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In the Hatter of the Petition of 

WISCONSIN EMPLOYMENT 
RELATIONS COMMISSION 

WINNECQNNB EDDCATIONAL SUPPORT PERSONNEL 
ASSOCIATION WEAC/NBA 

TO Initiate Arbitration Between said Petitioner 

-and- 

WINNBCONNB COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Decision No. 27724-A 

Appearances - Charles S. Garney, WBAC Coordinator, for the Association 
William G. Bracken, Director of Bmployee 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 
Commission, 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 requested the Commission to initiate 
arbitration pursuant to section 111.70(4)(cm)6 of the Municipal Employment 
RelatiOnS Aot. 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 Association has been and is the exclusive collective 
bargaining representative of certain employees of the Employer in a collective 
bargaining unit consisting of all regular full time and regular part time food 
service, 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 11 as the arbitrator, it issued an order dated Aqua+ 25, 
1993 appointing him as the arbitrator to issue a final and binding award pur- 
suant to section 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, 
secretaries, custodians, 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 wfll'be retroactive to July 1, 1991. The ASScciaticn 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, morality, 
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 
employee 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 months. 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 payments to the Wisconsin Retirement System at the 
rate of 3 percent 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, 1992, 3 percent on July 1, 1992 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 
schedule. The Employer proposes that inexperienced personnel would normally be 
placed at step one of the appropriate lane of the salary schedule but it 
resemes 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 salary schedule. However, the Employer resemes 
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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 yea;. The Association would place 
all employees on a step of the wage schedule for the 1992-93 school ye=, while 
the Employer's proposal does not place all employees on a 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 
1989-90 or in 1990-91. The Association also continue the same 20 cent payment 
for the-1992-93.and 1993-94 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 
classified 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 5763,230.00, 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 $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 1992-93 
school 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 1993-94 salary cost of the Association's proposal would be $638,892.00 
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 proposal 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 
SS56,367.00 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 1992-93 school 
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 
s.nd its total package cost would be 1.43 percent larger than that of the 
Employer. 

-3- 



COMPARABLE GROUPS 

The Association proposes an internal comparable group consisting of the 
Employer'8 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 professionals and the employees in the bargaining unit involved 
in this ease 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 oommon funding source and the 

-.teachersiand support.staff work,closely with the students in the school 
building. The internal comparable group will hereinafter be referred to as 
Comparable Group A. The Association also proposes a set of external Comparable6 
consisting 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, Bortonville, Little Chute , Or&-o, 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 C con- 
sists of ei.ght,school districts 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 
this 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 oon- 
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 reasonably 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 cornparables. 

The Employer believes that the Union's selection of cornparables 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. 
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Both parties cite decisions of other arbitrators in support of their posi- 
tion that the employees of non-unionized districts should be excluded Or 
included. 

It is inequitable to compare collective bargained working conditions 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 size. A comparison between districts that have collective bargaining 
agreements 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 C. 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 
similar parties agree to voluntarily in other public sector bargaining relations 
will carry greater weight under the comparability factor. 

JDST CAUSE STANDARD 

The issue regarding this 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. Among 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 agreements provide that element of job security for employees. The 
Collective 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 pointa 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 same standard of protection should be 
afforded all employees of 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 problem with the Union's proposal because of the defini- 
tion of terms, but it did not state what the problem is. 



The arbitrator understands the thrust of the Employer to have the same 
disciplinary standards in the contract with the Association that it has with its 
teachers. nowever, 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 
q uch as the Employer would like to have for disciplines other than discharge, 
but there is no reason for having two different standards for different 
types of discipline in the came collective bargaining agreement. The terms 
arbitrary and capricious impose a reasonable standard under ordinary cir- 
cumstances. Bowever, 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 reason 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 finds the 
Association's proposal to be more reasonable than that of the Employer. 

"ACAWCIES AM) TRANSFERS 

The Association would provide that a vacant position would be filled by a 
gualified internal applicant while the Employer would allow the district to 
choose the most qualified 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 require it to provide the employee with.a written 
notice of the transfer. The Association argues that it is reasonable for the 
Rmployer to be required to transfer gualffed internal applicants to vacant posi- 
tions before hiring outside applicants even if the outside applicants are most 
qualified. It points out that the Employer retains the right to determine the 
qualifications for a vacant position and it can easily prevent an unqualified 
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 s reasonable expectation for advancement is con- 
ducive to improving morale in the work force and existing employees are a known 
guantity when compared with outside applicants for vacant positions. The 

.Aseociation points out that the Employer's proposal does not require 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 
Aesociation takes the position that existing employees are not held to a most 
gualified 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 qualified 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 unreasonably 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. I The Employer ,argues that under *he 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 trans- 

.fers as being non-disciplinary in nature, there is no way an employee could 
verify this fact if he is 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 its 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 

.qployee and .the Association of the reasons for the transfer. Written notice 
and a conference before the transfer gives no assurance to either the employee 
01: 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 involuntary 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 hours of work per day 
or per week. The Association's proposal define5 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 contracts of the three Omxo 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 a5 far in advance as is reasonably 
practicable. The normal work week for full time employees is defined as 30 or 
mcxe hours per week. Both parties agree that Sunday work shall be paid at time 
and a half. 

. The Association argue5 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 
indication regarding the normal number of work days in their work year. The 
Employer views the Association's proposal5 as making substantial and critical 
changes in the employer/employee relationship that amount to a complete 

~I qstructuring 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 became 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 ~mployer'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 
eUIplOyees 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 emplbyees 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 proposal with respect to 
the work year, work week and work day to be more reasonable than that of the 
Association. 

HOLIDAYS 

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 holidays. The Association's position is supported by the 
external cornparables. The clear majority of school districts in any of the corn- 
parability groups provide their less than twelve month employees with the same 
numbet..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 holidays with the Employer's approval while the 
Association's proposal would only require 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 
t#e current practice. .The Associ!ation's,proposal would~taguire that the holiday 
falling on Saturday or Sunday would be celebrated as if it occurred on Honday 
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 compensation. 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 holidays are 
factored in the Association's proposal becomes too expensive. 

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 districts in the comparable group provide three holf- 
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 Association's proposal forfeits any rights to the holidays 
during the first two years of the agreement. It appears to the arbitrator that 

Tit is time- for the Employer to get on the ship of providing three holidays for 
its School yeas support staff employees just as almost every other school 
district in the comparable groups does. It is not unreasonable 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 unreasonable. The arbitrator 
agrees that it is an economic 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 1993-94 school year. 

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

PLACEKENT OF NEW WIRE.9 ON THE WAGE SCHEDULE 

The Association proposes that new hires with no experience would be placed 
at step one on the salary schedule and experienced employees could 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 

- 1 schedule .that it deemed appropriate while the Association's proposal would 
somewhat restrict the Employer's ability to do so. The three bargaining units 
in Chnro have specific contract language governing initial placement on the wage 
schedule. The collective bargaining agreements in Wautoma and 
Weyauwega-Freemcnt 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 
etep 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. Its 
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 salary 
schedule. It contends that this is suffice& incentive to attract qualified 
outside applicants without treating existing experienced employees unfairly. 
The Association points 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 obtain 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 proposal 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 says 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 sense in having a 

.:wage schedule if the Employer 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 whatsoever 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. Bowever, the parties are not in 
agreement on the placement of majority of most employees on the wage schedulef- 
for the 1992-93 and 1993-94 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 of 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 Association's proposal for 
that year. The Association 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 1992-93 school 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 Wisconsin 
Retirement System in the first year of the collective bargaining agreement. The 
Association 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 school 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 ealary 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 members 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 1992-93 school year. 

