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WISCONSIN EMPLOYMENT
RELATIONS COMMISSION
In the Matter of the Petition of
WINNECONNE EDUCATIONAL SUPPORT PERSONNEL
ASSOCIATION WEAC/NEA
To Initiate Arkbitration Between said Petitioner Decision No., 27724=A

=and-

WINNECONNE COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT

Appearances - Charles S. Garney, WEAC Coordinator, for the Association
William G. Bracken, Director of Employee Relations
Services, for the Employer

Winneconne Educational Support Personnel Association WEAC/NEA, hereinafter
referred to as the Association, filed a Petition on April 1, 1992 with the
Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission, hereinafter referred to as the
Commiseion, wherein it alleged that an impasse existed between it and the
Winneconne Community School District, hereinafter referred to as the Employer,
in their collective bargaining. It regquested the Commission to initiate
arbitration pursuant to section 111.70(4)(cm)6é of the Municipal Employment
Relations Act. Karen J. Mawhinney, a member of the Commission‘’s staff, con-
ducted an investigation in the matter and submitted a report. The Commission
found that the Association is a labor organization maintaining its offices at
Neenah, Wisconsin and the Employer is a municipal employer maintaining its offi-
ces at Winneconne, Wisconsin. The Commission further found that at all times
material herein the hAssociation has been and is the exclusive collective
bargaining representative of certain employees of the Employer in a collective
bargaining unit consiseting of all regular full time and regular part time food
gervice, clerical, aides, custodial, maintenance, and secretarial personnel and
that the Association and the Employer have not been parties to a previous
collective bargaining agreement covering the wages, hours and working conditions
of the employees in the collective bargaining unit.

On July 29, 1991, the parties exchanged their initial proposals on matters
to be included in a new collective bargaining agreement. After the parties met
on nine occasions in efforts to reach an accord on a new agreement, the
Association filed a petition requesting the Commission to initiate arbitration.
On July 17, 1992 and November 17, 1992, Mawhinney's investigation refelcted that
the parties were deadlocked in their negotiations. The Commission concluded
that an impasse within the meaning of section 111.70(4)(cm)(6) of the Municipal
Employee Relations Act exists between the parties with respect to negotiations
leading to a collective bargaining agreement covering wages, hours and con-
ditions of employment effecting employees in the bargaining unit. It ordered
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that the parties select an arbitrator within ten days after the issuance of its
order from the panel submitted to them. Upon being advised that the parties had
selected Zel S. Rice II as the arbitrator, it issued an order dated August 25,
1993 gppeinting him as the arbitrator to issue a final and binding award pur-
Buant to pection 111.70(4)(cm)6 and 7 of Municipal Employment Relations Act to
resolve said impasse by selecting either the total final offer of the
Association or the total final offer of the Employer.

The bargaining unit consists of non-professional employees including aides,
gecretaries, custedians, and cooks. Bus drivers are not included. This will be
the initial collective bargaining agreement between the parties and will be for
a duration of three fiscal years. The parties have agreed that all economic
items will be retroactive to July 1, 1991. The Association proposes that the
discipline procedure contain a provision that no non-probationary employee
will be reprimanded in writing, demoted, discharged, or otherwise disciplined
without just cause. It defines just cause as insubordination, immorality,
in efficiency, incompetence, violation of employer policy or other just cause.
The Employer would not have a just cause standard except for discharge. It
would provide that employees would not be suspended or given a written reprimand
for reasons that are arbitrary or capricious. The Association proposes that a
vacant position be filled by a qualified internal applicant and the Employer
proposes that it be allowed to choose the most qualified applicant from within
or without the work force. The Association’s proposal defines the normal work
year and work week for employees and would not limit the Employer’s right to
fully or partially lay off employees. It also defines the 1993 summer schedule
for secretaries and custodians. The Employer‘s proposal gives it the unlimited
right to modify an employees work week or work year after merely notifying the
employes2 of such a change. The Association proposes that employees who work
less than 12 months have paid holidays effective with the 1993.94 fiscal year on
Thanksgiving Day, New Year’s Day and either on Christmas Day or Yom Kippur.

The Employer’s proposal does not provide for any paid holidays for employees who
work less than 12 monthe. The Association and the Employer provide for a phase
in of Employer payment of the employees share of the payments to the Wisconsin
Retirement System. The Association would have the Employer contribute toward
the employee’s share of the paymente to the Wisconsin Retirement System at the
rate of 3 perceant effective July 1, 1991, 5 percent effective July 1, 1992 and
6.2 percent effective July 1, 1993, The Employer would contribute 2 percent of
the employee’s share of the contribution to the Wisconsin Retirement System on
January 1, 19%2, 3 percent on July 1, 19%2 and 4 percent on July 1, 1993. The
Association’s proposal would place inexperienced personnel at step one of the
appropriate lane of the salary schedule and new hires with experience may, at
the Employer’s discretion, be placed no higher than step three of the salary
echedule. The Employer proposes that inexperienced personnel would normally be
placed at step one of the appropriate lane of the salary schedule but it
reserves the right to place new employees at any step it deems appropriate. New
hires with experience would, at the district's discretion, normally be placed no
higher than step three of the galary schedule. However, the Employer reserves
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the right to place new employees with experience above step three if it deems it
appropriate. The wage schedule itself is not in dispute except for whether or
not some employees would receive a 20 cents per hour lump sum payment or a 10
cents per hour lump sum payment. However, the parties are not in agreement on
the placement of the majority of most employees on the wage schedule for the
1992-93 school year and the 1993-94 school year. The Association would place
all employees on a step of the wage schedule for the 1992-93 school year, while
the Employer‘’s proposal does not place all employees on & step of the wage sche-
dule until 1993-94. The Association’s proposal would also provide an additional
20 cents per hour for the 1991-92 school year for eight employees who had
reached the top wage step of their salary schedule classification in either
1989-%0 or in 1990-91. The Association alsc continue the same 20 cent payment
for the '1992-93-and 1993-9%4 school years.- The Employer proposes a 10 cent per
hour additional payment for the same employees for the 1991-92 school year only.
That payment is not continued for those employees in the 1992-93 or 1993-94
school years. The Employer would provide an additional 10 cents per hour
payment for two employees. The Association proposes that Peg Larsen shall be
clascsified 50 percent as a Secretary II and 50 percent as a transportation coor-
dinator. The Employer would not reclassify Larsen.

The Association’s proposal would have a 1991-92 salary cost of $574,433.00,
a 5.97 percent increase, and the Employer‘s 1991-92 cost would be §$573,000.00,
or a 5.71 percent increase. The total cost of the Association’s proposal for
the 1991-92 school year would be $763,230.00, which would be a 9.53 percent
increase. The Employer’s 1990-91 total cost would be $750,553.00 which would be
a 7.71 percent increase over the preceding year. The Association’s 1992-93
salary cost would be 5$605,596.00, a 5.42 percent increase over the preceding
year, while the Employer’s cost for that year would be §595,797.00, a 3.97 per-
cent increase. The Total cost of the Association‘’s proposal for the 1952-93
schocl year would be $836,667.00, a 9.62 percent increase over the preceding
year. The total cost of the Employer’s proposal for the 1992-93 school year
would be $815,024.00 which is an 8.58 percent increase over the preceding year.
The 1993-84 salary cost of the Associaticon's proposal would be $638,8%2.00
which is a 5.49 percent increase over the preceding year. The Employer‘s salary
costs for that year would be $618,670.00 which is a 3.83 percent increase over
the preceding year. The total package cost of the Association’s propeosal for
the 1993-94 school year is $891,117.00 which is a 6.5 percent increase over the
1992-93 school year. The total cost of the Employer's proposal would be
$856,367.00 which is a 5.07 percent increase over the preceding year. The per-
cent difference between the offers of the parties for the 1991-92 school year is
.26 percent on salaries and 1.82 percent on total cost for the 1992-$3 schocl
year. The Association’s proposal would provide a salary increase of 1.45 per=-

‘cent more than the Employer’'s proposal in the 1992-93 school year and the

increase in the total cost of the Association’s proposal is 1.04 percent greater
than that of the Employer. For the 1993-94 school year, the Association‘’s pro-
posal would provide an increase of 1.66 percent more than that of the Employer
and its total package cost would be 1.43 percent larger than that of the
Employer.
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COMPARABLE GROUPS

The Association proposes an internal comparable group consisting of the
Employer's teachers. The teachers have been organized for several years and
have a collective bargaining agreement currently in force with the Employer.

The teachers working conditions and fringe benefit provisions either closely
parallel provisions currently being provided to the non-professionals by
district policy or are contained in the Association’s final offer. The teachers
are considered professionale and the employees in the bargaining unit involved
in this case are not. The two groups have a substantial community of interest
because they are both employed by the Employer and both groups are organized and
represented by a labor organization. They have a common funding source and the
~-teachers.and support- staff work. closely with the students in the school
building. The internal comparable group will hereinafter be referred to as
Comparable Group R. The Association also proposes a set of external comparables
consieting of the unionized school districts that are members of the East
Central Athletic Conference plus Weyauwega-Freemont. Those school districts,
hereinafter referred to as Comparable Group B, are Waupaca, Wautoma,
Weyauwega~-Freemont, and Omro. The Employer proposes a comparable group,
hereinafter referred to as Comparable Group C, which consists of the school
districts of Berlin, Hortonville, Little Chute, Omro, Ripon, Waupaca and
Wautoma. Berlin, Little Chute and Ripon employees are not represented by labor
organizations., Comparable Group B consists of five school districts all in the
same general area and somewhat similar in population. Comparable Group ¢ con-
siste of eight school districte and the employees in three of them are not
represented by unions. The Association argues that the Employer‘s proposal to
include the non-unionized districts should be rejected because the level of
benefits provided for those workers demonstrate that such benefits exceed, are
less than or don’'t exist when compared to the final offers of the parties in
thie case. It contends that the level of benefits in the non-unionized
districts can be lowered or raised at will by the employers because there is no
bargaining agreement in force. They do not have standard contract benefits in
‘the area of contract enforcement, union security, job security, and working con-
ditions provisions normally found in collective bargaining agreements. The
Association asserts that arbitrators have traditionally used a reasonableness
test in their determination of whether or not a final offer should be accepted
or rejected. The test is would the parties reascnably be expected to have
agreed upon a given item in a voluntary basis in a face to face bargaining. The
Union argues that in the case of Little Chute, Berlin and Ripon, the test is not
valid because the employees do not collectively bargain. It contends that these
school districts should not be used in comparables,

The Employer believes that the Union‘s selection of comparables solely on
the basis of organizational status is flawed. It contends that majority of
arbitrators have held that non-unionized districts should be taken into account
when making comparisons between the parties offers.

-4



-3

Both parties cite decisions of other arbitrators in support of their posi-
tion that the employeee of non-unionized districts should be excluded or
included.

It is inequitable to compare collective bargained working conditione with
those which have been unilaterally established by employers. The districts pro-
posed by the Association are in the same general area and of approximately the
same gize. A comparison between districts that have collective bargaining
agreemente is more equitable than a comparison with districts in which the
employer alone sets the terms and conditions of employment. This is not to say
that the presence of nearby districts where this is the case do not have some
validity. They tend to reflect the basic economic viability of the area. This
arbitrator will consider Comparable Groups A, B, and €. Both parties agree on
Comparable Group A as the internal comparison and the arbitrator will consider
both Comparable Groups B and C. Nevertheless, the primary comparison districts
considered will be those where agreements have been arrived at through collec-
tive bargaining as opposed to those where the working conditions are unila-
terally imposed by the employers. The terms and conditions of employment that
gimilar parties agree to voluntarily in other public sector bargaining relations
will carry greater weight under the comparability factor.

JUST CRUSE STANDARD

The issue regarding thie item is the standard to be applied in disciplines
other than discharge. The parties have already agreed that just cause shall be
the standard for discharge. Regarding the other types of disciplines, the -
Association has proposed the application of a just cause standard while the
district has proposed an arbitrary or capricious standard. BAmong the unionized
districts in Comparable Group B, only Wautoma does not provide a just cause
standard for disciplines other than discharge., The other six collective
bargaining agreemente provide that element of job security for employees. The
cellective bargaining agreement for the Village of Winneconne in which the
Employer is located, provides for a just cause standard for all employees. The
Association asserts that the Employer's proposal is unreasonable because it uses
a lower standard for disciplines other than discharge. It points out that under
the Employer‘s proposal, it would be possible to submit rulings into evidence of
previous disciplines that were adjudicated under a lesser standard than in a
discharge proceeding that would be adjudicated under the higher just cause
standard.

The Employer objects to the just cause standard for forms of discipline
other than discharge for the reason that the Winneconne teachers contract does
not use it, It contends that the pame standard of protection ehould be
afforded all employees ¢f the Employer. The Employer argues that consistency
means a great deal in terms of the operations of the school district. It also
asserts that there is a prcblem with the Union’s proposal because of the defini-
tion of terms, but it did not state what the problem is.
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The arbitrator understande the thrust of the Employer to have the same
disciplinary standards in the contract with the Associaticn that it has with ite
teachers. However, it is difficult to understand why anyone would object to
having a just cause requirement for any type of discipline. Any employer who
wants to discipline an employee should be willing to be held to a just cause
standard. There is nothing wrong with an arbitrary and capricious standard
such as the Employer would like to have for disciplines other than éischarge,
but there is no reason for having two differepnt standards for different
types of discipline in the same collective bargaining agreement. The terms
arbitrary and capricious impose a reasonable standard under ordinary cir-
cumsgtances. However, when there is a just cause standard for discharge and a
different standard for other disciplines, it indicates that the standards are
different. -The arbitrator.can see no reagon why the Employer should object to a
just cause standard for all types of discipline. The two standards would only
be confusing to the employees and to any arbitrator who might be interpreting
the collective bargaining agreement. Accordingly, the arbitrator finde the
hApsociation’s proposal to be more reagcnable than that of the Employer.

