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FR-762

Andrea L. Dooley, Arbitrator
5111 Telegraph Avenue #273
Oakland, CA 94609

(510) 719-3089
andrealdooley@gmail.com

FACT FINDING PROCEEDINGS
PURSUANT TO EDUCATIONAL EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS ACT

YUBA CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT, | PERB Case No.: SA-IM-3372-E

Employer,
vs. REPORT OF FACTFINDING PANEL
| AFTER HEARING
YUBA CITY TEACHERS ASSOCIATION,
Union.
Chairperson: Andrea L. Dooley, Arbitrator

Employer Panel Member:  John Gray, School Services of California
Union Panel Member: Laura Schultz, California Teachers Association

For the Union: Cathy McGuigan, California Teachers Association
Dina Luetgens, Yuba City Teachers Association

For the Employer: Maureen Evans, School Services of California
Kim Kingsley Bogard, Esq., Kingsley Bogard LLP

Background
The Yuba City Unified School District (hereinafter “District” or “Employer”) and the Yuba City
Teachers Association (hereinafter “Association” or “YCTA”) are parties to a collective
bargaining agreement. The District and the Association began successor negotiations on
September 11, 2015. The parties met seven times and YCTA requested an impasse determination

on March 7, 2016. PERB declared impasse on March 10, 2016.
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The parties met with Tom Ruiz of State Mediation and Conciliation Service in formal
mediation on April 21 and May 19, 2016. The parties were unable to reach any agreements in
mediation and Mr. Ruiz certified the parties to fact-finding on May 20, 2016. The parties
properly selected their panel members and Neutral Panel Member Andrea Dooley on June 10,
2016.

The factfinding panel convened a hearing on June 29, 2016. Both parties presented facts
through their presenters (listed above) and the parties attempted mediation following the close of
presentations. The parties were unable to reach an agreement, so the Panel Chair makes the
following recommendations.

Fact Finding Criteria

Pursuant to California Government Code Section 3548.2, the panel has considered and
been guided by the following statutory criteria:

1. State and federal laws that are applicable to the Employer.

2. Stipulations of the parties.

3. The interests and welfare of the public and the financial ability of the public schools.

4. Comparison of the wages, hours and conditions of employment of the employees

involved in the factfinding proceeding with the wages, hours, and conditions of
employment of other employees performing similar services and with other
employees generally in public school employment in comparable communities.

5. The Consumer Price Index for goods and services, commonly known as the cost of

living.

6. The overall compensation presently received by the employees, including direct wage

compensation, vacations, holidays, and other excused time, insurance and pensions,
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medical and hospitalization benefits, the continuity and stability of employment, and
all other benefits received.

7. Such other factors, not confined to those specified in paragraphs 1 through 6,
inclusive, which are normally and traditionally taken into consideration in making
such findings and recommendations.

State and Federal Laws Applicable to the Employer

Beginning in the 2013-2014 budget year, the District’s finance system is funded by
California’s Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) which “creates base, supplemental, and
concentration grants in place of most previously existing K-12 funding streams.”! In order to
maintain funding provided by the LCFF, the District was required to develop and adopt a Local
Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) that must be updated annually, based on a template
adopted by the State Board of Education. “The LCAP shall demonstrate how services are
provided according to the chapter to meet the needs of unduplicated pupils and improve the
performance of all pupils in the state priority areas.” CCR Title 5, §15494. “Unduplicated
pupils” include pupils eligible for free or reduced price meals, foster youth and English learners.
CCR Title 5, 15495(m).

“This funding shall be used to increase or improve services for unduplicated pupils as
compared to the services provided to all pupils in proportion to the increase in funds apportioned
on the basis of the number and concentration of unduplicated pupils as required by Education

Code section 42238.07(a)(1).” CCR Title 5, §15496.

