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AFT LOCAL UNION TEACHER SALARY SURVEY 1989

Foreword

This reference adncument supports the leadership of locals and state
federations in collective bargaining, in designing salary comparisons, and in
developing policy. Local and state federation leaders are ancouraged to utilize the
data in the most appropriate way as determined locally. Generally, the data refer
only to salaries and not benefits. Except when specifically noted, the data exclude -
such salary-equivalent benefits as the employer’'s payment of a portion of employee ]
contributions to social security or retirement plans. Most of the data in this report
are available as Lotus 1-2-3 files for micrccomputer customization at the local level.

Data are drawn from several sources to more fully describe the AFT's largest
locals and to describe the nation’s largest school districts. Locals and state
federations may wish to consult Survey & Analvsis of Salary Trencs 1989, which
reports the results of the American Federation of Teachers' annual survey of state
departments of education, for a comparison of teachers’ salaries among states and
for national trends in teachers' saiaries over the past 30 years. 1

Section | of this report describes 1988-89 salaries in the school districts
serving the nation’s 100 largest cities. This information comes primarily from salary
schedules collected by the federal government as part of the process of
establishing pay levels for U.S. teachers teaching abroad at defense installations.
Most attention is given to the starting salary for a teacher with a BA degree and the
maximum salary (without longevity increments) for a teacher with an MA degree.
The average salary schedule in this data set not counting longevity reaches the
maximum on the 15th step. Since the average teacher in the U.S. has a Masters
degree and 16 years of experience, the MA-Maximum salary is an approximation of
the average teacher salary. The tabular analyses include rankings, regional |
iistings, comparisons to state averages, adjustments for interarea cost-of-living
differences, and comparisons to the average annual earnings of all workers in the
metro area. Equivalent unedited data for 1989-90 salaries will be available from
the AFT Research Department in May 1990.

largest school districts including expenditures per pupil, bercent of furding from
local sources, and general fund balances. The underlying data for these
tabulations come from an indeper.dent survey by the national business newspaper,
City & State (August 1989). The results of projected data from the 1987-88 survey
are compared to the actual figures obtained in the 1988-89 survey.

|
|
Section Il focuses on 1988-89 financial information in 50 of the nation’s |
1
1
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Section ill provides a summary of the salary schedule and some
demographic dala for a majority of the AFT's large locals for 1989-90--the current
school year. The AFT's 100 largest locals serving elementary and secondary
leachers were asked {0 provide salary and staffing information. About 75
responded to the survey and information from a variety of sources provided
detailed information on several others. Section |l contains the results of this
survey including an abbreviated salary matrix for each local.

Section [V of this report briefly describes more than 200 contract settlements
¢’ wage agreements, each involving at least 1,000 workers, reported to the U.S.
Department of Labor and published in Current Wage Developments between
August 1988 and Decamber 1989. Since many settiements invoive two or three
year contracts, wage increase estimates for 1989-90 and 1990-91 are included.
Section IV concludes with salary information from locals that have already
negotiated salary schedules for fall 1990 (and some for fall 1991 and fall 1992)
such as Rochester, Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, New York, and others.

The data in this report are intended to be used to suit the purposes of the
leadership in a particular local or state tederation, such as comparing trends, or
making meaningful and valid comparisons between school districts. While AFT
locals in the nation's largest cities can be compared to the other large city school
districts, this comparison alone does not provide information on how well AFT
bargains relative to other bargaining agents or nonbargaining situations. Some of
the AFT’s large locals do not bargain contracts or they are in states prohibiting
collective bargaining.

The Department of Research staff extends its appreciation to the various
locals that responded to the 1989-90 survey and to those who reviewed drafts of
this report. F. Howard Nelson, Associate Director of Research, had primary
responsibility for preparing this year's report. Yvc.ne Bristol entered much of the
data, prepared the manuscript, and assisted in other aspects of the report. Jewell
Gould and Helen Nemorin assisted in various other aspects of the report.




Exe: witv: Summary

In the school districts servi::. the -ation’s 100 largest cities, the 1988-89
average maximum salary for tea -3r: - ith a masters degree reached $34,271.
This figure ranged from a low of *:'4.”" | in Baton Rouge to a high of $47,892 in
Rochester (Figure 2). In these & .2 . tricts, the average beginning salary for a
teacher with only a bachelors de A « mbed to the $20,105 mark, ranging from a
low of $16,391 in Little Rock to $.:%,/'¢ in Rochester (Figure 3).

The average maximum salary for a teacher with a masters degree in the
nation’s 100 largest cities of $34,271 grew from $32,623 the previous year and
from $30,990 two years before (Figure 4). This figure remains about $4,000 above
the national average teacher salary. On the other hand, the beginning salary in the
100 largest cities remained only about $500 ahead of the national average (Figure
5). When adjusted for the higher cost of living in big cities, big city beginning
salaries fell below the national average.

Class size in the 50 districts with the largest school budgets in the nation is
about 17 students per classroom teacher compared to the national average of 17.4
(Figure 6). General fund spending averaged $4,365 per pupil in 1988-89 in the 50
big districts, up from $3,742 two years ago (Figure 7). The big city average is only
about $100 above the national average for current expenditure per pupil. Nearly
half of general fund revenues in the 50 largest districts--48.7 percsnt--came frormn
local sources (Figure 8). In the previous two years, the comparable figure was 45
to 46 percent. Even in 1986-87 and 1987-88, the large district reliance on local
revenue exceeded the national average for all school districts of 43.4 and 43.7
percent. The ending general fund baiance in the 50 large districts rose from 5.6
percent in 1985-86 to 6.4 percent in 1986-87 and then fell to 5.9 percent in
1987-88 (Figure 9). For the two yaars with both projected and actual fund balance
data, the actual fund balance exceeded the projections.

Projections based on more than 100 negotiated contracts or wage
agreements covering 1,000 or moia workers indicate salary gains of aimost 6
percent for 1989-90--the current school year (Figure 11). Similar data for 1990-91
project an increase in excess of 6 percent. Projections in 1986-87, 1987-88 and
1988-89 corresponded very ciosely to the actual national average for all school
districts.

Figure 12 contains selected salary information from muilti-year contracts
negotiated by large AFT locals for 1990-91 and subsequent years. Several locals
will have meximum salaries exceeding $65,000. A significant number of contracts
contain salaries in excess of $50,000 for teachers with a masters degree and 15
years of experience. About one in thrae of these large AFT districts will have
beginning salaries exceeding $26,000 in place by next fall during the 1990-91
school year.
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Figure 1
The 100 Largest Cities In The United States
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Maximum Salary With Masters Degree, 1988-89

$24,721
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Minimum Salary With A Bachelors Degree, 1988-89
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Figure 2

Average

Figure 3
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Figure 4

Maximum Salary For Teachers With a Masters Degree In the
100 Largest Cities Exceods The National Average Salary
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B vma-Maximum - B Me-Maximum B Natioaal Average
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of Living

Figure 6

Beginning Teacher Salaries Fall Below National Average
Beginning Teachers Salary After Cost-Of-Living Adkustments*
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Figure 6

Class Size Is About the S8ama In
Large Clties As The Kiational Average
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Figure 7

Per Pupil Spending In Large Cities Exceeds
The National Average By A Small Amount
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Local Revenue is More Important To Large
City Districts Than To The Average District
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Figure 9
Actual Fund Balences Exceed
Projections In 50 Large Cities
1
d

1986-86 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89

viii

12

|

sl

-

-

VI T R o N T IV FUT: T A

e
i R VU . NN A [ RV 5 TP SR T



Lt n il

= T TS T EEE TR TTTRANESEERE CTTSRENRE S TR T e R T ETEEARE e e

Figure 10

General Or Specific Teacher Shortages Have Become
Less of A Prcblem Accorcing to Union Leaders
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Figure 11

Average Annual Selary Adjustments for Teachers
~-Projections for 1989-90and 1530-91
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i [Figure 12 \

| SETTLEMENTS IN SELECTED LARGE AFT LOCALS IN 1941 and 100122
| BA MA Steps to
{ Year Boginning 18 Yours Maximum  Maximum
} Baltimore, MD 1990-91 22,162 40,339 43,002 15
l Bloomington, MN 1990-21 23,649 42,993 48,049 13
| Bristol, CT 1990-91 23,312 48,612 52,176 6
. Cincinnati, OH 1990-91 21,679 42,672 44,847 13
' Dade Co.(Miami), FL  1990-91 26,500 45,400 49,400 14
Dearborn, M 1990-91 24,075 49,375 53,795 11
Duluth, MN 1990-91 20,815 39,675 42,324 9
Half Hollow Hills, NY  1990-91 25,623 50,862 69,537 23
1991-92 27,937 55,440 75,796 23
Kingston, NY 1990-91 27,675 39,585 45,025 20
1991-92 28,775 41,935 47,785 20
Liverpool, NY 1990-91 26,245 39,897 53,347 27
1991-92 28,416 42,626 58,006 27
Meriden. CT 1990-91 29,651 47,810 50,858 11
Minneapolis, MN 1990-91 22,192 41,889 47,273 11
Nassau BOCES, NY  1990-91 26,768 50,785 72,384 15
Nashua, NH 1290-91 23,066 42,291 44,549 12
1991-92 25,031 48,763 50,082 12
New Haven, CT 1990-91 27,409 52,658 58,275 13
1991-92 28,876 58,802 62,812 13
Newark, NJ 1990-91 23,867 48,232 50,757 13
Newburgh 1990-91 22,820 40,750 46,290 13
Norwalk, CT 1980-91 26,950 46,950 60,950 10
Osseo, MN 1990-91 22,200 41,630 45,160 12
Philadelphia, PA 1990-91 24,000 43,260 49,600 11
1991-92 26,000 45,850 54,000 11
Pittsburgh, PA 1990-91 26,000 48,000 50,100 10
1991-92 28,00 50,990 52,100 10
Providence, R! 1990-91 21,284 41,609 42,411 10
Robbinsdale, MN 1990-91 22,585 42,450 47,110 10
St. Lucie County, FL  1990-91 22,327 35,722 38,077 15
St. Paul, MN 1990-91 23,465 42,060 47,849 12
Smithtown, NY 1990-91 28,771 58,664 64,225 18
Suffolk-2 BOCES, NY  1990-91 22,543 49,010 60,154 18
Utica, NY 1990-91 20,100 42,665 46,370 15
Valley Stream, NY 1890-91 28,686 55,291 63,571 15
Virgin Islands 1990-91 20,225 38,002 47,435 21
Wappingers, NY 1990-91 26,551 53,342 56,975 20
1991-92 28,410 57,076 60,64 20
Warwick, R 1990-91 21,559 41,262 42,012 10
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|. Teacher Salaries in Schools Serving
the Nstion’s One Hundred Largest Cities

This section of the AFT Local Union Teacher Salary Survey focuses on
teacher salaries in school districts serving the nation's 100 largest cities.
Information is presented on the entry level salary, the highest scheduled salary for
a Masters degree reached in continuous steps, and the maximum salary regardless
of degree. Generally, the MA-Maximum and the maximum figures do not include
"longevity” increments--the small occasional salary increases added to the schedule
in some districts for teachers who reached the maximum several years earlier.

The average teacher in the United States has a Masters degree and about 16
years of experience. On average the top of the typical salary schedule is reached
in the 15th year in these 100 districts as shown in Table I-1. Thus, the
MA-Maximum salary approximately describes the average teacher. In addition to
listing the BA-Minimum, MA-Maximum and maximum salaries, these data are
rankcd, listed by region, compared to state averages, adjusted for interarea
cost-of-living differences, and compared to the earmnings of other workers in the
metropolitan area.

The teacher salary data in this section comes from the Department of
Defense Wage Fixing Authority. Congress requires that the estimated 12,000
teachers in the Department of Defense Dependents (DOD) school system be paid
at the same rate as teachers in U.S. cities of more than 100,000 in population. In
the 1980 decennial census, 170 school districts ssrved cities of more than 100,000
in population. These cities comprise the DOD data base used to calculate salaries
for the overseas teachers. Sometimes two school districts serve a single city.
Some very large county school districts, usually in the South, are excluded
vecause they contain no large city. The DOD Wage Fixing Authority gets contracts
or wage agreements from every one of these 170 school districts. This section
uses data for the 100 largest city districts. Basic data for the other 70 districts are
available from the AFT Research Department. Since contracts are collected in
October and November, contract setiements and wage changes occurring in
subsequent months are not recorded until the following year. Figures for Los
Angeles and Detroit, however, have been updated to reflect subsequent
settiements.

The DOD Wage Fixing Authority collects beginning and maximum salaries for
the BA, MA, and maximum pay lanes. Every effort is made to equate one step
with one year of experience. The maximum salary in each lane represents the top
salary reached in continuous annual increments rather than the maximum salary
including all longevity increments. Maximum salaries apply only to the regular




school day and school year, so they exclude extended day and summer
emp:oyment. The foiiowing tabies iist the number of steps next to the saiary
figures to indicate that maximum salaries represent different levels of experience
depending on the district. Many districts have longevity increases on fop of the
"maximum®” salary, which tend to award small salary increases to teachers on a
periodic basis after the continuous-step maximum has been reached. For
examples of longevity increments, see Section Il of this report where these data
were collected for many of the AFT's largest locals.

The data in this study are presented as collected by the DOD Wage Fixing
Authority except as noted in Table I-1. New York's salary schedule had
semiannual ircreases for eight years and then sizable jumps in the 10th, 13th, and
15th year for an additional $5,691 for each teacher by the 15th year. Similarly,
Baltimore's schedule had 12 continuous increments although a teacher with an MA
gets about $7,000 more in their 15th year compared to the 12th year. in both
cases, the 15 year figure is used. Chicago's figures have the 7 percent of the
employee’s share of the pension contribution picked up by trie employer added to
the printed salary schedule. In St. Louis, the salary scheduie had 11 steps but it
takes a teacher about 20 ysars to get to the top of the schedule. The DOD Wage
Fixing Authority misinterpreted Hawaii's schedule, but the correct data is presented
in this report.

District salary schedules that do not specify a specific pay level for a Masters
degree or a maximum are absent in the DOD data thus necessitating most of the
remainder of the estma.es adjustments in the following tables. Estimates come
from the AFT local union teacher salary survey and Educational Research Service
data.

The complete DOD data base includes minimum and maximum salaries for
the BA, MA, and maximum pay lanes. Hard copy of these data for the 170 largest
cities in unedited form can be obtained by writing to the AFT Research
Department. The DOD data for 1989-90 will be available to the AFT in May and
can aiso be obtained by writing to the AFT Department of Research.

Highlights

Salaries Listed by City Size--Table |-1

o Rochester, New York had the highest maximum sa'ary in 1988-89 at
$57,896 followed by Anchorage ($51,963), Jersey City ($51,585), Yonkers
($46,993), and Long Beach ($46,227).




o At $26,568, Baton Rouge had the lowest maximum salary—sss than half
the maxirnum salary in Rochester, New York.

MA-Max:mum Salaries—Table |-2

0 At the MA-Maximum level, the top 20 districts paid more than $38,000 and
more than half of them--Rochester, Pittsburgh, New York, Yonkers,
Newark, Detroit, Los Angeles, Philadeiphia, Miami, Minneapolis, and
Washington, D.C.--are AFT affiliated bargaining units.

o Baton Rouge had the lowest MA-Maximum salary at $24,721 followed by
Shreveport, Albuquergue, Mobile, and New Orleans.

o Only two Southeasterri or Southwastem cities ranked in the top 40.
Miami's $38,500 level was reached after just 12 years and ranked 18th
nationally. Virginia Beach -anked 22nd and reached $38,080 after 22
years.

BA-Minimum Salarles—-Table -3

0 In 1988-89, 47 of the 100 districts paid more than $20,000 for beginning
teachers at the Bachelors level, but only Los Angeles ($25,316), Rochester
($26,067), Riverside ($24,268), San Francisco ($24,280), and Boston
($24,031) paid more than $24,000. Six of the top 10 are located in
California.

o Eight Southeastern cities ranked in the top forty according to starting
salaries, compared to finding just two of the top forty when ranked by
MA-Maximum salaries.

o Only six districts paid beginning teachers less than $17,000 in 1988-89

with Little Rock at the tottom paying just $16,391 followed by New
Orleans, Tulsa, Louisville and Tacoma, Washington.

Regional Rankings--Table |4

o AFT affiliates in Providence and Boston represent teachers in the two large
city districts with the highest MA-Maximum salaries in New England.

o AFT affiliates reptesent 9 of the 11 districts in the Mideast serving one of
the 100 largest cities. Five of them rank in the top ten in the nation
according to MA-maximum salaries.

20



0 In the Midwest region,ﬁvooftrwtopmdisﬁasasqubym
MA-Maximum salary--Detroit, Minneapolis, St. Paul, Chicago, and
Cleveland--are AFT affiliates.

mmm.zuu7mm.oaummwes.
and 9 of 17 for Westem states peid mors then $33,000.

How Fast and How Far to the Top—-Tables I-5 and 1-6

InTablel-s.medmermbotwunthuyaummmam
themaximunsalaryatmeMAhvolbmbyanotm«th
salary schedule. Thisavemgoamumymrmm.m
teacherwihaBAcouldexpodtogainbymwhgbmohpdnmum
Masterslevelwimomthebemﬁtdammw-ym n Tadle -6,
the MA-Maximum salary is divided by the BA-Minimum salary o create a ralie that
describes how well experienced teachers with a Masters degree are rewarded
relative to beginning teachers. Highlights include:

o The average district had 16 steps worth $981 each in moving from the
starting to the MA-Maxknum.

o Pittsburgh with a $2,050 annuaj ct -nge in reaching the MA-Maximumn leve!
was the only district with an annual change above the $2,000 mark.
Warren, Michigan, Boston and Providence advanced at a rate exceeding
$1,800 per year.

o Not surprisingly, districts with large ancwal increases between the
BA-Minimum and MA-Maximum leve! have short salary schodkles with

eight of the top ten having eleven or fewer steps, one having twelve steps,
and the other, thirteen steps.

o Of the top ten districtsaccordingtotmamgemmaldoludunga
between BA-Minimum and MA-Maximum salaries, sgven are AFT
affiiates--Pittsburgh, Boston, Providencs, Philadelphia, Dewoit,
Minneapolis, and Newark.

o Five districts--Montgomery County ($310), Lubbock ($340), Mobiie ($370),
Corpus Christi ($461), and Jackson ($494)--had average annual changes
of $500 or less in moving from the BA-Minimum to the MA-Maximum level.

o The MA-Maximum to the BA-Beginning salary ratio averaged 1.69 in the
100 districts.




o Only four districts had MA-Maximum salaries at least doubls the sizs of
starting salaries with Jersey City at 2.11, having had the highest ratio.

c Ranked by the MA-Maximum to BA-Minitmum ratio, 9 of the top 15 districts
are AFT affiliates.

o In 12 districts, MA teachers at the top of the salary schedule had salaries
that were less than 50 percent ! ‘gher than beginning teachers. Four were
in Califomia and five wsre in the Southeast.

Salaries Adjusted by An Interarea Cost-of-Living index-Table I-7 and -8

School officials often argue that salary variations among districts, especialty
when making national comperisons, are explained primarily by cost-of-living
differences. While intuitively cofrect, the magnitude of the effect of cost-of-living
differences on salaries remains largely unstudied. One reason is that tho federal
government stopped calculating interarea cost-of-kving differentials in Autumn
1981. At one time, the Bureau of Labor Statistics calculated indexes for as many
as 45 metropolitan areas.

The interarea cost-of-living index in Table I-7 is based on the "Intercity Cost
of Living Index" calculated by the American Chamber cf Commerce Researchers
Association (ACCRA) for approximately 290 cities during the first three quarters of
1989. The ACCRA index is composed of items and is weighted to reflect a
mid-management executive family’s pattemn of expenditures. All iterns are priced at
the local level by Chamber of Commerce resoarch personnel at a specified time
and by standard specifications. The index omits state and local taxes. The
housing compcnent of the index is based partly on monthly rent for a two-bedroom
unfumnished apariment and partly on the cost of a new 1,800 square foot house on
a lot of approximately 10,000 square feet in an urban area. Cities participating in
th= index are compared with the national average of 100 for all participating cities.
Spreads of three or fewer index points do not represent statistically significant
differences in the indexes according to ACCRA.

Participation in the ACCRA cost-of-living index is voluntary, and 13 of the
nation’s 100 largast cities are not in the index. As noted in Table I-7, an index was
estimated for thess cities based on either the index of nearby cities or suburbs, or
a regression procedure similar to the method used by the AFT to develop the
interstate cost-of-living index (technical paper available from the Research
Department).

The ACCRA index in Table I-7 shows:

2

.




o The100hmostci§eshadmuw~dwooﬂ-ofmvﬂud
106.9 (100 is the average of approximately 260 cities participating in the
ACCRA index).

0 New York, Bozton, and San Francisco had the highest cost-of-living
indexes with indexes in the 140 1o 150 range followed by the meo areas
around New York City, Los Angeles and surrounding cities, Washingon,

D.C., San Diego, Philadeiphia, Anchorage and Honolulu which all bunched
in the 125 to 135 range.

o Chattanooga registered the lowest index of the nation’s 100 largest cities
at 90.2, and 10 oiher districts in the west, south and midwest had indexes
below or at 84.0.

MA-Maximum salaries were adjusted with the ACCRA Index (by dividing the
salary by the index) in Tabie 1-8, yielding the following resuits:

0 After indexing MA-Meximum salarios with the cost-of-living index,
low-paying districts still tended to rank low and high-paying districts stift
tended to rank high. Only 14 districts that ranked bolow average climbed
into the top half of the adjusted MA-Maximura ranking.

o Rochester and Pittsburgh, ranked first and second according to the
adjusted MA-Maximum salary, ranked first and fourth without adjustments.

0 Among the more dramatic upward changes in rankings, Omaha’s adjusted
MA-Maximum raiiked 4th instead of 30th, Colorado Springs ranked Sth
instead of 40th, Akron, Ohio ranked 11th instead of 43rd, end Jacksonville
ranked 17th inctead of 57th.

o The most dramatic downward changes occurred in the high cost-of-iving
index areas with Boston falting to 100t from 31st; San Francisco faling to
99th from 34th; Washington, D.C. fafing to 74th from 20th; Newark falling
to 64th from 8th; New York City falling to 90th from 5th; and Yonkers
falling to 91st from 6th.

Teacher Salariec Compared to The Average Annusl Pay of All Workers in
Metropolitan Areas-—-Tabie I-11.

Another way to adjust teacher's pay for differences among cities in prices and
the standard of living is to compare teacher salaries 1o the earnings of other
workers. Table I-11 compaies the MA-Ma:iimum teacher salary to the metropolitan

area average annual pay. These data are collected by the U.S. Department of
Labor.