VACANCIES AND TRANSFERS

The Association would provide that a vacant position would be filled by a
qualified internal applicant while the Employer would allow the district to
choose the most gualified applicant from within or without the work force. With
respect to voluntary transfers, the Association would require the Employer to
provide the transferred employee with written reasons for a transfer. The
Employer’s proposal would only regquire it to provide the employee with.a written
notice of the transfer. The Association argues that it is reasonable for the
Employer to be required to transfer gqualifed internal applicants to vacant posi-
tione before hiring outside applicante even if the outside applicants are most
gqualified. It points out that the Employer retains the right to determine the
qualifications for a vacant position and it can easily prevent an ungualified
applicant from transferring into a vacant position. It contends that its propo-
sal affords existing employees a logical basis for advancement by improving
their skills on an ongoing basis in order to qualify for an advanced position.
The Association asserts that a reascnable expectation for advancement is con-
ducive to improving morale in the work force and existing employees are a known
guantity when compared with cuteide applicants for vacant positions. The
-Agsociation points out that the Employer’s proposal does not regquire it to even
interview internal applicants if they conclude that an external applicant is
most qualified. That would have an adverse effect on employee morale because it
would make it more difficult for employees to advance internally. The
Resociation takes the position that existing employees are not held to a most
gqualified standard in the performance of their current duties and there is no
reason why they should be so held with regard to transfers. It points out that
only Weyauwega-Freemont applies a most gQualified standard for filling vacancies.
All others use a qualified standard and many provide for the filling of such
vacancies on the basis of seniority, providing the most senior applicant is
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qualified. The only difference between the two proposals with respect to invo- -
luntary transfers is that the Association would require the Employer to provide
the reason why an employee was involuntarily transferred. The Association
argues that the Employer’s proposal would unreascnably prevent an affected
employee from receiving information regarding the reasons why the transfer was
implemented and the Employer‘s ability to transfer employees is not impeded in
any way. Both the proposal of the Employer and that of the Association defined
involuntarily transfers as being non-disciplinary in nature. The Employer
objects to the Association’s proposal because it might require it to hire a less
qualified employee than could be found for the position. It contends that the
Association’s proposal might require the Employer to accept an employee with
minimal qualifications when it should be trying to select the most qualified

. applicant .for the position. . The Employer argues that under the Association‘s
proposal, it only gets to consider out of district applicants if no current
employee applies or none of the current applicants are deemed as qualified.

The arbitrator finds the Employer's position to be without merit with regard
to the voluntary transfers. The Employer determines the qualifications and it
can set that level high enough to insure that applicants will be more than mini-
mally qualified to perform the duties of the position. The practice in the com-
parable groups provide support for both the Employer‘s position and that of the
Association. However, the majority of the collective bargaining agreements that
address the issue, support the position of the Association. Even though the
proposals of both the Association and the Employer define involuntarily trane-
-fers as being non-disciplinary in nature, there is no way an employee could
verify this fact if he ig not provided the reason for a.transfer. It should be
noted that the Employer‘s ability to transfer employees is not impeded in any
way by the Association’'s proposal. The Employer contends that it will not
indiscriminately transfer employees, but will only do so for a valid reason. It
points out that itse proposal allows for a conference so that Employer and the
employee can talk over the situation. There is no reason why the Employer
should not be willing to provide a written reason for an involuntarily transfer.
If it is willing to discuss the matter with the employee, it should be willing
to give a written reason for an involuntary transfer. While there does not
seem to be any language in any of the comparable contracts with respect to invo-
luntary transfers, it is only realistic to have the Employer advise both the
. employee and the Association of the reasons for the transfer. Written notice
and a conference before the transfer gives no assurance to either the employee
or the Association of the Employers real reason for making the involuntary
transfer. Written reasons for the involuntary transfer gives the Association an
opportunity to review the Employer’'s alleged reason for the inveluntary transfer
prior to any conference, thus enabling it to investigate and prepare for the
conference and perhaps change the Employer’'s mind about making a proposed invo-
luntary transfer.

The arbitrator finds the Association’s proposal to be more reasonable than
the proposal of the Employer.
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EMPLOYER WORK YEAR, WORK WEEK AND WORK DAY

Both the proposal of the Association and of the Employer define the parame-
ters of the normal work day for full time employees, indicate that the
Employer’s right to lay off employees is not impeded and provide that Sunday
work shall be paid at time and a half and do not guarantee hourse of work per day
or per week. The Association’s proposal defines the normal work year and normal
work week for employees while indicating that the definitions do not limit the
Employer’s right to fully or partially lay off employees. Its proposal is sup-
ported by the contracte of the three Omro bargaining units, the Wautoma
bargaining unit and the tentative agreement with the Waupaca bargaining unit.
Every contract except that of the Wautoma bus drivers defines the employee work
day. ‘The Association‘s proposal defines full time employees as working no less
than six hours per day and defines a certain range for the work day to be sche-
duled. It preserves the summer work schedule for secretaries and custodians,
The Employer’s proposal on hours of work provides that the hours contained in
the collective bargaining agreement should not be construed as a guarantee of
hours per day or week and continues the practice of work day hours that are
currently in effect. In the event that it is necessary to change them, the
Employer agrees to give notice of change as far in advance as is reasonably
practicable. The normal work week for full time empleyees is defined as 30 or
more hours per week. Both parties agree that Sunday work shall be paid at time
and a half,

The Association argues that the Employer’s proposal gives it total control
over all of the factors used to determine an employee’s yearly salary except for
the hourly wage. Nothing else contained therein gives an employee any idea
what his/her yearly earnings will be. There is no mention of how many
days or weeks an employee can reasonably expect to work during the Employer’s
fiscal year. The Association argues that these omissions give the Employer an
unreasonable degree of control over the total compensation that an employee
would be able to earn during a work year. It contends that it is reasonable to
require that the collective bargaining agreement provide employees with some
ipndication regarding the normal pumber of work days in their work year. The
Employer views the Association‘’s proposals as making substantial and critical
changes in the employer/employee relationship that amount to a complete
restructuring of them. It asserts that the arbitrator should not inflict the
kind of inflexible language that is contained in the Association’'s proposal on
the Employer. It contends that the Association presented no evidence of why
it needs such restrictive language in the contract because there has been no
documented problem with the hours as they are currently being scheduled. It
contends that the Association‘s proposal would serve as a lock on the Employer'’s
ability to meet changing conditions. It also takes the position that the
Association‘s proposal amounts to a guarantee of the number of days worked. The
Employer argues that the Association never addresses the issue of guaranteeing
employees a certain number of hours per day or per week. It contends that there
must be a clear understanding that the Employer cannot guarantee employees a
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certain amount of work per day or per week because it needs the flexibility to
adapt to changing conditions and schedule employees in the most efficient
manner.

The arbitrator finds the positions of the Employer and the Association with
regard to employee work year/work week and work day to be much ado about
nothing. Both proposals give the Employer the right to lay off employees and
retain for it the right to establish daily or weekly work schedules that depart
from the employees normal work day or work week as long as notice is given in
advance. The Employer needs the authority to do this in order to make the best
use of its employees. The Employer‘s proposal is more consistent with the pre-
vailing practice found in the comparable school districts.

Accordingly, the arbitrator finds the Employer’s propoesal with respect to
the work year, work week and work day to be more reasonable than that of the
Association.

BOLIDRAYS

The only substantive difference between the positions of the parties on the
holiday issue is whether or not employees who work less than twelve months
shall receive any paid helidays. The Association’s position is supported by the
external comparables. The clear majority of school districts in any of the com-
parability groupe provide their less than twelve month employees with the same
number. of paid holidays proposed by the Association. Only the Wautoma bus dri-
vers do not receive any paid holidays at all. All other employees.receive at
least three holidays. There are smaller differences. The Employer would permit
employees to use floating holidayse with the Employer s approval while the
Asscciation’s proposal would only reguire that the floating holiday to be sche-
duled in advance. The Employer contends that the Association’s proposal
changes the current practice of approval to one of simply scheduling in advance.
It argues that it sees no reason to change the existing system of allowing
floating holidays to be used with the supervisors approval. It points out that
the Association presented no evidence to document why a change is necessary.
Under the Employer’s proposal, when holidays fall on Saturday or Sunday, the
Employer’s administrator designates another day as a non-working day. That is
the current practice. .The Aseociation’s: proposal would-require that the holiday
falling on Saturday or Sunday would be celebrated as if it occurred on Monday
unless otherwise agreed to by the parties. The Employer asserts that the
current system of allowing the superintendent’s discretion to designate the per-
sonal holiday has worked well.

None of the issues with respect to the holidays is particularily significant
other than the Union’s proposal to allow school year employees to receive three
paid holidays beginning in the 1993-94 fiscal year. The Employer regards the
three paid holidays as part of the total compensatien. It contends that the
three paid holidays are not fiscally prudent at the present time and the
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Employer's total package is already significantly above that of other school
districts. It contends that once the costs of three additional helidays are
factored in the Association’s proposal becomes too expengive.

The arbitrator is not impressed by either party’s position with respect to
any of the issues in connection with the holiday proposals other than the issue
of school year employees receiving three paid holidays beginning in the 1993-94
school year. Most school districtg in the comparable group provide three holi-
days for school year employees. The Employer contends that the holiday issue is
strictly an economic one and the arbitrator agrees. This is a three year
agreement and the Asscociation’s proposal forfeits any rights to the holidays
during the first two years of the agreement. It appears to the arbitrator that
~it ie time for the Employer to get on the ship of providing three holidays for
ite school year support staff employees just as almost every other school
district in the comparable groups does. It is not unreascnable to give those
employees paid holidays on Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day or Yom Kippur and New
Year’s Day. Accordingly, the arbitrator finds the Association’s proposal with
respect to holidays to be more reasonable than that of the Employer. Three days
vacation time for nine month employees is not unreascnable. The arbitrator
agrees that it is an eccnomic cost to the Employer but it apparently was not
significant enough for either the Employer or the Association to determine its
actual cost to the Employer during the 19$93-94 school year.

Accordingly, the arbitrator finds the Association’s position with respect to
-holidays to be more reasonable than that of the Employer.

PLACEMENT OF NEW HIRES ON THE WAGE SCHEDULE

The Association propeses that new hires with no experience would be placed
at step ohe on the salary schedule and experienced employees cculd be placed on
the salary schedule at any place up to step three. The Employer proposes that
new hires with no experience would normally be placed at step one with discre-
tion for the Employer to exceed it. Experienced employees would normally be
Placed at any step up to step three on the salary schedule with the Employer
-having discretion to exceed step three. In effect the Employer’s proposal
regarding new hires would allow it to place new hires at any step of the wage
Bchedule that it deemed appropriate while the Association’s proposal would
somewhat restrict the Employer’s ability to do so. The three bargaining units
in Omro have specific contract language governing initial placement on the wage
echedule. The collective bargaining agreements in Wautoma and
Weyauwega~Freemont are silent regarding the matter.

The Association argues that the Employer’s proposal could result in a new
hire with no experience being paid more than an experienced existing employee.
The Employer’s proposal would permit experienced new hires to be placed at any
step of the salary schedule or even above the salary schedule if the Employer
decided to do so. The Association concedes that it is reasonable to treat
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experienced new hires differently than new hires with no prior experience. 1Its
proposal would allow the Employer to place experienced new hires midway through
the salary schedule at step three which would provide an initial wage of 70
cents to 80 cents an hour higher than wages paid at step one of the palary
schedule, It contends that this is sufficent incentive to attract gqualified
outside applicants without treating existing experienced employees unfairly.
The Association pointse out that one of the main purposes of a wage schedule is
to fairly and equitably factor in experience as a basis for wage increases. It
contends that allowing the Employer to completely treat experience as it sees
fit with regard to the placement of new hires ignores the entire basis for
instituting a wage schedule. The Employer argues that it needs flexibility in
the placement of new hires to cbtain the most qualified employee. It contends

- ~-*that there could be cases when-having flexibility would mean a difference bet-

ween hiring a qualified applicant or not. It contends that only in cases of a
shortage when it was necessary to get the most qualified applicant, would it
even be considered. The Employer argues that its propeosal is more reasonable
because it allows more flexibility in the event the Employer needs to attract
qualified employees.

The arbitrator does not find much validity in the Employer s position. What
it really saye is that they want to be able to pay a new hire more than they pay
an employee that is already on the job and doing the work. That would be unfair
to the employees who are already there and it would make a mockery of the wage
schedule that the parties have agreed upon. There is not much pense in having a

.>wage schedule if the Empleyer does not have to follow it for new hires and the
Employer’s position is absolutely unfair to existing employees who are tied to
the wage schedule. If the Employer needs to pay a higher wage to get a
qualified employee than the salary schedule permits, it should sit down with
the Union and bargain out a new wage for the position and then pay that rate to
the existing employees who are qualified as well as to the new hire. There is
no justification whatscever for the Employer’s position and the arbitrator finds
it less reasonable than that of the Association.

