
STATE OF WISCONSIN 

BEFORE THE MEDIATOR/ARBITRATOR 

: 

In The Matter of The 
Mediation/Arbitration Between 

DARLINGTON EDUCATION ASSOCIATION ; Case XII 
: No. 29766, Med/Arb-1672 

and Decision No. 19730-A 

DARLINGTON COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT i 
: ----__________________________________ 

APPEARANCES: 

Paul R. Bierbrauer, Executive Director, South West 
United, appearing on behal f of the Darlington Education 
Association. 

Teachers 

Gilbert S. Barnard, attorney at law, appearing on behalf 
of the Darlington Community School District. 

&?BITRATION HEARING BACKGROUND: 

On July 14, 1982, the undersigned was notified by the 
Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission of appointment as 
mediator/arbitrator, pursuant to Section 111.70(4)(cm)6 of 
the Municipal Employment Relations Act in the matter of impasse 
between the Darlington Education Association, hereinafter referred 
to as the Association, and the Darlington Community School 
District, hereinafter referred to as the District. Pursuant 
-co the statutory requirements, a public hearing was held and 
mediation proceedings were conducted between the parties on 
September 2, 1982. Mediation failed to resolve the impasse. 
The arbitration hearing was held on October 5, 1982. At that 
time the parties were given full opportunity to present relevant 
evidence and make oral argument. The proceedings were partially 
transcribed since the court reporter failed to provide a full 
transcript of the hearing as it was conducted. Consequently, 
the undersigned has relied upon her record as the formal record 
rather than the transcribed proceedings. Post hearing briefs 
were filed with and exchanged through the mediator/arbitrator 
on December 13, 1982. 

THE ISSUES: 

The parties remain at impasse on the issues of wages, 
extracurricular pay, and mileage. The final offers of the parties 
appear attached as Appendix "A" and "B". 

STATUTORY CRITERIA: 

Since no voluntary impasse procedure was agreed to between 
the parties regarding the above impasse, the undersigned under 
the Municipal Employment Relations Act, is required to choose 
the entire final offer of one of the parties on all unresolved 
issues. 

Section 111.70(4)(cm)7 requires the mediator/arbitrator 
to consider the following criteria in the decision process: 
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A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

The lawful authority of the municipal employer. 

The stipulations of the parties. 

The interests and welfare of the public and the 
financial ability of the unit of government to meet 
the costs of any proposed settlement. 

Comparison of wages, hours and conditions of employ- 
ment of the municipal employes involved in the 
arbitration proceedings with the wages. hours and 
conditions of employment of other employes performing 
similar services and with other employes generally 
in public employment in the same community and 
in comparable communities and in private employment 
in the same community and comparable communities. 

The average consumer prices for goods and services, 
commonly known as the cost-of-living. 

The overall compensation presently received by the 
municipal employes, including direct wage compensation, 
vacation, ?3lid2ys and excused time, insurance and 
pensions, medical and hospitalization benefits, the 
continuity and stability of employment, arxl all other 
benefits received. 

Changes in any of the foregoing circumstances during 
the pendency of the arbitration proceedings. 

Such other factors, not confined to the foregoing, 
which are normally or traditionally taken into 
consideration in the determination of wages, hours 
and conditions of employment, through voluntary 
collective bargaining, mediation, fact-finding, 
arbitration, or otherwise between the parties, in 
the public service or in private employment. 

_THE COMPARABLES: 

The Association argues the most appropriate comparables 
are the athletic conference consisting of the Iowa-Grant, 
Dodgeville, Mineral Point, Cuba City, Platteville and 
Lancaster school districts, and the districts of the same 
size throughout the state which have settled for 1982-83. 
While it recognizes the athletic conference as the most 
appropriate comparable, the Association also declares districts 
of approximately the same size settled for 1982-83 provides 
evidence of the "industry" trend and meets the intent of the 
State Constitution, State laws, and the Department of Public 
Instruction rules concerning education as a statewide function. 

