
In the Matter of the Petition of Technicians, 
Engineers and Architects of Kilwaukee 
to Initiate Arbitration Between said Petitioner 

-and- 

City of Milwaukee Decision No. 26610-A 

Appearances - E. Csmpion Kersten, Attorney at Law, for the Union 
Thomas C. Goeldner, City Labor Negotiator, for the Employer 

Technicians, Engineers and Architects of Milwaukee, hereinafter referred to 
as the Union, filed a petition on Way 24, 1990 with the Wisconsin Employment 
Relations Commission, hereinafter referred to as the Commission, wherein it 
alleged that an impasse existed between it and the City of Hilwaukee, 
hereinafter referred to as the Employer. It requested the Commission to ini- 
tiate arbitration pursuant to Section 111.70(4)(cm)6 of the Municipal Employment 
Relations Act. An investigation was conducted in the matter. 

At all time material herein the Union has been the exculsive collective 
bargaining representative of certain employees of the Employer in a collective 
bargaining unit consisting of civil, mechanical and electrical engineers and 
architects and engineering technicians. The Union and the Employer have been 
parties to a collective bargaining agreement covering the wages, hours and 
working conditions of the employees in the bargaining unit and it expired on 
December 31, 1988. The investigation conducted by the Commission on July 11th. 
July 31st and August 13th reflected that the parties were deadlocked in their 
negotiations and they were directed to submit their final offers to the 
Commission. 

The Commission concluded that an impasse within the meaning of the Municipal 
Employment Relations Act existed between the parties with respect to nego- 
tiations leading toward a new collective bargaining agreement covering wages, 
hours and conditions of employment affecting employees in the bargaining unit 
and it ordered that arbitration be initiated for the purpose of issuing a final 
and binding award to resolve it. 

Upon being advised that the parties had selected Zel S. Rice II, the 
Commission appointed him as the arbitrator to issue a final and binding award 
pursuant to Section 111.70(4)(cm)6 and 7 of the Municipal Employment Relations 
Act to resolve the impasse by selecting either the total final offer of the 
Union or the total final offer of the Employer. 
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The issues of salary and health insurance are the only issues that remain 
unresolved between the parties. The union's position is that the employees 
receive an across the board salary increase of 2 percent on pay period one 1989 
and 2 percent on pay period 14 1989 and 2 percent on pay period 1 1990 and 2 
percent on pay period 14 1990. The Employer's position on the salary issue is 
that the bargaining unit received a 2 percent across the board wage increase on 
pay period one 1989 and a 2 percent across the board wage increase on pay period 
1 1990 and a 2 percent across the board wage increase on pay period 14 1990. 
The Onion's position on health insurance is that the benefits embodied in the 
1987-88 collective bargaining agreement between the parties be continued through 
1989 and 1990 except that the deductibles for the single and family major medi- 
cal plans be increased by 50 percent effective the first day of the month 
following the execution of the new collective bargaining agreement. The 
Employer proposes to increase the majot medical deductible to $100.00 per person 
with a $300.00 per family maximum effective January 1, 1990. It would add madi- 
tally necessary human to human heart transplants effective January 1, 1990. It 
would maintain the present benefit level for the calendar year 1989, but revise 
the language to reflect the changes in the 1987-88 collective bargaining 
agreement that became effective October 1, 1989. Beginning in 1990 emplOyeeS 
enrolled in the basic plan would contribute 57.50 per month for single 
enrollment and 515.00 per month for family enrollment. In calendar year 1990 
the Employer would contribute up to 105 percent of the premium costs of the 
lowest HMO offered by the Bmployer for single and family enrollment. In 1990, 
the Employer would increase its dental contribution from 58.50 per month to 
$10.00 per month for single enrollment and from $26.60 to $30.00 per month for 
family enrollment. 

UNION'S POSITION 

The Union argues that its request involves an actual increase of 3 percent 
per year fcr each of the years. It concedes that its proposal produces a 4 per- 
cent lift in 1988 and another 4 percent lift in 1990. The Union points out that 
the Employer's offer results in a 2 percent lift for 1989 and a 4 percent lift 
for 1990. It takes the position that its salary requests are fully supported by 
external comparables, internal cornparables and changes in the cost of living. 
The Union contends that over a 7 year period, the actual increases received by 
the bargaining unit together with the increases proposed by the Onion for 1989 
and 1990 would produce a cumulative increase of 26.1 percent while the 
Employer's proposal would result in a cumulative increase over that period 
of 23.1 percent. It asserts that the 3 percent per year actual increase and the 
4 percent per year lift produced by its proposal, is substantially less than the 
local government percentage of a 5.1 percent increase for each of the years, the 
combined office/EDP figures of 3.8 percent and 3.5 percent, the CPI-U figures of 
4.2 percent and 6 percent and the CPI-W of 4. 1 percent and 5.4 percent. The 
Union concedes that EDP increases of 3 percent in 1989 and 3.1 percent in 1990 
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are lower than the Employer's proposal, but points out that the increases over 
the previous five years for BDP employees have been much higher than the 
Employer paid the bargaining unit over that same period. It takes the position 
that even though the CPI-0 figures lag slightly behind the increases given by 
the Employer to the Union in some years, the cummulative CPI-U increase of 27.7 
percent exceeds the cummulative increases under both the Union's proposal and 
the Employer's proposal. The Union points out that the CPI-W comparison favors 
the Union because the percentage increases in that index were greater in every 
year except 1986 and are well ahead of the Union's proposal for 1989-90. The 
cumulative increase in the area over the 7 year period is 30.1 percent compared 
to the Employer's proposal of 23.1 percent and the Union's proposal of 26.1 pet- 
cent. The Union argues that the trend established by the salaries received by 
the Union in 1987 and 1988 and those proposed by both the Employer and the Union 
for 1969 and 1990 lag well behind the civil engineers in the Milwaukee region. 
The thrust of the Union's position is that the data shows that the Union's 
salary proposal lags behind all relative trends but is closer to them than the 
Employer's offer. The Union argues that the position in the bargaining unit lag 
substantially behind the surveyed positions in the survey conducted by the 
Bureau of Labor Standards, hereinafter referred to as the PATC survey, and the 
Only position within s'houting distance of that average was the Engineering Tech 
V. It points out that its engineers pay ranges are from 10.3 percent to 16.2 
percent below the PATC ranges. Comparing the Union's salary mediums within the 
pay ranges to the PATC survey average demonstrates that its proposal would 
narrow the gap between them somewhat, while the Employer's proposal would widen 
it even more. The Union argues that of the six city labor groups only three 
have the same wage package that the Employer proposes for the bargaining unit. 
All of them produce average increases over the two year life of the contract of 
3.5 percent with a lift of 6 percent. It points out that three other bargaining 
units have packages very similar to that proposed by the Union. The Union takes 
the position that every statistically reliable indicator supports its position 
on the wage issue in this arbitration and contends that changes in the CPI and 
the external comparable6 would support even higher increases than it seeks. It 
asserts that there is nothing approaching uniformity in the Employer's other 
labor contracts that militate in favor of forcing the Union to hew to a par- 
ticular pattern defined by them. 

The Union argues that its proposal on the health insurance is meant as a 
Contribution by its members and their families toward offsetting the increased 
costs of health care, while the Employer proposes major changes in the coverage. 
It asserts that the Employer's health insurance proposal should be rejected 
because the changes and additional costs it would impose on employees would be 
retroactive to January 1, 1990. The Union asserts that it is grossly unfair to 
impose changes retroactively upon the bargaining unit and their families who 
relied upon the existing program when utilizing the services of health care pro- 
viders during 1990. It asserts there is no uniformity among the health plans 
administered by the Employer. The Union contends that its proposal is exactly 
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the same as the plan that the Employer provides to the bargaining unit repre- 
eented by Disctrict Council 40 except that it increases the deductible and eli- 
minates premium contributions by newer employees. It asserts that the 
Employer's proposal would take away a health insurance program improvement 
obtained by the Union in bargaining in the previous contract and the emplOyeeS 
would only enjoy three months of the new health insurance benefits in its 
1987-88 contract. The Union argues that it.is willing to dfecues changes in the 
health insurance program in the next contract, but contends the Employer has 
made no case for changing the insurance system retroactively. The thrust of the 
Union's argument is that all of the comparability criteria and the cost of 
living criteria set forth in the statutes weigh heavily in favor of its final 
offer and against that of the Employer. 

EMPLOYER'S POSITION 

The Employer argues that it has consistently attempted to maintain an inter- 
nal pattern of equity in its contract settlements with its employees. It con- 
tends the internal base salary, health and dental insurance and total package 
relationships of previously settled contracts with the various bargaining units 
representing its employees is the most significant factor to bs considered. It 
asserts the Union's health and dental insurance proposal would create a health 
benefit system that would be unique among all of its employees. The Employer 
argues that its proposal compares favorably with the external cornparables and 
adheres to its internal pattern and will not result in conditions that are 
substantially out of line with external cornparables. It takes the position that 
voluntarily settled contracts are significant factors to be considered when a 
Union is trying to "get more" through arbitration. It contends a divergence 
from its voluntary settlements would discourage collective bargaining by 
awarding the Union wage. health and dental benefits through arbitration that are 
in excess of of those received by all other bargaining units. 

The Employer points out that a total of 4,189 of its employees have received 
wage increase for 1989 and 1990 that reflect a lift of 6.12 percent or leas and 
2.041 protected service employees receive a 2 year lift increase of 8.24 per- 
cent. It takes the position that the difference between the 8.24 percent pro- 
tective service lift and the 6.12 percent general employee lift is found in the 
pension enhancement received by the general employees that did not impact on 
protective service employees. The Employer argues that the pension enhancement 
Cost the Employer 2.8342 percent of pay for all general employees and the 1 year 
early retirement window cost it .415 percent of pay for all general employees. 
It contends that if only the bargaining unit members are considered the pension 
enhancement cost 2.6 percent of pay and the 1 year early retirement window cost . 
1.259 percent of pay. The Employer points out the total for these two pension 
changes would be 3.959 percent of pay. It assetis that the Union cannot point 
to the protective service 8.24 percent lift as a comparable because those 
employees did not experience the pension enhancement given to the bargaining 
unit and all general employees. It argues that appropriate comparable wage 
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figure to be considered is the general employee lift of 6.12 percent or less. 
The Employer argues that its proposed wage increase provides salaries higher 
than Xilwaukee County in five of the classifications that make up 98 percent Of 
the bargaining unit. In three of those classifications, its proposal provides 
salaries significantly higher than the State of Wisconsin pays comparable posi- 
tions. The Employer contends a favorable comparison of its job classifications 
with comparable classifications for Wilwaukee County and the State of Wisconsin 
makes plain that its proposal is more reasonable than that proposed by the 
Union. It asserts that the Union would have the arbitrator compare its tech- 
nicians , engineers and architects to office clerical6 and electronic data pro- 
cessers while it compares them with engineers. The Employer points out that its 
proposal would result in significantly higher maximum pay steps for its 
employees than their federal counterparts in the engineering profession. It 
argues that the Union limits comparison of the bargaining unit employees to pri- 
vate sector salaries for engineers. The Employer asserts that the wages of its 
engineering technicians have always been tied to the wages of the drafting tech- 
nicians in another bargaining unit and those employees were given an across the 
board salary increase of 3 percent effective pay period 1 1989 and 3 percent 
effective pay period 1 1990 which represents a 6.09 percent lift over the 2 year 
contract period. It argues that the 2 year lift proposed by it more closely 
approximates the 6.09 percent lift that that drafting technicians received as a 
result of an arbitration and takes the position that the Union's proposal of an 
8.24 lift would break the historical equity between those employees. The 
Employer contends that its 6.12 percent lift over the two year contract plus the 
tuition increase and the pension enhancement is only slightly less than the 
increase Ln the CPI. It points out that when the Union's proposed wage lift of 
6.24 percent is added to the tuition increase and the pension increase it 
exceeds the increase in the cost of the CPI over the two year period. 

