
STATE OF WISCONSIN 

BEFORE THE ARBITRATOR 

______em-_-o---- - - - -  

I 

In the Matter of the Petition of ' I 
BEAVER DAM SCHOOL DISTRICT I 

I 
To Initiate Mediation-Arbitration ' 
Between Said Petitioner and t 

I 
BEAVER DAM EDUCATION ASSOCIATION ' 

Case 15 No. 37768 
MED/ARB-4109 
Decision No. 24176-A 

Davis & Kuelthau, S. C., Attorneys at Law, by Mr. Clifford B. Buelow, appear- 
ing on behalf of the Employer. 

Mr. Armin Blaufuss, UniServ Director, Winnebagoland UniServ Unit-South, 
appearing on behalf of the Association. 

ARBITRATION AWARD: 

On December 29, 1986, the Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission appointed 
the undersigned as Mediator-Arbitrator, pursuant to 111.70 (4) (cm) 6. b. of the 
Municipal Employment Relations Act, in the matter of a dispute existing between 
Beaver Dam School District, referred to herein as the Employer, and Beaver Dam 
Education Association, referred to herein as the Association, with respect to 
certain issues as specified below. Pursuant to statutory responsibilities, the 
undersigned conducted mediation proceedings between the Association and the Employer 
on April 2, 1987, at Beaver Dam, Wisconsin. Mediation efforts failed to resolve 
the dispute, and pursuant to prior notice to the parties, and after the parties 
executed a waiver of the statutory provisions of 111.70 (4) (cm) 6.c., which re- 
quire the Mediator-Arbitrator to provide written notice of his intent to arbitrate, 
and that the Mediator-Arbitrator provide the opportunity for each party to with- 
draw its final offer; the undersigned conducted arbitration proceedings on April 2, 
1987, at Beaver Dam, Wisconsin. During the arbitration proceedings the parties 
were present and given full opportunity to present oral and written evidence and 
to make relevant argument. The proceedings were not transcribed, however, briefs 
and reply briefs were filed in the matter. Final briefs were received by the 
Arbitrator by June 3, 1987. 

THE ISSUES: 

The final offers of the parties reflect the following issues at dispute: 

1. BASE SALARY 

Employer - $17,880 

Association - $18,050 



2. APPENDIX B (Other Ancillary Pay) 

Employer - Increase items 1 through 6 by 6% 

Association - Increase all 1985-86 dollar amounts by 8% 

3. APPENDIX D (Summer School Salary Schedule) 

Employer - Increase rates by 6% 

Association - Increase 1985 summer, per week dollar amounts by 8% 

The salary schedule proposed by the Association is attached hereto as Appen- 
dix A, and the salary schedule proposed by the Employer is attached hereto as 
Appendix B. 

DISCUSSION: 

At issue here is the salary schedule and two wage appendices for 1986-87. 
The undersigned has reviewed the dispute with respect to the salary appendices 
found at Appendix B and Appendix D of the Collective Bargaining Agreement, and is 
persuaded that the dispute over these two salary appendices will not be determina- 
tive of the outcome of this arbitration award. Nevertheless, the undersigned notes 
that the Employer proposes 5% per cell increase on the teacher salary schedule 
and 6% on the disputed Appendices B and D; compared to 6% per cell salary increase 
proposed by the Association on the teacher salary schedule and 8% proposed increase 
on Appendices B and D. The foregoing increase'; on Appendices B and D compare to 
a 7.3% salary increase, inclusive of increments, proposed by the Employer, and an 
8.3% salary increase proposed by the Association. The undersigned further notes 
that a review of the record and of the briefs fails to establish why the parties 
have not proposed a percentage increase at Appendices B and D, consistent with the 
percentage increase proposed in the teacher salary schedule. From the foregoing, 
then, the undersigned finds that the schedules at Appendices B and D will be de- 
termined by the outcome of the central issue in this dispute, i.e., the teacher 
salary schedule. 

The differential between the parties' positions for the teacher salary 
schedule is I%, irrespective of whether the differential is viewed as a percentage 
per cell increase; or as a salary increase, inclusive of increments; or a package 
percentage increase. The evidence establishes that the Employer has proposed a 
5% per cell increase, and the Association a 6% per ceI1 increase, a differential 
of 1%. The evidence further establishes that the salary increase, inclusive of 
increments, using a cast forward method, results in a salary increase of 7.3% pur- 
suant to the Employer final offer, and an increase of 8.3% pursuant to the Associa- 
tion final offer, a difference of 1%. Similarly, the package percentage increase 
proposed by the Employer calculates to 6.9%; whereas, the Association final offer 
calculates to a package percentage increase of 7.9%; a difference of 1%. 