The Association objects to the District's comparables 
maintaining they are all smaller than Darlington and for the 
most part not similar. With the exceptions of Cuba City and 
Mineral Point, the Association declares all the District's 
comparables have populations of less than 1,000 people and are 
therefore not similar to the Darlingtcn.?chool District. 

The District's proposed set of comparables consists of 
those school districts which lie within Lafayette County. 

-In support of its position, the District asserts Darlington 
is the County seat of Lafayette County, lies within the center 
of the County, and the districts within the County have 
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traditionally been used as comparables by the parties. 

The District rejects the Association's comparables 
consisting of districts of approximately the same size 
throughout the state which ilave settled for 1982-83. Con- 
tending the proposed districts constitute only a partial 
listing of districts of similar size and are not within the 
immediate area, the District also rejects these districts as 
comparables because it is not known which of them had multi- 
year contracts. As a result, the District posits none of 
these districts should be considered as comparables. 

To the extent comparables are used in analyzing which 
of the offers is more reasonable, the undersigned used the 
information provided relevant to the Southern Eight Athletic 
Conference, despite the fact that only three of these districts 
have settled for 1982-83. While the District argued districts 
within the County were traditionally used as comparables, 
there was no evidence to substantiate this position. Further, 
a review of those districts indicates the majority are sub- 
stantially smaller, both in full time enrollment and in full 
timeteachingequivalencies. Consequently, the undersigned was 
not persuaded to include these districts as comparables. 

Whiie there is merit in the Association's argument that 
the State aid formula is intended to equalize the district's 
ability to pay for education throughout the state, the formula 
is not intended to equalize each district's willingness or 
unwillingness to compensate staff but to equalize theirwillingness 
to provide education as required by the thirteen standards 
set forth in 121.02 Wis. Stats. Thus, while a review of 
statewide districts of comparable size may or may not reflect 
an "industry" trend, there is not sufficient similarity among 
these districts to establish them as comparables for the 
purpose of comparing the parties' final offers. 

While comparable has been interpreted by the courts to 
not necessarily mean identical, it does mean there should be 
enough simil r characteristics or qualities to make comparison 
appropriate. B In considering statewide districts as comparables, 
there is little, other than similarity in size, which would 
make all of these districts similar for comparison purposes. 
To be considered similar for comparison purposes, there must 
be a showing that the districts not only are similar in enroll- 
ments and full time teaching equivalencies, but that they are 
similar in competing for goods and services, in being affected 
by the same fluctuations in the labor market and in the cost of 
living and similar in other factors which address the social, 
economic and political realities of public policy making. 

_POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES: 

The Association posits the ultimate reasonableness of 
the offers will be determined when the need for catch up, 
relative rank, the developing trend and the economic impact 
on the staff is considered. Contending the need for catch 
up is justified, the Association states 32 teachers in the 
District reached the maximum step on the salary schedule prior 

1 Dawson v. Myers, 622 F. 2d 1304 (1980). 



to 1981-82 and teachers at the maximum levels have ex- 
perienced slippage in relative position among the comparables 
for the past ten years by not receiving comparable increases 
realized by their colleagues in the other athletic confer- 
ence schools. Declaring the economic well-being Of ex- 
perienced teachers must be considered, the Association 
posits its offer would allow a maximum step increase of 8.5 
percent while the District's offer would only provide a 2.65 
percent to 2.8 percent increase which is less than teachers in 
comparable districts will receive. 

Further, the Association asserts that within the athletic 
conference, Darlington once ranked ahead of the majority of 
the districts. By 1978-79, however, it contends the District 
has slipped to near the bottom of the rankings in all 
significant benchmark areas. It continues its offer will 
do little to regain the status the District once enjoyed but 
that the District's offer would be even more harmful. Stating 
the District's offer would result not only in teachers not 
receiving comparable increases but would also cause the rank 
to again drop, the Association believes its offer is the 
more reasonable. In addition, the Association declares its 
offer is more reasonable measured against the state settlements 
since the ranking in the statewide comparables would not change. 