PLACEMENT OF EMPLOYEES ON THE WAGE SCHEDULE

The wage schedule between the parties is not in dispute. That was agreed
upon by both parties at the bargaining table. There is some dispute about
whether or not some employees will receive a 20 cent per hour lump sum payment
or a 10 cent per hour lump sum payment. However, the parties are not in
agreement on the placement of majority of most employees on the wage schedulef-
for the 1992-93 and 1993-84 school years. The Association’s proposal places all
employees on a step of the wage schedule for the 1992-93 school year while the
Employer does not place all employees on a step cof the wage schedule until the
1993-94 school year. The Association argues that the effect of the Employer‘s
placement delay of one year {when compared to the Association’s proposal) is
that the Employer’s proposal for the 1993-94 school year places many employees
one step lower on the salary schedule than does the Assocviation’s proposal for
that year. The Resociation argues that the Employer‘’s proposal does not place
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24 of the 56 bargaining unit members on any step of the salary schedule during
the 1992-83 gcheoel year. These totals include 16 of the 22 aides employed by
the Employer. The Association argues that even though the parties have agreed
to a rate schedule for all employees, only 6 of the 22 aides will actually
receive the rates on the agreed upon salary schedule for the 1992-93 school
year. The Association argues that it agreed to keep 26 employees off the sche-
dule for the 1991-92 school year in order to make the transition from a 10 step
schedule to a 5 step schedule for the 1991-92 school year. It asserts that
there is no reason to keep employees off the schedule for a second year. The
parties agreed to keep 26 employees off the schedule in the 1991-92 school year
in order to hold down costs and increase Employer contributions to the Wisconsein
Retirement System in the first year of the collective bargaining agreement. The
Agsociation points out that the difference in costs between its proposal for the
1991-92 school year and the Employer‘s proposal is $1,433.00. The Association’s
proposal for the 1992-93 school year would cost §9,797.00 and it would place all
employees on a step of the wage schedule for the 1992-93 scheol year. The
Employer’s proposal would not put all employees on a step of the wage schedule
until the 1993-94 school year. Both proposals would place all employees on a
step of the salary schedule for the 1993-94 school year but the Employer’s pro-
posal places many employees one step lower on the salary schedule than the
Association’s proposal does. This is the result of the fact that the Employer’s
proposal would continue to have 24 of the 56 bargaining unit membere off the
salary schedule for the 1992-93 school year. The Association contends that
differential in the cost between the placement proposals of the Association and
the Employer should not be viewed as a barrier to instituting the Association’s
proposal to place all employees at their proper place on the salary schedule for
the 1952-93 school year.

The difference between the two proposals resulte from the Employer‘’s place-
ment of 24 employees off the salary schedule for the 1992-93 school year. Those
employees would lose a year of placement on a salary schedule. The Association
contends that its proposal represents a logical step progression for the period
1992-93 and 1993-94. It argues that the Employer’s proposal would deny those
employees their proper step placement for both the 1992-93 schocl year and the
1993~-94 school year. The difference in cost between the Employer's proposal and
the Association’s proposal for placement of employees on the salary schedule for
the 1993-94 school year would be 320,222.00. The Association takes the position
that the Employer‘’s proposal would rob 24 employees of their proper placement on
the salary schedule during the 1992-93 school year.

The Employer’s basic argument against the Association’'s proposal ig the
major difference in cost associated with placing employees at the proper place
on the salary schedule. It points out that under its proposal, some employees
would receive salary increases of 8 to 12 percent. The Employer argues that
most of the off schedule employees consist of cooks and aides and it argues that
their salaries were relatively high. Because of this, the Employer proposes to
give those emplayees about a 3 percent salary increase for the 1992-93 school
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year rather than place them in their proper position-on the salary schedule
based on their experience level. The Employer argues that its proposal ie fair
because it tries to give all employees a salary or retirement increase com-
parable teo other employees.

The arbitrator believes that a salary schedule is a salary schedule
goal should be to get every employee on it at the earliest possible moment. It
is absolutely unfair to have a salary schedule and not have some employees on
it. . A Balary schedule is the most significant part of most collective
bargaining agreements and the one that seems to give employers and employees the
most difficulty. Here the parties have reached agreement on what the salary
-gchedule should be. In order to save the Employer .some money, both it and the
; Association makes -separate proposals for phasing in the new salary schedule so
that every employee would be on it. The Association’s proposal puts every
employee on the new salary schedule in the 1992-93 school year and the
Employer’s proposal would place everyone on the new salary schedule in the
1993-94 school year. Obviously the Employer’s proposal would reduce the cost of
placing everyone on the salary schedule by delaying it for one year. However,
by delaying proper placement of 24 of the 56 employeee in the bargaining unit
for one year, the Employer’s proposal would rob 17 employees of one mstep on the
salary schedule. 1In effect, those 17 employees would forever be one step behind
their proper place on the salary schedule until they reach the final step. That
defeate the purpose of a salary schedule and is unfair to 17 of the employees
whe do not get placed at the appropriate place on the salary schedule until the
1993-94 -schocol year. +Even though'they would be at a step on the salary schedule
during the 1993-94 school year, they would not be at the appropriate place on
the salary schedule that their experience justifies. BAccordingly the arbitrator
finds the Association’s proposal for placement of employees on the wage schedule

e cmmmmmmat e amd £od e
to be more reasonable and fair than that of the Employer.

and the

LOMP SUM PAYMENTS TO CERTAIN EMPLOYEES

The Association’s proposal provides that B employees who were at the top of
the salary schedule by the 1990-91 school year would receive an additional 20
cents per hour increase for the 1991-92, 1992-93 and 1993-94 school years. The
Employer proposes that employees off the salary schedule would receive a 10 cent
. per hour lump sum payment until they were properly placed on the salary sche-
dule. .8 employees who had reached the top step of their salary schedule in
either the 1989-920 school year or the 1990-91 school year would receive a 10
cent per hour lump sum payment for the 1991-92 school year only. It would not
be continued for those employees in the 1992-93 or 1993-94 school years, except
that 2 employees would receive a 10 cents per hour lump sum payment for the
1992-93 school year. Neither proposal "rolls in® these lump sum payments into
their hourly wage.

The Association argues that although both proposals are designed to provide
those employees who receive the lump sum payments with a minimum increase over
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the three years of the agreement, its proposal is more reasonable because it
more adequately maintains the purchasing power of these employees over the
period of the contract. It takes the position that because 8 employees do not
receive a step movement for any contract year because they have reached the top
of the schedule, they should be given the lump sum payments in order to
correspond with the increases in the cost of living. The Employer’s proposal
would provide that once an employee is on the salary schedule, no further lump
sum payments would be made.

The arbitrator finds the Employer's propoeal to be more appropriate than
that of the Association. The parties have adopted a salary schedule and the
purpose of it should be to get employees on it. Once they are placed in the
. . »~ appropriate slot in the salary schedule, there is no reason to give those

employees an extra bonus as the Agsociation proposes to do. There is a small
savings to the Employer in its proposal because it would only pay one-half the
lump sum payment that the Association proposes and it would discontinue those
lump sum payments after an employee was placed on schedule while the Association
would continue the lump sum payments for the balance of the collective
bargaining agreement. The effect of the Association's proposal would be to keep
those employees whe had already reached the top of the salary schedule off the
salary schedule by paying the lump sum payments even after they had achieved the
-appropriate place on the salary schedule. The arbitrator is satigfied that the
-purpose of a salary schedule is to place all employees on it. Once they achieve
their proper place on the salary schedule, any additional payments should be
‘+discontinued because they would keep those employees,off the salary schedule,
The Employer‘’s proposal does pay a lump sum bonus to those employees who had
.reached the top of the salary schedule for the first year of this agreement but
it discontinues it in the second year of the agreement and the employees are
paid according to the salary schedule. Accordingly, the arbitrator findse the
Employer‘s proposal with respect to the lump sum payments to be more appropriate
than that of the Association.

CLASSIFICATION OF EMPLOYEE PEG LARSON

For many years, Peg Larsen has had a split assignment as bus transpor-
tation coordinator and central school general secretary. The Assocliation propo-
--8@8 that: Larsen be classified 50 percent as a Secretary II and 50 percent as a
transportation coordinator. The Employer proposes that Larsen be classified
50 percent as a Secretary I and 50 percent as a transportation coordinator,
That is her current classification. For many years, Larsen has served a split
assignment as bus transportation coordinator and central school general secre-
tary. She shares office space with Nancy Johnson, who is the middie school
secretary and is classified as a Secretary II on the agreed upon salary sche-
dule. The Association contends that Lareen and Johnson share certain duties
such as answering the phone and performing receptionist duties; assisting stu-
dents, staff and visitors reporting to the school; and performing other general
clerical work in the absence of the other secretary. It contends that Larsen’s
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duties are primarily those of a bockkeeper and include posting receipts for
three separate district accounts, reconciling checks for four accounts,
balancing district financial statements, handling four district checking
accounts, and sorting mail received at the central school. The Association
takes the position that Larsen is proficient on word processors and works with
computer software programs such as Word Perfect. It asserts that over the
years, Larsen’s bus traneportation coordination duties have consumed more and
more time during her work day and at present, consume six hours out of an eight
hour day.

The Employer argues that Larsen does not balance the district financial sta-
tements but balances a bank .statement. It contends that the Association’s claim
*that Larsen handles four district checking accounts actually means that she
reconciles four different checking accounts. It takes the position that the
reclassification of this posmition could better be handled by discussion between
the parties as opposed to interest arbitration. Larsen asked for reclassifica-
tion in January of 1993 and wrote a letter to the Employer stating why she
should be a Secretary II. The Employer said it would reconsider her application
in six months. The arbitrator thinks that is the appropriate method for
handling Larsen‘'s reclassification. The testimony presented at the hearing is
not adequate for making an evaluation of the proper classification of Larsen.
The Association takes the position that Larsen is not really a secretary, espe-
cially not a Secretary I. The evidence submitted by the Association is not suf-
ficient to satisfy the arbitrator that Larsen should be reclaseified to the
classification of Secretary Il for the secretarial functions that she performs.
It therefore finds that the proposal of the Employer to reconsider Larsen’s
reclaesification to be more reascnable than that of the Associaticn.

RETTIREMENT PAYMENTS INTC THE WISCONSIN RETIREMENT SYSTEM

The Association proposes that the Employer shall pay its share of retirement
under the Wisconsin Retirement System for all eligible employees. On July 1,
19%1, the Employer would contribute 3 percent, on July 1, 1992 it would contri-
bute 5 percent, and on July 1, 1993 it would contribute 6.2 percent.
Maintenance and career specialists would continue to receive the Employer

_payment of their share of the retirement in the amocunt of 6 percent until the
©1993-94 school year when the amount paid would increase to 6.2 percent. The
Association’s proposal would also have the Employer pay an additional 2 percent
of the employees share of the retirement contribution in January of 1992 for a
total employee share paid by the Employer of 5§ percent. In July of 1992, the
Association proposal would require the Employer to pay an additional 1.2 percent

of the employees share for a total contribution of 6.2 percent beginning July of
1992.

The Employer proposes that it would pay its share of the retirement under
the Wisconsin retirement system for all eligible employees and would contribute
2 percent toward the employees share on January 1, 1992, 3 percent on July 1,
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1992 and 4 percent on July 1, 1993, It would continue to contribute 6 percent
toward the employees share of retirement for the head maintenance and career
specialist positions. The Employer offers retirement proposal to 10 employees
off the salary echedule that would result in full payment of those employees
share of the contribution to the Wisconsin Retirement System by July 1993.

At the present time, the Employer does not contribute toward payment of the
employees required share into the Wisconsin Retirement System for most of the
bargaining unit. Thus, each employee has to contribute 6.2 percent per year
toward this mandatory payment into the retirement system. The proposals of both
the Employer and the Association provide for a phase in of the Employer's
assumption of such payments but the parties differ regarding the size and the
- “epeed of the phase in.' The Employer has been paying the. teachers share of the
Wisconsin Retirement System for many years. All of the comparable school
districts who are members of the Wisconsin Retirement System currently contri-
bute 100 percent of the employees share into the retirement system.
Weyauwega-Freemont and Waupaca also currently contribute a greater amount into
the private retirement systems that they offer their employees than the Employer
provides for in its proposal to the Association. 1In effect, the take home pay
of the Employer’s employees has been reduced by 6.2 percent when compared with
employees in other comparable school districts because the Employer’'s employees
were required to pay their own contributions into the Wisconsin Retirement
System. The Association’s phase in plan would provide for full Empleoyer payment
©f the employees share of the Wisconsin Retirement System effective with the
third year of the collective bargaining agreement while the Emplover'’'s proposal
only provides for a four percent payment at that time except for those employees
who would have all of their contribution paid by the Employer. The Association
argues that it is not unreasonable to provide full Employer payment by the third
year of the collective bargaining agreement in the instant case. It contends
that ite proposed phase in of the Employer’s payment of the employees share of
the Wisconsin Retirement System corresponds with the phase in time table that
the Omro School District is making for its employees. The Employer .argues that
the internal comparable for retirement should not be controling here. It con-
tends that its employees may have received larger wage increases than teachers
©or not wanted employees’ share paid by the Employer. The Employer argues that
the average of the total contribution toward retirement for comparable school
districts is 8.1 percent. It inclu des the districts that offer an annuity,
districts that provide no retirement, and those that belong to the Wisconsin
Retirement System. The Employer’s offer of a 10.3 percent compares favorably
with the average 8.1 percent in the comparable districts while the Union’s 12.5
percent proposal is 50 percent above the prevailing comparable rate in
Comparable Group €. It takes the position that the Association’s offer is out
of the main stream of retirement benefits found in the comparable districts.