The difference between the two proposals results 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 school 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 $20,222.00. 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 is the 
major difference in cost associated with placing employees at the proper place 
on the ealary 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 employees about a 3 percent salary increase for the 1992-93 school 
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year  ra ther  th a n  p lace  th e m  in  the i r  p rope r  pos i t ion .on th e  sa lary  schedu le  
b a s e d  o n  the i r  expe r i ence  level .  T h e  E m p loyer  a rgues  th a t its p roposa l  is fa i r  
b e c a u s e  it tr ies to  g ive  al l  emp loyees  a  sa lary  o r  re t i rement  inc rease  com-  
pa rab le  to  o the r  emp loyees . 

T h e  arbi t rator  be l ieves  th a t a  sa lary  schedu le  is a  sa lary  schedu le  a n d  th e  
goa l  shou ld  b e  to  g e t every  e m p l o y e e  o n  it a t th e  ear l iest  poss ib le  m o m e n t. It 
is abso lu te ly  u n fa i r  to  h a v e  a  sa lary  schedu le  a n d  n o t h a v e  s o m e  M lp lOyeeS  o n  
it. A  sa lary  schedu le  is th e  m o s t s igni f icant  par t  o f m o s t Co l leCt iVe  
ba rga in ing  a g r e e m e n ts a n d  th e  o n e  th a t s e e m s  to  g ive  emp loye rs  a n d  emp loyees  th e  
m o s t diff iculty. H e r e  th e  par t ies h a v e  r eached  a g r e e m e n t o n  w h a t th e  sa lary  
schedu le  shou ld  b e . In~o rde r  to  save  th e  E m p loyer .scme m o n e y , b o th  it a n d  th e  
Assoc ia t ion -makes .separa te  proposa ls - fo r  phas i ng  in  th e  n e w  sa lary  schedu le  S O  
th a t every  e m p l o y e e  wou ld  b e  o n  it. T h e  Assoc ia t ion 's  p roposa l  p u ts every  
e m p l o y e e  o n  th e  n e w  sa lary  schedu le  in  th e  1 9 9 2 - 9 3  schoo l  yea r  a n d  th e  
E m p loyer 's p roposa l  wou ld  p lace  eve ryone  o n  th e  n e w  sa lary  schedu le  in  th e  
1 9 9 3 - 9 4  schoo l  year .  Obv ious ly  th e  E m p loyer 's p roposa l  wou ld  r educe  th e  cost O f 
p lac ing  eve ryone  o n  th e  sa lary  schedu le  by  de lay ing  it fo r  o n e  year .  B o w e v e r , 
by  de lay ing  p rope r  p l a c e m e n t o f 2 4  o f th e  5 6  emp loyees  in  th e  ba rga in ing  uni t  
fo r  o n e  year ,  th e  E m p loyer 's p ropcsa l  wou ld  rob  1 7  emp loyees  o f o n e  s tep o n  th e  
sa lary  schedu le .  In  e ffect, th o s e  1 7  emp loyees  wou ld  fo rever  b e  o n e  s tep b e h i n d  
the i r  p rope r  p lace  o n  th e  sa lary  schedu le  u n til they  reach  th e  fina l  step. T h a t 
d e fe a ts th e  pu rpose  o f a  sa lary  schedu le  a n d  is u n fa i r  to  1 7  o f th e  emp loyees  
w h o  d o  n o t g e t p l aced  a t th e  appropr ia te  p lace  o n  th e  sa lary  schedu le  u n til th e  . _ _  ,1 9 9 3 - 9 4 u c h o o l  year .  *E v e n  th o u g h 'they  wou ld  b e  at a  s tep o n  th e  Sa la ry  scnecu le  
du r i ng  th e  1 9 9 3 - 9 4  schoo l  yea r  , they  wou ld  n o t b e  a t th e  appropr ia te  p lace  o n  
th e  sa lary  schedu le  th a t the i r  expe r i ence  justif ies. Accord ing ly  th e  arb i t ra tor  
finds  th e  Assoc ia t ion 's  p roposa l  fo r  p l a c e m e n t o f emp loyees  o n  th e  w a g e  schedu le  
to  b e  m o r e  r easonab le  a n d  fa i r  th a n  th a t o f th e  E m p loyer.  

L U M P  S U M  P A Y M E N T S  T O  C E R T A IN E M P L O Y E E S  

T h e  Assoc ia t ion‘s p roposa l  p rov ides  th a t 8  emp loyees  w h o  we re  a t th e  to p  O f 
th e  sa lary  schedu le  by  th e  1 9 9 0 - 9 1  schoo l  yea r  wou ld  rece ive  a n  add i tiona l  2 0  
cen ts pe r  hou r  inc rease  fo r  th e  1 9 9 1 - 9 2 , 1 9 9 2 - 9 3  a n d  1 9 9 3 - 9 4  schoo l  years.  T h e  
E m p loyer  p roposes  th a t emp loyees  o ff th e  sa lary  schedu le  wou ld  rece ive  a  1 0  cen t 

.J. pq r  hou r  l u m p  s u m  p a y m e n t u n til they  we re  p roper ly  p l aced  o n  th e  sa lary  eche -  
du le . .S  emp loyees  w h o  h a d  r eached  th e  to p  s tep o f the i r  sa lary  schedu le  in  
e i ther  th e  1 9 8 9 - 9 0  schoo l  yea r  o r  th e  1 9 9 0 - 9 1  schoo l  yea r  wou ld  rece ive a  1 0  
cen t pe r  hou r  l u m p  s u m  p a y m e n t for th e  1 9 9 1 - 9 2  schoo l  yea r  only.  It wou l d  n o t 
b e  con tin u e d  fo r  th o s e  emp loyees  in  th e  1 9 9 2 - 9 3  o r  1 9 9 3 - 9 4  schoo l  years,  excep t 
th a t 2  emp loyees  wou ld  rece ive  a  1 0  cen ts pe r  hou r  l u m p  s u m  p a y m e n t fo r  th e  
1 9 9 2 - 9 3  schoo l  year .  Ne i ther  p roposa l  " ro l ls  in"  th e s e  l u m p  s u m  p a y m e n ts into 
the i r  hour l y  w a g e . 

T h e  Assoc ia t ion  a rgues  th a t a l t hough  b o th  p roposa ls  a re  des i gned  to  p rov ide  
th o s e  emp loyees  w h o  rece ive  th e  l u m p  s u m  p a y m e n ts wi th a  m i n L m u m  inc rease  ove r  
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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 S 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 a" employee is on the salary schedule, no further lump 
sum payments would be made. 

The arbitrator finds the Employer's proposal 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, thereris no reason to give those 
employees a" extra bonus as the Association 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 a" 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 who had already reached the top of the salary schedule off the 
salary schedule by paying the lump sum payments eve" after they had achieved the 

.appropriate place on the salary schedule. The arbitrator is satisfied 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 

,- ~zdiscontinued 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 finds the 
Employer's proposal with respect to the lump sum payments to be more appropriate 
than that of the Association. 

