W, let me see what this one is, oh 
this is, this is, um we need to hear your proposal to our last proposal. This is the child care leave section. 
 
T: Yes. 
 
E: No.  
 
E: Isn’t it? Am I in the wrong one?  
 
E: You’re one ahead. 
 
(Several people talking about what section to be on.) 
 
T: Missing the one on… 
 
E: Half days, snow days, personal days… 
 
E: Oh, oh, oh okay, all right. 
 
E: So, um we need a little clarification as to why the District wants the proposal that you have proposed. 
Because part of our rationale and reason that we have proposed what we proposed is that we want to 
keep our teachers safe but we don’t want them to be double charged for personal leave. We’re in 
agreement that if they leave they need to use personal leave but in the language that’s proposed part of 
that time the teachers are being double charged and we think that that’s even as why it’s creating a 
problem for the District.  
 
E: Even just the fact that they’re charged 3.75 regardless of when they leave, that, I know that if I was 
going to be charged for a half a day I would take that half day.  
 
T: Yep, and I think that, am I correct that we discussed that that was something that was bargained in, 
that was given in exchange for something else, and, um, I think we talked through all the reasons last 
week, or last month ago whenever it was, but so at this point is this a language proposal that your 
bringing back? 
 
E: Yes, the Subdivision 5.  
 
T: Okay, so it would change… 
 
E: It does change, it’s a counter. 
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T: A change from the actual language that’s there now too. 
 
E: Yep, mm-hmm.  
 
T: Okay, sorry, I’m probably going to have to look through that.  
 
E: Well and part of what our language says, or the added part is just that the teachers who that who 
would you know who leave after the student day.  
 
T: And it’s basically removing the, the 3.75? 
 
E: Right. Thus in out my mind, that where sometimes the double charging happens. 
 
T: So what about, um, if you, if you remove that language, the 3.75, um, what about the situation of 
teachers who leave before students in an early out situation?  
 
E: They would be just charged the amount of time that they leave for personal leave. 
 
T: But that wouldn’t be reflected in the proposed language, that we would need additional language to 
put that in there? Cuz, right now it would just be before the end of the day and after the student day has 
ended. So if they leave before students, so we just need to clarify that language.  
 
E: We could, or you know, the practice now is you have to, obviously have to have permission, if you 
need to leave and use your personal leave it needs to be, I mean you can’t just put in AESOP personal 
leave at eleven o’clock and I’m walking out. If it’s during the day like that you need to talk to your 
administrator. So I would assume that’s the same thing that would happen here is that the conversation 
with the administrator and then if they leave at 10:30 that’s when their personal leave would start. But 
if you would have recommended language that you would like us to look at. 
 
J: How about no snow storms? 
 
E: Hey, you haven’t lived here winter.  
 
(Laughter) 
 
J: It’s twice, much worse. 
 
E: Twice worst.  
 
E: Last year was a good winter. The winter before not so good.  
 
E: Did I hear Dr. Holm say no early outs and no snow storms? 
 
E: I think our, just to summarize that is that we don’t necessarily, um, disagree with in theory what’s 
going on here, but we just want to make sure teachers are charged for the time that their gone. 
 
T: Okay. 
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E: All right, Article IX, Leaves of Absences, Section 3, Subdivision 1; this is the language that you are still 
considering so we will skip over that for now. 
 
T: Okay. 
 
E: Article IX, Leaves of Absence, Section 3, Subdivision 11; the district is also still considering that 
language. 
 
T: Yep. 
 
E: So we will skip that. 
 
T: That’s the part that got moved. 
 
E: Yep.  
 
T: Got it.  
 
E: Okay, Article IX Leaves of Absence, Section 9, Subdivisions 1 through 6; EM-W will drop this topic and 
leave the current language as it is for Subdivisions 1-6. 
 
T: So denying our proposal? 
 
E: Correct. 
 
Timestamp-5:48 pm 
 
E: So we proposed, you countered, we re-proposed and then you denied and proposed. 
 
T: Yep 
 
E: And then we are saying we’ll since it was our issue we’ll agree to drop it and just keep the language as 
it is. 
 
T: So you would still have the duplicate with the time off for an injury in an immediate family and then 
the deduct language? 
 
E: So you are saying Subdivision 4 
 
T: So yea keep 4,5, and 6. 
 
E: That’s what our proposal would be just to keep the current contract language. 
 
T: Okay. Any specific reasons you can give us for the Subdivision 1 changes or why the denial on our last 
proposal Subdivision 1, try to clarify what that would be, the period of time? 
 
E: Well, I think we’ve mentioned that in the past. 
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T: Short period 
 
E: Yea that we want the flexibility for the administrator if it’s an hour and fifteen minutes to be able to 
grant an hour and fifteen minutes because that feels like a short period or to somebody else forty-five 
minutes you if that’s the I would say short period has been defined to approximately an hour but it’s not 
set in stone. 
 
E: Many times song fest is at the end of the day so that would be difficult to uh, to attend. 
  
