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STATE OF OHI 0 . 
STATE EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD SfllB IJJ'flll 8 9 - 0 1 7 

In the Hatter of 

State Employment Relations Board, 

Complainant, 

v. 

Montgomery County Joint Vocation~l School District 
Board of Education,, 

Respondent. 

CASE NUMBER: 87·ULP·5·D203 

ORDER 
(Opinfon-aitached.) 

Before Chairman Sheehan, Vice Chairman Davis, and Board Member Latan6; 
March 2, 1989. 

On Hay 7, 1SB7, the Montgomery County Joint Vocational School Employees 
Association (Charging Party) filed an unfair labor practice charge against 
the Montgomery County Joint Vocat iona 1 Schoo 1 District Board of Educat fon 
(Respondent). 

Pursuant to Ohio Rt:vfsed Code (O.R.C.l §4117.12, the Board conducted an 
Invest igat fon and found probab 1 e ca•Jse to be 1 f eve that an unfair 1 abor 
practice had been co~m~ftted. Subsequently, a co~ Ia int was issued a llegfng 
that the Resnondent had violated O.R.C. §4117. ll(A)(l) and (A)(5) by 
refusing to negotiate on Issues affecting the terms and conditions of 
employment wfth the exclusive representative of its employees. The case was 
heard by a Board hearing officer, 

The hearing officer identified a number of mandatory subjects of 
bargaining on which the Respondent refused to barga·:n. However, there were 
other subjects of barga infng fn dispute which were not addressed by the 
hearing officer, 

In the Directive issued on January 12, 1989, the Board directed the 
parties to file with the Board briefs identifying those bargaining subjects 
wh1ch were not addressed by the hearing officer and which were the subject 
of the refusal to bargain allegations. The briefs were also to discuss 
whether those Identified subjects are mandatory subjects of bargaining, 

The Board has reviewed the record, the hearing officer'$ proposed order, 
exceptions, responses and briefs. For the reasons st.ated in the attached 
opirlfon, incorporated by reference, the Board amends the Finding of Fact No, 
17 to read that the Union rejected the fact-finder's report, deletes 
Conclusion of Law No, 6, amends Conclusion of Law No. 5 to read that the 
Respondent violated O.R.C. 4117.11(A)(1) and (5) by refusing to bargain in 
good faith and unlawfully imposed conditions upon negotiations, amends 
Recollll!endation Z.a.(l) to delete "(2)" following "Chapter 4117.11(A)(l)." 
The Board adopts the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and 
Reconmend~tlons as amended. 

( q .2. 
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The Respondent is ordered to bargain on all issues determined to be 

1111ndatory subjetts of bargaining by the hearing officer and the Board, as 

stated in the attached opinion. The Respondent is further ordered to: 
A. Cease and Desist from: ( 1} Interfering with, restraining, or coercing e""loyees fn the 

exercise of their rights guaranteed In Chapter 4117.11(A)(1) 

refusing to bargain collectively with the employee 

organization and otherwise violating R.C. §4117,11(A)(5). 

( 11) Refusing to representative wages, hours, empl11yees. 

bargain collectively with the exclusive 

of Its employees on subjects that affect the 

terms and conditions of employmen} of Its 

8. Take tile following aff·lrmat ive act ions: 
( i) Post for sixty days, in a 11 the usua 1 norma 1 posting 

locations where the bargaining unit employees work, the 

Notice to Employees furnished by the Board ~tating that the 

Montgomery County Joint Vocational School District shall 

cease and desist from the action set forth in paragraph (A) 

and sha 11 take the afffrmat lve act I on set forth in paragraph 

(8). 
(if) 111111edlately engage in good faith collective bargaining with 

the exclusive representative of its employees and if 

necessary request the assistance of a mediator. 

It 1 s so ·ordered, 
SHEEHAN, Chairman; OAVIS, Vice Chairman; and lATAN£, Board Member, 

concur. 

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

ly"tl,. d 
. " t'l 

on th1s __ ...__:L.-_ ay of ~"-"'i"\~~~)<;'-~+----• 1969. 
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STATE OF OHIO 
STATE EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 

In the Hatter of 

State Employment Relations Board, 

Comp 1a I nant, 

and 

Blllll89-017 

Montgomery County Joint Vocatl.,,al School District 
Board of Educat•un, 

Respondent. 

