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for the Association.
Dennis W. Rader, Attorney at Law, for the Employer.

West De Pere School District, hereinafter referred to as the Employer,
filed a petition on May 5, 1986 with the Wisconsin Employment Relations
Commission, hereinafter referred to as the Commission, wherein it alleged that
an lmpasse existed between it and the West De Pere Education Association,
hereinafter referred to as the Association, in thelr collective bargaining. 1t
requested the Commission to initiate mediation/arbitration pursuant to Sec.
111.70(4)(cm)6 of the Municipal Employment Relations Act. A member of the
Commission staff conducted an investigation into the matter and submitted a
report.

The Association is a labor organization maintaining offices in Green Bay,
Wisconsin, and the Employer is a municipal employer maintaining its offices at
De Pere, Wisconsin. At all times material herein, the Association has been and
is the exclusive collective bargaining representative of certain employees of
the Employer in a collective bargaining unit consisting of all regular full-time
and part—time nonsupervisory certified professional teaching personnel. The
Employer and the Association have been parties to a collective bargaining
agreement covering the wages, hours and working conditions of employees in the
bargaining unit and that agreement expired on June 30, 1986. The parties
exchanged their initial proposals on matters to be Iincluded in the new collec-
tive bargaining agreement and they met on four occasions 1in efforts to reach an
accord. The Commission staff member conducted his investigation on May 20, 1986
and determined that the parties were deadlocked in their negotiatioms. On May
20, 1986 the parties submitted their final offers as well as a stipulation on
matters agreed upon. The iavestigation was closed and the Commission was
advised that the parties remained at impasse.

The Commission concluded that the parties have complied with the procedures
set forth in Sec. 111.70(4){(cm) of the Municipal Employment Relations Act and
that an impasse existed between them with respect to negotiations leading toward
a new collective bargalning agreement covering wages, hours and conditions of
employment affecting employees in the bargaining unit. The Commission ordered
that mediation/arbitration be initiated for the purpose of issuing a final and
binding award to resolve the impasse existing between the parties. Upon being
advised that the parties had selected Zel S. Rice II of Sparta, Wisconsin as the
Mediator/Arbitrator, the Commission issued an order on June 16, 1986 appointing
him as the Mediator/Arbitrator to mediate the issues in dispute and should such
endeavor not result in a resolution of the impasse to issue a final and binding
award to resolve the impasse by selecting elther the total final offer of the
Assoclation or the total final offer of the Employer.

The final offer of the Assoclation, attached hereto and marked Exhibit A,
proposes that the salary schedule be awmended to add an MA+36 lane with a
multiplying factor of 1.20 at each step. The base salary of the schedule would
be $17,100.00 and the longevity multiplier would be 1.25. The proposal provides
that teachers would be paid $11.25 per period or equivalent time in the event
they voluntered to serve as a substitute for an absent teacher and accepted an
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administrator's request to do so. Appendix B would be amended to provide a co-
curricular base salary of $1,200.00. The Employer's final offer, attached
hereto and marked Exhibit B, proposes that the base salary of the existing
salary schedule be increased to $16,660.00 and the co-curricular base salary be
increased to $1,160.00. The hourly rate for summer school, drivers education,
in house substitution and freshman orientation would be increased to $11.60 an
hour. The Association's proposal would result in a 9.06 percent increase in
salary cost for the Employer and the Employer's proposal would result in a 6.28
percent increase.

The parties met with the Mediator/Arbitrator on August 22, 1986 and an
attempt to mediate the dispute was made. Some movement was made by each of the
parties but after a few hours neither of them could modify their offer to the
degree necessary to reach agreement. Accordingly, the Arbitrator declared the
mediation phase of the proceeding at an end. The Arbitration phase commenced
and the parties were givenm an opportunity to present evidence.

The Association's salary proposal with a base of $17,100.00 would result in
a salary cost of $3,180,520.00. Co-curricular costs would be $78,084.00 and the
payments to unit leaders and department chalrmen would total $6,480.00 and
$3,687.00 respectively. The cost of in-house substitutes would be $2,652.00 and
the cost of personal days would be $4,029.00. The total salary cost resulting
from the Association's proposal would be $3,275,452.00. This compares with the
1985-86 salary cost of $3,013,111.00 and results in an increase of $262,341.00
or 8.71 percent. The Employer's 1986-87 health insurance cost would be
$186,921.00 and its dental insurance premium would total $50,412.00. The
Employer's contribution toward retirement would be $406,156.00 and its FICA cost
would be $234,195.00. The long term disability premium would be $31,837.00 for
a total fringe benefit cost of $909,522.00. The 1985~86 total fringe benefit
cost was $824,161.00. The 1986-87 increase is $85,361.00 or 10.36 percent. The
Association's proposal would have a total salary and fringe benefit cost of
$4,184,974.00. The 1985-86 total salary and fringe benefit cost was

$3,837,271.,00. The Assoclation's proposal would result in an increase in the
total salary and fringe benefit cost of $347,702.00 or 9.06 percent.

The Employer's proposal would result in a salary cost for the 1986-87
school year of $3,095,184.00. The 1985-86 salary cost was $2,925,419.00 and the
Employer's proposal represents an increase of $169,765.00 or 5.8 percent. The
Employer's proposal would result in co-curricular costs of $75,481.00. The cost
of payments to unit leaders and department chairmen would be $6,264.00 and
3,687.00 respectively. The cost of in house substitutes would be $2,366.00 and
personal days would cost the Employer $4,029.00. The total salary cost that
would result if the Employer's final offer was implemented would be
$3,187,011.00. The Employer's proposal would increase the salary cost by
$173,900.00 or 5.77 percent. The 1986-87 cost of health insurance and dental
insurance resulting from the Employer's final offer would be the same as the
cost of the Association's proposal. The Employer's proposal would result in
retirement costs for the 1986-87 school year of $395,189.00 and its FICA cost
would be $227,871.00. The longevity and long term disability costs of the
Employer under its offer would be $30,978.00. The total fringe benefit cost
resulting from the Employer's final offer would be $891,372.00. The 1985-86
agreement between the parties had a fringe benefit cost of $824,161.00. The
Employer's proposal would increase that cost by $67,211.00 for the 1986-87
school year or 8.16 percent. The Employer's total cost of salarlies and fringe
benefits would be $4,078,383.00. The increase in cost of galaries and fringe
benefits resulting from the Employer's 1986-87 proposal would be $241,112.00 or
6.28 percent.

The Employer is a member of the Bay Conference, hereinafter referred to as
Comparable Group A, consisting of Ashwaubenon, Clintonville, De Pere,
Howard-Suamico, Marinette, New London, Pulaski, Seymour, Shawano and West De
Pere. The fulltime equivalent faculty in Comparable Group A during the 1984~85
school year range from a low of 93 at Clintonville to a high of 162 at
Ashwaubenon. The Employer's fulltime equivalent faculty that year was 102. The
enrollments in Comparable Group A during the 1984-85 school year ranged from a
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low of 1,380 at Clintonville to a high of 2,962 at Ashwaubenon. The Employer's
enrollment that year was 1,641. The per pupil cost in Comparable Group A for
the 1983-84 school year ranged from a low of $2,633.00 at New London to a high
of $3,447.00 at De Pere. The Employer's cost per pupil that year was $2,688.00.
The state aid per pupil in Comparable Group A during the 1983-84 school year
ranged from a low of $969.00 at Shawano to a high of $1,654.00 at Marinette.