The Association also argues the developing trend of settle- 
ments among state-wide districts of the same size and arbitration 
awards such as those in Cudahy and Westby support its position. 
Noting the percentage increase in the statewide settlements 
and the awards are much closer to the Association's offer 
than the District's,the Association posits that unless its 
offer is accepted there will be little if any catch up occurring. 

Arguing its final offer does not fall outside the interests 
and welfare of the public nor the District's ability to pay, 
the Association avers there is strong need for consideration 
of the actual costs of the final offers. It contends this 
consideration is necessary since a case has been made for 
catch up and since it has been able to demonstrate an "industry" 
trend which is in excess of the scattered settlements within 
the most appropriate comparables. When actual costs are 
considered, the Association maintains the impact of its 
offer is a 6.38% increase in the budgeted costs for salary 
compared to the District's increase of 1.19%. Given the need 
for catch up and the "industry" trend, the Association posits 
it is unreasonable for the District to put forth the smallest 
dollar increases within the athletic conference. 

As to extracurricular pay, the Association maintains its 
offer reflects the status quo, while the District's offer is 
a radical departure from the status quo. Citing the District's 
offer removes the percent factor from the coaches' pay and 
from the summer music program pay, creates a grid using 
experience as a factor for the coaches, and removes the 
summer music program language defining the work expectations 
for the instructor, the Association asserts the District's 
offer is flawed. It declares the District's offer is also 
vague. The Association contends the District's offer does not 
provide language which would aid in determining where a coach 
would be placed upon the experience grid, nor how coaching 
experience would be determined, nor the amount of experience 
each cell represents. Further, the Association asserts that 

-without language to define the job expectations in the summer 
music program, there is no way to know the length of the job 
assignment nor the length of the work day. Consequently, the 

/ \ , 
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Association concludes that since the District has a burden 
to show exceptional need for change, which it has not done, 
and since the District's offer is flawed, there is little 
support for accepting the District's offer as the more 
reasonable. 

Citing the operation of school buildings within the 
rural areas of the District hilich requires daily need for 
special curriculum teachers to drive between schools, the 
Association posits 23 cents per mile is a reasonable mileage 
figure for compensating teachers for the costs they incur 
in the performance of the District's work. The Association 
continues that among the comparables those districts such as 
Dodgeville and Cuba city, where the location of schools is 
similar to Darlington, mileage rates closely approximate 
the offer of the Association. It also notes the American 
Automobile Association has established 24.4 cents per mile 
as the cost of driving a compact automobile. Thus, given the 
comparables and the established cost of driving a compact, 
the Association declares its offer is more reasonable than the 
DistricVs. 

Arguing the interest and welfare of the public includes the 
tax burden the public is able to bear, the District contends 
the base upon which its ability tc pay exists has decreased 
recentlyand the economy has made it difficult for its citizens 
to maintain the level of taxation which currently exists. 
Further, the District posits the cost of living has not 
increased significantly within the area. When these factors 
are considered together, the District concludes it is necessary 
to propose wage increases which reflect concern for the public's 
lessened ability to bear the tax burden. In light afthis, 
the District states it has proposed a final offer which results 
in a total package increase for teachers of 4.8%. 

Declaring the Association is attempting to mask its 10.26% 
total package increase as an 8.5% increase by increasing each 
cell 8.5%, the District argues the Association's offer is a 
radical change in the manner in which salary schedules are 
constructed. The District states that in the past its schedule 
has reflected a flat dollar amount which was established as 
the guaranteed increments. It also notes a plateauwas reached 
between the third and fourth years of experience. Thisitcontends 
resulted in only slightly greater increases thereafterwhich 
was intended to provide nominal recognition to progress after 
the first few years of employment. The District continues 
that the differential between each lane has remained constant 
with the exception of the differential preceding the master's 
lane. It concludes the intent of this structure is to reward 
its staff for both experience and preparation. Consequently, 
the District rejects the Association's proposal contending the 
method of applying a percentage to each cell does away with 
the traditional concept that increments are awarded for 
experience while lane improvements are awarded for increased 
preparation. Finally, concluding the Association's method 
of structuring the salary schedule would result in increases 
in the salary schedule which would have significant effects 
for years to come, the District declares a departure in 
structuring schedules should not occur without negotiation 
of such changes. 