CLASSIFICATION OF EHPLOYEE PEG LARSON 

For many years, Peg Larsen has had a split assignment as bus transpor- 
tation coordinator and central school general secretary. The Association propo- 

-.sqS thatrLarsen be classified 50 percent as a Secretary 11 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 middle school 
secretary and is classified as a Secretary II on the agreed upon salary sche- 
dule. The Association contends that Larsen 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 bookkeeper and include posting receipts for 
three separate district accounts, reconciling checks for four aCCCu*tS, 
balancing district financial statements, handling four district checking 
accounts, end 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 ae Word Perfect. It asserts that over the 
years, Larsen's bus transportation 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 finaXial eta- 
tements but balances a bank.statement. It contends that the Association's claim 

-that Larsen handles four district checking accounts actually meaS that she 
reconciles four different checking accounts. It takes the position that the 
reclassification of this position 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 appliCaticn 
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 reclassified to the 
Classification of Secretary II for the secretarial functiona that she performs. 
It therefore finds that the proposal of the Employer to reconsider Larsen's 
reclaesification to be more reasonable than that of the Association. 

P.ETIP.EWENT PAYWENTS INTO THE WISCONSIN PJ3TIPJBENT 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, 
1991, 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 amount of 6 percent until the 
-1993-94 echool'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 e~~~ployees 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 
AeecCieticn 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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I 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 schedule 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 

. ,_ -speed 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-Preemont 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. In 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 Employer payment 
of the employees share of the Wisconsin Retirement System effective with the 
third year of the collective bargaining agreement while the Employer'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 its 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 Gmro School District is making for its employees. The Employerargues 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 60 percent above the prevailing comparable rate in 
Comparsble Group C. 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 aides and food service contract is instruc- 
tive. In 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 support staff unions at amro. 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 
costs, including both the Employer's contributions and the employees COntribU- 
tions 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 59,056.OO. The Union's 1991-92 proposal would 
require the Employer to contribute 554,831.OO to the Wisconsin Retirement Systam 
which is an increase of $20.183.00 over the 1990-91 contribution and would have 
a cost of 511,125.OO more than the Employer's proposal. In the 1992-93 school 
year, the Association proposes that the Employer pay into the Wisconsin 
Retirement System $68,576.00 which is an increase of 513,145.OO over the pre- 
vious year. The Employer offers to pay in $57,542.00 which is an increase of 
$13,838.00. In fact, the Employer's proposal would increase its payment to the 
Wisconsin Retirement System by 593.00 more than the increase resulting from the 
Association's proposal for that year. In the 1993-94 school year, the 
Association proposes that the Employer pay 578,518.00 which is an increase of 
$9,941.00 over the previous year. The Employer proposes that it pay 565,662.OO 
to the Wisconsin Retirement System for its smployees during the 1993-94 school 
ye=. That is an increase of $8,120.00 over the previous year. The 

,Association's proposal would require the Employer to pay Sl,S21.00 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 565,662 
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 Wisconsin Retirement System by 
July 1, 1993. 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 ths 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 Frnployer's contribution for those 
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employees and not for the rest. iicwever, 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 Retirament 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 Association's proposal would increase the Employer's annual contribution by 
126 percent ever 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 mcve 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 to be more 
reasonable than that of the Association. 

The Employer points cut 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 1997-98 school 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 tares. 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-professionals. The Association points 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 previous level of benefits to the 
bargaining unit. 

It should be noted that there is no statue quo because the previous psrscn- 
'-nil 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 guid pro gut in order to depart from the status gut. 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 
schedule 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. In 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 increase of 
$159,603.00, or just under 23 percent. That is not a spCtaCulc?S increase.Over 
a three year period for an employer that has lagged behind the pattern in the 
area by a substantial 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,Employet ,should make in thoseareas in order-to bring the Employer up 
to the standards 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 proposal would increase the total package cost by $159,603.00 over 
the three year period and that would average out 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 
wrtant to the members of the bargaining unit. However, the arbitrator is 
satisfied that the Association has reached too far in the area of economics and 
its proposal becomes unacceptable because of its cost. Some of the Association's 
economic proposals have validity and improvements should be phased sometime 
soon. 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 reasonable than 
tpat of the Employer. 

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

After full consideration of the criteria set forth in the statutes and after 
careful and extensive evaluation of the testimony, arguments, exhibits and 
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brief8 of the partiae, the arbitrator finds that the Employer's final offer 
more closely adheres to the statutory criteria than that of the Aeeociation and 
directs that its proposal contained in Exhibit 2  be incorporated into the 
collective bargaining agreement ae a resolution of thim dispute. 

Dated at Sparta, W isconsin this 14th day of February, 1994. 

-2O- 



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

The following, or the attachment hertfo, constitutes our final of!er for the 
purposes of arbitration pursuant to Section fl1.70f4)(cm)6. of rhe .Municipal E,mployment 
Relations Act. A copy of such final offer has been submitted :O the other parry 
Involved in this proceeding, and the undersigned has received a copy of the final offer 
of the other party. Each page of the attachment hercco has been initialed by me. 
Further, we (do) Gdcrxtw~) authorize i’nclusion of nonresidents of ‘gisconsin on the 
arbitration paneci-ro be submitted IO the Commission. 

6123193 
(3are’) 

On Behalf of: 

/WISCONSIN EMPLOYMENT/ 
RELATIONS COMhliSSlON 

Z.V.AR59. FT 



FINAL OFFER 
FOR THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

, 
OF THE 

WINNECONNE EDUCATIONAL SUPPORT PERSONNEL ASSOCIATION 

TO THE 

WINNECON-NE 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. 

WINN-FOS 



OPEN 
5.1 

5.0 DiSCiDline 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. 



OK 
A. 

OK 
B. 

C. 

Lx 

OPEN 

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. 

Voluntarv Transfers 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1. 

2. 

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. 
In the event no employee submits an application for 
the vacant pcsition or none of the applicants are 
deemed as qualified for the position as determined by 
the Board, the position may be filled outside the 
workforce. 

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

Involuntarv Transfers 

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 
reasons for s-Jch transfer and the opportunity for a 
conference wizh the Superintendent or his or her 
designee. 

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

2 



OPEN 
12.1 

OPEN 
12.2 

OPEN 
12.3 

OPEN 
12.5 

QpEJi 
12.6 I 

12.0 WORK YEAR, WORK WEEK, WORK DAY 

Emplovee Work Year: 
The work year for all.employees shall be the work year in 
effect for the 1991-1992 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. 

Emolovee 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. 

Emolovee Work Dav: 
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:OO p.m. 
(b) Custodial 7:00 a.m. to 11:OO p.m. 
(c) Aides 7:30 a.m. to 4:OO 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. 

Sundav Work 
Emvlovees assisned to work on Sundays shall be paid at the 
rate bf 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 
effect for the summer of 1992. 

in 

WINNFOS 3 



13.0 HOLIDAYS 

OPEN 
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 I/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 bv the 
emplovee'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. 