The annusal pay data apply to workers covered by Stats and Fedsral
Unemployment insurance programs and are compiied from reports submitted by
employers for more than 93 million workers. The "average” pay is computed by
dividing total annual pay of both full- and part-time employees covered by
unemployment insurance programs by the average monthly number of these
employees. Generally excluded from unemployment insurance coverage are most
agriculture workers on smail farms, railroad workers, most domestic employees,
student workers and the self-employed.

Highlights of the teacher salary-annual pay ratio comparison include:

o The average teacher at the MA-Maximum level in school disuicts serving
the 100 largest cities eamed 50 percent more than the average metro-area
annual pay with 42 districts having ratios between 1.40 and 1.60.

o Rochester, which ranked 1st according to MA-Maximum salaries, also had
the highest ratio at 2.04 followed by Virginia Beach, which ranked 23rd
according to MA-Maximum salaries. Other big gainers included 4th ranked
Fresno, 6th ranked El Paso, 15th ranked St. Petersburg, and 18th ranked
Columbus, Georgia, districts which had been ranked 46th, 64th, 61st and
79th, respectively.

o Of the 10 lowest ranked districts according to the teacher salary-annual
pay ratio, 7 had been ranked in the bottom 15 according to MA-Maximum
salaries, and the other three--San Jose, Oakland, and San Francisco are
located in Northern California.

o San Jose had the lowest ratio at 1.10 followed by Seattle, and Oakland,
both on the West Coast.

MA-Maximum Salaries Compared to the State Average—Table I-12

Union locals frequently compare their salaries to other districts in the metro
area and other districts in the state. Table I-12 contains a comparison of
MA-Maximum salaries to the state average salary for teachers of all degr ¢ and

experience jevels (from the AFT's Survey & Analysis of Salary Trends, 1989).
Highlights include:

o School districts serving the nation’s 100 largest cities had MA-Maximum
salaries 16 percent higher than the state average, with 57 districts paying
more than 5 percent, but less than 25 percent above the state average.

o Omaha, where teachers at the MA-Maximum level are paid 54 percent
more than the state average, had the most advantage over the state
average followed by Miami, St. Louis, Jersey City and Pittsburgh.




0 Sacramenio peid only 88 percest of the stele average. Osidand,
Syracuse, San Jose and Spokane ranked at e botion with Sacramento.

© Gnly 10 districts peid lses than te state avarage, and heff are in
Calllomie.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE I-1

1968-89 BA-MINIMUM, MA-RMAXIMUM, AND MAXIMUM GALARIES
RANKED BY CITY SIZE (1980 CENSUS) Y

® NP WGN -

N””g”a‘ddddddddd
[ I~ ] - O ® NV AEWUN=0OO©

|

NEW YORK, NY
CHICAGO, iL

LOS ANGELES, CA
PHILADELPHIA, PA
HOUSTON, TX
DETROIT, Mi
DALLAS, TX

SAN DIEGO, CA
PHOENIX, AZ
BALTIMORE, MD
8AN ANTONIO, TX
INDIANAPOLIS, IN
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
MEMPHIS, TN
WASHINGTON, DC
SAN JOSE, CA
MILWAUKEE, Wi
CLEVELAND, OH
coLUMBUS, OH
BOSTON, MA

NEW CRLEANS, LA
JACKSUNWILLE, FL
SEATTLE, WA
DENVER, CO
NASHVILLE~DAVIDSON, TN
§T LOUIS, MO
KANSAS CITY, MO
EL PASO, TX
ATLANTA, GA
PITTSBURGH, PA
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK
CINCINNATI, OH
FORT WORTH, TX
MINNEAPOLIS, MN
PORMLAND, OR
HONOLULU, i
LONG BEACH, CA
TULEA, OK
BUFFALO, NY
TOLEDO, OH
MIAMI, FL

AUSTIN, TX
OAKLAND, CA
ALBUQUERQUE. NM
TUCSON, AZ
NEWARK, NJ
CHARLOTTE, NC
OMAHA, NE
LOUISVILLE, XY
BIRMINGHAM, AL

z
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Note: Longevity increments are nut included in the maximum salary figures. The steps

TABLE t-1
BA- -MA- “MAX--==ee Seps To
Mininum Rank Madmum Renk Max~vn  Rank Mudmum
51 WICHITA K8 $20,016 “ $80.900 ” T ] 87
52 S8ACRAMENTO, CA 21,007 - ] 30902 74 37.9% “
83 TAMPA FL 19,081 - 1.2 2] ».787 2
84 ST.PAUL, MN 21,203 -] 20,100 2 43,400 18
85 NORFOLK, VA 21,89 2 .79 ] 7240 [
53 VIRGINIA BEACH, VA 22,000 20 38,000 n 2,200 L]
57 ROCHEBTER, NY 20,087 1 a<.m 1 7500 1
88 AXRON, OH 18,900 s ) E ¥4 43 37,030 8
50 ST.PETERSBURG, FL 20,290 ©® 33,900 )] *4,900 n
60 CORPUS CHMISTI, TX 10,200 -] 0578 81 07 "
81 JERSEY CITY, NJ 21,880 28 48,008 2 §1,008 3
62 ANANEM, CA 22.308 18 070 1 42,980 1
63 BATON ROUGE, LA 17.823 ”» M7 100 20,000 100
64 RICHMOND, VA 20,301 » nne - 3212 81
6 FRESNO, CA 22,004 " M0 a » 0900 a 4
68 COLORADO SPRINGS.CO 18,820 80 25,084 © Qe 13
67 SHREVEPORT, LA 18,008 83 20,008 ” 27.200 o0
68 LEXINGYON-FAYETTE, KY 19,148 (7 31,108 N 38,004 [
00 SANTA ANA, CA 22117 18 0,07 18 2,57 L]
70 DAYTON.OH 20.111 43 .07 84 38,000 s
71 JACKSON, M8 18,004 70 28,600 ” 3B6M a M
72 MOBILE, A 18,020 2 20327 ” 28000 b 90
73 YONKERS, NY 20879 2 42248 . 98 4
74 DEB MOINES, IA 18,250 81 31,408 ] 4,468 74
75 KNOXVRLE, TN 18,040 - 28,918 " 31,200 )
76 GRAND RAPIDS, MI 2027 31 37,140 7] 2,102 “
77 MONTGOMERY, AL 18,578 7 27,320 L 20000 a 06
78 LUBBOCK, TX 18,000 » 90,400 20 2080 b 93
79 ANCHORAGE, AK 23,003 [ 41,338 7 51,903 2
80 FORT WAYNE, IN 19,632 85 £ T ) 2 30,388 -
81 LINCOLN, NE 17,478 %0 31,000 1] 38,184 70
82 SPOKANE, WA 10,792 05 27,002 - 33,2490 )
83 RIVERSIDE CA 24,208 3 30,738 10 44,33 s
84 MADISON, Wi 19,988 82 38,438 4 “Ms a 24
85 HUNTINGTONBEACH,CA  23.7%0 7 20,184 ¢ 14 “is»
88 SYRACUSE, NY 23,443 s BIE e ® 34219 ¢ 7
87 CHATTANOOGA, TN 19,000 7 0,807 I ) 22,602 (7]
88 COLUMBUS, GA 10838 ) 30,420 7 37,000 'Y
89 LAS VEGAS, NV 18,400 7 30,082 ” 37,318 ¢ 80
90 SALT LAKECITY, UT 17,108 ] 20,042 .5 218 b s
91 WORCHESTER, M 10,062 83 23.008 [ B0 a
92 WARREN, Mt 2213 17 43900 3 48,180 b [}
93 KANSAS CITY, KS 18.900 75 27,004 ] 35,004 -
94 ARLINGTON, TX 19,007 4 25,000 37,000 88
95 FLINT, Wi 21,622 24 30,081 12 43828 12
98 AURORA, CO 19,133 e 36,03¢ 1] 40,900 22
97 TACOMA, WA 10,008 59 30,938 %] 34,200 70
98 LITTLE ROCK, AR 10,31 100 27,488 ] 31,008 80
99 PROVIDENCE, Rl 19,308 &1 37,300 28 2,162 45
100 GREENSBORO, NC 20,350 ] 34,000 se 30,610 5
AVERAGE $20.108 83427 37,980

79

cciumn represents years to the maximum in the MA paylane. Maximum corresponds to the Ph.D.

paylane except as noted. a=AFT estimate, bemaximum schaduled saiary listeu by the ERS, c=15 years

of experience, d=BA+30, e=inciudes 7% pension pick-up, and f=not continuous iIncCrements.
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TABLE -2
1888-89 BA-MINIMUM AND MA-MAXIMUM SALARIES
RANKED BY MA-MAXIMUM SALARY
B MA Shepe ——BA-———  MA Stepe
Minimum Rank Modmum Tc Mex Minimum Rank Meximum To Max
1 ROCHESTER, NY $26,007 1 sar.m 2 81 NORFOLK, VA $21835 26 $34,750 1"
2 JERSEYCITY, NJ 21580 25 4858 17 62 BALTIMORE, MD 19000 00 34001 f 12 1
3 WARREN, Mi 22138 17 43088 12 83 SAN ANTONIO, TX 18,500 77 34,508 18
* 4 P! TSBURGH, PA 22000 21 42,900 10 54 DAYTON, OH 20,111 43 34497 18
5 NEW YORK, NY 23000 12 4238 1 15 68 DALLAS, TX 21,000 30 34,200 19
6 YONKERS, NY 20870 32 42881 15 ( 88 GREENSBORO, NC 20380 36 34,000 21
. 7 ANCHORAGE, AX 23,803 ¢ At 1" 87 JACKBONVILLE, FL 18810 74 33720 19
8 NEWARK, NJ 208007 33 W0AR 13 68 WORCHESTER, MA 10,682 83 33505 1"
® DETROIT, Mi 22324 19 0N 1" 50 HOUSTON, TX 20000 48 33,500 20
10 RIVERSIDE, CA 24,208 3 XN 14 060 SYRACUSE, NY 23,443 8§ 33318 c 15
11 ANAHEIM, CA 22%8 15 338 12 61 ST.PETERSBURG. FL 20280 40 33200 f 17
12 F.INT, M 21622 24 WW ¢ 12 82 FORT WORTH, TX 20,000 47 32,800 28
13 LONG BEACH, CA 23423 9 W% 14 63 BAN JOSE, CA 21922 22 32414 10
14 HUNTINGTON BEACH,CA 23,790 7T M4 10 84 EL PASO, TX 18300 80 32,330 24
16 SANTA ANA, CA 217 18 007 12 68 RICHMOND, VA 20301 38 32212 18
186 LOS ANGELES, CA 25318 2 N 10 08 PORTLAND, OR 19216 62 3198 16
17 PHILADELPHIA, PA 20000 485 W™ " 67 LINCOLN, NE 17476 90 31,650 17
18 MIAMI, FL 23000 13 398900 14 08 DES MOINES, IA 18250 81 31,408 16
19 MINNEAPOLIS, MN 2032¢ 37 NME! 11 0 MEMPHIS, TN 19,100 63 31327 22
20 WASHINGTON, DC 21357 27 WM 13 70 NASHVILLE. TN 18,200 82 31,304 18
21 8T.PAUL,MN 2123 3 NI 12 71 TAMPA, FL 19,061 68 31282 17
22 VIRGINIA BEACH, VA 22000 20 3090 23 72 LEXONGTON, KY 19,148 64 31,108 18
23 CHICAGO, IL 19002 67 I o 15 73 OAKLAND, CA 23220 10 30970 a 13
24 HONOLULY, HI 2303 11 700 14 74 SACRAMENTO, CA 21087 23 30,082 12
25 PROVIDENCE. RI 1938 61 3730 10 78 AUSTIN, TX 19450 58 30,950 18
26 CLEVELAND, OH 19344 90 378 12 78 CHATTANOOGA, TN 19,000 70 30,567 17
27 GRAND RAPIDS, M| 2080 N 37,40 " 77 KANSASCITY, MO 18000 85 30,510 13
28 FORT WAYNE, IN 19633 55 M0 18 78 LOUISVILLE, KY 106044 97 30,458 17
20 MILWAUKEE, Wi 20,158 41 38874 18 79 COLUMBUS, GA 19835 49  30.423 18
30 OMAHA, NE 18400 79 98800 : 20 ¢ 8 LUBBOCK, TX 18,000 88 30,400 a 36
31 BOSTON, MA 24,031 5 3700 7 81 CORPUSB CHRISTI, TX 19,200 63 230,278 24
32 COLUMBUS, OH 20619 34 3% 18 82 LAS VEGAS, NV 10400 78 30,082 1"
33 PHOENIX, AZ 20,123 42 M43 13 83 TACOMA, WA 16688 98 30,038 13
. 34 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 24,200 4 WIS 2 e 84 TULSA, OK 16563 08 20,003 13
356 TUCSON, AZ 19040 84 NIN 14 85 BALT LAKE CITY, UT 17,188 83 29,042 12
36 ST. LOUIS, MO 20810 35 380401 20 f 88 JACKSON, MS 12,004 76 28582 20
37 AURORA, CO 19,133 65 2880 13 87 WICHITA, K8 20018 44 20,386 1"
38 TOLEDO, Ok 2025 39 80! 15 88 KNOXVILLE, TN 10040 84 28,315 18
30 CINCINNATI, OH 18977 71 MWTIA 13 80 SEATTLE, WA 17,000 88 28,008 12
40 COLORADO SPRINGS,CO 19820 5C 35084 17 90 KANSASCITY, KS 18800 78 27,084 18
41 ARLINGTON, TX 19907 48 38500 20 91 BIRMINGHAM, AL 19018 81 27,620 12
42 MADISON, Wi 19088 52 34 15 82 LiTTLE ROCK, AR 16,301 100  27.488 14
43 AKRON, OH 18800 73 38310 13 #3 MONTQOMERY, AL 19.578 587 27,320 25
44 SANDIEGO, CA 21031 20 38,100 12 94 SPOKANE, WA 16,792 95 27,002 n
45 DENVER. CO 1732 91 34,908 13 85 DKLAHOMA CITY, OK 17,034 94 26,000 18
48 FRESNO, CA 22884 14 MW s o 93 |'EW ORLEANS, LA 16543 00 26,800 15
47 .TLANTA, GA 22050 19 M08 14 07 &OBILE, AL 10920 72 26327 20
48 INDIANAPOLIS. IN 17004 87 A7 20 98 ALBUQUERQUE, NM 17,200 92 28215 18
49 BUFFALO, NY 19432 850 34017 14 80 SHREVEPORT, LA 18088 83 25,626 15
50 CHARLOTTE, NC 19628 56 M908 ¢ 25 100 BATON ROUGE, LA 17523 89 24,721 14
AVERAGE $20,106 $34.271 15
See Table I-1 for notes
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TABLE -3

1988-89 BA-MINIMUM AND MA-MAXIMUM SALARIES
RANKED BY BA-MINIMUM SALARY

BA —MA—— S
Minkmon  Madeum Renk  To Max

BA  —MA— Saps
Minbmen  Mudewm Pank Yo Max

AFT ) Aral 1ininn Taschar Catar, Cuimim: AR Prava Baaa

1 LOS ANGELES, CA 820087 SO 1 W 8% DIMASNGMAM, AL S8 27000 ©1 12
2 ROCHESTER, NY 26318 4700 1 20 82 MADISON, W1 I8 MW 42 1S
3 RIVERJIDE, CA U200 N 10 14 53 WORCHESTER. MA 19062 338086 58 19
4 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 24200 30313 a M 14 84 TUCSON, AZ 19040 38203 33 14
S BOSTON, MA 2403 20720 31 7 88 PORT WAYNE, N 19633 33890 28 18
€ ANCHORAGE, AK 23063 41,338 7 1 8 CHAMLOTTE, NC 008 M8 50 25
7 HUNTINGTONBEACH.CA 2370¢ 30184 14 10 57 MONTQOMERY, AL 19878 230 B 23
8 SYRACUSE, N1 243 23316 ¢ 00 15 8 AUSTIN, TX 19400 30886 73 18
@ LONG BEACH, CA 23423 W 13 14 8 BUFFALO, NY 1042 34817 0 14
10 CAKLAND, CA 23220 3007 o 73 i3 % CLEVELAND, ON 1M 7221 20 10
11 HONOLULU, HI 2303 37400 24 14 ¢t PROVIDENCE. Mt 1938 3730 28 10
12 NEW YORK, NY 23000 42,348 § 15t 62 PORTLAND,OR 19216 3190 @ 18
13 MIAMI, FL 2000 B 18 14 €3 CORPUS CHMISTY, TX 19200 WM 8t 24
14 FRESNO, CA 22884 3499 a 4 [ ] o4 LEDONGTOM XY 15148 3108 72 18
15 ANAHEM, CA 23 W 11 12 8 AURD A CO 19133 %4 ¥ 13
18 DETROIT, Mi 22324 40803 * 1 6 MEBEMPMS. TN 19100 31,7 e 22
17 WARREN, M| 22,133 43008 3 12 67 CHICAGO, L 10002 37088 ¢ 23 1§
18 SANTA ANA, CA 22,117 39,07 15 12 8 TAMPA L 1908t 31282 71 17
19 ATLANTA, GA 200 M8 7 14  BALTIMORE, MD 10000 34081 ¢ 852 12
20 PITTSBURGH, PA 22,000  42.800 4 10 70 CHATTANOOGA, TN 19000 30587 M 17
21 VIRGINIA BEACH, YA 200 3800 2 2 71 GINCINNATL, OH 18977 W74 W 13
22 SANJOSE, CA 21822 32414 & 10 T2 MOBDILE, AL 10029 20327 o7 20
23 SACRAMENTO, Ca 21067 2 74 12 73 ANRON, OH 10000 36210 43 13
24 FLINT, MI 2162 90851 12 12 74 JACKBONVALLE, FL 18810 33720 87 12
28 JERSEY CITY.NJ 218550 45,803 2 17 73 KANSGASCITY, KS 18800 27004 80 18
26 NORFOLK, VA 2188 70 81 18 78 JACKBON, M8 10004 28502 88 20
27 WASHINGTON, bC 21,97 W4 20 13 T7 SAN ANTONIO, TX 16800 348%e¢ 83 18
28 ST.PAUL, MN 21283 301% 21 12 78 LASVEGAS, NV 18408 30082 82 11
20 SANDIEGO, CA 21,031 33100 44 12 70 OMAMA, NE 18400 36800 3 2¢
30 DALLAS, TX 21,000 24200 55 19 80 B PASO, TX 18,300 32330 &4 24
31 GRAND RAPIDS, MI 2087 37140 27 1n 81 DES MOINES, IA 18260 31408 68 16
32 YONKERS, NY 20870 42,248 6 18 82 NABHWVILLE, TN 18200 31304 70 18
33 NEWARK, NJ 20087 w832 s 13 83 SHAEVEPORT, LA 18008 2582¢ 0 15
34 COLUMBUS, OH 20010 88 32 18 84 KNOXWVILLE. TN 10040 20315 0 18
38 ST.LOUIS, MO 2810 300481 ¥ 201 88 KANSABCITY, MO 18000 30510 77 18
3¢ GREENSBORO. NC 20350 49%0 88 21 88 LUBROCK, TX 18000 30400 80 38
37 MINNEAPOLIS, MN 2034 2038 19 11 87 NDMNAPOLIS, IN 17008 M087 # 26
38 RICHMOND, VA 2031 2212 & 18 80 SEBATNLE WA 17000 28008 89 12
38 ST. PETERSBURG, F’. 20200 33200 01 17 80 BATON ROUGE, LA 1782 24721 100 14
40 TOLEDO, OH 2250 %0 38 18 2 LINCOLN, NE 17478 e @ 7
41 MILWAUKEE, wi 2015 20874 2 1 # DENVER, CO 17302 24000 45 13
42 PHOENIX, AZ 20123 »ean n 1 0 AMBUQUERQUE, N 17200 22218 o 1§
43 DAYTON, OM 20111 Me07T S 15 89 SALT LAKE CITY, UT 1718 20042 85 12
44 WICHITA, K8 20016 2238 87 1t 64 OILAMOMA CITY, OK 17034 22900 95 18
45 FORT WORTH, TX 2000 29 6 25 06 SPOKAME, WA s 7002 ™ N
48 PHILADELPHIA PA 20000 X778 17 n 98 TACOMA, WA 10008 30038 83 13
47 HOUSTON, TX 20000 32800 680 20 87 LOUISVILLE, XY 16064 30458 78 17
48 ARLINGTOM, TX 19007 %8588 4 20 90 TULBA, OK 18559 20003 84 15
49 COLUMBUS, GA 1083 304°% T 18 90 NEW ORLEANS, LA 18543 208000 96 15
50 COLOHADO 8PRINGS. O 19820 356684 40 17 108 LITTLE ROCK, AR . 7488 92 14
AVERAGE 20,508 $34.271 15

