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The Auburndale Education Association, hereinafter referred to as the 

Association, filed a petition with the Wisconsin Employment Relations 

Commission, hereinafter referred to as the Commission, on July 12th. 1982 and 

alleged that an impasse existed between it and the School District of 

Auburndale, hereinafter referred to as the Employer, in their collective 

bargaining. It requested the Commission to initiate Mediation/Arbitration pur- 

suant to Section 111.70(4)(cm)6 of the Municipal Employment Relations Act. 

The Association is a labor organization and has been at all times material 

herein the exclusive collective bargaining representative of certain employees 

of the Employer in a collective bargaining unit consisting of all certified 

teaching personnel excluding superintendents , principals, guidance counselors 

and non-instructional personnel. The Associatiori and the Employer have been 

parties to a collective bargaining agreement covering wages, hours, and working 

conditions of the employees which expired on June 30, 1982. On May 19, 1982 the 

parties exchange their initial proposals on matters to be included in the new 

collective bargaining agreement to succeed the one which expired on June 30, 

1982. Thereafter the parties met on three occasions in an effort to reach 

accord on a new collective bargaining agreement. 

After the Association filed the petition requesting mediation/arbitration a 

member of the Commission staff conducted an investigation which reflected that 

the parties were deadlocked in their negotiations. By May 19, 1983 the parties 

submitted their final offers to the investigator who notified the parties that 

the Investigation was closed and advised the Conmission that the parties 



remained at impasse. The Commission certified that the conditions precedent to 

the initiation of mediation/arbitration have been met and it ordered that 

mediation/arbitration be initiated for the purpose of issuing a final and 

binding award to resolve the impasse existing between the parties. It directed 

the parties to select a mediator/arbitrator and notify the Commission in writing 

of his name. on May 31, 1983 the parties advised the Commission that they had 

selected Zel S. Rice II as the mediator/arbitrator and on that same date the 

Commission issued an order appointing Zel S. -Rice It as the mediator/arbitrator 

and directing him to endeavor to mediate the issues in dispute and should such 

endeavor not result in the resolution of the impasse between the parties, to 

issue a final and binding award to re&ve the impasse by selecting either the 

total final offer of the Auburndale Education Association or the final offer of 

the School District of Auburndale. 

The Commission received a petition dated June 3, 1983 requesting a public 

hearing on the deadlock between the Association and the Employer. It was timely 

filed with the Commission by seven citizens within the jurisdiction served by 

the Employer and it requested that the first meeting with the parties be In the 

form of a public hearing. A public hearing was set and conducted at 8:00 p.m. 

in the Auburndale High School Library on July 5, 1983. 

A mediation session was conducted beginning at 10:00 a.m. on Wednesday, July 

6th, in the Auburndale High School Library. After a period of mediation it 

became apparent that the parties remained at impasse and were unable to resolve 

the dispute between them. The arbitrator advised the parties of their rights to 

withdraw their final offers if both parties mutually agreed to do so. They 
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eleqted to move into the arbitration phase of the proceedings and It was 

completed on that day. 

The final offer of the Association is attached hereto and marked Exhibit A. 

It proposes that the health insurance should continue to be paid in 1983-84 at 

the same percentage level as it was paid during 1982-83. That was at 100% of 

the single or family premium of the group surgical and hospitalization carrier. 

It dropwed that any moneys unexpended in 1982-83 for dental insurance should be 

added to the amount for dental insurance for 1983-84. The proposal provided 
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that the extra duty schedule percentages should be applied to the base salary of 

the previous year. The Association proposed to conLinue the old salary index 

with a new base of $12,950.00 during 1982-83 and $13,727.00 in 1983-84. It pro- 

posed that if the Employer lays off an employee during the term of that 

employee’s contract or implements a partial layoff of an employee during the 

term of that employee’s full time contract, the employee should receive 

liquidated damages. If the employee is given a written notice of the layoff 

prior to August 15th the liquidated damages would be an amount equal to 10% of 

the remaining value of the contract or of the reduced portion of the contract. 

If a written notice of layoff comes after August 15th, liquidated damages would 

be an amount equal to 20% of the remaining value of the contract or the reduced 

portion of the contract. If the Employer provides written notice to the 

employee of the layoff no later than June lst, there would be no liquidated 

damages. The collective bargaining agreement would run from the beginning of 

the 1982-83 school year to the end of the 1983-84 school year. 

The Employer’s final offer, attached hereto and marked Exhibit B, proposed 

that the provisions of the 1981-82 agreement between the parties be continued 

for a two year term except as modified by prior agreement. The agreement would 

be effective on the 1st day of July, 1982 and continue in full force until the 

30th day of June, 1984. It provided that the agreement could be reopened for 

negotiations by either party on or before May 1st. 1983 on the amount of the 

Employer’s contribution to the surgical’and hospitalization insurance and to the 

group dental insurance for the period after July lst, 1983 and the salary sche- 

dule for the 1983-84 school year. The Employer proposed using the same salary 

index with a beginning base of S12,725.00. It provided for a maximum of nine 

years of longevity on the salary index. 

The Association proposed a comparability group, hereinafter referred to as 

Comparable Group A, consisting of all of the members of the Clover Belt athletic 

conference, which includes the Employer. The school districts in addition to 

the Employer included in Cumparable Group A are Altoona, Cadott, Colby, Cornell, 

Fall Creek, Gilman, Greenwood, Loyal, Mosinee, Neillsville, Gwen-Withee, 

Stanley-Boyd and Thorp. A11 of those school districts except the’Employer, 

Greenwood and Neillsville have reached agreement on collective bargaining 



agreements for th$ 1982-83 school year. Comparable Group A has full time 

equivalent faculties ranging from a low of 45.5 at Thorp to a high of 108.25 at 

Mosinee. The Employer ranks seventh with a full time equivalent faculty of 58.6 

teachers. The enrollments in Comparable Group A range from a low of 678 at 

Thorp to a high of 1955 at Mosinee. The Employer ranks seventh with an 

enrollment of 928. The Association relies on another comparability group, 

hereinafter referred to as Comparable Group'B, consisting df the school 

districts in ,the labor markets of Auburndale, Marshfield, Stevens Point and 

W isconsin Rapids. 56 of its teachers reside in those communities and two reside 

outside of them. 

During the 1979-80 school year the school districts in Comparable Group A 

settled on BA minimums ranging from a low of $lO,OOO.OO at Cadott to a high of 

$10,650.00 at Mosinee. The Employer ranked eighth with a BA minimum of 

$10,300.00 which was $350.00 below the top and $42.00 below the average of 

$10,342.00. During the 1980-81 school year the BA minimum salaries in 

Comparable Group A ranged from the Employer's low of $10,800.00 to a high of 

$11,510.00 at Mosinee. The average BA minimum was $11,105.00 and the Employer 

was $710.00 below the top and $30.00 below the average. During the 1981-82 

school year the BA minimum salaries in Comparable Group A range from a low of 

$11,850.00 at Fall Creek to a high of $12.500.00 at Mosinee. The Employer 

ranked third with a BA minimum of $12.175.00. The average BA minimum was 

$12.099.00 and the Employer was $76.00 above the average and $325.00 below the 

top salary. The 1982-83 BA minimum for those school districts that have reached 

agreement ranged from a low of $12.600.00 at Stanley-Boyd to a high of 

$13.240.00 at Mosinee. The Employer's proposed base would be next to the lowest 

in Comparable Group A while the Association's proposal would rank fifth. 

The 1979-80 BA Step 7 in Comparable Group A ranged from a low of $12,070.00 

at Cadott to a high of $13,459.00 at Altoona with an average of $12.663.00. The 

Empployer ranked third with $13.030.00 which was $429.00 below the top and 

$367.00 above 'the average. The 1980-81 BA Step 7 in Comparable Group A ranged 

ftom a low of $13,136.00 at Gilman to a high of $14,753.00 at Altoona with an 

average of $13,597.00. The Employer's BA Step 7 salary of $13,662.00 ranked 

fourth and was $1,091.00 below the top and $65.00 above the average. The 
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1981-82 BA Step 7 salarlrs in Comparable Group A ranged from a low of $14,470.00 

at Owen-Withee to a high of $15,919.00 at Altoona with an average of $14.893.00. 

The Employer's BA Step 7 was $15,401.Ou and tt ranked third in the comparable 

group and was $518.00 below the top and $508.00 above the average. The 1982-83 

BA Step 7 salary for those school districts that ,have reached agreement ranged 

from a low of $15.525.00 at Gilman to.a high of $17,110.00 at Altoona. The 

Association's proposal would rank it second and the Employer's proposal would 

rank fifth. 

The 1979-80 BA maximums in Comparable Group A'ranged from a low of $13,910.00 

at Fall Creek to a high of $16.760.00 at Colby with an average of $14,932.00. 

The Employer's BA maximum was $15,090.00'which ranked fourth and was $1670.00 

below the top and $158.00 above the average: The 1980-81 BA maximum for 

Comparable Group A ranged from a low of $14,720.00 at Fall Creek to a high of 

$17.880.00 at Colby with an average of $16,119.00. The Employer ranked eighth 

with,a M maximum of $15,882.00 which was $2,058.00 below the top and $297.00 

below the average. The 1981-82 BA maximums in Comparable Group A ranged from a 

low of $16,590.00 at Fall Creek to a high of $19,200.00 at Colby with an average 

of $17,690.00. The Employer ranked fourth with a BA maximum of $17,836.00 which 

was $13,064.00 below the top and $146.00 above the average. The 1982-83 BA 

maximums for those school districts that have reached agreement ranged from a low 

of $17,960.00 at Owen-Withee to a high of $20.480.00 at Colby. The Employer's 

proposal would rank eighth and the Association's proposal would rank seventh. 

