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WISCONSIN EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS COMMISSION 

BEFORE THE ARBITRATOR 

***,*****A************** 
* 

In the Matter of the Arbitration * 
* 

Between * AWARD AND OPINION 
* 

WADWATOSA FIREMEN'S PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION, * Case LIX 
* No. 27036 

Local 1923, IAFF * Decision No. 18414-A 

* MIA-518 
and * 

* 
CITY OF WADWATOSA (FIRE DEPT.) 4 

* 
**********.************* 

APPEARANCES: John'K. Brendel, Esq., Wauwatosa, for the 
Association 

Douglas A. Cairns, Esq., Milwaukee, for the City 

On November 12, 1980, the Wauwatosa Firemen's Protective 
Association, Local 1923, IAFF (referred to as the Association) 
filed a petition with the Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission 
(WERC) pursuant to Section 111.77(3) df Wisconsin's Municipal 
Employment Relations Act (MERA) to initiate arbitration. The 
Association and the City of Wauwatosa (Fire Dept.) (referred 
to as the City or Employer) had begun negotiations for a successor 
collective bargaining agreement to its agreement which expired 
December 31, 1980 but failed to reach agreement on all issues 
in dispute covering this certified unit of approximately 108 
captains, lieutenants, firefighters, and motorpump operators. 
zm;;;ruary 3, 1981, following an investigation by a WERC staff 

the WERC determined that an impasse existed between 
the paities and that arbitration should be initiated. On March 
4, 1981, the undersigned, after having been selected by the 
parties, was appointed by the WERC as arbitrator to resolve 
the impasse. She conducted an arbitration hearing on May 18, 
1981 in Wauwatosa, Wisconsin, at which time the parties were 
provided, a full and fair opportunity to present evidence and 
make arguments. A transcript of the proceeding was made. Br 
and reply briefs were exchanged and filed. 

,iefs 

ISSUES AT IMPASSE 

The parties were'unable to resolve the fol lowing issues: 

1. Salary schedule. 

:: 
Term of the agreement. 

4. 
Differential pay/injury pay. 
Vacations. 

65: 
Sick leave. 
Holidays. 



The Association's final offer is annexed hereto as Annex A; 
the Employer's final offer is annexed hereto as Annex B. Form 
2 final offer arbitration under Sec. 111.77(4)(b) of MERA is 
applicable. 

STATUTORY CRITERIA 

In reaching a decision the arbitrator shall give weight 
to the following factors: 

(a) 
(b) 
Cc) 

( d 1 

(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

(h) 

The lawful authority of the employer. 
Stipulations of the parties. 
The interests and welfare of the public and the 
financial ability of the unit of government to meet 
these costs. 
Comparison of the wages, hours and conditions of 
employment of the employes involved in the arbitration 
proceeding with the wages, hours and conditions of 
employment of other employes performing similar 
services and with other employes generally: 

(1) In public employment in comparable communities. 
(2) In private employment in comparable cormnunities. 

The average consumer prices for goods and services, 
commonly known as the cost of living. 
The overall compensation presently received by the 
employes, including direct wage compensation, vacation, 
Feyit; s and excused time, insurance and.pensiqns,. 

. Y and hosoitalization benefits. the continuity 
and stability-of employment, and all.other benefits' 
received. 
Changes in any of the foregoing circumstances 'during 
the oendencv of the arbitration proceedings. 
Such-other factors, not confined-to the foregoing, 
which are normally or traditionally taken into consider- 
ation in the determination of wages, hours and 
conditions of employment through voluntary collective 
bargaining, mediation, fact-finding, arbitration 
or otherwise between the parties, in the public service 
or in private employment. 

POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES 

The Association 

In its oral and written presentations at the arbitration 
hearing and in its post hearing brief, the Association emphasizes 
the salary issue. In particular, the Association highlights 
two main points to support its offer incorporating substantial 
salary improvements for 1981 and 1982. First, it notes that 
there is a need for a substantial salary "catch up" to remedy 
the declining salary position of the Wauwatosa firefighters 
during the past 5-6 years. in large measure the present low 
salaries for this unit was due to a 5.5% salary increase in 
1978, 7% in 1979 and 7% in 1980 in contrast to more generous 
gettlements (or awards) for firefighters in comparable Milwaukee 
area communities. In particular, the Association points out 
that Wauwatosa has fallen far behind West Allis, the most 
comparable community both in salary and in manning. Second, 
the Association argues that a substantial salary increase is 
needed in Wauwatosa because effective December 31, 1980 at 
8 A.M., the City is providing full firefighting, inspection, 
and other fire and rescue services for the numerous buildings 
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and property located on the County Institutions grounds (referred 
to hereafter as County Institutions). This takeover of services 
formerly provided by county firefighting personnel (with only 
backup being provided by the Wauwatosa firefighters) represents, 
in the view of the Association, a substantial increase in job 
responsibilities for all Wauwatosa firefighters. This is true 
because the contractual arrangements not only mean additional 
direct responsibilities for personnel at Station 3 but for 
all Wauwatosa firefighting personnel since some prior responsibil- 
ities of Station 3 have been rea~llocated to other stations 
and all City firefighters must be familiar with and may sometime 
provide services at the County Institutions beca.use of future 
assignments, either temporary or permanent. Moreover, these 
additional job responsibilities have been given to a department 
which is already understaffed when compared to West Allis, 
the most comparable community. In addition to these two primary 
reasons for justifying a substantial salary increase for Wauwatosa 
firefighters during the term of this disputed agreement, the 
Association believes that pertinent BLS cost of living data 
supports its current demands contained in its final offer. 

The Association dismisses City arguments based upon difficulty 
to pay as self-imposed. In the Association's view, City officials 
formulated the 1981 City budget based on unrealistically low 
projections for 1981 salaries, 
In addition, 

particularly for firefighters. 
the Association advocates its two year agreement 

as superior because there has been (and continues to be) a 
general pattern of 2 year agreements for firefighters and other 
City bargaining units. Also, much of 1981 will have passed 
prior to the final resolution of this impasse. 

On the remaining issues, the Association believes that 
its positions on more generous holidays, vacat~ions.and sick 
leave are supported by numerous cornparables, particularly West 
Allis.and Milwaukee which the Association claims are ahead 
"in every category of,total time off no matter what the specific 
benefit might be termed." In addition to comparables, the 

'Association argues. equity and present practice to support its 
position on differential/injury pay whereby unit members would 
continue to receive from the City a check based on the gross 
difference between workers compensation (untaxed) and their 
regular pay (less tax on this difference only). 
changes are also proposed by the Association. 

Some language 

For all the above reasons, the Association concludes that 
it has been modest in its requests and that its final offer should 
be selected as appropriate recognition of the abilities, skills, 
work load and number of services provided by Wauwatosa fire- 
fighters. 

The Employer 

The City supports its one year salary offer by character- 
izing its total of 11X for 1981 as generous while noting that 
the Association's 1981 salary demand actually amounts to 14.48% 
annualized. It further notes that the Association presented 
no data at all in support of its 1982 salary demand contained 
in the Association's final offer. In the City's judgment, 
its own salary offer represents a substantial catch up in 1981 
for Wauwatosa firefighters, one which will significantly reverse 
the declining trend of Wauwatosa firefighters salaries for 
the past six years. 

The City rejects the Association's rationale that the 
December 1980 contract between Milwaukee County and the City 
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of Wauwatosa "taking over" firefighting services for the County 
Institutions is relevant because the City denies that these 
services substantially increase the work load or responsibility 
for members of this bargaining unit and thus, in the City's 

'view, substantial salary increases are not justified. The 
City argues that the County Institutions present no new or 
significantly different risks, have generated little or no 
overtime, and do not effect, in any significant way, firefighters 
not stationed at the one station assigned responsibility for 
County Institutions. Moreover, a new fire station is being 
planned and will be built soon to serve the County Institutions, 
and, accordingly, the present use of Station 3 for County Insti- 
tutions is temporary only. 

As for the Association's cost of living arguments in support 
of its higher salary package, the City intfoduced evidence 
that the latest data for the first two months in 1981 produces 
an annualized rate of 8.4% for 1981, a figure more 
in line with the Employer's offer than that of the Association. 

Additionally, on the salary issue, the City presen~ted 
two more arguments. First, it raised a difficulty to pay argument 
noting that even if its offer were to be chosen, there would 
be a projected deficit of $17,000.00 for 1981 in the City budget. 
Since the Association's salary package would require an additional 
$80,000.00 to finance salaries in 1981, this budgetary deficit 
would be drastically increased if the Association's final offer 
were to be selected. Costs for additional leave demands of 
the Association would also increase the projected deficit signifi- 
cantly. In addition, the City argues that only its offer is 
in line with 1981 salary increases given to or negotiated with 
other groups of City employees. 
for example, 

The 1981 police salary settlement, 
is 11% while the DPW workers agreed to an annualized 

salary increase of 10.5%. 