E: And for somebody from the high school to drive to the elementary school it’s twenty minutes from 
the time they leave their classroom ‘til they would get into a song fest and that, I don’t know about 
parking in your area, but parking for song fest in Willmar is impossible if you come in at the last minute. 
So you mean, honestly this language wouldn’t work for a high school teacher to go to their child’s song 
fest, there’s no way they could make it an hour even if it was in the middle of the day but limited to not 
at the end of the day they couldn’t go at all then.  
 
T: Would that be, I can’t remember, what is the shortest amount of personal leave you can take?  
 
E: A minute. 
 
T: A minute, so you could still take personal leave if it’s an hour and fifteen or two hours. There’s 
nothing stopping you from… 
 
E: Well, again as we both use the argument this was agreed to at some point. 
 
T: Well everything was agreed to at some point. 
 
E: I know, but in exchange for something else and this is one that… 
 
E: Well, in the original intent of the language was not to limit it to Willmar activities either so you’re 
limiting your language now as denied as what it is they can do and when they can be gone. That was not 
the original intent of the language.  
 
T: Well, we don’t know what the original intent of the language was cuz none of us were here 
presumably.  I mean how long ago was this language put in there?  
 
E: I can’t answer that. 
 
T: Yea. 
 
E: I can’t tell you which contract it was but I know that at one time it was, it was people just needed that 
extra, if it was 15 minutes or whatever, 20 minutes to get someplace instead of trying to put it in there, 
put all this time or whatever, it was just approved. You had a conversation with your administrator you 
covered it, you could go and you could take care of it and come back whatever you needed to do. 
There’s often times that things come up that maybe only take, you know, a half hour or 45 minutes but 
all that paperwork or whatever that needs to get done with that, if you can get it covered they just, you 
just did it and get there and get back and now it’s getting to be more and more limited. You know it was 
just seemed to work and I think it’s just the way it was being interpreted by some people. Some people 
were reading it one way some people were reading it the other way maybe if we could just have a 
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conversation with what it was the intention was, they need 15 or 20 minutes to get there or whatever 
yes, they’ve covered it, fine, you know cuz it’s happening in some buildings, it’s not happening in others 
so you know. I mean there’s times I’m sure in your day too that you need to maybe there’s 15 minutes 
you need to get some place, I mean if you had to sit and fill out all that it’s just that, it seems like it’s 
more work than it needs to be. 
 
T: What about the possibility of adding in a definition of what a short time is? If we didn’t have the 
second language limiting it is there a possibility that we could agree to say up to an hour, or not? Is that, 
I mean, what you’re talking about take you 15 minutes, half an hour, I mean that seems completely 
reasonable to me? I mean over an hour then it seems to me that’s really more personal leave territory. 
So I mean, is that a possibility that we could bring back? That you might be receptive to, you obviously 
don’t have to commit to anything but.. 
 
E: So when you’re talking about that hour and what I hear Tammy say too so you end up and it might 
end up going a little bit longer and you’re 5 minutes past that hour, you know, is there… 
  
T: Approximately an hour? Could you say approximately an hour? 
 
E: You know, that feels better than putting it as an exact time because things happen, I mean, all of a 
sudden you hit a train, you’re trying to turn around, you’re trying to get some place, you know, and that 
sort of thing and if it’s covered and you’re coming 5 minutes, 10 minutes after that hour now do we 
have to change it.  
 
E: Well I think personal leave is another option for this but I also think that then our teachers are going 
to take a half a day personal leave or a full day and a full day well you could probably get a sub for but 
I’m tell ya how many half day subs do you fill? So this gives that teacher the ability  to work a majority of 
their contracted day to be that professional in front of that class as long as they possibly can and then 
you know at no expense to the district so we’re basically need to help find our, help find that 
replacement to cover us for that time. And the intent isn’t to use it for a half day or… 
 
T: Okay. 
 
L: And doesn’t number four less than the statute? 
 
T: Yep. 
 
Timestamp-5:56 pm 
 
E: Okay. Article IX, Leaves of Absence, Section 9, Subdivision 7; EM-W is proposing this language so to 
address the ending of the past practice and it’s exactly what we proposed and you denied. 
 
T: Okay 
 
E: Article X, Hours of Service, Section 4; EM-W is re-proposing our language but it would not be in effect 
until the 2016-17 school year. 
 
E: We feel that Willmar Public Schools day looks different since the inception of newly adopted 
programing, like PLC’s, Ramp Up, TLC’s, etc. Student contact time continues to increase while our 
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teacher prep time has stayed unchanged. The need for differentiation and planning time has resulted in 
the need for more planning time. More prep time would equal more quality instruction for children. 
Students needs have increased.  There are more expectations for our teachers than they’ve ever had 
before. We do differentiation, individualized instruction. We need that prep time to prepare and refuel 
and be ready to be in front of kids. Teachers planning and preparation time is a key part to their 
effective teaching. We no longer have the same classrooms that we had 20 or 30 years ago. So we need 
that additional time.  
 
E: Tammy you might want to explain the history of that a little bit to Trevor what that is. 
 