Also rejecting the Association's argument for catch up, 
the District asserts neither the Association's evidence nor 
the comparables support such a position. Declaring the 
Association's comparisons dating back to1973-74 are not 
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particularly meaningful since they represent voluntary settle- 
ments, the District states it is unreasonable to argue a need 
for catch up when the changes which occurred were mutually 
agreed upon. In addition, it notes that even though the 
Association oniy offers three settlements in its set of 
comparables, it is obvious the Association's offer is greater 
than the developing settlement pattern and thus dramatically 
changes the District's position compared to others. Finally, 
the District contends that, among its comparables, its 
position is consistent with the emerging pattern of settlements 
for the area and consistent with the economic conditions upon 
which those settlements were predicated. Subsequently, the 
District concludes that since there is no justification for 
catch up, its offer which more closely approximates those 
settlements among the comparable districts is more reasonable. 

The District posits the increasing economic pressure to 
control school costs also justified its need to scrutinize 
all programs and the costs generated by those programs. Con- 
tending "formula-driven" rates of pay for cocurricular programs 
can generate unrealistic rates of pay and can compel changes 
in the cocurricular offerings, the District asserts it is 
only reasonable to offer a flat rate scale of pay for these 
programs. In addition, the District states its position 
is supported by the fact that flat rates are standard among 
cocurricular pay schedules. Finally, the District avers there 
is support for its offer since twenty of the thirty-five 
positions in the schedule would benefit under its offer. 

The District also declares its offer of 21 cents per 
mile is reasonable. To support its position, the District 
cites the IRS rate at 20 cents per mile, stating the IRS 
rate is normally considered a fair claim, and notes the average 
rate of reimbursement among the athletic conference schools 
is less than its offer. 

DISCUSSION: 

Among the three issues at impasse between the parties, 
the critical issue involves the salary schedule. The Association's 
offer, unique in that it seeks an 8.5% increase on each cell, 
establishes a burden upon the Association to show a strong or 
compelling justification for such departure from the 
traditional way in which the salary schedule has been structured. 
The Association argues its need to catch up justifies is 
unusual proposal. After analyzing the salary increases and 
the relative positions of the comparables as identified earlier 
in this decision, the undersigned concludes the argument for 
catch up is not persuasive. 

In reviewing the benchmarks, including the BA/Step 8 
and the MA/Step 10 positions, over the Past ten years, the 
signed finds that while the Association is able to show the 

under- 

District has continually lagged behind the average and the 
mean salaries for a number of years, it has not been able 
to show there has been'a continual erosion of this base nor 
has it shown there is an increasing differential between 
this District and the others considered comparable. The data 
shows that, at times, the staff in the District has enjoyed 
a relatively good position in rank among the comparables, 
particularly in academic years 1973 and 1974. Since that 
-period of time, however, there have been changes in the 
comparable district positions and those teachers in Darlington 
have not fared as well. In fact, since 1977, the District has 
ranked at or near the bottom among the comparables in all 
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benchmark areas but the BA and MA minimum positions. While 
it is true there has been deterioration in the District's 
position since 1973, the fact that the District's position 
has remained relatively unchanged for at least five years 
is an important consideration in determining whether or 
not catch up is justified. Consequently, in deciding 
whether or not catch up is justified, it must be determined 
whether or not the spread between Darlington's compensation 
to its staff and the compensation of other districts has 
increased over the last several years. The percentage 
differences between the salary paid Darlington teachers and 
the mean and average increases each year of the other districts 
shows that while some years have varied more than others, 
since 1977 the variance has been negligible at the BA 
Minimum position, between .5% and 1% at the BA/Step 8 
position, between .5% and 1% at the BA Maximum position, 
about .5$ at2the MA Minimum position and about 1% at the MA/Step 
10 position. At the MA Maximum position some deterioration 
has occurred in that the District has dropped a full 2% over 
the average from its position in 1978-79 and 1979-80. At 
this position, however, there was no significant change in 
position compared to the mean increase. At the Schedule 
Maximum position improvement has occurred between 1980-81 
and 1931-82. Given the above variances, except for the MA 
Maximum position, 
for catch up. 

