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In the Matter of the Arbitration Between

LOCAL 415, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
FIREFIGHTERS, AFL-CIC

Case XIX

No. 27208 MIA-530
Decision No. 18539-A
and ’

CITY OF WAUSAU (FIRE DEPARTMENT)
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APPEARANCES ¢

LeRoy Waite, representative, International Association of

Firefighters, appearing on behalf of Local 415, International
A ssoclation of Firefizhters.

Mulcahy & Wherry, S.C., by Ronald J. Rutlin, appearing on
behalf of the City of Wausau (Fire Department).

ARBITRATION HEARING BACKGROUND:

_ On March 31, 1981, the undersigned was notified by the
Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission of appointment as
arbitrator pursuant to Section 111.77(4)(b) of the Municipal
Employment Relations Act in the matter of impasse between

Local 415, International Association of Firefighters, referred

to herein as the Association, and the City of Wausau, referred

to herein as the Employer. Pursuant to statutory requirements,
the undersigned is limited in jurisdiction of selection of either
the final offer of the Association or that of the Employer.
Hearing was conducted on May 7, 1981, at Wausau, Wisconsin
“at which time +the parties were present and given full opportunity
to present oral and writien evidence and to make relevant
argunent. Proceedings were not transcribed, but post hearing
briefs were filed with and exchanged through the arbitrator on
June 15, 1981,

THE ISSUES:

The issues of insurance, duration and wages remain at impasse
between the parties, The final offers of the parties are attached
as Appendix "A" and "B".

STATUTORY CRITERIA:

In determining which final offer is to be selected in this
dispute, the undersigned is directed by Sec. 111.77(6) to give
weight to the following criteria: -

(a) The lawful authority of the employer.

(b) Stipulations of the parties.

(¢) ThHe interesis and welfare of the public and the financial
ability of the unit of government to meet these costs.

(a) Compérison of the wages, hours and conditions of employ-
ment of the =smployees involved in the arbitration proceeding




with the wages, hours and conditions of employment of
other employees generally:

1. In public employment in comparable communities.
2. In private employment in comparable communities.

(e) The average consumer prices for goods and services,
commonly known as the cost of living.

(f) The overall compensation presently received by the
employees, including direct wage compensation,
vacation, holidays and excused time, insurance and
pensions, medical and hospitalization benefits,
the continuity and stability of employment, and all
other benefits received.

(g) Changes in any of the foregoing circumstances during the
pendency of the arbitration proceedings.

(n) Such other factors, not confined to the foregoing, which
are normally or traditionally taken into consideration in
the determination of wages, hours and conditions of employ-
ment through voluntary collectible bargaining, mediation,
fact-finding, arbitration or otherwise between the parties,
in the public service or in private employment.

~

POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES:

The Association: Arzuing against the Employer's proposal
pertinent to0 which communities should be considered comparables,
the Association contends the Employer's comparables are an attempt
to "price fix"the wages paid all employees within Marathon County.
Purther, the Association argues that those communities outside of
the County to which the City attempts comparisons. are not
appropriate since they contain less population, fewer number of
operating stations, and less personnel within the stations.

Thus, the Association concludes, its comparison proposal of
communities throughout the State which are more similar in the
number of people employed andthe number of stations operating
is more appropriate. '

The Association declarss there is strong support for its
position since it must be remembered that its last contract was
agreed upon when it and other unions within Marathon County attempted
to abide by the presidential guidelines. Thus, the Association
contends the increases it received in 1979 and 1980 are increases
which were well below the cost of living increase and below what
private industry wage increases not restricted to the presidential
guidelines were. :

Further, the Association avows that its offer does not exceed
the 1980 Consumer Price Index increase which lends more support to
acceptance of its offer. Contending that the Personal Consumption
Expenditure Survey which the Employer proposes as an index measuring
the cost of living increases in the past year is not a proven index,
and that it has not been used in the negotiation process, the :
Association declares it should not be considered as an appropriate
index measuring the cost of living. The Association continues the
increases it has received in wages have continued to fall behind
the Consumer Price Index over the past five years. Thus, concludes
the Association, there is adequate reason to supporit its proposal.

