©© STATE. OF OHIO

'/ STATEEMPLOYMENT RELATIONS HOARD

© 77 In the Matter of
{;ESt&te}ﬁmﬁjdymeht‘Reiatiohs Board, .

" Complainant,
. - v.
Perrysburg Board of Education,
N " Respondent.
.f; CASE NUMBER: 85-UR-08-4095

ORDER
(Opinion Attached)

o ‘f"Befofej?Chairmanf’Day, Vice Chajrman Sheehan, and Board Member Fix;
“Bugust 14,1986 o

R _fPur§uant:5£5 an unfair labor practice charge filed by the Perrysburg
- Education-‘Association (Charging Party), the Board conducted an investigation
. in’ accordance with Ohio Revised Code Section 4117.12 and found probable

cause to:beliéve that the Perrysburg Board of Education (Respondent) had

committed: an. unfair labor practice in violation of Ohio Revised Code Section
417,115 A.complaint was issued and the matter was assigned to a ‘Board
hggrjng'ofiicef who. considered the case upon stipulations of fact into which
the 't

hearing. officer's
responses. ~The Board also notes that the Respondent has filed a request for
oral-argument. . . |

r;rties*entereqiﬁﬁ‘lieu of a hearing, The Board has considered the
ng. officer's ‘report, the record, the .exceptions to the report, and

1?P‘AwTheﬂjjs§ﬁésg in this case are adequately developed in the “written
" doguments. submitted to the Board. Therefore, the request for oral argument
~ {s. dénied, - For- the réasons stated in the attached opinion, incorporated by

reference, ‘the-Board adopts the hearing officer's conclusions of law and
reconmendations, and orders the Respondent to:

- /A) Cease  and ‘desist from interfering with, restraining or coercing
employees .in the exercise of rights guaranteed in Ohio Revised Code Chapter
4117, from . refusing to bargain collectively with the exclusive.
representative,” and from otherwise viclating Ohio Revised Code Section
4117.11(A)(1) and (5). _ :

ifj ?Bj‘Tdke:thé‘f91lowing affirmative action:
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S srnrs‘or'onxo LA
'STATE EMPLDYHENT RELATION.; BOARD{:,, _
3 In ‘the Hatter of

State Emp1oyment Relations Board‘

COmpIainant

v'

"'7;_:Perrytbhr§ Board of Education,
‘Respondent

Case No. 85-UR-08-4095

OPINION
“Sheehan. Vice Chairman: _
i Pursuant to the agreewent of the parties, this case was. decided on{{
stipu1ations of fact in Tieu of a hearing. ' |
= In 1ts exceptions to the Hearing Officer's proposed order; among*f5"
:-points the Respondent raised was that the fncrease in pupil contact time
was il1nfluenced by several factors," namely. an increase in the State 5‘
lnﬂnfmnm;standards for . education 1mpo;éd under R.C. 3301.07(D) and thg
::aéntnt'bf the Perrysturg community for an increase in both the quality '
a:and diversity of the education available, ‘ |
3Honever, non° of these points now being raised in the exceptfons was}l
__eto 'be p]aced 1n the- record by the Respondent as part of thet'

;'stipuiattuns of fact Once the record 1s closed, it is too late for a

g party to raise factual 1issues which were known to it at the time the

stipulations of fact. were made,




T

that it
duty to bargain on’ this jssue purs_uant-:-_,. t'_d;

Board d1d review ‘the ReSpondent‘s claim

- the minimum standards promul ated by the state board
‘education’ pursuant to division (D) of section- 3301.07 of
“the Revised “‘Code“prevail over conflicting pmvisions of
greements .. between _employeg drganizat'lon and pubhc
mp]oyors." b L ' o C :

The :Board cou'ld find no coanct in the terms of the. collective"
: and “the applicat'lon of R.C.  ~3301.07 and

dmin 'trative __Code 3301-35-02 | (If changes in teacher-student i:ontact

ChairmanDay and Board.Member Fix concur.
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