The 1979-80 MA minimums in Comparable'Group A ranged from a low of $10.780.00 

at Gilman to d high of $11,750.00 at Mosinee with an average of $11,170.00. The 

Employer's MA minimum was $11,330.00 which ranked second and was $420.00 below 

the top and $160.00 above the average. The 1980-81 MA minimums in Comparable 

Group A ranged from a low of $11.705.00 at Gilman to a high of $12.736.00 at 

Mosinee with an average of $12.002.00. The Employer's MA minimum of $11,880.00 

ranked ninth and was 4856.00 below the top and $122.00 below the average. The 

1981-82 MA minimum in Comparable Group A ranged from a low of $12,775.00 at 

Colby to a high of $13.791.00 at Mosinee with an average of $13.097.00. The 

Employer's K4 minimum of $13.393.00 ranked second and was $398.00 below the top 

and $296.00 above the average. The 1982-83 MA minimum among school districts in 
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Comparable Group A that have reached agreement for 1982-83 ranged from a low of 

$13.575.00 at Colby to a high of $14,608.00 at Mosinee. The Employer's proposal 

would rank seventh while the Association's proposal would rank fourth. The MA 

Step 10 salaries in Comparable Group A during the 1979-80 school year ranged 

from a low of $13.870.00 at Gilman to a high of $16,030.00 at Mosinee with an 

average of $14.793.00. ' The Employer ranked third with an MA Step 10 salary of 

$15,399.00 which was $631.00 below the top and $606.00 above the average. The 

1980-81 MA Step 10 salary in Comparable Group A'ranged from a low of $14,968.00 

at Gilman to a high of $17,510.00 at Altoona with'an average of $15,933.00. The 

Employer's MA Step 10 salary of $16.146.00 &as S1365.00'below the top and 

$213.00 above the average and ranked fourth. The 1981-82 MA Step 10 salaries in 

Comparable Group A ranged from a low of.$16,577.00 at Gilman to a high of 

$18,894.00 at Altoona with an average of $17.470.00. The Employer ranked third 

with an MA Step 10 salary of $18,202.00 which was $692.00 below the top and 

$732.00 above the average. The 1982-83 MA Step 10 salaries among the school 

districts in Comparable Group A that have reached agreement ranged from a low of 

$17,865.00 at Gilman to a high of $20.310.00 at Altoona. The Association's pro- 

posal of $18,845.00 and the Employer's proposal of $18,817.00 would both rank 

third in Comparable Group A. 

The 1979-80 MA maximum salaries in Corpparable Group A ranged from a low of 

$15,632.00 at Fall Creek to a high of $18.660.00 at Mosinee with an average of 

$16,680.00. The Employer's MA maximum of $16,223.00 ranked seventh and was 

$2,437.00 below the top and $457.00 below the average. The 1980-81 I44 maximum 

in Comparable Group A ranged from a low of $16,484.00 at Fall Creek to a high of 

$21,293.00 at Mosinee with an average of $18.130.00. The Employer ranked ele- 

venth wirh an MA maximum of $17,010.00 which was $4,283.00 below the top and 

$1120.00 above the average. The 1981-82 MA maximums in Comparable Group A ranged 

from a low of $18,537.00 at Fall Creek to a high of $23.088.00 at Mosinee with 

an average of $19.896.00. The Employer!6 MA maximum of $19,176.00 ranked eighth 

and was $3912.00 below the top and $720.00 below the average. The 1982-83 MA 

maximum among those school districts that have reached agreement ranged from a 

low of $20,110.00 at Owen-Withee to a high of $24.465.00 at Mosinee. The 

Assoc$ation's proposal of $21,565.00 wobld rank eleventh and the Employer's pro- 

posal of $21,536.00 would rank twelfth. 



The 19/9-80 schedule maximums in Comparable Group A ranged from a lo" of 

$15,810.00 at Gilman to a high of $20.852.00 at Altoona with an average of 

$17,422.00. The Employer yanked tenth with a schedule maximum of $16,223.00 

which "as $4.629.00 below the top and $1199.00 below the average. The 1980-81 

schedule maximum In Comparable Group A ranged from the Employer's low of 

$17.010.00 to a high of $23.312.00 at Altoona with an average of $18,979.00. 

The Employer ranked $6,302.00 below the top and $1969.00 below the average. The 

1981-82 schedule maximum in Comparable Group A ranged from a low of $19,190.00 at 

Owen-Withee to a high of $25,160.00 at Altoona with an average of $20,915.00. 

The Employer ranked seventh with an MA maximum of $20.271.00 which "as $4,897.00 

below the top and $644.00 below the average. The schedule maximums for those 

school districts who reached agreement for the 1982-83 school district ranged 

from a low of $20.970.00 at Owen-Wlthee to a high of $27,046.00 at Altoona. The 

Employer's proposal of $21,191.00 would rank number ten and the Association's 

proposal of $21,564.00 would rank number nine. 

The 1979-80 career BA total for Comparable Group A ranged from a low of, 

$326,590.00 at Cadott to a high of $368,720.00 at Colby and the average "as 

$343.853.00. The Employer ranked fourth with a total career BA of $349,262.00 

which "as $19,458.00 below the top and $5409.00 above the average. The 1980-81 

career BA tot&for Comparable Group A ranged from a low of $346,990.00 at Fall 

Creek to a high of $402.834.00 at Altoona with an average of $369.949.00. The 

Employer ranked sixth with a career BA total of $366.228.00 which was $36,606.00 

below the top and $3,721.00 below the average. The 1981-82 career BA total in 

Comparable Group A ranged from a low of $382,110.00 at Fall Creek to a high of 

$434,682.00 at Altoona with an average of $406,128,.00. The Employer ranked 

fourth with a career BA total of $412,848.00 which was $21,834.00 below the top 

and $6.720.00 above the average. The 1982-83 career BA total for those school 

districts in Comparable Group A which have reached agreement ranged from a low of 

$417,410.00 at Owen-Withee to a high of $460,155.00 at Altoona. The Employer's 

proposal would make a career BA total $431,546.00 which would rank seventh in 

Comparable Group A while the Association's proposal would make the career total 

$439,162.00 and would rank fourth. 

The 1979-80 career BA/MA total for Comparable Group A ranged from a low of 
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$348.500.00 at Gilman to a high of $41Oj500.00 at Mosinee with an average of 

$367,964.00. The Employer's career BA/MA total of $366,257.00 ranked number 

five and was $44,243.00 below the top and $1,707.00 below the average. The 

1980-81 career BA/MA for Comparable Group"'A ranged from a low of $372,304.00 at 

Fall Creek to a high of $440.918.00 at Mosinee with an average of $396,602.00. 

The Employer's career BA/MA total was.$384,048.00 which ranked eighth and was 

$56,870.00 below the top and $12,554.00 ,below the average. The 1981-82 career 

BA/MA total for Comparable Group A rahged from a low of $409.070.00 at Fall Creek 

to a high of $478.322.00 at Mosinee with' an average of $434.828.00. The 

Employer's career BA/MA.total for 1981-82 ranked fifth and was $45.374.00 below 

the top and $1880.00 below the aversge. The 1982-83 career BA/MA total for 

those school districts in Comparable Group ,A that have reached agreement ranges 

from a low of $449,435.00 at Owen-Withee to a high of $506,801.00 at Mosinee. 

The Employer's proposal would make the 1982-83 BA/MA total $452,561.00 which 

would rank eleventh while the Association's proposal would make the career BA/MA 

total $460,537.00 which would rank seventh. 

The 1979-80 BA minimum for schools in Comparable Group B ranged from the high 

of $10.925.00 at Wisconsin Rapids to the Employer's low of $10.300.00 and the 

average was $10,675.00. The Employer ranked number four and was $625.00 below 

the top and $375.00 below the average. *The 1979 BA Step 7 salary for Comparable 

Croup B ranged from a high of $13,632.00,at Marshfield to the Employer's low of 

$13.030.00 with an average of $13,408.00. The Employer ranked last with a 

salary of $602.00 below the top and $378'.00 below the average. The 1979-80 BA 

maximum in Comparable Group B ranged from the high of $15,762.00 at Marshfield to 

the Employer's low of $15.090.00 with an average of $15.489.00. The Employer's 

sal&y ranked fourth and was $672.00 below the top and $399.00 below the 

average. The 1979-80 M&minimums for Cbmparable Croup B ranged from a high of 

$12.236.00 at Wisconsin Rapids to the Employer's low of $11,330.00 with sn 

average of $11.797.00. The Employer'scwage ranked fourth and was $906.00 below 

the top and $467.00 below the average. The 1979-80 MA Step 10 salaries in 

Comparable.Group B ranged from a high of $16.763.00 at Wisconsin Rapids to the 

Employer's low of $15,399.00 with an average of $16,216.00. The Employer ranked 

number four and its MA Step 10 was $1364.00 below the top and $817.00 below the 
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average. The 1979-80 MA maximum for Comparable Group B ranged from a high of 

$19,211.00 at Wisconsin Kapids to the Employer's low of $16,223.00 with an 

average of $18,162.00. The Employer's MA maximum salary ranked at the bottom 

and was $2,988.00 below the top and $1939.00 below the average in Comparable 

Group 9. The 1979-80 schedule maximum in Comparable Group B ranged from a high 

of $21,269.00 at Wisconsin Rapids to the Employer's low of $16,223.00 with an 

avepge of $19,467.00. The Employer ranked fourtt with a schedule maximum 

$5,046.00 below the top and $3.244.00 below the average for Comparable Group 8. 