Finally, the Association states a previous arbitration award
in the City of Kenosha ruled against the firefighters because the
wage rates paid the Tirefighters were comparable to the rates
paid in the private sector. The Association declares this situation
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does not exist in Wausau. The Association contends its employees
have been paild substantially below the private sector wage rates.
Therefore, concludes the Association, its offer is the most reason-
able.

The Association seeks full payment of the insurance premiums.
It states its position is supported by comparables which indicate
they are behind in both benefitsand the amount of money paid
for such benefits by the Employer. The Association continues
the City's argument, which attempts to maintain consistency within
the bargaining units, allows the City to bargain with the weakest
group within the bargaining units, secure its proposal and then
force all other units to fall in line if arbitrators use consistency
as the sole determinant of which offer is the more reasonable.

The Association argues strongly against the Employer's proposal
for a two year duration clause with reopeners on wages and two other
items. The Association states there have been a number of changes
within the Department, including the hiring of a new fire chief,
and that while there may not be a problem at the moment it is
liekly that a number. of issues will emerge under the new manage-
ment. It contends the reopener restriction would then create a
serious problem. The Association continues that multi-year contracts
with reopeners should only occur when it is a part of a voluntary:
settlement.

The Association argues that in addition to opposing the
clause on its merits, duration clauses could be considered
permissive subjects of bargaining. If it is, the Association
states, the Employer's offer should be rejected since the
clause hasgs been included in the offer. Finally, the Association
contends its one year proposal does not affect the City's functions
nor does it affect the ability of the City to carry out public
policy, therefore it should be the most reasonable one.

The Employver: The Bmployer contends there should be two
sets of comparables considered by the undersigned. Most importantly,
the Employer believes the historical relationship existant between
the City of Wausau and Marathon County must make Marathon County
the primary comparable., It notes that due to policy decisions made
between the City and County there has been an effort to combine
governmental services and to treat all employees equally in both
units of government. It continues the two units have made a
continuing effort to establish a wage relationship among the
protective services over the past six years. It notes there have
been some differences, but essentially the relationship exists.

The Employer asserts the appropriate pool of outside comparables
includes the communities of Antigo, Marshfield, Merrill, Rhinelander,
Stevens Point, and Wisconsin Rapids. The Employer contends these
communities are the appropriate pool of comparables since they meet
the criteria established as important through previous arbitrations.
It notes these communities are geographically close to Wausau;
are the largest communities within a 50 mile radius of the community;
compose the Central Wisconsin Labor Market, and have traditionally
been used as comparable co_munltles in its bargalnlng relationships.
The Employer continues that in addition to individuals competing
naturally for jobs in the area, the communities have similar
sized departments and similar sized populations which- frequently
means the departments offer the same level of services.

The Employer rejects the Association's proposal regarding
comparable communities. It notes the Association proposed
cities throughout the State as comparables and argues the
Association has offered no evidence establishing common economic
experiences among them.
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The City argues that its offer provides essentially the
same increase in wages as has been offered +to other bargaining
units withinthe City and the County. The Employer continues
this offer thus maintains the relationship which has existed
‘between the governmental units and. is support for acceptance of
the Employer's offer. The Employer continues that acceptance of
any other offer would damage the historical relationship between
the governmental units and would affect labor stability within the
area.

The Employer asserts the comparisons made with communities
outside the primary comparable indicate the City adequately main-
tains its rank:and, in fact, improves.its comparative status under
its offer. The Employer notes it is especially significant that
the firefighters' salary rank is maintained since 53% of the
Wausau bargaining unit is that classification. The Employer continues
its offer alsoc maintains the comparative rank for the motor pump
operators and the lieutenant classification and improves the
captain's rank. Finally, the Employer states its offer exceeds
the average monthly rates at all positions among the ccomparable
communities except for the captain classification and within
this bargaining unit only one employee holds that position. The
Employer then avows that more weight should be given to improvement
in status for the majority of employees rather than a few. :

The Employer also argues that its offer exceeds, or is close
to, the average dollar and percentage increases offered in the
comparable communities. Tt notes the Union's demand is in excess-of
these voluntarily agreed to increases.

