RECEIVED
DEC 0 21986

WISCONGIN EMPPLOYRENT
STATE OF WIACUNSINRELATIONS COMMISSION
DEFORE THE ARDITRAIVR

In the Matter of the Petition of

BEECHER-DUNBAR-PEMBINE
SCHOUL DISTRIC

To Imuate Mediation-Arbitration Case 20

Beiween Said Petiioner and No. 35990
MED/ARB-3636

PEMBINE EDUCATION ASSOCIATION Decision No. 23670~ A

APPEAR ANCES:

Steven nolzhausen, Wisconsin Association of School Boargs. un behall of tne
p
pustect

R A. Arends. WEAC UniServ Council 22§, on behalf of the Association

fm Mav 28 19%6 the Wisconsin Emplovment Relations Commission
appninted the undersigned Mediator-Arbitrator pursuant 1o Section

11} 70ranemt ob of the Municipal Emplovment Retations Act 1 the dispute
=X1sung betwveen Lhe above named parues. Pursuant Lo statutorv
responsibiiiies ihe undersigned conducted a medration session on August
21, 1586 which did not result in resolution of the dispute. The matter was
tnereafter presented to the undersigned in an arbitration hearing conducted
cn the same date for final and binding determination. Post hearing exhibits
and briefs were filed by the parties which were exchanged by November 17,
1986 Rased upon a review of the foregoing record, and utilizing the criteria
set forih i Sectron 111 7ui4ifem) Wis Stats the undersigned renders 1ne
folowing arbitration award.

[SSUES.

The parues salary proposals for the 1985-86 and 1986-87 school years are
attached hereto as appendices.

The Board cosnng of the parues salarv propoesais foflows

Average Salary Increase

{IRS-R4 1084-87
$ % $ b3
Board 1626 74 1690 7.2
Association 1926 89 £1893 79

The Board estimates the difference between the parties’ salary proposals to
be about $7500 for 1985-86 and $2500 for 1986-87.



Average tolal compensation increase

1985-86 1986-87
$ % $ %
Board 2332 79 2065 6 S
Association 2737 93 2565 80

The Asseciaiion s costing of Lhe average increase ihe parlies saiarv proposais
follows

1985-86 1986-87
$ % $ 4
Board 1023 5.6 1685 S.4
Associanion 196 T2 1855 0z

The Board is proposing that secondary teachers in {986-87 will be required
towork a schedule consisting of five class pertods, one supervisery period,
ang one preparation peried. This 15 a change from a workload of five class
nerinds, and two preparation periods

The Boara also proposes reducing the compensation received ov 4 ieacher
for teaching a 6th class |, in lieu of the supervisury periud, by 50%.

The parties also disagree as 10 which school disiricts should be utilized as
comparables for purposes of this proceeding.

ASSOCIATION POSITION

The arbitrator shouid take note of setilements across the State of Wisconsin.
and in Marinette, Florence, and Forest counues, as weil as ithe White Lake
School District settlement in Langlade County The Siate of Wisconsi shouid
be used because a larger statistical sampling results in more valid
comparisons, because the State's funding formulas are designed o equalize
the financial ability of all schools in the State to provide equal educational
oprortunitv for children, and lastly, o statewide averages are ignored, the
drsparitv berween wage levels acrass the State woujd ipcrease dramatcailyv

115 also noteworithy that the Disirict 15 the easterpmost district 1m an
athietic conference which 15 totally outside the County 1n which ihe District
resides. Relatedfy, Marinetie County is the main economic and labor market
for citizens in the Beecher-Dunbar-Pembine area. The District is closer t¢
Niagra than any other town around, and shares a major source of income
trom the large and prosperous paper miil there [n addition, in past
negouations, comparisons with Niagara's wage and fringe levels were
influential. Relaledily, Wausaukee and Crivitz benefits were also historicaiiy
very much a topic of discussion in District negotiations. The record aiso
demonstrates that the other Marinette County districts are based on
manufacturing economies, while three Conference districts, Elcho, Three
Lakes, and Phelps, are dissimilar in this respect. These three Districts are
also in a different CESA; they are all high evaluation-low state aid districts;
all are quite removed from Marinette County where the District 1s situated:
and all are part of the propertv-rich resort area which has iittie 1n common
with the District.