The Employer's state aid per pupil that year was $1,337.00. The equalized
valuation in Comparable Group A during the 1983-84 school year ranged from a low
of $105,981.00 at Howard-Suamico to a high of $183,830.00 at Shawano. The
Employer's equalized valuation that year was $142,748.00. The enrollments in
Comparable Group A ranged from a low of 1,476 at Clintonville to a high of 2,527
at Howard-Suamico. The Employer's enrollment that year was 1,715 students. The
levy rate in the 1983-84 school year in Comparable Group A ranged from the
Employer's low of 9.46 to a high of 13.44 at De Pere.

The Association relies on another comparable group consisting of the school
districts of Ashwaubenon, Marinette, New London, West De Pere and De Pere,
hereinafter referred to as Comparable Group B. The dollar increase in
Comparable Group B at the BA minlmum salary for the 1985-86 school year compared
to the 1981-82 school year ranged from a low of $3,030.00 for the Employer and
De Pere to a high of $%4,445.00 at Ashwaubenon. The average increase in
Comparable Group B was $3,530.00. The dollar increase at the BA maximum ia that
same period ranged from a low of $4,704.00 at De Pere to a high of $5,577.00 at
Marinette and the average was $5,046.00. The Employer's increase in that period
was $4,728.00. The dollar increase at the MA minimum between the 1981-82 school
year and the 1985-86 school year for Comparable Group B ranged from the
Employer's low of $3,573.00 to the high at Ashwaubenon of $4,902.00 and the
average was $4,011.00. The dollar increase at the MA maximum in Comparable
Group B for that perlod ranged from the Employer's low of $5,766.00 to a high of
$6,912.00 at Ashwaubenon and the average was $6,251.00. The dollar increase at
the schedule maximum in Comparable Group B between the 1981-82 school year and
the 1985~86 school year ranged from a low of $6,915.00 at Marinette to the
Employer's high of $8,100.00 and the average was $7,383.00. The dollar increase
at the BA 7 step ia Comparable Group B for that period ranged from the
Employer's low of $3,846.00 to a high of $5,093.00 at Ashwaubenon and the
average was $4,300.00. The dollar increase at the MA 10 step in Comparable
Group B for that period ranged from the Employer's low of $5,194.00 to a high of
$7,062.00 at Ashwaubenon and the average was $5,710.00.

The historical ranking In Comparable Group A of the Employer's BA minimum
salary was second in the 1981-82 school year and it has ranked third each year
since then inecluding the 1985-86 school year. The historical ranking in
Comparable Group A of the Employer's BA maximum has been first every year since
the 1981-82 school year. Its MA minlmum salary was third in the 1981-82 school
year, second in the 1982-83 school year, third in the 1983-84 school year and
has ranked fourth since then. The Employer's MA maximum salary has ranked
second in Comparable Group A for every year since the 1981-82 school year up to
and including the 1985-86 school year. The Employer's schedule maximum ranked
fifth in Comparable Group A in the 1981-82 school year. It improved to third in
the 1982-83 school year, declined to fourth in the 1983-84 school year and has
ranked third for the two years since then. The Employer's BA 7th step ranking
in Comparable Group A was third lan the 1981-82 school year and ranked fourth for
the next three years. In the 1985-86 school year it regained its rank of third
in Comparable Group A. The Employer's MA 10th step salary has ranked second in
Comparable Group A for each year since the 1981-82 gchool year.

There are only three settlements in Comparable Group A for the 1985-86
school year. The high is at Marinette where there was an agreement that pro-
vided an average increase of $2,045.00 for each returning teacher. Howard-
Suamico reached agreement on a $1,552.00 average Iincrease per teacher. New
London reached agreement on a $1,442.00 average increase in salary per teacher
plus full retirement, the WEAC Trust Insurances and 55 year early retirement
after ten years. The Northeastern Wisconsin Technical Institute professional
staff reached a 1986~87 agreement that provided an average increase of $2,054.00
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per teacher. That agreement was reached in April of 1985. On a statewide
basis, 71 districts have reached agreement on a 1986-87 settlement and dollar
increases at the benchmarks range from $1,150.00 at the BA minimum to $2,129.00
at the schedule maximum. The average dellar increase per returning teacher is
$2,198.00. The Howard-Suamico salary cost increased 6.037 percent for the
1986~87 school year and the average increase per teacher was §1,551.00. The
average salary was $27,228.00 and the cost of the total package increased 6.426
percent.

The Employer has given its administrative staff increases for the 1986-87
school year ranging from a low of $1,885.00 to a high of $2,610.00. The percen-
tage increases for the administrative staff ranged from a low of 4.%4 percent to
a high of 5.38 percent. The average salary increase was $2,244.00 or 5.2 per-
cent. The health insurance and dental insurance premiums of the Employer
increased from $225,490.00 in the 1985-86 school year to $245,653.00 in the
1986-87 school year. That was an fincrease of $20,163.00 or 8.94 percent. Five
percent of the family health insurance premium is paid by the employee.

During the period from the 1976-77 school year to the 1985-86 school year,
the Consumer Price Index increased from 175.3 to 324.3. During that same
period, the Employer's BA minimum salary increased from $9,950.00 to $16,055.00.
Its BA maximum salary increased from $15,476.00 to $25,043.00. The Employer's
MA minimum salary increased from $10,945.00 to $17,901.00. The Employer's MA
maximum salary increased from $18,109.00 to $29,538.00 and the schedule maximunm
salary increased from $18,548.00 to $32,044.00. During the period from the
1976-77 school year to the 1985-86 school year, the Employer's BA minimum salary
lost $1,191.00 to inflation. TIts BA maximum salary lost $1,782.00 to inflation
and the MA minimum salary lost $1,070.00. The MA maximum salary lost 5$1,8530.00
to Inflation and the schedule maximum salary gafined $295.00.