The 1979-80 career BA totals in Comparale Group B ranged from a high of 

$364,870.00 at Marshfield to the Employer's $349,262.00 with an average of 

$359,166.00. The Employer ranked last' and its career BA total was $15.608.00 

below the top and $9.904.00 below the average. The 1979-80 career BA/MA for 

Comparable Group B ranged from a high of $413.517.00 at Wiscohsin Rapids to the 

Employer's low of $366,257.00 with an average of $396,309.00. The Employer's 

career BA/MA total ranked fourth and was $47,260.00 below the top and $30.052.00 

below the average. The 1980-81 BA minimum in Comparable Group B ranged from a 

high of $11,750.00 at Wisconsin Rapids to the Employer's low of $10.800.00 with 

an average of $11,431.00. The Employer ranked last and its BA minimum was 

$950.00 below the top an+ $63!.00 below the average. The 1980-81 BA Step 7 

salary for Comparable Group B ranged from a high of $14.784.00 at Marshfield to 

the Employer's low of $13.662.00 with an average of $14,384.00. The Employer 

ranked number four and its BA Step 7 salary was $1122.00 below the top and 

$722.00 below the average. The Employer's 1980-81 BA maximum ranged from a high 

of $17,273.00 at Stevens Point to the Employer's low of $15.822.00 and the 

average was $16,719.00. The Employer's 1980-81 BA maximum ranked fourth in 

Comparable Group B and was $1451.00 below the top and $891.00 below the average. 

The 1980-81 MA minimum in Comparable Group B ranged from a high of $13.160.00 at 

Wisconsin Pdpids to the Employer's low of $11.880.00 with an average of 

$12.633.00. The,Employer ranked last in Comparable Group B and its MA minimum 

was $1280.00 below the top and $753.00 below the average. The 1980-81 Step 10 

salary in Comparable Group B ranged from a high of $18.029.00 at Wisconsin Rapids 

to the Employer's low of $16.146.00 with an average of $17.372.00. The Employer 
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ranked last and its MA Step 10 salary was $1883.00 below the top and $1226.00 

below the average. The 1980-81 MA maximum in Comparable Group B ranged from a 

high of $20.661.00 at Wisconsin Rapids to the Employer’s low of $17.010.00 with 

an average of $19,581.00. The Employer ranked number four in Comparable Group B 

and its MA maximum was $3651 .OO below the top and $2571.00 below the average. 

The 1980-81 schedule m+mums in Comparable Croup B ranged from a high of 

$22,875.00. at Wisconsin Rapids to the Employer’s ,low of $17.010.00 with an 

average of $20.984.00. The Employer ranked at the bottom of Comparable Group B 

and its 1980-81 schedule maximum was $5,865.00 below the top and $3,974.00 below 

the average. The 1980-81 career BA total in Comparable Group B ranged from a 

high of $395,740.00 at Marshfleld to the Employer’s low of $366,228.00 with an 

average of $386.629.00. The Employer ranked number four and its total was 

$29,476.00 below the top and $20,401.00 below the average. The 1980-81 career 

BA/MA totals for Comparable Group B ranged from the high of $444,734.00 at 

Wisconsin Rapids to the Employer’s low of $384,048.00 with an average of 

$425.994.00. The Employer ranked at the bottom with a career BA/MA total of 

$60,686.00 below the top and $41,946.00 below the average. 

The 1981-82 BA minimum in Comparable Group B ranged from a high of 

$12.760.00 at Wisconsin Rapids to the Employer’s low of $12,175.00 with an 

average of $12,540.00. The Employer’s UA minimum ranked fourth and was $585.00 

below the top and $365.00 below the average. The 1981-82 BA Step 7 salary in 

Cbmparatile Grotip B ranged from a high of $16.032.00 at Marshfield to the 

EmplAyer’s low of $15,401.00 and the average was $15,718.00. The Employer’s BA 

Step 7 salary ranked number four and was $631.00 below the top salary and 

$317.00 below the average. The 1981-82 BA maximum in Comparable Group B ranged 

from a high of $19,159.00 at Stevens Point to the Employer’s low of $17.836.00 

with an average of $18.412.00. The Employer ranked at the bottom with a BA 

maximum of $1323.00 below the top and $576.00 below the average. The 1981-82 MA 

minimum in Comparable Group B ranged from a high of $14,292.00 at Wisconsin 

Rapids to the Employer’s low of $13.393.00 with an average of $13.858.00. The 

Employer’s MA minimum ranked at the bottom of the comparable group and was 

$899:00 below the top and $455.00 below the average. The 1981-82 MA Step 10 

salaries in Comparable Group B ranged from a high of $19,583.00 at Wisconsin 



Rapids to the Employer's luw of $18,202.00 with an average of $18,974.00. The 

Employer's.t+ Step 10 salary ranked number four in Comparable Group B and was 

$1381.00 below the top and $772.00 below the average. The 1981-82 MA maximum in 

Comparable Group B ranged from a high of $22,517.00 at Stevens Point to the 

Employer's low of $19,176.00 with an average of $21,514.00. The Employer's MA 

maximum ranked at the bottom of Comparable Group B and was $3.341.00 below the 

top and $2,338.00 below the average. The 1981-82 schedule maximum in Comparable 

Group B ranged from a high of $24,843.00 at Wisconsin Rapids to the Employer's 

low of $20,271.00 with an average of $23,616.00. The Employer's schedule maxi- 

mum ranked last in Comparable Group B and was $4,572.00 below the top and 

$3.375.00 below the average. The career BA totals in Comparable Group B in the 

years 1981-82 school year ranged from a high of $433,105.00 at Stevens Point 

to the Employer's low of $412.848.00 with an average of $424,370.00. The 

Employer ranked at the bottom and its career BA totai was $20.257.00 below the 

'top and $11,522.00 below the average. The 1981-82 career BA/MA total in 

Comparable Group B ranged from a high of $483.033.00 at Wisconsin Rapids to'the 

Employer's low of $432,948.00 with an average of $466,559.00. The Employer's 

career BA/MA total ranked number four and was $50,085.00 below the top and 

$33,611.00 below the average. The 1982-83 BA minimum'among the schools in 

Comparable Group B that have reached agreement ranged from a high of $13,900.00 

at Stevens Point to a low of $13.550.00 at Marshfield. The Association's offer 

of $12,Y50.00 is $950.00 below the top and would rank last in the comparable 

group. The Bmployer's offer of $12,725.dO is $1175.0b below the top and would 

rank l&t in the comparable group. -The BA Step 7 salary for 1982-83 among 

those school districts in Comparable'Group B that reached agreement ranged from a 

high of $17,344.00 at Marshfield to a low of $16.728.00 at Wisconsin Rapids. 

The Association's proposal of $16,383.00 would rank fourth in the comparable 

group and is $961.00 below the top. The Employer's proposal of $16,099.00 is 

$1245.00 below the top and would rank at the bottom of the comparable group. 

The 1982-83' BA maximum in Comparable Group B of those schools that have reached 

agreement ranged from a high of $21,159.OC at Stevens Point to a low of 

$19,632.00 at Wisconsin Rapids. The Association's offer of $18.973.00 is 

$2.186.00 below the top and would rank at the b&tom of the comparable group. 

The Employer's offer of $18,644.00 is $2.515.00 below the top and would rank at 
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the bottom of the comparable group. The 1982-83 MA minimum for those school 

districts In Comparable Group B that have reached agreement ranged from a high 

of $15,484.00 at Wisconsin,Rapids to a ,$ow of $14,905.!0 at Marshfield. The 

Association’s proposal of $14.245.00 is $1239.00 below the top and would rank at 

the’bottom of the comparable group. The Employer’s offer of $13,998.00 is 

$1486.00 below the top and would rank at the bottom of the comparable group. 

The 1982-83 MA Step 10 salary for those schools in Combarable Group B that have 

reached agreement rangah from a high of ,$‘21,003.00 at Marshfield to a low of 

$20,150.00 at Stevens Point. The Associ,ation’s offer of $19.362.00 is $1641.00 

below the top and would rank at the bottq of the comparable group. The 

Employer’s offer of $.19,027.00 is $1976.00 below the top and would also rank at 

the bottom of the comparable group. The, 1982-83 MA maximum for those school 

districts in Cqmparable Croup B that have reached. agreement ranged from a high of 

$24.718.00 at Stevens Point to a low of $23,713.00 at Marshfield. The 

Association’s offer of $20.398.00 is $4,?20.00 below the top and would rank at 

the bottom of the comparable group. The Employer’s offer of $20,045.00 is 

$4,673.00 below the top and would also rank at the bottom of the comparable 

group. The 1982-83 schedule maximum for school districts in Comparable Group B 

that have reached agreement ranged from.a high of $27,086.00 at Wisconsin Rapids 

to a low of $26,8i9.00 at Marshfield. The Association’s offer of $21,564.00 is 

$5,522.00 below the top and ranks at the bottom of the comparable group. The 

Employer’s offer of $21,191.00 is $S,SSi.OO below the top and ranks at the bot- 

tom of the comparable group. 

