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APPEARANCES: 

Greg Weyenberg, Staff Representative, Wisconsin Federation 
of Teachers, AFT, AFL-CIO, appearing on behalf of Local 3310 
WFT. 

Michael, Best & Friedrich, by Thomas W. Scrivner, appearing 
on behalf of the Brillion Public School District. 

ARBITRATION HEARING BACKGROUND: 

On November 14, 1983, 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 be- 
tween the Brillion Federation of Teachers, AFT, Local 3310, WFT, 
AFL-CIO, referred to herein as the Union, and the Brillion Public 
School District, referred to herein as the District or the Employer. 
Pursuant to petition and statutory requirements, a public hearing 
was held on January 17, 1984, followed by mediation. During 
mediation, the parties resolved the co-curricular issue by aqreeing 
to a 5.25% increase in the present schedule, however, they were 
unable to resolve all items at impasse, thus, an arbitration hear- 
ing was held on February 2, 1984. At that time, the parties were 
given full opportunity to present relevant evidence and make oral 
argument. The proceedings were not transcribed, however, post- 
hearing briefs were filed.with and exchanged through the mediator/ 
arbitrator on March 1, 1984. While both parties were allowed the 
opportunity to file reply briefs, only the Union filed one and it 
was transmitted to the District's representative on March 20, 1984. 

THE ISSUE: 

The issue which remains at impasse between the parties involves 
the salary schedule. The final offers of the parties are 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 con- 
sider the following criteria in the decision process: 

A. The lawful authority of the municipal employer. 

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

D. Comparison of wages, hours and conditions of employment of 
municipal employes involved in the arbitration proceediL>gs 
with the wages, hours and conditions of employment of other 
employes 

performing similar services and with other employes 
yenerally in public employment in the same community and 
in comparable communities and in private employment in the 
same community and comparable communities. 

%. The averago consumer prices for goods and services, cOfi.Ilonly 
known as the cost-of-living. 

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

G. Changes in any of the foregoing circumstances during the 
pcndency of the arbitration proceedings. 

11 . 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 POSlTIONS OF THE PARTIES: _----- __----- 

While the parties agree Denmark, Freedom, Hilbert, Nishicot, 
Reedsvillc, Valders and Wrightstown, all districts within the Olympian 
Ath1eti.c Conference should be u:%,:d as comparable districts in this 
dispute, they differ over the inclusion oi Chilton, Kiel, and New 
Holstein, as well as Gilbraltar and Sevastopol. The Union proposes 
Chi.lton, Kiel and New Holstein be considered as primary cornparables 
and t!lat Gilbraltar and Sevastopol be considered as secondary com- 
parables while the District argues none of these districts should 
be included within the comparable pool. The Union cites as reason 
for inclusion of these districts their close geographic proximity to 
Brillion and the fact that past arbitration decisions involving other 
districts within the Olympian Athletic Conference have used them as 
cornparables. In response, the District contends that when other 
arbitration decisions included them among the comparables, it was 
by mutual aqreement of the parties, a situation not present here. It 
then adds the arbitrator should rely upon recent arbitration case law 
which supports the view that members of the athletic conference are 
the appropriate cornparables. 

In addition to differing over the cornparables, the parties also 
disagree as to what is the appropriate base for costing the salary 
proposals. Both parties agree that "catch up" was a factor in the 
settlement reached in 1982-83 when a split schedule was implemented. 
'They now differ, however, over whether the current package cost 
should be arrived at by using the salary hasc at tile end of the 
1982-83 agreement or by using the weighted average of the 1982-83 
split schedule as the base. The District contends recent arbitrdL.on 
decisi~on have determined the weighted average is the more appropri<it.e 
metllod of det-ermlning overall costs. In addition, the District 
argues that if the Union's method of costing is used, teachers would 
rccej vc al1 inrressi' whi.ch would never dccuratcly be reflected. 'ihe 
un1.on, on the other hand, arqucs l.ts method of costing should be 
~?scrl s1 nce it- takes i.nLo account the parties ' e [forts to or@vide 
"c<lt<:h !,p" far Iht-: t~~;>cticr:; in 198;!-83. It continues that if the 
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we igh te d  ave rage  is used  to  d e te rm ine  th e  pe rcen ta g e  increases a n d  
is used  to  ascer ta in th e  reasonab leness  o f th e  o ffers  as  they  re late 
to  th e  comparab le  districts, it o ffse ts any  e ffo r t wh ich  was  m a d e  
by  th e  pa r ties  to  p rov ide  "ca tch up "  in  th e  prev ious  year . 