WINNPOS 4 



16 0 FRINGE BENEFITS A 

16.3 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: 

7/l/91: 3% 
7/l/92: 5% 
7/l/93 : 6.2% 

(Note: Employees holding the Bead 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%.) 

csd- 6(+3 
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17.0 COMPENSATION 

17.2.1 Inexperienced personnel will be placed at Step 1 of 
the appropriate lane of the Salary Schedule. 

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



Special Salarv and Benefit Provisions 

1. The following employees will receive an additional 2Oc per 
hour increase for the years indicated. The employees 
receiving the 2Oc per hour increase are: 

1991-92. 1992-93 and 1993-94 

Forseth, J. 
Krueger, M . 
Unser, S. 
Vraney, L. 
Christianson 
Korn 
Loker 
Sleik 

2. 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: 

Year 

Additional WRS Total Employee 
Employees Employee Share Share Paid 

Covered Paid by Board by Board 

1991-92 All eight 
employees 

listed above. 2.0% (l/92) 5.0% (l/92) 

1992-93 All eight 
employees 

listed above. 1.2% (7/92) 6.2% (7/92) 

7 



17.0 COMPENSATION 

7.57 

1.97 

0.37 

0.71 

9.17 

1992-93 

7.30 7.80 

7.,0 0.20 

0.10 8.60 

8.50 9.00 

8.90 9.40 

1993-H 

8.d 
w 

9.,0 

10.10 

10.50 

10. eo 

11.10 

Bead 
m 

10.0* 

10.40 

10.80 

11.20 

11.60 

Bead 
I(echanlC 

10.30 

10.70 

11.10 

11.50 

11.90 

7 
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92-93 Employees Classifi- Actual Proposed Proposed Proposed 
AIDES cation 1990-91' 1991-92' 1992-93' 1993-94" 

- Anderson 
New 
Benedict 
BGR 79% 
BSR 79% 
Crlsn 93% 
DaLIbert 
Fcrseth J. 
Gieschn M 
Harmon L 
Kolterjon 
Krueger M 
Marks M 
Maas N 
Mutter D 
Noffke 
Reichert 
Richardson 
Ristow M 
Tritt 
Unser s 
vraney L 

Aide II 
Aide II 
Aide II 
Aide I 
Aide I 
Aide II 
Health 
Aide I 
Aide I 
Aide II 
Aide II 
Aide II 
Aide I 
Aide I 
Aide II 
Aide II 
Aide I 
Aide II 
Aide I 
Aide I 
Aide I 
Aide II 

--- 

4 
5 
7 
2 
8 

10 
5 
3 
6 

10 
5 
s 
2 

-_- 
5 
1 
6 
3 

10 
10 

10 
10 

4 
10 

1 
10 

-_- 
1 
1 
1 
1 

off 
--_ 
off 
off 
off 
Off 
off 
off+2OC 
Off 
off 
off 
off+20t 
off 
off 
Off 
Off 
off 
off 
off 
off 
off+zoe 
off+20C 

2 3 
2 3 
4 5 
5 5 
5 5 
2 3 
5 5 
5+2Oe 5+2OC 
4 5 
3 4 
5 5 
5+20$ 5+2OC 
5 5 
5 5 
2 3 
2 3 
5 5 
3 4 
5 5 
4 5 
5+2OC 5+20$ 
5+2Oe 5+2Oc 

WINNECONNE COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Wage Placement Information 

1990-91, 1991~.92 1992-93 and 1993-94 

COOKS/SERVERS & DISHWASHERS 
Christnsn Cook II 
KO?Xl Cook I 
Lacesse Cook I 
Laker Cook I 
Schultz Cook I 
Slelk Cook I 
PART-TIME COOKS 
Dishmon Server 
Fleck .5e?Te+ 
Garbie Dishwsr 
Hale Faye ikITer 
Thull Se?XJer 

CUSTODIAN - MAINTENANCE 
Hilman Chuck 

'KemDkin Dennis 
Maint 
Maint I 

?USTODU.L 
Brennand Irene 
Roger Coats 
Formiller 50% 
Sheila Gurkowski 
David Livingstone 
Marion Oleson 
Marshall Proehl 
Mary Jo Schneider 
Jeff Sundquist 
Stephen Wltte 
Zuehlke 

Cud I 
cust II 
cust I 
cust II 
cust II 
cust I 
cust II 
cust I 
cust II 
cust II 
cust II 

(Salaried) 5 
3 _-_ 

1 
10 
-- 
10 
-- 

9 
3 
7 
3 

10 
7 

5+20$ 
5+2OC 
4 
5+2OC 
2 
5+2OC 

5+2OC 
5+2Oe 
5 
5+20$ 
3 
5+2Oe 

9 



The following, or the attachment hereto, constitutes our linal offer for the 
purposes of arbitration pursuant to.Section 1 If .70(4)fcm16. of the Municipal E.mplcyment 
Relations Act. A copy of such final offer has been submitted to the other party 
cnvolvrd in this proceeding, and the undersigned has received a copy of the final offer 
of the other Each page of the attachment hereto has been initialed by me. 
Further, we (do hot) authorize inclusion of nonresidents of Wisconsin on the 
arbirrarion be submitted to the Commission/ ’ 
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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 
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11.00 - VACANCIES Ah9 TRANSFERS 

11.1 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. 

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

11.3 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. 

2. A bargaining unit employee who wishes to transfer to a vacant position 
shall tile 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. 

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

11.4 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 
nondisciplinary 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. 

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

2 



12.0 HOURS OF WORK A!! OVERTIME 

12.1 This article is intended only to brovide a basis for calcularing 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. 

12.2 (c) 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. 

Cd 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 1 I:00 p.m. 
2) Custodial 6:30 a.m. to 11:OO p.m. 
3) Aides 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. 
4) Kitchen Staff 7:00 a.m. to 490 p.m. 
5) Secretaries 6:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. 

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

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

12.13.2 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. 

3 
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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.) 

13.2 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. 

13.3 An employee who is called in to work on a holiday shall receive one and one-half 
(1.5) 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. 



163 

16.0 - FRINGE BENEFITS 

Retirement 

163.1 The District shall pay its share df retirement under the Wisconsin Retirement 
System for all eligible employees. The Board will contribute the following 
towards the employee’s share: 111192: 2% 

l/1192: 3% 
7/1193: 4% 

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

5 



17.0 COMPENSATION 

172.1 Inexperienced personnel will nogally 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 empIoyees with experience above Step 3 if it deems it appropriate. 

6 



17.0 COMPENSATION 

199293 

1.57. 9.03 

7.92 8.13 

8.32 9.83 

8.72 9.13 

9.12 9.63 



. ’ S- I’ROVEBONS 

Note: 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 1992-93 199394 

Forseth, J. 
Krueger, M . 
Unser, S. 
Vraney, L. 
Christianson 
Korn 
Loker 
Sleik 

Daubert 
Maas 

All employees on schedule. 

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: 

Year 

Additional WRS 
Employee Share Total Employee 

Employees Covered Paid by Board Share Paid by Board 

1991-92 Same eight employees 
.listed above. 2% (1192) 4.0% (1192) 

1992-93 All ten employees 
listed above. 2% (7/92) 5.0% (7/ 92) 

1993-94 All ten employees 
listed above. 1.2% (7/93) 6.2% (7/93) 

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 199394 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. 
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ME C 8SECII 5 12 HO. 2088 9.17 19146.96 
JDINUI H 8SEClJ 5 12 no. 2088 9.17 19146.96 
HFYER J 8 SEC JJ OFF 12 no. xia8 8.14 16996.32 

MRSEfi B 4 TMISP 5 12 fl3. 1044 9.75 10179.00 
L4HSRi P 4 SEC I 5 12 no. 1044 8.69 9072.36 

loa 159 a92 a.t4 8.64 0.53 6.04 
533 78 436 7.60 7.03 0.57 0.08 

1465 191 1197 8.64 8.64 0.53 0.0t 
1465 191 -1197 a.64 8.64 0.53 0.06 
1465 191 1197 ad4 8.64 0.53 0.06 
1300 170 1062 8.14 7.53 0.61 0.08 

779 102 d3J 9.44 9.44 0.31 0.03 
A94 91 567 8.39 a.39 0.30 0.04 

LEHR JE# 8XCTS PYL OFF 12 no. 20% 7.83 16349.04 1251 163 1022 7.83 7.24 D.59 0.08 
kEnl( 7MEER SP OFF 184 1288 B.22 10587.36 ai0 635 664 a.22 7.46 0.76 0.10 

Lx 
dl45dS 47045 8962 37719 429 382 20 3 

--.---. 