The Employer points out that its medical care costs have increased at a 
significantly higher rate than the consumer price index even though it has taken 
specific actions to control the costs. It asserts that the cost per active 
city employee was $1,692.00 per year in 1982 and is estimated to be $3,101.00 in 
1990. The Employer argues that its insurance costs are escalating significantly 
and new cost containment measures need to be implemented. It contends that its 
health insurance proposal is in place for 4,563 active employees or 61.8 percent 
of its work force. The Employer points out the Union's proposal would make the 
bargaining unit its only employee group without an employee premium contribution 
system and none of them has a major medical deductible similar to that proposed 
by the Union. The Employer asserts that Milwaukee County has a two tiered 
health insurance system for both Basic and BBO plans in 1990 that is comparable 
to the Bmployer's health insurance proposal and has the same major medical 
deductible. It contends the state of Wisconsin health plan is very comparable 
to the one it has proposed and provides a model for the premium co-payment by 
employees. The Employer asserts that the public health insurance benefit sur- 
veys support its health insurance proposal and the private sector surveys firmly 
establish a common practice of premium cost sharing by employees. The 
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Employer points out that only employees who elect certain health plans will have 
to contribute toward the cost of the premium and under its proposal the amount 
of premium co-payment by employeee would be minimal. It asserts that the 
employee premium contributions proposed by it compare favorably with the 
pattern in the private sector as does its proposed increase in the major medical 
deductible. 

NEALTN INSURANCE 

The Employer's health insurance costs for employees have risen from over 
fifteen million in 1982 to more than twenty-three million in 1990. The Cost psr 
active employee h?s increased from $1,892.00 per employee in 1962 to an esti- 
mated $3,101.00 in 1990. The annual increase in the Employer's cost per 
employee has been as high as 16 percent. The Employer has established a number 
of cost containment measures during that period that had a signFfiCaVc impact 
on it overall health insurance costs for a few years, but the costs are again 
escalating significantly. IMO costs increased 11 percent and Basic Plan costs 
increased 37 percent. The Employer seeks a 57.50 per month contribution toward 
the Basic Plan for single employees and a 515.00 per month premium COntribUtiOn 
for family coverage and a major medical deductible increase from $50.00 to 
$150.00 for single employees and a 5100.00 to $300.00 for family coverage. The 
37 percent escalation in the Basic Plan costs indicates that the Employer needs 
to implement additional cost containment measures. The bargaining unit repre- 
sented by the Union has its highest enrollment in the Basic Plan which is the 
primary area in which cost containment efforts must be focused. Fifty-three 
members of the bargaining unit have selected the Basic Plan with family coverage 
and five have selected it with single coverage. AS of February 1, 1990 over 
one-third of the bargaining unit had selected the Basic Plan which had 
experienced a 37 percent increase in costs. As an offset to the Employer's pro- 
posal to reguira a premium payment by the bargaining unit members covered by the 
Basic Plan or those who selected an ISHO with a cost that exceeds 105 percent of 
the lowest cost EMO, the Employer proposed to increase its dental contribution 
by $1.50 per month for single enrollment and $3.40 per month for family 
coverage. The Employer's proposal addresses the specifically identified problem 
of an unreasonable increase in costs with a measure designed to encourage cost 
containment by requiring premium contributions and an increased deductible for 
the Basic Plan enrollees and placing a maximum on the amount that it would pay 
toward the cost of El40 coverage. The Union's proposal would address this 
problem with a 50 percent increase in the rather modest deductibles for the 
Basic Plan. 

The Employer’s proposal, including the increased dental contribution, is in 
place for 4,563 employees including 3,428 represented by 10 different unions. 
District Council 48 and Local 61 represent 2,622 employees or 38.2 percent of 
the Employer's work force. Local 61 has moved from a $150.00 major medical 
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deductible to the 5100.00/$300.00 deductible that the Employer proposes here. 
Both District Council 48 and Local 61 have the 85 percent/SO percent/S5 percent 
graduated basic plan co-payment for smployees hired after April 1, 1983. The 
Onion's proposal would make this bargaining unit the only employee group without 
an employee premium contribution system. Its proposed major medical deductible 
would be substantially lower than that of any other employee group of the 
Employer. 

Milwaukee County has a group of employees performing work similar to that Of 
this bargaining unit and they have negotiated a permanent two tiered health 
insurance system for the Basic Plan and HI40 plans in 1990. All employees hired 
after July 31, 1989 contribute $10.00 par month toward all single enrollment 
plans and S20.00 par month toward all family enrollment plans. This compares to 
the Employer's proposal of a $7.50/$15.00 Basic Plan employee contribution, two 
free single HMOs and three free family HMOs. The Milwaukee County health plan 
has the same deductible proposed by the Employer and is in most respects quite 
comparable to it although it requires a larger employee contribution toward the 
premium and the contribution must be made for both the Basic Plan or any ?DlO. 

The State of Wisconsin has a bargaining unit that includes employees per- 
forming duties similar to this bargaining unit and they contributes 105 percent 
of the lowest qualified HXO or SO percent of the premium cost of the Basic Plan, 
whichever is lower. This formula results in employees contributing $9.16 per 
month or $66.92 for Basic Plan single enrollments or $30.18 per month or $151.64 
for Basic Plan family enrollments, depending on the Basic Plan selected. The 
State of Wisconsin provides single employees with five free iDlO6 to select from 
and three HMOs which require monthly contributions ranging from 5.82 per month 
to 513.97 per month. This compares to two free single plan HMO enrollments and 
two single plan enrollments which cost $3.38 per month and $7.79 per month under 
the Employer's proposal. For family enrollments, the State of Wisconsin has 
five free HUOs and three others that cost employees $5.29 par month, $9.73 per 
monrh and 537.80 per month compared to the Employer's proposal of three free 
family HKOs and one that costs the employee $13.92 per month. The State of 
Wisconsin health plan is quite similar to the Employer's proposal, but requires 
larger contributions by the employees toward the premium. The Bureau of Labor 
Standards Survey of public sector employees in state or local governments showed 
that 35 percent of the public sector employees require an employee contribution 
fOr a single enrollment and 71 percent requires an employee contribution for 
family enrollments. The average monthly contribution was $16.00 for a single 
enrollment and $72.00 for a family enrollment. A monthly contribution of less 
than $15.00 was found in 50 percent of the single enrollments and only 11 par- 
cent of the family enrollments. 38 percent of the employers required monthly 
contributions of $15.00 or more for single enrollment and 78 percent required 
$15.00 or more for family enrollment. 84 percent of the surveyed public sector 
employee plans included in the 1987 Bureau of Labor Standards Survey included 
major medical deductibles of $100.00 or more. The 1988 Foster Higgins Survey of 
city and state governments reveal that 18 percent of the cities and 56 percent 
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of the states required an employee contribution for single enrollmenta and 61 
percent of the cities end 08 percent of the states required an employee COntri- 
bution for family enrollments. Deductibles of 5100.00 or more were found in 79 
percent of the cities surveyed and 70 percent of the states. 

The 1988 Poster Higgins Survey of more than 10 million private sector 
employees revealed that 39 percent of all employers required employee COntribu- 
tione for single coverage and 69 percent required contributions for dependent 
coverage. In the north central region which includes the area in which the 
Employer is located, 43 percent require contributions for employee coverage and 
62 percent require contributions for dependent coverage. Among employers with 
5,000 to 9,000 employees, 52 percent require contributions for employee only 
coverage and 70 percent require contributions for dependent coverage. The 1988 
Bureau of Labor Standards Survey cbvered 31 million full time private SeCtOr 
employees and it revealed that 40 percent of those employers required employee 
contribution for employee only coverage and 60 percent required contributions 
for dependent coverage. The 1969 klay/EIuggins Benefits Report surveyed 916 pri- 

.vate sector employers and 49 percent of them require employee contributions for 
employee only ccverage and 73 percent require contributions for dependent 
CO"erAge. The National Association of Manufacturers surveyed 2,029 of its 
members and found that 43.4 percent required employee premium contributions for 
employee only coverage and 53.7 required them for dependent coverage. The 
Bewitt Associates Survey of 227 major private sector corporations found that 
only 24 percent of the employers did not require employee contribution toward 
health premiums. That survey found that only 19 percent of the major private 
sector employers in the Hilwaukee area did not require employee contributions 
toward health insurance premiums. Service Employees International Union ccn- 
ducted a survey that found that 69 percent of the health plans covering its mem- 
bers required employee contributions toward health insurance programs. All of 
the major benefit surveys indicated that the Employer's proposal to extend pre- 
mium cost sharing to members of the bargaining unit is firmly in line with the 
commcn practice in the private sector. The evidence shows that only employees 
of the Employer who elect certain health plans will have to contribute toward 
the cost of the premium. The maximum monthly cost for those employees who 
select plans requiring premium contribution would be $7.79 for a single enrollee 
in the family health plan and $15.00 for a family enrollee in the basic plan. 
The Foster Higgins Health Care Benefits Survey of 1988 found that those 
employers that required contributions by employees made them pay 22 percent of 
the premium for employee only coverage and 36 percent of the premium for depen- 
dent coverage. In the North Central Region, employees who contribute toward the 
cost of insurance pay 19 percent of the premium for employee only coverage and 
28 percent of the premium for dependent coverage. Employers with 5,000 to 9,000 
employees who require employee contributions make them pay 22 percent 
of the premium for employee only coverage and 27 percent of the premium for 
family coverage. The Bureau of Labor Standards reports in its 1986 survey that 
employees who contribute tcwards health insurance plan premiums aversge $19.00 
par month for employee only coverage and $60.00 per month (four times the maxi- 
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mum amount proposed by the Employer) for dependent coverage. Obviously the 
Employer's proposed contribution amounts for employees who elect the most expen- 
sive health plans compare favorably with contributions of private SeCtOr 
employees and are not burdensome. 