I



On the salarv issuve (& 15 important to note that the Beard's proposal will nave
a disparate effect on a number of the career teachers n the District In this
regard there is no good reason why the teachers at the Bachelor's top area of
the schedule should recesve so much less than similarly situated teachers in
comparable districts.

It 1s also signuficant that under both parues proposals the Disirict will remain
substantialiv benind stale average leacher saiaries. However. the Boaru s
proposal wili further erode the gap that already exists in (his regard, and in
addition, it does not even match the increases which have been granted in
ccmparable districts in the region. On the other hand, the Association has
sroposed increases which will just match regicnal increases and the gap
between the District and State average salaries will continue (o increase,

Regarding comparabie settiemenis the [1strict s evidence pertaming 1o the
vaiue ol such setliements is simplv not reiiable enougn o ulilize in nis
procecuing.

With respect to the impact on the public. it is noteworthy that the dilference
bet=veen the partes’ salary proposals will only increase each average
tagpaving unt's assessment by 93 cents for 1985-86 and $1.34 for 19R6-R7
Relatedly, the record indicates that the District's economic environment 1s no
worse than other comparabie districts in the region which granted much
bigger raises than that contained in the Board's [inal oifer. Although the
Board has indicated that a weak farm economy supports the Board's posiuon.
this souid not be an issue since only .8% of the District’'s population 1s
engaged in {arming.

Regarding the assignment issue, it 15 important to note that when the
Association obtained the current language regarding same, there was a quid
pro quo given for it. Furthermore, the Board recognized that 1n a small
Qistrict most leachers had 1o prepare more different lessons because thev
{each more different ciasses than they would in a jarger district.

On this issue the Board has the burden of justifying its requested change. it
has however introduced no evidence of problems that have arisen under the
cuerent contract in this regard. In addition, the concept of reducing the
amount nf preparation time for teachers 1s unsound educatinnaity and not in
the public interest. Also. Wausaukee and Niagara have peovisions in their
conlracls waich are similar 1o the current language.

Furthermore i the Board's proposal prevails on this 1ssue the contract wil
contain inconsistencies in that one provision wuil allow for the involuntary
assignment of supervisory periods without extra compensation, while
another provides for the voluntary acceptance of extra curricular
assignments.

The Board's proposal also eliminates the guarantee that no high schooi
teacher will have to teach 7 classes in one day since it would aliow fur the
assignment of seven classes in unusual or emergency situations.

Lastly, the Beard's proposal provides no guarantees for the fair rotation of
supervisory assignments, thus allowing no contractual remedy for unegqual
workinad distribution.

(93]



DISTRICT POSITION:

On the comparability issue, the Northern Lakes Athletc Conference school
districts should be deemed comparable for purposes of this proceeding. In
this regard, arbitrators have t{raditionally and consistently relied upon the
athletic conference to determine comparability.] In the instant case both
parties have advanced seven of the Athletic Conference school districts as
comparables, five of which have settled contracts for the 14985-86 and
1986-87 school vears (Crandon, Florence, Gondman Laona. and White Lake:
vyt of the three rematning Conference schooi districts exciuded bv the
Associauon, two are settied: Pheips and Three Lakes. With seven out uf 1en
Conference districts seitled, there 1s no basis whatsoever for expanding the
comparable pool. This is particularly so since the record demonstrates that
with respect to fevy rates, equalized valuation, cost per member, and FTEs,
on the average the District 1s very similar to the Conference districts.

jlthougn the Association has aejeted three Conference istricts irom its st
of proposed compdrabies on the basis that thev are ‘atvpicai ', tne guestion
v, atypical io what? If these iiiree districis are to be deleted due (o the fact
thai thev recesve no state aids and have high equalized valuations, then whv
does it propose Goodman and Laona when they have refatively low equalized
valuations and high state aids?

The fact of the matter 1s that the Association has presented no compelling
evigence supporung non use of the Conference districts. in this regard.
aithough the Association asserts that in past negotialions comparisons with
Niagra were infivential, there is no record evidence 1o support this assertion
The same mav be said of the Association's assertion that Wausaukee and
Crivitz benefits were historically very much a topic of discussion at Pembine.