! Local Control Funding Formula Overview, California Department of Education website,
http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/lc/Icffoverview.asp.
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The District’s LCAP must include an explanation of how expenditures of the funding
meet their goals for their unduplicated pupils. Because 70.20% of the District’s enrollment is
made up of unduplicated pupils, the District may spend their supplemental and concentration
grant funds on a districtwide basis.> However, the LCAP must describe the services to be
provided and describe how such services are effective in meeting the goals for serving the
unduplicated pupils in the District.

Both parties have tailored their proposals in recognition of the application of these laws
to the District.

Stipulations of the Parties

The District has proposed the following facts, which are undisputed by the Association:

1. The Yuba City Unified School District is a public school employer within the meaning of]
Section 3540.1(k) of the Educational Employment Relations Act.

2. The Yuba City Teachers Association is a recognized employee organization within the
meaning of Section 3540.1(1) of the Educational Employment Relations Act and has been
duly recognized as the representative of the certificated non-management bargaining unit
of the Yuba City Unified School District.

3. The parties to this factfinding have complied with the public notice provisions of

Government Code section 3547 (EERA, “Sunshining” requirement).

2«A school district that has an enrollment of unduplicated pupils of 55 percent or more of the
district’s total enrollment in the fiscal year for which an LCAP is adopted or in the prior year may expend
supplemental and concentration grant funds on a districtwide basis.” CCR Title 5, §15496(b)(1).
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4. The parties have complied with the Educational Employment Relations Act with regard
to the selection of the Factfinding Panel and are timely and properly before the Panel.
5. The parties have complied with all the requirements for selection of the factfinding panel
and have met or waived the statutory time limitations applicable to this proceeding.
6. The contract issues which are appropriately before the Factfinding Panel are as follows:
Article 2 — Assignment/Reassignment
Article 6 — Hours (including new Pilot Collaboration Program District proposal)
Article 11, Appendix B — Salaries
Article 12, Appendix C — Extra Pay for Extra Duty
Article 13, Appendix D — Health, Dental, Life and Vision Insurance
Article 14 — Leaves
7. An impasse in bargaining was declared by the Public Employment Relations Board on or
about March 10, 2016. The mediation process proceeded as scheduled, and the parties
continued to meet with the mediator until May 19, 2016, at which point, the mediator
certified the parties for factfinding on May 20, 2016.
8. The Factfinding Chairperson, Andrea Dooley, was notified of her assignment on June 10,
2016.
9. The parties agreed to schedule, and did conduct, the factfinding hearing with Ms. Dooley
presiding as the factfinding chair on June 29, 2016.
The Interests and Welfare of the Public and the Financial Ability of the Employer
The panel members have considered the interests and welfare of the public as

demonstrated by factual evidence presented by both the District and Association. Such facts
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include demographic information about the pupil population served in the District, general
information about Yuba City, review of the applicable statutes and the District’s LCAP.

The District’s financial ability was considered as a part of the review of relevant state law
and the comparability of the District to geographically or demographically similar school
districts.

Comparability

The District identified the following districts as comparable, because Yuba City teachers
in the normal commuting area would be able to consider employment in these districts due to
their proximity. These districts are:

Center Unified School District

Chico Unified School District
Marysville Unified School District
Natomas Unified School District
Rocklin Unified School District
Sacramento Unified School District
San Juan Unified School District

Twin Rivers Unified School District
Washington Unified School District
Western Placer Unified School District
Woodland Joint Unified School District

The Association presented the data of the proximate comparable districts identified the
School Services of California in its February 2016 Total Compensation Study’, as well as
districts from elsewhere in California which have similar size and Unduplicated Pupil

populations:

3YCTA Exhibit 11, Yuba City Unified School District Total Compensation Study, August 6, 2015
(Revised as of February 16, 2016), prepared by Maureen Evans and Charlene Quilao.
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Proximate District Comparables
Center Unified School District
Chico Unified School District

Like Oak Unified School District
Marysville Unified School District
Natomas Unified School District
Rocklin Unified School District
Sacramento Unified School District
San Juan Unified School District
Twin Rivers Unified School District
Washington Unified School District
Western Placer Unified School District
Woodland Unified School District

State District Comparables
Alhambra Unified School District
Antioch Unified School District
Bellflower Unified School District
Covina Valley Unified School District
Norwalk-La Mirada School District
Pasadena Unified School District
Rowland Unified School District

Data about these districts was taken from State-Certified Reports, including the J-90,

CBEDS and SACS reports, for the years for which data is most recently available.