The Foster and Biggins Eealth Care Benefits survey of 1988 shows that 91 
percent of all employers require deducti.bXes of $100.00 or more. 89 percent Of 
North Central Region employers and 90 percent of the employers with 5,000 t0 
9,000 employees require deductibles of $100.00 or more. The Wyatt Company 1988 
Group Benefits Survey covering 1 out of 7 workers in the country found that 88 
percent of employers require a Basic/Major Medical deductible of $100.00 or more 
and the 1989 Hay/Buggins Benefits Report found that 57 percent of employees 
require a Major Hedical deductible of more than $100.00. The Hewitt Associates 
Survey of salaried employee benefits by major U.S. employers shows that from 
1984 to 1988 only 6 percent of the employers required a deductible of less than 
$100.00. Compared to the private eector, the Employer's proposed $100.00 per 
person deductible, is quite reasonable. 

The Union's posit&on on health insurance is to preserve the status quo 
except to increase the deductible for single coverage from $50.00 to $75.00 and 
for family coverage from 5150.00 to $225.00. That is a very modest response to 
the 37 percent cost increase in the Basic Plan in 1990. That major jump 
requires cost containment measures to keep the Employer:s medical costs under 
control. Medical expenses seem to be driven by a force of their own and con- 
tinue to increase and the Employer is justified in seeking the modest increase 
in the deductsble and the even more modest employee contributions in order to 
gain some measure of control over its medical costs. It seems that none of the 
cost containment efforts are ever completely effective and they have not 
stopped the continuing escalation in medical costs, but they do represent one 
step that the Employer can take to exercise some control. The Employer's propo- 
sal would establish some uniformity in its health insurance program by giving 
the employees represented by the Union a health insurance program exactly like 
the one in place for 4,563 active employees represented by ten unions and 1,135 
management and non reprisented employees. It is true that District Counsel 48 
and Local 61 have health insurance plans that are different from the pattern 
advocated by the Employer. However, none of the Employer's employees has a 
major medical deductible similar to that proposed by the Union and which does 
not require at least some premium contribution by certain employees. 

The Union argues that the city's health insurance proposal is grossly unfair 
because the changes and additional costs imposed on employees would be retroac- 
tive to January 1, 1990. It contends that this is unreasonable and unfair. The 
Employer advised the Union at the very first negotiation meeting on October 25, 
1989 that the effective date of its proposal was January 1, 1990. The proposal 
was not unreasonable and unfair then and the mere fact that it has not been 
agreed to or implemented until the date of this award, does not make it unreaso- 
nable or unfair now. The Union takes the position that by proposing to change 



the health insurance program effective January 1, 1990 the Employer would take 
sway the improvement bargained for by the Union in the previo~e COllective 
bargaining agreement and the bargaining unit members would have enjoyed only 
three months of the benefit in that agreement because the new benefita were not 
retrosctive. The srbitrator finds that the 37 percent increase in the Cost Of 
the Basic Plan in 1990 justified the imposition of some additions1 cost sharing 
and cost containment measures even though they would now be imposed 
retroactively. The Employer's proposal does not require every employee to make 
Contributions toward the insurance premium. Those employees who elect to take 
the lower cost plans would not be requited to mske sny additional cohtribution. 
It is not unfair to ask those employees who elect to enroll in the most expen- 
sive health insurance programs that cost the Employer the most money to help 
shoulder s small part of the burden. 

The Employer has attempted to msintsin sn internal pattern of equity in its 
contract settlements with its employeea. The internal health and dental 
insurance relationships of previously settled agreements with other unions 
representing the Employer's employees is a significant factor for the ,srhitrator 
to consider. The Employer has established a settlement pattern with the 
bargaining units with which it has reached agreement and its offer is consistent 
with it. Internal consistency with respect to fringe benefits is s very signi- 
ficant factor for the arbitrator to consider. The Union's health and dental 
insurance proposal would create a benefit system that would be unique among the 
Bmploysr's employees. The sharp incroaee in the cost of the bssic plan by 1990 
justifies an~increase in the deductible and the imposition of premium contribu- 
tions on employees who select the most expensive plans. The premium contribu- 
tions themselves sre so modest that they cannot be considered a burden on the 
members of the batgaining unit. The increase in the deductible to s level com- 
parable to that of most of the other employees of the Employer will avoid the 
creation of s unique health insurance plan for this bargaining unit only and 
avoid the possibility of "whipsawing" the Employer for s different deductible 
for all of the Employer's employees in future negotiations. Changes in health 
insurance banefits given to the Employer's employees should be consistent and 
recognize that variations between employee groups should be avoided if at all 
possible. The Employer's health insurance proposal is not out of line when com- 
pared to its internal compsrsbles and it compares favorably with the health 
insurance programs provided by Wilwsukee County to its employees and the State 
of Wisconsin to its employees. The Employer's health insurance proposal is 
superior to the pattern of health insurance plans sccross the nation in both the 
public and the private sectors. Accordingly the arbitrator finds that the 
Employer's proposal on health insurance is more acceptable than that of the 
union. 

The other issue to be considered by the arbitrator is the issue of wages. 

The Employer proposes scross the bosrd increases in the base salary of 2 
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percent effective pay period one 1989, 2 percent effective pay period one 1990 
and 2 percent effective pay period fourteen 1990. Those increases would provide 
a 6.12 percent lift in wages over the two years. The Union proposes acroee the 
board increases in the base salary of 2 percent effective pay period one 1989, 2 
percent effective pay period fourteen 1989, z percent effective pay period one 
1990 and 2 percent effective pay period fourteen 1990. Those increases would 
produce a lift in the employees salaries of 8.24 percent. The Employer points 
to the fact that a total of 4,169 general city employees have received wage 
increases for 1969 and 1990 which reflect a lift of 6.12 percent or less. The 
Union points to the fact that a total of 2,841 protective service employees 
receive a 2 year lift increase of 8.24 percent. 

It would appear that the Employer is following two separate tracks in 
awarding salary increases to its employees. The Employer relies heavily in its 
argument on the internal pattern of settlement, contending that they should 
control and that they require the adoption of its offer. The Union contends 
that there is no real pattern of settlement because the protective service 

.bargaining units received increases higher than the wage patterns relied on by 
the Employer and proposed for this bargaining unit. 

The wage proposal of the Employer in this dispute conforms in most ways to 
the settlements reached with most of its other bargaining units except for the 
protective service units and the units represented by the Milwaukee Building and 
Construction Trades Council. The Employer's proposal to the Union is exactly 
the same as the wage increases agreed to voluntarily by the Publice Employees 
Union Local 61, the Staff Nurses Council, IAMAW District 10 and the Association 
of Scientific Personnel. It is exactly the same as the wage increase the 
Employer unilaterly gave to its management and nonmanagement non represented 
employees. It is also close to the agreement between fire department 
dispatchers and the Employer. Those settlement terms were 2 percent pay period 
fourteen i989, 2 percent pay period fourteen 1990 and 2 percent pay period one 
1991. 

The protective service settlements gave the Police Supervisors Organization 
2 percent pay period one 1989, 2 percent pay period fourteen 1989, 2 percent pay 
period one 1990 and 2 percent pay period eighteen 1990. The Fire Fighters 
settled for 2 percent pay period five 1989, 2 percent pay period twenty-three 
1989, 2 percent pay period five 1990 and 2 percent pay period twenty-three 1990. 
The police were awarded 2 percent pay period one 1989, 2 percent pay period 
nineteen 1990, 2 percent pay period one 1990 and 2 percent pay period eight 
1990. The protective services settlements were very similar to the demands of 
the Union and provide the same lift to the employees over the two years. 
Obviously the Employer's offer is closer to the wage settlement patterns 
established by the protective service unit settlements and the Employer's offer 
is almost the same as the settlements that have been reached with the non pro- 
tective service units and those increases that were unilaterally implemented by 
the Employer for non represented employees. 
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The Smployer distinguishes the wage offer of the protective earvice units 
from the wage offer in the non protective service units by reason of the cost 
increase it incurred when it negotiated pension modifications for employees who 
are not in protective services. No modifications to pension benefits here nego- 
tiated for employees in the protective service units. The Employer was advised 
in 1987 by its actuary that the Tax Reform Act of 1986 required a revision of 
the offset provisions then in effect in the Employer's pension plan covering all 
of ita non protective service employees. As a result of the requirements of the 
Tax Reform Act, the Employer bargained with all of its non protective service 
employees, including the Union, to conform the plan to the provisiona of the Tax 
Reform Act of 1986. Two plans were considered. One was a non integrated plan 
with a 70 percent cap without offset of social security benefits at a cost 
increase of 2.82342 percent of payroll. The other plan proposed by the Employer 
was an integrated plan that provided for a 70 percent cap with a maximum 
allowable social security offset permitted which carried an increase of .501 
percent of payroll. The Employer bargained with the employees and all of the 
bargaining units, including the Union, agreed to the more expansive non 
integrated plan with a 70 percent cap and without a social security offset. In 
making its wage proposals to the Union and the other non protective service 
bargaining units, the Employer has assessed the cost of the more expensive psn- 
sion plan against the employees in those bargaining units that were eligible to 
participate in it. No costs was assessed against the protective service unit 
settlements because those plans had not been integrated into the social security 
sysemt prior to the adoption of the Tax Reform Act. 

The evidence establishes that for the purposes of determining the total 
costs of its proposal the Employer has calculated the psrcentage contribution of 
total payroll for all non protective service employees. That figure was 3.2492 
percent of pay for all general employees. If the cost for this bargaining unit 
members only is considered, the pension enhancement costs were 3.859 percent 
of pay. The actual increased cost of the pension enhancement for this 
bargaining unit is significantly higher than the overall cost for all of the 
other non protective service employees calculated by the Employer. In its 
costing, the Employer has utilized the cost of the pension enhancement for all 
of the city employees in the non protective service rather than the higher 
figure for this bargaining unit. 

When the overall cost of the pension enhancement is considered along with 
the Employer's proposed pay increase , the protective service pay increase of an 
8.24 percent lift is not a true comparable because the protective service 
employees did not experience a pension enhancement. The appropriate comparable 
figure is the general city employee lift of 6.12 percent over the 2 year 
term of the agreement. 