See Table I-1 for notes
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14 70 78
" 74 b
10 4 ™
DR 17 ™ s
. 1 ROCHESTER, NY 20,087 1 47000 1 2 18 INOXVILLE, TN 18040 84 2318 88 1
2 JERSEYCITY.NJ 20 25 408 : 7 19 DIRMINGHAM, AL 19818 81 2760 o 12
3 PITTSBURGH, PA 22000 21 42,800 4 10 20 UTTLE ROCK, AR 16301 100 27488 92 14
4 NEW YORK, NY 23000 12 42348 s 18 21 MONTOOMERY, AL 19867 &7 2730 03 25
' 5 YONKERS, NY 20870 2 4248 ¢ 18 22 NEWORLEANG, LA 108543 0 20000 98 18
6 NEWARK, NJ 20887 33 40832 s 13 23 MOBILE, AL 1000 72 87 N 2
7 PHILADELPMIA, PA 20000 4 NI 17 1 M SHARVEFORT. LA 1900 83 26 0 18
8 WASHINGTON, DC 27 27 NIWM 20 13 28 BATON ROUGE, LA 17508 80 24721 100 14
9 BUFFALO, NY 19432 80 MJ17 @ 14
10 BALTIMORE, MO 19000 @ M1 8 12 1 PHOBENX 20118 4 B4 33
11 SYRACUSL, NY 23,443 S 23316 ® 1 2 TUCSON, A2 19600 34 3B 3B 14
SO - . $ ARLINGTON, TX 198907 48 3% 41 20
1 WARREN, Mt 2133 17 43008 3§ 12 4 SAN ANTONIO, TX 1000 77 M08 853 18
2 OETROIT, Mi 234 18 003 9 1 § DALLAS, TX 21000 30 4200 £ 19
3 FLINT, M 21602 24 NOHT 12 12 ¢ HOUSTON, TX 20000 48 33000 8 20
4 MINNEAMPOLIS, MM 2034 7 NME B 1N 7 PONT WORTH, TX 20000 47 32800 62 25
§ ST. PAUL, MN 21203 8 NI N 12 8 B.PASOD, TX 1. 80 32390 & 24
8 CHICAGO, L 190 & e 23 18 9 AUSTIN, TX 19400 58 3090 75 15
7 CLEVELAND, OH 1934 @ 3721 2% 10 10 LUBBOOK, TX 18000 98 30400 80 3
8 GRANDRAPMOS, MI 20879 31 77140 27 11 11 CORPUSOHMISTL,TX 19200 63 30275 81 24
9 FORT WAYNE, iN 19033 55 09010 23 B 12 TULBA, OK 19083 08 20003 84 1§
10 MILWAUKEE, Wi 20180 41 M4 2 18 13 OKLAMOMACITY.OK 17034 o4 28000 95 18
11 COLUMBUS, OH 20080 M N 2 118 14 ALDBUGUERQUE. MM 17200 92 2021 % 1
7 TOLEDO, OH 20250 ¥ 33N00 N 18 . . P L
13 CINCINNAT), OM 18877 TN N7 W 13 6 7
14 MADISON, Wi 19088 52 3BAM 2 1§ (] &
18 AKRON, OH 18000 73 8210 43 13 " 48
18 INDIANAPOLIS, IN 17004 87 U7 & 20 ] 88
43 [ 7} ) ‘ s
1 ERSR 3
. ) 0 2 ANANEIM, CA 2% 15
» » $ LONG BEACH, CA 23,423 ]
L] w 4 HUNTINGTON BEACH 23,799 7
" ] 8§ SANTA ANA, CA %117 1
’ 5 ” ¢ LOBANGELES, CA 28,318 2
“ (14 7 SANPRANCISCO,CA 24,200 4
¥ ] 0 8 SAN DIBRO, CA 21,09 29
i ' 9 PRESNO, CA 2804 114
1 13 " 10 SAN JOSE, CA N 2
2 0 NOW 22 0 11 PORTLAND, OR 19218 o2
3 ATLANTA, GA 22,080 19 MNME 47 w4 12 OAKLAND, CA 2020 10
4 CHARLOTTE, NC 19628 50 34006 00 25 13 SACRAMENTO, CA 29887 n
8 NORFOLKX, VA 21638 20 M0 51 18 14 LAS VBGAS, NV w408 N
6 GREENSBORO, NC 20300 ¥ M00 80 18 TACOMA, WA 190
7 JACKSONVILLE, FL 18810 74 3372¢ 87 W 18 SEATTLE, WA 17000 88
8 ST.PETERSBURG.FL 20200 40 33200 @1 17 17 SPOKANE, WA 172 o8
9 RICHMOND, VA 20301 3 20212 & 11®B
10 MEMPHIS, TN 19,100 o 31327 @ 2 ANCHORAGE, AK 23,083 6 41,3 7 "
11 NASHVILLE, TN 18200 82 31304 70 18 HONOLULY, W 23088 11 37400 24 14
12 TAMPA, FL 19061 08 3282 M 97
13 LEXINGTON, KY 19,148 &4 31,908 7T 18 AVERAGE 420,108 34,271 18
Ju
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TABLE |-§
AVERAGE M%LCMEWMWWWW
RANKED BY AVERAGE ANNUAL CHANGE
BA-Alkn
0 MA-Max
A MA- Soweet
Min Max  Rank Siep Change
1 PITTSBURGH, PA $22,000 $42,800 4 10 000 81 ATLANTA GA $22000 834000 47 14 ”1s
2 WARREN, Mi 22133 42068 3 12 1819 12 SEATTLE WA 17000 20008 80 12 (4
3 BOSTON, MA 2403 M N 7 1510 63 SAMPRANCINCO,.CA 24200 20313 34 14 "
4 PROVIOENCE, Al 196 3730 24 10 1808 84 INDIANAPOLIS, IN 17004 34007 & 20 " .
§ PHILADELPHIA, PA 20000 3778 17 10 107 68 ROCMESTER. NY 20007 47802 1 20 (]
6 DETROIT, Mt 2234 40803 9 1 1883 & TULBA OKX 16003 20003 84 15 -
7 MINNEAPOLIS, MN 20324 NME 19 N 1538  §7 LINCOLN, NE 17478 8 o7 17 [ -7
8 ANCHORAGE, AX 2083 41,39 I n 1500 08 KANGASCITY, MO 18000 30810 77 18 (-7 .
® HUNTINGTONBEACH 23,780 20,104 14 10 159% 80 JACKBONWVRLLE, FL 18810 39738 &7 18 e
10 NEWARK, NJ 20887 40832 s 13 1538 60 DESMOINES, IA 18200 31408 o8 10 a
11 FLINT, Mi 21622 Me81 12 12 1802 € NADMWLLE, TN 18200 31304 70 16 819
12 GRAND RAPIDS, Mi 2087 37140 27 1\ 1470 62 LOUISVILLE, KY 10044 043 78 17 a2
13 ANAHEW, CA 2230 9758 11 12 1,447 PORTLAND, OR 19216 31983 o8 19 n
14 YONKERS, NY 20870 42245 6 15 1,424 &4 LITTLEROCK, AR 10301 27488 92 1% 708
15 SANTA ANA, CA 2,117 MO 15 12 1413 65 ARLINGTON, TX 19907 s 1 20 784
16 JERSEY CITY, NJ 21860 485868 2 17 1413 @ ST, LOUS. MO 20010 3004 38 20 e
17 SY.PAUL, MN 21283 3,980 21 12 1408 07 AUSTIN, TX 16450 30900 75 15 b, 24
18 DENVER, CO 17302 34908 45 13 13 ® ST.PEYTMEBUAG.FL 20280 33200 61 17 p, ]
19 LOS ANGELES, CA 25316 2078 18 10 1540 00 WICHITA Kb 20019 238 7 11 E, )]
20 BALTIMORE, MD 19000 34001 82 12 1308 70 SACRAMENTO, CA 21087 0982 74 12 b, ]
21 WASHINGTON, DC 21357 3,184 20 13 18 71 LUDONGTON, XY 190148 31,508 72 t6 14
22 AURORA, CO 19132 388 37 13 1308 T2 NORFOLK VA 21836 34780 51 8 ;)
23 CINCINNATI, OH 18977 38774 ¥ 13 1308 73 TANPA ML 19081 3n2Me 71 17 e |
24 NEW YORK, NY 23000 42348 5 18 1200 74 VIRGINIABEACH, VA 22000 38080 22 23 ]
25 WORCHESTER, MA 19082 33%8 88 19 1,808 75 DALLAS TX 21000 34200 585 19 (]
26 CHICAGO, IL 19002 37988 23 18 1208 78 NEWORLEANS, LA 16843 20800 98 15 o4
27 PHOENIX, AZ 20,123 3473 33 13 1,808 77 CHATTANOOGA, TN 19000 30567 76 17 0
28 AKRON, OH 18,000 35210 43 13 1206 78 HOUSTON, TX 20000 33800 650 20 ors
29 TUCSON, AZ 19640 38203 38 14 1,167 70 RMICHMOND, VA 20301 32212 o5 18 ]
% S5 DIEGO, CA 21031 35100 44 12 1,173 80 SYRACUGE, NY 23443 33319 0 115 s
31 LONG BEACH, CA 23422 532 13 14 1,181 81 GREENSBORO, NC 20360 4000 36 21 ]
32 CLEVELAND, OH 10344 37221 28 19 117 82 “IRMINOHAM, AL 16818 27820 o1 12 L)
33 MIAML, FL 23006 38500 18 14 1,107 83 CHARLOTTE, NC 10628 34900 80 25 007
34 RIVERSIDE, CA 242086 8708 10 W4 1,107 84 OALAND, CA 23220 0970 73 13 208 .
38 BUFFALO, NY 10432 34817 4 14 1000 88 KANGASCITY. XS 18000 27084 90 15 8ot
38 COLUMBUS, O 20019 N8 32 8 1008 8 COLUMBUS, GA 1983 30428 79 18 ]
37 LAS VEGAS, NV 18400 30082 82 11 1080 87 B PASO, TX 18300 323% 64 24 68
38 MADISON, W 19008 26438 42 18 1000 88 KNOXWILLE, TN 18040 28316 388 18 [ )] .
30 SAN JOSE, CA 21822 32414 @ 10 1040 00 MBEMPMIS, TN 16100 31327 @9 22 [
40 MILWAUKEE, Wi 20158 3874 20 19 1048 90 OKLAMOMACTY.OK 17034 20800 95 18 840
41 TOLEDO, OH 20200 36300 M 18 1,037 01 BATUN RCUGE, LA 17623 24721 100 14 814
42 TACOMA, WA 10008 3003 83 13 1027 %2 SHREVEPORT LA 18008 25628 00 15 804
43 HONOLULU, Hi 23038 37400 24 14 1020 03 ALDUQUERQUE NM 17200 20215 o8 18 801
44 SAN ANTONM, TX 18800 34008 53 19 1,008 84 PORT WOATH, TX 20000 32800 e 25 800
45 SALYLAKECITY,UT 17,108 20042 85 12 000 98 JACKBON,. MG 18004 28882 o8 20 “~
48 FORT WAYNE, IN 19653 %010 28 18 9800 90 CORPUSCHRISTL TX 19200 20278 81 24 “»
47 DAYTON, OH 20111 34407 84 18 800 97 MOBILE AL 18029 0327 o7 2 m
48 COLORADOSPRINGS 190820 35084 40 17 631 38 LUBBOCK TX 18000 30400 80 36 M
40 SPOKANE, WA 1072 27002 o4 10 228 90 MONTGQOMERY, AL 19678 27320 o3 25 310
50 OMAMA, NE 18,400 38800 30 20 620 100 FRESNO,CA 2004 USN
AVERAGE MOSES MY 81 19 983

3z
Q AFT Local Union Teacher Salary Survey (DOD Deta Base)
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WA~
©
BA- MA- BA-Min
Min Max Ran Stepe Ratic
1 JERSEY CITY, NJ $21860 $45508 2 17 Rt S WORCHESTER MA  $19052 $33806 88 11 174
2 YONKERS, NY 2087 422 $ 1§ LR 82 KANSAS CITY, MO 18000 30810 77 15 170
3 DENVER, CO 17908 4908 48 13 201 83 SALTLAKECITY.UT 17,168 20042 85 12 1.00
4 OMAHA, NE 18400 30000 30 20 200 84 LUBBOCK, TX 18000 30400 80 36 1.09
5 CHICAGO, L. 19008 37968 23 15 W 68 LONG BEACH, CA 23423 2058532 13 14 1.8
8 WARREN, Mi 22133 43000 3 12 M 8 UTTLE ROTK AR 10381 27488 82 14 .38
7 NEWARK, NJ 20067 082 8 13 1M 67 HOUSTON, TX 20000 33800 80 20 108
8 PHILADELPHIA, PA 20000 38778 17 11 1% 88 GREENSSORO, NC 20300 34000 88 21 147
© INDIANAPOLIS, IN 17004 4087 48 20 M 80 MIAMK, P 23000 30800 18 14 147
10 PROVDENCE, R! 19,306 37300 26 10 1M 0 SANDIERO, CA 21031 38100 4 12 197
11 PITTSBURGH, PA 20000 42000 4 10 L 81 PORTLAND, OR 19219 31983 68 16 148
12 CLEVELAND, OH 19344 37221 2¢ 16 R 62 HUNTIMETONBEACH 23780 3,184 14 10 108
13 MINNEAPOLIS, MN 2032¢ MME 19 11 I 63 TAMPA, FL 19081 3282 71 17 1.8
14 CINCINNATI, OH 18077 38774 W 13 148 64 MEMPHIS, TN 19,100 31327 @@ 22 184
15 FORT WAYNE, IN 19633 38010 28 18 1% o ST.PETEMSBURG.FL 20200 33200 61 17 1.64
16 AURORA, CO 10,133 3B9M 37 13 M 08 RNIVERSIDE, CA 2420 20705 10 14 164
17 SAN ANTONIO, TX 18500 34508 63 16 N7 67 LAS\VBOAS, NV 18400 320082 82 11 183
18 AKRON, OH 18000 35210 43 13 88 68 DALLAS, TX 21000 34200 8 19 163
19 TUCSON, AZ 19640 38203 33 14 N8 6 POAT WORTH, TX 20000 32000 62 25 1.6
20 NEW YORK NY 23000 42M8 8 15 ‘1M 70 LIDONGTON, KY 19,148 31,108 72 18 1.2
21 ROCHESTER, NY 20087 47002 1 28 ¥ 71 HONOLULUY, MI 2303 37400 24 14 1.6
22 FUINT.MI 2622 WS 12 12 L8 72 N.WORLEANS, LA 19543 20800 00 15 1.8
23 LOUISVILLE, XY 16044 30456 78 17 148 73 NORPOLK, VA 2163 3475 51 18 1.9
24 MILWAUKEE, Wi 201586 3374 20 10 I 74 CHATTANOOGA, TN 19000 308567 78 17 1.9
25 BALTIMORE, MO 19000 34081 82 12 138 78 SPOKANE, WA 16702 27002 04 11 1.8
26 DETROIT, Mi 22324 40803 ¢ 1 18 76 SEATTLE, WA 17,000 28008 89 12 1.5¢
27 PHOENIX, AZ 20,123 30473 33 13 A1 77 AUSTIN, TX 19450 2050 75 15 150
28 LINCOLN, NE 17475 31850 @7 17 M 78 NICHMOND, VA 20301 32212 65 18 150
20 TACOMA, WA 160086 3003 83 13 1.0 79 ATLANTA, GA 22060 34808 47 14 188
30 MADISON, Wi 19088 3543 42 15 180 80 OKLAHOMACITY.OK 17,034 20900 95 18 158
3 COLORADOSPRINGS 10820 35084 40 17 fM 81 COMPUSCHRISTI,TX 19,200 30278 81 24 1858
32 JACKSONVILLE,FL 18810 33720 &7 18 W 82 KNOXVILLE, TN 18040 283156 08 18 157
33 8T. PAUL, MN 21283 3815 21 12 % 83 COLUMBUS, GA 19038 30428 79 18 183
34 BUFFALO, NY 19432 34817 4 14 1IN 84 JACKBON, M8 18004 286582 86 20 153
35 WASHINGTON, DC 2387 20184 20 15 LN 6 BOSTON, MA 24,031 38,700 31 7 163
38 ARLINGTOMN, TX 19007 368500 41 20 . 1N 88 LOS ANGELES, CA 26316 30788 18 10 183
37 GRANORAPIOS.MI 20870 37140 27 11 % 67 ALDBUQUERQUE.NM 17,200 20216 08 18 182
38 ANAHEM, CA 236 38758 11 12 N 08 SANPRANCISCO.CA 24200 36313 34 14 180
30 COLUMBUS, OH 2000 320088 2 1§ 1YW 88 SAN JOSE, CA 219022 32414 83 10 148
40 CHARLOTTE, NC 19628 34008 80 25 177 90 KANSASCITY, XS 18000 27084 9 15 147
41 TOLEDO, OH 20200 36000 38 16 177 91 SYRACUSE, NY 23443 33316 00 15 142
42 EL PASO, TX 12,300 32330 o4 24 177 92 SHREYEPORT, LA 18008 28020 99 15 142
43 SANTAANA CA 217 WO 16 12 M 03 WICHITA, K8 20019 20308 87 11 142
44 TULSA OK 10062 20000 04 18 N 84 SACRAMENTO, CA 21087 300802 74 12 142
48 8T.LOUIS, M0 20010 3804 38 0 198 05 BATON ROUGE, LA 17,523 24721 100 14 141
48 ANCHORAGE, AK 23063 4138 7 11 i1n 9 MONTQOMERY, AL 19578 27320 93 25 140
47 VIRGINABEACH,VA 22000 38000 22 23 +9 07 BIRMINGHANM, AL 19818 27620 1 12 1.9
48 DES MOINES, 1A 18260 31408 @8 16 N 88 MOBLE AL 18620 20327 67 20 1%
49 NASHVILLE, TN 18200 31,304 70 18 173 89 OAKLAND, CA 23220 30070 73 13 133
50 DAYTON, OH 20111 34497 84 18 172 100 FREBNO,CA 22804 34830 40
AVERAGE $20085 $M4271 51 16 1N
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TABLE -7
1989 COST-QOF-LIVING SIDEX

| (Oorivad From Mo ACCRA S

\.{s’

GAVERME OF 200 S é!ﬁ-m

MTWM?WMWMM“’

LISTED ALPHABETICALLY
COoL CoL
index City indax Cly

(X § AKRON, OM .3 LOUVILLE, Ky
101.8  ALBUGUERQUE, NM 8.4 LUBBOOK TX
132.3  ANANEN, CA 1082 b MADIGON, W8
128.7 ANCHORABE, 4K 8.2 MEMFNG ™
103.2 ARLINGTON, TX 101 MIAMN, AL
106.5  ATLANTA QA 1020  MILWAMNGEE W
101.8  AUMORAR CO | X} MINNBARQLIS, Mo

40 AUSTIN, TX 00.7 MOBALE AL
100.5 BALTIMORE, MD 70  MONTEOMERAY, AL

93.5  BATON ROUGE, LA 0.0 NASHVLLE. TH

98.5  BIAMINGHAM, AL 7.8  NEWORLEANS LA
1523  BOSTON, M2 157.2  NEW YORK, NY
107.2  BUFFALO, NY 1330 NEWARK NJ

905 CHARLCTTE NC 101.1 NORPOLK, VA

20.2 CHATTANOOGA. TN 119.7 b OAKLAND, CA
1203 CHICAGO, IL 94.2  OKLANOMA CITY, OK
1008  CINCINNATI, CH 20 OMAMA NE
1008  CLEVELAND, OM 172 PHILADELPHIA, PA

91.7  COLORADO SPRINGS.CO 102.8  PHOENIX, AZ

83.7  COLUMBUS GA 1028  PTTEBURABHM, PA
1024  COLUMBUS, OH 1030 POATLAND, OR

97.2  CORPU3ICHRI®TI, TX 1222 PROVIDENCE, M
1038  DALLAS, TX 1072  MICHMOND, VA
101.1 DAYTON, O'4 1067  MIVERSIDE, CA
101.8  DENVER,CO 114.4 b ROCHESTER, NY
103.2 DES MOINLS, IA 1141 SACRAMENTO, CA
110.0 b DETROIT, Mi M8  SALTLAKECITY, UT

978  ELPASO, TX 97.1  SAN ANTOMNIO, TX
104.0 a FLINT, M 1310  SANDINQO, CA

983  FORT WAYNE, IN 144.8  SAN PRANCISCO, CA
103.2  FORT WORTHM, TX 1230  SANJOSE CA
100.7 FRESNO, CA 123 SANTA ANA, CA
1040 a GRAND RAPIDS, M 1111 SEATTLE WA )

2.5  GREENSBORO, NC 7.8  SHAEVEPOAT, LA WS ATLANTA, @A 051 KANSAS CITY, MO
1225 b HONOLULU, M 21  SPOKANE WA WS PUNT, M 948 SALTLANECITY,UT
101.9 HOUSTON, TX ”s 87. LOUNG, MO Wl GAMID RAMDS, W e AUSTIN, TX
132.3 HUNTINGTON BEACH, ZA  100.9 ST. PAUL, N WEE GALLAR TX 43 LOUISVILLE, KY

90.3  INDIANAPOLIS, IN 101.6 b ST.PETERGBUNG. FL 1O ARLINGTON, TX 082 ONLAMOMA CITY, OK

970 b JACKSON, MS 9.5  SYRAGUSE. NY WEE DESMOINES, IA %8 JACKBONVILLE, FL

940  JACKBONVHLE F. 0.0 TACOMA WA AR FONT WORTH, TX W7 COLUMBUS, GA
1330 a JERSEYCITY.NJ 101.0 b TAMPA, A, WAL TOLNDC, Ok S AXRON, OM

95.1  KANSASCITY, K8 1031  TOLEDO, OM WKE: PORTLAND, CA S8 BATON ROUGE, LA

96.1 KANSAS CITY, MO 0.7 TUCSON, AZ WEA PHNOBWX AZ W4 LUSBOCK, TX

[ 917  KNOXVWLLE, TN 1  TULBA OX MED PITTERURGM, PA K2 LINCOLN, NE
101.4  LASVEQAS, NV 1011 VIRGINIABBACH, VA  1aR¢ COLUMBUS, ON WS OMAMA, NE

908 LEXINGTON-FAYETTE. KY 1100 & WARREN, MI ML MADIGON, Wb .1 SPOKANE, WA

932 LINCOLN, NE 120.4 WASHINGTON, DC e MILWALKEE, Wi .Y TULBA OX

98.7 b LITTLE ROCK, AR 7.3  WICHITA X8 1018 HOUSTON, TX 91.7 COLORADO SPRINGS
1205  LONG BEACH, CA 1211 WORCHESTER, MA 1010 ST.PETEROBURG. FL 817 KNOXVILLE TN
1265  LOSANGELES, CA 1872  YONKERS, NY 1000 TAMPA, R, 9.2 CHATTANOQGA, TN

1089 AVERAGE 1088 AVERAGE
angaographic approximation; be AFT cost-ol-diving index
"y
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TABLE I-8