CPI

The panel did consider data concerning Consumer Price Index. Ongoing salary

settlements between the District and the Association since 2013 have exceeded the California

CPL
Year District % Increase State CPI
2013-2014 5.00% 1.50%
2014-2015 5.00% 1.50%
2015-2016 0.00%* 2.02%
Total 10.00% 5.02%

4 Prior to settlement.
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Overall Compensation

The panel considered data on overall compensation provided by the District as well as the]
collective bargaining agreement.
Other Factors

The panel reviewed and considered all facts and proposals presented by the District and

the Association.

Recommendations
After a review of the facts and arguments presented by both parties, the Chair
recommends the following:
Article 6 Hours
ADD Section to Article “District-wide Collaboration” which states:

District-wide collaboration time is widely utilized throughout the state as a means to
provide increased services to students under the LCAP. As a result, the parties agree to
implement a three (3) year pilot program commencing with the 2016-17 school year in
order to determine whether collaboration time can be an effective tool in this District.

Effective July 1, 2016, twenty (20) days of district-wide collaboration time shall be
implemented, and the salary schedule will be increased by three (3) percent. If the District
elects to discontinue the Collaboration Time Pilot Program after three years, two (2)
percent will be removed from the salary schedule.

The parties will modify instructional minutes to accommodate Collaboration Time
in Article 6.4 High School Teachers, Article 6.5 Grades 6-8 Teachers, and Article 6.7 K-5
Teachers. Collaboration Time shall not result in additional time being added to the Work

Day or School Calendar Year but will result from modifications to the current schedule.

The District LCAP identified teacher collaboration as a driver in achieving the goals of
the District to serve its Unduplicated Pupil Population. Supplemental and concentration grant

money is expected to be used to support the LCAP goals, and increasing collaboration time is an
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appropriate use of those funds. The Association identified attracting and retaining qualified
teachers as another high-value LCAP goal. That goal will also be supported by the salary
increase indicated here as well as the improved working conditions that result from quality
collaboration time.

Article 11 Salaries

2015-16: 2% off schedule payment, retroactive to July 1, 2015. On-schedule increase of 3%
as described in Article 6, effective June 30, 2016.

The 3% increase is the across-the-board increase attributable to the 2015-2016 school
year. The Chair recommends that it be paid beginning June 30, 2016, to account for the fact that
collaboration time cannot be implemented retroactively. To acknowledge the hard work of the
teachers and recognize their difficulty in obtaining a settlement earlier, the Chair recommends
the 2% off schedule payment.

Other Issues

Due to the complexity of the remaining proposals, the Chair recommends that all other
“sunshined” articles remain status quo. Although only one year of bargaining was certified as
being at impasse, in order to resolve a greater number of outstanding issues, the Chair
recommends that the parties consider a multi-year settlement to allow the parties to conduct
future negotiations in a timely fashion, to promote dialogue on current issues, and to focus their
energies of implementing these recommendations and other settlements.

The Chair acknowledges the high cost of alleged grievances and unfair practice charges
pending between the parties. While it is beyond the scope of the panel to attempt to adjudicate
these matters, the Chair strongly recommends that resolution of all pending disputes be included

as part of any settlement.
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Conclusion
It is the hope of the Chair that these recommendations will be used by the parties to
negotiate a settlement to the current impasse.
Dated July 21, 2016.