A S  to  th e  mer i ts o f th e  issue, th e  District. asserts its o ffe r  
is m o r e  reasonab le  relat ive to  th e  comparab les  a n d  relat ive to  th e  
cost o f l iv ing increases in  th e  pas t year . It a lso  a rques  its o ffe r  
m o r e  accura te ly  favors  th e  interest a n d  we l fa re  o f th e  publ ic.  S ta tin g  
the re  is n o  n e e d  fo r  "ca tch up "  in  1983 -84  s ince it reso lved th e  dis-  
par i ty in  sa lar ies in  1982 -83 , th e  District con tends  its o ffe r  fo r  
1983 -84  subs ta n tial ly m a intains B ri l l ion's sa lary  rank ing  a m o n g  th e  
comparab les . In  add i tio n , it states th a t wh i le  a  one-year  compar i son  
o f th e  fina l  o ffers  d o  n o t conclus ive ly  es tab l ish  e i ther  o ffe r  as  
m o r e  reasonab le , if th e  two-year  inc rease is cons idered ,its o ffe r  
is th e  m o r e  reasonab le  o f th e  two. It con tinues  th e  s a m e  ho lds  t rue 
if overa l l  economic  packages  a re  rev iewed. 

The  District m a intains th e  reasonab leness  o f its o ffe r  is fu r the r  
es tab l i shed w h e n  th e  overa l l  sa lary  inc rease is compa red  to  th e  con-  
fe rence  ave rages  a t th e  key benchmark  posi t ions. It con tends  such  
a  compar i son  shows- i ts  o ffe r  exceeds  th e  ave rage  a t th e  B A  B a s e  
posi t ion; is c loser  to  th e  ave rage  a t th e  B A  M a x i m u m  posit ion, a n d  
is a b o u t th e  s a m e  as  th e  Un ion 's a t th e  S chedu le  M a x i m u m  posit ion. 
W h i le it n o tes  th a t th e  si tuat ion is reversed  a t th e  I+ ?  B a s e  a n d  
Y L  M a x i m u m  posit ions, it d ismisses these  di f ferences dec la r ing  th e  
" compa ra tively m o d e s t" impac t a t th e  m a s ters  level  on ly  a ffec ts six 
o f th e  District's 5 3  teachers , a  m inori ty n o t su fficient to  es tab l ish  
th e  Un ion 's o ffe r  as  m o r e  reasonab le . 

In  add i tio n  to  asser t inq th e  comparab les  suppor t its posi t ion, 
th e  District a rgues  th e  sa lary  structure p roposed  by  th e  Un ion  is 
a n o the r  reason  to  fin d  th e  District's o ffe r  m o r e  reasonab le . W h i le 
n o tin g  it ag reed  to  pe rcen ta g e  increases in  th e  i nc remen ts a n d  
co lumns  fo r  1982 -83 , th e  District m a intains th is  a g r e e m e n t was  
reached  because  th e  numbe rs  fit th e  overa l l  inc rease th e  District 
was  wi l l ing to  ag ree  u p o n  a n d  a rgues  th e  a g r e e m e n t reached  in  1982 -83  
shou ld  n o t b e  a  b ind ing  pa r t o f th e  fo rma l  sa lary  structure s ince it is 
a  subs ta n tia l  change  from  th e  structure wh ich  prev ious ly  existed. 
Conc lud ing  th a t th e  sa lary  schedu le  fo r  th e  pas t 2 0  years  o f col -  
lect ive ba rga in ing  wi th in th e  District has  n o t incorpora te d  a  sa lary  
schedu le  with pe rcen tages ; th a t dif ferent pe rcen tageswere  a ,q reed  u p o n  in  
each  phase  o f th e  split schedu le  in  1982 -83 ; th a t th e  pe rcen tages  n o w  
sough t by  th e  Un ion  a re  g rea te r  th a n  th e  ave rage  o f th e  pe rcen tages  
ag reed  to  in  th e  split schedu le ; th a t th e  we igh te d  ave rage  o f th e  
pe rcen tages  in  th e  split schedu le  m o r e  c losely app rox ima tes  th e  
District's fina l  o ffe r ; th a t 1982 -83  n e g o tia tions  d id  n o t p roduce  
any  a g r e e m e n t th a t pe rcen tages  wou ld  b e  used  in  th e  fu tu re , a n d  th a t 
pe rcen tages  in  th e  sa lary  schedu les  a re  n o t iceably absen t a m o n q  th e  
comparab le  districts' schedu les , th e  District posi ts th e  Un ion 's p ro -  
posa l  wou ld  signif icant ly a ffec t th e  ba rga in ing  re la t ionship b e tween 
th e  pa r ties  a n d  shou ld  b e  rejected. 