~-Finally, the Employer concludes its offer is more reasonable
because there has been stable employment within the fire depariment.
It notes this has occurred despite the County having an unemploy-
ment rate well above the State's unemployment rate.

| The Employer continues its fringe benefit offer, when

; considered as part of the total compensation, is supported by

- its primary comparable. Again referring to the relationship
between the City and the County, the Employer states it has
attempted to establish a policy of providing similar fringe
benefits for employees. It notes that a comparison of the bar-
gaining units within the two govermmental units indicates few
differences, if any, in fringe benefits in the areas of longevity,
dental insurance, WRF, paid holidays, sick leave accumulation,
payout of sick leave on retirement, funeral leave and vacation.
- It continues the health insurance proposal it has made is cons istent
with the health insurance which has been offered and provided to
the other employees within the County. :

The Employer notes too that its fringe benefit offer is

reasonable when compared with other communities. It notes there

are few differences between the benefits offered by the Employer

and the benefits that othersenjoy within the comparable communitiss.

The Employer adds that a review of the comparable communities' lanzuage
' agreeing to payment of the premium supports its offer in terms of a

percentage contribution and that its 90% contribution coincides with

ama jority of the other communities' contributions. Thus, concludes

the Employer, not only is there support for its offer, but the Union's

offer is totally unsupported.

The Employer costs its proposal as both a year end to year
end cost and actual cost amount. As such, the Employer states
its actual cost offer is 9.98% while the Union seeks an 11.04%
increase. The Employer declares that even at the actual cost
figure its offer is the more reasonable one since it compares more
favorably with the percentage increases established as a pattern
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throughout the City and County and among comparable communities.
. The Employer states it also compares favorably t0 the cost of living
increases in the last year.

The Employer argues the Consumer Price Index which has been
the index most used by bargaining units, does not provide an accurate
measurement of inflation. It notes the CPI is based on a fixed
market basket of goods established in 1972-1973, that it does
not take into account the shift in buying patterns of the consumer
nor the shift in quality provided by American technology, it
-does not measure the changes in consumer preference, it fails to
adjust adequately for higher prices that are the result of improved
quality, and it exaggerates the cost of housing which thus makes

- it an index whose validity could be questioned. The Employer
continues that the Public Consumption Expenditure Survey is a
more accurate measuremenit of the cost of living since it utilizes
actual consumer spending patterms to evaluate the various categories
of expense. According to the Employer, it measures the price of
goodsand services which are currently purchased by the consumer and
therefore reflects a more accurate cost of living. -

The Employer states that if the PCE is used instead of the
CPI there is even more suppert for its offer. It notes the PCE
measured the cost of living increase in December, 1980, at 10.12%.
Thus, the Employer's offer of 9.98% is closer to the PCE increase
than the Union's offer of 1i.04% concludes the Employer.

The Employer rejects the Association's argument that it has
continued to lose purchasing power over the past five years with
its agreements as the result of the past inflationary increases.
The Employer notes the national experience is such that inflation
has had the same impact on all other American workers. Thus, the
relative decrease remains unaffected.

The Employer states that some arbitrators have begun to

r .rely upon local settlements as an indicia of the area's cost

‘ of living since there are questions regarding both the Public
Consumption Expenditure Survey and the Consumer Price Index. The
Employer continues that if this indicia is used again its offer
is the most reasonable offer since the average wage settlements
for the Central Wisconsin Labor Market are in the vicinity of
9.58% for 1981.

The Employer contennds one of the most important statutory
criteria which the undersigned must consider is the interest and
welfare of the public criteria. It declares that only promotion of
labor stability can provide for the best interest of the public.