The 19M2-83 career BA total for those school districts in Comparable Group 

B that have reached agreement ranged from a high of $473,739.00 at Stevens Point 

to a low of $453,190.00 at Wisconsin Rapids. The Association’s offer would make 

its career BA total $439.162.00 which would be $34,577.00 below the top and 

place it at the bottom of the comparable group. The Employer’s proposal would 

make its 1982-83 career BA total $431.546.00 which is $42,193.00 below the top 

and it would rank at the bottom of the comparable group. The 1982-83 career 

BA/MA total for school districts in Comparable Group B that have reached 

agreement ranged from a high of $518,324.00 at Wisconsin Rapids to a low of 

$5141231.00 at Marshfield. The ‘Association’s proposal would make its career 
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BA/MA total $460,537.00 which would be $57,787.00 below the top and it would 

rank at the bottom of the comparable group. The Employer’s proposal would make 

its 1982-83 career BA/MA total $452.561.00 which would be $65.763.00 below the 

top and rank at the bottom of the comparable group. 

Altoona was given a 1982-83 salary schedule that provided a 7.5% increase 

at each step of the schedule. The Association’s proposal would provide a 6.4% 

increase at each step of its salary schedule for 1982-83 while the Employer’s 

proposal would provide a 4.5% increase at each step of the salary schedule. 

Cadott gave an increase that provided increases to each step of the salary sche- 

dule ranging from a minimum of 7.5% to a high of 9.5%. Colby agreed upon a 

1982-83 salary schedule that provided a 6.7% increase for each step of the BA 

schedule and a 6.3% increase for each step of the MA schedule. Fall Creek 
., 

agreed upon a 1982-83 salary Increase that provided increases for each step of 

the salary schedule ranging from a minimum of 9.8% to a high of 10.5%. Gilman 

agreed on a 1982-83 schedule that provided’for’increases at each step of the 

salary schedule ranging from a minimum of 6.2% to a high of 8.8%. The 1982-83 

Loyal schedule provided for an Increase at each step of the salary schedule 

ranging from a low of 6.8% to a high of 8.5%. Mosinee agreed upon a 1982-83 

salary schedule that provided for increases at each step of the salary schedule 

ranging from a minimum of 5.9% to a high of 6%. Owen-Withee agreed upon a 

1982-83 salary schedule that provided for Increases at each step ranging from a 

minimum of 6.7% to a high of 1,2.6X:. Stanley-Boyd agreed upon a 1982-83 salary 

schedule that provided Increases at each step ranging from a low of 4.1% to a 

high of 10.9%. Thorp agreed upon a 1982-83 salary schedule that provided for 

increases at each step of the salary schedule ranging from a low of 7.1% to a 

high of 9.4%. 

The state average BA minimum for the 1982-83 school year was $13.450.00 and 
%, i 

the Association’s offer was $12,950.00 or 96.28% of the state average. The 
(1 , 

Employer’s offer was $12,725.00 or 94.61% of the state average. The state 

average for the BA Step 7 was $17,056.00 and the Association’s offer of 

$16,383.00 was 96.05% of the state average while the Employer’s proposal is 

$16,099.00 was 94.39% of the state average. The state average BA maximum was 

$20,366.00 and the Association’s offer was $18.973.00 or 93.16% of the state 
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average while the Employer’s offer of $18,644.00 was 91.55% of the state 

average. The state MA minimum average was $14.856.00 and the Association’s 

offer of $14,245.00 was 95.89% of the state average while the Employer’s offer 

of $13,991(.00 was 94.22% of the state average. The state average MA Step 10 

s&y was $20,783.00 and the Association’s offer of $19.362.00 was 93.16% of 

the state average while the Employer’s offer of $19,027.00 was 91.55% Of the 

state average. The state sverage for the MA maximum wss $23,950.00 and the 

Association’s offer of $20,398.00 was 85.17% of the state average while the 

Employer’s offer of $20,045.00 was 83.7% of the state average. The 1982-83 

state average for the state schedule maximum was $25,608.00 and the 

Association’s offer of $21,564.00 was 84.21% of the state average while the 

Employer’s offer of $21,191.00 was 82.75% of the state average. The 1982-83 

state’average for the Career BA total was $464,158.00 and the Association’s 

offer would result in a Career BA total of $439,162.00 which is 94.61% of the 

state average while the Employer’s proposal would result in a total of 

$431,546.00 which is 92.97% of the state average. The 1982-83 state average 

Career BA/MA total was’$513,311.00 and the Association’s offer would result In a 

total of $460,537.00 which 1s 89.72% of the state average while the Employer’s 

proposal would result in a total of $452,561.00 which Is 88.17% of the state 

average. 

Sixty-seven of the 419 school districts In Wisconsin have reached agreement 

on 1983-84 salaries. The average BA minimum agreed upon is $14,152.00 which is 

a 6% increase. The average BA Step 7 salary is $17.819.00 which is a 6.1% 

increase. The average BA maximum salary is $20,929.00 which is a 5.9% increase. 

The average MA minimum salary is $15,612.00 which is a 6% increase. The average 

MA Step 10 salary is $21.798.00 which is a 6.1% increase. The average MA maxi- 

mum salary is $25,124.00 which is a 5.9% increase. The average of the schedule 

maximums agreed upon for the 1983-84 school year is $26,729.00 which is a 5.9% 

increase. 

The 1981-82 state average salary for teachers was $19.387.00. The 

Association computes the 1981-82 average for the Employer’s teachers to be 

$16,625.00. Its proposal including longevity would provide a 1982-83 average 

salary of $18,147.00 while the Employer’s would be $17.830.00. The Employer’s 
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proposal would generate a 1982-83 average wage that is 92% of the 1981-82 state 

average salary for teachers. 

During the 1978-79 school year the Consumer Price Index was 196.7 and the BA 

minimum salary for the Employer was $9.875.00. By the 1979-80 school year the 

Consumer Price Index had increased to 218.9 and the BA minimum salary for the 

Employer's teachers was $10,300.00. If the salary had increased at the same 

rate as the Consumer Price Index it would have been $10,990.00. During the 

1980-81 school year the Consumer Price Index had increased to 247.8 and the BA 

minimum salary for the Employer's teachers was $ld,800.00. If the salary had 

increased at the same rate as the Consumer Price Index the BA minimum salary 

should have been $12.440.00. During the 1981-82 school year the Consumer Price 

Index had increased to 274.4 while the BA minimum salary for the Employer's 

teachers had increased to $12,175.00. If the increase in the BA minimum had 

been at the same rate as the Consumer Price Index it would have been $13,776.00.' 

During the 1982-83 school year the Consumer Price Index had increased to 292.2. 

If the BA minimum salary bad increased at the same rate as the Consumer Price 

Index it would have been $14,669.00. The Association's proposal of a BA minimum 

of $12,950.00 would leave it $1719.00 behind the rate of increase in the 

Consumer Price Index over the last five years while the Employer's proposal of 

$12,725.00 would leave the BA minimum salary $1944.00 behind the rate pf 

increase in the Consumer Price Index. The Association's BA Step 7 proposal of 

$16.383.00 is $2.174.00 behind the rate of Increase in the Consumer Price Index 

over the last five years while the Employer's proposal of $16,099.00 is 

$2,458.00 behind the comparable increase in the Consumer Price Index. The BA 

maximum salary proposal of the Association Is $18.973.00 which is $2,518.00 

behind the rate of increase in the Consumer Price Index over the preceding five 

years while the Employer's proposal of $18.644.00 is $2.847.00 behind. The 

Association's MA minimum salary proposal of $14,245.00,1s $1892.00 behind the 

rate of increase in the Consumer Price Index over the last five years while the 

Employer's proPosa1 of $13,998.00 is $2,139.00 behind. The Association's 

1982-83 MA tenth step proposal of $19,362.00 is $2.569.00 behind the rate of 

increase in the Consumer Price Index over the last five years while the 

Employer's proposal of $19,027.00 Is $2904.00 behind. The Association's 1982-83 
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MA maximum proposal of $20.398.00 is $2,706.00 behind what it would have been if 

it had increased at the same rate as the Consumer Price Index over the last five 

years. The Employer's proposal of $20.045.00 is $3,059.00 behind. The 1982-83 

schedule maximum proposed by the Association is $21,564.00 which Is $1540.00 

behind what it would have been if it had increased at the same rate as the 

Consumer Price, Index over the last five years., The Employer's proposal of 

$21,191.00 is $1913.00 behind. ,'.‘ 

In Comparable Group A. 6 of the 14 school districts paid 100% of the family 

health Insurance premium during the 1982-83 school year and 8 paid less than 

100%. All but 2 of the school districts paid 100% of the single premium. The 

family premiums range from a low of $108.87 per month at Gilman to a high of 

$180.50 at Loyal. The dollar amounts paid each month by the school districts 

for family premiums range from a low of $81.65 at Gilman, which was 75% of the 

premium, to a high of $150.00 at Loyal and Owen-Withee, which were 83% and 84% 

respectively of the full premium. The single premiums ranged from a low of 

$37.98 per month at Mosinee to a high of $82.24 at Loyal and the amount paid by 

the school districts range from a low of $33.14 at Gilman, which was 75% of the 

premium, to a high of $82.84 at Loyal, which was 100% of the premium. The 

Employer paid 100% of the family premium of $135.74 and 100% of the single pre- 

mium of $53.28 per month. The 1983-84 family health insurance premiums in 

Comparable Group A range from a low of $161.54 per month at Auburndale to 

$179.60 'per month at Cornell. The single 'premiums range from a low of $62.88 

per month at Thorp to a high of $70.18 at Cornell. None of the school districts 

in Comparable Group A have agreed on the amount of premiums to ba paid during 

the 1983-84 school year by the Employer. 