It is also noteworthy in this regard that in four recent med/arb decisions
mvolving the Marmette-Oconto Conference districts, not one expanded the
comparabte pnol 10 districts outside the athietic conference much less 1o
Fembine 2

Waih respect to costing of ihe parties’ proposals. ihe Board has submitied
data showing the salary and total cost increases associatied with both parties
{inal offers. The Association on the other hand has submitted no background
information regarding how it cosied the proposals.

The Roard has atsn presented comparable costing data from standard W ASH
forms wnich coptamn spectfic Instructions as to tneir completion The
consisient and svstematic coiiection of costing data by the WASB makes the
infur mation submjited by the Board in this matter much more accurate and
reliabje than the evidence submitted by the Association, which is not based
upon uniform reporting to the DPI.

Regarding the interest and welfare of the public in this dispute, the record
demonstirates that although the District 1s generally verv comparable with
the districts in the Conference, in terms of compensation it ranks in the top
three. Under such circumstances the Association's proposed increases are
unreasonable, particularly since they run conirary to salary trends in both
the public and private sectors. In this regard, the Board's offer more
reasonably balances the public interest with the employee interest.

I Criauions omitted.
2 Citauons omitted



Providing teachers wilh a salary increase of 8 5% over the relevani rate of
inflation gives them real and substantial increases over the cost of living.
This is particularly significant in a stagnant economic period, at best, where
trends in wage increases indicate moderation rather than acceleration.

In anaivzing the parties’ final salary offers, a benchmark analysis s
hecoming mcreasingty unrefiable This 18 so because of the nccurrence mn
recent vears o agreements which have severed the strict relationship
Deiweeen teachers’ educaiion and experience and thewr piacement on ine
aalarv schedule

If salary benchmarks are considered, the Board offer reiains the District's
2nviable position in this regard. Sigty percent of the staff wilt retain salary
rankings with their peers in comparbie schno} districts, except tor 2 FTEs nn
the BA maximum. which will drop from a rank of 1 (o Z:wnsch 1s paralyv a
drop at ai,

In additjon, the Board's offer, while concededly moderate, still leaves ihe
District's teachers well above average in terms of average salary. The
teachers in the District have the lowest number of work days and the lowest
number of hours worked per day, yet the Board's offer for 1985-86 gives
the average teacher in the District a salary which is 3857 greater than the
average salary paid to teachers in settled districts in the Conference. [a this
regard arbitrai precedent has established that a proposal which is jower than
the settied average can be justified when the empiovyer is a wage leader and
where the empiover's proposal leaves 1t in a relatively favorabie pusiuon 3
Lower paying districts can justify larger salary increases due to therr very
reai need to bring compensation in line with other comparable districts.
However, in this case there is no need for such an increase.

)n the teaching assignment i1ssue, the Board's proposal 1n no way increases
e workload of secondarv teachers and brings equality to the svstem due 10
the fact that eiemeniarv teachers in the District are assigned one preparation
period per dayv. Furthermore, the Districi s the oniy vne in the Conference
which allows for two preparation periods in a dav  Also, only two ather
comparable districts require secondary teachers to teach {ive classes, All
other districts in the Conference have a teaching !6ad of at least six clase
periods. Although the District has the lowest number of teaching
assignments m the Conterence, 1t 1 the third highest paving district in the
Lonference. Under such circumstances, the Roard's proposal shouid pe
deemed j41r and reasonabie.

AS Arbitrator Vernon has stated eisewhere, "Just as arbitrators favor wage
proposals which tend toward uniformity in salaries among comparable
employers, final offers, all other things considered equal, which tend toward
uniformity in hours and basic working conditions should be equalty
preferred” 4

Cstatrons omitted
Citaunn omiitied
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DISCUSSION:

On the comparability issue, the record does not provide a sufficient
evidentiary basis, based upon either size, geography, or ability to pay, to
support the exclusion of any of the settled Athletic Conference districts {rom
the comparables which should be utilized in this proceeding. However,
appiication of the same comparabhtv criteria alsn supports utilization of
Niagara as an appropriate comparable, and. if 11 had been settied. Wausaukee
mignt have been utilized as weil.