In  rega rd  to  th e  cost o f l iv ing d a ta , th e  District asserts th e  
inform a tio n  m o s t pe r tin e n t is th a t wh ich  preva i led  fo r  th e  pe r iod  
o f M a y , 1 9 8 3  th rough  ear ly  O ctober,  1 9 8 3  w h e n  th e  pa r ties  we re  
n e g o tia tin g  th e  reopene r . Dec la r ing  th e  Consumer  P r ice Index  shows  
C h a t du r inq  th is  pe r iod  o f tim e  th e  pe rcen ta g e  inc rease was  2 .0 1 %  
fo r  U rban  W a g e  E a r r ~ ~ :~  s a n d  Cler ica l  Worke rs  a n d  1 .9 5 %  E o r  A l.1  U rban  
Consumers , th e  Dit.t1-d.ct asserts that n o t on ly  does  its o ffe r  exceed  
th e  cost o f l iv iny Inc rease  by  near ly  5 %  b u t th a t th e  Un ion 's o ffe r  
II.:, over  fou r  tim A s I -he increase.  Consequen tly, it conc ludes  its 
o ffe r  is th e  m o r e  r l - , i jsonable. 

The  District ccnr* ludes th a t t-h;: comparab lcs  a n d  th r  Cos t-O f- 
.Il.vinq d a ta  suppor i . fo r  its posi t ion underscores  why  th e  interest a n d  
\i< -, l fare o f th e  puh l l~c  a re  favo red  by  th e  District's O ffe r . S ta tin q  
h > n b tic sector  n e g o t ~ ~ jt ions m u s t rcflcct th e  economic  real i ty o f th e  
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community, the District declares the availabie data regarding private 
sector settlements; the wage freezes within the area; the high levels 
of unemployment; the falling inflation rates; the decline in revenue 
sources for local units of government, and the difficulties inherent 
in local tax increases are all reason to favor the District's offer 
as it relates to the interest and welfare of the public. 

Finally, the District argues the Union's position regarding 
overall compensation should be ignored. Stating that the parties 
have negotiated wage and benefit packages mutually acceptable for 
the past 20 years, the District posits the lack of disability insurance 
or a fully paid health insurance should not be used as reason for 
acceptance of the Union's position since they have voluntarily agreed 
to the benefit level they now have through the give and take of 
bargaining. 

The Union, contending that the District's offer would give the 
teachers the lowest increases in dollar amounts per teacher and total 
package percentaqe, as well as destroy much of the "catch up" that 
was gained in 1982-83, arques its offer is more reasonable since it 
maintains the existing salary schedule structure and it more closely 
maintains the traditional benchmark positions occupied by the District 
Asserting the vertical increment structure negotiated in the 1982-83 
"catch up" agreement was necessary to provide a more competitive level 
of compensation, the Union posits that the District's offer, which 
deviates from the structure negotiated, would substantially erode 
the BA and MA lane comparisons. It continues that its offer is far 
more reasonable since it attempts to maintain the competitiveness 
of the salary schedule and adds its offer must also be considered the 
most equitable since the District has failed to offer any reasonable 
explanation for its attempt to modify the current structure. 