Andrea L. Dooley, Chair, Panel Yember

Concur X Concur

Concur in part Concur in part

Dissent in part Dissent in part

Dissent Dissent X

Jo ray, District Panel ¥lember Laura Schultz, Association Panel Member
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Yuba City Unified School District - Yuba City Teachers Association

Collective Bargaining Impasse Factfinding PERB Case No: SA-IM-3372-E

Dissent of Association-Appointed Panel Member, Laura Schultz, Negotiations Specialist

Per Government Code 3548.3, as panel member to the above referenced Factfinding, | submit the
following to be attached to the “Report of Factfinding Panel After Hearing” dated July 21, 2016.

As a Panel member, | do not concur with Factfinding Panel Chair Andrea L. Dooley’s advisory
recommendations as an off-schedule payment for 2015-16, the fiscal school year in which this impasse
exists, provides no improvement to the parties’ salary schedule(s) for 2015-16 and does nothing to
improve the District’s ability to attract and retain a quality educator for every student, in every
classroom. Furthermore, the Chair’s recommendation for language and monetary additions/reductions
for 2016-17, 2017-18, 2018-19 and 2019-20 fiscal school years are well beyond the scope and the
authority of this Factfinding Panel. The Panel’s recommendations are limited to the 2015-16 fiscal school
year only. Based on the Factfinding Panel’s Statutory Criteria under the Educational Employment
Relations Act, section 3548.2 (b), this dissent is based upon the following main deficiencies:

I. CRITERIA 1 - STATE AND FEDERAL LAWS THAT ARE APPLICABLE

The Chair’s recommendations do not fully consider all applicable laws pertaining to the Local Control
Funding Formula (LCFF). Under the law, districts must provide evidence in its Local Control and
Accountability Plan (LCAP) how the funding for Unduplicated Pupils is used to increase or improve
services for Unduplicated Pupils. Furthermore, increasing or improving services provided to students
does not always require additional funding. Regarding the Base Funding a district receives, there is no
prohibition contained in the law preventing LCFF Base Funding from being used to enhance teacher
compensation in an effort to attract or retain high quality teachers for every classroom, for every
student. Regarding the Supplemental and Concentration Grant Funding there is no prohibition
contained in the law preventing LCFF Supplemental and Concentration Grant Funding from being used
to enhance teacher compensation in an effort to attract or retain high quality teachers for every
classroom, for every student, provided it has been identified by local stakeholders, as a goal in the
District’s Local Control and Accountability Plan.

The Chair improperly dismisses the unique challenges and requirements associated with the new Local
Control Funding Formula when recommending a course of action that would further impede the
District’s responsibility to improve and/or increase services to all qualifying UPP students. The Chair is
remiss in not acknowledging the fact that the District has a problem attracting and retaining quality
teachers to fill vacancies created by educators leaving the District and by not acknowledging the parties’
agreement of February 14, 2014, wherein the parties mutually agreed there was a need to address
competitive compensation. Furthermore, the Chair does not acknowledge the District’s stated goal in its
Local Control and Accountability Plan to attract and retain high quality educators and the District’s
expansion of its recruitment efforts and increased expenditures to meet this goal.

Factfinding PERB Case No: SA-IM-3372-E
Appointed Panel Member Dissent

July 21, 2016
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A. Local Control Funding Formula

Under California’s Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF), enacted in 2013-14, districts receive base grant
funding for each student. They also receive Supplemental and Concentration Grant funding for students
identified as English learners, eligible for free and reduced-price meals, or foster youth. These identified
students are calculated as the basis of a district’s Unduplicated Pupil Percentage (UPP). [Reference:
YCUSD Binder, Tab 7, p. 94-98.]

B. Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP)

Under LCFF, school districts are required to develop, adopt, and annually update a three-
year Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP). A school district with enroliment of
unduplicated students of 55 percent or more of a district’s total enroliment may expend
Supplemental and Concentration Grant funds on a districtwide basis following the criteria in
the law. [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 4, p. 4-9 through 4-15.]