To support its change to the way ;he City currently supple- 
ments workers compensation payments for work-related injuries, 
the City points out that the present formula results in a 
net take home pay for injured employees than the take home 

greater 

pay for employees on active work status receiving similar gross 
pay. The additional "windfall" 
20-31% more 

for an employee varies from 
than an employee's regular take home pay because 

taxes are assessed on the differential pay only, not the workers 
compensation portion. The City notes that its police unit 
adopted these proposed procedures several.years ago and there 
have been no special problems of implementation. 

The City is equally critical of other Association demands.. 
On the holiday issue, the City argues that there are no appropriate 
ccmparables to support the Association's demand. The larger 
cities are less willing to have generous holiday time off because 
they, like Wauwatosa, do not utilize volutiteers and these depart- 
ments have less flexibility in contrast to those communities 
which utilize firefighter. volunteers, 
demand, in the ~judgment of the City, 

The Association's holiday 
will necessarily adversely 

affect City firefighting manning levels or will be very expensive 
because of the need to finance a substantial additional amount 
of callback time at overtime rates for existing firefighters. 
As to the Association's vacation demand, the City expresses 
similar concerns which are compounded by the Association proposal 
calling for an additional "pick" 
provision from 5 to 6 picks). 

(increasing the present contractual 
Finally, on the sick leave demand, 

the City argues that there has beeti no demonstrated ,need for 
the improvements sought by the Association 
system is working well 

that the present 
for the vast majority of firefighters and 

that the present system is a reasonable cost to the taxpayers 
and is in line with ottier City employees' sick leave provisions. 
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DISCUSSION 

The City of Wauwatosa ranks third in population in Milwaukee 
County, after the City of Milwaukee and West Allis. Since 
the ,recent "takeover," of firefighting duties from the County 
for County Institutions, approximately 10,000 more people are 
served by the Wauwatosa Fire Department, making it more comparable 
in population to West Allis for firefighting services. In 
addition, although the County Institutions complex may~represent 
no new risks than those already in existence in the City, this 
extensive complex of institutions and property including hospitals, 
mental institutions, and juvenile detention housing, represents 
a significant addition in the number of fire calls as well 
as presenting firefighting difficulties due to special security 
measures needed for equipment and unique building features 
based on the nature of these institutions and the populations 
served. 

While both the City and the Association agree that the 
salary issue is of major significance, they differ widely in 
their final offers on this issue. The City is offering for 
1981 10% plus 1% "as a buy out of injury pay provisions" while 
the Association is demanding 12% as of l/,1/81 and 4% as of 
?/l/81. In addition, the Association is 'seeking a two year 
agreement with a salary increase of 10% on l/1/82 and 1% as 
of 7/l/82. 

On the other matters in dispute, all with substantial 
economic impact, the parties also differ significantly. Resolving 
this dispute is a difficult matter, particularly since there 
appears to have been little pre-impasse bargaining. 

The City primarily justifies its final salary offer on 
the basis that it is in line with other City settlements, provides 
some. significant catch up with comparable communities (both 
local and state wide) and will not be 'a financial disaster 
for the City which has already levied taxes for the 1981 fiscal 
year. On the other hand, the Association relies heavily for 
justification of its final offer package upon comparability 
data, particularly West Allis, the most comparable community, 
aswell as the increased responsibilities being performed by 
Wauwatosa firefighters since the County Institutions takeover. 

It is difficult to conclude that the City's 1981 salary 
oifer of 10% (plus a 1% formally characterized by the City 
as a "buy out") is "generous" or includes a substantial catch 
up with comparable firefighters, either locally or state-wide, 
since this offer follows salary increases for this bargaining 
unit of 5.5% in 1978, 7% in 1979 and 7% in 1980. It does little 
to bring Wauwatosa more into line with West Allis, the most 
comparable community in this proceeding 
this 

in the judgment of 
arbitrator (particularly eonsidering the more generous 

staffing found in West Allis). Moreover, despite documented 
increases in fire alarm responses resulting from the "takeover" 
of County Institutions, ,the City has offered no salary recog- 
nition for this increase in responsibilities which directly 
or indirectly affects all Wauwatosa firefighters (because of 
the realignment of responsibilities). Only twelve of the County' 
twenty-four firefighters have been hired by the City since 
the "takeover". Even with greater efficiencies, there is an 
impact which merits some recognition. On the other hand, it 
is difficult to find justification for all the specifics of 
the Association's two year salary package. 
12% increase as of January 1, 

