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In the Matter of the Petition of

STATE OF WLSCONSIN

MARSHFIBLD TEACHKRS ASSOCIALTION

: Case IX
{o Initiate Mediation-Arbitration No. 26372 Med/Arb-755
between Said Petitioner and : Decision No. 18111"A

SCHOOL DISTRICT OF MARSHFIELD H

Mr. Mario D. De Rose, Consultant, Wisconsin Association of School Boards, Inc.
appearing on behalf of the School Distriet of Marshfield.

Ms. Mary Virginia Quarles, Executive Director, Central Wisconsin UniServ
Council appearing on behalf of the Marshfield Teachers Association.

Arbitration Award:

On October 15, 1980 the Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission appointed
the undersigned as Mediator-Arbitrator pursuant to 111.70 (4)(cm)6b of the Munieipal
Employment Relations Act, in the matter of a dispute existine between the Marshfield
‘leachers' Assocliation, referred to hereafter as the Association, and the School District
of Marshfield, referred to hereafter as the Employer. Pursuant to the statutory
responsibilitiss the undersigned conducted a mediation meeting between the Association
and the Employer on December 4, 1980, The mediation effort proved unsuccessful and
due notice was given to the parties of their rights to withdraw their final offers
under 111.70 (4)(cm)éc. Neither party chose to withdraw its final offer and an
arbitration hearing was then held on December 16, 1980. The parties were both present
at the bearing and given full oppcrtunity to present oral and written evidsnce and
to make relevant argument. No transcript of the proceedings was made. DBriefs
were filed by the parties and simultaneously exchanged through the arbitrator on
February 3, 1981.

Ihe Issues:

The master contract under which the instant case arose became effective
July 1, 1979 and remains in force until June 30, 198l. On February 14, 1980 the
contract was reopened pursuant to Article XXII, Section A of said contract which
reads in part: " . . . negotiations concerning Article XVI, Insurance Compensations,
and all appendices shall be reopened far the 1980-8l contract year." After a
number of joint meetings impasse was reached and on June 10, 1980 a petition to
initiate Mediation-Arbitration was filed by the Association with the Wisconsin
Employment Relations Commission. On September 19, 1981, pursuant to Section 111.70
{#)(cm)6 of the Municipal Employment Relations Act, the WERC certified, and these
remained unchanged through the arbitration hearing, the final offers of the parties
as set farth below.

Association Final Offer

l. Insurance Coverage
substitute for Article XVI, G.

Al) insurance coverages shall become effective September 1 and continue
for a full twelve (12) month period. Teachers beginning employment after the
school year has begun will have coverage as of the first day of the month
following employment and will continue such coverage until August 31l.



2. Salary Schedule

$11,550
(Vertical and horizontal increments as shown on attached)

3. Dental Insurance

Add to Article XVI Insurance Compensations

The Board shall pay 100 percent of the single premium or 90 percent of the
family premium, whichever is applicable, of the Wisconsin Education Asscciation
Insurance Trust Plan 703H.

District Final Qffer

l. Insurance Coverage
Article XVI - Insurance Comwpensation

The Board of Education's responsibility for group insurance terminstes
June 30 for teachers not returning to the school system after the end of the
current school term. These teachers may request to remain as membexrs of the
group for an additional three months by reimbursing the Board of Education for
100 percent of the premiums for this three (3) month period.

2. Salary Schedule

Base $11,470
(Vertical and horizontal increments as shown below)

3. Dental Insurance

‘'he Board shall provide 75 percent of the cost of a program substantially
equivalent to Massachusetis Mutual Dental Programs, Plan VI. Such a program
shall become effective January 1, 1981. If a voluntary settlement or
jssuance of the mediation/arbitration award, as the case may be, does not occur
by January 1, 1981, such a program shall become effective 30 days following
ratification of a voluntary settlemsni or issuance of the mediation/arbitration
award, as the case may be.