The Green Bay School District 1985-86 BA minimum salary was $17,050.00.
Its BA maximum was $27,280.00 and its MA minimum was $18,414.00. The Green Bay
School District's MA maximum was $30,690.00 in the 1985-86 school year and the
schedule maximum was $32,225.00. The BA 7th step was $23,018.00 and the MA 10th
step was $28,644.00. Green Bay's career BA salary totaled $624,033.00 and its
career MA salary totaled $675,012.00. During the period from the 1978-79 school
year to the 1985-86 school year the July Consumer Price Index Increased from
196.7 to 319.1. The total of the percentage increases was 50.60 percent. A
teacher at the BA beginning step in the 1978-79 school year received a salary of
$10,625.00. By the 1985-86 school year, that teacher would have progressed to
the BA step 7 level of the salary schedule and would have received increases
totaling 72.45 percent and the salary would be $21,157.00. A teacher in the BA
+12 lane with five years of experience was receiving $13,515.00 during the
1978-79 school year. By the 1985-86 school year, that teacher would have
received increases totaling 70.51 percent and the salary would be $26,439.00. A
teacher at step 8 of the BA 430 lane was receiving $15,993.00 in the 1978-79
school year. By the 1985-86 school year, that teacher had recelved salary
increases totaling 62.43 percent and his salary was $29,032.00. A teacher at
the beginning step of the MA lane received $11,688.00 in the 1978-79 school
year. By the 1985-86 school year, that teacher had received increases totaling
77.91 percent and his salary would be $24,449.00. A teacher at the sixth step
of the MA +12 lane received $5153,687.00 in the 1978-79 school year and by the
1985-86 school year he had received increases totaling 69.67 percent. His
salary in the 198586 school year was $30,445,00.

During the period from January of 1985 to July of 1986, the Urban Wage
Earners and Clerical Workers Consumer Price Index increased from 312.6 to 322.9.
That was an increase of almost 3.3 percent for the nineteen month period.

During that same time period, the rate of the annual increase declined from 3.3
perceat to 1.2 perceant. The All Urban Consumer Price Index increased from 316.1
to 328.0 in that same nineteen month period and that was slightly more than 3.7
percent. During that same period, the rate of the annual increase declined from
3.6 percent to l.6 percent.



During the 1985-86 school year, the number of full-time equivalent teachers
in Comparable Group A ranged from a low of 92.35 at Clintonville to a high of
164.34 at Ashwaubenon and the Employer had 101.8 fulltime equivalent teachers.
The 1985-86 enrollments in Comparable Group A ranged from a low of 1,453 at
Clintonville to a high of 3,004 at Ashwaubenon and the Employer's enrollment was
1,669. The 1985-86 state ald per pupll in Comparable Group A ranged from a low
of $943.48 at Shawano to a high of $1,695.86 at Howard-Suamico. The Employer's
state ald per pupil in the 1985-86 school year was $1,184.22., The equalized
value per pupil in Comparable Group A during the 1985-86 school year ranged from
a low of $109,370.00 at Marinette to a high of $186,270.00 at Shawano. The
Employer's equalized value per pupil was $159,573.00. New London, Pulasgki,
Howard-Suamico and Seymour are the only school districts in Comparable Group A
that have reached agreement on 1986-87 salaries. The BA minimums at New London
and Pulaskl are $16,950.00 and $16,900.00 respectively. Seymour's agreement
provides a salary of $16,850.00 for the BA minimum and Howard-Suamico will pay
$16,686.00. The Employer proposes for 1986-87 a BA minimum of 516,660.00 and
the Association proposes $17,100.00. The BA maximum for 1986-87 for those four
schools that have reached agreement or tentative agreement range from a low of
$25,563.00 at Pulaski to a high of $26,442.00 at Marinette. The Employer propo-
ses a BA maximum for 1986-87 of $25,986.00 and Association proposes $26,673.00.
The MA minimums among those four schools for 1986—87 range from a low of
$17,988.00 at Howard-Suamico to a high of $19,023.00 at Marinette. The Employer
proposes to pay an MA minimum of $18,576.00 and the Assoclation proposes
$19,067.00. The 1986-87 MA maximum among the four schools in Comparable Group A
that have reached agreement range from a low of $29,488.00 at Seymour to a high
of $30,385.00 at New London. The Employer proposes an MA maximum of $30,651.00
and the Assoclation proposes $31,461.00. The schedule maximum for those schools
ranges from a low of $30,162.00 at Seymour to a high of $32,864.00 at New
London. The Employer proposes a schedule maximum of $33,667.00 and the
Assoclation proposes $36,402.00.

The longevity plans among the four schools are quite differeat. Seymour
pays $125.00 for each year of service above the schedule to a maximum of
$1,000.00. New London pays 1 percent at the top of the MA lanes only.

Marinette pays employees at the top of the schedule 5 percent of the top step in
the BA column. HowardSuamico pays 1 percent of the BA base for each year of
service above the schedule to those employees who have BA's. Emplovees who have
MA's receive 2 percent of the BA base for each year above the schedule. The
Employer pays longevity of 1.25 perceant of the BA base for the BA and BA +12
lanes after 14 years. Employees in the BA +24 and the BA +30 columns receive
1.25 percent of the BA base after seventeen years. Employees in the BA +45 ro
the MA +30 columns receive 1.25 percent of the BA base after twenty years. 1In
the 1985-86 school year, Ashwaubenon paid 1 percent of the base for each year of
service beyond the salary schedule. Clintonville paid $350.00 for all teachers
above the last step on the salary schedule. De Pere paid 1.25 percent of the BA
base after fourteen years to employees at the BA and BA +8 column. Those
employees in the BA +15 and the BA +24 columns received 1.25 percent after
seventeen years and employees at the BA +30 and MA lanes received 1.25 percent
of the BA base after twenty-two years. Pulaskl pays $100.00 per year for each
year of service above the schedule maximum to a maximum of $400.00 for the BA
lanes and for the MA lanes the payments are the same to a waximum of $700.00.
Shawano was the only school in Comparable Group A that did not have a longevity
payment in the 1985-86 school year.

The average Increase per teacher among the four school districts in
Comparable Group A that have reached agreement for the 1986-87 school year were
$1,551.00 at Howard-Suamico, $2,063.00 at Marinette, $1,422.00 at New London and
$1,591.00 at Seymour. The percentage increases in wages were 6.04 percent at
HowardSuamico, 7.76 percent at Marinette, 5.67 percent at New London and 6.70
percent at Seymour. The percentage ilncreases In total compensation were 6.43
percent at HowardSuvamico, 7.66 percent at Marinette, 6.80 percent at New London
and 7.50 percent at Seymour. The Employer proposes a 1986-87 average increase
per teacher of $1,546.00 and that 1s an increase of 5.80 percent and increases
the Employer's total compensation costs by 6.28 percent. The Association propo-
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ses an average increase per teacher of $2,323.00 and that is an B.72 percent
increase and results 1n an Increase in total compensation of 9.06 percent. In
the 1985-86 school year, the average increases per teacher 1n Comparable Group A
ranged from a low of 5$1,835.00 at Seymour to a high of $2,172.00 at Ashwaubenon.
The Employer's 1985-86 average increase per teacher was $2,046.00. The percen—
tage increases that year ranged from a low of 7.63 percent at Ashwaubenon to a
high of 9.4 percent at Pulaski and the Employer gave an 8.37 percent increase.
The increase in total compensation in the Comparable Group that year ranged from
a low of 7.70 percent at Marinmette to a high of 9.92 percent at Pulaski and the
Employer's total compensation increased to 8.39 percent. The police and fire
employees of the City of De Pere reached agreement on 5 percent increases in
both 1986 and 1987. Brown County gave 1its employees a 4 percent increase in
1986 and agreement has not been reached for 1987. Outagamie County gave all of
its emplovees a 3 percent increase In 1986 except its law enforcement employees
and it has not reached agreement with them. Outagamie County gave its
courthouse employees a 2.6 percent Increase for 1987. Its soclal service pro-
fessionals received an 1ncrease of 2.8 percent and its nonprofessionals received
a 3 percent increase. Highway employees received a 3 percent increase and the
law enforcement employees have not reached agreement on wages for 1987.