According to California’s State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Tom Torlakson, in a
letter dated June 10, 2015, “A district may use supplemental and concentration funds for a
general salary increase in a manner consistent with the expenditure regulations and LCAP
template regulations. In order to use supplemental and concentration grant funds for an
across-the-board salary increase, or for any other district-wide purpose, a district must
demonstrate in its LCAP how this use of the grant funds will increase or improve services for
unduplicated pupils as compared to services provided all pupils... For example, a district may
be able to document in its LCAP that its salaries result in difficulties in recruiting, hiring, or
retaining qualified staff which adversely affects the quality of the district’s educational
program, particularly for unduplicated pupils, and that the salary increase will address these
adverse impacts.” [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 4, p. 4-19.]

Under the Education Employment Relations Act, YCUSD and YCTA are recognized parties to
a Collective Bargaining Agreement through June 30, 2016, that includes 2015-16 Reopener
negotiations, which is the subject of this Factfinding panel. On February 14, 2014, the
parties signed and subsequently ratified a Tentative Agreement that states, under the
header of “Salary and Longevity Schedules and Reopeners,” that “the parties agree that the
primary focus of this Tentative Agreement is to optimize opportunities for students and to
ensure that the Yuba City Unified School District is able to attract and retain high quality
professional staff members. To that end, the parties agree that there is a need for
immediate action to collaborate on development of a Local Control Accountability Plan
(LCAP) that emphasizes student achievement, professional preparation, and competitive
compensation.” [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 14, p. 14-1 through 14-4.]

Factfinding PERB Case No: SA-IM-3372-E
Appointed Panel Member Dissent

July 21, 2016
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4. Under the law, districts are required to seek input into the LCAP from all stakeholder groups,
including exclusive bargaining representatives. Per the law and per the parties’ agreement,
as mentioned above in paragraph B.3., YCTA submitted to the District input from its unit
members and also participated in stakeholder group meetings. YCTA’s submission to the
District in the spring of 2015 for the 2015-16 LCAP included among its highest priorities the
need to hire and retain high quality educators and provide competitive compensation.
[Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 7, p. 7-16 through 7-17 and Tab 4, p. 4-10.]

Il. CRITERIA 3 - INTEREST AND WELFARE OF THE PUBLIC AND THE FINANCIAL ABILITY

YCTA presented information that demonstrates an increase in teacher resignations and the hiring of
educators who are not fully credentialed. Research presented shows that quality teachers improve
student learning. In fact, one of YCUSD's LCAP goals is to recruit and retain fully credentialed teachers
and increase the percentage of highly qualified teachers. This information, coupled with California’s
teacher shortage, is in the interest and welfare of the public and should have been considered by the

Chair.

The Chair’s recommendations do not fully consider the totality of the District’s financial ability. Yuba
City Unified School District did not make an “inability to pay” argument, which was confirmed by the
District prior to and during the Factfinding Hearing. Further, the Association presented data regarding
the District’s positive financial position including the District’s ability, after the 2015-16 Budget
adoption, to transfer over $3 million from the General Fund (01) to other funds.

This evidence is apparently dismissed by the Chair given the recommendation for an off-schedule
payment as opposed to on-going improvements to the salary schedule(s) to enhance YCUSD’s ability to
attract and retain quality educators.

A. Teacher Shortage and District’s Ability to Attract and Retain

1. There is a well-recognized teacher shortage in California. According to the Learning Policy
Institute, there is “mounting evidence” that “indicates that teacher supply has not kept pace
with the increased demand” and that “increased demand for K-12 teachers in California
comes at a time when the supply of new teachers is at a 12-year low.” There are many
contributing factors for the teacher shortage, including greater demand and attrition from
retirement, but “non-retirement attrition is an even larger factor, typically accounting for
two-thirds of teachers who leave.” As supply diminishes and demand increases, educators
have more options. [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 7, “Addressing California’s Emerging
Teacher Shortage: An Analysis of Sources and Solutions,” p. 1, and ii.]

