
STATE OF WISCONSIN 

BEFORETHEARBITRATOR 

------------------------------------------ 
: 

In the Matter of the Arbitration Between j 

LOCAL 415, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
FIREFIGHTERS, AFL-CIO 

; 
: 

and : 
: 

Case XIX 
No. 27208 MIA-530 
Decision No. 18539-A 

CITY OF WAUSAU (FIRE DEPARTMmT) .: 
: 
: 

_____----_-----__-------------------- -me-- 

APPEARANCES: 

LeRoy Waite, representative, International Association of 
Firefighters, appeari 

-3 
on behalf of Local 415, International 

Association of Firefir ters. 

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

ARBITRATION HEAlUNG.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 Qnployer. 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 written evidence and to make relevant 
argument. 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 followi&ff criteria: 

(a) The lawful authority of the employer. 

(b) Stipulations of the parties. 

(c) The interests and welfare of the public and the financial 
ability of the unit of government to meet these costs. 

(d) Comparison of the wages, hours and conditions of employ- 
ment of the employees 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. 

i 

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

(h) 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: Ari;uing against the Bnployer's proposal 
oertinent to which communities should be considered comparables, 
ihe Association contends the Employer's comparables are an attempt 
to "price fix"tie wages paid all employees within Marathon County. 
Further, the Association argues that those coranunities outside of 
the County to which the City attempts comparisonsare 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 declares 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 support its proposal. 

Finally, the Association states a previous arbitration award 
in the City of Kenosha rLled against the firefighters because the 
wage rates paid the firefighters were comparable to the rates 
paid in the private sector. The Ass~ociation declares this situation 

. 
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does not exist in Wausau. The Association contends its employees 
have been paid 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 benefitsend the amount of money paid 
for such benefits by the mployer. 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 Rnployer'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 Bnployer's offer should be rejected since the 
clause has 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 Employer: The Bnployer 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 oft outside comparables 
includes the communities of Antigo, Marshfield, Merrill, Rhinelander, 
Stevens Point, and Wisconsin Rapids. The Bnployer 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 W isconsin Labor Market, and have traditionally 
been used as comparable communities in its bargaining 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. 



The City argues that its offer provides essentially the 
same increase in wages as has been offered to other bargaining 
units withintie 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 Bnployer'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 Bnployer 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 J3nployer 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 also 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 canparable 
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. It notes the Union's demand is in excessof 
these voluntarily agreed to increases. 

.Finally, the Bnployer concludes its offer is more reasonable 
because there has been stable employment within the fire department. 
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 empioyees. It notes that a comparison of the bar-~ 
gaining units within the two governmental 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 consistent 
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 communities. 
The Bnployer adds that a review of the comparable communities'largqage 
agreeing to payment of the premium supports its offer in terms of a 
percentage contribution and that its 90% contribution coincides with 
amajority of the other communities' contributions. 
the hployer, 

Thus, concludes 
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 9.9876 while the Union'seeks an ll.O&$ 
increase. The Fmployer declares that even at the actual cost 
figure its offer is the more reasonable one since it cornDares more 
favorably with the percentage increases established as a-pattern . 



throughout the City and County and among comparable communities. 
The Employer states it also compares favorably to 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, do'es not provide anaccurate 
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 chazoes 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 validi-ty could be questioned. The Baployer 
continues that the Public Consumption Expenditure Survey is a 
more accurate measurement of the cost of living since it utilizes 
actual consumer spending patterns to evaluate the various categories 
of expense. According to the Baployer, it measures the price of 
goodsand services which are currently purchased.by the consumer and 
therefore reflects a more accurate co'st of living. .. 

The Employer states that if the PCE is used instead of the 
CPI there is even more suDport for its offer. It notes the PCE 
measured the cost of liv& increase in December, 1980, at 10.12%. 
Thus, the Employer's offer of .98% is closer to the PCE increase 
than the Union's offer of 11.0 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 ZBpenditure Survey and the 'Consumer Price Index. The 
IQnployer 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 
9.584’ for 1981. 

The Employer contends 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 
the negotiations and that testimony showed the Union had made 

during 

35 original proposalswhile the City made 12. The Employer concludes 
this type of burden placed upon the City should it have to.return 
to the bargaining table dediately after the issuance of this 
award does not promote laborstability 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, 
changes which would be made 

the Employer contends that any 
by the new chief would have to be 

bargained since the City 52s 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 +ro 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 impacts 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 two year 
contracts with reopeners in the second year for as far back 
as ten years. Thus, concludes the Bnployer, 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 cornparables should be those bargaining units within 
the City of Wausau and within Marathon County since there have been 
historical 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 Bnployer 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 number 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 Stevens 
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 similsrfor comparison 
purposes. They are located throughout the State of Wisconsin, 
are of.varying sizes,I: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 qreeswith the 
Association that it would be more appropriate to compare depart- 
ments of equal size and equal function, it 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 
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. 