The number of salary schedule lanes in Comparable Group A range from three
BA lanes aund two MA lanes at Shawano to five BA lanes and five MA lanes at De
Pere. Both the Employer and the Assoclation propose six BA lanes for the
1986-87 school year. The Employer proposes a continuation of the four MA lanes
for 1986-87 and the Union would increase the number of MA lanes to five by
adding a new MA +36 lane. Six teachers would be eligible for the 1986-87 school
year. The additional cost of the MA +36 lane would be $14,005.00 plus 20 per-
cent for Social Security and retirement. The Employer's 1985-86 lane changes
costs total $27,305.00 in salary alone.

In the 1985-86 school year, the Employer's co—curricular base was $1,125.00
and the hourly rate was $11.25. The Employer proposes a co—curricular base of
$1,160.00 and an hourly rate of 511.60 for 1986-87 while the Association propo-
ses a $1,200.00 co-curricular base and a $13.00 hourly rate. The 1985-86 dri-
vers education rate in Comparable Group A ranged from a low of $10.00 an hour at
Clintonville to a high of $12.75 at Ashwaubenon. The in house substitute pay
ranged from a low of $9.50 an hour at Shawano to a high of $12.75 per hour at
Ashwaubenon. The summer employment hourly rate at Ashwaubenon in the 1985-86
school year was $12.75 per hour. Clintonville prorated the daily salary and De
Pere paid an hourly rate ranging from $11.36 per hour to $15.50 per hour
depending upon experience. HowardSuamico and Marinette pald a percentage of the
pro rata daily rate and New London paid 1/187th of the annual base salary.
Shawano paid 70 percent of an individual's rate of pay on the regular salary
schedule.

Proctor & Gamble Paper Products in Green Bay reached agreement with its
employees giving them a $500.00 signing bonus and increases of 3.5 percent in
both 1987 and 1988. Sixty percent of a quarter million workers covered by labor
contracts signed in the first three months of 1986 accepted freezes or cuts in
wages.

ASSOCIATION'S POSITION

The Assocliation asserts that neither inability to pay nor comparatively
lesser ability to pay was argued by the Employer. It points out that the
1983-84 levy rate data shows the Employer to have the lowest levy rate in the
Comparable Group. The Assoclation notes that the Employer's proposal of a 3.77
percent increase per cell was lower than the 4 percent increase given Brown
County employees in 1986 and less than the 5 percent increases given the City of
De Pere police and fire units in 1986 and 1987. It points out that the Employer
granted its administrators increases ranging from 4.94 percent to 5.38 percent
and takes the position that teachers should receive similar increases. The
Associatlon points out that the Employer's salaries have eroded significantly at
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all but one of the benchmarks since the 1978-79 school year. Tt asserts that
the historical erosion in the Employer's salaries as compared to the Consumer
Price Index more than offsets the fact that the Employer's proposal is higher
than the current increase in the cost of living. The Assoclation takes the
position that the cost of living factor standing by itself does not justify the
gelection of the Employer's final offer in this dispute. It contends that the
methodology used in designating the value of private sector settlements differs
so dramatically from that used in teacher bargaining that a comparison of pri-
vate sector increases is meaningless. The Assoclation contends that the Brown
County increases are not applicable because they are for the calendar year 1986
and none of the bargaining units have settled for 1987. It contends that the
Employer did not provide all the Brown County settlements for 1986. The
Association argues that the Brown County settlements are benchmark increases and
exceed the Employer's offer of a 3.77 rate adjustment. It contends that the
City of De Pere police and fire settlement of 5 percent for 1986 and 5 percent
for 1987 fall halfway between its final offer of 6.5 percent per cell and the
Employer's final offer of 3.77 percent per cell.

The Assoclation argues that no clear cut pattern exists in the Comparable
Group. It contends that the Marinette settlement of 6.1 percent per cell sup-
ports its offer and the Howard-Suamico agreement supports the Employer's propo-
sal. The Associlation argues that the Seymour settlement of 4.9 percent falls
midway between the two offers. The Association concedes that the 4.4 percent
settlement at New London more nearly approaches the Employer's final offer, but
argues that settlement obtained full retirement language and early retirement
commencing at 55 plus a change in the insurance carrier. Tt argues that it is
misleading to focus solely on the 4.4 percent salary increase obtalned by the
teachers and ignore the other components of the settlement.

The Association asserts that 71 teacher units in the state have settled on
wages for the 1986-87 school year and the Employer's proposal results in salary
levels well below the statewide average at every benchmark and the Association's
of fer results in salary levels closer to the average at all benchmarks.

The Association argues that the addition of an MA +36 lane is justified
when the structure of the Employer's schedule is compared with that of the De
Pere District. It points out that the 1985-86 salary levels and longevity pro-
visions are almost identical except that at the schedule maximum De Pere
teachers receive $822.00 per year more than the Employer's teachers at the sche-
dule maximum. The Assoclation polats out that its proposal would require a
teacher to obtain 36 credits to reach the schedule maxiwum and De Pere only
requires 30 credits and the ratfo of the top range base and the BA base 1s 1.2
while De Pere has a 1.22 ratio.

The Association polnts out that the Green Bay School District and the
Employer share the same market for labor, goods and services but the Employer's

teachers are not keeping pace with teachers in Green Bay and a catch-up 1is
needed.

The Assoclation conceded that the salary dispute is the primary 1ssue and

polnts out that irs proposal on co-curricular, unit leader and substitute pay
have a cost of only $3,105.00 more than the Employer's proposal.

EMPLOYER'S POSITION

The Employer argues that the Green Bay School District is not comparable to
the Employer and should not be conslidered. It points out that Green Bay has
nine times the number of teacher and slmost nine and one-~half times the number
of students. The Employer asserts that districts in Comparable Group A are com-
parable to the Employer and there is no evidence to establish the comparability
of the Green Bay School District. It takes the position that the Green Bay
District should not be considered when making comparisons of salary schedules.
The Employer contends that its final offer generates wages only and total
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package increases that are closer to the average 1ncreases of those school
districts in Comparable Group A that have reached agreement than the
Association's final offer. Tt points out that its salary offer is only $110.00
less than the average salary increase of those school districts 1n Comparable
Group A that have reached agreement for 1986-87 and the Association is $666.00
more. The average percentage Increase in wage costs in Comparable Group A was
6.5 percent and this should be compared to the Employer's proposal of a 5.8 per-—
cent increase in wage costs and the Association's 8.7 percent proposal.