MAY 1 9 1993 



RLIIKYIYII I I,‘ “CllRYlYll .A IL”. 

COSTIt P&‘PI SWAY SOVSEC MPLYR’ ‘EIPLDYE -RiPLYR - MPLCWE HEALTH Dh’WL LTD TEM LIFE COST 
, . ,076s .0617 .06 .0615 .Q6 .0037 0.21 

AIDES 159070 12169 -9815---O - -N/A --WA -- - 24737 3773 589 401 210552.9 
CDDKS 54310 4155 2727 0 WA WA 0 523 201 137 62052.52 
ttMtDJC 21987 1682 tl4 WA 1352 1319 4296 465 81 55 31230.16 
CtJSlOQlPtI 174181 13325 WA U’A lO!J2 0 26961 3375 -644 439 220637.4 
OFFICE 122930 9404 1219 0 6342 0 9703 1047 455 310 151409.0 
CkRfER SP 9556 731 590 573.36 WC4 WI 0 368 35 24 11877.44 

TOTAL 9Q/Pl 542034 41466 14350 573 18406 1319 65697 9551 2006 1366 696767.4 
696?67.4 0 

j-iiziq JM 1, 92 Jti 1, 92 
.0765 a0627 .D2 .Od?S .02 ACTML Am&L :! MR 

AIDES 167416 -1;;;;‘-‘.I0497 --2342 WA---WA --“-27271.‘ 3943 619 422 225317 6.55 
COOKS 55779 2852 913 UJA tl.4 2396 546 206 141 67101 7.52 
mltt-rDlC 23594 1805 WA WA 1475 1416 4531 406 e7 59 33453 6.62 
CUSTDDIh’I 184391 J4lD6 WA tua 11524 1844 29007 3527 682 465 245546 4.4s 
OFFICE 131231 10039 1329 237 6877 llQQ 13264 1095 486 331 165989 8.78 

-CAREER SP IQ587 81Q 664 635 WA WA Q 394 39 27 13147 9.65 .-. 

‘TOM 91192 573000 43834 15341 4127 19P76 4360 76470 9980 2120 1444 750553 
750553 Q 

VERIFY TDTALS Q Q Q Q -__ --- 0 0 
INCLUDES 
5/12 OPEN _ .-_ __.. ENRDLum 
FEB-JME 

CRST OF 2 STEP IWRXE MD HEALTH MD DRllAL &‘iEFIT INCREASE PER TEACHER SETiLMDll 

‘i 11ICREASE 30966 2369 992 3554 1471 3041 IQ773 429 II: :a 53386 I NCR 

% ItICRE4SE 5.71 5.71 6.91 619.87 7.99 230.50 16.40 4.49 5.z 5.71 7.?2 :! NCR 

NDES 
COOKS 
K1IliTMC 
CUSlDDl#~ 
OFFiCE 
GXEER SP 

. . - __ ._ . _. 

DPEW BIROLLtfWI MCH 1, 92 ADDED 9 HMLTH POLICIES NOT COLNEQ .- .- t I CIJST + 2 COOK 
+ 4 OFF + 2 AIDE = 3 - 9.510 SINGLE 3 1471.36 3 

1 - 9.5110 F#iILY 1 3SB7.39 1 
-. - .- *7y6. 7JB . . . _. 5 - I2 fl0 SMLE 1 1859.56 5 

12 tCl INS 4Q/HR % 

._ 
172P4.2i 17294.27 

+ WC 
RETIRDWT 9 l/2 REl1RMEh-t 12 MO. 2 DAYS 

WARY SWSEC MPLYR EHPLDfE -MPLYR--‘MPLDYE HEALTH DDffAL LTD TEffl LIFE ): ItiCR 
0.05 Q.05 0.07 0.01 N/A WA 0.10 0.04 0.05 0.05 6.55 
0.03 0.03 0.05 0.01 WA WA 1 .QO 0.04 0.03 0.03 7.52 
0.07 0.07 tva WA 0.09 D.01 0.05 D.U4 0.07 0.07 2 DYS 6.62 
0.06 0.04 WA N/A 0.08 0.01 Q.09 0.04 0.06 Q.Od 6 DYS 4.48 
0.07 0.07 0.09 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.37 0.05 0.07 0.07 4 DYS 8.76 
0.11 0.11 0.13 0.11 WA WE 0.00 0.04 0.11 0.11 9.65 



i ’ 

5AV93 WINIECCMdE CWltNlM SCHOOL DISTRICT 1.00 
SUPPORT SMFF SXARY NO HULlMY PAY B[WRD OFFER S.‘lS/P 

INSUWCE PER 
TEACHERS 92?93 

II 
I! 
13 
14 
IS 

.~ 
JULY I,92 

0 lrnO/ I mo/ CUFWl 
WIftlfCDIlE CitplViiT7 SCHOOL DiST SCH 07 SCH YR SCH YR PAY 

92’93 MPLOYEES INCLUDES .- - .03 ,063 PATE - 92’93 9Y93 
0 PO HDL 92!93 92/93 .07bS .03 .Ub3 OLD 91/92 RATE % 

DAYS HDURS RATf 5ilARY SOVSEC RET-EHPE REI-C’IPR 42 SiiPS RX INCREASE INCREASE AIDES HR PR DY POlKiS STEP 

h-ii& 3.75 AIDE 1 “:Ft: 7.38 6.08 

BGR 7X! 
BSR 75?! 
CRLSI 9% 
MBERT 
FDRSElR J 
CIESCM M 
tmur L 
KOLTERJiti 
KRUEGER II 
MRKS fl 
tws N 

(giF3 RElcmt 
RIC&RDOI 
RISl[W n 

* iRlTT 
UISER S 
VRAW L 

3 AIDE II 
b.75 AIDE II OFF 
4.75 AIDE 1 OFF 
4.75 AIDE I 5 
7.00 AIDE II OFF 

B HEALTH DF+lO+Z!H 
6.7: AIDE 1 5 +Z!R 
3.75 AIDE I OFF 

7 AIDE I1 OFF 
7 AIDE II OFF 
7 AIDE II 5 iZ!R 
7 AIDE I OFF 

6.75 AIDE I OF+lO+ZR 
b.?: AIDE II OFF 

7 AIDE II OFF 
4 dlDE 1 OFF 

6.75 AIDE II DFF 
7 AIDE 1 OFF 

5.75 AIDE 1 OFF 
6.7: AIDE 1 5 +Z!R 

7 AIDE II 5 fZ:R 

181 47’8.75 
181 543 
181 1221.75 8.Ob 9847.31 
181 859.75 7.98 b8bO.81 
181 859.75 8.35 7178.91 
149 1043 7.09 7394.87 
183 1464 0.74 12795.36 
181 1221.75 8.35 10201.61 
181 679.75 7.69 5219.59 
181 1267 7.30 9350.46 
181 1267 8.39 10630.13 
181 1267 8.60 1089b.20 
183 I281 0.22 10529.82 
181 1221.75 8.49 10372.66 
181 1221.75 7.09 8662.21 
181 1267 
183 732 
181 1221.75 7.60 9285.30 
183 1291 8.14 10427.34 
181 1040.75 7.67 7582.:: 
la1 1221.75 8.35 10201.61 
181 1267 8.60 lU896.20 