MA-MAXIMUM SALARIES ADJUSTED BY 1989 ACCRA COST-OE-LIVING mnsx

RANKED BY ADJUSTED MA-MAXIMUM SALARY

-ﬁ‘\

ACCRA
——MA——— COL Adjusted

“A

ACCRA

COL  Adjusted

Madmum Stepe Rank Index MA-Max Modmum Steps Rank  Index MA-Max
1 ROCHESTER, NY $47802 20 1 1144 841,848 81 KANSAS CITY, MO $30510 15 77 951 $32.082
2 PITTSBURGH, PA 42500 10 4 1028 41483 82 MEMPHIS, TN 31327 22 6 96.2 31901
3 WARREN, MI 43058 12 3 1100 S8000 83 BALTIMORE, MO 34001 12 52 1005 31,684
4 OMAHA, NE 30000 20 30 928 M 64 TULSA, OK 20003 15 84 921 31,888
S5 COLORADOSPRINGS 35654 17 40 017 3881 88 CHICAQO, L 37958 15 23 120.3 31,858
6 MINNEAPOLIS, MN 3BMS 11 19 908 MMARR . 88 POAT WORTM, TX 32500 25 62 1032 31.482
7 FORT WAYNE, IN 38910 18 28 oa3 NN 57 NASHVILLE, TN 31,304 18 70 008 31,4%
8 FLINT, M 3681 12 12 1040 WA 88 LONG BEACH, CA 05832 14 13 1268 31,281
9 ST. PAUL, MN 38150 12 21 1009 WD 89 LEXINGTON, KY 31,108 16 T2 %98 31,103
10 VIRGINIABEACH,.VA 33,080 23 22 1011 J7.046 80 CORPUSCHAISTI, TX 30276 24 81 g¢72 31,147
11 AKRON, OH 35210 13 43 93¢ Ak 81 PORTLAND, OR 31963 18 08 1037 31,032
12 RIVERSIDE, CA 30765 14 10 1007 3IFe 62 KNOXVILLE, TN 28315 18 88 917 30878
13 ST.LOUIS, MO 3048 20 3 @75 BN 63 TAMPA FL 31,252 17 71 1019 30,780
14 DETROIT, MI 40,503 11 9 1100 MRt 84 NEWARX, NJ 40832 13 8 1330 30.701
15 TUCSON, AZ 283 14 385 907 M2 65 LOS8ANGELES, CA 33,796 10 16 1265 30.670
18 MILWAUKEF, Wi 3874 186 20 1020 30.18% 00 SALTLAKECITY, UT 20042 12 85 948 30.835
17 JACKSONVILLE,FL 33,726 18 57 940 07 67 HONOLULVY, Hi 37400 14 24 1225 308528
18 COLUMBUS, OH 3588 15 32 1024 20780 08 PHILADELPHIA, PA 38778 1T 17 127.2 30,488
19 GRAND RAPIDS, M 37140 11 27 1040 M2 8 OEB MOINES, IA 31408 16 08 1032 30,432
20 SAN ANTONIO, TX 34508 16 53 971 BN 70 PROVIDENCE, Ri 37,380 10 26 1232 30.328
21 CINCINNATI, OM 35774 13 39 1008 35400 71 TACOMA, WA 30035 13 83 909 30,088
22 PHOENIX, AZ 38473 13 33 1028 M0 72 ANANEM, CA 30758 12 11 1323 30081
23 AURORA, CO 35034 13 37 1018 38404 73 RICHMOND, VA 32212 13 65 107.2 30,049
24 INDIANAPOLIS, iN 34887 20 48 003 8113 74 WASHINGTON, OC 38,184 13 20 128.4 29,748
25 CHARLOTTE, NC 34808 25 B30 9085 9435 78 LAS VEGAS, NV 30082 11 82 1014 29,847
26 MIAMI, FL 3850 14 18 1101 34008 76 HUNTINGTONBEACH 30,184 10 14 1323 29,018
27 GREENSBORO, NC 34080 21 56 978 34,054 77 SANTA ANA, CA 30071 12 15 1323 20,532
28 TOLEDO, OH 35800 15 38 1031 34724 78 JACKSON, M8 28582 20 88 970 29,487
20 MADISON, Wi 35438 15 42 1022 34,000 70 SPOKANE, WA 27002 11 84 w21 29.318
30 ARLINGTAN, TX 35586 20 41 1032 34483 80 WICHITA, K8 28388 11 7 973 29174
31 DENVER, CO 34908 13 45 1015 MW 81 KANSAS CiTY, KS 27084 15 90 951 29,089
32 NORFOLK, VA 3475 18 51 1011 43N 82 OKLAHOMACITY,OK 26900 18 95 942 28,508
33 JERSEY CITY, NJ 45588 17 2 1330 M2 83 LITTLE ROCK, AR 27488 14 92 987 28425
34 DAYTON, OH 34407 15 B4 1011 IR 84 BIRMINGHAM, AL 27620 12 91 945 28,041
35 CLEVELAND, OH 37221 18 26 10085 S30R2 83 MONTGOMERY, AL 27320 25 @3 978 27007
38 LINCOLN, NE 31850 17 67 932 N9 8¢ WORCHESTER, MA 33505 11 58 1211 27,742
37 CHATTANOOGA. TN 30567 17 78 02 3388 87 NEW ORLEANS, LA 26800 15 08 978 27.403
38 SYRACUSE, NY 33316 15 60 985 SN 88 MOSBILE, AL 26327 20 97 987 27,225
39 EL PASO, TX 32330 24 84 978 N5 89 SACRAMENTO, CA 30062 12 74 1141 27,13
40 DALLAS, TX 34200 19 50 1038 ZM. 90 NEW YORK NY 245 15 5 1572 26,937
41 ANCHORAGE, AK 4138 1 7 1287 K86 91 YONKERS, NY 42,245 15 6 1572 26873
42 HCUSTON, TX 33500 20 50 1019 32478 82 SANDIEGO, CA 35100 12 44 1310 26.50¢
43 ATLANTA GA 34808 14 47 1005 82798 83 SHREVEPORT, LA 25228 15 90 968 26473
44 AUSTIN, TX 30050 15 75 048 X717 94 BATON ROUGE, LA 24721 14 100 935 26,440
45 ST.PETERSBURG.FL 33200 17 61 1018 22877 96 8AN JOSE,CA 32414 10 @3 1230 26,353
48 LUBBOCK, TX 30400 3@ 80 934 N8 98 OAKLAND, CA 30970 13 73 1197 25873
47 BUFFALO, NY U817 14 49 1072 24N 97 ALBUQUERQUE. NM 26215 18 ws 1015 25828
48 COLUMBUS, GA 0428 18 70 937 M4 88 SEATTLE, WA 28008 12 20 1111 25210
49 LOUISVILLE, KY 0456 17 T8 943 WY 90 SANFRANCISCO,CA 36313 14 34 1445 25130
50 FRESNO, CA 34,97 40 1087 32148 100 BOSTON, MA 38,700 7 31 1523 24,097
AVERAGE $4°71 156 10690 $32,274

(a) Average ! 280 U 8§ Cities » 100)

A
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Table I-9
RAﬂOOHMWEﬂSSWW!‘AMMQALPAY!ﬂHE!E!BGM
RANKED BY MA MAX TO AVERAGE PAY RATIO
Saleryte Salery b0
Metro Area Anngel Mewe Ares Annuel
Annuel —MA Ny Annwal —MA. Pey
Pay  Mexbnum Stops Rank Mulle Pay Maximus Sweps Rank  Ratio
1 ROCHESTER, NY $23400 47002 20 1 284 61 DESBMOINES. 1A 62022 #3148 16 8 188
2 VIRQINIABEACH.VA 18088 30060 23 22 280 42 SYRACUSE NY 21008 20310 15 00 184
3 RIVERSIDE, CA 20216 W78 14 10 157 8 MEMPING, TH 20371 1387 2 0 1M
4 FRESNO,CA 17,008 34,000 40 188 54 PFORTWONXTH, TX 21,108 2800 ¥ @ 183
5 PITTSBURGH, PA 21943 42800 10 4 1 65 NABMVILLE, TN 2040 33 8 70 1.6
8 EL PASO, TX 16731 2330 24 o4 148 00 DETRONT, Mt 20002 408503 11 s 1m
7 DMAHA, NE 18174 6600 20 30 1488 67 AURORA OO 2841 N84 13 7 18
& TUCSON, AZ 1901086 38203 14 35 1886 08 LONGBEACH CA 201 MWE2 14 13 182
£ JERSEY CITY, NJ 24148 45808 17 2 188 80 LOUMWLLE, KY 20040 0468 17 T8 1852
10 PROVIDENCE, Rt 20000 37300 10 25 188 00 AUSTIN, TX 2004 2000 15 5 182
11 NORFOLK, VA 18083 34750 18 81 183 61 MCHMOND, VA 21283 22212 15 65 1.5
12 COLORADO SPRINGS 10627 35654 17 40 182 62 MUNTINGTON BEACH 20011 W14 10 14 1.5
13 SAN ANTONIO, TX 10325 34508 18 63 179 63 SPOKANE WA 18000 27002 11 94 180
14 L'NCOLN, NE 17796 31680 17 @ 178 &4 ARLINGTON, TX 22782 2858 20 4 1.50
15 ST.PETERSBURG.FL 18713 33200 17 81 177 €8 LOSANGELES, CA 20011 3708 10 18 149
18 HONOLULU, Hi 211906 37400 14 24 176 68 PORTLAND, GA 21444 31983 16 & 49
17 MIAM! FL 21062 38500 14 18 1L 67 SALTLAKECITY,UT 10408 20042 12 85 1.4
18 COLUMBUS, GA 17367 30428 18 70 178 68 AVLANTA GA 23440 34808 14 47T 1.0
19 MADISON, Wi 20253 3543 16 42 175 80 KNOXWLLE, TH 19038 28315 18 8 1.0
20 FORT WAYNE, IN 21208 36910 18 28 174 70 JACKBON, M6 19256 280682 20 06 1.0
21 LUBBOCK, TX 17564 30400 38 80 178 71 DENVER OO 23041 M98 13 & 148
22 COLUMBUS, OH 21301 30588 16 2 172 72 CHICA®O, L 26008 37TOB8 15 23 1@
23 BUFFALO, NY 20319 34817 14 40 L7173 NEWARK, NJ 7048 w0832 13 S 1.4
24 GRANDRAPIDS. MI 21812 37140 11 27 170 74 LABVEGAS, '+ 2038 0082 11 82 1.4
25 PHOENIX, AZ 21438 30473 13 33 170 78 MONTOOME:Y, AL 19628 27320 28 83 147
26 MILWAUKEE, Wi 21000 36874 10 20 180 76 FLNT. MM 26900 081 12 12 147
27 JACKSONVILLE, FL 19006 33726 18 87 160 77 ANCHORASE, AX 28716 41338 11 7 14
28 GREENSBORO, NC 20204 34000 21 6 180 T8 UTTLEROCK AR 190282 27488 14 02 1.4
29 CHARLOTTE, NC 20006 3808 26 50 180 79 MOBDILE AL 10454 26327 20 O7 143
30 TAMPA, FL 18713 31282 17 71 167 60 BOSTON, MA 26731 36,700 T n 1.43
31 WARREN, Mi 20002 43968 12 3 188 81 WABHINGTON, DC 207 14 13 20 1.4
32 ANAHEIM, CA 24204 30788 12 11 184 82 KANSASCIIY, MO 21008 06810 18 77 1.4
33 LEXINGTON, KY 19063 31,108 10 72 163 83 SACRAMENTO,CA 21837 0082 12 74 1.4
34 TOLEDO, OH 21984 35800 16 38 183 84 DALLAS, TX 24403 34300 19 8 140
35 CINCINNATI, OH 21976 38774 13 8 183 85 NEW YORK NY 0678 QM 15 5 1.3
38 MINNEAPOLIS, MN 23018 38345 11 10 102 88 YOMGERS, NY 057 42245 18 6 1.3
37 PHILADELPHIA, PA 23806 20778 11 17 1482 87 NOUSTON, TX 24410 38500 20 & 1.3
38 ST PAUL,MN 23018 38,150 12 21 142 88 TULBA OK $143 20000 15 84 138
39 CLEVELAND, OH 23051 37221 16 26 181 00 OKLAKNWACITY,OK 19008 26800 18 05  1.36
40 TACOMA, WA 18044 30035 13 83 151 00 BIAMINGOMAM, AL 20778 27820 12 O 1.3
41 SANTAANA, CA 24254 071 12 15 185 o1 ALBUQUEROQUE.NM 19718 20216 18 98 133
42 AKRON, OM 22010 35210 13 43 180 62 SHARVEROR”. LA 19202 2602 15 9 1.33
43 INDIANAPOLIS, IN 21877 34867 20 43 180 93 WICHITA K$ 2147 236 11 87 132
44 ST LOUIS, MO 22736 30048 20 M 100 84 NEWORLEANS, LA 2030 20000 15 o 1.3t
45 SANDIEGO, CA 22183 35100 12 44 158 05 SANFPRANCISCO,CA 27850 20313 14 33 130
48 DAYTON, OW 21978 24407 185 B84 187 98 KANBASCIT™ X8 21588 27084 15 00 128
47 CORPUBCHRISTI, TX 10378 30278 4 81 183 o7 GATON ROUGE, LA 19001 24721 14 100 124
48 WORCHESTER, MA 21588 313806 11 68 158 08 OAKLAND, CA 26183 0870 13 73 123
49 BALTIMORE, MD 22242 240081 12 852 158 90 SEATTLE w: 2343 2008 12 9 120
50 CHATTANOOGA. TN 19730 30567 17 76 188 100 SAN JOSE, C& 2081 R4 10 € 110
AVERAGE 2288 $M271 10 1.80
(2 L
R
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Tabée I-10
THE RATIO OF 1988-89 MA-MAXIMUM SALARIES TO mesrmavwes
RANKED BY THE MA-MAXINIM TO AVERAGE §
A Mot MA Max
MA Sale  Oe MA- Siate ) Rete
Madimum Stape Rank Average Ao Maximum Siepe Rank Average Ratio
1 OMAHA, NE $36800 20 S0 $23.848 154 81 DENVER (N $34.008 13 45 $29.557 1.18
2 MIAML, FL 38500 14 18 2871 143 52 DAYTON,OH 34497 15 54 20,166  1.18
3 ST.LOUIS, MO 38048 20 30 28001 130 53 KANSASCITY, MO 510 15 77 25981 1,17
. 4 JERSEYCITY,NJ 45888 17 2 3280 138 564 AUSTIN, TX 30060 15 75 28513 197
8 PITTSBURGH, PA 42500 10 4 31348 188 S5 TAMPAFL 31252 17 71 20977 148
6 CHARLOTTE, NC 34808 25 50 26000 138 56 NEW YORK, NY 2.5 15 5 36654 1.16
7 ARLINGTON, TX 35500 20 41 20513 184 57 YONKERS, NY 42245 15 6 30654 1.5
8 GREZNSBORO, NC 34000 21 86 20000 13 58 OKLAMOMACITY.OK 26900 18 98 23400 1.18
9 LINCOLN, NE 3080 17 6 13848 Y32 B LUBBOCK TX 0400 3 80 20513 118
10 VIRGINIABEACH. VA 38,080 23 22 20080 181 60 CORPUSCHRISTI.TX 302768 24 @1 26513 1.4
11 ROCHESTER, NY 47892 26 1 30684 131 61 MADISON Wi 3543 15 42 31048 1,14
12 SAN ANTONIO, TX 34208 16 53 20513 130 €2 SHREVEPORT, LA 25826 15 90 22480 .14
13 ATLANTA, G~ 34808 14 <7 20000 30 63 DETROIT, Wi 40,803 1N 9 3580 114
14 DALLAS, TX 34200 19 55 20813 129 &4 DOSTON,MA 38,700 7 31 32200 114
15 PHOENIX, AZ 30473 13 33 28400 128 o5 RIVERSIDE CA 39768 14 10 35172 1.13
18 CLEVELAND, OH 372217 16 20 20108 128 @8 ANAHEM, CA 0,758 12 11 35172 113
17 TUCSON, AZ 30263 14 35 28408 127 67 COLUMBUS, GA 30428 18 79 20920 1.3
18 JACKSON, MS 28582 20 88 22579 127 @8 LONGBEACH,CA 39,532 14 13 35172 112
19 FORT WAYNE, IN 390 18 28 20160 127 @ FUNT. M 39651 12 12 35530 112
20 LITTLE ROCK, AR 27488 14 92 21738 126 70 HUNTINGTONBEACH 230184 10 14 35172  1.11
21 HOUSTON, TX 33500 20 50 20513 128 71 SANTAANA CA 39,011 12 15 35172 1.1
22 SALTLAKECITY,UT 29,042 12 85 23023 128 72 RICHMOND, VA 22212 18 65 20056  1.11
23 COLUMBUS, OH 3528 15 32 20168 126 73 KNOXVILLE TN 28315 18 88 25619 113
24 JACKSOVILLE.FL J1.726 18 57 208071 1385 74 LOG ANGELES, CA 38706 10 18 35172 1.10
28 LEXINGTON, KY 31106 16 72 24920 128 75 BATON ROUGE, LA 24,729 14 100 22,400  1.10
268 TULGA, OK 20083 15 84 23400 134 76 BIAMINGHAM, AL 27620 12 91 25190 110
27 NEWARK, NJ 40/32 13 8 32082 124 77 GRAND RAPIOS. MI 37940 11 27 33800 110
28 PHILADELPHIA.PA 38,778 11 17 31248 124 78 WICHITA KS 20,388 11 87 2502 109
29 WARREN, Mi 43956 12 3 358% 124 79 PROVIDENCE.R! 37306 10 25 34234 109
30 ST PETERSBURS, FL 33200 17 61 26071 123 80 PORTLAND, OR 31963 18 68 20385 1.09
31 TOLEDO, OH 35800 15 38 20108 123 81 MONTGOMERY, AL 27320 25 93 25190 108
32 CINCINNATI, OH 3B7/4 13 ¥ 20168 123 82 ALBUQUERQUE,NM 26215 13 98 24.55¢ 107
33 FORT WORTH, TX 32500 25 62 20513 123 83 KANSASCITY.KS 27064 15 90 25902 1,08
. 34 MEMPHIS, TN 31327 22 60 25619 122 84 MOBILE.AL 20327 20 97 25190 105
35 LOUISVILLE, KY 30458 17 78 24920 122 85 WORCHESTER, MA 33505 11 58 32200 104 i
38 NASHVILLE, TN 31,304 16 70 25819 142 08 LASVEGAS, NV 30082 11 82 28838 104
37 MINNEAPOLIS, MN 3IMUE 11 19 31,396 122 87 WABHINGTON, DC 38,194 13 20 36787 104
. 38 EL PASO, TX 32330 24 64 20513 122 88 SANFRANCIICO.CA 98313 14 34 35172 103
39 CHICAGO, iL 37958 15 23 31,196 122 80 TACOMA WA 30035 13 83 20,146  1.03
40 AURORA, CO 35034 13 37 20887 122 90 3ALTWMORE, MD 24081 12 52 33000 102
41 ST PAUL, MN 3815 12 21 31,398 91 8AN DIEGO, CA 35100 12 44 3572 100 l
42 DESMOINES, 1A 31406 16 48 25884 121 92 FRESNO.CA 34,039 @ 35172 099
43 AXRON, OM 35210 13 43 20,188 121 83 ANCHORAGE. AK 41338 N 7 41832 0% ‘
44 COLORADO SPRINGS 35854 17 40 20857 121 94 SEATTLE, WA 20008 12 89 20.148 006 |
45 NORFOLK, VA 34750 18 51 20068 120 96 BUFFALO, NY 34817 14 49 3885 0095 |
48 INDIANAPOLIS, IN 34887 20 48 20108 120 08 SPOKANE, WA 27002 11 94 20146  0.93
«7 HONOLULU, Hi 37400 14 24 31,307 119 97 SANJOSE CA 2414 10 63 35972 092
48 CHATTANOOGA. 1IN 30567 17 78 25619 118 98 SYRACUSE NY 33316 15 30 36654 091
49 NEWORLEANS.LA 26800 15 96 22400 110 99 OAKLAND.CA 3970 13 73 35172 o088
50 MILWAUKEE, WI 3474 16 20 31048 119 100 SBACRAMENTO, CA 30962 12 74 35172 o088
AVERAGE $34.27 $20629 1.18
f
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ll. Fiscal Information for Fifty
Large School Districts

from collective bargaining to pubiic relations. Such data support activities related to
barga.ing including hiring, layoffs, salary negotiations, and identifying problems
associated with a poor economic environment. Comparative fiscal data for school
districts, pariicularly from financial statements budgets, are among the most ditficult
to obtain. The data in this section come from a suivey of the nation’s largest
school districts conducted by the national newspaper City & State ("The Top 50
School Districts,” August 28, 1989, pp. 12-21).

City & State published the data as reported to them. The tabuiations of the
data presented in this report adjusted the data slightly as noted in the tables.
Some of the City & State data may count nonsupervisory professional personnel as
teachers. While City & State merely noted that some districts include some or all
federal revenue in the general fund, the figures in Tables li-1 and !I-3 exclude
federal revenue from the general fund to facilitate accurate comparisons.

Intercity comparisons of financial data should be carefully conducted. All of
the 1988-89 figures are estimates, perhaps just budgeted amounts. Table II-4
shows the accuracy of the 1987-88 estimates compared to the actual figures
known one year later. Personnel estimates may reflect either actual employees or
budgeted positions. Districts with deficits or excessive fund baiances can disguise
their true fund balance situation by manipulating the budgeted revenue,
expenditure, and fund balance figures. In many cases, the estimated figures
diverge considerably from the “~tual figures. On average, however, estimated
revenues overstaie actuals by 0.9 percent, estimated expenditures understate
actuals by 1.9 percent, and fund balances tend to rise by one percentage point.

Regardless of the accuracy of the estimates, some fund balances may not be
GAAP (Generally Accepted Accounting Principles) fund balances. Even if the fund
balance is a GAAP balance, the balance reported by the district may or may not
include reserved and designated fund balances. Another problem is that
accounting systems vary from state to state and district to district within the limits of
GAAP accounting standards so that the fund balance information may or may not
include interfuna transfers, interfund borrowing, or other accounting adjustments.

General fund expenditure data should also be carefully interpreted because
the various accounting systems include different expenditure items in the general
fund. In somq cites, transportation and most capital expenditures are in the
general fund, while in others, thay are treated as separate funds. Transportation,
for example, is part of ths general fund in Detroit but is a separate fund in
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Despite these data coirections and caveats, the City & Stute survey provides
the most current data on sperking and revenues and the only available information
on fund balances. Union locals are encouraged to get the best financial
information possible for their own local and not rely on the financial information in
this report. Highiights include:

Staffing and Personnel (Table i-1):

o The ratio of students to teachers averaged 16.9, compared to a national
average reported by the U.S. Department of Education of 17.4 for the
nation as a whole.

o Neawark had the lowest ratio of students to teachers at 11.5 followsd by St.
Louis (12.4), Boston (12.6), Baltimore County (13.5), and Pittsburgh (14.0).
Los Angeles, Long Beach, Memphis, and Polk County had a ratio over
20.0 students to a teacher.

o Teachers comprised only 54.1 percent ot all employees, but 33 districts
had ratios between 50.0 and 60.0. The U.S. Department of Education
reports that teachers comprised 53.1 percent of al! school employees for
the nation as a whole.

o Montgomery County, Maryland had the highest percentage of empioyees
as teachers at 68.7 percent followed by Baltimore County (63.9%), Las
Vegas (63.8%), and Columbus, Ohio (60.8%).

General Fund Expenditures (Table 1i-2):

o The 50 districts in the survey averaged $4,365 in general fund
expenditures per pupil an 8.8 percent increase. The comparable figure in
1987-88 was $4,009. (Note that expenditures included in the general fund
vary somewhat between districts.)

o Pittsburgh spent $7,163 per pupil followed by Boston, New York, Portland,
St. Louis, and Montgomery County, Maryland.

o Memphis spent $1,700 lass than the Jifty-city average at $2,521 per pupil.
Fort Worth, Albuquergus, New Orleans, ans Houston also ranked at the
bottom.