2. There is a growing number of resignations in YCUSD: 56 resignations and 16 retirements of
educators by June 22, 2016, compared to 8 resignations and 16 retirements in June 2015
and 6 resignations and unspecified retirements in June 2014. [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab

Factfinding PERB Case No: SA-IM-3372-E
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7,p.7-4.]

As of June 22, 2016, YCUSD had 42.25 vacant positions to be filled and 27.6 positions had
potential candidates that had not yet received Board action (approval). [Reference: YCTA
Binder, Tab 7, p. 7-3.]

Besides the number of vacancies, YCUSD has a higher turnover rate at schools with higher
Unduplicated Pupil Percentages (UPP). [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 7, p. 7-8.]

B. Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP)

1.

2.

Yuba City Unified School District is very unique in that it receives a high level of additional
funding as the District’s UPP in 2015-16 is projected at 70.26% with estimated Supplemental
and Concentration Grant funding of over $14 million. For 2016-17 YCUSD’s UPP is projected
at 70.28% for an estimated revenue of over $15 million. Since the District’s UPP is above 55
percent, Concentration and Supplemental Grant funding can be expended districtwide
based on the criteria in the law. [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 10, p. 10-21.]

YCUSD’s 2015-16 Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP), Goal 1A, states that “all
students will have teachers who are appropriately assigned and fully credentialed” and to
meet that goal the District will “recruit and retain fully credentialed teachers and increase to
90% highly qualified status and 0% misassignments,” which is applicable to all subgroups
and all schools districtwide. In YCUSD’s 2016-2017 “Draft” LCAP, Annual Update, YCUSD
participated in “recruitment fairs in an effort to recruit fully credentialed teachers...” at
University of Texas, CSU Chico, CSU Sacramento, Sonoma State, UC Davis, East Bay, and
Pasadena. [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 6, p. 6-11 and 6-12; and, Tab 6, p. 6-103.]

C. Financial Ability

1.

2.

Based on the Local Control Funding Formula [LCFF], YCUSD will be receiving approximately
$867,950 more LCFF revenue in 2015-16 than was budgeted in the 2015-16 second interim
budget. [References: YCTA Binder, CA Department of Education “LCFF Funding Snapshot” as
of June 2016; YCTA Binder, Tab 4, p. 4-1; and YCTA Binder, Tab 10, District’s “2015-16
Second Interim Budget, Summary of General Fund, Unrestricted and Restricted.”]

YCUSD'’s ongoing LCFF Revenue has significantly increased since 2013-14. The District’s LCFF
Revenue for 2015-16 increased by $14,015,554 - more than a 15.3% increase - over the
2014-15 school year. Since the 2013-14 school year, the District has received an increase in
funding of 65.4% or $41,917,590 in LCFF revenue. And, as stated above in paragraph C.1,, is
projected to be even greater. [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 10, p. 10-1.]

Factfinding PERB Case No: SA-IM-3372-E
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3. YCUSD’s 2015-16 Total Revenue increased by $18,016,524 — more than a 15.7% increase -
over 2014-15. And more than a $39 million increase — resulting in a greater than 42.7%
increase — above what was received in 2012-13, the year before LCFF was implemented.
[Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 10, p. 10-2.]

4. YCUSD, at first interim, transferred unrestricted General Fund (01) money in 2015-16 in the
amount of $3,639,610; placing $2.5 million in a special reserve fund, Fund 17. [Reference:
YCTA Binder, Tab 10, p. 10-4.]

5. YCUSD in the 2015-16 second interim budget, projected a combined unrestricted ending
balance in the General Fund (01) and special reserve fund, Fund (17) of almost $10 million
above the $4,053,388 required by law to maintain in reserve for economic uncertainties.
[Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 10, p. 10-3.]

6. Based on YCUSD’s LCFF Calculator, multi-year projections, the District projects to receive an
increase in LCFF revenue in 2016-17 of approximately $6,473,611 and $3,419,848 in 2017-
18. [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 10, p. 10-21.]