Since eight comparable districts 1n the area are settled for 1985-86 and
1986-87, a number which the undersigned deems to be sufficient {or a
relatyvely reliable comparability analysis, for reasons which the undersigned
has repeatediy expressed in other awards, there 15 no need to analyze
comaparabiiity data from across the state

On the saiarv issue. two techpigues wiil be utiiized 10 compare the parties
inai offers 1o comparable seiilements. Whaie both are somewhat imperfiect
mstruments, it 15 hoped that by utilizing both approaches, the undersigned
will be able to draw some conclusions based upon a relatively reliable
comparability analysis.

Although the undersigned concedes that evidence pertamning to the value of
average salaryv increases in comparable districts is not rehiable, based upon
the avaiiable record evidence it would appear thart the District's 1985-86
salary proposal is about $160 below the comparable average while the
Association's proposai is about $180 above the comparable average. When
1986-87 offers are compared, the District's proposal appears to be about
$135 below the comparable average, while the Association’s proposal
appears to be $60, or perhaps somewhat less, above the comparable average

A benchmark analvsss of salary schedule mmimums and maXimums where
the correiation between vears of experience and piacementi on the scheguie
remains refatively tact, indicates the fuilowing.

BA Base
54-55 85-%6 increase 86-57 Increase
4 x4 A %
Comparable average
748 14845 1098 81 16009 050 79
District
13683 B14800 1020 74 15900 1w 74
A15000 1220 89 16003 3 &7
+/— Average
—-43 B—46 -8 -7 ~-109 +50 =35
A+154 +122 +38 ) —47 -12
Rank among 9
5 Bé 5

A3 &



BA Maximum

34-8) 53-86

Comparable Average

21487 22013
fatrict
22750 BZ23%04
AZaZal
orAVeTage
1 12*)3: B‘ SS-
A+122%

Rank amnng 9

] B2
Al
MA Base
84-85 85-86

Comparable Average

13279 16482
District
15955 B17225
A1I7454
- —Average
075 Deka3
A-972

Rank among
3 B2

Increase

$

1425

tu2y
l4ni

~{06
35

Increase

$

1379
1499

+in7¥

29

24419

86-87

17754

18500
1852%

- lyad

T4

Increase
5 y
1506 55
I 4o

ISYZ I

-406 -2
- 1% -3
Increase

% *

teri T8
1473 %3
IN74 &2
«20a o+ 7
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Mazximu

H4-85 83-56 Increase 56-87 increase
s % $ T
Cumparable averags
24204 25791 1538 54 27521 1T 67
Ihstryct
2493 125325 137 353 27RI 1379 Yo
AZATIY 174 71 25402 i9d3 o}
-/ Averagc
-0k B-534 -lay -9 + a7 255 -1l
4.02% 2226 47 +881 -47 -4

Rank amnng 9

4 B3 3
A3 3
Schedule Maximum
R4-85 85-%4 Increase 86-87 Increase
$ % $ %

Comparable Average

672 27059 1587 79 29551 iz as
Districy
27557 B2o25% 1700 3% 31280 125 355
A29553 Jorg T2 R 1756 59
« - AVRrAge
+1R33 B+ 16%6 207 -l1a  +]7q9 +23 -3
A~ 1584 -5 -7 1778 -i46 -7

Rank among 9
4 B4 4
A3 2

What the above data indicates s that in overall terms, both parties’ salary
proposats for 1985-86 are at the high and low ends of the comparabie
settlement specirum (in terms of the value of the increases which have been
granted), and that for that year the District’s proposal is slight!y closer to the
comparable average than is the Association's. For 1986-87 it would appear
that the Association’s proposal 18 substantiallv more tn line with the average
setlement than 15 the Districts’ proposal