POr purposes of comparing the Employer's position with Milwaukee County and 
the State of Wisconsin, the Employer has chosen the classifications of 
Engineering Technician IV, Engineering Technician VI, Civil Engineer I, Civil 
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Engineer II, and Civil Engineer III. Those five job classifications contain a 
total of a 119 members of the bargaining unit out of a total of a 152 and 
constitute 70 percent of it. The Engineering Technician IV and the Engineering 
Technician V positions comprised 93 percent of the bargaining unit engineering 
technicians and 43 percent of the total bargaining unit. The positions of Civil 
Engineer I, II and III make up 35 percent of the bargaining unit. The 
Employer's classifications of Engineering Technician IV, Engineering Technician 
V, Civil Engineer I, Civil Engineer II and Civil Engineer III are comparable to 
Milwaukee County's Engineering Technician III, Engineering Technician IV, Civil 
Engineer I, Civil Engineer II and Civil Engineer III respectively. The 
Employer's Engineering Technician IV matches the county's Engineering Technician 
III and the Employer's Engineering Technician V matches the county's Engineering 
Technician IV. These same positions of the Employer are comparable to the State 
of Wisconsin classifications of Engineering Specialist-journey, Engineering 
Specialist-senior, Civil Engineering-entry, Civil Engineer-development and 
Civil Engineer-journey. The 1990 salary rates of the Employer are higher than 
Milwaukee County in all five classifications and higher than the State of 
.Wisconsin for the Employer's positions of Engineering Technician V, Civil 
Engineer 11 and Civil Engineer III. For those three positions the Employer's 
proposal is significantly higher than the state's salary for a similar classifi- 
cation. For the Employer's positions of Engineering Technician IV and Civil 
Engineer I, the Employer's maximum pay is a $142.00 less than the state's maxi- 
mum pay for a comparable classification. However, the Union's proposal would 
result in those two positions being paid $564.00 more than comparable state 
positions. Comparison of the Employer's five job classifications with the com- 
parable classifications for Milwaukee County and the State of Wisconsin indica- 
tes that the Employer's salary proposal is closer than the Union's proposal to 
the salaries received by employees doing comparable work for the State of 
Wisconsin and the county of Hilwaukee. 

In previous arbitrations the Employer has utilized the surveys conducted by 
the National Society of Professional Engineers, hereinafter referred to as NSPE. 
In those arbitrations the Employer has equated its Civil Engineer I with the 
NSPE Engineer I/II, a Civil Engineer II with an NSPE Engineer III and a Civil 
engineer three with an NSPE engineer four. The Union contends that the matching 
of the Employer's engineering classification levels to those of the NSPE classi 
fications may not be justified. It utilizes the PATC Survey and equated the 
Employer's Civil Engineer I, II, III and IV to the PATC Engineer II, III, IV and 
V respectively. The duties and responsibilities of the classifications utilized 
in the PATC survey are exactly the same as those used in the NSPE Survey and the 
arbitrator is satisfied that the Employer has property related its classifica- 
tions with those in the NSPE Survey. A PATC Engineer II is comparable to an 
Engineer I and both are comparable to an NSPE Engineer I/II and so on for other 
engineering levels. With the exception of the NSPE Engineer I/II and ths ' 
Employer's Civil Engineer I position, its remaining engineering classification 
salary maximum exceed the comparable NSPE salary medians. The NSPE survey 
for 1990 indicates that the Employer's proposal for a Civil Engineer I exceeds 
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the NSPE median for S comparable classification. The %mployer'S prOpOsS1 for 
its civil Engineer II, III and IV clsssificStiona excnds the 1990 NSPE median 
Salaries for similiar classifications. When the NSPE survey for the 
Milwaukee-Racine vicinity is considered, the Employer's Civil Engineer II, III 
and Iv positions have a far superior salaries than those reflected by the NSPE 
survey. Most of the Employer's civil engineers Lve generally paid less thM 
engineers in all other branches of engineering 5.n the NSPE surveys, hut the 
Employer paye its engineers higher salaries than the medians found in the NSPE 
data. The PATC survey indicates that the Employer's proposed raximum pay step 
for 1969 would result in a significantly higher maximvm pSy step for its 
employees than the federal government pays its engineers in similar ClSSsificS- 
tions . When federal government engineer salaries are compared to the Employer's 
proposal and the Union's proposal using either the PATC Survey or the NSPE 
Survey, the Employer's proposal is closer to the median salary for each of the 
appropriate classifications than the Union's proposal is. 

The Union represents the 71 engineering technicians in the bargaining Unit. 
.District Council 49 represents the Employer's drafting technicians. District 
Council 46 arbitrated its 1969-1990 contract with the Employer and was awarded 
ScrosS the board salary increases of 3 percent effective pay period one 1969 and 
3 percent effective pay period one 1990. This resulted in S 6.09 percent lift 
over the 2 year contract period. There haa been a historical linkage between 
the maximum pay rates for Drafting Technician IV and Engineering Technician IV 
and Drafting Technician IV and Engineering Technician V for S number of years. 
The two year lift of 6;12 percent proposed by the Employer more closely approxi- 
#rates the 6.09 percent lift that the drafting technicians received as a result 
of the District Council 46 award than the Union's proposal of an 9.2 percent 
lift. If the arbitrator were to select the Union's proposal, the historical 
relationship between the engineering technicians and the drafting techincians 
would be broken. 

Tire total change in the CPI in 1969 and 1990 is 10.1 percent. The 
Employer's proposed increase would result in S 6.12 percent lift over the 2 year 
contract and the Union's proposed increase would result in a lift of 9.24 per- 
cent over that same period. Adding the Employer's proposed wage lift of 6.12 
percent and S tuition increase of .05 percent end the pension enhancement of 
2.60 percent and subtracting the savings based upon the Employer's health pro- 
posal of .16 percent, the total package value of the Employer's proposal repre- 
sents M increase of 8.61 percent. Adding the Union's propoaed wage lift of 
9.24 percent to the tuition increase of .05 percent and the pension increase of 
2.66 percent and subtracting the health savings of .03 percent establishes that 
the increase in cost of the Union's total package proposal is 10.92 percent. 
Obviously the Employer's proposal is about lf percent below the increase in the 
cost of living over the two year period while the Union's proposal is about 
eight tenths of S percent above the increase in the cost of living. Accordingly 
the Union's proposed increase is much closer to the increase in the cost of 
living than the Employer's proposal. 
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The Union argues that there is no internal pattern of settlements that 
favors the Employer's offer. It correctly points out that the Employer analyses 
salary positions of the parties solely in terms of lift and ignores the actual 
salary increases that would result from the Union's offer. It argues that the 
5,358 employees made up of police supsrvisprs, police, fire fighters, municipal 
attorneys and Dietrict Council 45 members have wage contracts that provide 
substantially the same actual salary increase sought by the Union. Iiowever, 
only District Council 45, which makes up 2,493 of those 5,355 employees. also 
received the pension enhancement benefits that the Employer urges the arbitrator 
to consider. The Union goes on to point out that only the Staff, nurses, IAM 
District 10, Sceintific Personnel and Public Employee Local Union 61 have wage 
contracts that are substantially the same as that offered by the Employer to the 
Union. It argues that 46 percent of the Employer's employees will have a lift 
of 6.24 percent by the end of the contract period which is exactly the same as 
it seeks. The problem with the Union's position is that it wants all the best 
benefits that anyone else has received without giving up anything itself. It 
wants the lift that the protective services employees receive as well as the new 
pension benefits that those same employees do not receive. It wants the same 
wage increase that District Council 46 received, but it also want the lift that 
District Council 46 did not get. It wants any benefit that any other group Of 
employees receive without giving up any of the benefits that those employees 
forego. That isn't the way collective bargaining works. one group of employees 
may give up a particular benefit that another group gets in order to obtain a 
specific benefit that it wants. The Union seems to think that it should have 
the increase lift, the pension enhancement benefit and the larger actual salary 
increase even though no other group of employees except the 24 municipal attof- 
neys have received anything comparable. 

The Union argues that the Employer exaggerates the significance of the lift, 
asserting that the principal significance of it is in the position which it 
places the bargaining unit as a starting level for future negotiations. It con- 
tends this is a factor that is always taken into consideration in bargaining for 
the future contract. The lift factor is designed to place the employees in a 
particular unit at the same wage level as other employees to whom they should be 
properly compared. The employees in the protective services are employees to 
whom the'bargaining unit could be compared under ordinary circumstances. what 
distinguishes this bargaining unit from the employees in the protective services 
is the pension enhancement that its members will receive during the contract 
period. The Union seems to downgrade the impact of the pension changes because 
they are benefits that the employees will receive in the future. The Employer 
cannot discount them because they have an immediate cost and must be considered 
in determining the amount that it should pay employees in this bargaining unit 
and still maintain equity with its other employees. 

The Union asserts that comparisons with Milwaukee County are not significant 
because it only has 30 engineering employees altogether and is too small to be a 
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bargaining frctor. It ignores the fact that the county's engineerb perform work 
l Fmilbr to that performed by the bargaining unit end require the came training 
and experience for the varioue clbeeificetione. It contend6 that the State Of 
Wisconsin engineering workers should not be compared to the bargaining beCauSe 
only 18 percent of the 473 state engineers reside in the Milwaukee %atrOPOlit~ 
br*a. The State of Wisconsin hae a uniform rate for engineers regardless Of 
where they work and they hbve no trouble recruiting engineers to work in the 

'Milwaukee area. It seems relevant that over the years the State of WibCOnainr 
Milwaukee County and the Employer have adopted classifications that bre similar 
and the pay for thoee clbesificbtione has always been comparable with little 
differential betwen the three employers. 

The Onion argues that comparison of October 1990 bmubl rates of its 
employees with those from Milwaukee County and the State of Wisconsin is unfair 
because the bargaining unit would only receive those rates for the last half Of 
1990. There is borne validity to that contention, but adoption of the Union's 
proposal would raise the Employer's salaries for engineers 2 percent above the 
salaries paid for similar classifications by Milwaukee County and the State Of 
Wisconsin. 

The Union relies on the PATC Survey which shows that the Employer's engi- 
neers are generally paid less than engineers in the private sector. The 
arbitrator finds that the evidence supports the Union's contention. However the 
evidence also indicates that engineers employed by the federal government, bta- 
tes and muoicipblitieb generally lag behind the private sector. The evidence 
estbblisheb that the Employer’s proposal would provide b maximum pay step 
for most of its vbrious clbssificatione well above the salaries paid to engi- 
neers employed by the federal government in similbry classifications. Federal 
salary levels for engineers lag behind those of private industry but it is 
generally true that the salaries paid to engineers by state and municipal 
governments lag behind the private sector. Often the difference between the 
eblbries between engineers employed by the public sector and those employed by 
the private sector can be explained by the differences in fringe benefits. For 
example. few private hector employers provide pension benefits comparable to 
those being provided by the Employer to its engineers. 