The Employer argues that the Marinette settlement occurred in May of 1985
and was the second year of a two year agreement and should be given less welight
as a comparable. It poluts out that the elimination of the Marinette settlement
makes the 1986-87 average increase for teachers among the three districts that
have settled this year $1,521.00 or 6.14 percent. The Employer argues that the
HowardSuamico, New London and Seymour settlements represent an emerging settle-
ment pattern for the 1986-87 school year and the Employer's proposal is close to
it. The Employer takes the position that there is no support among the com~
parable groups for the inclusion of an MA +36 lane in the Employer's salary
schedule and the status quo should be maintained. It contends that the dollar
increases for various benchmarks provided by its proposal are very close to the
average of the settled comparables and the Association's offer 1s well above 1t
at all five benchmarks. The Employer polnts out that the Assoclation's proposal
would result in an lncrease af the schedule maximum almost three time the
average increase received by the comparables at that benchmark. It takes the
position that the Employer's teachers were receiving hourly rates 1n the 1985-86
school year in excess of the majority of the comparable districts and there is
no justification for a 15.5 percent increage in the hourly rates for extra
duties.

The Employer contends that 1ts teacher salaries have significantly exceeded
the rates of inflation when the step increments are taken into consideration.
It asserts that 1ts proposal is well above the increases given to one of the
large private employers in the Green Bay area and exceeds the average wages only
increases received by public employees ia the area.

DISCUSSION

Both the Employer and the Union consider Comparable Group A to be the
proper comparable group. The Assoclation relies on Comparable Group B as
another comparable group that should be considered. Tt does have validity
because it consists of the five largest school districts in Comparable Group A
and three of them, including the Employer, are part of the Green Bay market.
Arbitrators have generally tended to utilize an entire conference as a con-
parable group. By picking and choosing a few of the school districts in any
comparable group a party can find support for its position that the entire com~
parable group would not provide. Accordingly, the Arbitrator gives more credi-
bility to comparabilities produced by an entire comparable group. Unfortunately
only four of the other nine school districts in Comparable Group A have reached
agreement on salaries for the 1986-87 school year. Three of those schools are
among the smaller schools in Comparable Group A and Marinette bargalned its
1986-87 wages last year as part of a two year agreement. The Arbitrator has
reviewed the salaries in the nearby community of Green Bay as well as the state
wide settlements that have been reached for the 1986—-87 school year because of
the small number of school districts in Comparable Group A that have reached
agreement for the 1986-87 school year.

The average increase per teacher among those school districts in Comparable
Group A that have reached agreement for the 1986-87 school year is $1,657.00 and
the average percentage increase is 6.5%. The Employer's proposal would provide
an average Iincrease of $1,546.00 and that is $111,00 or .7% less than the com-
parable group average. The Assoclation's proposal would provide an average
increase per teacher of $2,323.00 and that is $666.00 more than the average of
the comparable group and the percentage increase 1s 2.2% above the average. The
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average increase in total compensation in Comparable Group A for the 1986-87
school year among the four school districts that have reached agreement is
$2,378.00 and that is an increase of 7.1%. The Employer proposes a total com-
pensation increase that 1s $182.00 or .8% below the average increase. The
Association's proposal is $789.00 above the average and the percentage increase
is 2% higher. The Employer's final offer provides a total compensation increase
that is much closer to the average increase agreed to for the 1986-87 school
year in Comparable Group A than the Association's offer. The Assoclation's
deviation from the comparable group average Is six times greater than the
Employer's deviation.

The Employer's proposal maintains the current salary structure and index.
The Assoclation would modify the current structure by adding an additional lane
to the current salary schedule by the inclusion of an MA +36 lane. None of the
schools in Comparable Group A grant teachers a lane movement upon earning 36
credits beyond thelr masters degree. Eight of the nine school districts in the
comparable group grant a final lane movement upon completion of the number of
credits equal to or less than the number currently in effect at the Employer's
school. Lane movements are generally considered desirable because they result
in additional training for the teachers. However they do have a cost. The
Employer's total cost for lane movements during the 1985-86 school year was
$27,305,00. 5ix teachers have taken the credits that would qualify them to be
placed in an MA 436 lane within the next year. The additional cost would be
$14,005.00 plus another 20% for fringe benefits such as social security and
retirement. Obviously, the additional lane movement has a substantial cost to
the Employer and it should play a role in the determination of the need to add
such a lane to its salary schedule. The primary purpose in adding such a lane
would be to encourage teachers to obtain the additional credits and training
that would qualify them for it. The Arbitrator is reluctant to impose the addi-
tional lane when the Employer does not think it needs to have teachers with the
additional training. That kind of subject is best worked out in bargaining bet-~
ween the Employer and the Assoclation. The mere fact that some teachers have
voluntarily chosen to obtain the additional credits does not mean that the
Employer finds it necessary and is willing to pay for it. The additional lanes
and the attendant expense should not be forced upon the Employer in the absence
of any desire by it to encourage teachers to obtain the additional training.
Major adjustments 1n the salary schedule of the type sought by the Association
should be achieved at the bargaining tahle by agreement. The give and take of
collective bargaining gives both parties an opportunity to consider their own
needs and to welgh the cost of any change against the desirabllity. The
Arbitrator is of the opinion that additional trailning is desirable and results
in a better educational program but that is his own philosphy and does not con-
sider the needs and desires of the Employer nor does it weilgh the additional
cost resulting from the change in the salary schedule against its lmpact on
other agpects of the educational program.

The average percentage increase for the 1986-87 school year of the four
school districts in Comparable Group A was 4.7%. The average increase was
$763.00 at the BA base and $1,214.00 at the BA maximum and $838.00 at the MA
base and $1,414.00 at the MA maximum and $1,508.00 at the schedule maximum. The
Employer's proposal would provide a 3.8% increase at each of the bench marks.
The dollar increases would be $605.00 for the BA base and $1,034.00 at the BA
maximum and $635.00 at the MA base and $1,204.00 at the MA maximum and $1,314.00
at the schedule maximum. The Association's proposal would provide a 6.5%
increase at each of the bench marks except the schedule maximum and the increase
would be 11.8% at that step. The dollar increases would be $1,045.00 at the BA
base and $1,787.00 at the BA maximum and $1,166.00 at the MA base and $2,080.00
at the MA maximum and $4,115.00 at the schedule maximum. The percentage
lncrease and the dollar increases at the various bench marks offered by the
Employer are lower than the average of those school districts that have reached
agreement in the comparable group. The Assoclation's proposal would result in a
percentage increase and a dollar increase at those same bench marks that is much
higher than the average. The Employer's proposal is obviously much closer to
the salary schedule increases received at the various bench marks by the
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teachers in the school districts in the comparable group that have reached
agreement for the 1986-87 school year.