E: Oh yea, it’s no longer standing in front of a class of whatever number and regurgitation information, it 
is reading individually with kids, differentiating lessons for each one of them, it’s cooperative learning, 
it’s all of that planning and when there was that time years ago or there was time years ago to sit and do 
correcting during the day there’s not a moment that the teacher’s aren’t on their feet working with 
those kids. Teacher’s roles have uh, transformed almost into facilitating learning versus that presenting 
of knowledge or information to kids, um, and another part of our teacher evaluation, teacher 
development and evaluation rubric there’s a significant portion of that is focused on planning and 
preparation for our students. 
 
T: Okay. 
 
E: All right, Article X, Hours of Service, Section 5, Subdivision 1; EM-W is proposing the language on the 
document. It’s the same language that the district denied on 8/11 or 8/24. 
 
T: Oh okay. 
 
E: When we agreed to this language about professional time it was when the district was asking us to go 
from a 7 and a half hour day to an 8 hour day, this was a seven percent increase in our day and we 
agreed to a less than seven percent pay increase and so we actually took a reduction in our hourly rate if 
you want to look at it that way for that increase in our time so the tradeoff for that was this language 
that would protect that additional 30 minutes per day to be professional time that the administration 
wouldn’t be able to do what is proposed by the district now. 
 
T: But the consecutive is a change from what the current language is, right? 
 
E: Yes. 
 
T: Okay. 
 
E: I think that’s the only change in the about to, removing “about” and adding “consecutive” from the 
current contract language.  
 
T: And removing the discussion about PLC’s. 
 
E: Yes. Because the grant has ended and that’s why the District asked for the MOU and we agreed to it 
and it was put into the contract language the last time as during that time we were all under the grant. 
 
T: So then if you take that out you could also schedule teachers for more than one hour meetings during 
the week?  
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E: Yea if, if teachers are guaranteed their prep time, their lunch time and 30 minutes of consecutive, 
with this language it would be 30 consecutive minutes of professional time each day.  
 
T: And is there, uh, please help me out, is there a benefit to the 30 consecutive minutes versus 30 
minutes um, equivalence of some days you get a full hour? Like an hour, like 90 consecutive minutes on 
Tuesday versus 30 minutes that day?  
 
E: Would you like to share Courtney. 
 
E: Well when they do that we have a minute without students. We come in the door at 7:30 and then by 
8:30 or 8:25 our students are in our classrooms and we are in PLC’s that whole time there’s no time to 
use the bathroom, start our computers, kids are walking in when we’re basically still in our PLC’s. That 
happens frequently.   
 
L: What about the day opposite of PLC’s? That’s the day you should be getting an hour.  
 
E: Yea, but that’s not the problem.  The hour day wouldn’t be the problem. 
 
L: That’s what Trevor is saying. 
 
E: It’s the day without. 
 
T: Well that’s why I’m saying, sorry, that’s what I was asking. I was saying, so say you have a day without 
and then the next day you get a full hour. 
 
E: But the day without is almost… 
 
E: It’s not worth the tradeoff to not have that time. 
 
E: To not have 5 minutes to use the bathroom before you see students for three hours, or make a copy, 
or start your computer it’s really challenging. 
 
E: Okay, Article X, Hours of Service, Section 6; EM-W agrees to the word “contract” and have the 
proposed language on the document. So you agreed to the contract, we agreed to the contract so I think 
we’re done with the word contract. 
 
E: But the rest of the article or Section 6, we’re not, we’re in agreement with, you’re not in agreement 
with us, but I’m assuming. But that is our response to the ending of past practice that was suggested.   
 
T: Okay. 
 
E: Okay. Article XI, ECFE and ABE, Section 5; EM-W agrees to the District’s decision to drop this issue. 
 
T: Thank you. 
 
E: Yea.  
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E: Um, Article XI, Section 6, ULA for early childhood family ed. EM-Ws proposal will match the language 
for this section to Article XVII. Okay, so what I’m saying is we’re not going to address it right now 
because we want what we have right there the proposal of the language that just says you’re going to 
follow the language in Article XVII and then in Article XVIII is where we’ll, we’ll discuss the language. The 
big picture is we want ECFE, ABE, school readiness, and all the rest of the teachers to have the same ULA 
language. 
 
T: And denying the second part of our proposal? So we are in agreement on that piece at least just not 
the second part of our proposal.  
 
E: Tell me what we are in agreement in, on. 
 
T: That follows the language in Article XVII, that’s in agreement, we all agree to that language. 
 
E: Okay. Yes. 
 
T: Okay, got it.  
 
E: And then Article XII, Section 6 is the same thing for school readiness so I think we are in agreement 
with that language too. 
 
E: Article XIII, Part Time Teacher, Section 1; EM-W agrees so this issue is done. 
 
E: Article XIII, Part Time Teacher, Section 4; EM-W agrees to the District’s proposal. 
 
E: Article XIV, Grievance Procedure, Section 1; EM-W denies the District’s proposal and propose the 
current language as is and we are wondering why the school district wants the language removed. Is it 
not working? What’s the rational? 
 
T: I think it was expanding the definition so there were any questions. I think clarity so there weren’t any 
questions basically.  
 
E: So, we haven’t had any difficulty interpreting the language. 
 