The Employer relies primarily on the NSPE Surveys in making its comparisons 
with engineers salaries in the private eector. The Union argues that the NSPE 
Surveye bra invalid because the number of engineers surveyed by NSPE is too 
Small. The arbitrator finds some validity to the complaint about the quality of 
the NSPE Surveys. Both the Union and the Employer have relied on the 
NSPE surveyb in the past in making their compbrisone. Even now the differential 
between the NSPE surveys and the PATC surveys are not 60 substantial bb to con- 
vince the arbitrator that the NSPE eurveys have no validity. The PATC survey 
absolutely establishes that implementation of either the Union'b proposal or 
the Employer's proposal would result in sblbriee for the bargaining unit well 
below the average salaries received by engineers in the public and private bec- 
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tor as a whole across the country. That particular comparison is not convincing 
to the arbitrator because of the recognized differential between the salariee 
paid by governmental units and the private sector. 

The Union discounts the Employer's claim that there ie a historical linkage 
between the wages of the drafting tech&cans represented by District Council 48 
and the engineering technicians represented by the Union. From 1970 through 
1978 the drafting technicians and the engineering technicians were paid the same 
through a series of “me too" agreement between District Council 48 and the 
Employer. In 1979 the engineering technicians moved ahead of the drafting 
techincians as a result of a fact finding award. In 1981 there was another "me 
too" agreement between District Council 48 and the Employer which again linked 
the wages of the drafting technicians and the engineering technicians. The 
Union contends that the historical linkage that the city relies on is nothing 
more than the link created by its own "me too" contracts. It takes the position 
that it has never tied its engineering technicians to the drafting technicians 
salaries and a disinterested arbitrator or fact finder has found the rela- 
tionship not as one of equality but has having the engineering techincians 
receiving higher salaries than the drafting technicians. There is truth in 
the contention of the Union, but the fact is that this arbitration is not going 
to turn on the issue of whether the engineering technicians should be paid the 
same as the drafting technicians. That issue should be resolved by bargaining 
over the level of the salaries of the engineering technicians only rather than 
raising the salaries of the entire bargaining unit and creating new inequities 
in order to correct what may be an inequity in the wages paid to engineering 
technicians. 

A comparison of salaries paid by the Employer to this bargaining unit and 
the salaries received by Milwaukee County employees in the same classifications 
is particularily significant. Both the Employer and the county are in the same 
labor market and both are governmental jurisdictions. All of the Employer's tax- 
payers are county taxpayers too. A comparison with county salaries was made in 
the two previous arbitration cases involving the Employer and the Onion. The 
current comparison reveals that the salaries that would result from the 
Employer's proposal are more than competitive with those paid by the county. 

The state is a valid comparable in view of the fact that it is a governmen- 
tal jurisdiction and shares many of the similarities of government employment 
with the Employer and many of its employees are located within its boundaries. 
The Employer's taxpayers are all state taxpayers too. The evidence establishes 
that the Employer is highly competitive with the State of Wisconsin in the 
salaries that it pays to its engineers although it may lag somewhat behind the 
state salaries for engineering technicians. 

Salaries for engineers employed by governmental units throughout the country 
seem to lag behind the private sector and the Employer does not depart from that 
pattern nor should it be expected to. Both the Employer's proposal and the 
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Union’s proposal would provide salaries lower than the private sector pays eogi- 
neers in comparable classifications. 

The two statutory criteria emphasized by the parties were cost of living and 
comparablea. Cost of living supports the Onion's final offer whereas the inter- 
nal comparable6 support the Employer's final offer. The most immediate e%‘teMal 
compare&lea of M ilwaukee County and the State of Wisconsin support the 
Employer'e offer and the increaoes proposed by the Employer apprOXLmates its 
internal increases as well ae the most imtediate external increases. The evi- 
dence establishes that the Employer has not experienced difficulty in recruiting 
which suggests that it is competitive with other private and public employers. 

Whatever deficiencies exist in the Employer’s salary offer when compared tO 
the salaries paid to other bargaining units are more than compensated when the 
cost factor of the pension enhancement for members of this bargaining unit is 
considered. The actual cost of the pension enhancement for this bargaining unit 
was well above the average cost per employee of the Employer, indicating that 
particular benefit was even more valuable to the employees of this bargaining 
unit than to the other employees of the Employer who received pension enhan- 
cement. That cost more than compensates for the difference in the lift given to 
the protective service employees and justifies the somewhat lower actual salary 
increase that the bargaining unit received. The overall compensation received 
by the employees including pension benefits is an important factor to be con- 
sidered in making a determination of which proposal should be selected by the 
arbitrator. 

Internal patterns of settlement carry significant weight in determining 
which final offer should be adopted. The wage proposal of the Employer 
in this dispute conforms to its other settlements except for the protective ser- 
vice units. When the costs of the pension enhancements proposed by the Employer 
is considered along with its wage proposal , the overall compensation is very 

similar to the settlements that the Employer has made with its protective 
service employees and District Council 48. Under the circumstances the arbitra- 
tor finds the Employer's salary proposal to be more reasonable than that of the 
Union. The appropriateness of the Employer's health insurance proposal when 
compared to that of the Union is a somewhat closer question. Because of an 
arbitration award to District Council 48 and a "me too" agreement on health 
insurance between the Employer and Public Employers Union Local 61 a large 
number of the Employer’s employees have an insurance program that is closer to 
the proposal of the Union than it is to that of the Employers. Eowever the 
majority of the settlements with the various bargaining units involved health 
insurance provisions that were exactly the same as the Employer has proposed for 
the Union. 

After full consideration of all of the factors involved herein, the arbitra- 
tor finds the proposal of the Employer to be more appropriate than the proposal 
of the Union. 
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It therefore follow from the above facts and discussion thereon, that the 
undersigned renders the following 

After full consideration of the criteria eet forth in the statute8 and after 
Careful and extensive evaluation of the testimony, arguments, exhibita and 
briefa of the parties, the arbitrator finds that the Employer's final offer more 
cloeely adheres to the statutory criteria than that of the Union and directs 
that the Employer's propoeal contained in Exhibit B be incorporated into the 
collective bargaining agreement a8 a resolution of this dispute. 

Dated at Sparta, Wisconsin 
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Name of Case: 

The following, or the attachment hereto, constitutes our final offer for the 
purposes of arbitration pursuant to Section II I .70(4)(cm)6. of the Municipal Employment 
Relations Act. A copy of such final offer has been submitted to the other party 
Involved in this proceeding, and the undersigned has received a copy of the final offer 
of the other party. Each page of the attachment hereto has been initialed by me. 
Further, we && (do not) authorize inclusion of nonresidents of Wisconsin on the 
arbitration panel to be submitted to the Commission. - 

(Date) rRepresen’tative) - 

On Behalf of: -7zALL& -4 
I 

ZM.4RB9. FT 



STATE OF Wisconsin 
BEFORE THE WISCONSIN EWPLOYMENT RELATIONS COl4l4ISSION 

In the Matter of the Petition of 
TECBNICIANS, ENGINEERS AND ARCHITECTS 
OF MILWAUKEE 

To Initiate Arbitration Between Said 
Petitioner and 

Case 357 No. 44865 

INT/ARB - 5682 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE 

FINAL OFFEZ OF TEAM TO CITY OF WILWA'JKEX 

1. PROVISIONS CARRIED OVER FROM EXISTING AGREEMENT 

All articles and provisions of the 1987-1988 contract 
between the parties, together with the agreed upon revision of 
Article 13 (Pension Benefits), shall be incorporated verbatim 
into the new contract except to the extent they would be changed 
by the adoption of the specific tentative agreements and disputed 
items set forth below. 

II. CHANGES IN THE EXISTING AGREEMENT TENTATIVELY AGREED UPON 

All contract provisions, whether or not involving a change 
in the existing agreement, tentatively agreed to and initialed by 
the parties through August 13, 1990 shall be incorporated 
verbatim into the new contract. 

III. ITEM IN DISPUTE 

Article 9: Salary. Increase all salaries as follows: 

2% effective Pay Period 1, 1989 

2% effective Pay Period 14, 1989 

2% effective Pay Period 1, 1990 

2% effective Pay Period 14, 1990 

1 





. 

The following, or the attachment hereto, constitutes our final offer for the 
purposes of arbitration pursuant to Section II I .70(4)(cm)6. of the Municipal Employment 
Relations Act. A copy of such final offer has been submitted to the other party 
Involved in this proceeding, and the undersigned has received a copy of the final offer 
of the other party. 

we w--f 

Each page of the attachment hereto has been initialed by me. 
Further, do not) authorize inclusion of nonresidents of Wisconsin on the 
arbitration panel to be submitted to the Commission. 

(Date) 

On Behalf of: 

, 
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I . 

August 13, 1990 

h-~i4aem-y Hempe 

Wisconsin Employment . 
Relations Conmission 

Post Office Box 7870 
Madison, WI 53707-7870 

Dear Mr. Hempe: 

Enclosed is the City's final offer to Technicians, Engineers and 
Architects of Milwaukee (TEAM). 

Sincerely, 

b&L 
DANAE DAVIS GORDON 
City Labor Negotiator 

DDG:EFS:bh 
AHHLtr 
LAB/TEAM 

Enclosure 

c: Robert R. Luebben 
E. Campion Kersten 



CITY OF MILWAUKEE'S FINAL OFFER 
TO TECHNICIANS, ENGINEERS AND ARCHITECTS OF MILWAUKEE (TEAM) 

August 13, 1990 

72. A summary of the City's final offer on open issues is as follows: 

* 
b. 2% across-the-board wage increase effective Pay Period 1. 1990; 
C. 2% across-the-board wage increase effective Pay Period 14, 1990. 

Article 14, Health Insurance 

(See attached language for complete proposal.) 

Maintain present benefits except as follows: 

a. Under the Basic Plan Benefits, increase the major medical deductible 
to $100 per person, S300 per family maximum effective January 1, 
1990; 

b. Under the Basic Plan Benefits, add medically necessary human to human 
heart transplants effective January 1, 1990; 

C. For calendar year 1989, under cost of coverage, maintain present 
benefit level but revise language to reflect changes of the 1987-1988 
contract that became effective October 1, 1989; 

d. For calendar year 1990, for employees enrolled in the Basic Plan, 
employees will contribute $7.50 per month for single enrollment and 
$15.00 per month for family enrollment; 

e. For calendar year 1990, for employees enrolled in an HMO Plan, the 
City will contribute up to 105% of the premium cost of the lowest HMO 
offered by the City for single and family enrollees; 

T-c' 

\ 

, 
i, 

___ -- ~_ _._. I 
9. For calendar year 1990, increase the City's dental contribution from 

$8.50 to $10.00 per month for single enrollment and $26.60 to $30.00 
per month for family enrollment. 