In the 1985-86 school year the average salaries at the bench marks for
Marinette, Howard-Suamico, New London and Seymour were $16,083.00 at the BA
minimum, $25,830.00 at the BA maximum, $17,601.00 and the MA minimum, $30,199.00
at the MA maximum and $32,194.00 at the schedule maximum. During the 1985-86
school year the Employer was $28.00 below the average at the BA minimum,
$1,621.00 above the average at the BA maximum, $300.00 above the average at the
MA minimum, $1,747.00 above the average at the MA maximum and $2,658.00 above
the average at the schedule maximum. The 1986-87 average salaries at the bench
marks for those four schools was $16,847.00 at the BA minimum, $27,044.00 at the
BA maximum, $1,839.00 at the MA minimum, $31,612.00 at the MA maximum and
$33,702.00 at the schedule maximum. The Employer's 1986-B7 offer is 3$187.00
below the average at the BA minimum, $1,441.00 above the average at the BA maxi-
mum, $137.00 above the average at the MA minimum, $1,538.00 above the average at
the MA maximum and $2,464.00 above the average at the schedule maximum. The
Association's proposal would be $440.00 above the average at the BA minimum,
$3,228.00 above the average at the BA maximum, $628.00 above the average at the
MA minimum, $2,414.00 above the average at the MA maximum and $5,265.00 above
the average at the schedule maximum. The Employer's offer provides a salary for
the 1986-87 school year at each of the bench marks that is above the average
except for the BA minimum. That 1s $187.00 below the average. 1t narrows the
differential between the average salaries and the Employer's salaries at each of
the bench marks that existed during the 1985-86 school year but the differential
is almost the same. The Assoclation's offer increases the differential between
the average of the comparable group and the Employer at each of the bench marks
and more than doubles it at the schedule maximum. The Employer's final offer
would narrow the differential between itg salary at each of the bench marks and
the average at those same bench marks for the comparable group. It appears to
be somewhat low. However the Association's final offer increases the differen-
tial at each of the bench marks by a substantial amount and compares unfavorably
with the Employer's proposal. The Employer's offer will give its teachers
salaries that are above the average salaries agreed upon by other school
districts in the comparable group at all but one of the bench marks and closer
to the average of the comparable group than the Association's proposal.

The Employer's offer maintains the current divect relationship between the
co-curricular base and the hourly rate that has existed In the past. The final
offer of the Association disturbs that direct relationship. 1t calls for a 3.5%
increase in the co-curricular salaries and that does not seem untreasonable. It
would provide a 15.5% increase in the hourly rate pald for drivers education and
other duties. There has been a direct relationship between the co-curricular
rate and the hourly rate for four years and the Association provides no
rationale for disturbing it. The 15.5% increase i{n the hourly rate paid for
drivers education and other duties appears to be unreasonable in the absence of
any facts that would justify it. The Employer pald its teachers hourly rates
during the 1985-86 school year that were in excess of those paid by most of the
school districts in Comparable Group A. Under the circumstances, there is no
justification for an increase of 15.5% in the hourly rate.

The Employer's salaries have significantly exceeded the increase in the
rate of inflation in the periods of the 1978-79 school year to the 1985-86
school year 1f the step lmplements are taken into consideration. The rate of
inflation has been declining since March of 1986 and the Urban Wage Earners and
Clerical Workers Consumer Price Index now reflects the increase on an annual
basis of 1.2%. The Employer's total package Iincrease of 6.28% for the 1986-87
school year is well above the increase in the Consumer Price Index. None of the
economic indicators support the Association's proposed wage cost increase of
8.72% or the total package increase of 9.06%.

The Employer submitted evidence with regard to the 1986 settlement of one

Employer in the area. It reached a three year agreement with the Union repre-
sented its employees that called for a 4% increase in 1986 and 3.5% increases in
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1987 and 1988. That evidence just represents the increases given by one
Employer but is close to the pattern of increases in the private sector. That
pattern is below the percentage increase offered by the Employer. The
Association's 1986-87 proposal is well above both the public sector and private
sector patterns. The municipal settlements in the area averaged 4% and that is
well below the Employer's proposal of a 5.8% increase in its wage costs. The
Association's proposal results in a 8.7% increase in the Employer's wage costs
and that is more than double the average increase in wage costs for municipal
employees in the area. -

The Assoclation argues that the Employer's proposal of 3.77%Z increase per
cell is lower than the 4% increase given Brown County employees in 1986 and less
than the 5% increase given the City of De Pere police and fire units in 1986 and
in 1987. That is certainly true, but the effect of the Employer's 3.77%
increase per cell is an increase in salary costs of 5.8%Z and its salary and
fringe costs increase by 6.287. The 4% increase given by Brown County and the
5% increase given by De Pere increased their cost by that same amount.

The structure of the teachers salary schedule is such that a 3.77%2 increase
per cell increases its wage cost by 5.8% and its total cost by 6.28%. Those
increases are somewhat below the average for the settlements reached in the com-
parable group for the 1986-87 school year but they are much closer te the
average than the Association’'s offer. It is not realistic to expect an
Arbitrator to approve a proposal that provides an average Increase per teacher
that 1s $666.00 or 2.2% higher than the average increase in the comparable
group. When one considers that the total compensation costs of the
Association's proposal 1is $789.00 per teacher or 2.2% higher than the average
total compensation per teacher for the comparable group the Association's final
offer is even less acceptable. The Association points out that the Employer's
salaries have eroded significantly at all but one of the bench marks since the
1978-79 school year but it ignores the fact that the Employer has kept pace with
the comparable group and the State of Wisconsin during that same period. The
Employer counters with the fact that the increase 1n the teachers salaries
during the period from 1978-79 school year to the 1985-86 school year has
resulted in an increase in any particular teachers salary that is well above the
rate of inflation when the experience increments are considered. A valid argu-
ment can be made that an experience increment 1s not related to cost of living.
However thogse experience increments have resulted in an increase 1in the
FEuwployer's cost that it cannot ignore.

The Assoclation argues that no clear cut pattern exists in the comparable
group. It points out that the Marinette settlement of 6.1% per cell supports
its offer and the Howard-Suamico agreement supports the Employer's proposal. It
contends that the Seymour settlement of 4.9% falls midway between the two offers
and the New London settlement of 4.47% is closer to the settlement of the
Employer. Perhaps a settlement of four schools out of nine in the comparable
group 1s not overwhelming evidence of a pattern. However the Marinette settle-
ment of 6.1% per cell is the only settlement that even comes close to the
Association's proposal and that was part of a two year agreement that was nego-—
tiated under circumstances that differ substantially from those that exist
today. The settlements of Howard-Suwamico, Seymour and New London were nego-
tiated recently and they indicate a pattern much different from the ome at
Marinette. The Assoclation's argument that no clear cut pattern exists in
Comparable Group A may have some truth to it, but the evidence indicates that
there is a pattern developing that is closer to the final offer of the Employer
than it is to the final offer of the Association.

Even though the Arbiltrator is inclined to believe that the Employer's pro-
posal 1s on the low side and probably should be higher, it is much closer to
reality than the Associlation's proposal. It is absolutely unrealistic for the
Agsociation to expect an Arbitrator to approve a proposal that increases the
Employer's wage cost by 8.7% when the average increase in wage cost for school
districts in the comparable group that have reached agreement is 6.5%. The
Employer's proposal of a 5.8% increase 1n wage costs is much closer to the com-
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parable group average of 6.5% than the Association’s proposal of an 8.7%
increase.