CASE NUMBER: 87-ULPw05wOZ03 

OPINION 

latan~. Board Member: 

I 

The Issues In this case arose In January 1987 during contract 
negotiations for a successor collective bargaining agrel!ment. The parties 
lnvoh•ed are the Montgomery C.ounty Joint Vocational School Employees 
Association <Union or Charging Party>, representing one unit which contains 
certlfle~ t~achlng staff and a second unit which Includes classified 
nonteaching staff, and the Montgomery County Joint Vocational Local School 
District Boud of Education <Employer or Respondent>. 

On January 8, 1987, the parties met to begin negotiations for a 
successor agreement to the one-page memorandum of agreement whl ch had been 
In effect from 1984 to 1987. At this meeting the Union presented a 
comprehensive master contract proposal w~lch was discussed by the partie~ 
during two subsequent meetings In January.' On April 21. 1987, tht 
Employer presented two count~rproposals, one for each bargaining unit. 
During this meeting the Employer also presented a letter to the Union 
stating that the Employer would only negotiate Items contained In the table 
of contants of Its own proposals.' The Union responded by demanding that 
the Employer negotiate the subjects Included In the original Union 
proposal.' The Employer refused to do so, and Insisted that It would not 
bargain on all of the Issues presented by the Union. 

'finding of Fact <F.F.) 2. 

'These proposals contained sections on: <!> recognition of the Union 
. as e~cluslve representative; <II> grievance procedures; <III> association 
rights <Including a provision for deduction of Union dues by the Employer on 
written authorlutlon by unit mernbers>; <IV> board rights; <V> salaries and 
fringe benefits <details excluded>; <VI> Implementation; and <VII> duration .. 

'F.F. 3, SERB Exh. 8-10. 
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The Respo11dent· violated R.C. §4117.11<A><ll and <A><!:> by 

refusing to bargoln In good faith In th&t It falle~ to 

negotiate ~•ndatory subjects of bargaining and unlawtully 

Imposed conditions upon negotiations. 

Hlth regard to the first Issue, there were 32 bargaining Issues which 

the Union asked to bargain and which the Employer refused to bargain about. 

The hearing officer addressed approximately 14 of the Items but there were 

18 Items which were not addressed In the Proposed Order. To simplify 

discussion, all of the disputed Issues are listed below. The numbers 

correspond to those In the tab 1 e of contents of SERB Exh. n which was the 

Union's original proposed master contract. 

Proposal No. 6: Fair Share Fee. 
Proposal No. 7: Payroll Deductions. 
Proposal No.21: Special Leave for Association Business. , 

Proposal No.22: Leave for Negotiations. 

Proposal No.23: Certified Contracts. 

• Proposal No.24: Specific Assignments - certified. 

Proposal No.25: School Calendar. 
Proposal No.27: Planning Time. 
Proposal No.28: Calamity Days. 
Proposal No.29: Staff Meetings. 
Proposal No.31: Emergency Leave. 

• Pro~osal No.35: New AsslqnmPnts - certified. 

Proposal No.36: Professional Travel. 

Proposal No.38: Evaluation- certified staff. 

Proposal No.40: Salary Advancement - c~rtlfled. 

' Proposal No.42: Method of salary payment. 

Proposal No.43: Additional salary compensation. 

Pro~sal No.44: Home Instruction. 
• Proposal No.48: Substitution. 

Proposal No.49: Extra Duty Compensation. 

Proposal No.SO: Home VIsit Compensation. 

Proposal No.5\: Tuition R~lmbursement. 
Proposal No.52: Retlr~ment Incentive Plan. 

Proposal No.53: Ell~lblllty for Insurance Benefits. 

Proposal No.54: Hospitalization Coverage and Carrier. 

Proposal No.55: nMO coverage and Carrier. 

Proposal No.56: Dental Insurance Coverage and Carrier. 

Proposal No.6l: Work Day and Wor~. Week- classified. 

Proposal No.64: Holidays- classified. 

Proposal No.65: Paid Vacation- classified. 

Proposal No.66: Evaluation- classified. 

Proposal tlo.68: Extra Duty Pay- classified. 