When considering average dollars of inc,rease per teacher, the parties' final 
offers establish that the average salary increase per returning teacher proposed 
by the Employer is $1850, compared to an average salary increase proposed by the 
Association of $2108. The package increase for the average returning teacher cal- 
culates to $2332 pursuant to the Employer offer; whereas, the Association offer 
package increase per average returning teacher calculates to $2661. 
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All of the foregoing, then, must be reviewed in the light of the evidence 
presented after considering the arguments of the parties, and in light of the 
statutory criteria found at 111.70 (4) (cm) 7, paragraphs a through h. In evaluat- 
ing the statutory criteria that applies to this dispute, the undersigned will 
consider the statutory criteria to which the parties have directed their evidence 
and argument. The Association directs its argument to the comparables, asserting 
that: 1) the Association final offer on salary is more reasonable and should be 
selected because: a) the settlement patterns in the comparable school districts 
support the Association final offer when considering either a benchmark analysis 
or the relative ranking of this district vis a vis the comparables; or a compari- 
son of dollar increase per returning teacher; b) the patterns of settlements in 
comparable school districts of the economic geographic area should be considered 
the appropriate indicator as to the cost of living criteria; and c) the interest 
and welfare of the public are best served by the Association salary schedule offer. 

The Employer argues its proposed comparables favor the selection of the 
Employer offer in this dispute. The Employer further argues that in the event the 
Arbitrator is unwilling to rely on the primary and secondary comparables proposed 
by the Employer because of the sparcity of settlements contained within those 
comparables, then, other criteria should take preeminence over the comparables 
because of an insufficient pattern of settlements emerging to direct the result 
of this dispute. In support of the foregoing, the Employer cites: Rosendale- 
Brandon School District, 23621-A (Vernon, 1986); Evansville Community School Dis- 
trict, 22930-A (Grenig, 1986); New Holstein School District, 22898-A (Yaffe, 1986); 
Cashton Education Association, 22957-A (Malamud, 1986); and Valders School Dis- 
trict, 19804-A (Petrle, 1983). The Employer then argues that its position IS 
supported by the other criteria which include: 1) public sector settlements, citing 
Green Bay Area Public School District, Voluntary Impasse Procedure, (Malamud, 1987) 
page 31; 2) private sector settlements, citing Green Bay Area Public School District, 
supra, page 33; 3) salary increases granted by area employers; 4) the interest and 
welfare of the public; 5) the Consumer Price Index. 

Both parties put reliance on settlement patterns and wage increases granted 
among comparable school districts. The parties, however, are not in agreement as 
to what constitutes the comparables. The undersigned, therefore, must initially 
determine the appropriate set of comparables for the purpose of comparing the final 
offer of the parties to the patterns of settlement and the salary rates being paid 
in those comparable districts. 

THE COMPARABLES 

The Association proposes three sets of comparables. The primary comparables 
proposed by the Association include the Little Ten Athletic Conference, corn rised 
of Hartford Union High School, Oconomowoc, Watertown, Waupun and West Bend. P A 
secondary group of Association comparables are those a consulting firm used in 
making an administrative salary study on behalf of this Employer. These proposed 
comparables include Antigo, Ashwaubenon, Cudahy, Germantown, Greendale, Hamilton, 
Hudson, Kaukauna, Menasha, Oconomowoc, South Milwaukee, Watertown, Waupun and West 
Bend. Finally, the Association includes a tertiary set of proposed comparables 

i/ The conference also includes a private school, Wisconsin Lutheran. The Associa- 
tion excludes Wisconsin Lutheran as comparable. 
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which they title: "other settled districts", which include: Cedarburg, Grafton, 
Hart and Union High School, Menomonee Falls, Mequon-Thiensville and Port Washing- 
ton. 4 

The Employer proposes two sets of comparables. The primary comparables 
proposed by the Employer consist of the school districts of DeForest, Fort Atkin- 
son, Portage, Sun Prairie, Watertown and Waupun. The secondary comparables pro- 
posed by the Employer consist of Berlin, Jefferson, Kewaskum, Ripon and Slinger. 