-- 
. 

-e.-.. 

1. 

2. 

.3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Article I. Duratioq: Two years. 

Article IlB. Dutv-Incurred Disabilitv PaY 

Maintain present language except, effective the next pay period following 
the execution date of this Agreement, reduce injury pay from BOX to 70x of 
base salary. : 
Arti le -1 

Maintain present language except update dates in paragraph 1, delete 
language relating to benefits prior to implementation of'the 1987-1988 
agreement and, effective prospectively, eliminate provision that a 
deduction of one day will be taken from the employee's sick leave account 
for each day taken off under SLIP. 

Article 126. Jurv Duty 

Maintain present benefit but revise language to reflect practice. 

Article 12D. Funeral Leave 

Effective prospectively, substitute "work days" for "calendar days;" 
eliminate travel time option, substitute leave to be taken within 10 days 
of death instead of "beginning with day of death and including the day 
after funeral" and add step-parents and step-children as immediate family. 

Article 13. Pension Benefits 

Revise Article as follows: 

a. Employees in the coordinated plan who retire on or after January 1, 
1989, shall not receive a service retirement allowance in excess of 
70% of their final average salary at the time of retirement provided, 
however, that the application of this limitation shall not operate to 
diminish an employee's accrued benefits as of December 31, 1988, 
based on the employee's final average salary on the date of 
retirement; 

b. Employees in the coordinated plan who retire on or after January 1, 
1989, shall not receive a reductidn in their service retirement 
allowance on account of social security benefits paid or payable to 
such employee; 

C. An employee in active service, who has attained age 55 and has 
completed 30 years of creditable service in the Employes' Retirement 
System (ERS), will be eligible for a service retirement allowance as 
computed under Chapter 36.0S(l)d. of the ERS Act provided that he/she 
retires on a service retirement allowance during a one-year window 
period that commences January 1, 1990, and ends December 31, 1990; 
and 



d. Further amendments to Chapter 36 of the ERS Act as stated in the 
attached Pension Artic'le to be in compliance with the 1986 Tax Law 
changes. 

7. New Article. Ordinance and Resolution Reference IArtfcle 1881 

Add provision concerning ordinance and resolution references (see Article 
188 attached). 

8. The,parties agree to maintain the Rresent language on the following 
ArtrcTes contained fn the 1987-1988 City/TEAM labor agreement: 

Preamble except update date. 
Article 2, Recognition, except update date. 
Article 3, Management Rights I 
Article 4A, Union Business and Union Meetings 
Article 48, Bulletin Boards 
Article 40, Check Off of Union Dues 
Article 4E, Fair Share Deductions 
Article 5, Prohibition of Strikes and Lockouts 
Article 6, Grievance Procedure 
Article 7, Arbitration Procedure 
Article 8, Hours of.Work 
Article 9B, Technical "M" Ranges 
Article QC, Shift Differential except delete obsolete provision (paragraph 7) 
and revise paragraph 4 accordingly. 
Article 9D, Overtime 
Article 9E, Call-in Pay 
Article IOA, Vacation 
Article 108, Personal Days 
Article IOC, Holidays, 
Article IlA, Sick Leave 

except delete effective date for MLK Day. 

Article llt, Reimbursement after Recovery from Third Party 
Article 12A, Military Leave 
Article 12C, Terminal Leave 
Article 168, Auto Allowance, except update dates. 
Article 16C, Safety Shoes 
Article 16D, License Fees 
Article 18A, Subordinate to Charter 
Article 186, Waiver of Negotiations 
Article 180, Aid to Construction of Provisions of Agreement, except add date 
Common Council approves agreement. 
Article 18E, Saving Clause 



. WARY PROV~S~~Z 
A. Blrc 

1. Effective Pay Period 1, 1989, the biweakly salaries paid to the 

employees covered by this Agreement shall be as set forth in Appendix 

A, which is attached to.and incorporated by reference in this 

Agreement. 

2. Effective Pay Period 1, 1990, the biweekly salaries paid to the 

employees covered by this Agreement shall be as set forth in Appendix 

B, which is attached to and incorporated by reference in this 

Agreament. 

3. Effective Pay Period 14, 1990, the biweekly salaries paid to the 

employees covered by this Agreement shall be as set forth in Appendix 

C, which is attached to and incorporated by reference in this 

Agreement. 

4. Unless othenise specified, employees shall move from the minimum 

step in the pay range to the maximum step in annual increments. The 

adminlstrrtion of the pay plan shall be in accordance with the salary 

ordinance. 

5. Where necessary to aid recruitment, the City may make reallocations 

or change recruitment rates. The City shall inform the union prior 

to implementing such changes. 

6. Thr City reserves the right to request the City Service Commission to 

make classification changes but said changes shall not operate to - 

reduce the salary of current incumbents. These changes shall not be 

subject to arbitration under any e!t.ablished grievance procedure. 
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HEALTH ~YEAKE 
A. Benefits 

1. Bask Plan . 

During the term of this Agreement, Basic Plan health insurance 

benefits shall be the same as the Basic Plan benefits that were 

provided in the 1987-1988 City/Union Agreement, except for the 

following changes in these benefits: 

a. Every medical procedure that can be performed on an outpatient 

basis shall not be covered by these benefits when the procedure 

fs performed on a hospital inpatient basis. Procedures that can 

be performed on an outpatient basis that are done on an 

inpatient basis in conjunction with other procedures requiring 

inpatient status, or any procedures performed on an inpatient 

basis that constitute a medically verifiable exception (as 

determined by the Pre-Admission Review Contractor) to the 

requirement that it be performed on an outpatient basis, shall 

be covered. 

b. Existing benefits provided under the 'Hospital Surgical-Medical 

Contract Base Coverage' part of the Basic Plan for inpatient 

hospital treatment of alcoholism, drug abuse and nervous and 

manta1 disorders, shall be available to each participant for a 

maximum of thtrty (30) days durtng any one calendar year. For 

inpatient hospital treatment of nervous and mental disorders 

only, an extension to such maximum of no more than 30 additional 

days during the calendar year may be allowed where such 

extentjon is medically justiftable. 'All other provjsions in 
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respect to such benefits sha:: remain unchanged. Existing 

benefits provided under the 'Major Hedlcal Coverage' part of the _ 

Basic Plan for inpatient hospital treatment of alcoholism, drug 

abuse and nervous and mental dtsorders shall remain unchanged. 

C. The maximum aggregate allowance limitation per participant 

during each calendar year on benefits providing outpatient 

services for alcoholism, drug abuse and nervous and mental 

disorders rendered in the outpatient department of a hospital or 

in an outpatient treatment facility, that are provided under the, 

'Hospital Surgical-Medical Contract Base Coverage" part of the 

Basic Plan shall be $900. All other provisions in respect to 

such benefits shall remain unchanged. Existing benefits 

provided under the 'Major Medical Coverage' part of the Basic 

Plan for benefits that provide outpatient services for 

alcoholism, drug abuse and nervous and mental disorders rendered 

in the outpatient department of a hospital or in an outpatient 

treatment facility shall remain unchanged. 

d. The Pre-Admission Review (PAR) program, as established by the 

City, shall remain in effect for all elective procedures. The 

prograa will be an independent review that assures each patient 

that the proposed hospitalization is necessary, based upon the 

medical condition of the patient, delivered in the most 

appropriate medical setting (inpatient or outpatient) and fair 

and equitably priced. Whenever a physician recommends an 

elective procedure, the employee shall notify the designated PAR 

program representative of this fact by telephone at the time 

such procedure is recoaveended. in aciordance with procedures 
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.established by the Employee Sencfits Administrator for that 

Any elective procedure not subtaitted to the designated purpose. 

PAR program representative (when established and the employees 

are duly notified) shall not be covered by these benefits. PAR 

shall detennine whether or not a procedure is elective. Within 

48 hours of the hospital admission time for any urgent or 

emergency procedure performed on an employee, or his/her 

dependents, the employee or adult responsible shall be required 

to notify the designated PAR program representative of this fact 

by telephone in accordance with procedures established by the 

Employe Benefits Administrator for that purpose; provided, 

however, that if bona fide medical circumstances applicable to 

the employee or their dependents preclude compliance with the 

48-hour notification requirement, PAR shall authorize a 

reasonable extension of this time limit consistant with the 

circumsta&s. Following its review of an elective procedure 

contemplated for an employee, or dependents, PAR will inform the 

employee of its approval or denial of the procedure. 

e. If no decision is reached within ten working days, PAR will 

notify the employee of the status of the elective procedure. 

f. TEA# will be notified of any proposed changes in the PAR program 

before they are implemented. 

9. A medical "hot-line" as established by the City shall remain in 

effect. This 'hot-line' shall put employees and their-families 

in inenedtate touch with health care professionals for 

infomtion on the value, availability, use and price of the 

various health care services in the area. 
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h. Effective January 1, 1990, th. aa.jor medical deductible shall be 

Increased to $100 per person, $300 per fully maximum on the 

Basic Plan. 

1. Transplant Benefits 

(1) Effective January 1, 1990, medically necessary human to 

human heart transplants shall be added as a covered benefit 

under the Basic Plan. The participant must obtain prior 

authorization from the Pre-Admission Review Contractor and 

Is subject to the terms and condittons of the Pre-Admission 

Revfew Program set forth in subsection A.l.(d) of this 

Article, above. 

(2) The aggregate lifetime maximum benefit limit per 

participant for all organ or tissue transplant services for 

all covered transplant procedures is $250,000. This 

aggregate lifetime maximum benefit limit applies to all 

benefits arising out of an organ or tissue transplant. 

2. Health Halntenance Organization (HMO) Plans 

An employee shall have the right to select coverage under a Health 

Haintenance Organization (Hm)) Plan approved by the City in lieu of 

coverage provjded by the Basic Plan. The benefits for the HMO Plan 

selected. shall be as established by the provjder of the HMO Plan. 

3. Dental Insurance Benefits 

a. Baste Dental Plan 

Basic Dental Plan insurance benefits shall be the same as the 

beneftts provided for in theDENTAL SERVICES GROUP CONTRACT FOR 

THE CITY OF RILWAUKEE, effective January 1, 1982, executed Hay 

1, 1982. The dental insurance coverage for an eligible employee 
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electing coverage under the Easic Dental Plan shrll.be in lieu 

of the coverage provided by a prepaid dental plan. 

b. Prepaid Dental Plans (POP) 

An employee shall have the right to select coverage under a 

Prepaid Dental Plan (POP) approved by the City in lieu of the 

coverage provided by the Basic Dental Plan. The benefits of the 

POP selected shall be as established by the provider of the POP. 