The Board finds that the Items listed above, except for the starred<'> 

Items, all pertain to or affect wages, hours, and other terms and conditions 

of employment, and as such there Is a duty to bargain about them In good 

ll2. 
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faith ronuant to o.R.C. §4117.08 <A>.' There Is 'osufflr.lent evidence In 

this case to decide whether the starred <•> Items lre mandatory bargaining 

subjects ln this case. tV 

For Ute reason$ stated below the Board finds that the Employ11r's total 

actions In negotiating, which Involved refusal to bargain on mandatory 

subjects of bargaining as well as the Imposition of eKtremely limiting 

bargaining conditions, constitute bad faith bargalnlnq in violation of 

O.R.C. §4117. 11 (A)(5). 

As tile Board has stated: "An environment for good faith bargaining can 

be compromised In a variety of ways.••• The Employer l~. this case engaged 

In a series of negotlatln9 practices which did compromlst· the bargaining 

environment and so failed to comply with the statutory t!uty tp bargain 

CQIIectlvely In good faith wlth the Union. O.R.C. §4ll7.0l<Gi provides: 

'To bargain collectively' means to perform the 

mutu.ll obl lgation of the public employer, by Its 

representatives, and th~ representatives of Its employ
e~s 

to M']ot\at<> In good ill.!!! at reasonable times and places 

with respect to !:'•~ges I houn I terms and other conditions 

of emRloyment and the continuation, modlf
lcat~

Qr 

deletion of an lliilirul provision of a collectl
v~ 

~argalnl
ng...-M~

£!.errum
t 1 ... lth the Intention of reaching an 

~~t
. or to resolve guejjJQn; arising under the 

agreement. This Includes executing a written contract 

IncorporatIng the terms of an,y agreement reached. The 

obllgation to bargain collectively does not mean that 

either party Is compelled to agree to a proposal nor do~s 

It require the making of a conee~s
lon. 

<Emphasis added) 

The Board has not prev lous 1 y addressed th~ specIfIc Issue presP.nted by 

the Employer's condu~t
 In •hH case; I.e., the propriety of patlr.age 

barqalnlng. However. there Is persuasive authority elsewhere holding thilt a 

party Is not bargaining In qood faith when It tnslsts on a total package 

agr~em
en t. '•

 

When an employer takes th~ position that lt does not have to barqa\11 on 

IS>ues which are mandatory subjects of bHgalolng. and when eventually It 

produces only "tat-e It or !.~ave 
It" coqnterproposals, It coratltotes a 

violation of O.R.C. §4111.11 <Al(ll and <A><S>. In thh case the BoMd 

ftnds tllat the tmployer's p~ckal)~
: appr

o~ch to negotlatln9 mandatory subjec
t~ 

was bod faith bargaining. 

'?~g S(~.~--v 
__ QJY ... 9J ... ~~~~I<29!

1· 1988 SERB 4-141 (Ct.Com.Pl. 19881; al~o 

hgr_a_J.~ .. {U
y..Ji~.L

_D.I_s_t
,_!Y.L .. Qf..

..f!1.~~: .. Y
 .. c.5.~!W

 .... 40 Oh St ld 257 (1988). 

'I~ ~:e_<;_it.
L2L!..I0..

.n.~!!U.X.
9. SERB H7-0il <6-4-87>. 

'"[>r.drr.tJ.ld f;qu~.ty
 Sell•:>9l.!l()jlr!J

. 2 FPf.R 93 <fi,l. PERC 5-1.1-16>. 
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<68>;" h·:Jme visit compensation <SO> and home Instruction compensation 

(44>. •• All of these Items are mandatory subjects that must be bargained 

In good fa:th. 

In a.C'dlt I on, there are sever a 1 Items that Involve other forms of 

compensation. These Items also pertain to wages because they are generally 

made available to !'mployeu as part of a compensation packa9e In place of 

direct wage payments. Therefore, they are mandatory subjects wt thIn the 

meaning of O.R.C. §4ll7.08<Al. In this case these Items Include: 

reimbursement for tuition costs <Sll;" retirement benefits <5Zl;" 

professional travel allowances 06>;" holidays for classified employees 

<64) and emergency leave days Oll;" paid vacation for classlfle(.l 

employees C65l;'' Insurance and health 'are benefits (53-56>.' 0 These 

Items must be bargained In good faith. 