When benchmarks are analyzed, it would appear that at the BA base. the
District's propasal is more in hne with comparable settiements for ;1 985-86,
whilc the Association's proposal is more comparable than the District's in
1986-87. At the BA Mazimum, for both 1985-86 and 1986-87, although
there appears to be justification for a moderate increase in the context of
comparabte settlements based upon the District ¢ relatsve canking at this
benchmark, there does not appear 1o de justyrcaunn for the Districts
proposed increase, which is substantiallv out of iine with the settlement



patiern. 1hus. at this benchmark. the Association s proposal clearlv appears
10 be the more comparable of the two. Al the MA Base, for 1985-86 the
District's proposal is more comparable than the Association's, while for 1986-
87. the Association’'s more moderate proposal appears to be more
comparable and justifiable than the District's, particularly in view of the
Disirict € ranking ameng comparables at this benchmark. At the M4
Maximum, for 19X5-86 the listrict s proposal 18 again more comparable than
the associauons, while for 1986-37 the Associalion § proposed increase 18
again more comparabpie than the District s. Lastiv. at the Schedule Mazimum.
for 1985-36 the Association's proposed acrease 1¢ more comparabie than
the Districis , while in 1986-87, the District’'s proposal 15 more 1n iine with
the comparables than the Association's.

In sum, alf of the foregoing indicates that neither party's salary proposal is
substantially more comparable than the other’s. In fact, if comparability
were the prime determinant of the outcome of the salarv dispute, 1n the
undersigned’s opinion the dispute wouid be very diificuit 10 decide. If
salary were the only issue in dispute, in view of the outcome of the furegoing
analysis, the undersigned probably would find the District's salary proposal
to be slightly more acceptable than the Association's since neither prooposal
is significantly more comparable than the other, and since the District's
proposal is more in line with other non teaching public and private sectoer
settlements and also, since 1t would provide the teachers with meaningtul
gains in real mcome 1n the context of current refevant miflationary data

However, sdiary is not the only 1ssue tn dispute. and in view of the nature of
the second disputed 1ss5ue, namely the assignment of a supervisory period in
lieu of a prep period, in the undersigned’s opinion both issues must be
analvzed together in order 1o achieve a relatively equitable resuit herein.

Un the assignment jssue the record mdicates that comparabuntv cleariv
supports the reasonadbjeness of the District's proposat ta that ondv one other
comparable disirict, Niagra. affords its teachers two prep periods. while the
rest of the District's comparables provide their teachers with onlv one prep
period The problem that the undersigned sees with the removal of the prep
period at this time is that the second prep period does constitute a
substantial and meaningful benefit which the teachers have achieved
through negotiations, and accordingly, its loss, though perhaps justifiable
based upon comparability, shouid entitle the teachers to a meaningful quid
pro quo, and based upon the District's final offer, no sucn quid pro quo has
been offered. In [act. the District's salary proposai, though perhaps justified
based upon the considerations discussed above, is substantially beiow the
comparable average in several critical areas, and under such circumstances,
it cannot be persuasively argued that a fair exchange has been offered for
the loss of the second prep period which the District proposes. If the District
were 10 prevail on this 1ssue, it seems to the undersigned that the District
should be offering at least an above average, but nonetheless comparable
salary proposal, and that ciearly is not the case herein.

Therefore, based upun ail of Lthe foregoing considerations, although
tndividually considered, the District's proposals on salary and assignments
appeadr to be meritorious, when they are considered together, the merit of
the District’s proposal falters, since its below average salary proposal doesn't
constitute a fair quid pro quo for the loss of the prep time benefit which 1t
proposes. Accordingly, since the Association’s saiarv proposal 1s not
significantly less comparable than the Disirict's--1n fact, in some regards f



4appears L be somewhat more comparable-- the undersigned deems it 10 be
the more reasonable of the two final offers at issue herein.

Accordingiv. Lthe undersigned hereby renders the {oiiowing.
ARBITRATION AWARD

The Assaciation’s final offer shall be incorporated 1nto the parties 1985-
1987 eoflective bargaining agreement

pated this 25 wdav of Novemoer. 1986 a1 Madison. Wisconsin.

Byron Yaffe
Arbitrator

it
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4 PZIDIX A April 21, 1986
Y ik B
RoCoive

FINAL OFFER OF THE PEMBINE EDUCATION ASSOCIATIONAPR 23 1986
for the
1985-87 COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENYVISCON“ EMPLOYMENT
RELATION S COMMISSION

All language shall remain the same as in the previous agreement,
except the stipulations of the parties and as follows:

Article XXXIT -~ Change dates in Paragraph #1 as follows:

1984 to 1985 and 1985 to 1987.

Appendix A - Wage Rate Schedule - See attached.