Such a program will cover 100 percent of preventative dental expense which
includes dental exams, X-rays, flouride treatments and space maintainers;
80 percent of basic dental expenses which includes restorative (basic),
oral surgery, anesthesia, periodontics and endodontics; 50 percent major dental
expenses which includes major restorative, gold inlays, crouns, and prostho-
dontics; 50 percent of orthodontics. This program includes a $50.00 deductible
of the basic and major dental expenses.

Discussion:

The discussion set forth below will evaluate each of the final offers of the
parties to the instant dispute, taking into consideration as appropriate the
statutory criteria found at 111.70(4)(cm)7 Wis. Stat. The undersigned will concern
himself primarily with the criteria to which the parties directed their evidence
and argument. Both parties rested their cases primarily on the comparables and
cost of living criteria, 111.70(%#)(cm)7, d and e while the Association in its Brief
also raised the issue of ability to pay (criterion c) while the District would have
the undersigned consider criterion f " the over-all compensatiocn presently received”

and criterion h, "other factors . . . normally or traditionally taken into considera-
tion.”

The "Comparables" Criterion

Befare proceding into an evaluation of the parties respective final offers
it is necessary for the undersigned to resolve the question of how to apply the
statute's so-called "comparables" criterion. LEach party draws upon the Wisconsin
Valley Athletic Conference for the nucleus of its comparison school districts:
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WVAC School District oliment Faculty
Antigo 3625 . 200
D.C. Everest, Schofield 4820 268
Merrill 3561 198
Bhinelander 3908 214
Stevens Point 7728 Ldydy
Wausau 8040 458
Wisconsin Rapids 6470 376
Marshfield 4104 230

To the WVAC school districts the employer would add the contiguous but nonconference
districts of Auburndsle, Granton, Loyal, Pittsville, Spencer, and Stratford. For
its part, the Association would expand beyond the Conference to encompass in its
comparison list the 41 largest school districts in Wisconsin less Milwaukee, Madison,
(reer Bay, kenosha, and Racine.

In reviewing the evidence and aegument presented by the parties the undersigned
sees no reason to go beyong those districts in the Wisconsin Valley Athletic Conference
for the appropriate comparables under statutory criterion d. One would discard or
supplement the Conference districts only on two bases. First, the athletic conference
districts were mismatched or illogically grouped. Second, the primary comparisons
which are otherwise weak would be significantly stirengthened by the addition to the
comparison set of nonconference school districts.

The WVAC districts while not identical are reasonably similar in faculty and
enrollment to constitute an acceptable set of benchmarks. Those additional districts
proposed by the Employer, on the other hand, seem to share only a geographical
proximity with Marshfield. Far example, the largest of the Employer's expanded set
is only one quarter the size (1,037 students) of Marshfield while the smallest, Granton
with 466 students is little more than one-tenth the size of Marshfield. Moreover,
as testified to by the representative of the Employer at the arbitration hearing,
the parties have never histarically used the expanded comparison list as benchmarks for
previous negotiations.

The undersigned likewise is unpersuaded by the Association's contention that the
conference distiriots are inadequate. The same standards applied to the District's
comparisons could equally be used to judge the appropriateness of those additional
districts put forward by the Association. Again there is no valid theary advanced
why the WVAC districts are inadequate by themselves or that the parties have resorted
to nonconference schools in past negotiations.

The parties are in basic agreement that the athletic conference is an appropriate
yardstick and absent a compelling reason to do otherwiss the undersigned will employ
that without modification in his evaluation of the parties' final offers.

fhe Cost of Living Criterion

A major point of contention existing between the parties to the instant dise
pute is the meaning and weight to be attached to statutory criterion e, the so-called
"cost-of-living" standard. The Employer argues that cost of living as menticned in
111.70(4)(cm)(7)e should not be considered synonymous with the Consumer Price Index
{CPI) of the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Ratbher, it would be just as valid to
read "cost of living " to mean Personal Consumption Expenditures (PCE) price
deflater of the U.S. Department of Commerce since the statute does not specify the
CP1 "as the standard for measuring average consumer prices.”