The Employer agrees that the Omro aidee and food service contract is instruc-
tive. 1In that case the Employer felt that equity argument for providing retire-
ment to the newly organized aides and food services was very strong because the
benefit was already provided to two other gupport staff unions at omro. It
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points out that the Union at Omro accepted a wage freeze in the 1992-93 school
year in order to induce the Employer to give it retirement. The Employer argues -
that the Association wants full retirement and a reasonable wage increase too.

It argues that when it adds up all of the Union‘s economic items, the total
package becomes excessive.

In the 1990-91 school year, the Employer‘s total Wisconsin Retirement System
coste, including both the Employer‘s contributions and the employees contribu-
tione made by the Employer had a total of $34,648.00. -The Employer proposes to
increase that contribution to §43,704.00 for the 1991-92 school year. That is
an increased contribution of $9,056.00. The Union’s 1991-92 proposal would
require the Employer to contribute $54,831.00 to the Wisconsin Retirement System
which is an increase of $20,183.00 over the 1990-91 contribution and would have
a cost of $11,125.00 more than the Employer‘s propcsal. In the 1992-53 school
year, the Association proposes that the Employer pay into the Wisconsin
Retirement System $68,576.00 which is an increase of $13,145.00 over the pre-
vious year. The Employer offers to pay in 557,542.00 which is an increase of
$13,838.00. 1In fact, the Employer’'s proposal would increase its payment to the
Wisconsin Retirement System by $93.00 more than the increase resulting from the
Association’s proposal for that year. 1In the 1993-94 school year, the
Association proposes that the Employer pay $78,518.00 which is an increase of
$9,941.00 over the previous year. The Employer proposes that it pay $65,662.00
to the Wisconsin Retirement System for its employees during the 1593~-94 school
year. That is an increase of $8,120.00 over the previous year. The
-Association’s proposal would require the Employer to pay §1,821.00 more towards
the Wisconsin Retirement System than the Employer‘s proposal would in the
1993-94 school year. Over thethree years of this agreement, the Association’s
proposal would increase the Employer’s contribution to the Wisconsin Retirement
System for its employees from $34,648.00 to $78,518.00 which is an increase of
$43,870.00. The Employer’s proposal would increase its contribution to §$65,662
per year over the three year period which is an increase of §31,014.00.

The Association‘s proposal would require the Employer to pay the entire
employees share of the contribution toward the Wisconein Retirement System by
July 1, 1853. It provides a-substantial catch up in contributions by the
Employer of the employees share of the contribution to the Wisconsin Retirement
"System. The Employer’s proposal would not result in the payment of all of the
employees share of the contribution towards the Wisconsin Retirement System by
the end of this agreement, although it would do that for 10 employees. It would
be paying 4 percent of the employees share of the contribution to the Wisconsin
Retirement System by July 1, 1993 for the rest of the emplyees.

The arbitrator is satisfied that the Employer has lagged behind in contribu-
tions toward the Wisconsin Retirement System and it should be moving in that
direction. It proposes to pay all of the employees share of the contribution
for those 10 employees who have reached their top step on the salary schedule.
It seems inequitable to pay the entire Employer's contribution for those

s iy



employees and not for the rest. However, the rest of the employees would make
substantial progress with respect to the Employer’s contribution toward their
share of the payment to the Wisconsin Retirement System under the proposal of
the Employer. The Employer‘s payments to the Wisconsin Retirement System would
increase from $34,648.00 during the 1990-91 school year to §$65,662.00 during the
1993-94 school year. That is a 90 percent increase in the annual payment to the
Wisconsin Retirement System in a three year period which is pretty substantial.
The Agsociation’s proposal would increase the Employer’s annual contribution by
126 percent over that three year period and that much catch up is not necessary
for this particular agreement. The parties will be bargaining again this year
and they will have an opportunity to move the Employer’s contribution toward the
employees share of the Wisconsin Retirement System then. It can be done in the
-~ next contract. : Accordingly, the arbitrator finds the Employer’s proposal with
respect to contributions toward the Wisconsin Retirement System t¢o be more
reasonable than that of the Association.

The Employer points out that it is now operating on revenue limits imposed
by the state. The legislator has imposed limits on school district revenues for
the 1993-94 through 1%37-%8 echool years. The limit is on the total amount of
revenue derived from general school aids. It argues that the legislators
attempt to get a handle on compensation increase for teachers and administrators
as well as revenue limits on school districts sends a new message to arbitra-
tors. It concedes that support staff employees are not covered by the revi-
sions in the arbitration law but it cites the new restrictions as a policy that
places a premium on reducing property taxes. The Employer takes the position
that the interest and welfare of the public is a very important criteria in this
proceeding. The Association asserts that the Employer will face no revenue
crunch because of the costs of either final offer. It takes the position that
it would be a gross miscarriage of justice if the non-professionals of the
Employer were victimized by changes in section 111.70 of the Wisconsin statutes
that are not meant for non-professiconals. The Association pointe out that the
Employer takes the position that a quid pro quo must be paid by it to justify
elements of its final offer that exceed the previocus level of benefits to the
bargaining unit.

It should be noted that there is no statues quo because the previous person-

--nel policies of the Employer were the result of .a unilateral action on its part
and not as the result of good faith bargaining. No employee was ever given a
meaningful role in the determination of personnel policies and no negotiations
ever took place. Because the arbitration in the instant case is to determine
the initial collective bargaining agreement, neither party is required to pro-
vide a quid pro quo in order to depart from the status quo. The Association’s
position on just cause standard, vacancies and transfers, holidays, placement of
new hires on the wage schedule, and placement of the employees on the wage
echedule is much more in line with the main stream of collective bargaining.
The Employer’s position on many of those issues reflect 1960 thinking and it is
bargaining for the period from July 1991 to July 1994.
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The Association is not facing reality with respect to the total package cost
of the Employer. 1In a three year period, the Employer’s proposal would increase
its total package costs from $696,767.00 to $856,367.00. That is an increaee of
$159,603.00, or just under 23 percent. That is not a spectacular increase .over
a three year period for an employer that has lagged behind the pattern in the
area by a gubstantial amount but it does provide some catch up. If the
Employer‘’s proposal contained more improvement in the area of language in the
areas hereinbefore mentioned by the arbitrator, it could be considered an
attractive proposal. The proposal as it stands, leaves the Association with
unsatisfactory language in areas such as just cause standard for discipline,
vacancies and transfers, holidays, placement of new hires on the wage schedule,
and placement of employees on the wage schedule. There is a lot of movement
- ~that the Employer -should make in those.areas in order .to bring the Employer up
+o the standarde in the main stream of collective bargaining.

The total package cost of the Association’s proposal would increase by
$194,350.00 or almost 28 percent over the three year period. That is an average
increase in cost for the Employer of $3,471.00 for each employee. The
Employer‘’s propeosal would increase the total package cost by $159,603.00 over
the three year period and that would average ocut to an increase in the
Employer’s cost per employee of $2,850.00 over the three year period. The
Employer’s proposal would provide a lot of "catch up" to the Association and it
would be hard for the arbitrator to justify requiring the Employer to expend an
average of another $200.00 per year per employee over each of the three years
involved. The arbitrator recognizes that a collective bargaining agreement con-
sists of more than just an economic package and the language items are very
important to the members of the bargaining unit. However, the arbitrator is
satisfied that the Association has reached too far in the area of eccnomics and
its proposal becomes unacceptable because of its cost. Some of the Association’s
economic proposals have validity and improvements should be phased sometime
soocn, The Association’s proposals with regard to language that the arbitrator
finds more reasonable than those of the Employer should become part of the
collective bargaining agreement in the next round of negotiations. It is only
because the Employer has made a good faith effort in the economic areas, that
the arbitrator has not selected the Association’s proposal because of the fact
that its positions on most of the language issues are far more reascnable than
t?at of the Employer.

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

AWARD

After full consideration of the criteria set forth in the statutes and after
careful and extengive evaluation of the testimony, arguments, exhibits and
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briefs of the parties, the arbitrator finds that the Employer’s final offer
more closely adheres to the statutory criteria than that of the aAssociation and
directs that its proposal contained in Exhibit 2 be incorporated into the
collective bargaining agreement as a resolution of this dispute.

Dated at Sparta, Wisconsin this 14th day of Pebruary, 1994.

: =

Rice II, Arbitrator
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Exsipi T 1-

Name of Case: Winneconne. School District Case 14, No 47260 INT/ARB-6436 -

The following, or the attachment hereto, constitutes our final offer for the
purposes of arbitration pursuant to Section 111.70{4){cm)é. of the Municipal Employment
Relations Act. A copy of such final offer has been submilted to the other party
tnvolved in this proceeding, and the undersigned has received a copy of the final ofler
of the other party. Each page of the attachment hereto has been initialed by me,
Further, we {(do) (doxmet) authorize inciusion of nonresidents of Wisconsin on the
arbitration panel to be submitted to the Commission.

6/23/93 (Zz,g / / ) .
' )

(Date) (Representative

On Beha!f of: Winneconne _Eiiucat:{:onal Support Staff Associatiom

FCEIVE)

B JUN 2 6 1983

/WISCONSIN EMPLOYMENT/
H RELATIGNS COMMISSION

IMAREBY.FT
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FINAL OFFER 4

DNy
FOR THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMERAs %’A%'Mm,
Sl0y

OF THE
WINNECONNE EDUCATIONAL SUPPORT PERSONNEL ASSOCIATION
TO THE

WINNECONNE COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT

Having the Duration of

July 1, 1991 - June 30, 1994

Submitted to the District and the WERC May 26, 1993

Resubmitted to the District and the WERC -~ June 23, 1993

Note: Unless specifically noted herein, all provisions of this
Agreement shall be retroactive to July 1, 1991.

WINNFOS5



WINNFOS

5.0 Discipline Procedure

Just Cause Standard: No non-probationary employee shall

be reprimanded in writing, demoted, discharged, or
otherwise disciplined without just cause. Just cause is
defined as insubordination, immorality, inefficiency,
incompetency, violation of District policy or other just
cause., Any such action asserted by the District or any
agent or representative thereof shall be subject to the
grievance procedure of the Agreement. Note: Oral

reprimands are not grievable.
Cgij’ézyﬁlqﬁ’
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11.0 Vacancies and Transfers

Vacancies will be posted on a designated bulletin board in
each school building. A copy of the posting will be sent
to the President of the Union.

Qualified personnel may apply for the vacant positions
without resigning their present position in the District.

Voluntary Transfers

1.

When a vacant position occurs, bargaining unit
employees shzll have the opportunity to apply for a
transfer to such vacant position before said position

is posted externally.

A bargaining unit employee who wishes to transfer to
a vacant position shall file a written application
for the position with the Superintendent or other
person designated by the District on the job posting.
In the event oo employee submits an application for
the vacant pcsition or none of the applicants are
deemed as guzlified for the position as determined by
the Board, tk= position may be filled outside the

workforce.

The District retains the right to determine the
gualificatiorns needed for any vacant position.

Involuntary Transfers

When the District determines that an involuntary
transfer of & bargaining unit employee is necessary,
and the basis for such involuntary transfer is non-
disciplinary in nature, such transfer shall not take
place without the employee being given written
reasons for such transfer and the opportunity for a
conference wizh the Superintendent ox his or her

designee.

The District retains the right to determine the
qualifications needed for any vacant position.
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WINNFOS

12.0 WORK YEAR, WORK WEEK, WORK DAY

Employvee Work Year:
The work year for all-employees shall be the work year in

effect for the 1991-1892 fiscal year, for said
employee(s). This section shall not be deemed to limit
the District’s right to implement provisions of Article
10.0 LAYOFF/RECALL.

Emplovee Work Week:

The work week for all employees shall be Monday through
Friday, as measured in consecutive days. This section
shall not be deemed to limit the District’s right to
implement provisions of Article 10.0 LAYOFF/RECALL.

Employee Work Day:

The normal work day for all full time employees shall be

no less than six (6) hours per day. Each employee’s work
day shall fall within the following parameters. {Except
for the unpaid lunch, all work days shall be continuous

hours)

(a) Maintenance 7:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m.
{b) Custodial 7:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m.
(c) Aides 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.
{d) Kitchen Staff 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.
(e} Secretaries 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.

This Section shall not be deemed to limit the District’s
right to implement provisions of Article 10.0
LAYOFF/RECALL.

Sundayv Work
Employees assigned to work on Sundays shall be paid at the
rate of time and one-half of their regular rate.

1993 Summer Schedule for Secretaries and Custodians
The 1993 summer work schedule for secretaries and
custodians shall be the same as the schedule that was in

effect for the summer of 19952.
czd- 6/2H7




13.0 HOLIDAYS

13.1 All employees are entitled to paid holidays in accordance
with the schedules listed below. Employees will be
compensated for paid holidays at their normal daily rate.
Employees required to work on such holidays will be paid
at time and 1/2 rate.