It continues the stipulations reached this year illustrate there
were a significant number of issues discussed by the parties during
the negotiations and that testimony showed the Union had made

35 original proposalswhile the City made 12. The Employer concludes
this type of burden placsd upon the City should it have to return
to the bargaining table immediately after the issuance of this
award does not promote labor stability nor serve the best interests
of the public.

Rejecting the Association's argument that a limited number of
reopeners would not permit Full discussion of all the issues which
may prevail in the upcoming year, the Employer contends that any

; changes which would be maie by the new chief would have to be

'7 bargained since the City aas a duty to bargain the impact of all
changes that affect wages, hours or conditions of employment.
Thus, concludes the Employer, a two year contract with a reopener
on wages, insurance and two additional items by each party
reasonably allows for discussion of issues which have not been
handled during these negotiations and provides the needed
labor stability which impacis on the public's interest. Finally,
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the Employer concludes it is not unusual for the parties to

have two year contracts. In the past they have had {wo year
contracts with reopeners in the second year for as far back

as ten years. Thus, concludes the Employer, its offer is the

more reasonable offer and will more effectively promote the interests
and welfare of the City of Wausau.

DISCUSSION:

The Comparables: The parties differ on the communities
which they consider comparable. The Employer has argued that
the primary comparables should be those bargaining units within
the City of Wausau and within Marathon County since there have been
historiecal bargaining relationships among these bargaining units
due to the fact that the personnel department is the same for both
the City and the County. Additionally, the Employer proposes there
has been a continued reliance upon comparing the wages paid within
the communities of Rhinelander, Merrill, Antigo, Marshfield, Stevens
Point and Wisconsin Rapids to the wages paid in Wausau. The
Association, on the other hand, proposes a nunber of communities
which it contends are more similar in size and function to the
Wausau Fire Department. The Association argues the communities,
suggested as comparable by the Employer are much smaller and do
not provide the same services.

The undersigned finds the unique relationship between the

City of Wausau and Marathon County demands primary consideration
be given to an analysis of the final offers relative to the offers
accepted by other bargaining units within those two governmental
units. Further, however, while the Employer states there has been

. a continued reliance upon the outside communities as comparable
communities, the undersigned finds not only are all of the
communities proposed by the Employer smaller than the City of
Wausau both in population and in department size, but a number of
them are significantly smaller than the City of Wausau. Therefore,
in regard to the communities proposed by the Employer, the under-
signed has primarily compared Wausau with the Cities of Sievens
Point, Wisconsin Rapids and Marshfield. The undersigned notes that
by the time one compares data from the City of Wausau with the
City of Marshfield, the population of the City of Wausau doubles
that of the City of Marshfield and subsequently it is likely that
the services demanded are different.

In regard to those communities proposed by the Association,
the undersigned finds there is not enough criteria available -
which establishes these communities as similarfor comparison
purposes. They are located throughout the State of Wisconsin,
are of varying sizes,:have various equalized valuations, are
located in the areas of the State where other economic factors
would impact upon the departments and create a number of other
problems. Therefore, while the undersigned zgrees with the
Association that it would be more appropriate to compare depart-
ments of equal size and equal function, 1t appears to be extremely
difficult to do so given the location of the City of Wausau within
the State.

General Discussion: While there are three issues at impasse
: between the parties, the undersigned finds the critical issue is
i that of wages, Thus, on the basis of the wage issue alone, the
! undersigned finds that the Employer's offer is the more reasonable
! offer. Following are the reasons for the conclusion drawn.

i On the basis of population, equalized valuation, and full

; value tax rate, it appears the City of Wausau could be nore of a
- wage leader than it currently is. However, the task of deciding

| who should be the wage leader within a given area does not fall tfo
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that of the arbitrator, but is a function of the strength of the
bargaining ‘parties. Relyinz, then, upon comparisons of settle-
ments reached among the bargaining units of the City and County

and the compensation paid employees in other fire departments

doing similar work, some differences were discovered. The
undersigned finds the percentage settlements accepted by the bargain-
ing units within the City and County similar to the percentage and
dollars offered by the Employer. This must be given consideration
when it is determined which of the final offers is more reasonable.