During the 1982-83 school year 6 of the school districts In Comparable Group 

A paid 100% of the family dental insurance premium and 8 paid lesser amounts 

ranging from 29% to 93%. Ten of the school districts paid 100% of the single 

dental premium and 4 paid smaller amounts ranging from 75% to 87%. The dollar 

amounts of the family premium ranged from a low of $25.78 at Fall Creek to a 

high of $48.14 at Mosinee and the single premiums range from a low of $7.00 per 

month at Gilman to a high of $15.20 per month at Mosinee. The dollar amounts of 

the family premium paid by the Employers ranged from a low of $7.50 per month at 
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Fall Creek which was 29% of the premium to a high of $44.64 at Mosfnee which was 

93% of the premium. The school districts paid single premiums ranging from a 

low of $5.25 per month at Gilman, which was 75% of the premium, to $15.02 per 

month at Loyal which was 100% of the premium. 

Eleven of the 14 school districts in Comparable Group A have reached 

agreement on collective bargaining agreements for the 1982-83 school year. Two 

of those 11, Mosinee and Stanley-Boyd, have reached agreement for the 1983-84 

school year. The collective bargaining agreements that have been reached were 

signed between November 16th. 1981 and June of 1983. Mosinee and Stanley-Boyd 

signed two year agreements covering two school years from 1982-84 in December of 

1982 and February of 1983 respectively. 

During the 1976-77 school year, the 1977-78 school year and the 1978-79 

school year the extra duty schedules of the Employer were based on a salary of 

$8400.00. In the 1979-80 school year the extra duty schedule was based on a 

salary of $8700.00. During the 1980-81 school year the extra duty schedule was 

based on a salary of $10.300.00. During the 1981-82 school year the extra duty 

schedule was based on a salary of $10,800.00. 

In the negotiations for the 1981-82 school year the Employer and the 

Association agreed that not more than 4 teachers would be given layoffs during 

that school year. Two were given notices of layoffs and eventually were given 

layoffs. One teacher was eventually recalled. There had been a tentative 

agreement on layoff language which included a 60 day notice of layoff and pro- 

tection from seniority for certain coaches. A meeting in July of 1981 

resulted in a 30 day notice of layoff and no protection from seniority for 

coaches. Prior to the 1982-83 school year there were 7 partial or full time 

layoffs given in February of 198’2. Only one of those teachers was restored to a 

full time position. The partial layoffs varied and only one of the teachers 

given a layoff returned the following year. In September of 1982 all Title I 

teachers were given notice of a 20% reduction in time at the end of the first 

quarter. Four of them exercised bumping rights. The Title I teachers had their 

teaching time reduced by 20% for 10 weeks. Eventually funds were reallocated 

and the.Title I teachers were put back on full time. The Employer was not aware 



of reduction in Title I funds until September of 1982 and then gave those 

teachers the 20% reduction in time. 

The 1982-83 cost per pupil in Comparable Group A ranged from a low of 

$2105.00 at Cornell to a high of $2731.00 at Greenwood. The Employer ranked 

sixth with a cost per pupil of $2414.00. The 1982-83 state aid per pupil In 

Comparable Group A ranged from a low of $1094.00 per pupil at Thorp to a high of 

$1676.00 at Cadott. The Employer ranked fifth’ with state aid per pupil of 

$1428.00. The 1982-83 equalieed valuation per pupil in ‘Comparable Group A 

ranged from a low of $71,792.00 at Cornell to a high of $145.559.00 at Thorp. 

The Employer ranked tenth with an equalized valuation per pupil of $101,719.00. 

The 1982-83 levy rate in Comparable Group A ranged from a low of $7.99 at 

Cornell to a high of $11.29 at Greenwood. The Employer ranked fifth with a levy 

rate of $9.70. 

The 1981-82 salary cost of the Employer for 64 teachers was $1,064,216.00. 

It had extra pay costs of $40.639.00 and state retirement system costs of 

$127,058.00. ‘The FICA cost of the Employer were $73.749.00 and the long term 

disability cost was $3,835.00. The Employer’s health insurance costs were 

$72,246.00 and its dental insurance cost was $22,012.00. The total 1981-82 cost 

for 64 teachers was $1,403,755.00 and the average salary was $16,628.00. The 

Employer’s 1982-83 proposal would have salary costs including longevity of 

$1,141,135.00 for 64 teachers and the extra pay cost would be $41,513.00. The 

state retirement system contribution would be $135,413.00 and the FICA cost 

would be $79,237.00. Long term disability insurance would cost $4,135.00 and 

health insurance would be $83,880.00 and dental insurance would be $22,012.00. 

The total cost of the Employer’s,proposal for.64 teachers would be $1,507,325.00 

which is $103,570.00 or 7.4% more than the 1981-82 school,year cost. It would 

result in an average salary per teacher of $17,830.00. The Association’s 

1982-83 salary proposal for 64 teachers would cost’$1,161,381.00 and there would 

be extra pay costs of $47.116.00. The state retirement system contribution 

would be $138,373.00 and the FICA cost would be $80,969.00. Long term disabi- 

lity‘ insurance would cost $4206.00 and health insurance would cost $83,880.00 

and dental insurance would cost $22,012.00. It would result in total cost for 

64 teachers of $1,537,937.00 or $134,182.00 more than the preceding year which 
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is a 9.b% increase in cost. The average salary would bs $18.147.00. The 

Employer had 56 teachers during the 1982-83 school year, so Its actual costs 

would be lower. 

The 1982-83 budget of the Employer projected revenues of $951.799.00 from 

property tax, $1,480,849.00 from state aid and $50,684.00 from other local sour- 

ces. The total budget was $2,483,332.00. The actual funds received by the 

Employer were the $951,799.00 from the property tax, $1,471,063.00 from state 

aids and $60.640.00 from other local sources making total receipts of 

$2,483,502.00. The 1982-83 expenditures were $2,396,643.00 and the Employer 

still has available $86,689.00 out of the 1982-83 budget. Under the Employer's 

offer the cost of the salary increase would be $112,395.00. The Employer would 

be required to raise another $25,706.00 to cover its salary proposal. Under the 

Association's offer the cost of the teachers salary increase for the 1982-83 

year would be $141.051.00 which would require the Employer to raise an addi- 

Mona1 $54.362.00. The cost of the Association's proposal for the 1983-84 

school year would be $1,131,076.00 for salary, $51,262.00 for extra pay, 

$134,787.00 for the state retirement system, $79,217.00 for FICA, $4.104.00 for 

long term disability insurance, $92,271.00 for health Insurance and $21,074.00 

for dental insurance. The total cost of the Association's 1983-84 proposal is 

$1,513,791.00 which is $129.809.00 more than the cost of the Association's 

1982-83 proposal. That projected cost is based on 56 teachers and would result 

in an Increased cost of 9.4%. 

The Employer projects that it will have revenues other than property taxes 

during the 1983-84 school year of $1,508;149.00. Its total expenditures for the 

1983-84 school year are projected to be $2.768.201.00 If the Association's final 

offer is selected. That is a 9% increase over the 1982-83 total expenditures. 

The difference between those revenues and the total projected expenditures is 

$1.260.052.00 and that would have to be paid by property taxes. Because of a 

balance from the prior year and the excess revenues received In the 1982-83 

school year and the balance from the prior year the Employer has $450,279.00. 

The 1984 tax levy will be required to raise $809,773.00. The Employer projects 

that its 1984 tax rate would Increase to $13.10 which is $3.10 more than the 

1983 tax rate. This would result in a 31% increase in the tax levy. The 



Employer has substantial debt retirement costs. It projects the 1982-83 debt 

retirement cost to be $147,630.00 and the 1983-84 debt retirement cost to be 

$192,347.00. The 1982-83 school aids received by the school district in 

Comparable Group A ranged from a low of $730,681.00 at Thorp to a high of 

$2,465,672.00 at Mosinee. The Employer received $1.332.331.00 in state aid 

which is the eighth highest in Comparable Group A. The 1983-84 school aid for 

Comparable Group A will range from a low of $739,215.00 at Thorp to a high of 

$2,785,100.00 at Mosinee. The Employer is projected to receive $1,297,703.00 

which is $34,628.00 less than it received during the 1982-83 school year and it 

would rank eighth in Comparable Group A. Of the 14 school districts in 

Comparable Group A, 7 have one year contracts with their teachers and all of 

them cover the 1982-83 school year. Six schools have 2 year agreements and 4 of 

those cover the 1981-82 and 1982-83 school years. The remaining 2 contracts 

cover the 1982-83 and 1983-84 school year and one of those has a reopener on 

salary for the 1983-84 school year and the other has a 1983-84 increase to bs 

computed on the~formula~involving a total compensation package cost of 7.95%. 