The undersigned first considers the Association proposal that the Athletic 
Conference be the primary comparable. The Employer opposes the inclusion of the 
Athletic Conference, except for the school districts of Watertown and Waupun, 
which it includes in its comparables. Among the reasons for the Employer's opposi- 
tion to the conference as a set of comparables is the Employer argument that 
the conference schools are spread across several counties and are not proximate 
to each other. The undersigned rejects that Enployer argument, because the 
Employer's proposed primary comparables would have the same characteristics that 
the conferencecomparables possess. Specifically, the undersigned notes that 
the Employer proposed primary comparable of Fort Atkinson lies considerably 
farther from the Employer school district than any of the comparables contained 
within the Athletic Conference. Similarly, the Employer opposes the inclusion 
of Hartford Union High School from the athletic comparables, and proposes among 
its secondary comparables the Slinger School District. The Slinger School District 
lies significantly further from the instant school district than does the district 
of Hartford Union High School. The Employer also opposes the inclusion of the 
Athletic Conference comparable of West Bend, and at the same time proposes among 
its comparables Sun Prairie and Portage as prilnary comparables, both of which 
lie approximately the same distance from the instant school district as does West 
Bend. From all of the foregoing, the Employer reliance on the disparity of dis- 
tances is misplaced. 

The undersigned has considered the argum'znts advanced by the partles with 
respect to the inclusion of the Athletic Conference comparables, wherein, the 
Association cites arbitration awards which hava included this conference as com- 
parables in arbitration proceedings in other districts of this Athletic Conference. 
The undersigned also has reviewed the holdings of Arbitrator Vernon in the Waupun 
School District Med-Arb, in which Vernon held that the Athletic Conference was 
not comparable. In Watertown, Decision No. 20.212-A, June 24, 1983, Arbitrator 
Zeidler held that'Oconomowoc, Hartford Union High School, West Bend, Beaver Dam 
and Watertown were comparable school districts. In West Bend (Voluntary Impasse 
Procedure 4/6/83), Arbitrator Pegnetter includlad all of the Wisconsin Little Ten 
Athletic Conference Oistricts in the comparison group he used in that proceeding. 
Arbitrator: Hutchinson in Hartford Union High 'School (Dec. No. 16923-A g/12/79) 
determined the Athletic Conference to be comparabrein that dispute. By way of 
contrast, Arbitrator Vernon in Wauoun, (Decision No. 21852, 5/14/85) held that the 
Athletic Conference was not a setcomparables for the purpose of comparing 
wages, hours and conditions with the School District of Waupun. However, he did 
include in his comparison certain of the districts which included Beaver Dam, 
Hartford Union High School and Watertown in that comparable set. From the fore- 

2/ While the Association at Exhibit 5 provides a listing of proposed comparables 
among Dodge County school districts which include: Dodgeland, Hot-icon, Hustis- 
ford, Lomira, Mayville; the Association adduces no evidence with respect to 
comparisons to those districts, nor does ir make argument with respect to 
said comparisons. 
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going, the undersigned concludes that the weight of arbitral authority in prior 
arbitrations has held that members of the Little Ten Athletic Conference dis- 
tricts are comparable. Because of the weight of the authority of prior arbitra- 
tions holding that members of the Little Ten Athletic Conference constitute 
comparability; and because the undersigned is persuaded after reviewing all of 
the logistical data put into evidence in this matter that those conclusions were 
correct as it relates to the &aver Dam School District compared to the other 
members of this conference; the undersigned concludes that the Athletic Conference 
is properly a part of the comparables to be considered here. 

The undersigned now turns to the remaining proposed comparables proposed by 
the Association. The Association proposes that the administrative comparables 
which the Employer used for the purpose of determining salary adjustments for 
administrative personnel in this school district be considered as comparables as 
well. With the exception of Oconomowoc, Watertown, Waupun and West Bend, which 
are members of this Athletic Conference and have already been held to be comparable, 
the undersigned sees no comparability for the purpose of comparing wages, hours 
and working conditions of teachers in this listing. Consequently, the under- 
signed rejects the Association proposed comparables of Antigo, Ashwaubenon, Cudahy, 
Germantown, Greendale, Hamilton, Hudson, Kaukauna, Menasha, South Milwaukee. 