It 1s elso argued by the District that the CPI overstates the cost of living
and since the PCE gives a lower reading of price changes it is more accurate. And
finally, the Employer contends that in periods of high inflation, however this is
measured, employees should not expect to have their salaries keep up with price
increases . In support of its position on the application of the cost of living
criterion the Employer relies principally on arbitratars Flaten (Clark County Traffic
and Shexriff's Depariment, WERC Decision No. 17584-A, September 4, 1980), Christenson
(Buffalo County Dept. of Social Services, WERC Decision No. 17744-A, August 27, 1980);
and Weisberger (Neosho School District, WERC Decision No. 17305-A, May li, 1980).

The Association takes issue with the District's attack on the CPI, labeling this
as an "attempt to undermine the criteria of 111.70 and should be given little weight.®



The undersigned does not belisve, as bhe has stated elsewhere, that there is
sufficient scientific evidence to abandon the Consumer Price Index in favar of thse
so-called PCE. Moreover the wording of the statute's criterion at 111.70(4)(cm)(7)e
when it states "The average consumer price for goods and services, commenly imown as
the cost-of-living" would lead one reascnably to conclude that it was in fact the CPI
which the legislature of the state of Wisconsin had in mind when it wrote SBl5 to read
"The average consumer price far goods and services . . ." Why else would those
specific wards be adopted?

The debate over whether the CPI ar the PCE is the better measure of cost of
living misses the point concerning the application of this criterion. The crux
of the issue as this has evolved to date is however prices are to be measured how
much can employees expect to bave their salaries and other farms of compensation
insulated from.the erosion of the current inflation economy. Etidence of various
kinds is consistent on this point. Whether one looks at arbitral awards or voluntary
settlements a clear cul pattern emsrges in which there is no absolute protection
by which salary increases will equal price increases on a one to one ratio. How
much inflationary protection employees will enjay is a question however without
easy answers. One school of thought proposed by Arbitratar Kirkman is that guidance
to a proper measuwre of protection "should be determined by what other comparable
employers and associations have settled for who have experienced the same inflationary
ravages as those experienced by the instant employer.® Merrill Area Public School
District, WERC Dec. No. 17955 (Jan. 30, 1981). The undersigned finds the logic of
Arbitrator Kirkman's rule in the Merrill School District case compelling, and
therefore, in the absence of a mare pertinent apprcach will apply that principle to
the instant case.

Consideration of the Disputed Final Offers
I. The S Issue

As set out above the District has offered $11,470 as the BA base salary far
1980-81 while the Association's position is that this should be $11,550. The
1979-80 BA base salary for the Marshfield School Disiriet was $10,650 thus the
increase in the base for 1980-81 would be 7.70 percent far the District's offer
and 8.45 percent for that of the Association. When compared with the percentage
increases in the BA base salary for the WVAC and excluding D.C. Everest whose base
was in arbitration at this writing the range of percentage increases was 9.68
(Wausau) to 7.04 (Antigo) with the average increase far the six conference districts
considered at 7.94 percent 1980-8l. The BEmployer's offer would be the fourth
largest in the Conference while i Association's would raise this ¢(wo rankings to
second largest BA base increase. In addition, the District's offer would be below
the average BA increase granted in the WVAC while the Association's would be about
«5 above the conference average.

Continuing with the comparison of 1980-81 salary changes in the Employer's
athletic conference we find that the Assoclation's B4 base demand would move ths
District from 6th to 4th place while the Employer's offer would leave the District's
ranking unchanged in 1980-81 from 1979-80. It should also be noted that in 1978-79
the District ranked 4th for the EA base so that the contract settled which was
voluntarily negotiated dropped the District's position dowm iwo places.

In terms of the other salary level positions, with the exception of the MA
maximum neither of the parties?! final offers would alter the relative position of
the District in the Conference. With regard to the MA maximum both salary final
offers would drop the District in 1980.81 to 7th of the 8 school districts in the
WVAC.