The comparison of Wausau's wage rates with other fire depart-
ments' rates in the comparable communities indicates Wausau's rate
for firefighters compares favorably with the other communities.

. While Wisconsin Rapids has z higher maximum rate, it is noted

the rate is reached within five years compared to the maximum
rate established in the City of Wausau reached at the end of

two years. Thus, if Wisconsin Rapids' data were available

showing the dollar amount paid to firefighters at the end of

two years, it is likely the City of Wausau has the top firefighters'
salary for the area in 1980. The final-offers of the parties in
1981 would maintain that same situation. The undersigned finds
that the wage rate offered by the Employer maintains the same per-
centage spread between the salary paid in Wisconsin Rapids and the
salary paid at the step just below Wausau while the Association's
offer significantly moves the rate ahead.

The undersigned finds that while the Employer's offer maintains
the same rankings and percentage spread relative to the motor pump
operator and lieutenant positions, the rates paid those classifications
in Wausau are lower than the rates paid in the smaller comparable
communities. The captain's classification under both offers results
in Wausau's rate growing further apart from the rate paid that
classification in other comrmnities. Both offers result in the rate
being maintained in the fourth position, but the percentage :spread
increases from 18.1% in 1980 to 22.2%, if the Union's offer is accepted,
and to 24,.5%, if the Fmployer's offer is accepted.

The undersigned notes the Employer contends it has made its
final offer on a percentage basis so it will have the opportunity
t0 improve the spread between the interdepartmental classifications.
However, the undersigned does find the rates of pay for the
motor pump operator, the lieutenant's position and the captain's
position significantly belocw where one would normally expect them
$0 be in relationship to th2 other communities. Important to note
in this finding, however, is there is no significant change in
rank nor in the spread of compzsnsation between the community
immediately above Wausau and the community immediately below Wausau
in their classification ratzs pay if the Employer's offer is awarded.
Further, the Union's offer makes no effort to address these
inequities alone. Additionzally, the Employer's offer provides
comparable compensation at the firefighter rate where a majority -
of the employees are classiiied. Thus, on the basis of the wage
offer itself, there is nothing to indicate that there is support
for the Associlation’'s oifar.

A review of the total compensation both within the City and
County and within the corzarsble communities indicates that the
Employer's offer is =zqual to, if not better than, the benefits
that are received by the other bargaining units. While the
undersigned notes the Assocziation argues less money is paid for
its insurance premiunsthan in other bargaining units, there is
no indication that the insurance benefits are less or that the City
has been able to arrive at z similar benefit planio the County's
which simply costs less. Therefore, while the dollar amount offered
by the Ewployer may be l=:=s in some instances, the majority of
bargaining units within ths City and County and the majority of
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comparable communities pay only 90% of the health insurance premium.
Thus, the undersigned concludes the Employer's offer in regard to the
health insurance benefit is the more reasonable offer,.

In comparing the final offers of the parties as they relate
to the cost of living increases, the undersigned finds the
Employer's offer, both as to wage increases and health insurance
compensation, is reasonable. As has been noted by this arbitrator and
others, there are problems inherent in relying solely upon measuring
the cost of living increases either by the Consumer Price Index
or by the Personal Consumption Expenditure Survey. Thus, the
undersigned views the wages offered in comparable communities
and accepted as voluntary settlements as an appropriate indication
of the:cost of living within the area. Thus, based upon these
conclusions, the undersigned finds the Employer's offer more
nearly coincides with those settlements arrived at voluntarily
within the area.