Similarly, the undersigned rejects the comparables that the Association pro- 
posed in Exhibit A entitled "Other Settled Districts” comprising Cedarburg, 
Grafton, Hartland Union High School, Menomonee Falls, Mequon-Thiensvllle and Port 
Washington. In the opinion of the undersigned, the foregoing districts are too 
geographically removed from the instant school district to be established as 
comparables for the purpose of comparing wages, hours and conditions of employment. 

The undersigned is puzzled by the fact that the Association has adduced no 
evidence with respect to the Dodge County School Districts, which in its Exhibit 
No. 5 it sets forth as possible comparables. Those districts are Dodaeland, 
Horicon, Hustisford, Lomira and Mayville. The undersignec might be persuaded to 
consider certain of these school districts as comparable, as he did in Dodgeland 
(Decision No. 23378-B 11/20/86). However, since neither party has adduced evl- 
dence with respect to comparability data on these ootential ComDarables. the 
undersigned will not include them ;n these comparisons. 

~.~ 

It remains to be determined 
parables should be considered. A 
posed comparables of the Employer 
Portage and Sun Prairie should be - . . . . 

what, if any, of the Employer proposed com- 
review of the demographics of the primary pro- 
satisfies the undersigned that Fort Atkinson, 
included among the comparables here. The . ..~ tmployer, in its primary comparables also includes Watertown and Waupun, however, 

they are already included by reason of the prior determination of the undersigned 
that the conference schools are to be included. The undersigned looks to the 
Employer secondary comparables, and concludes, based on the demographics and data 
in this record that of those proposed by the Employer, only Ripon should be in- 
cluded. 

From all of the foregoing, then, the undersigned determines that the com- 
parables, for the purposes of determining the wage dispute in this matter, are 
Hartford Union High School, Oconomowoc, Watertown, Waupun, West Bend, Fort Atkin- 
son, Portage, Sun Prairie and Ripon. 
one set of primary comparables. 

The foregoing listing will be treated as 
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THE SALARY DISPUTE 

Having determined the comparables, we now turn to an analysis of the wage 
offers of the parties vis a vis the data of settled districts among the conparables. 
The undersigned will first consider the patterns of settlements compared to each 
parties' final offer. The final offer of the parties shows that the Employer 
proposes a 7.3% salary increase, and the Association proposes an 8.3% salary 
increase, inclusive of increments. The foregoing salary increases establish an 
average dollar increase per returning teacher, pursuant to the Employer offer, of 
$1850, and pursuant to the Association offer, of $2108. The undersigned will 
first attempt to analyze how these data compare to the patterns of settlement 
among the comparable school districts as they have now been determined. Among 
the nine comparables, as they are now determined, only five have settled, based 
on information contained in this record, and based on the Arbitrator taking notice 
of the Award issued in West Bend. This data reveals that the percentage increase, 
salary only, range among the settled districts of Watertown, Waupun, West Bend, 
Fort Atkinson and Portage from a low of 6% at Fort Atkinson to a high of 8.6% 
at Watertown. Similarly, the average dollar per returning teacher ranges from a 
low of $1474 in Fort Atkinson to a high of $2300 in Watertown. The average of 
the five settled districts calculates to a percentage salary increase of these 
five settled districts of 7.34%, and an average dollar per returning teacher in- 
crease of $1881.40. The percentage range varies by an amount of 2.6% and, there- 
fore, the mid-point of that range of settlemvlts as a percentage is 7.3%, precisely 
the Employer offer in this matter. Similarly, the Employer offer of 7.3% equates 
almost exactly to the average percentage increase among the five settled comp- 
arable districts of 7.34%. 

When making the comparison of average dollar increase per returning teacher, 
the mid-point of the average dollar increase per returning teacher among the five 
settled districts calculates to $1897 and the average calculates to $1881.40. 
Obviously, the Employer offer of average increase per returning teacher of $1850 
is much closer to either of these numbers than is the Association offer of $2108 
per returning teacher. 

Based on the foregoing analysis of the patterns of settlement among the 
comparable districts, the undersigned concludes that the Employer offer is more 
in keeping with the pattern in that it lies almost exactly at the mid-point and 
average of the comparable school districts. 