7. YCUSD’s percent of expenditure on bargaining unit salaries decreased in 2015-16 to
approximately 38.06% of outgo (expenditures) according to YCUSD’s second interim budget.
From 2010-11 through 2014-15, certificated bargaining unit salaries were over 42%.
[Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 10, p. 10-5 and 10-6.]

Hi. CRITERIA 4 — COMPARISON WITH COMPARABLE COMMUNITIES

The Association presented comparable salary data of statewide unified school districts and salary data
of similar statewide districts that receive similar funding, based on having particular characteristics in
common, those being size and Unduplicated Pupil Percentages. Data presented shows below average
salaries in YCUSD that are not competitive and attractive enough to entice and retain fully credentialed
teachers. The District compared data of surrounding unified school districts based on 2014-15 data that
showed that YCUSD'’s salaries are at or just above average at the beginning and mid steps on the salary
schedule and below average by approximately 5% at maximum salary. Based on data the Association
presented from salary settlements in 2015-16 of these same districts, but included Live Oak Unified as it
is also a surrounding unified school district, it shows that with these settlements YCUSD’s teacher
salaries rank far below average at beginning steps and at the lowest for maximum salary compared to
the surrounding districts. The Chair’s recommendation for an off-schedule salary payment for 2015-16
puts the YCUSD's teacher salaries even further behind the comparability groups presented by the
District and the Association and does nothing to help YCUSD attract and retain quality educators.

Factfinding PERB Case No: SA-IM-3372-E
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A. Comparability Statewide

According to Ed Data, based on information from the California Department of Education,
YCUSD’s teacher salary in 2014-15 at BA+60 units is $9,494 less (more than 13% below
average) compared to other CA unified districts statewide; compared to all districts
statewide, the salary at BA+60 units is $9,925 less (more than 14% below average). This will
make it more difficult for YCUSD to attract and retain educators. [Reference: YCTA Binder,
Tab 5, “Ed Data, Yuba City Unified, Teacher Salaries.”]

B. Comparability with Districts of Similar Size and Unduplicated Pupil Percentage

Comparing eight unified districts of comparable size and unduplicated pupil percentage in
2014-15, YCUSD's salaries are the lowest salaries of the comparability group for a BA+30
units at step 1, BA+45 units at step 5, and at maximum salary with a MA degree. It is second
from the lowest for BA+60 units at Step 10. [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 11, “Comparability
Group,” and “Districts Statewide — Similar Type, Size, and Unduplicated Pupil Count
Percentage.”] While the J-90s and SACs reports have not been finalized for these
comparable districts for 2015-16, many of the districts have made improvements to their
salary schedules since 2014-15, putting YCUSD salaries even further behind in salary and the
ability to attract and retain. [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 11, “Comparability Group — Salary
Schedules.”]

C. Comparability with Surrounding Unified Districts

1.

Comparing 2015-16 salaries of 13 unified districts that are within driving distance to/from
Yuba City, YCUSD ranks below most surrounding unified districts when comparing initial
placement for new hires with no experience: ranking 7™ lowest for BA at Step 1; ranking 10t
lowest for a BA+45 units at Step 1; ranking 12™" lowest for a BA+60 at Step 1, and the ranking
the lowest at 13t for highest first year salary with an MA not included. [Reference: YCTA
Binder, Tab 11, “Another perspective on Salary Comparison: Highest Possible Salaries
Instead of Arbitrary Selected Cells.”, YCUSD ranks near the Bottom of the 12 Districts for
Step 1."]

Comparing 2015-16 salaries of 13 unified school districts that are within driving distance
to/from Yuba City, YCUSD ranks below most surrounding unified districts when comparing
maximum salary for placement of new hires with experience or possible retention of current
educators. With an MA not included, YCUSD ranks at the 11* lowest district for the highest
possible salary at 5, 10, and 15 years and at the lowest for the highest possible salary at 20
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years. For maximum earnable salary with an MA included, YCUSD ranks 11t lowest.
[Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 11, “Another perspective on Salary Comparison: Highest
Possible Salaries Instead of Arbitrary Selected Cells.”, YCUSD ranks near the Bottom of the
12 Districts for Step 1.”]