E: Well if you would give us that right to add into the contract but not under the parameters that it has 
to be a group of 10 or fewer or under the same occurrence. 
 
E: Because you limit the exclusive rep to 10 or more. 
 
T: That one person would have to do it as it is now. 
 
E: So why couldn’t the exclusive rep… 
 
T: Well the language right now says it’s a dispute and for which a teacher makes a claim. So you can’t 
right now so this would be granting additional rights to the union.   
 
E: But would you take off the 10 or more? 
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T: Um, I would not; I couldn’t suggest that they say that the exclusive rep can file it on behalf of a 
teacher who’s unwilling for just one. So no, I mean, I would not agree to just one maybe less than 10, 
but just a single, not just one.  
 
Timestamp-6:13 pm 
 
E: Okay. Article XV, Individual Agreements, EM-W agrees to drop this topic and maintain the current 
language so we feel this issue is done. 
 
E: Article XVI, Meet and Confer, Sections 1 through 4; EM-W agrees to drop this topic and maintain 
current language so we feel that issue is done. 
 
E: Article XVI, Unrequested Leaves of Absence, seventeen, I can’t count, my eyes, sorry. EM-W is re-
proposing its original proposed language. We again think our language clears up any problems with the 
terms, subject matter, or field. It gives our teachers the rights to all of their areas of licensure just like 
the district has rights to use all of the teacher’s areas of licensure. The district feels that community 
experts are good enough to sub in our classrooms with no training, yet licensed teachers are not 
qualified to teach sub in an area, a licensed area that the State of MN has granted them and if the 
district feels that they want to control our licensure that much, we’d entertain the idea that you’d pay 
for our re-licensures.  
 
E: All right, Article XVII, Section 1, Subdivision 3, Severance; EM-W is maintaining our proposal but 
Trevor what was the result of your conversation that you had with the admin attorney. 
 
T: I have not had that conversation yet. So this is still pending.  
 
E: Okay. Have you been in contact with her? 
 
T: I have not. Nope. 
 
E: Okay. 
 
T: I think you sent me that right before I went on vacation and I spaced it off. I apologize. 
 
E: That’s what vacation tends to do to us. 
 
T: And I think, really, it’s more of a matter of figuring out a legal way to do it and if, that’s definitely 
something I can chat through with her um, but yea, I think we all agree in theory on this it’s just figuring 
out how it’s going to work. 
 
E: Thank you.  
 
E: Article XIX, Section 2 and 3, 403b, EM-W is in agreement with putting money on the salary schedule 
and therefore we are proposing what we have up there. The things that are different in the current 
language are years of services versus steps, the amounts didn’t change those are what we have right 
now and we would like to increase the max. 
 
T: Do you have an idea of what the costing is on this? 
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E: To increase the max? 
 
T: And years of service I assume is gonna bump up people as well. Do you have a costing on this?  
 
E: It’s in route. 
 
T: Okay, great. So it’s still a secret.  
 
E: Yep, it’s still a secret, another secret, two secrets. We just, just a little rationale for you on this, um, 
we think that this could help in attract and retain quality teachers. We do have members that are 
reaching the cap that we have now and since there is no severance for our younger staff this is, this is to 
help them with their future saving goals. It also does save the District the FICA tax, the 7.56 percent that 
gets put into this versus on the salary schedule. 
 
E: Article XXI, Duration, Sections 1 through 3; The District dropped this issue so the District and EM-W 
agree to maintain the current contract language. 
 
E: Article XXII, Transition to an 8 hour day, Section 1, EM-W agrees to remove this langue and considers 
this done. 
 
E: All right, in our proposal there is not Appendix B, because we have a separate presentation, or 
Appendix A so we have a separate presentation for that.  
 
T: Okay. 
 
E: And I am relinquishing my chair positions to Rob for this.  
 
E: Is that my cue? 
 
E: That’s your cue. 
 
E: Feel free to stand, you guys might want to move, oh you got front row seats. That’s good.  
 
Timestamp-6:20 pm 
 
E: Is this going to work. 
 
E: I’m going to work on it. I’m trying to pull it up here.  
 
E: We are an investment, we think we are pretty important and teachers in every community are so this 
is a good investment in our future. In putting together the proposal with the corrections from last time it 
is a little bit different. After getting together with Liz and hopefully fixing all of our initial errors, but let 
me know if you find anymore. We also wanted to see how can we fund this proposal? So off of the 
school districts website we noticed somebody at one point asked why does it seem school districts act 
like a bank? How much fund balance is needed and the response was right there the 5 to 15% range 
from MDE and our school board policy of a six percent minimum funding balance, about 5 weeks, about 
2.2 million. And right out of the board policy again the 6 % general unreserved fund balance is a goal. 
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The district will seek additional fund addressed below that, reduce expenditures if it falls below to that 
6% and use a combination of both of those to maintain that 6% fund balance. So I took a peek at the 
fund balance and there is the data. We graphed the fund balance versus here is the fund balance the 
blue line versus the history of our settlements and this nice big spike was when we actually increased 
our hours. And right now as of almost two weeks ago we’re at 20.94% or 8.141 million. Then we looked 
at our current salary and did an analysis and this was in our initial proposal the step amounts that we 
settled on last time are fairly consistent and our lane amounts we realized don’t match up with the goal 
as educators of getting more education. This is not encouraging our staff to go out and get their 
graduate degrees to get those, get those certificate programs that will improve their teaching and 
improve them as individuals as well. So part of our goal then was to try to equalize it. First we looked at 
other districts in our conference to see what their salary schedule looks like. The ratios of lanes to steps 
are right here. Alexandria, St. Cloud schools, Fergus are all about 1:1 Brainerd, Sartell, and Rocori their 
lanes are two to three times greater than their steps We don’t want to jump that far. The only two that 
weren’t were us and Sauk Rapids. We didn’t choose Sauk Rapids as our model. They might have chosen 
us though. So our proposal looks like this for the entire salary schedules for 2016 and 2017 and that’s 
how we accomplished our equalization. Here are the step amounts in our proposal now and the lane 
amounts as you can see are about 1:1.   
 