Starting with a 
1981, the package also requires 

a 4% increase as of .July 1, 1981. A 10% salary increase effect- 
ive January 1, 1982 is then calculated on this compounded amount 
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with a 1% salary raise compounded on this salary increase effect- 
ive July 1, 1982. Unfortunately, the Association fails to 
provide any rationale for its 1982 salary proposal and, except 
for its general arguments relating to the need for "catch up”. 
and addit~ional pay for additional responsibilities, it also 
fails to offer supporting reasons for the particular pattern 
of salary increases found in its 1981 salary proposals. 

According to .both parties, Wauwatosa firefighters' salaries 
as of 1980 are behind where they should be and need some "catch 
UP" in 1981. chicle the City correctly argues that it is unreal- 
istic to expect to catch up in one year since the backwards 
salary slide for City firefighters took place over 5 or 6 years, 
yet it is difficult to discern any significant catch up in 
the City's 1981 salary offer. In view of the "buy out" element 
of l%, the City's salary offer to its firefighters may be viewed 
as a lower increase than that being received by other City 
employees. It clearly does little to bring Wauwatosa into 
the same league as neighboring West Allis which provides fire- 
fighting services for a similar population with a .larger staff. 
Accordingly, if salary were the only issue in dispute, despite 
the deficiencies and concerns noted above relating to the 
Association's salary offer, the undersigned believes that the 
Association's final offer on this issue more closely approximates 
the statutory criteria set forth in Section 111.77(6) than 
does the salary offer of the City. She also~believes that 
the existing pattern of two year agreements for City bargaining 
units reinforces her above conclusion on the salary issue. 
The City's budget development processes would be helped if 
1982 firefighter salaries were certain at this time. 

On the differential/injury pay issue, the arbitrator believes 
that the City's proposal is more reasonable. Since workers 
compensation payments are designed to be income substitutes, 
there is no justification for any employee receiving more net 
income as a result of job related injuries covered by workers 
compensation and supplementary differential or injury pay than 
he or she would receive if working. The City's approach on 
this issue has been tested over the past few years in the police 
unit and appears to present no special problems of implementation. 
Looking at the practices of comparables on this issue is not 
helpful since many municipalities appear to be continuing to 
implement a payment process found to be illegal according to 
the IRS, or have a completely different system for injury 
pay. Since the City's proposal will transfer the tax windfall 
previously received by injured unit members to the City, it 
is appropriate to make this change by the buy out route as 
proposed by the City. If this were the only issue in dispute 
in this proceeding, the City's position would be selected. 

Turning finally to the remaining areas in dispute, holidays, 
vacations and sick leave, the arbitrator believes that the 
Association has presented comparability data to indicate some 
support for each of its propsoals, although the data provided 
concerning local and statewide comparables presented by both 
parties indicates a wide variety of practices, For understand- 
able reasons, the City expresses serious concern over the 
implications of implementing the Association's proposals in 
these areas at this time, since they will result in either 
increased understaffing or costly call backs to provide adequate 
firefighting staffing. While the arbitrator is sympathetic 
to some improvements for bargaining unit members in these three 
areas, the economic or staffing price for all improvements 
contained in the Association's final offer when.combined with 
the costs of the Association's salary proposals produces a 
total package which is unrealistically costly for the Wauwatosa 
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public. The Association's offer requires substantial, expensive 
improvements to be implemented fully during a single contract 
term. As has been pointed out by many others, it is unrealistic 
to expect to make up for relatively poor salary levels extending 
over multiple years at one time. That is also true for improvements 
in numerous fringe benefit areas which have lagged behind over 
multiple years. The cumulative costs of the Association's two 
year package are exceedingly high, either ,in terms of undermanning 
or salary costs to assure adequate staffing. Since the arbitration 
process is not designed to correct all inequities in one proceeding, 
the arbitrator has determined with great reluctance to select 
the final offer of the City despite its shortcomings in the 
salary area and in its failure to include any improvements in 
the areas of holidays, vacations, and sick leave. 

Since the City's final offer is for one year only and since 
negotiations must soon begin for a successor agreement, the 
arbitrator hopes that the ~parties will engage in meaningful 
bargaining to remedy the salary and fringe benefit deficiencies 
she has noted above. The need for significant catch up and for 
appropriate recognition of the increased work load of City 
firefighters remains~ to be resolved in future agreements. 