OPEN

13.2 If a holiday falls on a Saturday or Sunday, it will be
celebrated and paid as though it had occurred on a Monday
unless otherwise agreed to by the parties. If a
holiday(s) falls internally within a vacation period of
the employee, the employee will be paid for the
holiday(s), but the holiday will not be counted as used
vacation time.

OPEN

13.3 The following holidays will be paid holidays for twelve
(12) month employees:
July 4th
Labor Day
Thanksgiving Day
Friday after Thanksgiving
Christmas Eve Day or Rosh Hashanah
Christmas Day or Yom Kippur
New Years Day
Memorial Day

One floating holiday (to be scheduled in advance by the
employee’s supervisor).

OPEN

13.4 The following holidays will be paid holidays for all other
employees: (To become effective with the 1993-94 fiscal
year.)

Thanksgiving Day
Christmas Day or Yom Kippur
New Years Day

'13.5 In order to be eligible for holiday pay, an employee must
be on the active payroll of the District, and must have
worked his/her full regularly scheduled work day before
and after the holiday, unless excused by the Board for a

paid leave. CJ—& 6/93/43
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16.3

16.3.1

WINNFOS

16.0 FRINGE BENEFITS

NS A

Retirement

The District shall pay its share of retirement under
the Wisconsin Retirement System for all eligible
employees. The Board will contribute the following
towards the employee’s share:
7/1/91: _ 3
7/1/92: 5
7/1/93: &

AN P

2%

{(Note: Employees holding the Head Maintenance and
Career Specialist positions will continue to receive
District payment of their share of retirement in the
amount of 6.0% until 1993-94 when the amount paid

shall increase to 6.2%.) col 5/33/43



17.0 COMPENSATION

Inexperienced personnel will be placed at Step 1 of

17.2.1
the appropriate lane of the Salary Schedule.

New hirees with experience may, at the District’'s
discretion, be placed no higher than Step 3 of the

salary schedule. cgg/ 6/?,}/‘73

17.2.2

WINNFOS



WINNFOS

Special Salaryiand Benefit Provisions

The following employees will receive an additional 20¢ per

hour increase for the years indicated.

receiving the 20¢ per hour increase are:

1991-82,

1992-93 and 1993-94

Forseth, J.
Krueger, M.

Unser,
Vraney,

S.
L.

Christianson

Korn
Loker
Sleik

The employees

All of the above employees will also be entitled to an
additional Board contribution to retirement over and above
the amounts contained in Section 16.3.1 as follows:

Additional WRS | Total Employee

Employees Employee Share Share Paid

Year Covered Paid by Board by Board
1991-92 All eight
employees

listed above. 2.0% (1/92) 5.0% {(1/92)
1992-93 All eight
employees

listed above, 1.2% (7/92) 6.2% (7/32)

céd- 62313



17.0 COMPENSATION

199192

Health Career 8Spec,
Dishwasher Cock I Cook II Custodian I BAcets Pyl Custodian 11
/8arvar Aide I Adde II Secretary I Secretary II Trans. Coor,
5.50 6.55 6.80 7.09 7.57 8.15
5.55 6.95 7.20 T7.49 7.97 8.55
5.60 7.35 7.60 T.89 8.37 8.95
7.75 B.00 6.2% 8.77 §5.35
8.15 8.40 8.69 9,17 9.75
199293
Health Career Spac.
Dishwasher Cook I Cook IT Custodian I BAccts Pyl Custodian II
/8ervaer Adde I Alde I Secretary 1 Socretary I Trane, Coor.
5.55% E.75 7.00 7.20 7.80 8.40
5.60 7.15 7.40 7.70 B.20 8.80
5.65 1.55 7.80 8.10 8.60 9.20
7.95 8.20 B.50 9.00 9.60
6.35 8.60 B.90 9.40 16.00
) 199394
Bealth Career S8pec.
biehwasher Cook I Cook II Cuntodjan I BAccts Pyl custodian II
/Server Alde 1 Adde IX Secretary 1 Becretary II Trans. Coor.
5.60 6.95 7.21 7.52 8.03 8.65
5:65 7.35 T.61 7.92 8.43 9.05
5.70 T.75 8.01 8.32 8.8 9.43
8.1% 8.41 8.72 §5.23 9.85
8,55 B8.81 9.12 9.63 10.25

csd 62343

Mechanic I

8.92
18.32

10.72

Hechanic I

Mechanic I

10.48

10.88

11.28

Read

Hechanic

9.70
10.10
10.50
10.90

11.30

Bead
Mochanic

10.00
10.40
10.80
11.20

11,60

Boad
Mechanle

10.230
10.70
11.10
11.50

11.90



WINNECONNE COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT
Wage Placement Information
1990-91, 1991-92 1592-93 and 1993-94

92-93 Employees Classifi- Actual Proposed Proposed Proposed
AIDES cation 1890-91° 1991-92° 1892-93? 1993-942
-~ hnderson hide II ~—-- off 2 3
New Ride II ~-- - 2 3
Benedict Aide II 4 off 4 5
BGR 79% Aide I 5 off 5 s
BSR 79% hide I 7 off 5 5
Crlsn 93% Aide II 2 off 2 3
Daubert Health g8 off L] 5
Forseth J. Aide I 10 of £+20¢ 5+20¢ 5+20¢
Gieschn M Aide I 5 off 4 5
Harmon L Bide II 3 off 3 4
Kolterjon Aide II 6 off 5 5
Krueger M Aide II 10 off+20¢ 5+20¢ 5+20¢
Marks M Aide I ] off 5 5
Maas N Aide I 8 off 5 5
Mutter D Aide II 2 off 2 3
Noffke Aide II ~—- off 2 3
Reichert Aide I 5 off 5 5
Richardson Aide II 1 off 3 4
Ristow M Ride I 6 off 5 5
Tritt Aide I 3 off 4 5
Unser S hide I 10 off+20¢ 5+20¢ 5+20¢
Vraney L Aide II 10 off+20¢ 5+420¢ 5+20¢
COQKS /SERVERS & DISHWASHERS
Christnsn Cook IX 10 off+20¢ 5+20¢% 5+20¢
Korn Cook I 10 off+20¢ 5+20¢ 5+20¢
Lacesse Cook I 4 off 4 5
Loker Cook I 10 off+20¢ 5+20¢ 5+20¢
Schultz Cook I 1 off 2 3
Sleak Cock I 10 off+20¢ S+20¢ 5+20¢
PART-TIME COOKS ) )
Disghmon Server -—- 1 2 3
Fleck Server 1 2 3 3
Garbie Dishwszr 1 2 3 3
Hale Faye Server 1 2 3 3
Thull Server 1 2 3 3
CUSTODIAN - MAINTENANCE
JHilman Chuck Maint (Salaried) 5 5
Kempkin Dennis Maint I --- 4
CUSTODIAL
Brennand Irene Cust I 1 off 2 3
Roger Coats Cust II 10 5 5 5
Formiller 50% Cust I -- off 1 2
Sheila Gurkowski Cust II 10 5 5 5
David Livingstone Cust II -- - --- 5
Marion Oleson Cust I 9 5 3 S5
Marshall Proehl Cust II 3 off 3 4
Mary Jo Schneider Cust I 7 off 4 5
Jeff Sundquist Cust II 3 1 2 3
Stephen Witte Cust II 10 s 5 5
Zuehlke Cust II 7 g 5 S

csd— 62313
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Naime of Case: UM/WC‘N’MI CﬁMMu,A/;rf 5:'./4000. DIJ‘TKJC.T
epre 1Y moiYIUy AT AR 643

The following, or the attachment hereto, constitutes our final offer for the
purposes of arbitration pursuant to Section 111.70(4)(cm)é. 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
ol 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
arbjtration panel to be submitted 1o the Commission .

7/47~ 4

(Date) (Representative)

On Behalf of: W//ﬂfcg/p,yf gig_ﬁqm?‘c;; JZ/w / E: ara/

IMARBY.FT
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' 52

Once an employee successfully completes the probationary period, he/she will not
be discharged except for just cause.

Employees will not be suspended or given a written reprimand for reasons that
are arbitrary or capricious. '

\1,\\0‘1)
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11.1

112

113

114

11.00 - VACANCIES AND TRANSFERS

Vacancies will be posted on a designated bulletin board in each school building.
A copy of the posting will be sent to the President of the Union.

Qualified personnel may apply for the vacant positions without resigning their
present position in the District.

VOLUNTARY TRANSFERS.

1.

When a vacant position occurs, bargaining unit employees shall have the
opportunity to apply for a transfer to such vacant position before said

position is posted externally.

A bargaining unit employee who wishes to transfer to a vacant position
shall file a written application for the position with the Superintendent or
other person designated by the District on the job posting. The District
may then open the job to applicants outside the bargaining unit. The
Board will select the most qualified applicant for the position in its sole

discretion,

The District retains the right to determine the qualifications needed for
any vacant position.

INVOLUNTARY TRANSFERS.

1.

When the District determines that an involuntary transfer of a bargaining
unit employee is necessary, and the basis for such involuntary transfer is
non-disciplinary in nature, such transfer shall not take place without the
employee being given written notice for such transfer and the opportunity
for a conference with the District Administrator.

The District retains the right to determine the qualifications needed for
any vacant position.



12.1

122

12.132

12.0 HOURS OF WORK AND OVERTIME

This article is intended only to provide a basis for calculating overtime and shall
not be construed as a guarantee of hours of work per day or per week.
Compensation shall not be paid more than once for the same hours of work.

(c)

(e)

()

Should it be necessary in the judgment of the Employer to establish daily
or weekly work schedules departing from the employee’s normal work day
or work week, notice of such change shall be given to the employee
affected as far in advance as is reasonably practicable.

The normal work week for all full-time employees shall be thirty (30) or
more hours. Each employee’s work day shall fall within the following
parameters {Except for the unpaid lunch, all work days shall be continuous

hours):

1) Maintenance 6:30 a.m. to 11:00 p.m.
2) Custodial 6:30 a.m. to 11:00 p.m.
3 Aides 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.
4) Kitchen Staff 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.
5) Secretaries 6:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.

This Section shall not be deemed to limit the District’s right to implement
provisions of Article 10.0 Layoff/ Recall.

Employees assigned to work on Sundays shall be paid

Sunday Work
at the rate of time and one-half of their regular rate.

Travel Reimbursement

Support staff employees who are required to transport children in their
private vehicles shall receive 10 cents per mile in addition to the normal

employee mileage reimbursement rate,
7

bhﬂﬂ



13.0 - HOLIDAYS

13.1 Twelve-month employees are entitled to the following paid holidays:

New Year’s Day

Memorial Day

Fourth of July

Labor Day

Thanksgiving Day

December 24

Christmas Day

Friday after Thanksgiving

1 Floating Holiday (to be used with the
supervisor’s approval.)

132 Whenever a holiday falls on a Saturday or Sunday, the superintendent will
designate another day as a non-working day. In order to be eligible for holiday
pay, an employee must be on the active payroll of the District and must have
worked his/ her full regularly scheduled workday before and after the holiday,
unless excused by the Board for a paid leave. Employees will be compensated for

paid holidays at their normal daily rate.

133 An employee who is called in to work on 2 holiday shall receive one and one-half
(15) times his/ her regular straight-time hourly rate of pay for all hours worked.

13.4 If a holiday(s) falls internally within a vacation period of the employee, the
employee will be paid for the holiday(s), but the holiday(s) will not be counted as

used vacation time.

\
o @w\\’]



16.0 - FRINGE BENEFITS

163 Retirement

16.3.1 The District shall pay its share of retirement under the Wisconsin Retirement
System for all eligible employees. The Board will contribute the following
towards the employee’s share: 1/1/92: 2%

7/1/92: 3%
7/1/93: 4%

Note: The Head Maintenance and Career Specialist positions will continue to have the
District coatribute the employees’ 6.0 percent share of retirement.



17.0 COMPENSATION

172.1 Inexperienced personnel will normally be placed at Step 1 of the appropriate lane
of the salary schedule. The Board reserves the right to place new employees at

any step it deems appropriate.

1722 New hirees with experience will, at the District’s discretion, normally be placed no
higher than Step 3 of the salary schedule. The Board reserves the right to place
new employees with experience above Step 3 if it deems it appropriate.