L: Is that 2016 on the left?  
 
E: No, it’s 2017, it’s the final analysis. I didn’t put the 2016 analysis comparing the steps to the lanes.   
 
E: its steps and lanes, steps on the left, lanes on the right.  
 
E: Steps versus lanes.  
 
E: So that total package cost is just over 2 million, 1.145 this year 998,000 next year for a total percent of 
8.49%. How can we cover that? We made several financial proposals in the contract. Increasing our 
403B match, the miscellaneous service increase, Schedule C, Appendix C, the additional compensation of 
moving the classrooms, ending the past practice of the VEBA administration fee, looking at how much 
health insurance money is left for the District and then the sick leave buyback issue and we were often 
told during these rounds, last couple of weeks, we would rather see that money on the salary schedule 
so we would oblige that. It would equal almost half a million dollars to help cover our package proposal. 
And there is new revenue coming to the District from the State. This year $739,943, next year $1.847 
million and the combination of all of those is well over what we are proposing for the salary schedule. 
That’s just showing where we ranked in 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 out of the 328 school districts in the 
state. And that’s all I’ve got.  
 
T: Total package of 8.49? 
 
E: Percent, yes. 
 
T: And your first package was 8.5, your first offer? 
 
E: The first one had some technical glitches in it. 
 
T: So not coming down at all basically same number. 
 
E: Same concept.  
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E: We didn’t get to present our rationale of why it looks the way that it looks. So we felt we need to help 
you understand what we’re trying to accomplish with equalizing the steps and the lanes.  
 
T: I think we talked about that time we liked that idea. I think we understand it so we get that idea. Total 
package it 8.5 is pretty much what it was the first time…so no movement basically at all.  
 
E: Not on total package. 
 
Timestamp-6:29 pm 
 
E: We will go back to the other one for Appendix B. 
 
E: All right, Appendix B, EM-W proposes to remove Appendix B. That is the Title I salary schedule 
another portion of that conversation. 
 
T: Same proposal? 
 
E: Yes, just removing of it to go along with the rest of it.  
 
E: Appendix C, EM-W denies with the district’s proposal to remove Appendix C. 
 
T: Do you have, and then your proposal same one? 
 
E: Yea, for the coaches and the top part of Appendix C if the district and the, EM-W and the Appendix C 
committee if there could be a recommendation brought forward from that committee to both the 
District and the union negotiators we would entertain looking at that but only if it was part of the 
contract not as pulled out of the contract. So the committee did some work they really didn’t finish and 
come up with a plan that was brought forward to the negotiations teams, um, and we would entertain 
looking at something if there is something but that it would need to be in the Appendix C not removal of 
it from the master agreement.  
 
T: So what are you thinking about as far as recommendation on like determinations of future salaries or 
like what type of language would you be thinking about? 
 
E: Cindy was on the committee. 
 
E: There was a lot of work put into it by people that were on the committee and I think we were heading 
into a way that at least identified if people were being paid off of that salary schedule, how were they 
paid and the equity, there was a plan, there’s a formula on how and we just never got it totally. 
 
L: We are basically to the bonus part. 
 
E: So you know, we need to see that and it needs to come there is a lot of work. I felt comfortable with 
how we were going, the direction, at least having a plan because that was one of the biggest problems 
that we had was what Appendix C was. A program was added and there was this magical number that 
showed up for money and it was never, it never made sense and so there’s a plan and we need to look 
at that, we need to finish it. So, that’s what I can say to that.  



Teacher Negotiations 
09.24.2015 

 
T: But the position would be even if a plan comes forward it wouldn’t be a removal of C. It would be a 
plan of how we look at for when we change those numbers in the future in the contract.  
 
L: And it’s costed against the group. 
 
E: We’re willing to look at a proposal that would pay those people maybe differently and have ration, 
have language on how to add… 
 
T: Mm-hmm, how future changes. 
 
E: Yea, yea.  
 