Q7




o After adjusting general fund expenditures per pupil by the interarea
cost-of-living index described in Table -7, many rankings chenged but
Pittsburgh, Portiand and St. i_ouis remained w« the top of the list.
Memphis, Forth Worth and Albuquerque remained in the bottom six, joined
by three California districts.

Local Share of Current Fund Revenue

o Among the 50 cities, the local portion of general fund revenue averaged
48.7 percent--a propottion higher than the national average and about the
same as the 46.1 figure in 1987-88 and the 45.9 figure in 1986-87. In
1986-87, according to the most recent data from the U.S. Department of
Education, 43.9 percent of school funding for current expenditures in all
school districts came from local sources.

o Montgomery County depended the most on local sources (89.4%), foilowed
by Portland (83.7%), Denver (83.3%), Fairfax County (81.3%), and
Baltimore County (79.1%).

o San Diego provided the least local revenue at just 1.8 percent followed by
Albuquerque at 2.2%. Four other California school districts, all of which
provided less than 19 percent of reve—ue from local sources, rounded out
the bottom six.

Fund Balances (Table [I-3):

T T

o Actuai general fund balances reported by the 50 districts for 1987-88 was
5.9 percent of revenues, down from 8.4% in 1986-87, but higher than the
1985-86 average of 5.6 percent.

o Revenue was expected to fall short of expenditures by 1.0 percent leaving
an average projected ending fund balance of 4.5 percent.

o Milwaukee nad the highest general fund balance in 1587-88 at 22.3
percent, followed by Houston (21.3%) and several districts with 14 percent
furd balances--Columbus, Ohio; Cobb County; St. Louis; and Atlanta. San
Diego, Los Angeles, and Broward County (Ft. Lauderdale) expected a
substantial diminishment of the fund balance.

o Only Detroit (-10.5%) showed a negative fund balance. Detroit expected to

stay in a deficit position, reaching 15 percent of revenues. (A successful
deficit reduction referendum in September 1889 eliminated the deficit.)

QN
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lil. Results of the 1989-90 Local Union
Teacher Salary Survey

The AFT's 100 largest locals serving slementary and secondary teachers
were asked to provide extensive salary and staffing information ‘or the current
school year beginning Fall 1989. About 75 respondad to the survey, and
information from a variety of sources provided comparable dsta for a few others.

The abbreviated salary matrix contains step 1, step 5, step 10, and maximum
scheduied salaries for four preparation levels: Bachelors degree, Masters degree,
Masters plus 30 additional graduate hours, and the scheduled maximum. In
Florida, the "specialist” level is listed under MA plus 30. The matrix also shows the
number of years needed to achieve the maximum salary. Some schedules
conform well to this matrix while others do not. Generally, the matiix was
compieted by the local. In some instances, the folowing changes were made: 1)
Step 1 was made to correspond to where a beginning teacher would be hired
(severai districts have eliminated the lower steps and start teachers on a higher
step and some districts start on step 0), and steps 5 and 10 wers adjusted
accordingly; 2) When possible, steps were equated to years of experience. The
survey solicited lonqevity information from locals. Generally, the maximum salary
corresponds to the scheduled salary reached in continuous (or near continuous)
increments. Longevity increments usually designate the extra pay specifically
identified in contracts as longevity pay added to the published saiary scheduls for
teachers with substantial experience.

In addition to the bas.c salary matrix, other information appears to the right of
the matrix to help interpret the salary data including the salary for a teacher with a
Masters degree and 15 years of experience for 1988-89 and 1989-90, the
estimated average experience level of teachers, the number of teachers, the
number of new BA teachers, and the number of teachers retiring in the previous
yeai. Some districts have very low beginning salaries but they alsc may have few
beginning teachers.

The footnotes to each matrix provide information on the teacher supply and
demand situation as perceived by local union leaders. Among the 74 locals
providing such information, 22 believed that therse is either a general shortage or
shortages in specific areas, and another three anticipated shortages in the near

future. Last year, 21 of the 57 reporting locals belisved that there was either a
general shortage or shortages in specific areas.




1 Ntw TORK, NY e Nae 5 28 1 01 18 s1.0% 3
2 LOS ANGELES, CA iR 2,000 F 240 80 S0 4
3 CHICAGO, I ) 5 24,832 3 198 20 ®% 13
4 DADE COUNTY, FL RN s s 180 & ©in
5 PHILADELPHIA, PA 1 10,000 (] 17.7 L 14 M1% 42
6 HOUSTON, TX 1 10.99¢ ) 17.8 2 04 10
7 DETROIT, M T 007 7 18 43 sim W
8 FT LAUDERDALE, FL AN 8.0 s 160 18 sta% 28
9 DALLAS, Y X 13083 7,09 10 1% 23 S1.4% W
10° FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA 128032 8.431 9 188 13 80.0% 3
11 HILLMBOROUGH CO (TAMPA), FL 138840 7.723 1 107 21 2% =
12 MEMPHIS, TN 1949 6,007 20 M4 4 00.0% s
13 SAN DIEQO, CA 1T 5878 1] 199 48 838 27
14 BALTIMORE, XD 107,08 6.000 17 17.9 0 60.0% [
15 CLARK CO. (LAS VEGAS). NV 1085 8,530 n 12.0 “ aX8% 3
16 PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MD 104,140 6017 10 173 EY] 800 40
17 MONTQOMERY COUNTY, MD Ny o007 12 18.0 12 “a.™ 1
18 MILWAUKEE, W1 e 6,000 F 3] 17.2 2 00 2% ]
19 PALM BEACH COURNTY, FL Ly ) 6,400 i3 148 ® G o
20 ORAMNGE CO. {ORLANDO), FL. L F 8,202 14 148 s 61.7% M
21 PINELLAS CO. (8T. PETERS ), FL (7 8371 p> 189 28 M 8
22 JEFFERSON COUNTY, KY [ % 8,161 24 17.2 2 45.1% 40
23 DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA o\ 8,540 10 148 1% @woe M
24 ALBUQUERQUE, NM (774 4,001 28 7.7 38 S1.7% 35
25 NEW ORLEANS, LA 3t 4778 P 17 4 s A2%m 32
26 BALTIMORE COUNTY MD g 6,100 15 i98 $ a3.9% 2
27 JEFFERSON COUNTY, CO e 4,342 = 173 3 a20% 4
28 CHARLOTTE, NC S M 484 33 17.4 LV B 45
% CLEVELAND, OH e 4,401 [ 103 17 2%
3 DeKALB COUNTY, G4 T4 4848 F] 187 14 Sa5%
31 Ai_ANTA GA 2483 4184 L V] 18.4 18 4w 21 !
32 LONG BEACH, CA o031 2014 8 230 ™ 854% 22
35 COBB COUNTY, GA 8BA% 3,707 41 178 » s8rn 19
34 VIRGINIA BEACH. VA 8,812 s »® 189 20 sayw 23
35 TORT WORTH TX 1] 3.048 42 184 42 44.0% 47
38 COLUMBUS, OH 26,100 4,408 29 1458 3 0.3% 4
37 ANNE ARUNDEL CO MD a4 3882 o/ 188 24 Mo 11
38 POLK COUNTY, Fi 63,463 LY, “ 27 47 535% 28
30 SAN FRANCISCO, CaA 3,900 378 % 167 o] 530% 26
40 AUSTIN, TX °o,7% 3.820 % 184 19 81% 20
41 DENVER, CO 5700 3048 35 148 7 “4I 4
42 INDIANAPLOLIS, iM (7 3208 4 1793 ) B50% 2
43 BOSTON, MA 8.2 4383 N 12¢ 3 57.2% 17
44 NEWARIK N 84,148 4,700 27 s 1 5808 14
45 PORTLAND, CR 88,190 2.800 4 (1) 43 7% -
48 CINCINNATI, OH t1.416 2,983 48 174 9 oM 12
47 8T LOUIS, MO 7.0 3768 %0 124 2 B76% 8
48 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA .50 2,383 ] 171 27 58.0% is
48 PITTSBURGH, PA W AN 2329 . 1490 5 B34% 30
50 MINNEAPOLIS, MN 2,003 2,629 40 148 P 31.8% k- ]
AVERAGE 128,404 i s ) AL § ] 54 1%
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TABLE iI-2
PROJECTED 1988-89 GENERAL FUND EXPENDITI'RE AND FIEVENUE DATA
General Fund txpenditure General Fund Bxpenditures Per Pupit Parcent of General Fund Revenue
Per Pupil (Excludes Forteral indeced to the Intercky Cost-o0f- (Excudes Federal Rwenus)
Expendituree) Living Index (Average of 280 Clties=100) From Local Sources
! PITTSBURGH, PA £.163 1 ATTOBURGH, PA. .. 1025 00890 1 MONTGUMERY COUNTY. MO 89 4%
2 BOSTON MA. 8400 2 o lo.8,MO. . €75 5488¢ 2 PORTLAND OR. 83 7%
3 NEWYORK, NY .. €117 3 PORATLAND, OR.. 1030 5583 1 NEMVER D . $3.3%
4 PORTLAND OR 5.780 4 LOUISVLLE KY .. 943 8218 1 FMRF:{XCOUNTY, VA 81 3%
5 ST LOUIS, MO 8.738 &« B DENYER CO . 1318 4081 . T -4ORE COUNTY, MD 70 1% .
€ MONTGOMERY COUNTY. MD  5.857 8 CINCINNATI, OH . 1003 4844 8 DALLAS TX . . 78 0%
7 FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA, 8813 7 MILWAUKEE, wi. . 1020 4820 7 AUSTIN,TX.. . .. 77 0%
8 PHILADELPHIA, PA 8,465 8 MINNEAROLIS, MN . . M8 (500 & BOSTOM,MA. . 76 0%
9 NEWARK.NJ . 8312 9 CLEVELAND, OH 1005 4479 0 MINNEAPOLIS MN 7.r%
10 DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. £207 10 MONTGOMERY “OUNTY. MD 1284 4,328 10 PITTSBURGH, PA . 08 0%
11 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA. 5,184 11 COLUMBUS, OH . . . 1024 4318 11 ANNEARUNDELCO MD . 06 5%
12 DENVER, CO 4964 12 PHILADELPHIA, PA.. . .. 1272 4206 12 PALM BEACH COUNTY, FL 64 8%
13 LOUISVILLE, KY 4018 13 FAIRFAXCOUNTY.VA.. .. 1284 4,283 13 LOUISVILLE KY.. . . 83.1%
14 CLEVELAND, OH 4504 14 PALTIMORE COUNTY, MD 1008 4,200 14 PRINCE GEORGE'SCOUNTY  622%
15 SAN DIEGO, CA. 4081 18 PINELLABCO. (ST PETERS) 1013 4232 15 DeXALBCOUNTY,GA 00 3%
16 BALTIMORE COUNTY, MD 4674 18 BOSTON.MA....... . 15823 4208 18 HOUSTON, TX 50.8%
17 CINCINNATI, OH 4658 17 I-XALBCOUNTY.GA. . . 1088 4,183 17 ATLANTA GA 50.0%
18 MILWAUKEE, WI 4611 18 PALMBEACHCOUNTY,FL . 1108 4,13 18 FORT WORTH, TX 56 3%
19 PALM BEACH COUNTY, FL. 4556 19 DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 1284 4,126 19 CINCINNATL OH.. 55 084
20 FT LAUDERDALE, FL 455 20 ANCHORAGE ALASKA. . 1287 4124 20 NEW YORK, NY 55 3%
21 MINNEAPOLIS, MN 450 21 FT LAUDERDALE, FL 1101 4,110 21 COLUMBUS, OH 55 2%
22 DeKALB COUNTY, GA. 4481 22 AUBTIN, TX. ... 848 4081 22 CLARKCO.(LAS VEGAS). NV 54 3%
23 COLUMBUS, OH 4421 23 ATLANTA GA...... 1086.6 4,030 23 VINGINIA BEACH, VA 54 0%
24 DADECOUNTY FL. . 4416 24 CRANGECO.(ORLANCO),FL. 903 4,027 24 JEFFERSON COUNTY, CO 50 9%
25 ATLANTA, GA.. .. 4202 25 DADE COUNYY, FL . 110.5 4011 26 COBBCOUNTY, GA. . 81%
26 PINELLASCC ‘ST PETERS) 4287 28 NEWARK, NJ.... 1330 3904 26 PINELLABCO (ST PETERS) 46 0%
27 PRINCE GEORGE'SCOUNTY 4288 27 CHANOTTE,NC . 905 3979 27 FTLAUDERDALE. FL 45 5%
28 ANNE ARUNDEL CO . MD 4133 28 JEFFERBON COUN, :. CO 101.8 3,078 28 NEW OFLEANS, LA 45 4%
20 SAN FRANCISCO, CA. 4003 20 NEW YORK NY. .. .. . 1872 3801 29 MEMPHIS, TN. 45 3%
30 JEFFERSON COUNTY, CO 4035 30 ANNEARUNDEL CO . MD 1008 3774 3 CLEVELAND, OH 45 3%
31 DETROIT.MI . 4031 31 INDIANAPLOUIS IN 903 3882 31 CHICAGO, IL. 42 7%
32 ORANGE CO (ORLANDCY FL. 3008 32 DETROIT,Mi 1100 3004 32 OF 'GECO (CRLAKLAY FL 422%
33 CHICAGO, IL 3079 a 33 SANDIEGO,CA 1219 3574 33 MILWAUKEE, Wi 41 1%
34 CHARLOTTE. NC 3956 3 DALLAS, TX.. .. . 1038 3377 34 BALTIMORE, MD 40 7%
35 AUSTIN, TX 3842 38 PRINCCGEORGE'SCOUNTY 1284 333 35 PHILADELPHIA PA 40 5%
38 LOS ANGELES, CA. 3800 3 POLKCOUNTY, FL 1034 3.3 38 INDIANAPLOLIS, IN 36 ™%
, 37 INDIANAPLOLIS, IN 3008 37 HILLBBOROUQH CO (TAMPA), 1018 3,33 37 DADE COUNTY. FL 33 9%
38 BALTIMORE, MD 3563 3 VIRQINIA BEACH, VA 1011 3332 38 CHARLOTTE, NC 32 4%
39 DALLAS, TX. 3508 39 CHICAQO, M. .. 1203 3308 0 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA
40 POLKCOUNYY, FL 3449 & BALTWMORE, MO 1005 3264 40 DETROIT,Mi
41 LONG BEACH, CA. 3413 41 CLARKCO.(LABVEGAS), NV 1014 3170 41 HILLSDOROUGH CO (TAMPA;,
42 HILLSBOROUGH CO (TAMPA;, 3379 42 NEW ORLEANS, LA 978 3141 42 POLKCOUNTY, FL
43 VIRGINIA BEACH, VA_ 1308 43 COBE COUNTY, gA. 1088 3117 43 NEWARK, NJ
44 COBB COUNTY, GA 3320 &4 K SSTON, TX.. 1079 2,082 44 SAN FRANCISCO, CA
45 CLARKCO (LAS VEGAS) NV 3215 . sBUQUERQUE. NM 10t 8 3018 45 LONGBEACH,CA
48 HOUSTON, TX. 3140 48 LOSANGELES, Ci 1268 3011 48 (OB ANGELES CA
47 NEW ORLEANS, LA 3072 47 FORTWORTH, TX 1032 2963 47 ALBUQUERQUE, NM
48 ALBUQUERQUE, NM 3061 48 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 1445 2833 48 SANDIEGO, CA
49 FORT WORTH, TX 3058 49 LONG BEACH, CA 12685 2808 49 DiSTRICT OF JOLUMBIA
50 MEMPHIS, TN 2521 50 MEMPHIS, TN M2 257 50 ST LOUIS, MO
AVERAGE 34 L As . AQGE 1Nt 4 3637 AVERAQE
ta; AFY astimates N
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1 MILWAUKEE, Wi o 27 -0.8% 22.9%
2 HOURTOM, TX nm [ %, ] -2.0% 18.9%
3 COLUMBUS, OH 16" 21% <0.4% 14.1%
4 COBB COUNTY, GA 1AM 12.00 1.9% 14.0%
8 8T, LOUIS, MO “an 42% 17.0%
@ ATLANTA GA 1400 =1.1% -4.0% 7.9%
7 AUSTIN, TX 18.v% 0.0% -1.9% 11.9%
8 8AN DIEGO, CA AR, 7 200 -10.7% 0.9%
¢ POLKCOUNTY, FL 10.0% 10.9% 1.9% 11.2%
10 MEMPHIS, TN W% 200 -2.9% 8.2%
11 LOS ANGELES. CA ”n (%, -7.0% c.m
12 FTLAUDERDALE, FL S 2.0% -7.6% 2.0
13 DALLAS, TX % 8% -0.0% 7.2%
14 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 4% 4.0% 2.2% 10.0%
18 PHILADELPHIA, PA s L% -3.0% 4.T%
16 DeKALB COUNTY. GA % M -0.2% 7.2%
17 POMTLAND, OR 74% 5.2% -85.5% 1.0
18 NEWARK. NJ 7.1% 310 -1.8% 6.1%
19 82N FRANCISCO, CA o % -2.1% 4.2%
20 PITTSBURGH, i"A % 2.0% 0.0% 7%
21 LONG BEACH, CA Q1% 1.9% 2.0% 2.5%
22 INDIANAPLOLIS, IN (¥ 17% -2.1% 2.00%
23 PINELLAS CO. (8T. PETERS}, i % [T Y ~1 $3% 2.0%
24 FORT WORTH, TX 4% 'y 7 2.0% 7.5%
28 DADE COUNTY, FL 4% 15.7% 2.9% 2%
26 CINCINNATI, OH 4% 15.0% -1.1% 2.7%
27 NEW ORLEANS, LA 4.0% *22% 1.1% 4.0%
28 CLARK CO. (LAS VEGAS). NV 1% 1000 0.0% 4.6%
20 HILLOBOROUGH CO. (TAMPA), L LRLN .4 0.9% 4.1%
3 DORANGE £O. {ORLANDO), FL 40M 72% ~3.5% 0.2%
31 DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 2.0% s6% 0.2% am
32 CHARLOTTE, NC 2. 10.8% 1.4% 5.0%
’ 33 CHICAGO, IL 2% .o -2.7% oM
34 ANNE ARUNDEL CO MD 1% Fen, ~2.1% 0.0%
35 DENVER, CO e 12,9 0.0% 2.9%
36 PALM BEACH COUNTY, FL 2.9% ‘2.4% -1.0% 1.0%
37 JEFFERSON COUNTY, CO 22% 2.4% 0.1% 1.0%
33 ALBUQUERQUE, KM 1.0 (7 0.7 0.0%
39 PRINCE QEORGE 'S COUNTY, MD 1% 1% -0.8% 0.4%
40 BOSTON, MA 1.9% 2. 9% -1.2% 0.0%
41 CLEVELAND, OH 1.9 1.7% 2.0% 4.4%
42 FAMIRFAX COUNTY, VA 1.2% 11.0% 2.0% 1%
43 VIRQINIA BEACH. YA 0.7% 13.9% -0 0% 0.0%
4 LOUISVILLE, KY 0.7% 5% 0 0% 0.0%
45 MONYGOMERY COUNTY, MD 2.9% 11.2% -01% 0.2%
48 NEW YORIX, NY 0.0% 6.2% 0 0% 0.0%
47 MINNEAPOLIS, MN o.M 1.9% 0 0o% 0 0%
48 BALTIMORE COUNTY, MO 0.0% 11.0% 0.0% 00%
49 BALTIMORE, MD 0.u% 12.0% 0 0% 0.0%
80 DETROIT, MI -10.50 I -4 0% ~15 3%
AVERAGE 5.0% 7.9% ~10% 46%
Ncte Percent of general fund revenues sxcluding iede: 2! revenues.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

|
|
|
|

1 ALBUQUERQUE, NM .

Z ATLANTA, GA s e 0% ,’e % -2 .3 %9 11.2% 13.9%

3 AUSTIN, TX 24 M 1% 00 M 2% 28 n7 2.7% 13.8%

4 BALTMORE, MD a4 WL -14.0% 444 82 -14.0% 00 0.0 eoN 9.0%

5 BALTIMORE COUNTY, MD 348 M7 oM M M7 o0 14.2 6.0 41% 0.0%

8 BOSTON, MA 2 W 00N B W 0.1% o 42 0% 1%

7 CHARLOTTE, NC ms e W m m oM 17 196 AN 3 '

& CHICAGO, iL 1720 1,182 e e 1,138 e w1 367 e 3%

8 CINCINNATI, OH 44 208 -102% 284 ne -15.0M 0.0 9.0 &% Law

10 CLARK CO. (LAS VEGAS), N 310 310 05m N W0 02w 152 120 43% 4.1% ,

11 CLEVELAND, OH M4 W oum 316 38 10%m 43 1% b

12 COLUMBUS, OH T’ M oM m 7 -0c% 2e 4@z 11.7% 14.8%

17 DADE COUNTY, FL 1,101 1,048 -12.2% 1,184 1040 -12.2% s3.0 7 4N 4%

14 DALLAS, TX 48 8 0% 443 “8 1M 29 370 0% 8.2%

16 DeKALB COUNTY, GA 208 W -0.0% b 2% 0.0% 238 234 79% 78%

16 DENVER, CO 283 M0 -1.0% 258 M4 -0.2% 10.8 68 4.1% 20%

17 DETROIT, Mi 746 740 -OMW ™ ™ -0 -4 096 A5 -0.3%

18 DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 4 M 1™ 44 @ 0.7% 1.8 173 24% 3%

19 FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA ) [ Y [ 7] w4 00% 77 77 1.2% 1.2

2¢ FORT WORTH, TX 196 7 o 19 10 0% 18.7 o8 T0M 4.0%

21 FT LAUDERDALE, AL 96 548 -81% 018 53 -13.4% 138 472 23 0%

22 HILLSBORDUGH CO. (TAMPA), FL an 4t 0.0M E €N 09 200 108 L9% 4.0%

23 HOUSTON, TX gr2 74 o.M 820 883 0.5 158 1148 202% 20.0%

24 INDIANAPLOUIS, IN 198 19 4% 187 157 42 132 10.4 T70% B5.3%

28 JEFFERSON COUNTY, CO an m 2% %4 20 -1.0% 21 8.1 0s% 22%

20 LOvew BEACH, CA M8 24 -02% 281 0.0% 189 14.1 0% 58w

27 LOS ANGELES, CA 2800 2388 -o™% 2004 2300 -11.0% 1885 2079 00% $.7%

28 LOUISVILLE, KY 208 418 a »m a 28 27 1.0% 0.7%

20 MEMPHIS, TH W04 N4 31% ne 03 -30% 28 331 7.4% 10.5%

30 MILWAUKEE, Wi 4 4 -2 45 L Y Y 1028 98.1 21.2% 21.2%

31 MONTOOMERY COUNTY, MO 08 04 -0 608 08 -02% a7 13 090%M 0.3%

22 NEW ORLEANS, LA ne ne o e NnNe -2.4% 03 89 0.i% 4.1%

33 NEW YORK, NY 61N UM LW 51 53 2% 0o 0.0 0.0% 0.0%

34 NEWARK, NJ ”» M 1w e 27 -29% 58 194 226 7.1%

38 ORANGE CO. (ORLAKDO), FL 316 W 1M a2e M 00m o6 13,1 0.2% 4.0%

38 PALM BEACH COUNTY, FL 73 W 21% 7] 1T oM™ 18 86 32% 23%

37 PHILADELPHIA, PA 00 98 -01% e 0 -00% 2.2 790 8.3% 8.0% .

38 PINELLAS CO. (8T. PETERS ), FL 200 » ™ 2T M0 72% 178 188 5.5% 8.3

30 PITTSBURGH, PA e m 0om e e 0.0Wm 189 189 68% 6%

42 POLK COUNTY, FL 199 01 1% 1% 201 1.0% 213 219 10.79% 10.99%

41 PORTLAND, OR 258 m T 202 %3 80 288 204 10.1% 7.4% .

42 PRINCE GEORGE'8 COUKRTY, MD 434 430 -10M 428 428 -08% 84 64 15% 13%

43 8AN DIEGO, CA o1 o 0% 37 a7 4% 12 86.2 0.2% 11.3%

44 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 201 200 -1.0M 208 28 -1a%w 81 164 im 63w

45 8T. LOUIS, MO (] 7 -0 7 o4 0.5 151 137 155% 14.2%

48 VIRGINIA BEACH, VA e 198 -12.1% 229 200 -11.5% 00 14 0.0W 0.7%

47 COBB COUNTY  GA(¢)

48 ANCHOHRAGE, ALABKA (c)

40 ANNE ARUNDEL CO., MO ‘c)

50 MIMNEAPOLIS, MN (o)

AVERAQGE 68 W -os5% $584 9§54 ~1.0% 182 3244 48N 57T%

&) Data are not comparable

) Unreaerved, undesignaiad fund balance from audited Snancial siatements

c) Not surveysd In 1987-88 )

lj r‘
AFT Looal Union Taaches Saiery Bucvey (Cit & Sate Data Base)




li. Results of the 1989-90 Local Unicn
Teacher Salary Survey

The AFT's 100 largest locals serving slementary and secondary teachers
were asked to provide extensive salary and staffing information ‘or the current
school year beginning Fall 1989. About 75 responded to the survey, and
information from a variety of sources provided comparable data for a few others.