4. Cost Containment Provisions Applicable to All Plans: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

The City will,not pay for any services or supplies that are 

unnecessary according to acceptable medical procedures. 

The City shall have the right to require an employee to execute 

a medical authorization to the applicable group to examine 

employee medical and/or dental records for auditing purposes. 

The City shall have the right to establish measures It deems 

necessary to eliminate excessive costs in the application of the 

benefits provided under A.I., A.2, and A-3. 

The City, in conjunction with its insurance administrator, 

carrier, or provider shall have the right to develop and 

implemnt any other cost containment measures it deems 

necessary. 

An employee's health/dental benefits shall terminate on the last 

day of the calendar month in which the employee separates from 

active service, except as provided in 8.4. and B.5., below. 

8. Eligibility for Benefits 

1. Employees in active service whose normal hours of work average more 

than twenty (20) hours per week or whose normal hours of work average 

twenty (20) hours per week on a year-round basis in a position which 
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is budgeted as half-time, shall bc entitled to health insurance 

benefits through either the Basic Plan or an HMO Plan at their 

option. 

2. EmPloyees shall not be eligible for the benefits provided in A,, 

above, during the time period they are employed on a provisional, 

emergency, Part-time (for purposes of this provision, employees shall 

be tenned part-time employees when their nornrl hours of work average 

less than 20 hours per week) temporary, student-aide type or seasonal 

basis. 

3. Employees in active service shall be entitled to Dental, Plan berefits 

provided in A.3.a. and b., above, so long as they remain in actve 

service. All employees, while in active service, shall be requtred 

to participate In a City Dental Plan as described in A.3.a. and b., 

above, with the same enrollment status that they maintain for their 

health insurance benefits. Individuals not in active service shall 

not be entitled to participate in the Dental Plan. 

4. Employees in active service who coesnence receiving a duty disability 

retirement allowance during the term of this Agreement shall be 

entitled to the benefits provided in A.l. or A.2., for the tens of 

this Agreement. 

5. Employees who retire on normal pension (as defined in Chapter 36 of 

the City Charter, 1971 compilation as amended) during the term of 

this Agretunt, with at least 15 years of creditable service, shall - 

be entitled to the benefits provided in A.l. or A.2., during the term 

of this Agreement so long as they are at least age 60 and less than 

age 65.If a retiree eligible for these benefits dies prior to age 

65, the retiree's surviving spouse shall be eligible for these 
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benefits until the last dry of the aonth prior to the month tn which 

the deceased retiree would have attained age 65. 

6. An employee in active service who retires with 30 years of creditable 

service prior to attaining age 60 on a service retirement allowance 

during a one-year window period that comences January 1, 1990, and 

ends December 31, 1990,.shall be entftled to the benefits provided in 

subsection A.1. and A.2. during the term of this Agreement so long as 

he/she is at least age 55 and less than age 65. If a retiree 

eligible for these benefits dies prior to age 65, the retiree's 

surviving spouse shall be eligible for these benefits until the last 

day of the month in which the deceased retiree would have obtained 

age 65. 

C. Cost of Coverage - Basic Health Insurance or HMO Plan Only 

1. Employees in Active Service 

a. For Time Period January 1, 1989, through September 30, 1989 

(1) For Employees in Active Service Prior to September 1, 19@3: 

Except as provided in E. below, the City will contribute 

during the time period January 1, 1989, through September 

30, 1989, an amount up to 100% of the monthly subscriber 

cost of either single or family enrollment in the Basic 

Plan toward meeting the cost of enrollment for the plan 

elected under A.l. or A.2. for eligible employees. 

(2) Employees Newly Appointed to City Employment On or After 

September 1, 1983: 

Except as provided in E., below, the City will contribute 

during the time period January 1, 1989, through September 

30, 1989, an amount up to 85% of the Basic Plan subscriber 
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cost for single or fui-,y enrollment in the Basic Plan 

toward Ieeettng the cost of enrOl1lnant for the plan elected - 

under Al. or A.Z. for eligible employees. Thereafter, it 

is contcnplrted that the City will meke contrlbutiont based 

upon the Basic Plan subscriber costs as follows: 

85% during the first four years of active service: 

90% during the next three years of actfve service; 

95% during the next three years of active service; 

100% after 10 years of active service. 

If the subscriber cost for single or family enrollment in 

the plan selected exceeds the maximum City contribution 

provided, the amount of excess cost shall be deducted from 

the employee's monthly paycheck. 

b. For the Time Period October 1, 1989, through December 31, 1989: 

Except as provided in E. below, the City will contribute during 

the time period October 1, 1999, through December 31, 1989, an 

amount up to 100x of the monthly subscriber cost of either 

single or family enrollment in the Basic Plan toward meeting the 

cost of enrollment for the plan elected under A.1. or A.2. for 

eligible employees. 

C. For Calendar Year 1990 

(1) For Employees Enrolled in the Basic Plan 

Except as provided in subsection E., below, during calendar 

year 1990, an employee enrolled in the Basic Plan shall 

contrlbute an amount toward meeting the subscrlber cost in 

the Basic Plan of $7.50 per month for single enrollment 

when such employee's enrollment status is single and S15.00 
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per aonth for family enrollment when such employee's 

enmllment status is family. The amount of employee 

contribution shall be deducted from the employee's pay 

check on a monthly basfs. Any subscriber costs for single 

or family enrollment in excess of the above-stated amounts 

shall be paid'by the City. 

(2) For Employees Enrolled in a Health Haintenance Organization 

Plan. 

(i) Single Enrollment Status 

Except as provided in subsection E., below, during 

calendar year 1990, the City will contribute an amount 

towards meeting the subscriber cost for single 

enrollment in the plan elected of‘up to 105% of the 

1990 calendar year monthly subscriber cost of single 

enrollment in the HMO offered by the City pursuant to 

subsection A.2., above, having the lowest single 

enrollment subscriber cost to the City. If the 

subscriber cost for enrollment in the plan elected 

exceeds the maximum City contribution provided, the 

employee shall have the amount of excess cost deducted 

from his/her pay check on a monthly basis. 

(ii) Family Enrollment Status 

Except as provided in subsectlon E., below, during 

calendar year 1990, the City will contribute an amount 

towards meeting the subscriber cost for family 

enrollment in the plan elected of up to 105% of the 

1990 calendar year monthly subscriber cost of family 
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enrollment in the ;.Y) offered by the City pursuant to 

subsection A.2., above, having the lowest family 

enrollment subscriber cost to the City. If the 

subscriber cost for enrollment in the plan elected 

exceeds the maximum City contribution provided, the 

employee.shall have the amount of excess cost deducted 

from his/her pay check on a monthly basis. 

d. Employees who exhaust their sick leave during the ten of this 

Agreement shall be permitted to maintain the benefits for the 

plan they were covered under on the date their sick leave was 

exhausted for up to six (6) months imnediately following that 

date so long as the employee is unable to return to work because 

of medical reasons. The City's contribution towards the cost of 

maintaining the benefits during this period shall be as provided 

for in C.l., above. An employee returning from an unpaid 

medical leave, during which time he/she was receiving paid 

health insurance benefits under this provision, must remain in 

continuous active service for at least 15 calendar days to 

become eligible for another six-month extension of the health 

insurance coverage benefit provided hereunder. Thfs provision 

shall not cover retirees (Including disablity retirements). 

e. The maximum City contributions provided above shall be 

detenained by the employees' effective enrollment status; when 

their enrollment status is single, the above maximum shall be 

computed using the subscriber cost established for single 

enrollment status and when it is family, such computation shall 

be based on the subscriber cost established for family 

enrollment status. 
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2. Duty Dlsrbtltty 

a. Employees in Acttve Servtce Prtor to September 1, 1983. 

Depending on the tndividurl's single/family enrollment status, 

the cost of coverage for Indlvtduals recetvlng a duty dlsablllty 

retirement allowance shall be as provided for in subsection 

C.l.a.(l), C.1.b. or C.1.c. of this Article, above. 

b. Employees Newly Appointed to City Employment On or After 

September 1, 1983. 

Depending on the individual's stngle/family enrollment statu 

the cost of coverage for IndivtduaJs receiving a duty dfsrbf 

retirement allowance shall be as provjded for in subsection 

15, 

lfty 

C.l;a.(2), C.1.b. or C.1.c. of this Artfcle, above. 

3. Employees Who Retire Between January 1, 1989, and December 31, 

a. For ellgjble employees who retlre between January 1, 1989, 

990 

and 

December 31, 1990, the City will contribute an amount towards 

meeting the monthly subscriber cost for single or family 

enrollment in the plan elected of up to 100% of the monthly 

subscriber cost of either single or family enrollment in the 

Basic Plan durjng the period after retirement the retiree is at 

least age 60 but less than age 65. If the per capita subscriber 

cost for enrollment in the plan selected by the retiree exceeds 

the maximum City contribution for retlrees provided, the retiree 

shall have the amount of such excess cost deducted from his/her 

pensjon check. 

b. For employees in active service who retire prior to age 60 on a 

service retirement allowance during a one-year window that 

consnences January 1, 1990, and ends on December 31, 1990, the 
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City will COntrlbute an anou.. towards meeting the lonthly 

subscriber Cost for single or family enrollment in the plan 

elected of up to 100% of the wnthly subscriber cost of either 

single or family enrollment in the Basic Plan during the period 

after retirement the retiree is at least age 55 and less than 

rge 65. If the per capita subscriber cost for enrollment in the 

Plan selected by the retiree exceeds the maximum City 

contribution for retirees provided, the retiree shall have the 

amount of such excess cost deducted from his/her pension check. 

C. After December 31, 1990, the term, 'Basic Plan," as used in this 

subsection, shall mean the health insurance coverage provided 

under.the Basic Plan provision in the Agreement between the City 

and the Union as is in effect from time to time. 

d. Surviving Spouse 

The provisions of subsection C.3. shall be applicable to a 

surviving spouse eligible for retiree health insurance benefits 

under subsection B.S. of this Article. 