Only two school districts in Comparable Group B have reached agreement on 

salaries to be paid to the teachers for the 1983-84'school year. The Consumer 

Price Index for the 1981-82 school year increased from 274.6 to 290.1 which was 

a 5.6% increase. By May of that school year the Consumer Price Index had 

increased to 296.3 which was a" increase of slightly over 2%. The Consumer 

Price increase between May of 1982 and May of 1983 had increased 3.4%. 

'The Association proposes to keep the current language with respect to longe- 

vity. It provides that persons in lanes BA+6 through the MA are to receive 2% 

of the top of their lanes for each year of experience in excess of 11 and no 

teacher could advance more than 2% in any one year. The Employer proposes to 

add to that a limitation of 9 years while the Association would have no maximum 

number of years. Colby pays $150.00 a year longevity to a maximum payment of 

$1500.00. Loyal pays $125.00 a year longevity after a teacher reaches the maxi- 

mum step in his salary lane and each subsequent year. Longevity remains the 

same but salary schedule changes continue to generate $125.00 per year. 

Stanley-Boyd has one $300.00 longevity payment. Mosinee pays 3.4%.of the BA 

base for each.year above the top of the MA or 30 credit schedule which was 
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$425.00 in 1981-82 and $450.00 in 1982-83. Six times the longevity figure is 

the maximum a teacher can get in longevity. Cadott has no longevity, 

Neillsville has no longevity and Cornell has no longevity while Altoona has a 

one time $150.00 longevity payment. F'all Creek, Gilman and Owen-Withee have no 

longevity payments while Thocp pays 2% of the previous years salary and 

Greenwood pays $300.00 per year of service with no,maximum. 

Of the'14 school districts in Comparable Group A, 11 of them have no 

restrictions in the collective bargaining agreement on when layoffs can occur. 

Two of the school districts require 30 day written notice prior to the effective 

date of layoff and one adheres to the non-renewal time lines provided by the 

statute. Twelve of the school districts in Comparable Group A have no monetary 
/ 

penalties for layoffs during the school year while one has a $200.00 penalty if 

the effective date of the layoff is more than 10 days following the closing of 

school in the preceding school year. 

DISCUSSION: 

This dispute breaks down into seven different issues. Each of the parties 

proposes a two year agreement but the Employer proposes a reopener on wages and 

health and dent+ insurance in the second year while the Association proposes 

provisions for both years on wages and health and dental insurance. The 

Employer's salary proposal calls for a BA base during the 1982-83 school year of 

$12.725.00 with a reopener for the 1983-84 school year. The Association pro- 

posed a 1982-83 BA base of $12,950.00 and a 1983-84 BA base of $13,727.00. Both 

parties would continue the same salary index reflecting the changes in the base 

salary. There is an issue on longevity. The Employer proposes to insert a 

maximum of nine years for longevity payments while the Association proposes no 

maximum. The Employer proposes a reopener on health insurance for the 1983-84 

school year wtiile the Association proposes that the Employer pay the same per- 

centage as it paid during the 1982-83 school year, which was 100%. The Employer 

proposes a reopener on the dental insurance issue for the 1983-84 school year 

while the Association proposes that the Employer pay a'total of $22.184.00 plus 

any unexpended amount from the moneys allocated for dental insurance for the 

1982-83 school year. There is no issue involving dental insurance since both 
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proposals would pay 100% of the dental insurance during the 1983-84 school year. 

With regard to extra duty pay the Employer proposes no change in the current 

schedule while the Association proposes that the percentages for each of the 

duties apply to the previous IL4 base for the previous year. The Employer propo- 

ses retention of the present layoff provisions while the Association proposes a 

liquidated damage provision of 10% of the remaining value of the contract if the 

notice of layoff is after June 1st but before August 15th and 20% if the notice 

of layoff is after August 15th. 

The Employer argues that the Association’s liquidated damages layoff propo- 

sal is unique among the cornparables and makes a substantial change I” the provi- 

sion that was voluntarily agreed upon with substantial concessions by the 

Employer just one year ago. It contends that it results in a worse situation 

for the bargaining unit, the teachers alresdy on layoff and the students. The 

Association argues that its proposal encourages timely notice of layoff. It 

points out that a teacher cannot be under a contract with more than one school 

district and is effectively prohibited from obtaining job offers when there is a 

very real possibility of layoff from his. or her current teaching position. It 

argues that if a teacher is laid off during the school year or just before the 

start of school the prospects of obtaining a teaching job sre greatly diminished 

and the prospects of suffering large actual damages is greatly increased. It 

suggests that its proposals would encourgage the Employer to make layoff deci- 

sions before June 1st and would give teachers on layoff the opportunity to seek 

employment in other districts for the coming year. The Employer would still be 

able to make layoffs at any time but would be required to provide a” economic 

buffer to the teacher involved if the notice came after June 1st. 

The Employer points out that none of the comparable school districts have a 

liquidated damages provision similar to that proposed by the Association. 

Cornell has a flat $200.00 payment for the layoff of a teacher more than 10 

days following the closing of a school year and imposes a similar penalty on a 

teacher who resigns more than 10 days following the close of a school year. 

The existing provision was first included in the 1981-82 collective bargaining 

agreement and it resulted from intense negotiations between the parties, 

including a rejection of a tentative agreement and further substantial compromi- 
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ses by both parties. The Employer points out that whenever possible it has 

given ample advance notice of layoffs except when it could not anticipate a 

cut off of funding. The Employer asserts that the requested provision has no 

precedent or parallel among comparable school districts and the Association 

seeks to eliminate an existing provision from the collective bargaining 

agreement that was just voluntarily bargained a year ago. 

The Arbitrator is sympathetic with the desire of the Association to have the 

Employer make its layoff decision before June 1st of each year. The liquidated 

damages it seeks are not unreasonable in view of the actual damages a teacher 

might incur when given a layoff after June 1st. The interest and welfare of the 

public would be served by encouraging the Employer to give early notice of its 

intention to layoff a teacher and to impose a penalty that would alleviate some 

of the damage suffered by the teacher if early notice is not given. The 

Employer seems to have been quite reasonable in its efforts to notify teachers 

of layoffs or partial layoffs. The current layoff provision in the collective 

bargaining agreement was only recently negotiated and the Employer has not been 

unreasonable about the application of it. Arbitrators generally subscribe to 

the view that unless exceptional circumstances prevail a fundamental change In 

the layoff language or any other aspect of bargaining relations should be nego- 

tiated voluntarily by the parties and not imposed-by an arbitrator. These 

parties voluntarily negotiated the current language and there is no ine- 

quitable result to which the Association can point that has resulted from the 

application of the language contained In the existing collective bargaining 

agreement. Without such an inequity there is no overriding consideration that 

would compel the arbitrator to impose new language on a collective bargaining 

relationship which was agreed upon by the parties in negotiations. The arbitra- 

tor finds the position of the Employer on layoff language to compare favorably 

with the other school districts in the comparable group and its application of 

the language has not resulted in such inequitities that the arbitrator would 

feel compelled to impose new language upon the parties to replace that which was 

agreed upon. The position of the Employer is preferable to that of the 

Association on the issue of layoff language. 

The Employer argues that for the 1982433 school year it agreed to switch 

), -23- 
'I 



insurance carriers at the request of the Association in return for a change in 

the language of the collective bargaining agreement that specified the actual 

dollar figure the Employer would pay toward the monthly premium beginning on 

November lst, 1982. It contends the Association now wants to refute its volun- 

tary agreement for the 1982-83 school yesr and go back to the old 100% type pro- 

vision. It asserts that it will be faced with at least a 19% increase in health 

insurance premiums for the 1983-84 school year if the Association’s language is 

adopted. The Employer contends that the only reasonable approach is to pot the 

whole issue of payment of health insurance premiums in a reopener negotiation so 

that the parties can bargain about whether the district would pay the full 

increase, a portion of the increase or change the carrier completely. The 

Association argues that the Emloyer agreed to a dollar figure that constituted 

100% of the premium and the only position it could take for the 1983-84 school 

year would be to diminish its percentage,contributlon. It points out that there 

is a long history of payment of 100% of the health insurance premium by the 

Employer and there will be no major surprises about the rate. 

Every Employer is concerned about the increase In health insurance costs and 

is making efforts to control them. When there is a” unusually large increase in 

health insurance premiums it Is not unreasonable to expect the employees to 

share in the increased cost. The 1982-83 health insurance costs of the Employer 

were in the same range as those of other school districts in the Comparable 

Group A. It would appear that 1983-84 rates will fit into the same pattern as 

those of other school districts. The Employer has a history of paying 100% of 

the health insurance premium and in the absence of a” unusually large increase 

in the premium that would put It out of line with the premiums of other school 

districts in Comparable Group A there is no compelling reason why the Employer 

should pay less than the full premium. While the Employer objects to returning 

to the old 100% type provision after having agreed upon a dollar figure it is 

not”a radical departure from the old concept because the dollar figure amounted 

to 100% of the 1982-83 school year premium. The Employer contends that the only 

reasonable approach is to put the whole Issue of health insurance premium in a 

reopener “egotiatio”. The arbitrator is not sympathetic with that position. 