As to the duration issue, the undersigned finds that while
the Association contends there area number of issues which
should be discussed in the upcoming year, six months have
already passed since the previous contract expired and there is
relatively little time left for implementation of this contract.
The Employer, by offering a reopener on wages, insurance and two
other language items, has offered a reasonable compromise to
allowing opportunity for the implementation of the contract and
opportunity to determine whether or not agreements reached by
the parties are actually effective. Thus, the undersigned finds
that the Employer's offer lends itself to greater labor stability.
Additionally, the undersigned rejects the Union's contention
that the Employer's offer should be rejected since duration
could be considered a permissive subject of bargaining.

This question is more properly under the jurisdiction of the
Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission and should be resolved
through a declaratory ruling rather than under the arbitrator's
jurisdiction.

Thus, having reviewed the evidence and arguments and after
applying the statutory criteria and having concluded that the
Employer's offer is the more reasonable offer, the undersigned
makes the following

AWARD

The final offer of the Employer, along with the stipulations
of the parties which reflect prior agreements in bargaining,
as well as provisions of the predecessor collective bargaining
agreement which remained unchanged during the course of bargaining,
are to be incorporated in the collective bargaining agreement as
required by statute.

Dated this 12th day of August, 1981, at La Crosse, Wisconsin.

Sh&ron K. Imes
Arbitrator

SKI/mls
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Wausau, WI 54401

Robert M. McCormick

Investigator

Wisconsin Employment Relations Commission
14 west Mifflin Street, Suite 200
Madison, WI 53703

Re: City of Wausau (Fire Department)
Case XIX No. 27208 MIA-530

Dear Mr. McCormick:

Enclosed please find the City of Wausau's second revised final offer
to the Vausau Firefighters' Association Local 415, IAFF. Our original
final offer contained a 9% wage increase effective 1/1/81 and an
‘additional 1% {(on 1980 year end rates) effective 7/1/81. The first
revised final offer represented an 8 1/2% increase effective 1/1/81
and an additional 2% increase {on 1980 year end rates) effective
7/1/81. The second revised final offer represents a 9% increase
effective 1/1/81 and an adéitional 1 1/2% increase {on 6/30/8l1 rates)
effective 7/1/81 with the addition of two articles to be selected

by the parties in the reopener section of the Duration Article.

All other provisions are the same.

Very truly yours,

MULCAHY & WHERRY, S.C.

fneaaf bl

Ronald JVRutlin

RIR/gw
Encl.
cc:Mr. Knoeck

Mr. Stone

Personnel Committee

Mayor Kannenberg

Mr. Schultz

SAALmEE Ornice B1S EasT Mazon 572617 SLr "800 MiLwauxEt WISCONSIN 53202 + 414 278 7110 « Capif AdSLESS MuLaw
Eau CLaire OrrFice 409 S-.mw Baaszton STaEET Eau CLA:mE WiSCONSIS 54700 « 715 839 7786
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MADISO% OFrcg 115 Eas Ma ~ STaEsT MagisON WISCONGS 53703 « 608 25) 4670
O5manse Ot 213 Wase wGTon OQoraGsn WISCONSIN S4002 + 414 233 6050
Watsaw OffF.2f 408 Tu.n2 S aprs Wavnay Wonconsiw 54400 . 719 842 0522
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"FINAL OFFER OF THE CITY OF WAUSAU TO WAUSAU FIREFIGHERS'ASSOCIATIQN

LOCAL 415, IAFF
CERLEAONERS LY TrRLO Y 20y
AR K QLR [T

-

Revise ARTICLE 20 - INSURANCE to read as follows:

"The City agrees to pvay ninety percent (90%) of the cost

of the medical and hospital insurance program. Probationary
employees must indicate whether or not they desire to be
covered by the City's medical and hospitalization insurance
program within the first thirty (30) days of employment,

with coverage to be effective upon the sixty-first (élst)

éday of employment. No employee shall make any claim against
the City for additional compensation in lieu of or in addition
to the City's contribution because he does not gqualify for

the family plan. The City may change insurance carriers and/or
self-fund its insurance program so long as benefits equal to
those currently in effect are maintained. The Union shall be
provided a copy of coverage information a minimum of thirty
(30) days prior to any change. Employees are also eligible

to participate in the group life insurance program."” '

Revise ARTICLE 31 - DURATION to read as follows:

"A. Term: This Agreement shall become effective as of
January 1, 1981 and shall remain in full force and
effect through December 31, 1982, and shall renew
itself for additional one-year periods thereafter,
unless either party, pursuant to this Article, has
notified the other party in writing that it desires
to alter or amend this Agreement prior to the end of
the contract period. 1In addition, this Agreement
shall remain in full force and effect until a
subsequent Agreement has been reached between the
City and the Union.