Comparing total package percentage increases among those dis- 
tricts the Union considered primary cornparables, the Union concludes 
the District's offer, using the District's calculations in costing, 
provides the teachers with the lowest increase among all the com- 
parables. Adding, however, "percentages may not be the best judge 
of fairness to measure the offers", the Union also argues a review of 
dollar increases per teacher may be more significant in determining 
which offer is more reasonable. Using such a review, the Union con- 
cludes the District offers a dollar package offer per teacher which 
is lower. In contrast, it states its offer is much closer to the 
average received by the primary cornparables and is, therefore, more 
reasonable. 

The Union also argues its offer is preferred when it is measured 
against the traditional benchmark salary positions. Statinq the 
Phase II increase in the 1982-83 settlement provided the teachers with 
a return to a more traditional salary ranking amonq the cornparables, 
the Union then asserts its 1983-84 offer as oooosed to the District's 
offer, more closely maintains the traditional position. The Union 
continues the District's effort to tie the 1983-84 settlements to 
those of 1982-83 should be rejected since the results are misleading 
due to the fact that the parties attempted to provide the teachers 
with "catch up" in 1982-83 and such a linkage would totally ignore 
the effect of the settlements which occurred among the cornparables 
between 1978-79 and 1982-83. 

Finally, the Union rejects the District's arguments pertaining 
to private sector comparisons. It asserts the data used by the 
District is incomplete and vague and, therefore, should not be con- 
sidered. It concludes that based on the data 
provided by the District it cannot be surmised that the District's 
offer is more favorable to the interest and welfare of the public. 
In juxtaposition, the Union argues the interest and welfare of the 
public must also be considered as it relates to educational reform 
and reasons that it is in the best interest of the public to maintain 
competitive teacher salaries at a time when governmental studies are 
calling for higher salaries in order to improve the educational system. 
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Before the merits  of the issue in dispute can be discussed, 
it is  necessary to determine which set of school dis tric ts  com- 
prises the comparables  and whether the year-end figure or the 
weighted average of the previous  year 's settlement should be 
used as the base for determining the reasonableness  of the in- 
crease provided in the final offers . As  to the comparables , it 
is  determined the athletic  conference dis tric ts  shall comprise 
the appropriate set. The Union argued Chilton, Kiel, and New 
Hols tein should also be inc luded among the comparables , not only  
because they  are s imilar in s ize to the athletic  conference dis-  
tric ts  and geographically  near but because these dis tric ts  have 
been inc luded in other arbitration decis ions  involv ing dis tric ts  
w ithin the conference. Vhile both of these arguments are per- 
suasive, the three dis tric ts  were not inc luded among the com- 
parables  for several reasons. The addition of New Hols tein to 
the comparables  would have resulted in the addition of a dis tric t 
which would have been larger than any dis tric t the parties  mutual- 
ly  agreed were comparable. Second, a review of the data provided 
for Kiel indicated the information appeared to be incorrect s ince 
the benchmark salaries  at the MA Base , HA Maximum and Schedule 
Maximum remained the same in 1981-82 and 1982-83. IJhile the 
salaries  could have remained constant during that two-year period 
of time, it does not seem likely , therefore error was suspected. 
Further, a review of the arbitration decis ions  c ited in support 
of their acceptance as cornparables  indicates that these dis tric ts  
were inc luded as comparables  only  where they  were mutually  agreed 
upon by the parties . F inally , it was decided there was no need 
to inc lude dis tric ts  beyond those mutually  agreed upon in this  
matter s ince information regarding the settlements  in all of 
the conference dis tric ts  was available and it was sufficient to 
establish a settlement pattern for the area. 