On the basis of population, equalized valuation, and full 
value tax rate, it appears the City of Wausau could be more 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 to 



that of the arbitrator, but is a function of the strength of the 
bargaining ,parties. Rely&. then, upon comparisons of settle- 
ments reached among the bargaining units of the City and County 
and the compensation paid 
doing similar work, 

emoloyees in other fire departments 
some dif?erences 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 mustbe given consideration 
when it is determined which of the final offers is more reasonable. 

The oomparison 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 a 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 Rnployer'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 cosmunities. Both offers result in the rate 
being maintained in the fourth position, but the ~percentagespread 
increases from 18.15 in 1980 to 22.2$, if the Union's offer is accepted, 
and to 24.55, if the aployer's offer is accepted. 

The undersigned notes the EZmployer~contends it has made its 
final offer on a percentage basis so it will have the opportunity 
to 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 belo* where one would normally expect them 
to be in relationship to the other communities. Important to note 
in this finding, however, is t'nere is no significant change in 
rank nor in the spread of compensation between the community 
immediately above Wausau and the community immediately below Wausau 
in their classification rate pay if the Employer's offer is awarded. 
Further, the Union's offer makes no effort to address these 
inequities alone. Additionally, the Employer's offer provides 
comparable compensation at the firefighter rate where a majority 
of the employees are classified. Thus, on the basis of the wage 
offer itself, there is nothing to indicate that there is support 
for the Association's offer. 

A review of the total compensation both within the City and 
County and within the com~able communities indicates that the 
Employer's offer is equal to, if not better than, the benefits 
that are received by the other bargaining units. While the 
undersigned notes the Association argues less money is paid for 
its insurance premiumstian ir other bargaining units, there is 
no indication that the 
has been able to 

ins-lrance benefits are less or that the City 
arrive at a 

which simply costs less. 
eiailar benefit planto the County's 

TL?erefore, while the dollar amount offered 
by the Employer may be less in some instances, the majority of 
bargaining units within the City and County and the majority o.f 



-8- 

i 

comparable communities pay only 90% of the health insurance premium. 
Thus, the undersigned conclud~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,tie 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 offeringa 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. 

Arbitrator 

SKI/mls 



l MULCAHY 81 WHERRY. S.C. 

February 27, 1981 

PLEISE REPL” To: 

P.O. BOX 1004 
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 Wausau Firefighters' Association ~Local 415, IAFF. Our original 
final offer contained a 9% wage increase effective l/1/81 and an 
additional 1% (on 1980 year end rates) effective 7/l/81. The first 
revised final offer represented an 8 l/2% increase effective l/1/81 
and an additional 2% increase (on 1980 year end rates) effective 
7/l/81. The second revised final offer represents a 9% increase 
effective l/1/81 and an additional 1 l/2% increase (on 6/30/81 rates) 
effective 7/l/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, 



'FINAL OFFER OF THE CITY OF WAUSAU TO WAUSAU FIREFIGHERS'ASSOCIATICN 
LOCAL 415, IAFF 

_ _ 11’ ““): !“‘!‘! T,;iPLC“,:,!i::l 

1. Revise ARTICLE 20 - INSURANCE to~read as follows: h:: co.'.:: :Iss!<,;, 

"The City agrees to pay 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 (61st) 
day 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 qualify 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." 

2: Revise ARTICLE 31 - DURATION to read as follows: 

"A. 

B. 

C. 

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 tom 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 wriod. In addition, this Agreement 
shall remain in full force and effect until a 
subsequent Agreement has been reached between the 
City and the Union. 

Timetable for Conferences and Negotiations: 

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

step 2: The City shall advise the tinion by August 1, -- - 
1982 of its, proposals. 

3: step Fcgotiations shall begin after the rcsponsc 
of the City, but in no event later than August 15, 1982. 

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

Reopener: In accordance with the procedure set forth in 
subsection "B", Timetable for Conferences and Ncaotiations, 
this Agreement shall be reopened on‘July 1,981 with the 

, 



. . . . 
A-,’ 

sole issues subject to negotiation being monthly 
wages. and Article 29 - Insurance and two additional 
Articles to be selected by each party. 

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

l/1/81 7/l/81 

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

Lieutenant '1472 1494 

Motor Pump Operator 1425 1446 

Firefighter 1390 1411 

*Add $15.00 for reduced holiday. allowance negotiated 
l/1/79. 

. 
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