The Association also attempts to show that its salary offer is more reasonable
if one looks also at the relative distance betwesen ithe top salary in the' Conference
and that paid by the District in each of the contract years since 1978-79. For
example, considering the BA minimum the District was $175 below the top BA mimimum
in 1978-79, was $275 below in 1979-80, and would be $430 below if the Employer's
offer were adopted or $350 below if the Assoclation's were selected. In terms of

1/ Merrill School District, although also in arbitration was not excluded from the
comparison set since its HA base was not one of the issues in dispute.



the conference average Marshfield was $62 above (1978-79), $51 below (1979-80),
and would be $85 below under the Employer's offer and $5.00 below by the Association
for BA minimum for 1980-81.2/

For the BA maximum in the WVAC the comparisons show the District $198 above
(1978=79.), $455 below (1979~80), and $633 below (Association) or §751 below (Employer)
1980-8l; MA minimum was $90 above (1978-79), $27 below (1979-80), and $27 above
(Association) ar 61 below (Employer) foar 1980-8l; MA maximum was $109 above (1978-79),
$146 below (1979-80), and would be $625 below (Employer) or $485 below (Association)
in 1980-8l; finally far the salary schedule maximum the respective averages far the
Conference and Marshfield are $597 above (L978-79), $189 above (1979-80), and $91
above (Employer) or $245 above (Association) for 1980-81.

Examination of the above statistics suggests that for the most part the
Association's final offer far 1980-8l would not restore the comparative loss it
suffered under its 1979-80 voluntary settlemsnt. The Employer's final offer would
reinforce, however, the relative decline in the Association's salary position in
the Conference.

Having looked at the basic salary offers on a comparative basis it is now
necessary, in evaluating the final offers of the District and the Association
to take up the issue of the total cost of the package. It should be observed in
this connection that although it was raised obliquely by the Association no question
of ability to pay (statutory criterion g)has been directly raised by the parties
and the undersigned sees no valid reason otherwise to interject such issues into
the instant dispute.

The cost of the total package under the parties! respective offers, particularly,
as these may be compared across the Wisconsin Valley Athletic Conference is a matter
of some contention. lhe Employer calculates its final offer as a total package
increase of 10.6 percent as opposed to 1l.6 percent it argues as the cost of the
Association's package. Using its figures on total package cost the District then
compares this figure for its and the Association's final offer across a number of

other districts suggesting that among its comparables the range is 8.8 percent to
L1l.2 percent.

The Association for its part, first of all challenges as "incomplete, inaccurate,
and misleading" the evidence which the District offers in its exhibits to support
the premise that the Association's total package cost is out of line. The under-
signed, in considering the Associatioms objections to the admissability of those
Employer exhibits which relate specifically to the issue of total package cost
requested that in its post hearing brief the Employer provide additional information
by which the Association's objections could be dealt withe While some effort was
obviocusly attempted in this direction the undersigned concludes that the challenge
has not been rebuted. Moreover additional points were also raised in the Association's
Brief which would further leave in doubt the accuracy of the District's exhibits of
total package cost in comparable school districts.

Secondly, & discrepancy also exists between the parties' estimates of the cost
impact of their own final offers. The District reports its estimated package cost
at 10.6 percent over 1979.80 and the Association's at 11.6 percent. On the other
hand, the Association's estimate is put at 10.5 percent for the Board (using 1979-80
staff) and 1l.3 percent for its own offer. Slightly lower cost estimates are
arrived at by the Association using a second costing method. In attempting to
reconcile the package cost discrepancies the undersigned recalculated the parties!
figures using the common method employed of moving the 1979-80 staff foreward and
adjusting the item of dental insurance to reflect charges for April, May, and June
1981. 7The District had used January 1, 1981 as the beginning date to estimate
dental cost. The arbitrator thus find the "true" cost to be 1l.3 percent for the
Association's final offer . and 10.5 percent for that of the District.

A last point to be considered here is what role to give in these deliberations
to the so-called "“cost-of-living" criterion. It was indicated above that the parties
are in dispute over which price index to use~~CPIl or PCE--and ss well, what weight
if any to give to cost of living, however it is measured. The Consumer Price Index
for July-July 1980-8l seems to show & 13.0 percent increase in prices for Urban

2/ Association Exhibit No. 29. It should be noted that Merrill and D.C. Everest

were not settled at this writing and are therefore excluded from the Conference
average.
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wWage and Clerical Workers. <1he PCE, on the other hand, suggests the price increase
from the second quarter of 1979 to an equal period in 1980 to have been 10.5 percent.
The District's package offer thus rests exactly on the PCE change while the Associa-
tion's at 1ll.3 percent is approximately midway between the two indices. Thus both
salary and package offers of the parties are reasonable by cost-of-living standards.