it cannot be concluded there is the need 

It is difficult to determine the effect the current offers 
of the parties will have upon these same comparisons since 
only three settlements exist. In comparing the offers of the 
parties to these three known settlements, however, it is 
concluded the District's offer is more consistent with the 
position it has taken over the past few years. The Association's 
offer, on the other hand! would appear to substantially im- 
prove the District's position over that which it has held 
within the past five years. This fact, together with the 
uniqueness of the Association's proposal, leads the under- 
signed to conclude the Association has not been persuasive in 
establishing a need for catch up and the subsequent adoption 
of its offer. 

In arriving at this conclusion, the undersigned did not 
ignore the fact that the District has approximately one-half of 
its teachers at the top of the salary schedule who, if the 
District's offer is selected, will receive salary increases 
of approximately 2.7% or 2.8% for the year, increases which 
are significantly lower than the cost of living reflected at 
the time agreement should have been reached between the parties. 
Since over half the staff is at the top of the schedule, 
a serious problem does exist which will have to be addressed 
by the parties in future negotiations since neither the 
Association's offer nor the District's offer addresses this 
problem in a satisfactory manner. The Association's offer of 
8.5%on eachcell, while resulting in those teachers at the 
top of the schedule receiving an 8.5% increase in wages, also 
results in half of the teachers, those moving through the 
schedule, receiving a significantly larger increase in salary 
than 8.5%. The District's offer accomplishes the reverse. 
While teachers moving through the schedule will receive wage 

2 At the XA/Step 10 position, a greater variance from the average 
occurred in 1978-79 but the mean variance remained similar to 
other years and no significant changes occurred in the mean 
and average variances in other years. 
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increases which approximate the cost of living in the past 
year, those at the top will receive only minimal increases. 
On this basis, the undersigned cannot conclude that either 
offer is more reasonable as it addresses the problem of 
half of the teachers being al the i.(.;; of the schedule. 

While accepting the District's argument that the standard 
method of costing final offers is to move the academic staff 
forward which results in the District's offer representing 
a 4.85% increase and the Association's offer representing a 
10.26% increase and while being persuaded the residents of 
the District are experiencing economic hardships, the under- 
signed is not persuaded the District has an inability to pay 
the increase of either offer. Testimony submitted by the 
District indicates the taxpayers of the District are unwilling 
to assume any greater burden in providing for education and 
they are experiencing difficulties in this recessionary time. 
No data was submitted, however, which showed either the District 
would increase the tax burden upon the residents of the District 
or would not be able to fund either final offer. 

Noting the District is experiencing the same recessionary 
difficulties that the state and the nation are experiencing 
and having considered the cost of living, the undersigned 
does conclude, ho'wever, that the Consumer Price Index and 
thegeneral status of the economy does not reflect justification 
of an offer which results in a total package increase in wages 
of approximately 10.26% or an increase in wages of 8.5% or 
more for individual staff memberswithout demonstrated need for 
special consideration. This, together with the fact that the 
Association's offer attempts to deviate from the present 
salary schedule in the manner in which it is calculated with- 
out demonstrating need for such a change results in a 
determination that the District's offer regarding the salary 
schedule structure is more reasonable. 

In regard to the extracurricular schedule, the Association 
maintains and is correct that its offer reflects the status 
Further, it appears dropping the contract language regarding 

quo. 

the summer music program, as the District proposes, will make 
the District's expectations for that program less clear. 
While the Association argues the coaches' salary grid proposed 
by the District will result in confusion, they may or may not 
be correct. It is possible that more than one interpretation 
regarding experience could result, but there was no indication 
that the parties were not in agreement as to how coaches would 
be placed upon the grid. Neither of these problems, while they 
make the District's offer less reasonable, are serious enough 
to cause rejection of the District's proposal relative to 
the salary schedule structure. 