More important to determining the reasonableness  of the 
final offers  of the parties  is  determining which figure w ill be 
used as the base in calculating the increase. The Dis tric t c ited 
many arbitration decis ions  which they  argued concluded the total 
dollar increase was the most important consideration in deter- 
mining the reasonableness  of the offers . Inc luded among those 
decis ions  was one wr itten by this  arbitrator. After reviewing 
that decis ion, as well as the others c ited, it is  concluded the 
fac t s ituation in this  matter differs  substantially  from those 
in the other decis ions . O f primary importance in this  matter 
is  the fac t that the parties  both agree the 1982-83 increase in 
wages achieved through a split salary  schedule was to allow 
"catch-up" for the teachers. The purpose of "catch-up" is  to 
give a salary  increase which makes up for a long-term lag behind 
salaries  of comparable position or which recognizes that a posi- 
tion has been underpaid in the past. In this  case the narties  
agreed the teachers had fallen behind in compensation among the 
comparables  and they  had made an effort to correct this  s ituation 
in 1982-83. If the weighted average of the 1982-83 increase in 
wages is  used as the base for determining the s ize of the 1983-84 
increase, the net effec t would be to negate any concept of "catch- 
up" which occurred in 1982-83. Consequently , it is  concluded the 
year-end figure in the salary  schedule is  the more appropriate 
figure to use in determining the reasonableness  of the offers . 

W hen the year-end figures  are used to determine the reason- 
ableness  of the offers , it is  concluded the Union's  offer is  
more favorably  supported by the comparables . An analys is  of the 
data provided by the parties  for 1978-79, 1981-82, and 1982-83 
shows the s ignificant change in rank and drop in compensation 
teachers w ithin the Dis tric t experienced and lends  credibility  
to the parties '  intent to provide "catch-up" in 1982-83. W hile 
the 1982-83 increase in salary  does not return the teachers to 
the position they  had maintained in previous  years, it does re- 
flec t a ranking and level of compensation which both parties  
thought reasonable s ince they  voluntarily  agreed to the 1982-83 
increase in wages. Thus, when the 1982-83 wage offers  were 
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compared for the purposes of establishing reasonableness, they 
were compared with the rank and compensation achieved in 1982-83. 
An analysis of the final offers, as shown on page 7, shows the 
District's offer more constantly and more significantly deviates 
from the standard set in 1982-83. 

In analyzing the benchmarks as they relate to the average 
of the comparable districts, it is concluded the District's offer 
is only more reasonable at the BA Base benchmark. At the BA 
Base the District's offer more closely approximates the previous 
year's position in comparison to the average but results in a 
drop in rank from 7th position to 8th position. The Union's offer, 
while it maintains the previous year's rank, would narrow the 
difference from the average established as acceptable in 1982-83. 

At the BA Maximum benchmark, both offers result in a drop 
in compensation over the difference from the average which existed 
in 1982-83 and a drop in rank. The District's offer, however, 
causes a more significant change. The District's offer results in 
a $478.00 drop in compensation from the position established in 
1982-83 and causes a drop in rank from 3rd to 5th. The Union's 
offer causes a $50.00 drop in compensation and a drop in rank 
from 3rd to 4th among the cornparables. 

At the MA Base, both the District's offer and the Union's 
offer result in the same decrease in compensation and drop in rank 
since the offers are $3.00 apart at this benchmark. The signi- 
ficant difference between the offers occurs, however, at the MA 
Maximum and Schedule Maximum benchmarks. At the MA Maximum bench- 
mark, while both offers widen the difference from the average 
as previously established, the District's offer more si nificant- 
ly widens this gap. The District's offer results in a 8 548.00 
drop in compensation and a drop in rank from 3rd to 4th and the 
Union's offer causes a $101.00 drop in compensation but maintains 
rank. 

The same type of disparity occurs at the Schedule Maximum 
benchmark. Here, too, both offers increase the difference from 
the average as established in 1982-83 but the District's offer 
causes the greater change. The District's offer not only changes 
the spread from $350.00 below the average to $1,322.00 below the 
average (an increase of $972.00), but it causes a drop in rank 
from 4th to 6th position. The Union's offer, on the other hand, 
while it also widens the difference from the average and causes 
a drop in rank from 4th to 5th position, causes less deterioration 
of compearability among the schedules. 

The District has argued the changes at theMA MaximumaridSchedule 
Maximum benchmarks should not be determinative of which offer is 
more reasonable since so few teachers are in these benchmark 
positions. While schedules frequently are modified to meet the 
demands of the current teaching staff,which can cause distortions 
in salaries at various points on the salary schedule, it is im- ' 
portant for the salary schedule to reflect comparable distribu- 
tion increases throughout the schedule. Thus, although only a 
few teachers may receive the wage increase proposed at the MA 
Maximum and Schedule Maximum benchmarks, the impact of the 
District's offer on these benchmark positions must be given as 
much consideration as the impact of the offer on the rest of the 
schedule. Consequently, in reviewing the five benchmark positions, 
it is concluded that while the District's offer is more reasonable 
at the BA Base and both offers have the same effect at the MA Base, 
the Union's offer is more reasonable at the BA Maximum, MA Maximum, 
and Schedule Maximum benchmark positions. 