The undersigned, in examining salary and package cost by the statutory criteria
finds the Association's offer on the BA base to be preferable. Having examined the
comparables, cost~of-living, and other factors normally considered the Association's
request far an increase to 11,550 would not be out of line with the comparable
districts of its athletic conference. Its ranking as measured by reference to the
BA base and maximum,  MA base and maximum, and schedule maximum would not change
appreciably and an 8.45 percent increase, while above the conference average of 7.%4
percent is not exhorbitantly so.

In addition, the total package cost at 1li.3 percent increase is not unreascnable
if one assumes the "actual® cost-of=-living increase to lie somewhere between the
13.0 percent of the CPI and the 10.5 percent of the PCE for the period in questicn.

Unfoartunately it is not possible to compare the parties' final offer package
costs across the athletic conference in an unequivocal manner. More than any other
comparison this would be most compelling. If the Association's challenge on the
District's comparative cost data is valid the information presented would thereby
understate the "true" package costs of the comparable districts. This in twrn would
place the issue of the parties' package cost in a substantially different light
from that presented in the District's and Association's argument and evidence.

The undersigned can only hope that in future negotiations mcre attention will be paid
by the parties to the use of standardized and mutusally acceptable costing practices.

I1I. JInsurance Coverage

‘The essence of the dispute over insurance coverage is the District's decision
to stand firm on the current contract language which provides that coverage for new
teachers begins one month after the initiation of employment and terminates on
June 30 for those teachers leaving at the end of the school year. The Association
would require 12 month coverage beginning September 1 far all teachers, including
those not returning after the school yesr ends.

‘[he Association argues its position basically from an equity standpoint; i.e.
that all "have warked the same wark year as those being provided twelve (12) months
of coverage by the District.™ In its behalf, the Association cites Warren
Education Association and Warren Consolidated Schools, AAA. Case No. 54=30-0340-69,
NWlI, Case XI, No. 17531-MA-328, and Seranton School Distriet and Seranton
Federation of Teachers, AAA Case No. 14=30-0918-75R.

The District in the instant case rests primarily on two premises. First, the
union has demonsirated no necessity to remove the existing clause and substitute
new coverage periods; and second, the practice within the athletic conference shows
no support for 12 month insurance coverage. Thus only one school district in the
Conference (Rhinelander) explicitly establishes contractuwally 12 month coverage far all.

‘'he Association'’s counter argument to the District on its “comparables" evidence
is that the silence of the contracts in the conference is because no problem of
coverage exists. "And no problem exists because twelve (12) months of coverage is
provided.*

The undersigned finds the Association's contentlions on this issue not to be
persuasive. First, while it is possible that by practice the contractual silence
in other distriects is in fact transformed into 12 months coverage, no evidence
supporting the existence of such practice was offered by the Association. In the
absence of conorete evidence the arbitrator must assume 12 month coverage for all
teachers is not the norm for the Conference.

second, the Association has made no case for its brief that the current
language has warked a hardship and therefore should be arbitrally removed. Again,
the evidence on this point is conspicucusly absent.

Third, the Association, as indicated above relies on arbitral authority to
Justify its objective to modify the current clause. The undersigned finds these
oplnions are distinguishable from the instant case on several grounds. On the one
hand, the cited cases involved grievance disputes involving the alleged violation of
existing rights under a contract. The arbitratars in the three cited cases concluded
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that the contracts in each instance provided by intent, practice, or language,
insurance coverage rights for those teachers leaving their respective distrdicts. Such
is clearly not the situation in the instant case. Were it otherwise, the most
appropriate forum for resclution of this point would be through the grievance
machinery, not mediatione-arbitration.