The argument of the Association that the addition of an MA +36 lane is
justified because De Pere has an MA +32 lane has little merit. The 1986
schedule maximum of the Employer was less than the schedule maximum at De Pere
but that difference was based on the agreement to have an MA +32 lane in the
salary schedule. Undoubtedly it agreed on an MA +32 lane because it wanted to
encourage teachers to achieve that level of training. The Employer has indi-
cated no desire to encourage teachers to have training at the level of MA +36
credits and the Arbitrator sees no justification for imposing such a change in
the salary schedule on it.

The Assoclation points out that the Green Bay school district and the
Employer share the same market for labor, goods and services; but the Employer's
teachers are not keeping pace with teachers in Green Bay. That argument cer-
tainly has validity. The Employer's teachers and the Greea Bay school district
teachers all live in the same area and shop at the same stores and are generally
impacted to the same degree by the pame economic factors. However, there has
traditionally been a substantial difference between the wage levels paid by the
Employer and the wage levels paid by the Green Bay school district. Those dif-
ferentials have been worked out as a result of collective bargaining between the
Employer and the Association and between the Green Bay school district and the
labor organization representing its teachers. The Arbitrator is impressed by
the fact that collective bargaining has developed a salary schedule in Green Bay
that has been substantially higher than the salary schedule of the Employer. He
is equally impressed by the fact that collective bargaining has brought about a
salary schedule for the Employer that fits into the pattern of the salary sche-
dules in Comparable Group A. The Assoclation has not produced any evidence that
would justify disruption of the relatlonships that have been developed by
collective bargaining.

Either proposal of the Employer or of the Association falls within the
lawful authority of the municipal Employer. The stipulations of the parties
have no impact upon either proposal and were not significant factors in the
Arbitrator's decision. The Employer has made no arguments that it did not have
the financial ability to meet the costs of the proposed settlement and neither
party argued that the interest and welfare of the public would not be served by
implementation of either proposal. A comparison of the wages, hours and con-
ditions of employment of the Employer's teachers with the wages, hours and
conditions of employment of other teachers in the area and with other employees
in public employment in the same community and in private employment in the same
community and in comparable communities indicates that the Employer's final
offer more nearly meets the statutory criteria of comparability than that of the
Employer. The rate of increase in the cost of living indicates that the
Employer's proposal more closely adheres to that statutory criterion than that
of the Association. The overall compensation received by the Employer's
teachers or any of the teachers in the comparable group was not a significant
factor considered by the Arbitrator in arriving at his award. There were no
changes in circumstances or any other factors normally taken into consideration
in the determination of wages, hours and conditions of employment that were con-—
sidered by the Arbitrator to be of significance.

The Employer's proposal is much closer to the settlement pattern in the
comparable group for the 1986-87 school year. The Arbitrator considers the
Employer's salary offer to be somewhat lower than he would consider to be
proper, but the Association's proposal was excessive by every standard of com-
parability. The Assoclation's proposal would change the salary schedule in a
manner that is ordinarily achieved by collective bargaining and not by an
Arbitrator's award. The Employer's proposal exceeds the increases in the con—
sumer price index and its extracurricular base and extra duty hourly rate main-
tains the direct correlation that has existed between those rates for the past
four school years. This Arbitrator is always reluctant to approve a salary
schedule for teachers that he considers to be lower than it should be. In this
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case the Employer proposes increases that are generally below the average
increases reached through collective bargaining for the 1986-87 school year by
those school districts in the comparable group that have reached agreement. If
the Association's proposal was as much above the average increase of the com-
parable group as the Employer's proposal is below it, the Arbitrator would be
inclined to select the final offer of the Association. That 1s not the case.
The Association'’s proposal provides increases substantially higher than have
been agreed upon by any of the school districts in Comparable Group A that have
reached 1986-87 agreements. The average dollar increase per teacher resulting
from the Association's proposal exceeds that of any of the school districts in
the comparable group that have reached agreement for the 1986-87 school year.
Its proposal would provide increases at each of the bench marks that are well
above anything that has been agreed to for the 1986-87 school year by any of the
school districts in the comparable group that have reached agreement. The sta-
tutory criteria does not support the proposal of the Association.

It therefore follows from the above facts and discussion thereon that the
undersigned renders the following

AWARD

After full consideration of the criteria set forth in the statutes and
after careful and extensive examination of the exhlbits and briefs of the par—
ties, the Arbitrator finds that the Employer's final offer more clearly adheres
to the statutory criteria than that of the Association and directs that the
Employer's proposal contained in Exhibit B be incorporated into an agreement
containing the other items to which the parties have agreed.

Dated at Sparta, Wisconsin this 13th day of November, 1986.

|
. RkII, Arbitrator

_13_



Fraonead H

Name of Case: Waid De PW School D;ST-
M - ARG 3 38%

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 Emplofment Relations Act. A coby
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 heen initialed by me.

05 -20 - 8F i ﬁg Zj% )
(Date) {RepreSentative)

On Behalf of: ézéédxé”4fkb Zfiz, éilk44a52t;u—Kﬁaibﬁwitzt;J




WEST DBPGRE EDuchation ASSCCTHT/ION

o et Ay mr—

T TR TORL GRFER
R/ S -

e B _Shodehiovs _«s _oF _sjrefen

2. Salary Schelde o BAd mB 3¢ Lane La0
 _Base 700
_ Lahgevﬁ‘b. 25
[S ee /}L#AJQJ)

.‘5' lgr‘i‘;‘cle /0 (é) Chan‘je‘ﬂ/z;\r 7‘3‘#/30@

4. Bppedix B— Ba-se\#iiéD' o

8. Al othe items shbus guon

V2t
ol



ASSOCIATION PROPOSAL

jebttbeitipotite] YEST UF PERE SCHOOLS FILXTIIINRILANLE
SALARY SCHEDULE 9120196
17100 = BASE 1984-87
0125 = POST
B B44  B412  BiR4 B430  B4AY ] NH12 324 N30 M3

& AT .044% 044 0384 D494 0504 0374 05T 0394 043 L DATA  0T44
5 AT 0484 0324 .0544 .0544 .0614 0434 .0634 0634 0674 .0Ta% 0804

1.00 1.045 1063 108 1.10 1.10% 1.145 1.43% 1.18% 117 120

Step 0: 17100 17357 17613 18448 18810 18896 19047 19409 19731 20007 20520
Step 1. 17848 18150 18441 19313 19672 19877 20048 20424 20859 21180 21792
Step 2: 18656 18943 19248 20157 20334 20059 21030 21440 21987 23312 23044
Step 3: 19403 19737 B0G9s 21002 21394 21840 22011 22436 23106 23455 24337
Step 4: 20171 20530 20924 21847 22257 22822 22993 23471 24224 24617 25409
Step 3: 20939 21323 21751 22492 23119 23803 23974 24487 25342  25TT0 24881
Step &: 21707 22117 22579 23336 RAYBL 2478 24956 25503  2h4h1 26922 28153