The District argues its offer should be considered as the 
more appropriate offer since the economic times demand districts 
take greater control over areas within the contract which could 
result in unchecked escalating costs and since its offer is 
more reflective of the method of compensation within other 
comparable districts. While the District's proposal is remark- 
ably similar to the method of compensation in its other extra- 
curricular areas and similar to the method of compensation 
in most of the comparable districts, other than through 
Speculation, the District was not able to show it is currently 
experiencing difficulties which would justify change from 
the status quo or that the current method of compensation 
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results in rates which are dissimilar to those paid in 
other districts. Consequently, the undersigned concludes 
the Association's Offer regarding extracurricular pay is 
more reasonable. 

Among the comparables, the evidence shows scattered re- 
imbursement for mileage. Three districts have no mileage 
reimbursement and the others reimbruse their employees at rates 
varying between 21 cents per mile and 25 cents per mile, 
the average of which is 22.25 cents per mile. The District 
does not dispute, however, that it requires its employees to 
travel from school to school nor that in districts where 
additional driving is required, such as Dodgeville and Cuba 
City, the rates are similar to the rates sought by the 
Association. As to the actual costs of driving a car, however, 
both the District and the Association provide data from 
reputable sources which indicate either mileage rate would be 
an appropriate reimbursement. Neither party, however, has 
evidence in the record which supports its figure for reimburse- 
ment as the more appropriate figure. As a result, based upon 
the limited comparable data, the undersigned concludes the 
Association's offer more closely approximates the prevailing 
practice among those who reimburse their employees for travel 
and thus its offer is deemed to be the more reasonable of 
the two. 

Having concluded the District's offer is more reasonable 
relative to the salary schedule structure and having found the 
Association's offer relating to extracurricular pay and to 
mileage reimbursement is more reasonable, the undersigned finds 
the District's offer is the more reasonable of the two on the 
determinative issue. Thus, having reviewed the evidence and 
arguments, after applying the statutory criteria and after 
reaching the above conclusion, the undersigned makes the 
following: 

AWARD 

The final offer of the District, along with the stipulations 
of the parties which reflect prior agreements in bargaining, 
as well as those provisions of the predecessor collective 
bargaining agreement, are to be incorporated into the 
collective bargaining agreement as required by statute. 

Dated this 2nd day of March, 1983, at La Crosse, Wisconsin. 

; 
Mediator/Arbitrator 

SKI/mls 



APPENDIX "A" i 

Name of Case: 

The following, or the attachment hereto, constitutes our final 
offer for the purposes of mediation-arbitration pursuant to Section 
111.70(4)(cm)G. of the Municipal Employment Relations Act. A cony 
of such final offer has been submitted to the other party involved 
in this proceeding, and the undersigned has received a copy of the 
final offer of the other party. Each page of the attachment hereto 
has been initialed by me. 

On Behalf of: 
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LAST BEST OFFER 
DARLINGTON EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 

The attached are economic proposals set 
forth as the Last Best Offer of the Darlington 
Education Association to be effective as of 
July 1, 1982, and be effective through June 
30, 1983. The current agreement between the 
parties provides for an economic reopener only 
and shall remain unchanged except by stipu- 
lations reached on economic matters and as 
modified by this offer. 

June 29, 1982 

On Behalf of the 
Darlinqton Education Association 
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ARTICLE IV. ADDITIVE PAY SCHEDULE 

A. Summer music work will be reimbursed at the regular salary 
for a full days work based on the previous year not to 
exceed five weeks summer work. This provision will include 
both the Junior and senior oand instructors. if each cares 
to work. 