E: And then the second part of Appendix C is these other miscellaneous services and the program 
coordinators. We are re-proposing that we, instead of a dollar amount that we, um, have an hourly rate 
based off the salary schedule. As you know and we know one of the reasons we are re-proposing is 
those numbers have been stagnate for years. 2185 I can rattle that off the top of my head because it’s 
been there for who knows how long. Just as some arguments with prep time, I mean, what is being 
asked and required of us is changing and we think that that, those other services that we provide for the 
District need to be compensated more appropriately. 
 
E: And the hourly rate of BA step C is as close to that $30 an hour that some of those positions are 
currently paying. Curriculum Developer is highlighted because we just changed the terminology of that 
one um, we used our English skills in this box and then… 
 
T: What was that one? 
 
E: It used to say, um, administrative approved curriculum development.  
 
T: Well why the name change? 
 
E: Continuity with the rest of the box. Courtney can you go down just a little bit.  
 
E: And then we also added PLC leaders and Ramp up Leaders. In our previous proposal we had it as a 
paragraph at the bottom and that wasn’t received and so we put it on here as a counter-proposal. 
 
T: What’s a Ramp up Leader? 
 
E: It’s a new program at the high school that’s, um, you want to speak to it?  
 
E: Sure, it’s an initiative it’s part of the world’s best workforce legislation. All of our students at the high 
school are in a Ramp Up advisory class. We have two teachers at each grade level that are grade level 
advisors and we meet throughout the school year and outside of the school days sometimes out of the 
school year to plan the curriculum and rewrite the curriculum and so forth. 
 
T: Okay. 
 
E: Appendix D. EM-W agrees to the removal of this so we feel this issue is done along with Appendix D 
the important dates, timelines, memberships, education. We agree so we feel this issue is done. 
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E: We had proposed language for Special Education workload and the district has now abort policy for 
Special Education workload. The Minnesota Department of Education and Education Minnesota 
recommends that the district and the local work together to create a policy. Therefore Education 
Minnesota-Willmar is requesting that the district agree to an MOU that we have put in here to form a 
committee to develop the Special Ed workload policy that EMW did not have the opportunity to 
participate in when the policy was set by the school board. So what we are asking for is an MOU to form 
a committee and to look at that policy. 
 
E: So with regards to the past practice issues the paying of the VEBA or HSA administrative fees are 
found in Article VIII, Section 4 in our current proposal. Paying teachers to attend lobby day is found in 
Article IX, Section 9, Subdivision 7 in our contract proposal and the scheduling of IEPs during the duty 
day is found in Article 10, Section 6 in our contract proposal just wanted to point those out. 
 
T: Okay. Ours, we will talk about our proposals on the maternity, child care. So we’ve got it in a track 
change and a clean version with one mistake on the clean version, I apologize. So it’s not that clean. 
 
T: So basically like we said we really like the structure that you put it into and we like a lot of the 
language so what this is, is really putting together your proposal along with some of the language that is 
currently in the contract and also clarifying some of the pieces as well. 
 
T: So one of the first mistakes is we ordered them as maternity leave first then child care leave then 
adoption leave, so that’s one of the mistakes in there, but since it’s written this way I will go, I’ll kind of 
go through them as it’s shown in the track changes. It’s the right number, I know.  
 
E: Oh I see. Gotcha.  
 
T: So first what it would be is in the child care leave and I think that a lot of, I think there’s been a lot of 
confusion in the past on current language about what is child care leave, what’s maternity leave and so 
we’re trying to simplify that and say exactly what it is so what you will see in here and I’ll just kind of talk 
generally about the way that those two work together. Is maternity leave is up to 12 weeks end of story, 
that’s maternity leave. Child care leave is anything on top of that and it’s a separate request process and 
so the child care leave is as you see in here is that unpaid child care leave on top of, after your through 
with your maternity leave or really a member of either sex can take this because it’s to one parent of an 
infant child up to 18 months for that parent to provide care on a full time basis. One of the things that 
we changed in there was including the language that we currently have about that up to 18 months then 
also a teacher returning from child care leave shall be employed in a position for which he or she is 
licensed, that’s the current language. Then we also have the piece in here about a teacher making 
application shall inform the superintendent at least 90 calendar days before  and this is one of the things 
that might be taken into account is the substitute teacher availability, I believe that’s currently in the 
contract right now so it’s bringing that language back. In the next one we changed the 2 calendar weeks 
to 30 calendar days and the thinking here is that this is leave that is up to 2 years in duration so if we’re 
talking about someone who’s been on leave for a year and a half we think 30 days is a more appropriate 
period of time for notice than just two weeks to say I need more time or I want more time on my return. 
So that’s the change from two calendars weeks to 30 calendar days. You will see in the maternity and in 
the adoption leave that we are suggesting leaving that two weeks because those are shorter durations 
so that’s the thought process on the 30 days here and leaving the 2 weeks on the other two and then 
also bringing back the language about the child care leave, granting leave more than 24 months duration 
and permitting a teacher to return before this is contract language that’s there now. So then if you keep 
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going down we’ve got a clarification on the non-continuing contract teacher. Just again simply saying 
that the, they have to meet the minimum requirements of the statue. Then also discussing, clarifying the 
child care leave and the benefits so saying that you are eligible to continue to participate in your health 
insurance if it is allowed by the insurance company and how to pay that premium and then basically that 
was a change you made as well, and that’s a change, we suggested, the only change that we made here 
was our revision under Subdivision IX because it said under the leave under this section would be in 
accordance with State and Federal laws. Child care leave is on top of the requirements of State and 
Federal laws, so there aren’t actually any State and Federal laws on it so we took that out. Any questions 
on child care leave first before I start on maternity leave or what are any of our changes in here?  
 