2. HOURS 

Changing an employee's hours Is a mandatory subject of bargaining. The 

"~ Moreno Valley Unified School Olst!..!£1, 4 NPER 05-13107 <Cal. 

PER6 4-30··82); Bridgeton Education 4ss'n v. Doard of Education of the Cit~ 

of Bridgeton, 334 A.Zd 376 <NJ 5 Ct 1975l; Care Ambulance, 107 LRRH 1043, 

255 NLRB 417, 692 F.2d 762 <tablel, 111 LRRM 2650 (9th Clr. 1982>. 

··~nore Valle¥ Education Ass'n, CTA/HEA v. Lake Elsinore Schooi 

District, 10 NI'ER CA-19012 <C<u.PERB l2-1B-e1>; and Moreno Valle.J!, supra at 

note 13. 

"See Town of Henrietta ~·•·! Roadrunners Ass'n, local 1170, CHA, 19 

PERB 4625, W20-3013 <NY PERB J ... J7-87l. 

"City of Tallahassee v. PER_!;, 4 NPER 10-13041 (fla. S Ct 1981) 

"State of .Hew Jersey, IS IIJPfR 20060 <1989); Community Electric 

Servlce_s of _h_:.A..:..!..l!!.El4..J9 .. £A.L.i4.Q, 271 NLRB No. 93, 117 LRRM 1001 ( 1984) 

"E. I. DuPont de Nemours, 259 NLRB 961 , 109 LRRH I 096 ( 1982 >; NLR6 v. 

SharonHatl;--289'-(:2\r628:--<i8 LRRM 2098 <5th Clr. 1961>; Sherwin Williams, 

260 HLR6TJ2l, 109 LRRH 1338 (1982); 114 F.2d 1095. 114 UiRff2506 (11th Clr 

198)). 

"See Great Southe!:.!L .. Lo:uc~.!.!lg. IZ7 F 7d 180, 10 LRRM 571 (4th Clr. 

1942l; rownshlp of Mulborg, 9 IIP£R 18126 <HJ PERC 1987>. 