3. Comparing 2014-15 salaries of 12 surrounding unified school districts that are within driving
distance to/from Yuba City, YCUSD’s salary at BA+30 units at Step 1 ranks 5th, at BA + 60
units at Step 10 ranks 4th, and at maximum salary ranks at the 10" lowest. [Reference:
District Binder, Tab 41, p. 209 and 210.] While the J-90s and SACs reports have not been
finalized for these comparable districts for 2015-16, many of the districts have made
improvements to their salary schedules since 2014-15, putting YCUSD salaries even further
behind in salary and the ability to attract and retain. [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 11,
Comparability Group — Salary Schedules.]

4. The comparable districts are the same districts in a recent study conducted on for the
District by School Services of California, Inc. According to the “Yuba City Unified School
District Total Compensation Study,” dated August 6, 2015, and revised February 16, 2016,
“_..all of the comparative districts have successfully settled with their union on their
collective bargaining agreements. The District is the only district among the comparative
group that has not settled for 2015-16.” [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 11, “Yuba City Unified
School District Total Compensation Study,” p. 1.] While the J-90s and SACs reports have not
been finalized for these comparable districts for 2015-16, the improvements to salary
schedules in other districts will put YCUSD salaries further behind and impact YCUSD’s ability
to attract and retain. [Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 11, Comparability Group — Salary
Schedules.]

5. While the District’s comparability on salaries shows that site administrators are paid less on
a per ADA basis than the comparative districts [Reference: District Binder, Tab 25, p. 137],
the Association’s comparability for the same districts shows that YCUSD site administrator
salaries are higher than the comparability group in the YCUSD’s “Total Compensation Study”
[Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 11, “YCTA’s Initial analysis on October 26, 2015, of the 12
districts selected by YCUSD as Comparable Districts”], and YCUSD spends slightly more on
classified salaries than the comparable districts. [Reference: District Binder, Tab 25, p. 138.]

V. CRITERIA 5 — CONSUMER PRICE INDEX

The Chair’s reference in the Report that YCUSD’s teacher salaries exceeded CPI since 2013 makes no
reference to the many years that the teacher salary schedule(s) received no ongoing increases.
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A. Consumer Price Index (CP!) and Salary Settlements

YCUSD improved the salary schedules of its employees in 2013-14 and 2014-15 above the CPI.
[Reference: YCUSD Binder, Tab 3, P. 80.] Based on past settlements, YCUSD did not improve
ongoing salaries increases in 2008-09, 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12, or 2012-13 (regardless of CPI
increases). In 2010-11, the salary schedule was actually reduced by 4.45% with a reduction in
the work year and an additional across-the-board salary reduction of 0.6%; despite YCUSD
receiving federal education relief funding, the days nor salaries were restored that year.
[Reference: YCTA Binder, Tab 8, p. 8-1 through 8-3; and, YCTA Binder, Tab 12, p. 12-1 through
12-4.]

V. CRITERIA 7 — OTHER FACTS

The Chair's recommendation for language and monetary changes for a pilot program that impacts
2016-17, 2017-18, 2018-19 and 2019-20 fiscal school years is well beyond the scope and the authority of
this Factfinding Panel.

Furthermore, the purpose of the Educational Employment Relations Act, is to promote the improvement
of personnel management and employer-employee relations within the public school systems in the
State of California. The Chair’s recommendation to allow the District the latitude to unilaterally remove
two (2) percent from the parties’ salary schedule in the 2018-19 school year would be harmful to the
employee/employer relationship and is counter-productive to the intent of the EERA. Such a unilateral
reduction of two (2) percent would only further hinder the District’s ability to provide a salary schedule
that is able to attract and retain a quality educator in every classroom.

Dissent issued on July 21, 2016 by

Laura Schultz
Negotiations Specialist
Association Appointed Panel Member
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