On the other hand, the Marshfield contract stipulates that there is to be
12 month coverage for a teacher leaving the District only if said teacher reimburses
the Board of Bducation "far 100 percent of the premiums for /[the/ three month period"
following the end of the school year. The intent is obviously not to cover terminating
teachers nor was testimony or evidence provided that administration by the District
has robbed the provision of its apparent meaning.

As a final point on the issue of insurance coverage the Association perceives
what it contends is a "fatal flaw" in the District's final offer. To wit, it argues
that the District's position pertains not to insurance coverage periods as these
are set out in Article XVI, G but rather would replace Article XVI Section I which
states,

uz)ll insurance coverages under this provision will remain in force for contracted
teachers until a new Master Contract is ratified.”

The arbitrator believes that given the events following the reopening of the
contract-~namely the rounds of negotiation, mediation, and arbitration the intent of
of the District with regard to insurance coverage was not unknown or misunderstood
by the Association. That intent was to leave unchanged the existing language with
regard to insurance coverage just as the Association's was to broaden this coverage
with new language. It must be assumed that the parties bargained in good faith and
with full and complete knowledge of each other's position up to impasse. Therefore,
the undersigned is unmoved by the Association's argument concerning an alleged
nfatal flaw® and concludas that such a charge raised in its Brief is both untimely
and without substance or effect.

1I1. Dental Insurance

Contrary to what occurs with most issues being negotiated for the first time,
both parties in the instant case propose dental insurance. Thus, there is no dis-
pute over whether there shall be dental coverage, only over the content of the pro-
gram and the conditions under which it will be administered. Concretely, the Asso-
ciation proposes a program with no deductibles - the Administration offers a plan
with a $50 deductible = and would also provide that the Employer pay 100 percent
of the single premium and 90 percent of the family premium. The District's position
is that it would pay 75 percent of the premiums for all participants in its dental
Programe.

A brief examination of the dental protection providod in each of the plans
proposed by the Assoclation and the District reveals no significant differences
in the level of benefits under either plan. Substantial differences do exist
however in the costs to the Employer and to the individual participants. Under
the Association's plan the District would pay $21.65 per month per employee for
family coverage and $8.52 for single coverage. The District's oun plan would set
these rates at $l4.30 (family) and $5.33 (single). Thus, the Association's plan
would cost the District 50-60 percent more than its own.

The cost to the teacher participants also differs significantly given the $50
deductible requirement the District would impose plus the fact that it also would
pay only 75 percent of the cost of the program while the Association would require
this figure to be 100 percent (single) and 90 percent (family). Thus single
participants would pay nothing and those under family coverage $2.40. The equiv-

alent cost figures for the District's plan would be $1.78 single coverage and $#.76
per month far family.

In terms of the premium cost shared by the participants and the requirement
of a deductible the two plans are at opposite ends of the WVAC for comparison
purposes. The Association's plan would rank it number two in the Conference while
that of the District would rank seventh. Thus, the Association's plan would be
well above the average and the District's near ths boittom.

Unfortunately, no evidence on Conference practice ondeductible requirements
was supplied by the parties. Consequently, it is not possible to assess comparability
by our school district benchmarks on this characteristic of dental plans. Some
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light is shed on this practice generally however, by the District in its exhibit
number 57, the Insurance Buyers Newsletter, September, 1978 which states: "Eventhough
benefit plan designers would like to involve employees in cost sharing - in new

plans especially ~ dental plans are usually noncontributory.®

(n balance the undersigned finds the Association's position on the dental plan
issue marginally preferable to that of the District. Given equal benefits it be- [
comes a question of who shall bear more of the burden of the cost of the program.

The practice of the athletic conference is that the employer will carry mare of the
expense of the premiums than the District has offered. In addition, the require-
ment of a deductible payment also is not a general norm for such plans.

Summary

Having explored each issue above, the undersigned has found in favar of the
Association on the BA base salary and dental plan issues and for the District on
the questlon of insurance coverage. Having considered all of ths issues in light
of the evidence presented, the arguments, and the statutary criteria, the undersigned
renders the following:

AMAED

The final offer of ithe Association together witk the pricr stipulations of
of the parties is to be incorprated into the Collective Bargaining Agreement for
the period beginning July 1, 1980 through June 30, 198l.