Not only does a comparision of the salary to the average 
compensation among the districtsshow the Union's offer to be more 
reasonable, but a comparison of the increment increases, both in 
dollars and percentages, as shown on page 8, also supports the 
Union's offer. 
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COMPARISON OF DOLLAR & PERCENT INCREASE 
IN INCREMENTS FOR 1983-84 

Schedule 

At all benchmark positions, except the BA Base, the Union's offer 
more closely approximates the mean and average increases. Consecjuent- 
ly, as to comparability, it is concluded the Union's offer is the 
more reasonable. 

As important as maintaining schedule comparability is the rea- 
sonableness of the offers as they relate to the cost of living and 
the effect of the offers on the interest and welfare of the public. 
Both offers, as they relate to the cost of living increase expressed 
by the Consumer Price Index are reasonable, however the Consumer 
Price Index is not the only measure of the cost of living. When 
settlement percentages among the cornparables are considered it is 
concluded the Union's offer is more reasonable. 

PERCENTAGE INCREASE OF TOTAL PACKAGE 

District 

Denmark 

Freedom 

Hilbert 

Mishicot 

Reedsville 

Valders 

Wrightstown 

Average 

Brillion 
District's Offer 
Union's Offer 

District's Union's 
Figure Figure 

7.9% 8.3% 

7.6% 8.4% 

8.1% 7.6% 

7.3% 7.9% 

8.3% 8.8% 
10.4% 10.6% 

7.5% 8.5% 

8.2% 8.6% 

5.1% 
7.0% 

5.1% 
7.0% 

. . 

Both the District's figures and the Union's figures were 
used for the comparison since the numbers differed slightly. 
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Finally, it cannot be concluded that either offer will have 
an adverse effect upon the interest and welfare of the public. 
While the District cited some settlements among private sector 
businesses within the area and indicated there was high unem- 
ployment, there was no showing that the economy in general, or 
the unemployment status within the area was any different than 
the conditions which prevail among the comparable districts. 
Without such a showing, it cannot be concluded that implementa- 
tion of the Union's offer will have a harmful effect upon the 
communitysince its offer is no different than comparable settlements. 

Since it was determined that the Union's offer was more 
reasonable based on comparability and the cost of living and 
that there was no showing that implementation of the Union's 
offer would have an adverse effect upon the community, it was 
concluded that it was not necessary to address the question 
raised by the Union regarding the changing of the status quo in 
the salary schedule structure. Thus, having reviewed the evi- 
dence and arguments and after applying the statutory criteria 
and having concluded the Union's offer is more reasonable when 
all the criteria are considered. the undersigned makes the 
following: 

The final offer of the Union, 
of the parties which reflect prior __ _ 

along with the stipulations . . agreements In bargainIng as 
well as provisions of the predecessor collective bargaining 
agreement which remained unchanged during the course of bargain- 
ing, are to be incorporated into the collective bargaining 
agreement for 1983-84 as required by statute. 

Mediator/Arbitrator 

SKI:mm 



. . APPENDIX "A" 

FINAL OFFER 

, BRILLION FEDERATION OF TEACHERS t 

/ LOCAL 3310 AFL-CIO 

1) HEALTH INSURANCE - Group health and accident insurance will 

be provided. Employees desiring coverage 

would'pay the first $5.00 of single coverage 

and the first $10.00 of family coverage per 

,', , 
month. Thereafter, the board would pay UP, to a 

maximum of $45.&&l a month for the single 

plan and $130.&I a month for the family 

plan. Any cost beyond this would be Paid 

by the employees. 
. 

2) CO-CURRICULAR - INCREASE PRESENT SCHEDULE BY %BB5f6 s.a5% 

I 

3) SALARY - (Present Structure) - Increase BA Base to $13.300. 



. 
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