The parties have been bargaining since May of 1982 about a collective bargaining 
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agreement. One year has already elapsed without reaching agreement and another 

year is just starting. There is no reason to delay a decision on the amount of 

the health insurance prem ium  that the Employer should pay any longer. The exact 

amount of the renewal prem ium  that will become effective on November lst, 1983 

is not available at this time but a ball park cost can be ascertained. The 

arbitrator is not prepared to say that the offer of the Association more nearly 

meets the criteria of the statute than the Employer's proposal but it does have 

the advantage of disposing of the issue now as opposed to more protracted 

bargaining. 

The Employer and the Association are,far apart on extracurricular wages. 

The Employer proposes that the dollar base for computing the compensation for 

extracurricular activities remain the same for the 1982-83 and 1983-84 school 

years as it was for the 1981-82 school year. The Association points out that 

the rates paid are far below the regular hourly wages received by the teachers 

and they are actually overtime responsibilities.' It proposes to maintain the 

practice of paying for the extracurricular activities,o" the basis of the l3A 

base for the previous year. It concedes that theEmployer often leads or 

follows closely the leader for many extracurricular activities but it argues 

that it falls "ear the center of the pack for many others. The Employer points 

out that there is no historical pattern of utilizing-the BA base for the pre- 

vious year in computing the compensation for extracurricular activities. There 

was a three year freeze from  the 1976-77 school year through the 1978-79 school 

year. The 1979-80 figure had no relation to the base of the previous year. The 

same figure was used for the 1980-81 school year and the 1981-82 school year. 

Thus there has been no historical pattern and the parties have negotiated a 

number of different methods of determ ining the pay for extracurricular activi- 

ties. The Employer points out that nine of the school districts in Comparable 
s 

Group A  have no tie to the BA base or any other figure on the salary schedule. 

Two of the nine use a specified base negotiated each year and the other seven 

negotiate a separate dollar amount for each activity. The Employer points out 

that it pays some of the highest extrapay amounts in the comparability group and 

there is no need to increase them  to be competitive with the comparable school 

districts. It argues that the overwhelming majority of comparable school 
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districts do not have an automatic escalator for extra pay amounts and contends 

that its current schedule for extra pay is exceedingly high. 

The nrbltrntor finds no hasis for adopting the Association’s position on the 

extracurricular pay issue. The basis of Its position is that the duties 

involved are overtime and should be paid at a higher rate. The fact Is that on 

the basis of comparability the Employer’s existing rates are not only com- 

petitive but are some of the highest extra pay amounts in the area. The extra- 

curricular rates are somewhat lower than the regular rates that teachers receive 

for teaching activities but they are competitive. The Association presents no 

valid reason why the Employer should tie its extracurricular wages to an esca- 

lating figure which would make its extracurricular pay such higher than that of 

other school districts in the comparable group. 

The Employer’s longevity pay program provides for payments for each year of 

service over the schedule salary maximum with no cap on the number of years 

used to compute the payments. That will increase to nine levels for the 1982-83 

school year and the Association would increase the cap to ten years for the 

1983-84 school year. The longevity pay ‘itself automatically increases each year 

since it is computed as a percentage of a rate on the salary schedule. Only one 

of the other school districts in ComparablemGroup A has *similar plan and its 

payment per year of service is a fixed amount and does not automatically rise 

with increases in the salary schedule. None of the school districts has a plan 

that is tied to the salary schedule and there is a contractual limit on the 

number of years of longevity paid. The Association takes the position that the 

Employer has no compelling reason for capping the longevity benefit and contends 

that its position is not In the interest of the public welfare. It provides no 

evidence or meritorious argument to support that position other than to assert 

that the Employer has the burden of showing the need for capping longevity bene- 

fits. The Employer has a lucrative longevity pay plan and the Employer’s propo- 

sal would continue that status. Contrary to the assertion of the Association, 

the Employer has not proposed a reduction in longevity but merely proposes to 

slow down the rate of increase. The Association contends that the Employer has 

failed in its burden to show the need for capping the benefit. The Employer has 

met this burden by pointing out that it already has the most lucrative longevity 
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plan and it would continue in that status with its new proposal. The arbitrator 

finds the Employer’s position on longevity to be closer to the longevity payments 

in Comparable Group ,A than the proposal of the Association. None of the statu- 

tory criteria would Indicate that the position of the Association was preferable 

to that of the Employer. 

The Employer points out that the average rate of Increase in the consumer 

price index for the 1982-83 school year was 4.2%. It contends that its proposal 

of a BA base of $12.725.00 results in a 7.25% wage Increase including increments 

and a total package cost increase of 7.4%. It asserts that the Association’s 

1982-83 proposal would result in a 9.14% wage increase including increments and 

a total package cost increase of 9.6%. It argues that Its proposal is much more 

in line with the increase in the cost of living than that of the Association. 

It points out that the Association’s proposal is l-1/2 times larger than the 

annual increase In the cost of living at the beginning of the 1982-83 contract 

year and 2-l/4 times larger than the average annual increase during the 1982-83 

school year. The Employer points out that among the comparable school districts 

it tits in near the middle in student enrollment and number of teachers and 

ranks sixth in the highest cost per pupil and fifth in the highest tax levy. 

The Employer concedes that a one year comparison with increases in the salary 

schedule of other school districts may indicate that its salary offer Is a bit 

low but it argues that over the past twd years there has been some general 

improvement in the comparison between its offer for the 1982-83 school year and 

the relationship that existed in the 1980-81 school year. It argues that when 

its longevity program is added to the comparison a majority of its school 

teachers compare favorably with those in other school districts In Comparable 

Group A. The Employer points out that only one of the 13 other districts in 

Comparable Group A has reached a salary settlement for, the 1983-84 school year 

and the exact amount of that is as yet undetermined because it Is based on a 

formula which includes some unknowns. It argues that the Association’s proposal 

that the 1983-84 BA base be increased to $13.727.00 would be a 6% increase and 

the total salary including the increments would increase by 8.5%. The Employer 

contends that this would result In a total compensation package increase of 9.4% 

when the rate of annual increase in the consumer price index had declined to 
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2.4% by June of 1983. It asserts there is no basis for increasing its teachers 

salaries two or three times in excess of the cost of living. It takes the posi- 

tion that since there is no actual 1983-84 salary sche$ule pattern in Comparable 

Group A the Employer’s,offer of a reopener is a most reasonable approach. The 

Employer points out that its debt retirement cost will Increase almost 30% 

during the 1983-84 school year and It will be the only school district in 

Comparable Group A that will experience reduction in state aid. 

The Association contends that of all the statutory criteria considered by 

interest arbitrators greatest weight is usually given to wage comparability data 

because it embraces most of the other factors which shape wage decisions within 

the common economic water shed. It points out that during the 1981-82 school 

year the Employer’s SA minimum ranked third in Comparable Group A and its propo- 

sal would drop the ranking to fifth while the Employer’s proposal would drop the 

ranking to eleventh. At the SA Step 7 the Association’s proposal would increase 

the ranking of the Employer from third to second but the Employer’s proposal 

would drop it from third to fifth. At the EN maximum level the Association’s 

offer would drop the Employer’s ranking from fourth to seventh while the 

Employer’s proposal would drop it to eighth. During the 1981-82 school year the 

Employer’s MA minimum ranked second in the conference. The Association’s 

1982-83 proposal wo;ld drop the MA minimum rank for the Employer to fourth while 

the Employer’s proposal would drop that ranking to seventh. At the MA Step 10 

level the Employer ranked third in the Comparable Group A for the 1981-82 school 

year. The proposals of both the Employer and the Association would retain that 

ranking for the 1982-83 school year. The Employer’s offer drops its MA Step 10 

from $732.00 above the average in the 1981-82 school year to $210.00 above the 

average for the 1982-83 school year while the Association’s proposal would drop 

it to position $517.00 above the average. During the 1981-82 school year the 

Employer’s MA maximum ranked eighth and the Employer’s proposal drops its MA 

maximum salary to last place in Comparable Group A while the Association’s pro- 

posal would drop it to next to the last. The Employer’s 1981-82 schedule maxi- 

mum was seventh in Comparable Group A and, the Employer’s proposal would drop it 

to tenth place while the Association’s proposal would rank it ninth. The 

Association points out that no school district in Comparable Group A has pro- 
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posed wage increases so meager and austere as that proposed by the Employer. The 

Association notes the conservative nature of its final offer by pointing out 

that most of the salary levels would decline in rank with its proposal. The 

Association argues that the best gauge of economic conditions is the level of 

wags Increases in the comparable districts. It notes that the Employer's final 

offer provides for an increase of only 4-l/2% in each cell for the 1982-83 

school year and it would fall further behind the teachers in. the other schools 

in its labor market area. While the Association-,concedes that there has been a 

decline in the rate of Increase of the consumer price Index it points out that 

the bargaining unit has had a steady loss in buying power over the last five 

years. The Association argues that it has proposed an increase of 6% In wage 

rates for the 1983-84 school year because it reflects the average increases in 

school districts that have reached agreement on 1983-84, salaries. It does not 

propose the average rates that have been agreed upon for the 1983-84 school year 

but the average percentage increase. The Association points out that it has 

been bargaining with the Employer for almost 16 months on this collective 

bargaining agreement.and to continue the bargaining on the terms of the 1983-84 

contract would serve no one well. 

The arbitrator finds that the Employer's 1982-83 salary proposal would 

result in increases well below those of every other school district in 

Comparable Group A and would result in a slippage in the relationship between 

its school teachers and those teachers with similar training and experience In 

the comparable school districts. There is no basis for permitting relationships 

between the Employer's teachers and those of other school districts to 

deteriorate even if only for a period of one year without a showing of inability 

to pay. The arbitrator finds the 1982-83 wage droposal of the Association 

better meets the criteria set forth in the statute than that of the Employer. 