363 
0 

753 
525 
549 
566 
979 
780 
399 
715 
e13 
834 
8Db 
794 
663 
6El 
447 
710 
798 
bll 
780 
834 

150 
0 

295 
206 
315 
222 
640 
510 
157 
281 
319 
545 
31b 
5i9 
260 
267 
175 
279 
313 
239 
510 
545 

315 
0 

620 
432 
452 
466 
8Ob 
b:3 
329 
589 
670 
636 
bb3 
653 
546 
561 
368 
5a: 
637 
503 
643 
b6b 

8.05 
7.98 
8.14 
7.09 
5.64 
E.14 
7.59 
7.38 
8.39 
8.39 
g.?? 
8.39 
7.09 
7.03 
7.98 
7.bQ 
8.14 
7.67 
8.14 
6.39 

7.bO 0.46 O.Ob 
7.67 0.31 0.04 
7.98 0.37 0.0: 
6.43 O.bh O.lfi 
8.54 0.10 0.01 
6.24 0.11 0.01 
?.09 0.60 o.oa 
7.03 0.35 0.05 
a.05 0.33 0.04 
8.49 0.11 0.01 
7.67 0.55 0.07 
8.39 0.10 0.01 

?.b7 0.31 o.fl4 
7.03 1.57 0.08 
7.83 0.31 0.04 
7.09 0.58 0.08 
8.24 0.11 0.01 
8.49 0.11 0.01 



. . 

6 COOK II 5 rZ!R 1El lQE6 E.60 9339.60 
6 COOK I 5 +Z!R 181 1086 8.35 9063.10 

LACOSSE 4 COOK J OFF I81 724 7.83 5668.92 
1 OKfR 6 COOK 1 5 fZ!R 181 IQ86 8.35 9068.10 
SCHULT: 3.5 COOK 1 OFF 181 633.5 7.09 4491.52 
SLEIK b COOK 1 5 1.23 181 1086 8.35 9068.10 

PART-illif COOKS &GE OF l&f 1 TO ADJUST WLY WITH MT CELL K4i CELL 

&h f ;;M; 3’ 1;; ;; @b27.20 
5.65 2045.30 

GlRYf 3.25 OIWSR 3 181 588.25 5.65 3323.61 
ME WE 2.5 SERVER 3 181 452.5 5.65 2556.63 
THULL 2.: SEFXR 3 181 452.5 5.65 2556.63 

M!D LJUIt~~ST~IIf CUST 11 5 II 2083 lO.bb 2088Q.bb 
n?RlCi OLESUI CUSS I 5 I 2b88 8.90 18583.20 
&RWtL PRQEHL CUST II OFF 11 2088 6.90 16583.20 
IMI JO SCKiElGER CUST I 4 

II 
2OEfl 8.5Q 17748.00 

JEFF SUIWJST COST II 2 2088 8.80 18374.40 
STEPHB WI’TIE CUST II 5 II 2088 10.00 2naao.00 
!UEHLKE ALBERT CUST 11 5 II 2088 lb.00 2b88O.Ob 

714 467 588 8.39 8.49 
694 453 5?1 8.14 8.?4 
434 J?b 357 7.83 7.38 
694 453 571 a.14 8.24 
344 13: 233 7.09 6.43 
694 453 571 8.14 8.24 

155 WA &A 
156 1L’A WA 
254 WA li,‘A 
J PJ WA tua 

196 N/A %‘A 

0.06 
&! 

1853 J4”1 u. 
1693 664 

CLASS II 

15% 
I??4 

Il.30 ii.30 0.30 0.03 
lb.25 9-L O.Q7 

1132 444 933 
1597 626 !315 
566 2?2 466 

1597 626 1315 
1597 626 131: 
1422 55? 1171 
1422 55? II?1 
1358 532 1118 
1406 551 JJ5a 
1597 626 1315 
15?? 626 13i5 

7.09 6.43 0.66 O.lb 
9.39 9.75 P ?5 

*.a> 
0.03 

?.69 . 0.10 
9.39 9.75 6.25 0.03 
9.39 9.75 0.25 Cl.63 
8.14 8.69 0.21 O.Q2 
8.90 8.31 0.59 0 .b7 
3.14 7.98 0.52 0.07 
8.51 8.15 Q.65 6.6s 
q.39 9.75 0.25 0.03 
9.39 9.73 0.25 6.113 

6.11 6.01 
0.11 0.01 
0.4: 6.06 
0.11 Q.Ql 
O.bJ 0.:0 
0.11 0.01 

OFFlCE 

~REISTER E SEC II 5 194 1552 9.40 14588.60 1116 438 919 8.64 9.17 Q.23 0.63 
MRPER P 4 sic I OFF 229 916 6.06 7382.96 565 221 465 8.06 7.60 U.41 0.05 
RISPIU~ 8SEClI 5 12 no. 208a 5.40 19627.28 15Ql 5E5 1237 8.64 5.17 0.2s 6.03 
kLf c BSECII 5 12 no. 2088 9.46 19627.20 1501 589 i2S7 8.64 9.17 0.23 0.53 
JQINS~~ li 8SECII 5 12 no. 2038 9.40 19627.20 1501 589 1237 8.64 9.17 0.23 0.03 
NMER J 8SECII 3 12 no. 2088 8.60 17956.80 1374 539 1131 8.47 8.14 6.45 b.Gd 

LARSfN 8 4 ?idiSP 5 12 no. 1044 lO.bb lQ44b.bQ 799 313 653 9.44 9.75 0.25 b.b3 
LGRSDI F 4 SEC I 5 12 no. lb44 8.90 929: .db 711 279 5a5 8.39 8.69 6.21 6.62 



. .0765 a0627 .02 .ObZS .02 .0037 a.21 
JAN 1 92 JW I ,92 

; AIDES . 167416 12807 10497 2342 U’A turl 2i271 3943 619 422 225317.6 
COOKS 55779 4267 2852 913 WA WA 2396 546 206 141 67100.04 
t%WiKtIC 23594 1805 WA WA 1475 1416 4531 486 87 59 33453.70 
CUSXIDIPN 184391 14106 WA WA 11524 1844 29007 3527 682 465 245545.8 

i OFFJCE 131231 ml39 1329 237 6877 1100 132d4 IDPS 416 331 165988.4 
CAREER SP 10587 810 664 635 WA WA 0 394 39 27 13145.56 

TOTAL 91/92 572998 43534 15342 4127 1987b 4360 76469 9981 212U 1444 758551.2 

pi5G-G) .Oif5 ,063 JULY 1 .04 92 .063 JULY 1 .04 92 ACTLKL ACTWL 

750551.2 0 

:i ;:a 

AIDES 
COOKS 
t%INrEIIC 
CUSlOOI6W 
OFFICE 
CAREER SP 

TOTAL 92’93 

‘!cRln TOTALS 

I?4574 133:s 10998 b545 WA WA 33955 4129 646 440 2:4642 7.90 
57186 4375 2942 2132 WA IUR 59bO 573 212 144 i3524 a.74 
24221 1853 WA WA 1526 ,I453 5343 508 90 61 35054 4.56 

