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equalization ratio most reasonably ofrepresentative generalthe
level of assessment.

Where, here,as the city does not offer an toalternative the
department’s ratios for the relevant tax years, the plaintiffs’ offering
of the ratios shalldepartment’s satisfy their burden to prove the
general level of assessment. Our clarification of the of proofburden
today does not the Atpenalize city. the thehearing, city admitted to
the board that if it had computed ratios,its own those ratios would
not have differed significantly from the department’s Thus,ratios.
the board’s thatfinding department’sthe ratios reasonably repre­
sented the general level of assessment within citythe is not erro­
neous as a matter of law.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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Lawson, F. on the brief and(.Bradley& of Laconia KidderKidder
District.for Schoolorally), petitioner, Camptonthe

Concord, attorney,F. of staff NEA-NewAllmendinger,James
the Association ofrespondent,and forHampshire, by orally,brief

-Educators, Hampshire.NEA NewCampton

from an orderBROCK, The DistrictCampton appealsC.J. School
Labor Relations BoardEmployeethe New PublicHampshireof

(PELRB), to one ofthe school district reinstate itsrequiring
We and remand.teachers. reverse

30, 1990, aHoyt, third-year probationaryMarch PatriciaOn
District, in thatwritingin School was notifiedCamptonteacher the

theteachingrenominated to a contract for 1990-91she would not be
the schoolcollective betweenyear. bargaining agreementschool The
thatand teachers’ associationCampton provides “[a]district the

. . . cause.”justshall . . . without Ms.teacher not be non-renewed
filed a that the school boardHoyt subsequently grievance alleging

hernot have cause to nonrenew contract.justdid
pro-a multi-stepThe collective containsbargaining agreement

include, sequence,The ingrievances. stepsfor resolvingcedure
superin-by supervisor, principal,immediategrievant’sreview the

tendent, Ifand is dissatisfied with thegrievantschool board. the
board, mayof the teachers’ association initiatedecision the school

decision ofarbitration. The contract thatadvisory provides “[t]he
not final andadvisory only bindingand shall bethe arbitrator will be

advisorythe to arbitra-Hoyt’s grievance proceededon Board.” Ms.
with-HoytThe concluded that Ms. was nonrenewedtion. arbitrator

she be toand recommended that reinstated herjustout cause
butrulingThe reviewed the arbitrator’s votedschool boardposition.

the nonrenewal.upholdto
1990, an26, the association filed unfairSeptemberOn teachers’

Hoyt, alleg-with the PELRB on behalf of Ms.chargelabor practice
Seebargaining agreement.in of the collectiveing, part, a breach

1(h) (1987).273-A:5, The held a and concludedhearingboardRSA
addition,just In theHoytthat Ms. was nonrenewed without cause.

inruled, procedurethat containedgrievancesua thesponte,board
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the collective bargaining agreement was “not workable as required
under RSA 273-A.” The school district appealed.

acknowledgeWe the PELRB’s authority initiallyto define
the broad statutory language 273-A,of RSA chapter Man­Appeal of

Comm., 151, 152,chester Bd. School 114,129 N.H. 523 A.2d 115of
(1987), and we defer to the board’s offindings upon questions fact

it,properly Appeal Pelham,before Town 124 131, 134-35,N.H.of of
(1983).1295, 1297469 A.2d As the final arbiter of the ofmeaning the

statute, however, we will set aside erroneous rulings of law.See RSA
541:13; Appeal Education,Berlin 226, 229,Board 120 N.H. 413of of

312, (1980).A.2d 314
The school district argues that the PELRB inerred thatruling the

grievance procedure contained in the collective bargaining agree-
(1987)ment was not workable. RSA 273-A:4 thatrequires “[e]very

agreement negotiated under the terms of this shall bechapter re-
duced to and shallwriting contain grievanceworkable procedures.”
The PELRB stated in its decision:

a final“Lacking resolution under the grievance procedure,
we find that procedurethe is not workable as required under
RSA 273-A as the School Board who is ininvolved the proc-
ess is also bodythe who has the ultimate power to veto any
arbitrator’s decision. A workable grievance procedure must
include a mechanism for resolution of disputes.”

In statute,ainterpreting we will to statutory“ascribe!']
words phrasesand their usual and common meaning, unless the stat­
ute itself suggests otherwise.” Botsch, 600, 601,Silva v. 120 N.H. 420

(1980).301,A.2d 302 The common ofmeaning “workable” is “capable
of being put into successful operation: practicable, feasible.” Web­

Dictionaryster’s Third New International 2634 (unabridged
1961).ed. “Procedure” is defined as “a particular of orway doing of

going about the accomplishment of ... asomething particular course
of action.” Id. at 1807.

The parties have anegotiated grievance procedure which
sets out in detail the formal toprocess be followed in resolving dis­
putes, timeincluding limits at each step, mandatory athearings the
superintendent and levels,school board and advisory arbitration. At
any ofstep the procedure, a decision may become final. We assume
the PELRB found the procedure not workable because it does not
contain a final and binding step aby body other than the school
board. however,To require, in workable,order to be that the pro-
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or that the final deter-bindinga final resolutioncedure contain and
board, at-than thea other schoolmination rest with decision-maker

termsthe definition of thebeyondto statutemeaningtributes the
an error law.used. This was of

that PELRB the schoolthe deniedarguesThe school district also
final in ato theof its retain decisionbargain,board “the benefit

202, 204,District, 126 N.H.In Hooksett Schoolgrievance.” Appeal of
146, (1985), this court stated:148489 A.2d

thebinding followinga for arbitrationprovision“Absent
lan-no orexplicit implicitand withgrievance procedure,

of griev-that last thestating step][thein the contractguage
theparties,is and on thebindingfinalprocedureance

an unfairPELRB, practice charge,in the context of labor
law theinterprethas as a matter of to contract.”jurisdiction

district, thethe the fact thatthe contention of schooltoContrary
for advisoryin this case allows arbitrationgrievance procedure

the by impli-is final and on school board does notbindingwhich not
re-board,school either oracceptingcation make a decision of the

recommendation, thefinal and onjecting bindingthe arbitrator’s
parties.

however, PELRBdistrict, that thewith the schoolagreeWe
the decision a basis foradvisoryin on arbitrator’s asrelyingerred
the to a contractbargainingits decision. When collectiveparties

PELRB,decision,not to be an arbitrator’s thebyhave boundagreed
must a depractice charge,in the of an unfair labor conductcontext

Super. (nonbindingR. 170(g)(3)novo Ct.evidentiary hearing. Cf.
time),if taken withinappeal prescribedshall be final noarbitration

(in taken, relatingdocuments to arbitration170-A(j)(2) event appeal
thehearing appeal). Accordingly,and not admissible onsealed

vacated, the remanded for a de novoorder is and casePELRB’s
that the school district committedthe association’s claimhearing on

terminating Hoyt justMs. without cause.byan unfair practicelabor

Reversed and remanded.

All concurred.