AWARD 

Based upon the statutory factors, the evidence and arguments 
presented by the parties, and the discussion set forth above, 
the Arbitrator selects the final offer of the City and directs 
that it be incorporated into the parties' 1981 collective bargain- 
ing agreement. 

Dated: August 21, 1981 
Chilmark, Massachusetts 

June Miller Weisberger 
Arbitrator 
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ASSOCIATION PROPOSAL - FINAL OFFER l/22/81 

Article 16: sa 1.: IT) 

see. 1: 

,111 monthly salary steps in the 19EO salary 

unit cmploycer; shall bc increased by 12% comment 

and an additional 4% on 7/l/81. 

schedule 

ing l/l/E 

for 

1 

Commencing l/1/82 all steps shall be increased by 10% 

and on 7/l/82 by an additional 18. 

Article 35: Term 

Change dates to read effective l/l/El and effective 

12/31,/82; balance of article per existing. 

Article 20: Holidays 

Commcnci!)g 1,/l/81 each employee shall receive 7 off- 

duty days from his normal work schedule as a holiday allowance 

in rccogn.iticil oi the following holidays: 

New Year's Da; Independence Day 

Prcsidcnt's Da). Labor Day 

Good Friday December 31 

!4r! no r :i a 1 il J ':' 

Commcncinq X/1/82 each omploycc shall be granted 2 

;Iddit.ional off-duty clays JS holiday allowance in recognition 

of 'I'!lanksqivin$! Day Jnd ChrisCm:is. 

Employees required to work on any holiday shall do so 

;rt straight time unless extraordinary services are required 

of the employee per Article 4, Sec. 5. : 

.' Annex A 



31)c. 1 - for 1361, as is. 

sec. :~ - Commoncinq :l./~l./82, cmployces shall be entit.ied 
to vacations as follows: 

a 1 5 duty days after 1 year of service. 
b) 7 duty days after 7 years of service. 
c) 10 duty days after 15 years of service. 
d) 12 duty days after 22 years of service. 

Sec. 2 - As is, except increase from 5 men to 6 men 
permitted to make selections from each series 
in 1982. 

Ar-title 21: Differential Pay 

All full-time personnel shall receive full pay less the 

amount of worki:r's com;xns;\.ti.on received by the employee, plus 

fringes, when abrcnt from scheduled duty due to work related, 

~1s <lcf.i.i;4 in Cii. 102, Wi.s. St,qt!i. , injury or illness, for 

;I pcrlod of not more thin 52 consecutive weeks during the 

1.i I:) r- 3. oi 0 ! I; 1.1 i: 11 d i 3;: b .L :L .i t: y and w.ithout affecting his regular 

sick !.cavc cnti~lcmcnts. ;]:I employee unable to perform all 

substantial rcq!l/~rcmcnts of the employee's regular and 

norn:;l.L duties ni!x.t procrdi.nq the date of injury or illness 

snai.1 bc consitic:r-cd temporarily disabled for purposes of this 

L>rovision until determined by Worker's Compensation Board ,to 

be Lxrmancnt total disability. In the event an employee has 

rcttlrned to work i:or a consecutive period of 4 calendar months 

without absence by reason of such injury or illness, any 

subsequent absenr:<:> shall be deemed to be a new injury or illness. 

All paymen~ts compensating the employee for permanent 

par"iial or permanent Fot.al disability shall be the sole property 

oi the? <::q'l@ycc~ . .'.ny c~~;L~).Loycc determined by the Worker' s 

Cc?il,]\l~n!~~ltion M~rti to by pcrmancntly totally disabled shall bc 

considered as retired. 



,’ . 

AS!;OCIATION PROPOSAL: FINAL OFFER 

Article 12: Si~Ck L,c:l"c 

Sec. 1: 

Sick leave is earned at the rate of 18 hours per 
month (2/3 of a duty day) of service. Unused sick leave may 
bc.accumulated throughout the employee's course of employment 
up to a maximum reserve of 2880 hours (120) days. 

Sec. 2: 

Unused sick leave may b? used as needed by an 
employee due to illness or injury or major dental care of the 
employee or to a .member of his or her in-mediate family, 
providing however, that in no event shall sick leave be 
extended beyond 3 duty days per occasion for any single injury 
or illness sustained by any immediate family member as defined 
in Article 14, Sec. 1. In the event leave is taken due to 
immediate family illness, the employee shall identify the 
f:lmily member 3nd shall specj.fy whether the leave is required 
due to medical or dental ailments but nothing further. Any 
information submitted is done solely for employee informational 
purpose and shall be held strictly confidential. 