Step

17.0 COMPENSATION

199192
Eaalth Career Spec.
Dishwasher Cook I Cook II Custodlan I Custodian II Haad
/Server Alde I Alde 1I Secretary I Sacretary II Trans. CooX. Moechanic I Mechanic
5.50 6.55 6.B0 7.09 7.57 8.15 9.12 9.70
5.55 6.95 7.20 7.49 7.97 B.ES 9.52 10.10
5.60 7.35 7.60 7.89 8.37 8.85 §.482 10.50
7.75 8.00 8,29 8.77 9.35 10.32 10.90
8.15 8.40 8.69 9.17 9.7% 10.72 11.30
199293
Eealth Career Spec.
Dishwasher Cook I Cook II Custodian I Custodian II Bead
/5erver Aide I Aide II Secretary I Secretary Il Trans. Cook. Mechanic I Mechanic
5.55 6.75 7.00 7.30 7.80 8.40 §.40 10,00
5.60 7.15 7.40 7.70 8.20 8.80 .80 10,40
5.65 7.55 T7.680 8.10 8.60 2.20 10.20 16.80
7.95 8.20 8,50 $.00 9.60 10.60 11,20
&.35 B.60 8,90 5.40 10.00 11.00 11.60
. 1993-94
Health Careex Spec,
Dishwasher Cook I Cook II Custodian I Custodian II Head
/Server Alde I Alde II secretary I Secretary II Traps. Coor, Mechanic 1 Mechanie
5.60 6.95 7.21 7.52 8.03 8.65 9.68 10.30
6.65 7.35 7.61 7.92 B.43 9.05 10.08 10.70
5.70 7.75 8.01 B.32 B.B3 9.45 10.48 11.10
8.15 B.41 8.72 9.23 - 8.85 10,86 11.50
8.5% 8.81 9.12 9.63 10.25 11.28 11.80



Note:

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

Employees off of the salary schedule will receive a 10 cents per hour increase
until they are placed on the salary schedule. These employees receiving the 10

cents per hour increase include:
1991-92 199293 199394

Forseth, J. Daubert All employees on schedule.

Krueger, M. Maas
Unser, S.

Vraney, L.

Christianson

Korn

Loker

Sleik

All of the above employees will also be entitled to an additional Board
contribution to retirement over and above the amounts contained in Section

16.3.1 as follows:

Additional WRS
Employee Share Total Employee

Year Employees Covered Paid by Board | Share Paid by Board

199192 | Same eight employees
listed above. 2% (1/92) 4.0% (1/92)

199263 All ten employees
listed above. 2% (7/92) 50% (1/192)

199394 All ten employees
1.2% (7/93) 62% (7/93)

listed above.

The Board offers the above retirement package to the employees off of the salary
schedule to give them a reasonable increase and to get them on the salary

schedule by the 1993-94 contract.

Note: For a specific list of all employees, their placement on or off of the
salary schedule, their salary increases and treatment for retirement are
attached and shall govern the implementation of these provisions. The
attachments are an integral part of the Board’s final offer.

8 ]
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5718793 WINNECONNE COMMUINITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 1.00
SUPPORT STAFF SeLARY ; _ND PAID HOLIDAYS BOARD OFFER _ 5/18/93

#1/3Z COSTING ;) FLAT INCREASES BETWEEN CELLS + .40
5.45 .30 .78 7.0 7.50 8.10 7.10 .40
!

;

§.30  0.40 STEP INC A3 SLOTTED BEGIIMING 9192
HEALTH CAREER §P
DISHAASHK COOK 1 COOK 71 CUST I CUsT 11
STEP  /SERVER AIDE 1 AIDE I SEC T SEC II TRNSP CRD MECH I  HD MZCH INSURAHCE FER
TEATHERS 9192
1 536 655 &80 7.9 7.7 6.3 5.2 §.70 §1/92 1
2535 495 M 249 287 BS5 TU9.5 1010 1
3058 1.3 L& 28 B3 895 .92 10.50 15
§ 775 B B2 877 .35 10,32 10.%0 14
5 BAS B0 849 %7 975 TH0.72 11.30 15
0224
A
3N 1,92
0 [l A1
WINNECORIE COMMUNITY SCHOOL DIST  SCH YR SCH YR SCH YR
91/92 EMPLOVEES INCLUDES b1 047 91/92 §1/92
0 PO HOL 51792 0192 0765 .02 L0627 0D %/% RATE s

AIDES  HR PR DY PUINTS STEF DAYS HOURS  RATE SALARY  SOC/SEC RET-EMPE RET-EMPR +2 STEPS R4TE  INLREASE INCREASE

8LD e =

[ADERSIN\ 3R AIET  OFF 181 26,75 4539.05 754 S22 6.2 000/ N Yy 921

hey 3 A10E 11 18 543 6.00 0 0 0 o w 91 5}
BENEDICT &R ATDE 1 OFF 18 122175 7.0 9285.30 710 164 382 7.0 703 0.57 0.0
BGR 79 45 AIET  GFF 181 B5.75  7.67 4594.28 508 74 43 N S 0.5 D.0R
ESR 7% 47581081 OFF §§1 BS9.5  7.98 SESL.E SIS 7w 7 e Ly 0
CROSN 930 7.00 AIDE 11 GFF 149 1043 6.43 70447 513 B 40 .43 607 .3y G.0é
BAUBERT 3 HEALTH  OFF 183 444 0.0 1264896 948 142 53 B4 83 6.3 LW
FORSETH 0 6 TS AIGE 1 ODFRD 195 172075 8.6 3006.22 TR 226 631 B¢ B4 040 6.8
GIESCRI M 3.7SAIDE]  GFF 181 &76.75 7.3 S009.18 533 S¢ a4 735 09 0.2 0.0d
HARMEN L 7AE 1L OFF 81 1267 7.03 8907.01 81 100 556 703 6.3 0.40  0.04
KOLTERJDH 7AIE 1l OFF 181 1267 6.0 1621202 781 1H4 440 8.66 7.8 0.4 0.08
KRUEGER N 7AIDE 1T OFF+1d 181 1267 .45 10754.83 623 241 &4 &3 8.3 i 0.0
HARKS H 7AIE]  GFF 183 1280 7.47 $625.27 752 b &6 .67 ne5 058 0.68
MAAS N CTSAEL O 181 127,75 .39 10250.48 784 115 &3 6.3 B.06 .33 0.04
MITTER D 6.75'A10E 11 OFF 181 122175  4.43 7855.85 40 B8 493 443 .07 0.3 0.0¢

7 AIDE 11 OFF 181 1287 CEEIIETS 406 g 457 4. (NGl 91457 )
REICHERT JAIDE]  CFF 1983 732 T Sélddd 430 AN A e I R
RICKARDSN .75 AIDE 11 OFF 181 1221.75  7.0% B388.50 457 % 5% .03 425 0.9 0.2
RISTOM 1 JAIDED  OFF 193 1281 7.83 10030.23 287 112 6% 7.83 .38 045 0.6
TRITT S.75AIDE] OFF 151 1040.75  7.09 7378.92 564 B3 463 7.0 &4 0.66 0.0
INSER § 675 AIE T DEF+I0 181 122175 B34 10067.22 770 22 43 8.4 B4 040 0.0
VRANEY L 7AIDE 11 DFF410 181 1267 £.49 10756.83 €23 241 M £.39 839 040 0.08

COOKS
CHRISTHGN 6 COOK 11 OFFel0 10 1086 B.49 92014 S W7 S8 &% 839 0.0 6.0
KORN §CO0K T OFFa0 181 1086  8.74 B948.44 485 200 s B4 B4 B0 G
LACOSSE Q000X 1 OFF 18 4 7.3 5342 409 I 738 682 056 .08
LOKER LLO0K T GFF4L 181 1086 B.24 B948.40 485 200 541 44 Bg4 0.0 0.08
SCHILTZ SEL0KT OFF 181 4335 (.43 407340 31z 46 25 443 573 070 0,12
SLEIK 4CO0K!  OFF410  1BL 1086 8.4 894364 o5 200 51 8.4 .34 0.0 6.0
LY




FART-TIME COOKS

2 SERVER 9 s GADwn 12 wa o w54 (NE suer )
FLECK 2 SERVER 2 181 32 555 20900 154 NA 0 WA 545 545 000 0.02
BAREE 3.25 DISHIR 2 181 568.25 555 326499 20 WA NA 0 545 545 000 0.0
WALE FAYE 2.5 SERVER 2 181 452.5 5,55 2501.38 192 WA NA 545 545 040 0.02
THULL 2.5 SEVER 2 181 4525 5.5 25113 197 WA WA 545 545 00 0.2
st ¢ STEP/PTS CLASS MAINT 1 &LLASS 11 0.06
MAINTENANCE 8
CHUCK HILLM  MAINT-HD  §  MAINT 2066 11,30 23594.40 1805 1418 475 1053 1053 072 0
TERRBIDBRIS. MANT I 3 mamE 1 38 (99027286 155 207 105 1.5 REW 91/
CUSTaDIAL —
BROVG IRENE  C9ST1 OFF ] 088 643 12564 1027 134 B3 443 573 00 0.2
ROGER C08TS st os 038 9,75 W/ 1557 W4 122 w39 9.9 035 .04
CFORAILLR S0y CUST)  ofFF ) WH (34D 2 S & Aan 44
SHETLA GURKDSSK] CUSTII 5 il 2088 9.5 20358.00 (557 24 12 %39 939 6.9 T
DUID LIVINGSTOHE COST I 5 1 2083 9.75 203560 1557 204 1222 %59 9.3 036 0.04
MWRION DLESIN  LUST) 5 ] 2086 B.49 1814472 1388 188 134 £.44 798 071 0.09
MARSHILL PROEWL  COST T OFF 1) 068 8.1 1735028 1327 174 1084 831 7,63 0.68 0.9
MARY JO SCHVEIDER CUST1  OFF 1 2008 7.98 16462.24 1275 167, 104t 798 7.7 0.3 0.0
JEFF SWNOGUIST  CUSTTI 1 1l 2098 - 8.5 1701220 1302 7 1% 7.3 1.3 052 D7
STEPWENWITTE  COSTH 5 1 2088 9,75 20358.00 15 204 1272 9.9 £.39 036 0.04
JEHLKE ALBERT  CUST L 5 1l 2058 9.75 03800 15 24 122 9.3 9.2 053 0.08
GFFICE
BREISTER = 8SECII 5 190 15 9.7 1423186 1080 159 892 8.4 8.4 053 0.06
RARPER. P 4SECT  OFF 29 914 7.60 &6L40 533 78 43 240 703 0.5 0.08
CRISPIGH BSELT] 5 I2MD. 2083 9.7 19146.96 M85 191 1187 844 8.4 053 0.0
KALE € BSECIL 5 I2M0. 2688 9.7 1914696 1465 19t 4197 B.46 B 053 0.4
JORISEH N BSECII 5 1Mo, 2088 9.7 1904696 1465 191 1197 8.4 B4 0.53 006
MEYER J SSECTI OFF 12M0. 2688 8.4 1499632 10 170 1082 8.4 753 0.6 0.0
LARSEY B ATHSP 5 qZMO. 104 951000 79 102 63 94 %44 031 0.3
LARSEI P ASEET 5 12MD. 1044 B9 0723 M 91 57 839 839 0.3 0.0
LEWR JE BACLTS YL OFF  12M0. 2086 783 1¢M9.04 (251 163 w2 783 224 059 D08
SE TCAKEER 5P OFF 180 1288 B2 USET.36 B0 635 ésd 822 746 076 01D
&
GevA s ewz sy 4% sz o 3
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KEVIRENDINY 7 /L RENIRRIRIV b Ly,

COSTING 90481 SALARY  SOC/SEC ENPLYR™ ~EMPLOVE “ENPLYR ~ EMPLOYE HEALTH DBMTAL  LTD  TERM LIFE cosT
. 0785 L0417 06 0615 L6 S0 o2
AIDES 159070 12169 TUOBISTTUOCNAT TR T C247% 33 S8y 40 210552.9
£0DKS S0 4155 2777 0 wA WA (R 7 VRN L1/ §2052,52
MAINTENT 20987 1882 WA NA 1350 1319 4296 465 8 55 31238.1
EUSTOD 1AM 174581 13325 WA WA 10752 0 26741 3375 -84 4 229437.4
OFFICE 122030 §404 1219 b 6342 0 973 1047 455 310 1514090
CAREER 5P 9556 731 590 §73.36 WA WA 0 368 35 24 11877.44
T0TAL 90/9) 2034 41486 14350 573 1BADS 1319 65697 9351 2008 1348 $94761.4
4967674 0
A1, 92 N1, 92
LOSTING 9192 Q745 0427 .82 L0625 .02 ACTUAL  ACTEAL % iR
AIDES 167416 TTI20077UUI0A9? TTTR342 WATTTNATTTTTINNT 343 419 4 25317 4.5
CO0KS 55779 4267 52 913 NA 0 NA 239 546 26 14 701 7.52
MAINTENC 23599 1805 WA NA 1475 1414 4531 484 g 59 IS 642
CUSTODIAN 184391 14106 WA N 11524 1884 29007 3B} 42 4SS HESAE 4,48
OFFICE 131231 10039 1329 237 4877 1100 13264 1095 48 33! 145989 8.%
"CAREER 5P 10587 81D 44 435 WA NA 0 384 3 27 13147 9.65
T07AL 91/92 573000 43834 15341 4127 19876 4350 78470 9980 2120 1444 750553
750553 0
VERIFY TOTALS 0 0 0 0 - - 8 0
TRCLUDES
5/12 GPN
T T T T pRaLMET
FEB-JUNE
LOST OF 2 STEP INCREASE AND HEALTH AND DBMTAL BENEFIT INCREASE PER TEACHER SETTLEMDMT
$ INCREASE 0988 269 992 34 147 ML 10773 429 15 7 53796 % INCR
% INCREASE 570 7 571 &9 C419.87 299 23050 1840 449 571 57 7.72 % INR

AIDES
COCKS
MAINTENC
LUSTODIAN
OFFICE
CAREER &P

OPEN EMROLLMENT MARCH 1, 92 ADDED 9 HEALTH
o - o . + 1 CUST + 2 COOK

+ 4 OFF + 2 AIDE

S V)7 S [ S
12 MO INS 40/HR 7

RETIREMENT % 1/2 RETIREMENT 12 ML,

SALARY SOC/SEC EMPLYR EMPLOYE BHMPLYR "EMPLOYE HEALTH DEMTAL

0.05 ¢.03 0.07 g.61 NA N/A 0.10 B.04
0.03 0,03 0.05 0.01 NA WA 1.00 .04
0.07 0.67 Na N4 b.09 0,05 b.o4
0.04 0.06 NA W4 p.og . .08 0.04
0.07 ¢.07 0.07 6.01 0.08 .01 0.37 .03
0.11 0.1 §.13 0.11 HA N .00 §.04

Concled ,&% 7

&%’“ %7- dncbiaclid vy
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= 3 - §.3M0 SINGLE 3 147].3¢ 3
1 - 9.0 FANILY @ 3387.39 !
5 - 12 M0 SINGLE 3 1B38.5¢ 5
17254.27 17294.27
+ al
2 DAYS
LTD  TERM LIFE % INCR
0.05 0.05 4.55
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.07 §.87 2 DYS 6.62
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0.07 0.07 4 DYS 8.7%
0.11 .11 §.85
Sil

g,zz%/aj.