T: I know it’s a lot to look at. 
 
E: Nothing right off the top of my head. 
 
T: Okay.  
 
T: So then in the maternity leave, so this is part of that clarifying. What’s maternity leave, what’s child 
care leave? The maternity leave is up to 12 calendar weeks of leave. This is the one where it’s in, and so 
we moved some language around the green one is just moving that up from later in the document, 
earlier in the document just because we thought it made more sense there to put all those right up front 
um, so them we agreed on the next page, utilizing accrued sick leave and putting in the six calendar 
weeks for natural deliveries, eight calendar weeks for cesarean, and then also clarifying there so that 
there aren’t any questions that any remaining approved maternity leave is unpaid that it’s that 6 to 8 
weeks that can be paid from sick leave. So not changing any intent, just making it more clear. Again 
keeping the current language on a teacher returning from maternity leave and then so again clarifying 
the piece on, for non-continuing contract teachers on how that would work. Keeping the two week date 
that you had suggested in the other two, putting that here because again in practice when there’s 
maternity leave  I think that there’s a lot more contact with the individual on when they will be able to 
attend where we’re only talking about a 12 week period versus potentially two years. The two calendar 
weeks would be perfectly fine there.  The only real change here is that we are keeping the language 
about the reemployment date so as to coincide with the beginning of a new quarter or semester, but 
because we’re trying to clarify difference between maternity and child care leave, um, we put that in 
here that 12 week limit is really there for the maternity leave except that the District may, and then 
using that language on establishing reemployment date to coincide with a new quarter or semester so 
that would be the only time that the maternity leave could go for more than 12 weeks. 
 
E: But it’s only addressed in , oh that is the maternity leave, sorry.  
 
T: Sorry they are out of order.  
 
E: It’s okay. 
 
T: And so then the other change that we have in here again we kept the language about exactly how you 
participate in the group insurance on the unpaid portion of your maternity leave and as we mentioned 
we put in the change on the fathers leave to a legal spouse shall be granted up to five days of spousal 
leave upon request and that was that issue that I mentioned having that change in there. So any 
questions on the maternity leave piece? 
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E: In your Subdivision 3, where it says the teacher will be reinstated to the teachers former position or 
any vacant position, okay, so if they go on maternity leave and it’s during the school year they’ve taken 
their 6 to 8 weeks now you’re not going to put them back into their position you’re going to find another 
position that is similar? 
 
T: Uh, most likely not. I think most of the time you go back in for your substitute and this is the current 
language. This is just keeping the language that’s there right now. The concern that I have on the former 
position or any vacant position is I’m not sure exactly that there is necessarily going to be a vacant 
position. 
 
E: Right. 
 
T: So I just thought it made more sense to use the current language there. 
 
E: Okay. 
 
T: I would hazard to guess that in almost every single situation you get put right back in your classroom 
for your substitute who is in for you. Good on that, and obviously you’re going to take your time to 
review and see what you like. 
 
T: So then the adoption leave. So, um, basically because there’s not that much information on the 
adoption leave that was in the current contract we tried to really make it follow from these other leaves 
as well and really it really is very closely tied to, the language is very similar to the maternity leave. Again 
it is up to 12 weeks and this would be for adoption leave to care for a newly adopted child on a full time 
basis and only one teacher may receive paid leave for the same adoption and the thought process 
behind that is f it is like maternity leave only one parent gets to take maternity leave. So if you gave this 
you could potentially have two employees that would both get maternity leave twelve weeks for the 
same adoption. We don’t think that is fair and we don’t think that’s fair to people that take maternity 
leave either specifically for fathers because I would of liked to take more time off and I always am very 
in tune to that so that is why we did it that way and why we had it drafted that way to try and make it 
fair. Again to try and clarify because there’s so many situations where there might be an adoption we 
added this subdivision 2 to talk about, to be eligible for adoption leave, a child must be adopted from 
outside the home and must be under the age of six years old any request for adoption leave for 
ineligible children will be considered on a case by case basis. The reasoning behind this is that um, this is 
really adoption you’ll see to care for a newly adopted child on a full-time basis so that respect it’s really 
a lot like the child care leave because it’s taking time off to care for a new child and so our thoughts here 
are the 6 years old that’s school aged so the child would be in school presumably you wouldn’t be, a 
child who’s older than that you wouldn’t be doing full time child care because they would be in school 
and then the other thought from outside the home we didn’t want the potential abuse of someone 
taking 12 weeks when this has been their child for the past 3 or 4 years and then they get married and 
do a legal adoption as part of that because we don’t think that is really the intent of what the adoption 
leave is there for. And that why we put those discussion in there and then obviously leaving the catch-all 
for unusual situations that you can request and it would be considered on a case by case basis. So say 
that you are adopting a child from a different country who is eight years old you need that 12 weeks to 
get to know this child who you’ve never met before you can absolutely make a request for that and so 
that’s the way we tried to account for situations that are unknown basically or when there’s something 
that is unusual. So then again we got the language in Subdivision 3 about utilizing the accrued sick leave 
similar to the way the maternity leave language is phrased again using the same language from the 
current contract about the reemployment for a position for which their licensed. Then let’s see, so then 
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we also added in the language again from the other leaves so very similar language on how you request 
additional leave so then again we said that two calendar weeks works for us here because we’re talking 
about it a 12 week leave and we think that’s sufficient notice to the district that you want more leave. 
And then otherwise everything else is exactly the same as the language we’re proposing in the maternity 
leave all of the changes are exactly the same to make those two really very similar and the language very 
similar. Any question or comments on that one? It’s a lot. I know. 
 