Sec. 3: 

Employocs shall promptly advise the Fire Chief of 
the reason for nbscnce and submit a.medical certificate 02 
report from an attending physician for any absence lasting longer 
than 2 duty days duration, upon request of the City; (i.e. if 
he does not report on time due to illness on his third duty day). 
Thereafter, the City, at its option, may require the employee to 
submit to a medical examination by a duly licensed physican of 
its choice. 

Sec. 4: 

Upon retirmcncnt or termination due to job related 
disability, an employee shall be paid a sum equal to his current 
hourly pay for 50% of all accumulated hours of unused sick 
leave up to a maximum of 720 hours total accumulation. (15 
paid duty days maximum) 



FINAL. OfFER 
I!f 

Tl4t CITY l;F HAUWATOSA 

PHOVISIUN: OF 5XtJIHED Cn:4rHACT. EXCEPT: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4, 

STIPULATION DATED 12/23/80. 

IERli: 

1 YEAR CONTRACT EFFECTIVE JANUARY lr 1981 
(SEE ATTACHMENT A) 

UAGES: 

101 GEN~~AL WAGE INCREASE. EFFECTIVE DECEHBER 
zerti. 19at. IX GENERAL WAGE INCREASE* EFFECTIVE 
DECCtiBER 28r 1980 AS A EJUY OUT OF INJURY i'AY 
PROVISIONS. (SEE ATTACH+IENT a) 

ARTICLE XXI 
DIFFERENTIAL PAY 

DIffERE::TIAL PAY SHALL BE DEFINED TO RE THE DIFfERENCE 
LiETUtEN ItiE 4HDUNT OF WORKERS COMPEYSATIDN AND THE NORMAL 
NET PAY. 

ALL FuLL TtF'E PERSUNtiiL WriD SUFFER AN OCCUPATIONAL INJURY 
Uh ILLNESS SHALL RECEIVE DIFFERENTIAL PAY DURING SUCH 
PERIDU Of lEt4?flRARY DISACIILIIY friR A PERIOD NOT EXCEEDING 
1 YEAR OR TLtE DEATH OF SuCti EIIPLIJYEE, OR A REQUEST FOR OR 
CDt4HENCEHENT i?f DISABILITY PAY UNDER WIS. STAT 66.191. 

AflEH FOUR CALENDAR HDNTHS Of NO RELATE0 ABSENCE ANY 
SUtlSEQUfNT IYJURY OR ILLNESS SHALL LIE DEEMED TO BE A NEti 
IkJlJRY OR ILLNESS FOR PURPOSES OF THIS SECTION. 

Annex B 



(A~TACHNEN~ Al 

AHlICLE XXXV 
1ERn OF AGREEMENT AN0 NEGOlIATIONS 

I , 

lti(IS A(;REEHiNT ;rlALL l3ECOHE EFFECTIVE AS OF 
AN0 RE!iAIN IN FULL FORCE AND EFFECl TO AN0 i 

, 3 1* 1961 AN0 THEREAFTER’ SHALL BE CONSIDERED 
RENCWED FOR ;uCCESSIVE ,lYELVE MONTti PERIODS 
ARE INSTITUTED IN ACCORDANCE WIT’! SECIION 11 

I, 

JANUARY lr 19tll 
NCLUDINC OECEHOER 
AUTOMATICALLY 
UNLESS PSOCEDURCS 
1.77 OF THE 

WISCONSIN STATUTES. IN 1HE EVEN1 SAID PROCEWRES ARE 
INITIA~EOP NEtOTIA,l.,~~~N;S ~CitfA~Cl: BE,. INSTITUTED PRIOR TO SEPTEMUER 

15~0f ,A&?‘-‘YEA? IN YH(rCH”S5UCi-l REQUEST FOR NEGClTIhlIDtiS IS FILED. 
IN Tttf EVENT THE P4RTIES DO.,NOT REACH YRITTEN AGREEMENT BY THF 
EXPIRATION L‘A!Ee TOE EXISTING AGREEHENT StiALL BE EXtENDED 3NlIL 
4 hltk AGHCEHEkT. IL. EXECUTED. 

APPENOIX A 

ST<!, 
l;i~! 

$lEP SrEP 
IHHE E TOUR HAXIH:JH 
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826.71 
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