B. Timetable for Conferences and Negotiations:

Step 1: . Submission of Union bargaining requests in
writing to the City on or before July 1, 1982.

: The City shall advise the Union by August 1,
f its proposals.

w0

tep
582

[
Ot

Step 3: TKegotiations shall begin after the responsc
of the City, but in no event later than August 15, 1982.

This timetable is subject to adjustment by mutual agreement
of the parties.

C. Reopener: In zccordance with the procedure set forth in
subsection “B", Timetable for Conferences and Negotiations,
this Agreement shall be reopened on 'July 1, 1981 with the




sole issues subject to negotiation being monthly
wages, and Article 20 - Insurance and two additional
Articles to be selected by each party.

3. Revise the Monthly Wage Schedule to provide as follows:

1/1/81 7/1/81

Captain, Fire Inspector* $1508 $1531
and Mechanic*

Lieutenant - © 1472 1494

Motqr Pump Operator' 1425 1446

Firefighter 1390 1411

*Add $15.00 for reduced holiday allowance negotiatesd
1/1/78. .
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Wausan Fine Feghitens ,¥asociation
| Local 7o. 415

Affiliated With

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FIAL FIGHTEARS - - PROFESSIONAL FIRE F.CGHTERS OF WISCONSIN
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR - BTATE FIDERATION OF LADOR - MARATHOMN COUNTY I.s'oﬂ COUNCIL
CENTRAL WISCONEIN PROFESSIONAL FIRE FIGHTERS ASSOCIATION

SECRETARY'S ADDRESS

P,0. 1561%Waunnu
Feb, 26,1981

Wawsaw, Wiseonsin 54401

Mr, Robert WecCorriclk

Wisconsin Emnlovment Belations Commission

14 Wegt NMifflin St.-Suite 200

Madison, Wisconsin 53703 P e

Vr, Jerrv Ttans
Personnel Director
City of Yaus=u
Grent S,
Yannan, Wicscon=in skli0y
Ro: ity of Waumpu(Fire NDept.)
fose XTIV Mo, 27208 MIA-530

Gentlemen:
Thig 12 4n irfare vz that Local #£15'¢ nerition has not

changed 2nt i~ aeg it -ms per o letter of Jon, ©7,1981,

Respectfully submitted,
ermiad /%a e..//\/

Thomas Knoeck,President
Local 415, TAFF
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'Zﬁam:a Fine Fighteno AM
Loeal 7o. 15

Afiliated With

INTERNATIONAL ASSDCIATION OF FIRE FIGHTERS - - PFROFESSIONAL FIRE FIGHTERS OF WISCONSIN
AMERICAN FEUERATION OF LABOR - STATE FIDEIMATION OF LABOR - MARATHON COUNTY LABOR COUNCIL

CENTRAL WISCONSIM FROFESSIONAL FIRE FIGHTERS ASSOCIATION

SECRETARY'S ADDRESS

Wawsaw, Wisconasin 5440) 5 A mey 1641
i
Ja~mars 27,7937

vty Barart “'eCormink

Wigrnngi Emnlormant Petations Commissing
14 Viegt Mifflin St.-Saite 200

oy a0, AL F;(:n-wq': ] 2707

Ve, Toryye SEn -0

Pargasnnl Nirartar : R 20 104]
ity of Hanszan
FvaﬂF St.

came g CARED IR IR
ITanzan, "Jiscongina 54407

—r- L - f‘r"‘.n.r.. ----- Pa
Pe: City of Wavsan ‘Fire Dant,)
Caga YTY o, 27707 vTa-530

el nman:

"Iavgan Viva Tichkers Tacal 475, Tataraatineyl Aszsnciatioo

o \2 5
nf Fira Fiahtara, ATL-OTO herehy suhmits the Fiasal offar of
the Assneiatio~, fFor £iaal and Fiosdine arvitration, nursinant

O
tn Wiscoisia State Statues 17,77 (R) Parm 7,
Ae investicatoar Far the Wisconsin Emnlovmenat Pelatissg Commn-
igsion, havino iavesticated on Jawaryv 20,702 T ask vou to
re

port the findinog »f the investication tn the Commission.

Tosrmact Fnll-- sqmittand »
/7

et
Pl S

'-““g A3 1 ‘r‘r\(-ll. ﬁrruﬂ]af‘b \!

f.aernl A5 FPATE




o

...

+]

PR ®
“,11.-".- DAarart LRP T ola SRl B s

My, Teorrir Stnne
TJannary 27 7037

Pervise Article ?N- Tusura're - tn rnad as fnllnws:

The Citv acreas tn »nay eirbtyviine dollars axd wiaebuiiae cents
1$30_068) a mant™ for amnlnven’s madical ard hagnital i-suraice
Araminm,Ta 10 cagse 2hall emnloaves pav wnvre hasy five Anllarsfssl)
a moth For said cnvarace duriaa the farm of this acranment.
Drorationarvy canlovans mhnast indicake whather ar ~nat bther dagire

to e anvared Wy bt Citv's medical a~@ hnsnitalization inszurance
nracram withis the fFirst thirtv 30 Aavs of emnlovmaent,with
coverace to te affective unnn the sixtyfirst (A1st) dav of emnlov-
ment . Mo emnlnyne shall make aw claim acainst the City for adé-
itioal enmmzasatina in Tien of nr in addition tn tha MNity's
enatritating hesaea hn/she does ot mialify for tha family nla-.
The Citv mav rhaaas ia=urasne carriers and/or self-fa.4 jtg iqsu-
raane nrocram sn lono as reefits e-pal tn these onrvasbly i 2F8f-
act are maintaiqed . Emlnyeng are alsn 2linivle tn nmarticinate in
the avoun 1ife ingurance nrocram. '

The 1ion shall e nrovided ¢ rcoov of covarace information charaes

“a miaimm of thirty 730) days orior tn any chanoe.

Pavise Article 22— Muration - to read as follows:

A. This acreemet shall Tacome offectire 25 of Jawary 1,797 a-=a4
shal) remain 1 MY force aad affect thronch Decemher Y 7337 7A4d
shall relew itself for additional one vear naerinds thareafter,iu1less
either nartv,nergnant to. this article,has notified the other martv
in writino that it desires to alter or amend this agrenmant nrior
to the and of the cnatract neriod.Tn addition,this acreemant shall
remain in f111 force and effect until a sutsement aqgreement has
rar reached tetwansn the City and the Union.
T. Timetarle fnr Confererces and Negotiations:
GEan Y. Sntmigainn of Thiinn »aracainina rarmiasgts in writise tn
the City N Ay Yefare Tnly T 1097
Sten ?2: The Citv will advise the T7-i0 v Aunenst 71,7037 nf Ehe
nrgitiny nf Fthe City enicerning the lTarcaiino roriests.,
Sten 1 “eaotiatinias shall taeai after the rashnaens of thae Clity,
“ut i a0 evesl Tater thar Auanect 15 90993
This timetal:le i5 anbiecl to adijustmenl by mubtaal aaronme st of the

narting, : '

Pevise wace schedule as follows:

MONIPIT Y WACES AWANEY 771 /91
Cantain, FPirm Tosnector®, ' 7
Mechanic® $7507.47 $€1560,23
Lieuterant T $1477.50  €1573_a9
“'mtor ™Mumn Onevatn~- ' \\ 14704 AR $1r474_40
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