OB

W

&



3/18/93 UHMECONHE COMMINITY SCHOOL DISTRICT
SUPPORT STAFF SALARY

92/%3 COSTING ) FLAT INCREASES BETWEEM CELLS + .40

100
HO HOLIDAY PAY

BOARD OFFER 5/18/%

S5 655 680 7.9 257 845 902 9.0
STEPINC. 05 040 0.0 D40 040 04D 04D 0.40 &5 SLOTED BEGINNING 91/92
HEALTH CAREER 5P
DISHAASHR COOK 1 COOK 11 CUST I CUST 11
STEF  /SERVER AIDE 1 AIDE 1] SEC1 SEC 11 TRNSP CRDMECH |  HD MECH IHSURANCE PER
TEACHERS 92/93

T 555 675 .00 1.3 7.8 841 9.0 10.00 9293 1

2 540 745 740 220 820 .80 980 1040 12

3545 755 .80 800 840 9.0 1020 1088 13

! 295 62 850 .00 .40 10,60 1120 1

5 835 B0 &Y .40 1060 1LOD 1140 15

05
(G 110 FRN 91752 & 92/%3)
k7
JULY 1,52
) M0, AT CURRENT

WINHECGHE CERMNITY SCHOOL OIST  SCH TR SCH YR SCH YR PAY

92/93 EYPLOYEES INCLUDES - 03063 RATE T aum

0 20 HoL /9 98T 75 A3 06 O A2 RE X
AIDES  HR PR OV POINTS  STEP DAY HOLRS RATE  SALARY  SOC/SEC RET-EMPE RET-BMPR 42 STEPS RATE  INCREASE INCREASE
OLD N S : .

ROEREN, 375 AE T OFF 18 679,75 5999.19 %3 100 N8 2% 6.3 0.08
HEu 3 AIDE 11 s (000 0.0 ) b0 2.00_E 51/ 92
YEEOILT IS ADEN OFF 1B 122075 R08 731 73 M5 h 806 7.8 0.8 0.6
BR 7% AJSADEL O 181 85975 795 6808l S5 W6 4m 798 .47 031 0.0
BSR 790 45 AIET 5 181 §59.75 845 77830 B9 25 452 804 258 0 008
CRLN 932 700 AIDE 1l OFF 49 1043 709 TWAE7 566 222 4 209 643 D46 0.6
[AUEERT BHEALTH OFVIBZEE 183 1460 B4 129536 919 60 B0 G44 B4 000 0.
FORSETR J .75 AIDE 1 SHZR 181 1221,75 8.35 1020i.41 780 310 443 E.14 8.24 0.1t 0.01
BIESCHI M 375AIDED  OFF 181 67875 2.4 S99 39 957 3% 2.4 209 D40 0.08
HARHER L 7AI0E 11 OFF B 1267 7.8 93046 75 B S5 7.8 703 0B 005
KOTERSIN 7 AIDE NI UFF 181 1267 839 10603 B3 39 @0 83 804 03 0.
KRUEGER M 7 AIDE Il 54z 181 1267 84D 1089620 634 545 43 639 849 041 0.0
MARAS 7AET O 183 1281 e.2210519.82 80§ 36 43 &2 28 055 00
MASN  G7SANED OFMZR 181 122075 849 103286 794 519 & B 839 D0 00
MUTT JSAIETE OFF 18112035 209 86221 483 20 S5 209 443 14K 0.0
NOEF 7AI0E I OFF 181 1267 7AW e 27 S 703 6.25CHE S ) 0,42
FE1cHERT TAIDET OFF 163 7% T8 SMLI 47 175 38 298 247 0a 0
RICWRDS 475 AIOE 11 OFF B0 122075 %60 U580 A0 2% WS 7.0 743 057 0.08
CRISTW M 7AI0E] OFF B3 D81 B4 02,3 %8 M3 &7 B4 7.8 031 0.04
TRITT 5.5 AIE L OFF 18 1040.75 7.7 7803 e 29 83 287 709 LS 0.0
ISERS  G75AIDED SR 1B 12075 8350208 730 S0 63 814 824 AL 0.0
URANEY 7AIOE 1L S4ZR 181 1267 6.40 108320 834 565 666 B39 Bag 001 0.0

- . \033' A




CoOKS

RIS GCOOKIN 54k 181 1085 B.60 9339.80 M 4 5B 839 849 D1 0.0
. KORN SCOKT SZR 181 108 835 R0 &9 453 1 a4 B2 0AL 0.0
LACOSSE 400K 1 OFF 18 74 783 S8z 4 UM I 7.8 238 045 0.pe
LOKER SCOKY SR 180 198 835 MERM0 M 455 W a4 8 0dL 0
SHATZ 3500001 OFF 1B 6.5 709 MRS S 13 33 209 el Dee G40
SLEIK SCOKI 54ZR 181 1088 B35 9NE.ND 494 455 ST B4 8.26 DAL 0.0
PART-TINE COOKS  BASE OF LANE 1 TO ADJUST DMLY WITH THAT CELL BAT CELL

VSHEN D 2SERER 2 w2 JSeowma 155 wa o wa o sas s 0.
FLECK 2 SEVER 3 181 32 545 4T3 156 WA WA 545 S5 Dal 0.
BARSE 3.25 DISHIR 3 {80 S86.25 545 3B B/ WA WE 545 55 LG 0.0
WALE FAYE 2.5 SERUER 3 161 4525 5.45 255043 1% WA WA 545 555 LaE 0.2
THILL 2.5 SERVER 3 181 4525 5.45 2554.8 1% WA NA 545 S5 G0 .2
CUSTORIAN STEP/PTS CLASS  HAINT 1 4CLASS 11 0.6 Lass 1)

MINTEAHCE &

CACCMLLE CRTR S RN 88 1L MR B S i 1L 0L 0
RBPKEN DBMIDY  WAINT 1 9 mapT1 o 2083 (D.SDe2320 1893 46 1M 1035 SEREL SIS 007
S UsToDIAL

BENGD KR LUET1 O 8 2.09 MBS L3 W 9 09 43 D46 0.0
RGEECOTE  OSTH 5 Il 28 1000 2088000 1597 €26 135 9.3 9.5 _ 095 0.03
FIRUILLR SG2> CUST 1 OF 1044 0196 568 22 A 109 T LElTS 010
SEILA GURROSKT  CUSTIE 5 Wl 2088 10.00 20880.00 1597 426 (a5 9.3 9.5 005 .03
WID LIVIGSTRNE CUST 1 5 1) W88 10.00 20380.00 1597 &2 M3 9.3 995 025 0.3
MRIG( OLESN  CUST] I . 2 890 183K 122 5 4 BA4 6.4 0.2 D2
KRSHALL FROEML  CUST 1T OFF 1] A% 85018320 M2 S UM 8S B3 DY LW
KRY JO SCRIEIDER CUST1 4 I 088 6.50 9774800 1356 52 18 844 798 082 0.7
JEFF SMOQUIST  oSTH 2 o w88 8.80 (63740 406 551 HSE B3 M5 065 0.8
SERNUITE  CUSTH 5 1l 28 10.00 208000 1597 428 135 93 975 025 0.0
WEHLKE ALBERT  CUSTIT 5 1) 086 10.00 20880.00 1597 43 1S 9% 955 07 003
UFFICE

EREISTER gsEcll S 19 1532 9.0 145360 1M6 4B M9 B4 . 0.2 D9
BARPER # SSELTOFF 29 916 B4 78296 S5 2 45 B4 7.0 046 DD
CISPIQE  BSECH 5 [ZHD, N8B .0 1962020 S S (20 686 97 6.5 0.6
ALE 8SECII 5 12MD. 2083 9.40 192720 ISBF o8 27 8.4 025 003
SN BSECIT 5 1zM. 288 9.40 1942720 1SN B9 12 B4 0.2 0.0
MEYER J BSECII 3 12M0. 2088 B.40 1795680 124 539 13 B4 XTI
WARSEM B 4TRNSP 5 1zMD. S04 1000 1048000 799 M3 53 944 975 0.5 0.0
RS F 4SECT 5 12M0. 1040 690 LD ML M S G 8.4 62 LG
LR ¥ GACCTS PYL OFF 12 MO. 088 B3 1733080 1338 S w9z 830 783 047 0o
B PLAREER SP  OFF 191285 B89 INS02 B2 & T2 B8y 82 0.8 0.

&,
$1275 49058 21971 33412 i




0745 06827 .02 0423 02 0037 0.2}
Ja 192 91,02
- ALDES 167414 12807 10497 2342 NA N4 F ey i) 3943 a1y 422 223317.4
COOKS 95779 4247 2852 %13 N/A N4 2398 544 204 I41 §7100.04
HAINTENC 2350 1805 N/A A 1475 1454 4531 484 87 5y 33433.70
CUSTODIAN 184391 14104 WA N/& 11524 1644 29007 3527 482 445 245545.8
s OFFICE 131231 10037 1329 237 é877 1o 13244 1085 484 23! 145938.4
CAREER SP 10587 810 444 435 N/A ' N4 ] 384 39 27 §3i45.54
TaTAL 91/92 572998 43834 §5342 4127 §987¢ 4340 76449 7981 2120 1444 756331.2
750551.2 ]
JULY 1 92 July 1 %2
iCﬂST!NG 92/93 ) 745 043 4 043 04 ACTUAL  ACTHAL £ ONCR
AIDES 174574 13333 10798 545 N/ HIE] 33955 4329 448 44 244542 7,50
{OO0KS 57184 4373 2942 2132 WA N4 3740 573 212 JE L 73324 8.74
MAINTEHL 2422 1833 N/A WA 1524 1453 5342 508 20 é1 33054 4,3
CUSTODIAN 192493 14726 WA H/A 12437 §7/5 35438 3674 N2 485 265447 7,50
OFFICE 135872 16374 1384 459 7174 3417 20724 1654 563 342 182127 .86
CAREER SP 11450 87é 4 487 NA N& L] 402 §2 29 f4208 7,48
TO07AL 92793 095297 43378 14044 10023 20829 10845 101442 105959 2204 1501 815024
215024 0
VERIFY TOTALS 0 0 ] N - -~ ! ]
JNCLUDES
7 MONTHS ADDITIGAL
OPER ENROLLMEMT
?1/92 @ EMPLOYES
LOST OF 2 STEP IWCAEASE AND HEALTH AND DENTAL BEMEFIT JNCREASE PER TEACHER SETTLEMENT
¥ INCRERSE 22799 744 704 5874 ¥53 4285 973 778 & 7 4473 4 INCR
3 IMCREASE 3.98 3.9 4,59 142,84 479 144,15 32.44 e.8h 3.98 3.7¢ 8.57 ¥ INCK
OPEM ENROLLHMENT MARCH 1, 92 ADDED % HEALTH PGLICIES NOT COWNTED
+ ] CUST ¢« 2 COOK
t 4 0FF + 28I0E = 3 - 9.240 SINGLE 3 1730.71 3
1 - 9.5M0 FAHILY & 4229.5% 1
1794 7¢8 5 - 12 MG SINGLE 3 2184.14 5
12 KO INS 40/HR 3
20352,52 26352.52
+ UsC
RETIREMENT § 1/2 RETIREMENT 12 MO, - Z DAYS
SALARY SOC/SEC EMPLYR  EMPLOYE EMPLYR EMPLOYE HEALTH  DENTAL  LTD  TEPM LIFE 7 INCR
RIDES 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.01 WA N/A 0.25 B.05 0.04 f.04 7.5
COOKS 0.03 0.62 0.03 B.01 H/A H/A 1.00 0.0% 0.03 0.03 8.7
HATNTENC 6.03 0.03 MA WA 0.03 0.18 0.04 6.03 0.03 2 DY§ 4,34
CUSTOR AN 0.04 0.04 No& N/A 0.08 . .22 p.05 0.94 0,09 & DY5 7.50
OFFICE 0.04 0.04 0.04 §.01 0.04 0.0¢ 0.54 0.51 £.04 .04 4 0YS 2.9
{AREER SP b.08 0.08 0.0% 0.08 NA N/A 0.06 0.03 (.08 .08 7.48
Inhamitern \9 o