The Association's 1983-84 proposal of a 6% Increase at each step of the salary 

schedule is the same as the state wide average percentage increase of the 67 

school distr,icts in the state that have reached agreement on 1983-84 wages. 

While 67 out of 419 is a rather thin sampling, the districts are scattered 

across the state, vary in size and vary in wage rates. A percentage pattern 

seems to be developing and the Association proposal falls into that pattern. 
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The Employer makes no 19&l3-84 proposal contending that it should wait until it 

sees what kind of a pattern develops in Comparable Group A. Based on the 

1982-83 bargaining experience, waiting does not seem to do much good because the 

Employer's proposed percentage increase was far below that of any other school 

district in Comparable Group A snd would result in a deterioration of the rela- 

tionships between its teachers and the teachers with comparable training and 

experience in the other school districts of Comparable Group A. 

The significant issues involved in this proposal are those of salary and 

health insurance. The Employer's position oo longevity, extra duty pay and 

layoff are preferable to that of the Association and better meet the statutory 

criteria to which the arbitrator must adhere in reaching decision. As far as 

the health insurance issue is 'concerned the Association proposes to continue in 

the 1983-84 school year the established practice of the Eiployer paying 100% of 

the health insurance premiums. The proposal of the Employer to have a reopener 

and to bargain health insurance and wages together has merit because they are 

the significant economic issues. If the Employer had a reasonable salary propo- 

sal for the 1982-83 school year, the arbitrator would be inclined to accept its 

overall proposal and let the parties bargain the health insurance and salary 

issues for the 1983-84 school year. The arbitrator is reluctant to select the < 

position of the Association5 on salary and insurance for the 1983-84 school year 

when he has no similar proposal from the Employer to measure it against. The 

arbitrator is even more reluctant to impose a substandard salary schedule on the 

Employer's teachers that falls well below the increases given to all other 

teachers in Comparable Group A in view of the fact that the parties have been 

bargaining since May,pf 1982 and the school year for which that increase would 

be given has already ended. Section 111~70(4)(cm)7 of the Wisconsin Statutes 

contemplated that the parties would reach agreement or submit the issue to an 

arbitrator for a prompt disposition of the matter. It was not the intention of 

the statute to have negotiations drag on and on and then go through an arbicra- 

tion,proceeding that would result in giving employees wage increases for a year 

after that year is over and at a time when the parties should be reaching 

agreement on new collective bargaining +greement for the appraching year. If 

the Association's 1983-84 proposal had included a wage increase and health 
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insurance payments by the Employer that were unreasonable the arbitrator would 

have selected the Employer’s proposal even though it: meant that the 1982-83 

increase for its teachers would have been substandard and would not have been 

awarded until after completion of the year during which it should have been 

paid. Rut that is not the case. The Association’s health insurance proposal Is 

a continuation of the existing practice of the Employer paying 100% of the pre- 

mium and the dollar amount falls within the pattern paid by the other school 

districts in Comparable Group A. There is no wage pattern for the Employer for 

the 1983-84 school year In Comparable Group A but a state wide pattern is deve- 

loping and the percentage increase in the Association’s proposal is on target. 

The arbitrator is satisfied that this award is within the financial ability 

of the Employer although it will cause some economic stress. However it has had 

the advantage of using the wage increase that should have been paid to its 

teachers over the past year. Those same employees have had to endure the finan- 

cial hardships that resulted from not receiving the wage increase they had a 

right to expect at the beginning of the 3982-83 school year. The 1983-84 school 

year is about to begin and the Employer’s school teachers have every right to 

expect to receive the 1983-84 rate at the start of the year. To make them go 

through a protracted period of bargaining and possibly another mediation- 

arbitration proceeding after having to wait more than a year to receive the 

1982-83 salary increase to which they were entitled would not be in the public 

interest. 

The Association’s proposal for the 1982-83 school year falls within the pat- 

tern established in the collective bargaining agreements in Comparable Group A. 

The 1983-84 proposal is right on target with the state wide pattern that has 

been established by those school districts which have reached agreement. There 

is no reason to believe that Comparable Group A will develop a pattern any dif- 

ferent than the rest of the stats for the 1983-84 school year. 

FINDINGS AND AWARD 

After full consideration of the criteria listed in the statute and after 

careful and extensive examination of the exhibits and arguments of the parties 

the arbitrator finds that the Association’s final offer attached hereto and 
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marked, Exhi’biiz A fs. preferable! to, that ofi the. EmpToy,er and! directs that the 

Assoc%ation% proposal: be. ~ncorporat,e& %nto,an; agreement containing, the other 

items, to, which the. parties, hawed agreed<. 

Dated: at Searta~,, Wisconsb, this; 22ndi day: of. August ,, P983.. 
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Name of Case: SCHOOL DISTRICT OF AUBURNDALE 1: 

Case IX No. 30094 MED/ARB-1821 

The following, or the attachment hereto, constitutes our final 
offer for the purposes of mediation-arbitration pursuant to Section 
111.70(4)(cm)6. of the Municipal Employment Relations Act. A copy 
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. 

I  

On Sehalf of: AUBURNDALE EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 



April 7, 1983 

FINAL OFFER 

AUBURNDALE EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 

1. The provisions of the Agreement between the Association and the 

Uistrict shall remain unchanged for the 1982-84 Agreement except 

as modified by the stipulations and the amendments proposed by 

the Association for inclusion in the successor agreements. 

2. ARTICLE VI. C.l. 

Add: "Such insurance shall continue to be paid in 1983-84 

at the same percentage level as paid in 1982-83." 

3. ARTICLE VI, C.2. 

Add: "Any monies unexpended in 1982-83 shall be added to 

the amount for dental insurance for 1983-84." 

4. 

5. P.18 
4ji6 ig3 

"Extra Duty Schedule - Percentages Based on Previous Year's Base." 

6. Salary Schedule: Attached for 1982-83 and 1983-84. 



7. ARTICLE XI. 

B. Notices and Timelines 

Number the current paragraphs l-3 and add: 

4. In the event the Board fully lays off an employee during the 

term of that employee's- contract with the District (including 

the Sumner months prior to the beginning of the school year for 

which the employee has been issued an employment contract), the 

employee shall receive from the District an amount of money as 

and for liquidated damages as specified in 6 below. 

5. In the event the Board implements the partial layoff of an, 

employee during the tens of that employee's full-time contract 

with the District (including the summer months prior to the 

beginning of the school year for which the employee has been 

issued that employment contract), the employee whose hours 

have been reduced (partially laid off) shall receive from 

the District, as and for liquidated damages, as specified in 

6 below. 

6. Liquidated damages shall be as follows: 

a) Written notice of layoff prior to August 15 - an amount of 

money equal to 10% of the remaining value of his/her 

contract or of the reduced portion of his/her contract. 

b) Written notice of layoff on August 15 or later - an amount 

of money equal to 20% of the remaining value of his/her 

contract or of the reduced portion of his/her contract. 



7. The provisions of subsections 4, 5 and 6 above, shall not 

apply to the layoff of an employee, if the Board provides 

written notice to the employee that the employee has been 

selected for layoff for the ensuing school year no later 

than June 1 of the current school year. However such 

written notice of layoff shall include a statement of the 

employee's recall rights under this Article and, upon 

receiving such notlce, the employee may exercise bumping 

rfghts in accordance with this Article. 

8. DURATION 

Change: 

"1981" to "1982" and "T982" to "1984". 
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Name of Case: SCHOOL DISTRICT OF AUBURNDALE . . ,- . <' 
Case IX No. 30094 MED/ARB-1821 ,,I _i, 

The following, or the attachment hereto, constitutes our final 
offer for the purposes of mediation-arbitration pursuant to Section 
111.70(4)(cm)C. of the Municipal Employment Relations Act. A copy 
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. 

5/a -fl 
(Date) 

,.: 
(RepresentatlveJ 

On Behalf of: AUBURNDALE SCHOOL DISTRICT 
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March 9. 1983 

FINAL OFFER 

AUBURNDALE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

The provisions of the 1981-82 Agreement between the 
parties will be continued for a two year term except as modi- 
fied by the Agreed Items dated June 3. 1982, July 7. 1982, 
September 23, 1902. and March 9. 1983, the Agreed 1982-83 and 
1983-84 calendars and the following: 

1. Duration and Expiration Clause 

Revise to read: 

"The Agreement will be effective on the 1st day 
of July, 1982, and will continue in full force 
and effect as binding on both parties until the 
30th day of June, 1984. This Agreement may be 
reopened for negotiations on the following items, 
provided written notice of such reopener is given 
by either party on or before May 1, 1983. (or 
withln two weeks of an Arbitrator's award if the 
award is after May 1, 1983): 

a) The amount of the Board's contribution to 
the group surgical and hospitalization in- 
surance and to the group dental insurance 
for the period after July 1, 1903. 

b) The salary schedule for 1983-84." 

2. 1982-83 Salar, Schedule 

Same Index using a M-0 base of $12,725. 

3. Lonoev1ty 

Add "up to a maximum of nine (9) years" to the end of 
the first sentence of the longevity paragraph on the "Sal- 
ary Index". 