Step 7: 22534 23013 23509 24487 25031 2584T 26040 24621 27613 28194 29528
Step 8: 23342 23909 24439 25397 24081 24953 27124 27740 2BT46 29447 30903
Step 9: 24190 24805 23370 28327 27131 2B037 28208 2BRI8 29918 3079 32278
Step 10+ 23017 23701 26300 27257 26181 29121 29292 29976 31071 32011 33453
Step 11: 25845 24597 27230 28188 29231 30205 30374 31093 32223 33203 35028
Step 12: 26473 27493 20140 29118 30281 31290 31461 32213 ‘ 33376 34836 36482

[Post= 213.75 ] POST SCHEDULE

Post 13: 26884 27707 28374 29332 30494 31503 31474 32427 33590  JATE? 38616
Post 14: 27100 27921 2B588 29543 30708 31717 31888 32640 33803 34983 34830
Post 13: 27314 28133 28002 29759 30922 31931 32102 32834 34017 IN9T 37034
Post 14: 27528 28348 29015 29973 31134 32140 32314 33068 34231 35411 37257
Post 17: 27741 2B5s2 29229 30187 31347 32358 32529 33282 34443 35424 3IM4TL
Post 1B: 27983 28774 29443 30400 31543 32872 32743 33495 34458 35638 37485
Post 19: 28149 28990 29457 30414 31777 32784 32937 33709 34872  3A0S2 37899
Post 20: 20383 29203 29870 30828 31991 23000 3ILV1 33923 35086 3b2ss6 38112
Post 21. 28594 29417 30084 31042 32204 33213 33384 34137 33300 34477 30328
Post 22. 28810 29431 30298 31355 32418 33427 33598 34350 35513 36493 38340
Pas: 23 29024 29845 30512 31449 32432 33641 33812 34%64 35727 0T 3ETH4
Post 24. 27223 30058 30725 31683 32844 33§55 3402  I4TTB 33941 37121 3B947
Post 25 29431 30272 30939 31397 33059 34043 34229 34992 615 3734 39181
Post 26 29643 30486 31153 32110 33273 34282 34433 35205 36358 37348 39395

Post 27- 32324 33487 33496 34667 35419 34382 37762 39409
Post 28 32528 33701 34710 3488f 35433 4TS 37974 39822
Posi 29 32752 33914 34923 35094 35847 37010 3/L3? 40035
Post 30 35137 35308 36060 37223 38403 40230
Post 31- 35351 35522 36274 37437 38617 40444

Post 32: 35545 35736 34488 37451 38831 40477

-y o



i

E}(H‘“«‘T 1.}

Name of Case: UJQiI ‘)LP@u S‘choo\ DisT.

Meg)- AR 8 3 887

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 cooy
of such final offer has been submitted to the other party involved
in this proceeding, and the undersigned has received a cooy of the
final offer of the other party. Each page of the attachment hereto

has been initialed by me.
S/o0/86 éﬂkw _ (4/ éﬂ& _

Date] (Representative)

On Behalf of: LJEST NE PerE  Boaen o EDJcATZON)




W’

BOARD PROPOSAL

EXILLXLIITLLLLY WEST DE PERE SCHOOLS bradsrbitridioved
SALARY SCHEDULE 1721184
16640 = BASE 1986-87
L0135 = POST
B B+s 8+12 Bt2a B+ B+43 | M2 W24 M3

—— e—— w—m— st e el e et e St

4 AT 0489 0444 04BY 0494 L0504 0372 0974 L0374 0834 LD&T4
6 AT 0484 0524 .0944 0344 0654 0634 0434 0654 0474 .07T44

.00 1015 103 108 1.10 1,103 L1015 1,133 1185 1.7

Step 0: 14640 14910 17140 17993 18326 18409 18374 1890F 19242 19492
Step 1: 17408 17483 17966 18816 19146 19384 19332 19899 20332 20613
Step 2. 18155 1BJSa 18772 19839 20005 20322 20488 20888 21401 21738
Step 3: 16904 19229 19579 20442 20843 21273 21443 21873 2511 22848
Step 4: 19452 20002 20388 21285 2149% 22234 22301 22848 23501 23984
Step 3: 20400 20773 21192 22108 22324 29191 23357 238IT 24490 28107
Step 4: 21148 21348 21998 22931 23364 24147 24314 24847  28THO 24230

Step T. 21955 22421 22904 23837 24387 23203 23370 25936 26903 2T4%
Step 8: 22761 @3294 23810 24743 25410 26239 24426 27025 28035 28709
Stap 9: 23347 24167 24717 234530 26433 27314 AT482 28115 29148 29948
Step 10: 24374 23040 20423 246334 27434 2BATZ 239 29203 30271 31188
Stap 11: 253180 23913 26329 27452 2B4T9 29428 29393 20293 31394 32427
Step 12: 23984 247BA 27436 28347 29302 30484 30431 31384 32517 33447

{Post= 208.23 POST SCHEDULE =

e

Post 13: 26193 26994 27444 28577 29710 30493 30839 31392 3F7AS 33873
Post 14: 25403 272062 27BiI2 28783 29918 30901 31048 3t80{ 32933 34083
Post 13: 24611 27411 28040 28993 30124 31109 31276 32009 33142 3421
Past 16: 26819 2761y 28259 29202 30335 31317 31484 32217  333%0 34500
Pest 17: 27028 27827 28477 29410 30343 31326 31492 32425 33558 34708
Post 18: 27236 28037 2868 29618 30731 31734 31901 52634 33746 34N
Post 19: 27444 28244 28893 29824 30937 51942 "32f0v 32842 53975 83124
Post 20: 27452 28452 29102 30035 311a@ 32150 3231T 33050 34183 35333
Post 21: 27861 20660 29316 30243 31376 32359 32525 332I8 34zl 35344
Post 22: 28049 20843 29518 30431 31384 32%47 32734 33467 34399 AIT49
Post 23: 2B2TT 29077 29724 30459 31792 32773 32942 33673 34908 35937
Post 24: 28483 29285 29933 30868 32001 32983 35150 33583 33014 38144
Post 23: 28494 29493 20143 31076 32209 33192 33333 34091 3IT24 36374
Post 24: 28902 29701 30351 31284 32417 33400 33SAT 34300 35432 36582

Pust 27: 31492 32623 33408 33TTIT 3408 3441 36790
Post 28° 31701 32834 33814 33983  IM4TIS 35849 35999
Post 29: 31909 3042 34025 34191 24924 34057 37207
Post 30; 84223 38400 35133 36265 T3
Post 31. 34441 34508 33341 34474 37623
Post 32: 34449 34816 33349  3eeB2  3TEI2

Co Cur Base . $1160.00

Hourly : 11.60/hr f 1
Summer School '
Dr Ed, Inhouse Sub
Frosh Orientation \V

Cheerleader (V) .75
Intramurals (E1) .6