E: No. 
 
T: Any other issues to discuss. Anything else. 
 
E: No this covers the two issues we skipped over. 
 
T: Could we caucus for a few minutes. I know that we are running very long, but I think we’d like to 
caucus and potentially come back with some agreements. At this point we are printing off a copy of 
everything in green. What I would like to do and what I propose we do right now is while we are 
caucusing we’ll give you that and we TA everything in green and we’ll just take it out of there and we 
don’t’ talk about it again and it’s not a part of any of our agreements. So I will give it to you to look at 
and it will only be the green ones that we agreed to here. Any of the ones that we’re still talking about 
won’t be on there and so what I’d ask and my practice is always to have everybody in the room look it 
over and sign off on it. I’d like to do sign off on every page but this is very long so maybe just on the last 
page and everyone understands that by signing off on that last page you’re agreeing to everything then 
when we’re done caucusing we’ll come back and we’ll sign off on everything on the last page as well. 
We’ll have a TA on all those issues and will go away and we’ll just narrow down to where we are at. 
Does that work? 
 
T: Okay. Great.  
 
Caucus-6:54 pm 
 
Return-7:33 pm 
 
T: Did you go through the TA document? 
 
E: We did. 
 
T: Have you signed it? 
 
E: No. 
 
T: okay, what’s, anything you’re holding up on?  
 
E: Well we just have some that we want to talk about that may be able to be included in this document 
yet tonight so we don’t want to sign it until it’s a full. Maybe we can get some more in there.  
 
T: At this point, what we were going to say is that we are, we’ll take this and we won’t come back on 
each individual piece tonight. Here is what we were thinking to keep the process moving forward to get 
us closer to where we are going, we’ll schedule the next meeting then we will go basically as quick as we 
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can on our next proposal and send it to you ahead of time. So you can look through it. So basically what 
the next meeting will be just us discussing the reasons why. You already know the positions, you’ve 
already had time to look at them ahead of time. You think, would that make sense?  
 
E: Yes. 
 
T: So I think that’s what our plan would be then. Take a look at these revisions figure out what we’re 
going to take and what potential additional language or anything like that and send that to you over 
time and then we so at the next meeting we might have agreement on some other ones. I don’t think 
we are ready to do that tonight. 
 
E: Okay. 
 
T: Does that work? 
 
E: Yep. 
 
T: Can we reach an agreement on these ones. 
 
E: Yes, we put little checks on that is that okay. Only concern is that this is yellow and we agreed upon 
and so it’s not green.  
 
T: Yep. 
 
T: So that one is that we agreed to change “as” to a “for.” 
 
E: With. 
 
T: Oh yep sorry. 
 
E: So last page? 
 
T: So if everyone wants to sign on the last page. 
 
E: Do you want a date by our names? 
 
T: One date is fine. 
 
T: And talk about our next meeting. I’m thinking probably at least two weeks to have enough time to 
review it. So that would put us… 
 
E: We have elementary conferences. 
 
T: I think MEA is 15th 16th. The next week the week of the 19th I am free most of the days that week. 
Could we shoot for Tuesday the 20th? 
 
L: We would have to start at 5. We have meet and confer. 
 
E: Or Wednesday the 21st. 
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T: Wednesday the 21st would work for me. 4:30?  
 
E: So either day would be after 5. Do we have a preference? 
 
T: I can do either. 
 
E: Let’s go Tuesday though for people who want to do church. 
 
E: Okay, Tuesday the 20th.  
 
T: We will send you our proposal whenever we get it done so that you have plenty of time to look at. 
 
E: If for some reason the lead time isn’t enough we will let you know if it’s not enough time. And we 
would have to look for another date.  
 
T: The only other thing, is we would like some of the background and the presentation and some of the 
numbers. Like the documents where you got some of the numbers…you could send that to probably Liz. 
 
E: Which numbers? 
 
L: All of those numbers. Like the numbers where you had it figured out to $500,000 total. 
 
E: For the estimated. 
 
L: Yea. 
 
E: Okay  
 
T: The secret numbers.  
 
E: Okay so what time on the 20th? 
 
E: 5 o’clock, here. 
 
T: 5 o’clock here. 
 
T: Thanks everyone. 
 
End time- 7:40 pm 
 
 