The abbreviated salary matrix contains step 1, step 5, step 10, and maximum
scheduled salaries for four preparation levels: Bachelors degree, Masters degree,
Masters plus 30 additional graduate hours, and the scheduled maximum. In
Fiorida, the "specialist” level is listed under MA plus 30. The matrix also shows the
number of years needed to achieve the maximum salary. Some schedules
conform waell to this matrix while others do not. Generally, the matiix was
compieted by the local. In some instances, the following changes were made: 1)
Step 1 was made to correspond to where a beginning teacher would be hired
(severai districts have eliminated the lower steps and start teachers on a higher
step and some districts start on step 0), and steps 5 and 10 wers adjusted
accordingly; 2) When possible, steps wers equated to years of experience. The
survey solicited longevity information from locals. Generally, the maximum salary
corresponds to the scheduled salary reached in continuous (or near continuous)
increments. Longevity increments usually designate the extra pay specifically
identified in contracts as longevity pay added to the published saiary schedule for
teachers with substantial experiencs.

In addition to the bas.c salary matrix, other information appears to the right of
the matrix to help interpret the salary data including the salary for a teacher with a
Masters degree and 15 years of experience for 1988-89 and 1989-90, the
estimated average experience level of teachers, the number of teachers, the
number of new BA teachers, and the number of teachers retiring in the previous
year. Some districts have very low beginning salaries but they also may have few
beginning teachers.

The footnotes to each matrix provide information on the teacher supply and
demand situation as perceived by local union leaders. Among the 74 locals
providing such information, 22 believed that thers is either a general shortage or
shortages in specific areas, and another three anticipated shortages in the near
futura. Last year, 21 of the 57 reporting locals belisved that there was either a
general shortage or shortages in specific areas.

el
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TABLE N1

SCHEDULED TEACHER SALARIES IN LARGE AFT LOCALS, 196990

Contract Begins: 71189

Bxpires: 630091 Aliation of
Bargeirning Agent: AFT
& BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 88-89: 338,957
L o) :
1 26,335 i na| 27,650
s [ 0,782 33313 na | 35742
10 [ X BA7] 3BIM Ml 0]
MAX 3, 0,057 na | 44,777
Yrs. t6 MAX 7 12 12 13
Longevity na 2,142 na 2,142
Yrs. Nooded 0 27 23 28
Contract Begins: 7/1/88 Expires: 6/30/91 Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT/NEA
SA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 86-89: $40,637
| Step MA, 15yrs. 89-90: $43,888
i 1 U] BRI, 32,073 Average Experience: na
5 D54 AW 3785 /AN | Unit Size: 33,000
! 1 [ RAB | 488 &5 AB05 New Taachers: na
| MAX A | 41 BBH| 45805 48078 Num.Teachers BA1: na
Yrs. 10 MAX 10 10 10 k1) Teachers Ratired: na
Longevity 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
Yrs. Needed ] 15 15 15 15 Shortage Not a problem
Note  MA is the Min+58 lane. MA+0 is the Mins84 lane; shortages in bilingual.
Lo 44
Contract Begins: 7789 Expires: 6/30/91 Alfiliation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15ycs. 88-89° $41,000
Step MA, 15yr3. 89-80: $44.590
! 1 23] BII] BBV DEY Average Experience: 150
! L] { 343 03| 1B/ Unit Size: €40
i 10 na na na na New Teachers: 2
i MAX D2V AR 750 5780 Num.Teachers BA1: 2
f Yrs. 16 MAX 7 7 7 7T Teachers Reatirad 8 x
i Longevity 0 0 ¢ 0 |
; Yrs. Needad 0 ) 0 0 Shortage.  Not a problem !
i
iNdo About 70% of teachers a2 maximum-——most st Masters & fth yoar

el
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Contract Begins: 7/1/89 Expires: 6/30/92
BA MA MA30 MAX
Step
1 [ 25,108 | 28,83 314251 356715
5 30,663 | 40853 4398 | 48,15
12 na na na na
MAX W0 | B3| 4,185 5285 |
Yrs. to MAX L] L] [ B
L.ongevity See note
Yen. Neadad 0 0 0 0

Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT

MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $43,000
MA, 15yrg. 89-90: $45,043
Average Experien:c. na
Unit Sizse: 2,150

New Teachers: 175
Num.Teachers BA1: 120
Teachers Retired: na

Shortage:  Not a problem

Contract Begins: 9/1/89 Bxmires: 8/31/91
o BA MA MA30 MAX
C)
1 [ 2773 BBV AT 51,487
10 DA | 42550 , )
MAX [ 41,330 I 47490 | 37450
Yrs. {0 MAX 11 T T I
Tgenity 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500
Yre, Needed 25 25 25 22

Mote  Longevity is $1,000 at ysar 18, plus ancther $500 at yoar 28

Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $44,643
MA, 15yrs. 88-80: $47,810

Average Experience: 18.0
Unit Size: 550

New Teachers:
Num.Teachers BA1:
Teachers Retired:

Shortage.  Not a problem

3
2
8

Contract Begins: 7/89 Expires: 6/92
BA MA MA30 MAX
Siap
1 .77 BIE ] 24853 33,023
5 I | BIA| BOT ;
10 ) [AJ7ET WADBE | 47,238
MAX @7, 7331 S0BET | 5305
Yrs. to MAX 13 k] K] 13
Longewity 0 0 0 0
Yrs. Needed 0 o 0 0

Affiliation of
Bargaining Agant: AFT
MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $44,838
MA, 15yrs. 89-90: $48,749

Average Expevience: 12.0
Unit Size: 1,300

New Teachers:
KNum Teachers BA1-
Teachers Retired:

Shontage Mot a problem

50
100
25

Kote

Contract Begins: o/1/89 Explres: 8/31/54
BA MA MA30 MAX
Step
1 SI0] 2] B0 KW
5 30500 32500 B,U00 | 39,000 |

10 3000 43000 45000 55,150
MAX BUNT 430 BOO0| 56,750
Yra to MAX 10 10 10 0
Longavity 500 2,500 2,500 2,500
Yrs. Neaded 22 17 17 17

na

Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $40
MA, 15yrs. 89-90: $43,000

Avsrage Experience:
Unit Size-

New Teachars

Num Teachers BAT.
Teachars Ratired.

Shornags Not a problem

,000

na
825
23
7

23




Contract Bagins: 7/1/88 BExpicas. &/30V00
BA MA MA30 MAX
| s T
. 1 . na| 2250
' 3 o,191 | BI51 1 na| 28.197]
10 50 30,90 na| 30,000
MAX 40,000 | 40.000 n | /o
Yrs. 10 MAX 14 14 14 14
Longewity 0 0 0 y
Yrs. Nesded 0 0 ¢ 0

Atfiiation of
Bargaining Agant: AFT
MA, 15yrs. 63-80: 340,000
MA, 15yrs. 86-90: Negotiating
Average Experience: 12.0
Unk Size: 1,100

New Teachers: 70
Num.Teachers BA1: 100
Teachers Retired: 147

Shortage:  This year

Contract Begins: y15/98 BExqlres: VW0
| BA MA MA30 MAX
: Step
| 1 22082 X282 26438 27503
5 20,633 29,904 HoI[ 2B
10 32769 A 373/ BBI
! MAX 38,405 44830 O8] 4759
i Yrs. 1o MAX 15 15 15 15
! Longevity 0 0 0 0
Yrs. Needad 0 0 0 0

Affiiation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
MA, 15y1s. 88-89. $41,897
MA, 15yrs. 89-90; $44,830

Average Experience’ na
Unit Stze 5,500

New Teachers: na

Num.Teachers BA1: na

Teachers Retired: na
Shortage. na

Step

Contract Bagins: 8/1187

BA MA MAS0 M~ X

19,000
TR
N 960 |
—

0

4]

Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent. AFT
MA, 15yTe. 88-89: $26,413
MA, 15yrs. 89-90: $28.575

Avorage Experience. na
Unit Size: 1,500

New Teachers: na
Num.Teachers BA1: 45
Teachers Retirad. 13

Shortage  This year

Contract Begins: 8/21/89 Expires 8/20/80
BA MA MA30 MAS
Step
1 ZIEEC] BN RIB| AW
5 VIS ARG BBIT BT
10 53045 | B IE | 2680 27350
MAX | J2B85| MBS 50 36,270
Y18, to MAX 37 7 7 i7
Longewity o ¢ 0 0 ;
Yrs. Nm L_,,,,ﬁgng o WMWNO_“( L 0 4] |

-

Nore A max, it lews than 10 veare w Brevard County mbttract £2 780

Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
MA, 15yrs. B8-89: 828,835
MA, 15yrs. 89-90. $29,640

Average Experience: 120
Unkt Size 3,296

New Teachers: 00

Num Tgachers BA1 200

Teachers Retired 45
Shortage in5ysss
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£l BROWARE TEACHERS UNION < LOGaE 1975
Contract Bagins' &89 Expires. 8/92 Atfiliation of
Bargaining Arant: AFT
BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $30,068
? Step MA, i5yrs. 89-90: $§32,347
i 1 23550 25550 27,350 28,258 Average Experience: 120
! 5 — w7 21| BWIZ| BRI Unit Siza: 9,100
10 [ 20,601 I 28501 30 401 37,307 .aw Teachers: g
MAX T 000 | 39,000 | 0800 41,705 Num.Teachers BA1: 440
Yrg. to MAX 20 20 20 2 Teachers Retired: 100
Longevity 3,050 3,050 3,050 3,50
Yrs. Neaded 25 5 25 ZSJ Shortage Not a problem

Contract Begins: 8/17/88 Fxpires. 8/16/91 Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent. AFT
BA MA MAJ0 MAX MA, 15yrs 88-8% $30,153
Step MA, 15yrs. 89-90C: $31,668
i v [T I 2TATE Average Experience: 8.0
! I N S A A A Unit Size: 750
; 10 BB BIW| WENI | 2097 Nev: Teachers: 140
i MAX [T 28875 T 31868 VAW HREZ | Num Teachers BAS: 23
! Yrs. to MAX it 15 18 1% Tea~Hars Retired 12
| Longevity 2,080 2,130 2,130 2,130
Yrs. NeeGed 18 18 18 18 | Shontage Not a problem
Node na
Fl. Loonk:' ‘3320 °
i Contract Begns. 711/88 Expires. &/20/90 Aftiliation of
5 Bargaining Agent. AFT
: BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 88-8% $24.019 ;
Hep M4, 15yrs. BY-9Ky 825,424 !
1 |00 | S 85 | 22406 | A5 3% | Ave:age Experiance 160 {
5 TITAC T T 22%E | cJB06 | 4FX Unit Size 6,400 3
10 L0 T BAS03 T 25,894 | T 27.A99 | New Teachers 250 |
MAX AT A T Num Teachers BA 224 !
Yis 10 MAX T i {8 0 18 {8 1sachers Ratirad 240 :
{ ongevity 250 250 250 250 !
fre. Nesded | 31 31 -1 Shortage  In 2 years 1
LNou Sharinge of sprcial edcat-on, science, ¢ smentary, and minanty teschers |
FL  MANATEE EDUCAION ASSOCIATION Loosl. 3821
‘ Contract Begi s 81708 Expras T/ Aftitiation of
Barganing Agent. AF7 |
BA MA MAC MAX MA 15yrs. 88-89 $31.819 i
Srep Mt 15yrs. 89-90: $33,728 :
1 R AN & udl 21,1§F | 25,009 Avarage Experence na |
5 BRVAS VRS R AT DI LK Unit Size 1575 |
10 B T R R A YA <AL Naw Teachars 156
Max '32‘,3‘2:‘ TR TINAT RET 1 Num Teachers BA1 na
: Y8, to MAX TTTTRY TR TR T T T Taachars Retired o
; { ongevity 0 0 0 0l
| Yrs. Neoded ! 0 ¢ 0 0 Skortage  This year

Staontage of coriified teachei ¢ i Excevtional Chaid Fdocatton  impending oh ~r.age in (Aher sisas




! Comiraci Beyins ] Expires. &30/ ATTHIstIOn of
| Bargaining Agent: AFT
; BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $29.810
! Step MA, 15yrg. 89-90: $31,645
' 1 [T.0000] 2Z2%0] 22906 XR.I161) Average Sxperience: 8.0
' 5 e ’ 21.28 N.E, i 27.'&;1 Unit Size: 2,000
i 10 . 23,045 25,591 30,945 New Teachers: 200
| MAX 29,885 kAT 3757 B.046 | Num.Teachers BA1: 106
i Y18, to MAX 12 12 12 12 Teachers Retired: na
Langavity 1,106 1,100 1,100 1,100
Yrs. Needed 21 21 21 21 Shortage: This year
Note Shortages in spocial education, perticulasty EN, SED, and 5LD
FL
Contract Begins 7/89 Expires: 6/92 Affiliation of
! Bargaining Agent: AFT
! BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $26.625
Step MA, 15y... 88-90: $28,275
1 2707 23VB] 23,05 ggﬁ | Average Experience: na
5 22,800 435 BI75] ! Unit Size: 650
10 27O .75 | WIBT 385 New Teachars: 78
MAX [ 37500 34%0] BB0| .50 Num.Teachers BA1: 28
Yrs. to MAX 20 20 20 20 Teachers Retired: 8
Longevity 0 0 0 0
Yrs. Needed 0 0 0 0 Shortage:  This year
iNoeo Shortages the next v years in the Exceptional Education ares
FL _SARASOTA CLASSROOM TEACHERS ASSOCIATION 2 . 4322
‘ Contract Begins 7/1/88 Expires 6/30/91 Affliiation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 38-89: $34,818
Step MA, 15y13. 89-90: $36,439
1 [T2i650] 228550 2470 8’750‘} Average Experience: na
s | RS TR BA™| WI0T Unit Size: 2,600
10 [ T2BZZZ] 33 NET BT | B®T l New Taachers: 100
MAX [R5 BIN/|T 40176 788 | Num.Teachers BA1: 50
Yis toMAX [T kil 20 01 Teachers Retired. 40
Longavity , 0 0 0 0|
Yrs. Needed | 0 000 Shortage Nt a probiem
H
_

N:Xe  ne

EFI ST. LUCIE CLASSROOM m%%x

Contract Begins

Step
i
5
10
MAX
Y13 1o MAX
Longevity
Y15 Noaded

Beedtep a4

7/1/8% Expires 6/3W91
BA MA MA30 MAX
CTRIT T AT R RAT
t* ST AT | 555 | R0
 XETA T BT I
b onos T IO T BT T BT
i 1 LA e
2 000 2000 2.060 2 300
i¢ 20 20 20

(g

Atfiliation of
cargaining Agent

MA 15yrs B88-89:

M/, 15yrs 89-90:

Ave age Experience:
Unit Size

New Teachers

Num Teachers BA1
Teachers Retired
“h (his yeas

RARc L

AFT
$21,204
$33,076
120
1200
190

i

11




£l UNITED TEACHERS OF DADE GHAMIL Locak: 1974
Contract Bogins: 7/1/88 Expires: 6/30/91 Affiliation of
i Bargaining Agent: AFT
! BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $38,500
| Step MA, 15yrs. 89-90: $41,400
i 1 24,750 21,750 87507 370 Average Experience: 13.0
5 26,000 29301 3300, /WX Unit Size: 17,105
10 A0 33,800 ] \ [ 37,800 New Teachers: 1,201
MAX 3TN0 41,400 A7 400 45,400 Num.Teachors BA1: 1,102
Yrs. to MAX 14 4 14 14 Tsachers Retired: 249
Longevity 5C0 500 500 500
’ Yrs. Needed 25 25 25 25 Shonage Not a problam
Hole  MA38 is substitried for MA3G
Contract Begins: 2/1/89 Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent: *'"A
BA MA MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $37,400
Step MA, 15yrs. 89-90: $38,325
: 1 22292] ASBI] ZGAT] 21513 Average Experlence: na
i 5 [T 243581 1 27513 29251 31,268 Unit Size: 9,270
i 10 28354 | w472 BI07| 3B/ New Teachers: na
MEX 32 813 , 41534 45,067 Num Teachers BA1: na
Yrs tat AX 14 14 14 14 Teachers Retired: 286
Longevity 0 0 0 0
Yrs. Neaded 0 c 0 0 Shortage Not a problem
Note na
R Y » S
Coritract Begins. 9/1/89 Expiras 8/31/90 Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 68-89: 336 “98
Step MA, 15yrs. 89-90: %/.0,406
1 217,400 23,005 24510 25,880 ] Average Experience: 15.0
: 5 26,001 27,606 B2 BT Unit Size: 30,000
: 10 3234 33919 Bi2A| B5M New Teachers: na i
. MAX [ 38,841 40445 ] 42,051 43,321 Num Teachars BA1: 495
; Y15. 10 MAX i5 15 15 15 Teachers Retired 1,000
| Lonpavity 0 Y 0 0
Yr5. Needed |15 15 15 15 Shortage This year
Note na L |
T e
WICHITA EEDERATION OF TEACHERS Locst 725
! Contract Begins: 711789 Expiras  6/30/90 Aftiliation of
: Bargaining Agent: NEA
BA MA MA3Q MAX MA, 15yrs, 88-89: $28,386 |
\ Step MA, 15yrs, 88-90: $29,572 %
! 1 20,854 22887 2322 47T Average Experience. 100 f
‘ 5 238627 X081 2% I37T 27389 Unit Siva 3,200
| 10 0765 BB BYEI] 310H New Teachers 450 E
MAX D DR/ 2407 W Num Teachers BA1. 400 ]
Yrs tc MAX T 11 12 Teachars Retired 72 :
; Longevity 2,794 2,451 2,874 3.654
; Yrs. Neaded | 35 35 35 | Shortage This year

i
i
1
i
P [ foni e ¥ {
)
i
¥

iN«xa Giflact 12 8 problem  Also 2 1okl concesr: In the next decads ir many sreas




Step
1
5
10
MAX
Yrs. 19 MAX
Longevity
Yrs. Nooded

{Note

BA MA MA30 MAX
6857 ] 178171 175527 10887
19,055 | 19880 20,237 27078
22,067 22,800 | ! 4,268
2B WBBT| B[ WA

20 20 Vol 2
See note
13 13 13 13

Some longevity pay for teachers with 13 years in County Shortages in many arsas

Alhiation of

Bargaining Agent: AFT

MA, 15yre. 88-80:
MA, 15yrs. 82-90
Average Experience:
Unit Size:

Now Toacm;
Num.Teachers BA1:
Teachors Retired:

Shortage: This year

$25,296
$26,903
130
3,600
na

201

€9

PR Vot
MA M\i&oﬁms UNION. |

Contract Begins 9/1/89 Expires: 8/31/92 Afilliation of
: Bargaining Agent: AFT
: BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $37,500
E Step MA, 15yrs. 89-90: $39,000
: 1 29921 HBT2T 284377 W.2BT] Average Experiencs: 14.5
| 5 31,838 O3 | I 38,807 Unit Size: 5,800
: 10 31838 RBI| IW!.277 g New Tezchers: na
MAX 36,473 , 409503 4123, Num.Teachers BA1: na
Yrs. 10 MAX 7 7 7 7T Teachers Ratirey na
. Longevity 1,872 1,872 1,872 1,872
g Yrs. Neaoad 39 ¥ 39 39 Shortage na
lNou na
B N .3
MA LOWELL TEACHERS UNION
] Contract Baging 9/1/88 Expires: 6/30/90 Affiliation of
- Gargaining Agent: AFT
BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $3!,148
Step MA, 15yrs. 89-90: $34,262
1 22.000 23528 24724 21,715 Average Experience: 120
5 27.853 23,448 30,643 31,538 Unit Size: 958
10 na na na na New Teachers: 18
MAX 32 567 3,262 35 487 36657 Num.Teachers BA1: RS
Yrs. 10 MAX " 7 A 7 v Teachers Retired &
ongevity Sea nota !
Yrs.Needed | e __} Shortage  Tais year

M _Langewity of 3% per Year of service were frozen in 8189 Siortege of certifled teachers in bilingusl arexs and special educativn

E.uo mmuonsmcumsunm e S
Contrac. Beginy 7/1/86 Explres  6/30/89 Affillation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
BA MA MA30 MA, 15yrs. 88-89 534 661
Stan MA, 15yrs. 89-9C' $37.434
1 [T0B2T e 688 Average Experience. fa
5 SN (R LR "’ZTM el :m Unit Size 7,80
10 (" TBI [ OT048 ] 2B52Y New Teachers na
MAX BT o A 7} . —_3§_§T5 | Mum Teachars BA1 1A
713 10 MAX C 35 TR R L Teachers Retired :
Longawity {2008 2293 2,295 2,738 |
¥rs Neadec ; o ) &5 MU Shortage a

T T

ot




10
MAX
Yrs. to MAX

Longavity
Yrs. Needed

7/1/88

BExpires:

6/30/9*

Ba MA MA30 MAX
[ 22606] RBI5] B0 27015
*‘WL‘W 2N 830
W/ ATE|[ BIW| 47,28
na| 453601 4&7,785] B0510
Y 10 10 11
1,150 1,150 1,150 1,950
25 25 P23 2

Note  Shortages anticipetad in arsas like vocational sduca:ion.

Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
MA, 15yre. 88-82: $43,735
MA, 15yrs. 89-90: $43,360

Average BExperience: na

Unit Size: 836

New Teachers: 50
Num.Teachers BA1: ne
Teachers Raelired: 2

Shortage: Not a problem

Contract Begins: 7/1/89 Expire<. . 3V80
BA MA MA30 MAX
Step
5 , [55| B5W0[ 1B
10 37419 42D 43,265 13,6503 |
MAX 37419 42935 BT 04|
Yrs. to MAX 0 T 7 17
Longevity 0 0 0 0
Yis. Neaded | 0 0 0 0

Note  Shortage in 2econdary mathematics & acience, special education — L D (K-—-12), school psychologists

Affillation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
MA, 15yre. 88-89: $40,505
MA, 15y18. 89-90: $42,935

Average Bxperience: 15.0
Unit Siza: 11,000

New Teachers: 105
Num.Teachers BA1: 24
Teachers Retired: 596

Shortage:  This year

Contract Begins: 9/1/88 Expires 8/31/¢0 Attiliation of
! Bargaining Agent. AFT
! BA MA fna0 MAX MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $41,108
' Step MA, 15yrs. 89-90: $43,780
i 1 20,085 21,925 23,073 49,105 Average Experience: 20.0
’ 5 26,061 | 27554 29,088 49,105 Unit Size: 675
g 10 37,793 43, 45,303 43,1058 New Teachers: 12
MAX [} 0 0 0 Num Teachers BA1- .
RLLLY ¢ 10 10 10 i0 Teachers Retired: 12
! Lorw 2,834 3,283 3,394 3.682
§ Yrs. Neeuad %0 30 3N 30 Shnrtage in 2 years
Nots  Shortages in areas of speci=! sducation '~uslrial arts, & math Dociwie = 's $40.105 iagar. o~ oerience ]

ON e Ok ap o~ &>
MN -BLOOMINGTON FEDERATION OF TEACHERS - #

Local. - 1182

Contract Begins’ 7/1/89 Expires: &/30/91
BA MA MA30 MAX

' Stg
: 1 60| AT AJE| 2T.HD
: 5 [ BIT BIO] BT 35,187
; 10 201 3EEEI] WO | 39,757
| MAX WA T OIZ 7277 15580
; Yr8. to MAX 13 13 13 EkB
; Longavity 0 0 0 0l
; Yrs, Naaded G 0 0 o
| v R
|

Affiliation of
“aining Agent: AI'T
MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $39.370
MA, 15yrs. B9-90: $41,142

Average Experience: 50

Unit Size: 720

New Teachers. 25

Num Teachers BA1. na

Tuachers Retir My
Shertage iIcta pr < iem




e et

EW nmumm OF r&cuf@

Contract Begins 7189 Expires  6/91 Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent. AFT
BA MA MA30 | ST ¢ MA, 15yrs. 88-89 $35,338
Stap IA, 15re 88-90. $36.424
1 g, Wf—mﬁ"ﬁim & T Average Experience oo
5 [ 2, W"m T B Unit Size 350
10 [ na | 4_ na na Haw Toachers 3
MAX " 2655 56,7?1 3,182 BN Num Teichars BA1 r
Vis.toMAX T T g 3 ) 3 Terchers Raticed :
Longevity | 1200 1200 1200  1.200
Yrs. Needen S Y - R < 5] Shontage ny
\Nou Schedule is for new tse > s xperienced teac hery reach maximum in 12 years
EMN MINNEAPOLIS FEDERATION OF TEACHERS: >
Contract Begins 7/1/89 Expres  6/30/91 Affillation of
Bargaining Agent AFT
BY MA MA30 MA A MA 15yrs. 88-89 $38, 345
Siep MA, 15yrs. 89-90: $3%,G49
1 f Zim‘[_ 2288 L 41617 53 Average Expevience. na
5 [ "S85 2T T AT IS Unit Size: 2,694
10 f _* BBi 38,287 35.318 40,4723 Naw Tesachers 250
MAX o IRV 3RS 2307 TTTAZTER Num Teachers BA i 18
Y1s (0 MAX B T T T Teachers Retired 200
LonQennty 2000 2000 2 000 2,000 !
Yrs. Neadsd ' o8 25 25 % Shortage Not a problem
LN!“ na —_—
‘ N o LN A V.,s\{
(MN _OSSEO FEDERA . N OF YEACHE™S L SN Lo
Contra~t Bagins 7/1/83 yHes b Y9N Affillation of
Bargaining Agent AFT
HA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $40.550
Step MA, 15yrg. 89-90 $42.200
1 i 1700 Z5B50] B30 TTYON Average Experience 1290
5 BB 9T WA | 560 Unit Size 1,133
10 280 35580 [ 3T 300 . New Teachers 54
MAX " 3TEX | 39.220 [ 42270 T a3.410 Num Teachers BA1
Y5 10 MAX R L A | 12 7 Teachers Retired =
L ongevity ‘ U0 1,.89G $ 130 1.3°2
Tin Needad 21 21 21 21 Snornage Not a probles
DER 37 |
i N ¥ S 1 Wi s R
AN ﬁpmawmmmt@\,m ,
Contract Begins 7/1/89 Expres &30/ Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent. AFT
8A MA MA3( KMAX MA, 15/, 88-89° $40.127
Stap MA, 15yrs 89-3C 1L
1 CUHENTT ] gﬁf‘bi&“ Avarage Experlence na
5 ,' - 5532 31,503 33, | B535T Unit Size Koo
10 } "305T4 A0 | 20T T /EI7 New Teachers
MAX W5V AT AT | ST Num. Teachers BA1 &
718 10 MAX ’l T3 i0 10 R E Teachors Retired i
Longevity | RIO 1,500 1,500 1.500
¥i5. Needad ' o 21 o 2! “oiaps Nt & pret e

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Affiliation of

Bargaining Agent: AFT
BA (714 MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 83-89: $38,150
Step MA, 15yrs. 8 ™ $40,058 :
1 VAT XWBAZ ] ZAB5T 26947 Average Expecion. . 110 |
§ LB A B2 I Unit Size: 2,700 ‘
10 . T X778 3870 New Teachers: 125 |
MAX |23 40058 ATBE3| 45570 Num Teachers BAt: 9% ;
Yrs. to MAX i1 12 17 VA Teacherc Qetired 4. ;
Longevity 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 '
Yrs. Needed 25 25 25 25 Shortage Not a problerm. ;
[
gﬂae na Jl
i
|
Contract Begins: 7189 Expires: 6/30-90 Affitiation of l
Bargaining Agent AFT 1
BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 88-89. $30,849
Step MA, 15yrs. 89-90° gotiating |
1 18200 I X5 AR Average Experience: 140 |
5 20748 23,023 3.7 27,848 Unit Size: 3,000 \
10 DI X8I | B/HT| 3213 New Teachers 245 §
MAX 25,814 30,849 32,847 36,400 Num Teachers BA1, 96 i
Yrs 10 MAX il 15 15 15 Teachers Retirad 106 !
Longevity 0 0 0 0 !
Yrs “aeded | 0 0 0 0 Shortage Not a problem '
EQQO ST. LOUS TEACHERS UNION Localr 420
Cortract Begins 7/1/89 Expiras 630790 Afltihation of
Bargamning Agent” AFT ;
3A MA MA3D MAX MA, 15y1s 88-89: $28.9%4 !
Step MA 15yrs 83-90- $30,i84 !
t | 208107212971 "22522 1 23780 | Averaga Experience 160 ,
CO ) A <k R R A Unit Size 4500
10 1 26,508 277381 233487 30154, New Teachers 180 !
MAX I THERD T IS 0IB AT 3R MR ! N .1 Teachers BA1 £ |
¥1s 10 MAX f TR TR 0t 20 ! Teachers Retired 10 ’
Longaevity ] G 0 9 0,
Yrs Neaded | 3 f 0 Snaortage In 5 vaars
*wm Foir 3ol the s 8 vears amployoes wee froien s —ap *hers is N mathamstical oquwnience beotween years of marnce and lmp ;
{ 1
INH  NASHUA TEACHERS UNION B Locel: 1044 g
Contract Baging 971738 Expigs R/ Attihation of !
Bargaining Agent  AFT
Ba MA MA D LA MA, 15yrs. B8-B3 $34 “42
Stag #MA, 15yrs R9-90- $38 372
1 v STATS Y 2397 236087 24, 4@ Asarags Experience 140
5 | TERE] BAB| WY TEY Unt Size 920
10 [T/ ATT B W07e5 T 32387 ] New Teachers o1
MAX r 37RO WITIT I/ IBT _Wj rom Teachers BAY ve
Yrs 1o MAX E,-, B L L | S i5 | Taacnars Retirad
tongavity ' 1,10 1,100 © 100 1100 |
Y15 Nediv.. 2 2 25 LN BEEARITR Mo g proddae
ke tam ne g dimnctin the ®ate - 110 5 apphcants ke s va and poad)
3




NE
NEWARK TEACHERS UNION, °

Contrac 3eg.ns 7/1/88 Exoiras  6/30/91 Aftiliatinn nt :
Bargaining Agenit AFT
BA MA MAZC MAX MA, 15yrs. 88-89° $40.837
Steg MA, 15yrs. 89-90° $43532
1 23T TABBA] AT hal Average Experience’ 150
5 28037 BIE|] WEI|  ra Unit Size 5,500
10 37,850 33,95 35779 na New Teachers 150 ,
MAX d1BX [ I3TW| A5 K7 na Num Taachers BA1 100 ‘
Yr1s. 10 MAX ! 13 13 3 Taachers Rstireq 75
Longevity i FRR ERRA ERR ERA
Yrs Mosdad : 25 % 25 0 Shortage Not g probiem |
|
'WX‘Q _f_\‘l i I . o ;
—

ENM ALBUQUERQUE FEDERATION OF TEACHERS

T

S CSeNaindy S

N R AR
A

Contract Baging 8/1/88 Expires  7/31/90

BA MA MA3( MAX

Step §
1 TR0 TME ] 20200 | 2202

5 i 19784 | T XAZB| 2T I3

10 { “21368 | 22812 23515, 2388

MAX D VeV B NAL R B IRLS 34,248

Yrs to MAX 0 -7 S S S *
L.ongevity | 0 0 0 0
frs. Needed | 0 0 0 0

Affitiation of
Barga aing Agent: AFT
MA, 15yrs. B8-89. $25,175
MA, 15yrs. B9-90: $25 888

Average Experience. 140
Unit Size- 4,400

New Teachers: 401

Num Taachers BA1 6
Teachers Retired a7

Shortage This year

INote  Shortage in special education  Many indi-duals for special sducation are not fully certified and have walvers

‘Loceh 2455

NY ALBANY PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS ASSOCMTION

Contract Begirs 7/4/87 Expires  6/30/91
BA MA MA30 MAX
Step
H 26,508 28 12¢€ 5117 30,105

5

i
{ BT BT RNTT
10 I RIS I - L I < K™ < I " <
MAX “IBS50T A0040 | 4T I03 T A58
Yrs to MAX { Bk 73 i3 3
Longevity i 3%62 1,616 3.651 3,672
Yrs Needed | 25 25 2 26

Node Max nayouu.ornew:ur’ss -zpenenced teachers may lake 16 yasre

Aftiliation of
Bargaining Agent. AFT
MA, 15yrs. 88-89: $35,750
MA, 15yrs. 89-90 $40,040

Averaga Experience na
Unit Size 70
New Teacheis na

Num Tew. .6r8 BAY a
Tsachers Retired .

Shoriage fed a pratie

7@5 ~F “ e * “» %”‘ e
m’ BOCES TEACHES ASSOCIATION ' ki e d c % 2645
Contract Begins 7/86 Exprres 6499 Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent- AFT
BA MA MA3D A X “*A, 15yrs. B8-89 $3Q 761
Step A 15yrs. B9-90 %44 244
t X Kok b 20X /IBT] ITTED Average Experienca g
5 [ 78] RS ORI unit Size 43
10 T 3338 37.738 iT 078 46087 New Teachers ;
MAX 418061  AT.0A% “5*675 BYAZE Num Teachers BA®
Yi5 10 MAX ; .7 S 7 | BT Taachers Ratiiag
Longavity i - M ot (o
ves Neoaded . ; o, EARF I HOL A prg oo

Er g o

3
A bemerttems




43

Agent:
MA, 156y, 88-80: §45,573

Bxplres:
Stwp i VAL W M MA, 15yvs. 80-90: 846,663
; "‘W“‘W[‘“ﬁ Ama?m 1976(7’
AL NumTewheBAT 0
Yrs. ta MAX S % 22 qdo‘ Teachurs Retired: 5
Yrs. 0 0 0 0 S™vrtage:  Not a problem

Contract Begine: rali 14 Beopires: 6/30/90 Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 08-89: 839,365
e T R0 25,10 - 'm U
1 ' 4 . Average 19.
5 XIN | BIB| W12 , Unit Size: 831
10 T RIZ| BB B X New Teachers: 19
MAX [T A2795] AT 49,087 I Num.Teachers BA1: 9
Yrs. to MAX [ 23 = ) Teachers Retired: 1}
Longevity 0 0 0 0
Yre. Nesded 0 0 0 0 Shortage:  Not a problem
Note: Continuoue increments only through step 12.

Contract Begins:  7/1/89 Expires: 6/30/92 Affiation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 88-80: $34,535
Step MA, 15yrs. 80-90: $37,035
1 [ B5/5] 27.25] 2.785] 28,38 Avarage Experience: 13.0
-] 29500 0,180 X,710| 31,280 Unit Size: 560
10 TR/IB| RIB| AW | BI5 New Teachers: 25
MAX BT 2B A 238 Num.Teachers BA1: 15
Yrs. fo MAX 2 -] 2| Teachers Retired: 7
Longevity 2,220 2,220 2,220 2,215
Yrs. Needed 0 0 0 0 Shortage: na
Note: There are 4 langevity stepe on top of the 20~slep schedule
3 -';2?"‘_“:‘ 4 \4':\¥.'\
Contract Begins: 7/1/88 Expires: 6/30/95 Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yre. 88-80: §37,955
Step MA, 15yrs. 80-90: $41,846
1 [ 2061 B8W] W8] 33051 Average Experience:  20.0
5 BT W [ B Unit Size: 550
10 TITAT| B Ve8| 40832 New Teachers: 36
MAX 42208 B 0] N2 Num.Teachers BA1: 7
Yrs. 10 MAX = = -1 Teachers Retired: 25
Longevity 1,832 7.909 7677 7,650
Yrs. Nesded k14 k14 k14 k14 Shortage:  Not a problem
E‘,olo: na




Num.Teachers BA1:
Teachers Retired:

Shortage: na

—mw‘r
STz |
~ 18]
700
>

Bargaining Agent: AFT

MA, 15yrs. 08-00: 848,392

MA, 15yrs. 80-90: $49,407

Average Bxperience: 20.0

Unk Stze: 985

New Teachers: 53
Num.Teachers BA1:
Teachers Retired:

Shortage:  Not a problem

3,000 3,000
2

Note: MAle BA + 38, MAO ie BA ¢ 88, Max ie BA ¢ 90.




Contract Begins: mnr Expires: 6/30/90 Affiiation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
8A MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 88-80: $39,450
SN MA, 15yrs. 80-90: $44,380 1
1 —BIA] BB BB 808 Average Experience: 1.0 |
] TR 7B BZE] W08 Unk Size: 2,580 ;
10 [ W33 AN VAT W17 New Teachers: 80 :
MAX [ D05 53| 55,265 £ Num.Teachers BA1: 218 ?
Yra. 10 MAX . % X Teachers Retirec. 30
Longavily 0 0 0 0
Yrs. Nesded 0 0 9 0 Shortage:  Not a problem
Note: Approximate schedule—new Weachers have un 15-slep schedule. Lead Teacher provisions enhance professional salaries by 8-15%.

Contract Begins:  7/1/87 BExpires: 6/30/90 Affiiation of
Bargalning Agent: AFT
BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 00-80: 830,725
a:’ S35 IR ZER] Averss 'm saz.a;g
5 ) verage

8 00T .08 | Unit Size: 650

10 , 2,750 BIX | New Teachers: 23

MAX 3%, RIS A 45D Num.Teachers BA1: 8

Yra. to MAX 2 'B 2 zo' Teachers Retired: 10
Yra. Neaded 0 0 0 0 Shortage:  Not a problem
Note: na
85 e



[ 1
10
MAX
Yrs. 10 MAX

RE,

Contract Begins:

71/88

Expires: 6/30/02
MA30 MAX

Note:

b

Expires: 6/30/00

7/1/87
oo BA MA MAJ0 MAX
1 [ HER] WA ST S50
s [ EE RS —2740]
w [T e na
MAX 00 BT s ne
Yrs. to MAX 15 1: 13 n;
]
YL:MW ] 0 0 0

Years %o maximum s 19 for wachers hired before 9/188; 18 for those hired aler.

Coniract Begins: 987 Expirés: 6/90
BA MA MA30 MAX
S AL )
1 [ 24,317 ; \
5 AW T BB W
10  BEE| WIW| 42018
MAX BT 08T 53318
YLM" Wt 500 1,500 1.500
1,500 1
Yrs. Nesded  {See note 0 [ . 0]

Note: 9500 in longewily le added afer 20 years and ancther $1.000 sfier 55 yours.

Affiiation of

AFT

MA Toye 80.00. 544,085
MA, 15yrs. 80-0C: 847,524

Average Experience:
Unkt Size:

New Teachers:
Num.Teachers BA1:
Teachers Retired:

na
650
53
na
6

Shortage.  Not a problem

Note:

Step
1
8
10
MAX
Yrs. (o MAX

Yre. Nesded

Contract Begins:

7nme?

1,490

25

15
1,490
-]

2 *|

190080 sohedule; negotiating for 1908-80 at time of publication.

AfMiiation of

BargewgAgerk: AFT
WA, B W 941,55

MA, 1Bym. 80-90: otiating
verage Bxperience:

A 18.0
Unit Size: 1,500
':me 'Y
Num_.Teachers BA1: 23
‘Peacitens MRived: 3
Shortage: ™ 1-2yrs.

6vu




Afflilation of

WA 10 0000 842,35

MA, 16y 80-90: 843,568
Average Experience: 120
Unk Stze: 84,577

New Teachers: 4,208

. Num.Teachers BA1: 8,423
Teachurs Retired: 1,600

Shortage:  This year

|Note: mmwmmnmamq:uam”mwn ~78 hiroe.

; [ ok, 208

1 [N

A | AN

Yrs. 20 MAX Hls
Yrs. Nesded 0

Unk Size: 760

New Teachers: 38
Num.Teachers BA1: 26
Teachers Retired: 13

711188 Expires: 6/30/91
BA MA MA30 MAX
Step
; 2 RS | ZAB[ B.285)
0 [ : 3TE8
MAX [ R3] B BA5| 4258
Yre. to MAX 1 1. 15 1%
Longevity 950 950 950 950
Yrs. Nesded 25 25 25 25
Note: na

Aftiliation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
MA, 15yrs. 88-30: $26,880
MA, 15yrs. 80-80: $28,745

Average BExperience: 17.0
Unit Size: 650

New Teachers: 0
Num.Teachers BA1: 20
Teachers Retired: 5

Shortage:  This year

Contract Begins: 7/1/88 Expires: 6/3V91

BA MA MA30 MAX
a:p — 58 5
§ [NOB WS WBE N
10 [HEm : B
Ym 13 23 24123 2110
Yrs. Nesded 0 "% "2 2%

Note: MA required 10 go past step 12.

Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
MA, 1Syrs. 88-80. $47,790
MA, 15yrs. 80-90: 851,374

Average Experience: 17.0
Unit Size:

575

New Teachers: 40

Num.Teachers BA1: 15

Teachers Retired: 30
Shortage:  Noi a problem

w~




Contract Begins:  7/1/88 Expires: 6/30/91 Atiigtion of

Bargaining Agent: AFT
BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yre. 35-00: $48.908
E o —RER] B8] 5V . ‘m i
1 o v Average na
i 5 [EBTETTT =] UntSize: 650
10 [ R8I BIN New Teachers: 9
MAX 82I77 SANS| S8 Num.Teachers BA1: 0
Yrs. 10 MAX Bl w18 Teachers Retired: 4
LM 4,410 4,410 4,410
Yre. Needed 14 14 27 Shortage:  Not a problem

Contract Begins: Affiliation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
B8A MA, 15yrs. 80-00: $33,316
Step MA, 1Syrs. 80-90: 836,057
1 g Average Experience: 13.0
] Unk Size: 1,880
10 New Teachers: 109
MAX nole L) U] Num.Teachers BA1: 48
Yrs. to MAX note U Teachece Retired: 33
Longevity 0 0 0 0 -
Yrs. Needed 0 0 Shortage:  This year
Note:  New teachers get $500 per step without limit. Highest paid teasher gote 51,381 with 40 years experiense. .

Contract Begins:

1/1/88 Expires: 1299 Affiation of
Bargeining AFT
BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 15yrs. 85-80: $33,318
Step MA, 15yrs. 80-90: 836,057

1 B tud
[ 8T BIW| BT UnitSze: 1,880
10 0377 2T I3 New Teachers: 108

MAX m 0 Num.Teacners BA1: 48
Yra. 0 MAXose nple L
Longevity 0 0 0

Teachers Retired: a3
Yrs. Neaded 0 Shortage:  This year
Note:  New teachers get $500 per slep without imit. Highest paid teacher gets 81,361 with 40 years experience.