B. Scales for co-curricular work are as follows 

1. Academic Related 

(2) Music 7.5% 

2. Inter-Athletic Related 

B. Coaches 

Coach 1 9.0% Coach 3 5.5% 

Coach 2 6.5% Coach 4 4.5% 

ARTICLE III. MISCELLANEOUS FRINGES 

A. Mileage 

Mileage will be paid to all employees at a rate of twenty- 
three cents (236) per mile for use of personal car for 
District business on approval of the Administration and/or 
the Board. 
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APPENDIX "B" 

Name of Case: L 

The following, or the attachment hereto, constitutes our final 
offer for the purposes of mediation-arbitration pursuant to Section 
111.70(4) (cm)G. of the Municipal Employment Relations Act. A copy 
of such final offer has been submitted to the other party involved 

LT. r!:ls proceeding, and the undersigned has received a copy of the 1 
flnai offer of the other party. Each page of the attachment hereto 
has been initialed by me. 

On Behalf of: 

. . 



The attached are economic proposals set 
forth as the tast Best Offkr bf thf! Darlington Bdd~d 

&!@&&m-k to be.effective as of 
, 1982, and be effective through June 

30, 1983. The current agreement between the 
parties provides for an economic reopener only 
and shall remain unchanged except by stipu- 
lations reached on economic matters and as 
modified by this offer. 

June 29, 1982 
_.. ..--- __ .__-.-- - 
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APPFXDIX A 

BOARD OFFFB 

DAFILINGTON COMMUIITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

191)2-1983 SALARY SCHEDULE 

Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 3 Lane 4 Lane 5 

3 1 13,140.oo 
* 657.00 

4 '13,580.00 
* 679.00 

5 i4.020.00 
* 701.05 

6 14,463.oo 
* 723.T~ 

I- 
7 = 14,g?,.111, 

* 745:x 

0 15,340.30 
* 767.~1 

9 15,78',.'J.J 
_* 789.O'J 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 . 

1 13,500.00 ]13,860.00 
I 

14.3g0.00 
l 675.00 J* 693.00 * 719.50 

13,950.oo 
* G9'1.50 

,14,320.00 
* 716.00 1, 14.870.00 

t 
15,240.OO 

743.50 762.00 

14,4olJ.m 14,?8n.o'~ 15,35;r.m 15,730;,-0 
* 723.nn * 739.0.1 * 767.5-I l 786.5') 

14,85~,OrJ 15,240.O'~ 
* 742.5G * 762.71 

15,83'LCO 
* 791.5Q 

4 

i6,3in.79 
* 815.5:~ 

c 
16,7gn,.on 
* 839.5': 

16,22%r)') 16,610.Yl 
* 811.00 * 83c.5, 

15.3 )‘r. J’: 15,77~.sl 
* 765.!!J * 785/K 

G 
15,75 l.c.!, i 
* 707.5'. 

I 
,i 

16,71tj.5? 17,11f).70 
* 835.5" * 855.50 

16,~~. I.. 16,62?.:'1 17.27O.fX 
* 01'..3., * 831.':) * 863.5~ 

I 

17,2YJ..?'. 
* 86~;. ::,' 

(.I 
17,690.W ;i: 
* 884.5'1 

16,65',. I’. 17,'L;,.'l~ 17,75'!.00 lB,l&?.C~ 
w 832.W * L154.IJQ 

18,610.00 
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** CLASS I - B/L or BS 

** CLASS II - BA or BS plus 12 ripproved grnduate semester hours** 

l * CIASS III - BA or BS plus 24 approved graduate semester hours** 

l * CLASS IV - MA or MS 

I ** CLASS v MA or MS plus 12 approved graduate scmcster hours** 

I l y CLASS VI - MA or m plus 24 approved graduate semester hours** 

l Denotes District contribution to employee STPS obligation. 

I 
f ** Denotes semester hours or credits for classification chonfic which may bc 1 

approved if they are determined to bu of benefit to the school system, to' 
the educational program, or ere credits approved toward an ndvanccd dc- 
gree program. All credits must be approved in adwncc by the 

I Superintendent. 
\ 
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