D. Cost of Coverage -- Dental Plan 

1. Calendar Year 1989 

In calendar year 1989, the City will contribute an amount up to $8.50 

per month for single enrollment and an amount up to $26.60 per month 

for family enrollment towards meeting the subscriber cost of the 

dental plan elected. If the subscriber cost for single or family 

enrollment In the Dental Plan elected exceeds the maximum City 

contribution provided, employees shall have the amount of such excess 

cost deducted from their pay checks on a monthly basis. 
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2. Calendar Year 1990 

In calendar yrrr 1990, the City will contribute an amount up to 

$10.00 per month for single enrollrnt and an amount up to $30.00 per 

month for family enrollment touards meeting the subscriber cost of 

the dental plan. If the subscriber cost for single or family 

enrollment in the Dental Plan exceeds the maximum City contribution 

provided, the employees shall have the amount of such excess cost 

deducted from their pay check on a monthly basis. 

Prorata Credit for Half-time Employees 

The City's contribution for an eligible employee whose normal hours of 

work average 20 hours per week on a year-round basis in a position which 

is budgeted as half-time shall not exceed 50% of the maximum City 

contributions required under C.l.a., C.l.b., C.1.c. or D. of thiskticle, 

above. 

F. Self-Administration Offset 

The per capita subscriber costs associated with the health or dental 

insurance coverage provided by each of the plans listed in A., above, 

include amounts allocable to the administrative costs of the carriers 

providing such coverage. If the City elects to self-administer the Basic 

Health Insurance Plan and/or the Basic Dental Plan, then effective with 

the calendar month during which this election becorms effective, and so 

long as it continues in effect, the maximum City contributions provided in 

C., D. and E., above for employees covered by such a self-administered 

plan shall be reduced by an amount equal to one hundred percent (100%) of 

the difference between the monthly administrative costs associated with 

such plan prior to the effective date it became self-administered and the 

monthly adnlnlstrative costs associated with the plan when it is Self- 
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rdmlnistered, crpitated for each SubscrIber in the plans on the basis of 

single or fully enrollwnt status. This provision shall not increase the 

dollar contributions paid by the employc during the tens of this 

Agreement. 

6. Non-duplication 

1. If more than one City employee is a member of the same family, as 

defined in provisions of the Plans defined In A., above, the coverage 

shall be limited to one family plan, regardless of the date either 

spouse entered City Service. 

2. In the event a program of health insurance is adopted by the Federal 

or State government and the City is required or elects to participate 

in it, benefits under the City Plan shall be coordinated with such 

systems but shall not operate to increase or diminish the extent of 

the coverage. 

3. A retiree shall be ineligible to receive the retiree health insurance 

benefits provided hereunder only to the extent the retiree received 

such benefits from other employment or from the employment of the 

retiree's spouse if the benefits received by the spouse cover the 

retiree. 

4. City health insurance cost contributions provided hereunder to a 

retiree shall be in lieu of any other City retiree health insurance 

contributions provided by ordinance, resolution or by other means, 

while a retiree is receiving the benefits hereunder. 

5. After any deductible is paid, the employee's share of the cost for 

claims made under the Major Medical co-insurance provisions shall not 

be less than 2% 
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6. In the event an employee or eliqik e dependent becws eligible for 

Medicare benefits prior to attaining age 65, the City will contribute _ 

an amount up to the City's maximum contribution provided in C., 

above, towards the cost of coverage for the City's Medicare 

Supplemental Plan. 

H. Rlqht of Crty to Select Carri.er 

The City retains the right to select and, from time to time, to change any 

of its carriers that provide the benefits set forth in A., above; at its 

sole option, the City shall have the right to provide any or all of these 

benefits on a self-insured basis and/or to self-administer them (in this 

circumstance the term 'carrier' as used In this Article shall also mean 

self-insurer and/or self-rdminlstrator). 

I. Employees on Leave of Absence, Layoff or Suspension 

An employee in active service may elect to be covered by the benefits in 

subsections A.l. or A.2.. above, while on an authorized leave of absence, 

layoff or suspension. Individuals on an authorized leave of absence, 

layoff or suspension, shall pay 100% of the cost associated with their 

coverage. The rates for such coverage shall be determined by the City and 

may be adjusted from time to time. This provision shall be applicable 

only during the ftrst twelve (12) months of an employee's authorized leave 

of absence. 

J. There shall be a 270-day waiting period for pre-existing conditions for 

the benefits provided by the basic plan. 

K. An employee who is recalled from layoff for a period of less than twenty 

(20) consecutive work days shall not be entttled to the benefits provided 

under A.l., A.2., A.3., or A.4., above. 
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t. Effective Date 

Except uhere speciflcrlly provjded othenise herein, the provlsIons of - 

thls Article shall be effective frw January 1, 1989, through December 31, 

1990. 
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MEHORANOUN Of UNDSSTANOING 
BETWEEN 

TECHNICIANS, ENGINEERS AND AR?HBITECTS OF MILWAUKEE ("Union") 

THE CITY OF MILWAUKEE ('City") 

The parties agree that: 

1. The total and complete pension benefits in 1989 and 1990 for 

employees represented by the Union shall be as provided and set forth 

in Appendix A hereof: and 

2. The health benefits for certain employees represented by the Union 

shall be as provided in and set forth in Appendix B hereof; and 

3. Aforesaid Appendices A and B shall be effective on the dates set 

forth in Appendix A and B hereof and made part of the 1989-19?0 

City/Union labor contract. 

The parties further agree that tie provisions of Appendix A and B nuilify 

provisions governing extension of the 1987-1988 City/Union labor contract in 

respect to pension benefits and apolicable health benefits (such extension 

being se? forth in a Memorandum of Understanding attached as Appendix C); in 

ail other respects, Appendix C shall remain in full force and effect. 



APPENDIX A 

ARTICLE 13 

PENSION BENEFTTS 

Pension benefits for employees covered by this Agreement shall be those 

benefits defined in Chapter 36 of the City Charter (ERS Act) that are 

applicable to General City Employees. Except for the following changes 

enumerated below, these pension benefits shall continue unchanged during the 

term of this Agreement: 

1. Employees in the coordinated plan who retire on or after January 1, 1980, 

shall not receive a service retirement allowance in excess of 70': of their 

final average salary at the time of retirement provided, however, that the 

application of this limitation shall not operate to diminish an employee's 

accrued benefits as of December 31, 1988, based on the employee's final 

average salary on the date of retirement. 

2. Employees in the coordinated plan who retire on or after January 1, lP89, 

shall not receive a reduction in their service retirement allowance on 

account of social security benefits paid or payable to such employee. 

3. Section 36.02(12) of the City Charter shall be amended to provide that 

earnable compensation for any 1 year creditable service shall not exceed 

5200,000. However, if the Secretary of the Treasury amends the above 

amount, this provision shall be modified accordingly. 

4. The service retirement allowance for members who retire on or after 

January 1, 1989, shall not exceed the lesser of an amount determined by 

the Secretary of the Treasury under Section 415 of the Internal Revenue 

Code or 100% of final average salary. 

5. Section 36.05(7)(b)5, "Option 4" shall be repealed and recreated to read 

as follows: 



'OPTION 4: A reduced retirement allowance payable during the member's 

life, with same other benefit payable to a designated beneficiary or for - 

the benefit of a designated beneficiary after the member's death, provided 

the succeeding benefits are payable over a period not extending beyond the 

life of the designated beneficiary or over a period not extending beyond 

the life expectancy of the designated beneficiary, provided the payment of 

the succeeding benefits are payable commencing no later than one year 

aftar :Se date of the member's death or in the case of a surviving spouse 

designated beneficiary, no later than one year after the date of the 

member's death or no later than the date upon which the spouse is 701 

years of age, whichever shall come later, and provided the benefit shall 

be approved by the board. 

6. Notwithstanding any other provision of s. 36-05-7, on or after January 1, 

1989, a member may not elect an option in which the present value of the 

allowance payable to the member over the member's life expectancy does not 

exceed the present value of the succeeding benefit. 

7. An employee in active service, who has attained age SS and has completed 

30 years of creditable service in the Employes' Retirement System (ERS), 

will be eligible for a service retirement allowance as computed under 

Chapter 36.05(1)d. of the ERS Act provided that he/she retires on a 

service retirement allowance during a one-year window period that 

commences January 1, 1990, and ends December 31, 1990. This paragraph 

shall not affect eligibility for a Protective SurvIvorship Option, the 

mtnimum service retirement age or any other ERS benefit. 



ARTICLE 14 

HEALTH INSURANCE 

APPENDIX B 

B. Eligibility for Benefits 

6. An employee in active service who retires with 30 years of creditable 

service prior to attaining age 60 on a service retirement allowance 

during a one-year window period that commences January 1, 1990, and 

. 

ends December 31, 1993, shall be entitled to the benefits provided in 

subsection 1.a. and 1.b. during the term of this Agreement so long as 

he/she is at least age SS and less than age 6S. If a retiree 

eligible for these benefits dies prior to age 65, the retiree's 

surviving,s?ouse shall be eligibie for these benefits until the last 

day of the month in which the deceased retiree would have obtained 

age 66. 

C. Cost of Coverage - Basic Health Insurance or HMO Plan Only 

3. Employees Who Retire Between January 1, 1989, and December 21, 1990 

a. For eligible employees who retire between January 1, 1989, and 

December 31, 1990, the City will contribute an amount towards 

meeting the monthly subscriber cost for single or family 

enrollment in the plan elected of up to lGG% of the monthly 

subscriber cost of either single or family enrollment in the 

Basic Plan during the period after retirement the retiree is at 

least age 60 but less than age 65. If the per capita subscriber 

cost for enrollment in the plan selected by the retiree exceeds 

the maximum City contribution for retirees provided, the retiree 

shall have the amount of such excess cost deducted from his/her 

pension check. 
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APPENDIX C . 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE C:TY OF MILWAUKEE 
AND TECHNICIANS, ENGINEERS AND ARCHITECTS OF MILWAUKEE 

The City of Milwaukee, hereinafter referred to as "City," and 

Technicians, Engineers and Architects of Milwaukee, hereinafter referred to as 

"Union," agree to extend the 1987-1988 Labor Contract between the parties 

beyond Oecember 31, 1988, to be in full force and effect until either the'City 

or the Union decides to terminate such Labor Contract. The party so deciding 

shall serve notice by certified mail upon the other party no later than 

fourteen (14) calendar days prior to the date on which the party has decided 

to terminate the Labor Contract. 

FOR THE CITY FCR TSE UNTCN 

Danae Davis Gordon 
City Laoof Negotiator 

j I j d hJ -- $kAbay.,e \ \ ‘/:, , ?I’ 
Robeit R. Lueoben Date' 
President, TUM 

L /, ,$ I? ,b &./,/ /y. 2-7 >y- 
;;:;W” i. Schraiin Date i. Chmpion * rsten 
Labor Relations Officer Attorney for TEAM 

EFS:bh 
ExtAamt-W 
LAB/TEAM 
10/25/89 