192493 14726 tUR WA 12127 57i5 35458 3674 ‘12 485 265461 7.50 
13:m 16394 1384 659 7176 34;7 20726 1654 503 342 :82:27 8.86 
11450 Rib i?l 687 tUR U’R 0 402 42 29 I4208 7.48 

595797 455?8 lb046 10023 2063 10645 101442 10959 2204 1501 815024 
815024 0 

0 0 0 0 --- --- 0 0 
INCLUDES 
7 HCrrHS ADDIlIcfk?L 

OPBi VIROLWDG 
91/92 9 MPLOYES 

COST OF 2 S?Ef INCREASE WID HiALTH #,‘:D DDfiAL EMEFIT INCREASE PER TEACHER SmLDjEn 

0 iNC%B 22799 I?44 704 589b 953 6285 24973 P78 84 5! 644?3 I INCR 

:! ItiCtXASE 3.98 3.98 4.59 142.86 4.79 144.15 32.66 P.EO 3.98 3.98 8.59 :! INCR 

OPEN BiROiLtiBG tYtRCH I, 92 ADDED 9 HEAL% POLICIES NOT COINED 
+ I CUST 4 2 COOK 
4 4 OFF + 2 AIDE = 3 - 9.310 SINGLE 2 1730.71 3 

1 - 9.410 FWLY 3 4229.59 1 
1795 768 5 - 12 HO SINGLE 2 21St.16 5 

12 HO INS 4VHR ;! 

RETIRMDfr 9 l/Z REllRRiDii 12 MO. 
SWRY SOWSEC EtlPLlR MPLOYE MPLfR MPLOYE 

0.04 0.04 0.0: 0.01 WA WA 
0.03 0.03 0.03 0.01 U’A WA 
0.03 0.03 U’R WR 0.03 0.01 
0.04 0.04 WI? U’R 0.05 0.01 
0.04 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.01 
0.08 O.U8 0.09 0.08 WA WA 

20352.52 20352.52 
+ l&c 
2 DAYS 

HEALTH DDT[AL LTD TER1 LIFE % NCR 
0.25 0.05 0.04 0.04 7.90 
1 .oo 0.05 0.03 0.03 8.i4 
0.10 0.04 0.03 0.03 2 07s 4.56 
0.22 0.05 0.04 0.04 6 DYS 7.50 
0.5b 0.51 0.04 0.04 4 DYS 8.86 
0.00 0.05 0.08 0.03 ?.JY 



. . 

STEP INC. -05 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 A5 SLGTiED EEClft!lNS 91/92 
HEALTH CAREER SP 

DISIWHR COOK 1 COOK II CUST 1 CUST II 
STEP /SEKVER AIDE 1 AIDE 11 SEC 1 SEC 11 TIJISP CRD HECH 1 HD tiECH IHSURXE PER 

TEACHERS 93/94 AC1tIG.t 
1 5.60 6.95 7.21 7.32 8.03 8.65 5.68 10.3b 92!93 11 
2 5.65 7.35 7.61 7.92 8.43 9.05 lO.DB IO.70 I? 
3 5.70 7.?5 6.01 6.32 8.83 9.45 lb.48 ll.lb 13 
4 8.15 8.41 8.72 9.23 9.e5 lb.@ 11.50 14 
5 t.55 k..ol 5.12 9.63 10.25 11.28 II.90 15 

.ct2 
6.21 Rfl FOR OFF+10 FRM PI/‘92 L 9V93 

4% 
JULY 1,93 

0 12VD/ 1 Bin/ 
WltJiECUtiE CW1LN:Tf SCHDD? D!ST SCH YR SCH YR SCH YR 

92/93 MPLOXES INCLUDES .IJ4 ,063 

AIDES HR PR DY PDltnS STEP 
OLG tiEU 

3.7: A:DE I 3 
3 AIDE II 

BNDI Cl d.i5 AIDE II 4 
BGR 7% 4.75 AIDi I 5 
BSR 7C! 4.75 AIDE J 5 
CRLW 9X! 
DAUBER? 

95’93 9z!.‘93 .0765 .04 .b63 
MY5 HDURS RATE SAtARY SWSEC REl-WE RET-EM 

FDRSETH J 
GlESCMi M 
WmmI L 
KDLTERJM 
KRUEGER M 
#RKS H 
wu% If 

REICHERT : 
RICMRDSN 
RISTW tf 
TRITT 
UiSER S 
WNY L 

7.bG AIDE II 2 
E HEALTH 5 +d.Z!R 

6.?5 AIDE I 5 i6.Z:R 
3.75 AIDE I 4 

7 AIDE II 3 
. 7 AIDE II 5 

7 AIDE 11 5 +J.Z!R 
7 GIDE I 4 

6.7: AIDE I 5 t6.X!F. 
6.7: AIDE II 2 

7 AIDE II 2 
4AlDE1 5 

6.75 AIDE II 3 
7 AIDE I 5 

5.75 AIDE I 4 
5.75 AIDE I 5 +6.X!R 

7 AIDE II 5 it.UR 

IRI 
6?8.?5 7.7: 5262.61 

la1 543 E! b.bb 0.00 
iE1 1221.x I.41 10274.92 
IS1 659.75 8.55 7353.01 
181 859.75 8.55 !353.bl 
149 1643 7.61 7937.23 
183 1464 8.61 1259!.84 
181 1221.7: 8.55 10449.02 
181 678.7: 8.15 5533.51 
181 1267 7.75 9622.42 
181 1257 8.81 11162.27 
181 1267 8.81 11162.27 
183 1281 8.41 1m73.21 
181 1221.75 e-55 10449.02 

181 1221.75 B.Dl 9786.22 
183 1231 8.55 10955.75 
181 1040.75 8.15 8484.71 
IS1 1221.75 8.55 10449.02 
181 1267 8.81 11152.27 

403 216 332 
0 0 0 

7B6 411 64? 
563 294 463 
563 294 463 
607 317 500 
987 Km 813 
799 64B 5% 
423 221 34s 
751 393 619 
854 446 763 
854 692 703 
824 431 :79 
799 648 65E 
711 372 :EG 
738 336 607 
479 250 394 
749 351 617 
838 438 696 
649 339 535 
?99 648 5% 
854 692 703 

93.154 93.154 
w,,93 I_ PATE % 

ME !txRxE ItcREASE 

!.69 C.4b 0.05 
7.38 0.37 b.05 
8.3? 0.42 0.05 
e.tc 6.21 C.b? 
E.?? u.19 0.02 
e.49 0.06 0.01 

0.07 
b.bB 
0.07 

7.6b b.41 0.05 
8.14 0.41 b.05 
i.67 b.SB 0.06 
E.35 0.X b-32 
8.60 0.21 0.02 

COOKS 



. 

*,. . 