(Coneled )‘fﬁ‘%ﬁ/ 22 bl /7&

N
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5/18/93 WINNECONNE COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 1.03

SUPPORT STAFF SalARY

t Pa/%4 COSTING § FLAT INCREASES BETWEEN CELLS + .40
4,75 7,00 7.30 7.580

NO PAID HOLIDAYS

BORRD OFFER 5718/93 - WITH ACTUAL HES-
AHD DENTAL RATE

5.5 g.40 g.40 10,00
STEP INC. 05 0,40 0,40 0.40 B.40 0.4 0.4D D.40 #5 SLOTTED BEGIMNING §1./92
HEALTH CAREER SP
DISHMASHR COOK ] COOK I1  CUST | CusT 11
STEF  /SERVER AIDE 1 AIDE 11 SEC ] SEC 11 TRNSF CRD MECH ] HD MECH INSURSNCE FER
TEACHERS 52/%4 ALTGAL

i 5.40 8.9 7.21 7.52 8.03 8.5 §.48 10,30 9293 1]

2 5.45 7.35 7.81 7.92 8.43 9.05 10.08  10.70 i2

3 5.70 7.75 g.01 8,32 8.83 9.45 10,48 1110 i3

4 g.15 §.41 8.7z 9.23 9.85  10.88 11,30 14

5 £.55 &.81 §.12 9,83 16,25 11,26 1.9 15

062
8.2 RET FDR OFF+}0 FRIM $1/92 & $2/5%
Lyl
JiLy 1,93
0 i TS iy ()

WHNECOHHE COMMIRNGTY SCHODL DIST SCH YR SCH YR 5CH YR

§2/93 EMPLOYEES INCLUDES - .04 Jé3 §3/94 93794

§2/93 §2/53 L0765 .04 R 2493 PATE 3
AIDES  HR PR DY POINTS ETER B&YS HOURS  RATE SALARY  SOC/SEC RET-EMPE RET-EMFR FATE  INCREASE IWCREASE
LG KEW —_
3.75 4108 ] 3 181 &78.7% _7_.2_5_1_ S247.01 403 216 23z 7 Bl se t.05
HEW 3 AlDE 13 181 533 0.00 0.00 i 0 ] KE 51/ 92
BENEDICT 4.75 AIDE 1] 4 181 122175 E.41 10274.92 784 411 4?7 g0 035 i.64
BGR 7%/ 4.75 AIDE ] 5 181 835.7% .95 73533.01 543 294 443 EM 3 6.57 i.07
ESRE 7% 4,75 AIRE ] 5 181 B3%.75 B.5% 7253.03 583 294 943 3.4 {20 r.02
{RLSH 93 7.00 AIDE 1] 2 149 1043 7.41 7937.23 é07 3z 300 7.0¢% 0.52 0.0
DAUBERT § HEALTH 5 +4.Z(R 183 1444 8.8 12097.84 987 800 813 8.74 0.07 ¢.01
FORSETR 6. 75 ARIDE ] 54420 181 1221.7% .55 10449.02 799 448 &3 £.30 [.20 .02
GIESCHN M 3.75 AIDE ] q 181 478,75 B.15 35339 423 221 344 .45 .3 0.08
HARMOH L 7 AIDE 11 3 184 1247 7.70 9822.42 791 393 419 7.38 p.%7 0.05
KOLTERJEN - 7 AIDE 11 3 81 1247 8.8t 11142,77 834 444 703 £.3¢ 0.42 (.05
KRUEGER M 7AIDE 11 0 +4.Z4R 18! 12467 8.81 11162.27 B34 492 02 £.é0 .24 .02
HARKS H 7 AHE ] 4 83 1281 B.45 10773.2 g4 43] 879 g.22 6.1¢ .02
MAAS N S7TAIDE ] T 4.7 180 122{.73 8.55 10447.02 75% 448 d5€ g.47 0.0¢ b.01
NUTTE 6,73 AIDE 11 2 181 122,75 - - 297,92 714 37z 58é ?.ﬂ?dg 0.07
. NOFFKE 7 &IDE 1 2 184 1247 ‘ 7.41 ) 9441.87 738 384 07 7.031 Hawt 91/ 0.08
REICHERT . 4 AJDE ] 5 183 732 B.55 6260.43 479 250 374 7.%8 0.57 0.07
RICHARDSN £.75 AIDE 11 3 iB1 1221.735 B.O1 §784.22 749 3% 817 7.40 .41 0.05
RISTOW M 7 AIDE ] 3 183 1231 B.55 10%55.79 38 433 £%0 8.4 .41 8.0%
TRITT 9.7% AIDE 1 4 181 1040.75 8.15 B4B4.71 449 Kkl 535 7.7 0.48 0.04
ISER © .73 AIDE T 5 4. 2R 181 122,75 8.55 16449.02 799 448 £38 8.3 .20 0.02
VRANEY L 7AIDE 11 5 +4.2Z0R 181 1267 8.81 11142.27 B854 632 763 8.40 8.21 b.02
CODKS
CHRISTHEN 4 COOK 11§ +8,ZR 181 1088 §.8] 9547.48 732 593 403 E.é0 6.21 0.062
KORN $LO0L 1 §48.2 18 1084 8.55 %28E.02 711 576 SES £.25 0.20 0.6z
LACDSSE 4 COOK ] 4 181 724 8.15 5902.41 452 234 372 7.63 0.3z .04
LOKER 6 COOK T 5 +4.Z0R 181 1084 §.55 9288.02 11 Sié 583 £.39 0.2{ §.02
TCRULT? 3.5 C0OK 1 2 181 6333 7,35 4457.8 354 184 %3 7.07 0.2 0.64
SLEIK b LO0K 15 442k 1R1 . 1084 -  §.5% 28,67 711 574 585 L Eas__0.20 _C.82
cem MAY 191883 e o



PART-TIME COOKS

BASE OF LANE 1 TO ADJUST ONLY WITH THAT CELL

€Oy S R B W o G O

T - — "

(IS ) 2 SERVER 3 18 262 S0 2440 158 WA WA 5.0hEw 91792 3 0.02
FLECK 2 SERVER 3 181 362 50 M4 158 WA WA 5.65 005 0.0
GARBE 3.25 DISWER 3 18 58325  5.70 3303 257 WA WA 545 0.05 8.0
BALE FAYE 2.5 SERVER 3 161 4525 570 25935 197 WA WA 5,45 0.05 0.0
THULL 5 SERVER 3 181 4525 5.0 257925 197 Wa o WA 565 0.05 0.0
CUSTODIAN STEP/PTS CLASS  MAINT 1 &CLASS 11 eLASS 11

MAINTENANCE &

CHUCK HILLMN  MAINT-HD 5 MAINT 2088 11,90 2484220 1501 1491 1565 1.6 030 0.03
(EPk@oRMID) W1 5 M1 206 (IL.28)355682 1802 942 148 10, 6T ST 0,06
CUSTORIAL =
BRENNAD JRENE  CUSTT I 058 7.52 158947 1281 68 o 205 0,43 6.0
ROGER CUATS ST s 2088 10.25 2040618 1638 83 1349 1n.ngr_n.25\ 0.0
FORMILLA ST o I 1044 [7.50)7549.84 &1 34 495 7,00 NEugi/e2} 0.8
SHEILA GURKOMSKI CUST I 5 1O 2088 10.25 2140618 1638 858 1349 000 0.5 0.0
DVID LIVINGSTONE CUST 11 5 1 2088 10.25 21404.18 1638 @55 134 .00 0.2 0.0
MARIOH OLESGN  CUST 1§ ] 008 9.2 1904047 145 72 4200 8.9 0.22 0.0
WARSKALL FRUEHL CUST 11 & 1I 085 9.45 19735.08 1510 7y 4243 8.9 055 0.0
MARY JO SCHEIDER ST 1 5 I 2088 9.17 19040.47 1457 762 1200 850 G420 0.0
JEFF SROWIST  CUSTIE 3 11 088 9.4519735.78 IS0 769 1243 8.80 0.5 0.0
STEPHENWITIE  CosT 11§ 1l 008 10.25 21406.18 1638 856 1349 1000 0.5 0.0
IUEHLKE ALBERT  CUSTI1 5 11 2088 10,25 20406.18 1638 - 656 1349 .00 0.25 8.0

GFFICE
BREISTER §SECTI 3 194 1552 9.63 1495097 1544 5% 942 940 0.23  0.02
HARPER P 4SECT 4 29 916 B.72 798640 611 B9 503 B.0¢ 0.6 0.8
CRISFIGNA BSECI 5 12MD. 2088 9.3 2015.79 159 865 1287 240 0.3 0.02
KALEC ° §SECIl 5 12MD. 2088 9.63 20H1S.79 1539 805 1267 o 0.3 0.02
JORISIN N BSECII 5 I2MD. 2088 9.63 201579 1539 805 1267 940 023 G.02
MEYER J BSECH 4 12M0. 2088 9.23 1528059 1475 71 1215 B.4C 0.63 0,07
LARSEH B ATHSF 5 12KD. 1044 1025 10%03.09 819 428 4N 0.0 0.5 0.03
LARSEN P ASECT 5 12MD.  iD&4 9.2 950,24 728 3B 400 8.90 022  0.62
LEHR JEAN GACCTS PYL 3 12M0. 2088 B.8% 18445.39 1411 7B 11& 8.0 0.52  0.06
BEHY AREER SP 3 190 1288 9.5 127408 93 70 747 8. 0.5  0.04
6
w0 Si029 295 4128 TR Z




COSTING 92793 SALARY  SOC/SEC EMPLYR EMPLOYE EMPLYK  EMPLUTE HelLIn  VENIML LIV WEM LIrT LU
: 0765 043 .03 083 A3 L0037 0.2
. JAN 1 92 N 1,§2
AIDES 174524 13355 10998 &545 N/A N/A 33935 4129 844 440 244441.8
COOKS 571848 4373 2942 2132 N4 NA 5960 573 212 144 73523.43
HAINTEHC 2422t 1853 N/A N7A 1524 1433 5343 508 % 4l 35054.58
CUSTODIAN 192493 14728 N/A N/A 12127 5713 33458 3494 712 483 265470 0
OFFICE 135872 10394 1384 439 7174 47 2072 1894 503 KLV 182127.3
CAREER 5P 11450 876 721 687 N&° N/A 0 402 42 29 14207.14
TOTAL 92793 395794 435378 18043 10023 20829 10643 j01442 10240 2204 1501 815024,2
815024.2 0
JULY ,93 JULY 93 Actual Rates
0743 063 04 043 .04 HEALTH  DENTAL 7 INCR
AIDES 181564 13870 11439 8727 N/A A U517 4411 £72 438 23747 5.06
COOKS 58367 4480 3023 2743 N4 H/a 404 - 417 217 148 7419% 3.51
_BAINTENC 24847 1901 N/A N/& 1563 149 3423 537 92 63 36120 2.99
CUSTROIAN 200283 15322 W4 WA 12418 8011 27980 3948 741 505 279467 4.99
OFFICE 141235 16804 1445 P8 7453 4732 22432 1743 923 354 17181 5.07
{AREER SP 12474 931 767 73 HA WA 0 423 43 k)i 15504 3.91
TOTAL 23/ 618470 47328 18474 13118 21434 14234 109557 HT0 220% 1559 REs347
85e367 ]
VERIFY TOTALS 0 0 0 g - --- 0 0
INCLUDES 115458,3
7 &DDITIOL WONTHS 11308
GPEN ENROLLHENT
192§ EHPLY
COST OF 2 STEP INCREASE AMD HEALTH AND DENTAL BEMEFTT INCREASE PER TEACHZR SETTLEMENT
$ IHCRERSE 22374 1750 62% 3095 - 807 3569 7715 741 H] 58 §1343 4 INCR
% INCREASE 3.84 3.84 3,92 30,88 3.87 3372 7.41 §.7¢ 3.84 3.84 .07 % IngR
1/8 INS 33748
- - - - OPEN ENRL  &.48%
OPEN ENROLLMENT MARCH 1, 92 ADDED 9 HEALTH POLICIES
+ § CUST + 2 COOK
t40FF +2A1DE = 3~ 9.3M0 SINGLE 9 1%30.478 ki
1 - §.340 FANILY 9 4452.907 1
1734 768 $ = 12 MO SINGLE 7 Z434.014 5
12 M0 INS 40/HR %
22855, 01 22425,01
: + Gl
RETIREMENT 9 1/2 RETIREMENT 12 HO, 2 DAYS
SALARY 5DL/SEC EMPLYR  EMPLOYE EMPLYR  EMPLOYE  HEALTH  [DENTAL LTh  TERM LIFE # IHCR
AIDES --{.04 0.84 g.04d —- 0.01-NA - - NA 0.68 -0.07 0.04 0.04 3.0¢
C00%S 8.02 0.02 0.03 0.01 & NA 1.00 0.08 0.02 0.02 2.5
MAINTEND g.02 £.03 NA H/A 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.83 0.03 2 0vS 2.9%
CUSTGDIN 0.04 6.04 WA WA 0.04 0.97 0.07 0.04 0.04 & bYs 4,9%
OFFICE 0.04 B.04 0.04 0.01 0.04 . 0.0 .07 0.04 0.04 4 S 5.07
(AREER SP 0.0é B.08 0.04 0.0 N/A WA £.00 0G4 0.0é .06 5.93
9 a3
A