/o 2
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STEP STEP
86-87 85-86 B

13
12
11
10

g

13
12
11
10

g

[+)]

N W s n

A.

24241
25765
23471
24952
22701
24138
21931
23325
21161
22511
20391
21698
19621
20884
18850
20071
18080
19257
17310
18444
16540
17630
15770
16817
15000
16003

In order

B6
24737
26261
23366
25447
23196
24633
224258
23819
21655
23005
20884
22191
20114
21377
19343
20563
18573
19748
17802
18935
17032
18122
16261
17308
15491
16494

to qualify for interim step rate increases,

Blz
25232
26756
24461
25942
23690
25128
22920
24313
22149
23499
21378
22685
20607
21870
19836
210586
15065
20242
18294
19428
17523
18613
18752
177989
15982
16985

APPENDIX - A

WAGE RATE SCHEDULE

B18
25728
27252
24857
26437
24185
25622
23414
24808
22643
23993
21871
23178
21100
22364
20328
21548
18558
20734
18786
19918
18015
191056
17244
18290
16472
17475

B24
26223
27747
25452
26932
24680
26117
23908
25302
23137
24487
22365
23672
21593
22857
20822
22042
20050
21227
19278
20412
18507
18596
17735
18781
16963
17966

M
B30
26719
28402
25947
27579
25175
26756
24403
25934
23631
26111
22858
24288
22087
23465
21314
22642
20542
21819
19770
20997
18998
20174
18228
19351
17454
18528

M6
B36
27191
28874
26420
280562
256648
27228
24876
26407
24105
25585
23333
24762
22561
23940
21790
23117
21018
22295
202486
21472
18474
20650
18703
19828
17931
13005

M12
B42
27664
29347
26892
28525
26121
27703
25350
26881
24578
26058
23807
25236
23036
24414
22265
23592
21493
227170
20722
21848
19951
21126
19179
20304
18408
13482

M18
B4s8
28136
29818
27365
28997
26594
28176
25823
27354
25052
26532
24282
25711
23511
24889
22740
24087
21969
23246
21198
22424
20427
21603
19656
20781
18885
19859

M24
B54
28608
30291
27838
28470
27067
28649
26287
27828
25526
27006
24756
26185
23985
25364
23215
24543
22444
23721
21674
22900
20803
22079
20133
212568
19362
20436

a teacher

M30
B60
29081
30764
28311
29943
27540
29122
26770
28301
26000
27480
25230
26658
24460
25839
23630
25018
22920
24197
22150
23378
21380
22555
20608
21734
19839
20913

M386
BE6
29553
31308
28783
30487
28014
29685
27244
28873
26474
28062
25704
27250
24935
26438
24185
25626
23395
24814
22626
24002
21856
23190
21086
22378
20316
21587

must suc-
cessfully complete two (2) inservice days or their egquivalent during the
preceding school year.

2o
/a/z/ f 4



RECEIVED
FEB 27 1386

WISCONSIN EMPLOYMENT
RELATIONS COMMISSION

APP4.DIX B

FINAL OFFER
QF THE

SCHOOL DISTRICT OF BEECHER-DUNBAR-~PEMBINE

Pebruary 25, 1986

This offer of the School bistrict of Beecher~Dunbar-Pembine shall
include the previous aqreement with the Pembine Education Assocla-

tion, the tentative agreements between the parties and any attached

modifications.

This offer shall be effective as of the first dav of the fall term.
1985, and shall continue and remain in full force and effect as

binding on the parties until the first day of the fall term, 1987.

Stee

For the School@ct of Beecher-Dunbar-Pembine




BOP SCHOOL OISTRICT

RUM DATE: 02/21/84 SALARY SCHEDULE PAGE 1
SAL. SCH, #: 030 85-86 FINAL OFFER FORMAT: DOLLARS
SCHEDULE BASE SALARY: %14,800 PERCENT CHANGE: 0.0000%
REPORT BASE SALARY: $14,800 AMOUNT  CHANGE: 3 0
STEF B Bé B12 B18 B24 M-830 Mé-B34  M12-B42

1 14,300 15,305 15,810 14,315 14,820 17,325 17,330 18,335

48]