'"See Qald\t_nd U>~!!Jftd_SC~£9l .. Q!J.L, 4 PERC 1111.0?.2 <CA P£RB 1980>, 

aff.'d 4 NPER 05-l208<i <CA App Ct 1961J; F.verctt School Committee, 4 IIPER 

22:T3066 CMA I RC 1982 >; C I tL2f_lig_~.!!.t:L 4 IWECff:j 2195 < NJ PERC 19Sll. 
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emp Ioyer 1 s ob 11 gated to barga 1 n however ml nl ma I the change may be." 
Issues such as school calendar <25>, regular worl1lng hours, overtime and the 
c 1 ass 1 fled work day/work week < 6 1> a I so pertaIn to hours; and therefore, 
under O.R.C. §4117.08 there Is a duty to bargain about them. To the extent 
that state statutes mandate specific action by employers wl th regard to a 
certain subject, negotiations will be about the effects of the action so 
~~~and a ted. " 

The Issue of calamity days (28> requires a different analysis. In 
findlay City School District Board of jducatlqn.'' the Board stated: 
"Whether to schedule a make-up day Is not a matter for bargaining. However. 
~to hold the make-up day Is a subject that requires bargaining with the 
exclusive representative."" The Board reasoned that the alteration of 
the existing calendar, necessitated by the addition of calamity days. 
affected hours, terms and conditions of employment and was, therefore, a 
mandatory subject of bargaining under O.R.C. §4117.08<A>.'' 

3. TERHS AND COHOITIOilS OF EMPLOYMENT 

The Issue of fair share fee~ <6> Is a· mandatory subject of bargaining. 
This determination has two basis. The first Is the holding of the National 
Labor Relations Board that union security, Including dues checkoff, Is a 
mandatory subject of bargaining pursuant to Section 8<al(5) and <D> of the 

''In re Perrysburg Bd. of Ed., SERB 86-038 <9-15-86>, affirmed In 
Perrysburg Bd. of Ed. v. SERB, 1987 SERB 4-18 No. 86-CIV-383 <C P Hood, 
1-16-87); SERB v. City of Bedford Helohts, No. 54484 <8th Dlst. Ct. App. 
Cuyahoga, 11-25-87>; SERB v. Bowling Green Od. of Ed,, 1988 SERB 4-81 <C P 
Hood, 9-15-88); See Hedlsen_J!flb 260 NLRB 590, 109 LRRH 1216 ( 1982>: Technical Careers lost .. 259 NLRB 283, 108 LRRH 1359 (1981>: Heston & 
Brooker, 154 ULRB 747, 60 LRRM 1015 (1965>; T!mken Roller Bearlng,"'101iLRB 
500, 18 LRRH 1370 (1946), enforc~tment denied on other grounds, 161 F. 2d 
949, 20 LRRM 2204 (5th Ctr. 1947); Camp and Mclnnes"'~L. 100 NLRB 524, 30 
LRRH 1310 <1952>; JJLtjlr-Ctty Advertising, 61 NLR8 1377, 16 LRRM 153 (1945l; 
enforcement denied on other grounds, 154 F. 2d 949, 17 LRRM 916 <4th Clr. 
1946>; Hilson & Co., 19 NLRB 990, 5 I.RRM 560 <1940> enforced, 115 F. 2d 759, 7 LRRH.~{ifffi'l:Tr. 1940>; Hoodslde Cotton Mllls,--H·-NLRB 42, 6LRRM 68 (1940>. ----·- . ---

"S£R8 v. C_Lt]_Qf_la~!'_ll_ooq, supra, at note 8. 

''[lill!l~.L~l!.L~<;.h_2:9lJ~.!J.LJI!.\!: .. _of .ldi!C-'. S£RO 88-066 < 5-13-88> 
14flndlu. l~· 

''~ERO y_._.<;.t.~Y. . ..2f. l~kewooq. il!Jl!..~, 3t note 8 ·, see a I so hOr~_<;.U~ 
~ctoool Dtstrt.£t.Sd,_.J1.Ll!L . .'!.:.2JRO, i~Jlr_a., 3t note B.· 
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HLRA!' Fair share fees are Intertwined with the lssu& of unloo sl!curlty 

and, because of this, pertal'l to terms and conditions of employnwnt. The 

second bash 1$ case law of other public sector jurisdictions that has held 

th~ Issue of fair shar~ 
fees to be a mandatory $Object of b~rqa

lnlng.'
' 

The Intervenor's proposal on the subject cf payroll dilductlons lists 

four purposes for deductions: union dues and assessments; tax sheltered 

annuities; hospltallzatloo, dental and vision care Insurance premiums; and 

credit union deposlh." Payroll deductions can be classified as elther 

mandatory or permlssiYI' subjects of barg~l
nlnq. 

The State of California has 

held that to be classified as mandatory, a payroll deduction must either be 

designed to enhance <\II employee's current or future ~tconom
lc status or must 

have a deroonstrated relationship to a specifically enumerated mandatory 

subj~ct
 of bargaining under the statute.,. However. the Kansas Supreme 

Court has held, apparently without qualification, that payroll deductions 

are a mandatory subject of bargaining. •• 

In the case at hand, three of the four deductions <annult
l~s. health 

care and credit union> are designed to enhance an employee's economic 

status. They are an Integral part of the compensation system and are no 

less a matter of employer-employee concern than Is the basic wage rate." 