Dated at Madison, Wisconsin this 26th day of May 1981,

Bl A

Richard U. Miller
ARBITRATCR




APYEIDIX B

$11,550 BASE

ROTE: Firat figure in ralary. Second [igure is total compenmation including teacher's share of teacher's retPrement paid
by the Board {rounded to_whole dollars).
EXP,| B Beb B+12 B+18 B+2l; M M+10 M+20 M+30 H+4,0 M+50 PID
0 11,550 171,700 12,012 12,243 Z2,L75G 12,705 12,936 13,167 | 13,398 13,629 13,860 %091
12,128 | 12,370 12,613 12,855 | 13,098 13,340 13,583 13,825 | 14,068 14,310 14,553 11,796
1 | 12,128 | 12,359 12,590 | 12,821 | 13,052 | 13,283 | 13,51k | 13,7L5 [ 13,976 | 14,207 | 1,038 | 1b.669
12,73 | 12,977 13,220 13,462 13,705 13,947 14,190 W,b32 | 14,675 | 14,917 15,160 | 15,L02
2 12,705 | 12,936 13,167 13,398 13,629 | 13,860 | 11,091 14,322 | 14,553 thy 784 15,015 | 15,246
13,3k0 | 13,583 13,825 14,068 |} 14,310 14,553 14,796 | 15,038 | 15,281 15,523 15,766 : 16,008
—— VR b 1+ e - — - | = R - Lmew -— [N . e
3 13,283 | 13,5 13,745 13,976 14,207 14,138 L, 669 14,900 | 15,131 15,363 15,593 | 15,82
13,947 14,190 10,432 14,675 14,917 15,160 15,L02 15,645 15,888 16,130 16,378 16,615
, X U SIS SIS RRUURREU (USRI U SO -
I 13|860 t, 09 r 10,322 14,553 14,784 15,015 1512’46 15.477 15,708 15,939 16,170 16,401
3okt | 1L.796 15,038 | 15,281 | 15,523 | 15,76L | 16,008 | 16,251 | 16,L93 | 16,736 | 16.979 | 17.221
S | 1,322 | b, 669 1,900 | 15,131 | 15,362 | 15,593 | 15,82k | 16,055 | 16,286 | 16,517 | 16,768 | 16.979
15,038 | 15,L02 15,6L5 15,888 | 16,130 16,373 16,615 16,858 {17,100 17,3043 17,5685 {17,828
§ | 1,784 | 15,131 | 15,b71 | 15,708 | 15,939 | 16,170 | 16,k01 | 16,632 | 16,863 | 17,09k | 17,325 | 17,556
1%,523 15,888 16,251 16,493 16,736 16,979 17,824 17,464 ( 17,706 17,949 18,191 | 18,13l
-?-"- 15, 2L6 15,593 15,939 16,286 16,517 16,748 h 16.979"1 17,210 1?:ﬂﬂ?“ 1'552355 17,903 [ 18,134
16,008 | 16,373 16,736 | 17,100 % 17,313 | 17,585 | 17,828 | 18,071 | 18,313 | 18,556 | 18,798 | 19 0L
"8 | 15,708 | 16,055 | 16,l01 | 16,78 | 17,09k | 17,325 | 17,556 | 17,787 | 18,018 | 18,249 | 16,180 | 18,711
16,493 16,858 17,221 17,585 17,949 ' 18,191 18,L3L 18r675 18:919 19,161 19,404 19,647
9 | 16,170 | 16,517 | 16,863 | 17,210 | 17,556 | 17,903 | 18,13k | 18,365 | 18,596 | 18,827 | 19,058 | 19,209
Lu{,,979 17,343 17,706 18,071 18,434 18,798 19,041 19,283 | 19,526 19,768 20,011 } 20,253
10 | 16,632 | 16,979 17,325 | 17,672 | 18,018 i 18,365 | 18,711 | 18,942 | 19,173 | 19,L0L | 19,635 [ 19,866
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