__... _ 
.__. . ..- . 

PART-TIHE COOKS ME OF IME I 70 ADJUST WLY WITH TM CELL 

g-p? ; y; 
OJSHJSR 

; 161 181 362 362 5.70 5.70 2063.40 2063.40 
GilRBE 3.25 3 181 588.25 5.70 3353.03 
ME FAYi 2.5 SEWER 3 181 452.5 5.70 2579.25 
THULL ?.5 SEPJER 3 181 452.5 5.70 2579.25 

158 WA WA 
158 WA WA 
257 WA K’A 
197 WA WA 
197 WA WA 

CUS1U0J~f STiP/PTS CL% MJKJ I &CL%S JJ 
K4JNTENME 

CHUCK HJLtW WJNJ-HO 5 EuJh-J 2088 11.90 24847.20 
~PKE~I DE& ttiJIff J 5 JMJNJ J 2088 m23556.82 

CUSTODIAL 
2088 ?.52 15599.67 
2088 10.25 21406.18 
1044 a7849.84 

SHEJlii GiJRWSKJ CLST JJ 5 2088 10.25 21406.18 
LWJJD LJVJNSSTCNE CUST JJ 5 JJ 2088 10.25 214Ob.18 
MRJUi OLEW CUST 1 5 J 2oes 9.12 19040.47 
MRSGLL PRDEHL CUST JJ 3 JJ 2088 9.45 lYi35.78 
WRY JO SCHiEJDER CUST J 5 J 2088 9.12 19040.47 
JEFF SViODUJST CUST JJ 3 II 2688 9.45 19735.78 
STEPHni WJTJE CUST JJ 5 JJ 2088 10.25 21406.18 
2UEHLKE ALBERT CUST JJ 5 JJ 2088 10.25 21406.18 

1901 
1802 

6x 
14Pl 
942 

1201 623 w 
1638 856 1349 
601 314 495 

1638 856 1349 
1638 856 1349 
1457 7b? 1200 
1510 ?BP 1243 
1457 762 1200 
1510 7B9 I?43 
1638 856 1349 
lb38 656 1349 

DFFJCE 

BREJSTEI: 8SECJJ 5 194 1552 9.63 14951.97 1144 38 942 9.40 0.23 0.02 
KRPER P 4 SEC J 4 229 916 8.72 7986.60 611 319 503 8.06 0.66 0.00 
CRJSPJGW 8SECIJ 5 12 no. 2088 9.63.20115.7? 1539 805 1267 9.40 0.23 6.02 
WLEC i BSECJJ 5 12 no. 2088 9.63 20115.79 1539 805 1267 9.40 0.23 0.02 
JOlNSW N BSECJJ 5 12 no. 2088 9.63 20115.79 1539 5 1267 9.40 0.23 0.6? 
nEYER J 8 SEC JJ 4 12 no., 2088 9.23 19280.59 1475 ;;1 1215 8.60 0.63 0.07 

tARSDI 8 4 TFNP 5 12 no. 1044 10.25 10703.09 819 428 674 10.00 0.25 0.03 
WRSEN P 4 SEC I 5 12 no. 1044 9.12 9520.24 728 381 600 8.90 0.22 O.O? 

5.b&z& 0.02 
5.65 0.05 0.01 
5.35 0.05 0.01 
5.b5 0.05 0.01 
5.65 0.05 0.01 

CLASS JJ 

11 .bO 0.30 0.03 
lO.@~j 0.06 

7.09 0.43 6.06 

‘%ii% Ii 
10.00 0.25 0.03 
10.00 0.25 0.03 
8.90 0.22 6.02 
8.90 0.55 0.06 

4.50 6.62 0.07 
8.80 0.65 0.07 

10.00 0.25 0.03 
10.00 D-25 0.03 

LEHR JEW PACCTS PYL 3 12 no. 208B 8.83 18445.39 1411 738 1162 
BEHM 7CAREER SP 3 134 1288 9.45 121!4.18 931 730 76i 

I!, 

8.30 0.53 0.06 
8.89 0.56 6.06 

667044 51029 29205-’ 41223 0 456 16 2 



. CDSTJflG 92’93 WARY SQC'SEC MPLYR MPLOlt VlrLln VWJT~ "WI.," UCIIIHL LIV ICNI LJ~C l.u.7, 
.0765 .063 .03 .063 .03 .0037 0.21 

Jfflf92 
‘AIDES’ 

JAY I,92 
174574 13355 10998 6545 U’4 WA 33955 4129 646 440 244641.8 

COOKS 57186 4375 2942 2132 WA n/A 5960 573 212 144 73523.43 
mN-mc 24221 1853 WA WA 1526 1453 5343 508 90 61 35054.56 
CUSTDDiGN 192493 14726 N4 NM 12127 5775 35458 3694 712 485 265470.0 
DFflCE 135872 10394 1384 659 7176 3417 20726 1654 503 342 18?127.3 
CAREER SP 11450 876 721 687 N/A’ N/A 0 402 42 29 14207.14 

TDTAL 92’93 595796 45578 16045 10023 20829 10645 101442 10960 2204 1501 815024.: 
PI5024.? 6 

(cosT1I(G) 
JULY ,93 JULY 93 Actual Rat~.s 

.0765 .063 .04 ,063 -04 HEALTH DEtfML % iflCR 

NOES 181564 13890 11439 8727 WA tua 36517 4411 672 458 257676 5.06 
COOKS 58567 4480 3023 2743 tU4 WA 6404 617 217 148 76199 3.51 

.rwrw 24847 1901 WA WA 1565 1491 5625 537 92 63 36120 2.95 
CUSlDDIstI 200283 15322 WA Nb? 12618 8011 37980 3948 741 505 ?7940? 4.99 
OFFICE 141235 10204 1445 918 7453 4732 22632 1763 523 356 191861 5.07 
aREt‘R SP 12174 931 767 730 Ml WA 0 425 45 31 15104 5.53 

TOTAL 93/94 618670 47328 16674 13118 21636 14234 109157 11701 2289 1559 856367 
e5c3di 0 

VERIFY ‘IDTALS 0 0 0 0 --- --_ 0 0 
INCLUDES 116658.3 
7 ADDITIDL fiCh?HS 11508 
@Pai WRDLLHml 
PI/92 9 MPL‘, 

COST OF 2 STEP INCRNE MD HEALTH ND DDfM BENEFIT NCR&SE FER TEGCHEP SEiTLWXl 

9 ItlCRMSi 22874 1750 629 3095 - 807 3559 7715 741 a5 56 41343 9 NCR 

:! InCREaSE 3.84 3.84 3.92 30.88 3.87 33.72 7.61 6.76 3.84 3.84 :.O! :! MCI! 

AIDES 
COOKS 
nmmc 
CUSlDDlM 
OFFICE 
MEER SP 

U/D INS 53?59 
Lee.. . OPEN BIHL 6.6% 

OPEN ENROLLMN MRCA I, 92 ADDED 9 HEhLTH POLICIES 
t I CUST + 2 CDDK 
+ 4 OFF + 2 AIDE = 3 - 9.310 SINGLE 3 1950.67R 

1 - 9.5110 FMILY 3 4452.907 
1796 768 5 - 12 no SNDLE 2 2464.014 

12 tiD INS 4D/HR % 

RfiIRDlEtff ? l/2 P.ETIRWfiT[ I2 no. 
%ibRY SOC’SEC MPLYR MPLDYE MPLYR MPLOYE 

0.04 0.04 0.04 .-- - 0.01-tuA N/A 
0.02 0.02 0.03 0.01 WA WA 
0.03 0.03 WA WA 0.03 D.Dl 
0.04 0.84 tu4 WA 0.04 0.01 
0.04 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.01 
0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 WA U’il 

22625.01 22625.01 
t WC 
2 c&Y5 

tlfAllX DLvf?L LTV TErn 1lFE :! iitCH 
0.08 .0,07 0.04 0.04 5.06 
1 *DO 0.08 0.02 0.02 3.51 
0.05 0.06 0.03 0.03 2 DYS 2.95 
0.07 0.67 0.04 0.04 6 DYS 4.99 
0.09 0.07 0.04 0.04 4 DYS 5.07 
0.00 0.06 0.06 0.06 5.53 