Having determined that the pattern of settlements support the Employer 
offer, it remains to be determined whether the higher settlements among the 

comparables at Watertown and Waupun should carry greater evidentiary weight in 
making the decision in this matter than the lower settlements found among the 
remaining comparables. The undersigned has reviewed all of the record evidence 
with respect to the settlements at Watertown and Waupun, and concludes that the 
record fails to establish that the teachers of the Employer in this school dis- 
trict are entitled to the size of the salary increases that were negotiated in 
Watertown and Waupun. 

With respect to the Watertown settlement, the undersigned notes that the 
Watertown settlement was awarded by Arbitrator Zeidler, and at pages 23 and 24 
of his Award, the Arbitrator makes clear that he grounds a large part of his 
decision on his conclusions that the Watertown teachers were entitled to catch up. 
The undersigned has reviewed the record in this matter, and finds no compelling 
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case for catch up for the teachers of this school district. As Arbitrator Vernon 
stated in DePere School District (Decision No. 19728-A, 1982): 

Even if one were to conclude the erosion would occur, it must also be 
recognized that some erosion is inevitable in a wage leadership 
position as lower-ranked schools strive to catch up. While there is 
some merit to a wage differential argument, wage differentials must be 
kept in perspective . . . Arbitrators may be sanctioning perpetual leap 
frog wage races by awarding catch up in lower-ranked schools and by 
granting increases in higher ranked schools based on erosion of positive 
wage differentials in leader schools. If this would occur, no meaningful 
catch up would ever occur and only escalation would result. 

Because the record evidence satisfies the undersigned that Watertown was awarded 
a higher settlement by reason of the necessity to catch up; and because the under- 
signed is further satisfied that the record supports a conclusion that the catch 
up which Watertown has realized by the higher settlement fails to erode in any 
significant manner the position which beaver Dam has heretofore enjoyed; the 
undersigned concludes the weight of the Watertown settlement is unpersuasive 
in support of the Association offer. 

With respect to the higher settlement in the School District of Waupun, 
there are also considerations which minimize the impact of the Waupun settlement. 
First and foremost, the Waupun settlement of 8% and $2200 average per returning 
teacher was negotiated a year prior to the instant round of bargaining as the 
second year of a two year agreement. Arbitrators have almost consistently held 
that the impact of a wage settlement which was negotiated in a time frame outside 
of the time frame in which the instant dispute is being negotiated has little, 
if any, import. Furthermore, there is evidence in this record that the Waupun 
settlement took into account a $170 savings per year per teacher in insurance 
cost when the Employer switched insurance coverage. There are no kindred savings 
demonstrated in the instant dispute. The undersigned, therefore, concludes that 
the higher Waupun settlement is unpersuasive and fails to establish a case for 
the Association offer in this dispute. 

The undersigned has reviewed the traditional benchmarks, and is satisfied 
that the adoption of the Employer offer would have little or no impact on the 
traditional benchmark comparisons which the parties have heretofore enjoyed. 
Consequently, the undersigned concludes that the Employer offer is preferred on 
this comparison, as well. 

COMPARISON OF PUBLIC SECTOR SETTLEMENTS 

The record evidence adduced at hearing establishes that in the City of Beaver 
Dam public employees settled for wage increases ranging from 3.38% to 6.30% 
in 1986. The foregoing data is extrapolated from Employer Exhibit D-5, 1 through 
97. The same exhibits establish that Dodge County employees, both represented 
and nonrepresented, range from a low of 2.99% to a high of 6.37%. The same ex- 
hibits further reflect that professional employees in Dodge County received in- 
creases ranging from a low of 3.75% to a high of 5.97%. All of the foregoing 
data establishes, to the satisfaction of the undersigned, that the Employer offer 
here of 7.3% is supported by increases either negotiated for or granted to other 
public sector employees in this same area. 
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The undersigned has considered the fact that administrative personnel of 
this school district received increases averaging $3772 or 10.6% for 1986-87. 
The undersigned is persuaded that the foregoirlg data is inapposite, because the 
record evidence found in Exhibits D-3, pages 92 and 94, reaveal that the con- 
sultants who made the recommendation for the increases did so on the basis that 
the administrators in this district were being paid on an overly conservative 
basis, and that significant catch up was warranted. Here, the undersigned has 
concluded that there is no case for catch up tlmong the teaching staff in this 
district, and, consequently, the higher percentage and dollar increases awarded 
administrators do not impact the level of settlement for teachers in this district. 

