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STATE oF QHl10
STATE EHPLOYﬁEWT RELATIDNS BOARD

Tn the Hatter of
State Enployment pelations poard,
Comp\ainant,
.
gowl ing Green foard of tducation.
RESDOndent.
CASE NUABER: 85-UR-02-3025

HRDER
(opinion attached)

gafore Chairman Sheehan, yice Chairman Davis, and poard Hzmber Latanés

On February 1985, he Bowling cducationd gsociation
{Charging party filed 2 fair 1aD0° practice charge 2392 ne 3owling
Green gducation { Spondent) rsuan 0 jo Revise Code
(0.R.C. §4\17.\2, 0 conducte avestigation 4 found Pro able

cause 1O pelieve that an unfair 1abor practice nad been cocmitted.
Subsaquent\y. a complaint Was jssued alleging that the reSpondent had
violated R.C. §§A\\7.\1(A)(\) and (A}L5) bY uni\atera\\y converting from @
siﬁ-period day to 3 seven—period day- The €ase was heard by 3 goard hearing
of ficer.

The poard has reviewed the record, the hearing officer’s proposed order,
exceptions. cross—exceptions, and responses:

The Board, fop reasons stated 10 the attached opinions incorporated by
reference, adopts the Stipu\ations, Findings of Fact, conclusions of Law and
Reconmendations, qith the delation of Reconrendation Ho. 2{BY VY.

The Respondent is ordered to:
p. Cease and desist from:

(M {ntarfering withs restraining. or coercing employaes in
the exercise of rights guaranteed in Chapter 4117 of the
Ravised Code, and from refusing to pargain co\\ective\y
with the exclusive representative of 1S pmpioyees
recoqnized or certified pnrsuant ro Chapter a117 of the

Revised Code, and from otherwise yiolating

® WATRNDIERL (A (5).
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B. Take the following affirmative action:

(1) Post for sixty (60} days in all 8owling Green Board of
Education buildings where certificated personnel work,
the NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES furnished by the SERB stating
that the Bowling Green Board of Education shall cease
and desist from the actions set forth in Paragraph (A}
and shall take the affirmative action set forth in
Paragraph (B).

(2) Immediately engage in good faith collective bargaining
with the exclusive certified bargaining representative
of its employees regarding the number of class periods
within a school day and the amount of teacher-student
contact time within a school day.

{3) Make any bargain reached effective with the start of the
1988-89 school year.

(8)  Return to a 6-period, 55-minute per period, <rhool day
effective with the 1983-89 school year, unl2ss tha
parties reach a different agreement in the interiw.

Q ()  Nctify the SERB in writing within ‘wenty (20) calandar
days from the date the Order becomes final of the staps
that have been taken to comply therewith,

It is so ordered,

SHEEHAN, Chairman; DAVIS, Vice Chairman: and LATANE, Board Member,
concur.

Q;M@uzﬁ&

WILLTA P, SHEEHAN, CHATRHUAN

[ certify that this document was filed and a copy served upon each party

on this ;ggﬁ' day of (0. Q , 1938,
1
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STATE OF OHIO

STATE EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

In the Hatter of

State Employment 2elations 3oard,

Complainant,
V.

Bowling Green Koard of Education,

Respondent,

CASE NUMBER: 85-UR-02-3025
OPINION

Sheehan, Chairman:

The issue in the instant case is whather the Respondent's conduct and
actions constituted interference, restraint, or coercion ind a refusal ta
bargain in violation of Ohio Revised Code (0.R.C.) §$4117.11{A) (1) and
(A){5) when the Respondent unilaterally converted from a six-pariod school
day to a seven-period one,

The hearing officar found in ‘he affirmative and his proposed order
recommended in part that the Respondent return to the &-period/55% minute par
period day effective with the beginning of the 1988-89 school year unless
the parties reach a different agreement in the interim; ‘amediately engage
in good faith collective bargaining with the exclusive representative
regarding the number of class periods within a school day and the amount of
teacher-student contact time within a school day; and compensate for
parallelism certain employees whose traching duties were increased as a

result of the change to the seven-period school day.
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