Thus, these payroll decJud Ions are mandatory subjects of bargain! ng. The 

last deduction <union dues and assessments) Is a mandatory stJbject of 

-----
"Caroline farms Olvlslon_Qf TeKtron, Inc. v. N~.

 401 F. 2d 205 <4th 

Clr. 1968). 

"Charle; L. Rue, et al. v. Bay Are~
eld Transit Supervisory and 

e_rofesslonai A.llQf)atlon, et al,_, 114 Cal. App. 3d 147 <Cal. Ct. App. 1960l, 

citing HbP.B v. Andrew Jergens. Co,, 175 f. 2d 130, 133 <9th Clr. 1949) <union 

sl.'curlty Is a condition of employment and thus a mandatory subject of 

bargaining>: Cltt....Q!' llanJior v. Bangor Fire fighters ·Msn., 6 NPER 20-14033 

<He. LRB 8-l-ffi. 
·-

·-
------

"Employee Ass'n PrOf/Oial oo Payroll Deductions Ol, SERB Exhibit 23, 

p. 1. 

"Jeff!l!5.Q!!.I L~~~!22
.'!' J~.a-~

l.'t~L~~.LD
., i~Jl.!.~ at note II . 

'"tlattonal Education liHn. ~ Kaosos City, Kansas v. Unified Sthool 

Q);tr!ct_,tro. __ soo.,_.l!
.!'e•lJlo

tt~_coun.
t£ K'~nH.f.'

 60S P2d -·4rr;·-roYTi\illf2iT2 

\K~nm
 Sup. Ct. 4-5-80>; !!.U lon!.!.J.guc.

H_!..<?!!..
A.UA:.-::..

..!9.R~h.l!
:t..L.....Y

..:...Ji.!)
_Lf._led 

~LhOQ.!.
.J?.!.1L

..J.9..L
....2!J.

!!!~ount
y, __ Kafl1;\~. 

103 LRRM 3174 <KansH Sup. Ct. 

3-1-80). 
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OPINIOfl Case 87-ULP-05-0203 Page 9 of 10 bargaining under state law. O.R.C. §41 17 .09<B><Z> states that any 

collective bargaining agreement shall contain a provision which authorizes 

the public employer to deduct fees, dues and assessments of members of the 

exclusive representative. 
The procedure for awarding Individual employment contra.cts <l3> for 

teaching employees Is a mandatory subject of bargaining. Contracts are t·he 

embodiment of the employees' terms and conditions of employment. and as such 

must b& bargained. 
lnservlce staff meetlogs <29), which are part of the school calendar, 

are mandatory subjects of bargaining. The Issue of lnservlce staff m~etlngs 

Is so closely related to the school calendar that It pHtalns to wage~. 

hours and terms and conditions of employment. H 
The rl9ht to evaluate both certified (38) and classified <66>,employees 

Is a managerial right and falls under O.R.C. §4lt7,03(Cl. However. If the 

evaluations affect employees' wages, hours and terms and conditions of 

employment, the topic must be bargaln~·d." Other public sector agencies 

have Interpreted such a requirement to milan that If evaluations are to be 

used for such purposes as granting promotions, making assignments or 

(}ranting work relded awards, those evaluations will affect an employees' 

conditions of employment. and are thP-refore mandatory subjects of 

bargaining. •• 

"For example th& Wisconsin Employment Relations COIMllsslon <H.E.R.C.> 

held that insenice day Issues are the same a~ school calendar Issues and as 

such ~re mandatory subjects of bargaining. Beloit City School Board v. 

H.E.R.C., 242 tUl.2~. 231, 73 His. 2d. 43 <1976). In another ca5e H.E.R.C. 

held that the school calendar Is related to waqe1, hour and conditions of 

em~loyment. Joint School District v Hlsconsln Emllloyment Relations Board, 

ISS N.H.2d.78, 37 Wis. 2d. 483 (1967) "ill.Y. of Lakewood, l'WS.~ at note 8: see also ~o.t:i!.l!L.City School 

QJ s t I}.f..L !!ill!.~ H note 8 . 
'

4

£!.!dS._l:_q!!!U .. L Schoo.L_QI s !!:!£..!.........'!'"- Loc~J Go'!_tr,rJ!!!!.'lLJI~Jill.Q!I.i..J!9££... 

530 P. ld. It 4. 90 Nev. 442. (Nev. Sup. Ct. 1974). Board found teacher 

evaluation mandatory subject of bar9alnlnq In that It was 1lgolflcantly 

related to working conditions, affected teacher transfer, retention, 

promotion and compensation $Calc. However, as loog as the evaluation Is 

focused prlmari ly on Individual employee1 rather than on the general 

curriculum objectives of the Uoard, It Is a permls~lve subject of 

bargaInIng. Anah,t!.!'LJ.In lq_ILJ!J.!!!!.__?_c_h.Q9J.__Q.I s tr I c t,__Jl£A/CTA and Ana he 1m 

Secoda~CM.r_L~U~Il_:.. 2 NPER 05-11038 <Cal. PERB l-21-80). 
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Hhll~ the Issues enumerated In this opinion are not e~hausttve of topics 
which require negotiation, their !ncluslon In this opinion should allay any 
q11estlon of the need to bargain such 'Issues In contract negotiation. 

Sheehan, ChaIrman, and Oav Is, VI c.e ChaIrman. concur. 

0448B:JL/jlb:7/13/89:d 
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