The undersigned has also considered the statutory criteria which directs 
the undersigned to consider wages, hours and c:onditions of employment in the 
private sector. The private sector data is not totally complete, however, what 
is contained in that data indicates that settlements in the private sector have 
ranged from a zero increase to a high of 7% for 1987. Thus, the incomplete 
patterns of settlement in the private sector would support the Employer final offer. 
The undersigned notes, however, that there is no comparison of wages paid in the 
private sector to wages paid among the employees in this bargaining unit. 

Finally, with respect to the comparisons of other public sector settlements 
and private sector settlements, while the undersigned notes that it supports the 
Employer offer, the data is not the controlling consideration in arriving at the 
decision in this matter. 

THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX 

The statutory criteria directs the undersigned to consider increases in 
the cost of living as measured by the Consumer Price Index. Clearly, the Employer 
offer exceeds the increase in the Consumer Price Index for the year at issue here. 

While it is true that the amount of protection against inflationary spirals can 
best be measured by the voluntary patterns of settlement, nevertheless, this 
criteria, when standing alone, supports the Employer offer. 

THE PUBLIC INTEREST AND WELFARE 

Each party has adduced voluminous amounts of literature supporting its 
position that the interest and welfare of the public would require the adoption 
of its final offer. Furthermore, the parties have made pages and pages of argu- 
ment with respect thereto. The undersigned has carefully reviewed all of the 
documentation provided by both parties, and the argument with respect thereto. 
After considerable deliberation, the undersigned concludes that the adoption of 
either party's offer would not adversely affect the interest and welfare of the 
public to such an exent that there would be reason for the rejection of the final 
offer of either party. Consequently, the undersigned concludes that this criteria 
is unpersuasive in support of either party's Iposition. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS: 

In the preceding portions of this Award, the undersigned has concluded 
that the record evidence supports the final oFfer of the Employer in this matter. 
Therefore, the undersigned will award the final offer of the Employer. Conse- 
quently, based on the record in its entirety, and the discussion set forth above, 
after considering all of the arguments of the parties, and the statutory criteria, 
the undersigned makes the following: 
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AWARD 

The final offer of the Employer, along with the stipulation of the parties, 
as well as those terms of the predecessor Collective Bargaining Agreement which 
remained unchanged through the bargaining process, are to be incorporated into 
the written Collective Bargaining Agreement between the parties. 

Dated at Fond du Lac, Wisconsin, this 6th day of August, 1987. 

JBK:rr 
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APPENDIX A 

L&L 
_ 

Name of Case: .c) LG. ; % j-i- I';-- 

L&.bw I 7 - -- 
;{;;, ic ; 'Fh '1 

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

On Behalf of: 
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. BEAVER DAM 1985-86 ACTUAL DISTRIBUTION WITHOUT LONGEVITY 6/10/86 

STEP 

1.0 
1.5 
2.0 
2.5 

BA BA+lO BA+20 BA+30 MA 
_-_--- _--_-_ -m-m- ---em- ___-_- 

2.830 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
0 .ooo 0.000 0.000 0.000 0 .ooo 
5.500 2.550 0.000 0.000 1.000 
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

3.0 2.800 0.000 
3.5 2.000 1 .ooo 
4.0 3.000 1.000 
4.5 4.000 0.000 

5.0 
5.5 
6.0 
6.5 

2.000 
0.000 
6.600 
0.000 

5.000 
0.000 
3.000 
0.000 

4.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

0.000 
0.700 
1.000 
0.000 

l*l.OOO 
--- 
e-v 

53.430 

1.000 
0.000 
1.550 
0.000 
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APPENDIX B 

::\4-;i56 '+!@j 
The following, or the attachment hereto, constitutes our final 

offer for the purposes of mediation-arbitration pursuant to Section 
111.70(4) (cm)G. of the Municipal Employment Relations Act. A copv 
of such final offer has been submitted tot the other party involved 
in this procee.ding, and the undersigned h.as received a copy of the 
final offer of the other party. Each page of the attachment hereto 
has been initialed by me. 

~~.LV~Qb 
(Date) A LQ m+..dvd 

(Representative) 

On Behalf of: 5 L4uob 
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