15,556 16,055 16,540 17,065 17,570 18,075 18,580 19,085
3 16,300 16,805 17,310 17,815 18,320 18,825 19,330 19,835
4 17,050 17,555 18,040 18,565 19,070 19,575 20,080 20,585
S 17,300 18,305 18,810 19,315 19,820 20,325 20,830 21,335
4 18,550 19,055 19,560 20,065 20,570 21,075 21,580 22,085
7 19,300 19,865 20,310 20,815 21,320 21,825 22,330 22,83S
8 20,050 20,555 21,060 21,565 22,070 22,575 23,080 23,585
9 20,800 21,305 21,810 22,315 22,820 23,325 23,830 24,335

19 21,550 22,055 22,560 23,065 23,570 24,075 24,580 25,085
1t 22,300 22,805 23,310 23,815 24,320 24,825 25,330 25,83%

12 23,050 23,555 24,060 - 24,545 25,070 25,575 26,080 24,585

$3 23,800 24,305 24,810 25,315 25,820 24,325 24,830 27,335




RUN DATE: 02/21/84

SAL. SCH. #:

BDP SCHOOL DISTRICT

SALARY SCHEDULE

032 B84-87 FINAL QFFER

SCHEDULE BASE SALARY: $13,%00
REPORT BASE SALARY: $13,7900

e

>

———

PAGE !

FORMAT: DOLLARS
PERCENT CHANGE: 0.0000x
AMOUNT  CHANGE: 3 0

STEP BS B12 B18 B24 M-830  Mé-B34 M12-B42
1 15,900 16,480 17,060 17,640 18,220 18,800 19,380 19,960
2 16,450 17,230 17,810 18,390 18,970 19,550 20,130 20,710
3 17,400 17,980 18,560 19,140 19,720 20,300 20,880 21,440
4 18,150 18,730 19,310 19,890 20,470 21,050 21,830 22,210
S 18,900 19,480 20,040 20,440 21,220 21,800 22,380 22,940
4 19,650 20,230 20,810 21,390 21,970 22,550 23,130 23,710
7 20,400 20,980 21,560 22,140 22,720 23,300 23,880 24,440
§ 21,150 21,730 22,3t¢ 22,890 23,470 24,050 24,430 25,210
9 21,900 22,480 23,060 23,640 24,220 24,800 25,380 25,940
10 22,650 23,230 23,810 24,390 24,970 25,550 26,130 26,710

11 23,400 23,980 24,540 25,140 25,720 26,300 26,880 27,440
12 24,150 24,730 25,310 25,890 26,470 27,050 27,430 28,210
13 24,900 25,480 24,080 24,440 27,220 27,800 28,380 23,940



RUN DATE: 02/21/84

SAal. SCH. #:

BOP SCHOQL OISTRICT

SALARY SCHEDULE

SCHEDULE BASE SALARY: 315,740
REPORT BASE SALARY: $15,%00

032 B84-87 FINAL OFFER

PAGE 2

FORMAT : DOLLARS
0.0000%

PERCENT CHANGE:
AMOUNT  CHANGE:

k)

0

STEP M18-B48 M24-B54 M30-Bs0 M34-Bés
1 20,540 21,120 21,700 22,280
2 21,290 21,870 22,450 23,030
3 22,040 22,620 23,200 23,780
4 22,790 23,370 23,950 24,530
S 23,540 24,120 24,700 25,280
é& 24,290 24,870 25,450 26,030
7 25,040 25,620 26,200 26,780
8 29,790 26,370 26,950 27,530
9 24,540 27,120 27,700 28,280

10 27,290 27,870 és,4so 29,030
11 28,040 28,620 29,200 29,780
12 28,790 29,370 29,950 30,530
13 29,540 30,120 30,700 31,280




T. JATIVE AGREEMENTS

Add "Business Club”™ to Appendix B. Differential will be the

"same as paid for the I.E. Club. Job description to be worked

ocut by the Administrator and Club Sponsor.

Increase all extracurricular rates by 6% each year (85-86
& 86-87)

Article XXV (A} Delete "game days”
Delete last sentence

Article XXVIII ({A) Change to read "Notices of teacher
vacancies will be posted on the faculty bulletin board
for two weeks. During the summer recess copies of notices
will be sent to all teachers.”
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