2027 ] —W:g Average Experience: 130
N
(]
U
0
0




Dl Ll

49

8A MA MA0 MAX
? Lw'm'—!r' o
3 [[¥)
10 — ST SBT e
MAX [THBT WS na
Yrs. to MAX 38 [} i [ na
Longevity 3128 M8 3302 )
Yrs. Noaded 6 38 36 0

Unkt Stze: 5,600

New Teachers: na

Num.Teachers BAY: na

Teachers Retired: na
Shortage: na

P
Mool g

Contract Begins:  8/16/88 Bxpires: 1/31/91

o BA MA MA30 MAX

op

1 [ 20,700 A ZE0] 24,50
] [ 22,00 | RIV| B0
10 27,250 | \ 32,50 |

Yrs. to MAX 15 1 1 i1

Longevity 4,200 6,450 7,150 6,250
Yrs. Neaded 27 27 27 27

MA, 15yrs.
MA, 15yrs. 80-90:
Average Experience:
Unkt :

New Teachers:
Num.Teachers BA1:
Teachers Retired:

Shortage:  This year

Note: Shep increass every 3 years from 18 10 27 yeare. Some shortage in epecial education and math/ecience.

Expires:

Contract Begins:  11/7/88 0
oo BA MA MA0  MAX
1 [ 7531 19002 19,222 19,800 ]
5 | 10058 20,158 0378 21,070
10 [ 230 22 ;
Yrs. to MAX 7 17 7 7
Longevity 0 0 0 0
Yrs. Needed 0 0 0 0

Affillation of
Bargaining Agemt: AFT
MA, 15yrs. 88-89. $24,441
MA, 15yrs. 80-90: $25,060

Average Experience: na

Unit Stze: 2,50

New Teachers: 209
Num.Teachers BA1: na
Teachers Retired: 30

Shortage:  This year

Note: Certified lsachers get a certificate 10 teach special education after a one—week couree.

Contract Begins: 9/1/88 Expires: 8/31/92
BA MA MA30 MAX
Step
1 [ 22,000 2500 43,500 |
$ — BAW]| B3IV BI1B| N85
Yrs. 10 MAX K| BBl i3 1§
Longevity 0 0 0 0
Yrs. Nesded 0 0 0 0

INote:  Salary deta eflective on 2/1/90.

Afftiiation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
MA, 15yrs. 88-00: $38,092
MA, 15yrs. 80-90: $41i,200

Average Experience: na

Unit Size: 20,000
New Teachers: 600
Num.Teachers BA1: na

Teachers Retired: 400

Shortage:  Not a problem

U

|
:
]
?



Contract Begins:  9/1/88 Expires: &31/90 Affilladion of
BA MA MAY MAX MA, 15yra. 80-0& $36,545

BA MA MA30 MAX MA, 1Syre. 80-80: $37,360
Step . MA, 1Syrs. 80-90: $39,740
1 20,270 A 2827 B/IZ verage Experience: na
S AR DIV BRI WBT Unit Size: 1,300
10 [T R NIRRT New Teachers: na
MAX [ 3738 B0| B2 WH7 Num.Teachers BA1: na 9
Yrs. to MAX 10 10 10 Teachers Retired: na o ]
Longevity 1,387 1,987 1,387 1,387
Yrs. Nesded 2 S . -] Shortags:  This year

Yrs. 10 MAX Teachers Retired: 2
Longavity
Yrs. Nesded Shortage:  Not a probiem




DL A i

51

o™y
1 19,000 | na na
] AN 228810 na na
10 — AN | BA na na
MAX ST B85 na na
Ys.tolMX [ 18§ 18 na n
0 0 0 0
Yrs. 0 0 0 0

Note: Salery datee are for dan Antonio only.

Average Experience: na
Unk 3ize: na

New Teachers: na
Num.Teachers BA1: na
Teachers Retired: na

Expires:

aep BA MA MA30 MAX
) ! — 20,000 na na
§ 22,700 | na na
10 23,550 . na na
— 30450 2,500 na na
Y. 30 MAX k-] 31 na na
X 0 0 0 0
Yre. Noadhed 0 0 0 0

MA, 15y, 08-00: $26,400
MA, 15yrs. 80-90: $27,800

Average Experience: na
Unkt Size: 2,400

New Teachers: 300
Num.Teachers DA1: 85

Teachers Retired: 100
Shortage:  This yesr

Bargaining Agent: No bargaining

MA, 15yrs. 88-80: 841,071
MA, 15yrs. 89-90: $43,125
12.0
10,000
790

256
na

Contract Begins: 10/1/87 Expires: 10/30/91

Afftiiation of
Bargaining Agent: AFT
MA, 15yrs. 88-00: 833,821
MA, 15yrs. 09-90: $35,851

Average Experience: na
Unit Size: 2,400

New Teachers: na
Num.Teachers BA1- na
Teachers Retired: na

Shortage: na




Edmonds

Hayward,
Novem

Warwick

New Rochelle

Orange
Okal s Co.
Somi..ole

Cleveland
Soulx Falls

Pet-

Date 1588 1580 1990 1991

State sonnel Seltied 69 80 1 92 Comments

*4A
cT

9

E$38QPPIPEZE QQIRRSEEQAPAAIIE QQRGEEHGEIZ2EEERQ

5700

1,650
3,000
1,260
2,150

1,100
4,300
15,000
1,750
3,600
1,200
1,300
2,200

1,200
2,800
1.100
1,500
1,000
1,400
1,000

1,060
1,000
4,200
5,200
1,560
2,500
6,400
4,470
1,000
6,300
1,300

Jun88 66 00 6§ +3 ump sume of $800, $400 & $400

Apr87 88 Arbivation award

Jun88 960 Unechedulsd wage recpener & contr. adension
70 100 Unechedulsd wage recpensr & contr. sxtension

Apr88 40 40 650 60 +900 lump sumon §/188

JunE8 40

Feb-88 70 Scheduled wage reopener

Feb88 60 80
Jun88 60 K9 .

May88 70 45§ 2nd yr. maybe higher depending on revenue
Apr-88 45
Jun88 89 One day added 1o year
Jun88 40 . .
Jun88 68
Jun-88 3 Scheduled wage recpener
Juk88 64 64 -]
Jun88 43
Aug88 62
Jul-88 68
Aug88 90 90 10
Aug-88 80 Reopener in 2nd yr.of 2 yr. contract
Sep88 74 s ’
Sep88 6.3
Aug88 60
Aug-88 » $1,400 kump sum
Oct87 00
Sep88 10 55§ 66
Sep-88 00
Apr88 78
Sep88 25
27 Scheduled wage recpener; Z daye added © yr.
Ju-88 26 Reopener in 2nd y7. 13 yr.contract
50 Recpener in 774 yr.o/'3 yr.contract
Sep-38 67 67 80
Sep88 60 80 .
Aug88 68 658
Sep88 80 Reocpenar in 2nd yr.of 3 r.contract
Aug-88 100 s ’
Aug88 78 Reopener in 2nd w.of 3 yr.contract
Sep88 235 70
Sep88 60 60
Jun-88 80
Jun88 40 Schaduled *sege recpener
Aug88 21 Recpener in 2ad yr.of 2 w.contract

AFT Local Union Salary Survey (CWDDataBase)
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E Tablg 1V-1
" AVERAGE SALARY ADASSTMENTS IN AGREEMENTS COVERING 1,000 OR MORE TER
_ in CWD. 3
o T s TR W o o
Aug. 1968 Aug. 1967 Aug. 1908 Aug. 1880 Dyc. W9

Total number of personneld (¢) 237,400 230,050 355,297 242,165 130,400

Number of agresments (d) 129 108 158 120 53

Percent adjustments in: (¢) \es»

1985-06 67 na na na na T OKE 12
(number of agreements) @s) 173
1908-87 6.3 5.8 na . na na -8 6.4
(number of agresments) (40) @5 . (128
1967-08 7.2 6.1 54 na na E % 4 58
(number of agreements) (14) (20) (98) (_182)
1966-80 na 6.1 58 56 na &Y 5.5
(number of agresments) (10) 49) (05) E pﬂ
1960-90 na na 73 6o 59 -im¥ na
(number of agresments) (19 28 )
1900-91 na na n 6.3 6.4 43 na
(number of agresments) (16 ()] 25)

Average annual percent 8.6 5.9 5.4 5.7 6.1 n na
adjustment over e of E
agresment (9) j

(a) Includes salary adjustments reported in these lssuss of, “Current Wage Developments,” 5
not necessarily agreements reached during these time periads. %
() “Survey and Analysis of Salary Trends 1980,° AFT Department of Ressarch, August 1988. Salary .
adjustments represent annual increases in average salary.
(c) Units may include personnel other than clessroom teachers. k
(d) Agresments inciude all contract settiements reported by CWD and all agresments compieted under 3
scheduled or unscheduled wage recpenings. Deferred wage increases negotiated under settiements §
reporied in earfier issues of CWD are not included.
(0) Unweighted average.
(1) Average weighted by number of coniracts. fg
€7 §

k




TABLE IV-2

ipmmwmmva:m AVERMGE BALARY OR WAGE ADJUSTMENTS
IN AGREEMENYS COVERING 1,000 OR MORE PERSONS, 1085-88 TO 1960-1

Reponsd in OWD (a)
Aug. 1385- Aug. 1966- Aug. 1987- Aug. 1988~ Aug. 1980~ Waeighted
Aug. 1988  Aug. 1987 Aug. 1988 Aug. 1989  Dec. 1982  Average (a)

. Total number nf parsonnet 104,300 68,803 92,650 59,098 47,957
 ynber of agresments (b) 47 46 58 38 18
Percent adjustmer:s in: (c)
1905-88 6.6 na na na na 6.3
{number of agresments) (29) (36)
1908-87 6.0 6.2 na na na 6.0
(number of agreements) (14) 37N (55)
1967-88 6.5 4.1 4.7 na na 57
(number of agreements) ()] (8) (38) (42)
1988-89 na 4.0 5.1 6.0 na 5.7
(number of agreements) M (13) (26) (40)
1960-90 na na 4.8 5.6 6.3 5.8
(nrumber of agresments) (8 ™ an (&X)
1960-91 na na na 5.7 5.0 5.6
(number of agresments) )] M ©
Average anhus  : roent 6.7 6.0 4.7 6.0 6.3 na
adjusiment over iife of
agresmaent (c)

(2) includes salary adjustments reported in these issues of, * Current Wage Developments,”

) not necessarily agresm-nts reached during these time periods.

(o) Agresments inciude alt contract settiements roported by CWD anc all agreements completed under
scheduled or unscheduled wage reopenings. Deferred wage increases negotiated under settiements
reported in earlier issues of CWD are not included.

(C) Unweighted average.

(d) Average weighted by number of contracts.




CWDlseue Per- Date
School District State sonnel Settled -89 90
September
Springfield *4A 1800 Jun88 66 00
Waterbury CcT 1,200 Apr87 88
State Voc. Teach. CT 1,400 Jun88 90
Bridgeport CcT 1,100 7.0 100
Philadelphia PA 1,500 Apr-88 40 40
Baltimore County MD 6,400 Jun€8 40
Bel Air MD 1800 Feb88 70
CarrolCounty MD 1500 Feb88 90 80
Toledo OH 2600 Jun88 59 &9
Evansville IN 1,300 May88 70 45
Milwaukee wi 5700 Apr88 45
Wichita KS 2900 Jun88 89
Topeka KS 1200 Jun88 40 *
Kansas City KS 1650 Jun88 &8
Tucson AZ 3,000 Jun-88 3
Beaverton OR 1,250 Jul-88 54 54
Chula Veta CA 2150 Jun88 43
October
Washington Co. MD 1,100 Aug-88 62
Nashville ™ 4300 Ju-88 68
Dade County F. 165000 Aug88 90 90
MarionCounty  FL 1,750 Aug88 80
Polk County FL 3600 Sep88 74 *
ClayCounty FL 1200 Sep-88 863 *
Bay County FL 1300 Aug88 50 *
Tulea OK 2300 Aug-88 "
Flint Ml Oct-87 00
Utica Ml 1200 Sep88 10 55
Jordan uT 2800 Sep88 00
Phoenix AZ 1100 Apr-88 78
Tuceon AZ 1500 Sep88 25
Edmonds WA 1,000 27
Salem Or 1,400 Jul88 2§
Hayward, CA 1,000 60
November
Warwick RI 1050 Sep38 67 567
New Rochelle NY 1000 Sep88 60 60
Newark NJ 4200 Aug88 68 68
Orange FL 5200 Sep88 80
Okak +a Co. FL 1,850 Aug-88 100 *
Semi. ole FL 2500 Aug88 756
Duval FL 6400 Sep88 35 70
Cleveland OH 4470 Sep88 60 60
Souix Falle 0] 1,000 Jun€8 80
ClarkCo. NV 6300 Jun88 46
Spokane WA 1,300 Aug-88 21

$1

556

50

56

1988 1989 1990 1981

92

8.0

Commaenis

+3 lump sume of 9600, $400 & $400

Arbitration award

Unecheduled wage recpener & contr. exdension
Unscheduled wage recpener & contr. extension
+900 lump sum on 9/1/88

Scheduled wage reopener

2nd yr. maybe higher depeiding on revenue

One day added 1o year

Scheduled wage revpener

Reopener in 2nd yr.of 2 yr. contract

$1,400 lump sum

Scheduled wage reopener; 2 days added © yr.
Reopener in 2nd yr. 13 yr.contract
Reopener in 72.a yr. o 3 yr. contract

Recpene’ in 2nd yr.of 3 r.contract

Reopener in 2nd wr.of 3 yr.contract

Schaduled '7ge recpener
Reapener in 2nd w. of 2 yr. conkract

AFT Local Union Salary Survey (CWDDataBase)
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TABLEIV-3 (Continued)

CWD leeus Per- Date 1988 1989 1990 1991
S:ate sonnei Settled -89 80 91 92 Comments
December
Providence RI 1200 Jun88 60 50 560
Pattareon NJ 2,100 Sep:88 85 105 115
Trenton NJ 1200 Sep88 80 100 100
Manatee FL 1400 Aug-38 7.0 * *
. Orange County FL 5200 Sep88 80 Reopener in 2nd yr of 3 yr. contract
Lee County FL 2400 Oct88 85 Reopener in 2nd yr.of 3 yr. contract
* Rockford L 1,800 Aug88 56
-, Peoria IL 1,000 Aug88 46 * °
Des Moines 1A 2000 Aug88 46 Reopener in 2nd yr of 4 yr. contract
Sait Lake City uT 1,200 Oct88 2.0
Davis County uT 1,900 Aug-88 $240 lump sum
Washoe County NV 1850 Oct88 30 . .
January, 1989
Pasco Cointy FL 1950 Oct-88 60 Reopener in 3rd yr of 3 yr contract
Hillsborough FL 7,000 Aug88 60 * *
New Orleans LA 4700 Oct-88 7.0 Reopener in 2nd yr of 3 yr. contract
Boise 119) 1,200 Automatic cost-of-imng adjustment
Long Beach CA 2800 Nov88 70 30 30
Garden Grove CA 1800 Jan04 65
San Diego CA 1,200 Aug88 25
February
Joersay City NJ 2600 Jun88 30 40 30
Hamiiton County TN 2300 Nov-88 95 Reoper.ur in 2nd yr.of 3 yr contract
EscambiaCounty FL 2500 Sep66 77 Reopener in 2nd yr of 3 yr. contract
Leon County FL 1700 Oct89 80 Reopener n 2nd yr.of 2 yr.contract

Oklahoma City OK 2300 Nov88 48 *
Jefferson Co. CcO 4050 Dec66 30 30 30

Oakland Ca 4000 Aug88 40 * *
March
Memphie ™ 2500 Oct88 83 * '
Alachua FL 1500 Nov88 65 80 Reopener in 2 yr contr. & extension
. Aurora Co 1,500 Jan-89 30 Reopener in 2nd yr.of 3 yr. contract

Cherry Creek Cco 1600 Dec-88 15
Albuquerque NM 5000 Oct88 20 50

. Fresno CA 1,700 Dec:88 5C Reopener in 2nd yr.of 3 yr contract
San Diego CA 6,700 Nov-88 60 ' ' * Reopeners pegged to state funding
June
Stamford CcT 1,300 Feb89 96 95 * Arbitraton award
Hartford cT 2,00 Apr-89 80U 75 70 Arbitracvon award
July
Bridgeport CcT 1,500 Fab-89 §5 85 Arbitraton award
Knoxville TN 3,200 Oct88 00 Reopener in 2nd yr of 2 yr. contract
SarasotaCounty FL 1800 Feb89 75 ' *
Akron OH 1800 Jan89 28 33 40
Miwaukee wi §700 Jan-89 40
Fremont CA 1200 Mar-89 43 Reopener in 3rd yr of 3 yr.contract
Mt. Diablo CA 1,700 Apr89 60 ' * :
Ty

EMC AFT Local Union Salary Survey (CWDDataBase)




(TABLEIV-3 (Continued)

CWDissue Por- Date 1988 19689 1990 1991
School District State sonnel Sellled 89 €0 981 92 Commeants

-— s — — ey s -

August
Chattanoc ga TN 1500 Mar-89 86 Reopener in 3rd yr. of 4 yr. contract
Bay County FL 1,000 Dec-88 48 * *
St. Louis MO 3900 Oct88 50
Los Angeles CA 30000 Jun89 80 8) 80
Average 2,849 56 60 63 6.0 ,
Number of Contracts 85 28 16 1 .
(Average annuai adjustment over life of agreement reported Augus! 1988-August 1939 .
is 5.7 percent)

*Scheduled wage reopening

Source Bureau of Labor Statistics. Current Wage Developments, August 127> through August 1989.
Months in table refer to issues reporting the wage setlement, not the month of settiement. Salaryincresees
effective after the beginning of the school year are generally listed under the appropriate school year.
Deferred wage increases negotiated under settlements reported in earlier issues of CWD are not included.

AFT Local Union SalarySurvey (CWDDataBase)




CWDlesus

Per-

Date

1989 1280 1991

School District State sonnel Settled 80 <01 Comments

August
Watsbury CcT 1,100 May-89 90 85 Arbitration award

New Haven cT 1200 Jun89 93 Reopener in 2nd yr.0f 3 yr. contract
Batiimore County MD 6,800 Jun-89 40
Washington Co. ND 1100 Jun89 70 70

Frederick MD 1,750 Jun-89 80 *
CarroliCounty MD 1500 Jun-89 80 Reopener in 2nd yr.of 3 yr. contract
HartfordCounty MD 1800 Jan89 76 *

Memphie TN 6,500 Jul-89 45 Roopener in 2nd yr.of 3 yr. contract
Flint Mi 1600 Jun89 35 *

Jefferson LA 3400 Apr-89 30

Kansas City KS 1600 Mar89 53

Phoenix AZ 1,100 Jun89 30

Cctober

Nashville ™™ 4800 Aug-89 36

Bay County FL 1,300 Aug-83 60 Reopener in 2nd yr.of 2 yr. contract
Marion FL 1850 Aug-89 84 *

Bay Co. FL 1,600 Auwg8 60 Reopener in 2nd yr.of 3 yr. contract
Tuceon AZ 1,700  Jl-89 00

November

Baitimore City MD 5700 Aug-89 80 80

Hamitton Co. TN 1,300 Jul-89 70 Reopener in 2nd yr. of 3 yr. contract
Hilsborough Co. FL 7000 Awg39 70 Reopener in 2nd yr.of 3 yr. contract
ClayCo. FL 1200 Sep-89 80 Reopaner in 2nd yr.of 3 yr. contract
Orange Co. FL §200 Sept9 75 Reopener in 3rd yr. of 3 yr. contract
Saminole Co. FL 2800 Sep-89 60 Reopener in 2nd yr.of 3 yr. contract
Bravard Co. FL 3800 Sep-89 79

SarasotaCo. FL 2000 Sep-89 70 Reopener in 2nd yr.of 3 yr. contract
Okaloosa Co. FL 1560 Aug-89 108 Reopener in 2nd yr.of 3 yr. contrect
Manatee Co. FL 1400 Sep-89 80 Reopener in 2nd yr.of 3 yr. contract
Pck Co. FL 3800 Aug89 73 Reopener in 2nd y.. of 3 yr. contract
OklahomaCity OK 2000 Sep89 47 Reopener in 3rd yr. of 3 yr. contract
Tulsa oK 2300 Sep89 30

Columbus OH 4500 Jun-89 40 50

South Bend IN 1400 Aug89 50 50

Chicago i 25000 Sep-89 54

Wariren Mi 1000 Jul-89 74 68

Livonia Mi 10006 Aug89 70 70

Shawnee Mission XS 2000 Aug-89 6.0 2+ 2 % ,imi,u, im 2nd yr.--depends on state aid
Omaha NE 2759 Jun-89 £.0

Linccin NE Aug-89 62 55

Scuix Falls SD 1,000 May-88 59

AFT Local Union Salary Survey (CWDDataBase)
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' TABLEIV-4 (Continued)

CWDlesue Per- Date
School District State sonnel Settled

Sa'tLake City uT 1,280 Oct89

Tucson az 3,200 Sep-89
Spokane WA 1,450 Aug-89
Garden Grove CA 1,800 Oct89
Hayward CA 1,000
Average 2,966

Number of Contracts

is 6.1 percent)

*Scheduled wage reopening

1989 1990 1991

-80
40
00
30
723
70

59
44

(Average annual adjustment over life of agreement reporied August 1988- December 1989

Source' Bureau of Labor Statistcs, Current Wage Developments, August 1989 through Dec.inber 1889,
Months in table refer o issues reporting the wage settiement, not the month of settiement. Salaryincreases
effective after the beginning of the school year are generally listed under the appropriate school YO,
Ceferred wage increases negotiated under settiements reported in earherissues of CWD are not included.

41 B2 Comments ‘

45
» %

Reopener in 3rd yr.of 3 yr. contract

64 6.5
9 4 .

AFT Local Union SalarySurvey (CWDDataBase)




Philadelphia PA 1500 Apr88 40 50 50 6.0 Paraprofessionals. clerical

¢ Anne Arundel Co. MD 1400 Jun-88 49 40 4.0 Noninstruchonal; bus drivers
Towson MD 1,500 Jul-88 4.0 *
PalmBeach Co. FL 2,700 Jun-88 100 Reopener in 3 yr.contr.; blue collar

' Salem OR 1,000 Oct87 20 " b *2nd and 3rd yr. contingent on CPI
Anne Arundel Co. MD 1,00 Jul-88 40 40 4.0 Aides, clerical, echnical
Louisville KY 1650 Jul-88 3.0 Clerical, paraprofessional; reopener
Jordan uUT 1,400 Sep-88 00 Classified omployses
Ne : Rochelle NY Sep88 60 6.0 s Wall-to-wallunit with teachers
Baltimore MD 1600 Aug-88 80 80 80 Aides and mostblue collar
Pinelias Co. FL 2000 Sep-88 77 . *
Orange Co. FL §200 Sep-88 80 Reopener in 2 yr contr.; noninstructional
Okaloosa Co FL 1,100 Aug-88 10.0 Reopener in 2 yr.contr.; noninstructional
PalmBeach Co. FL 1,800 Aug-88 100 t * Clerical
Compton CA 1,400 Jul-88 41 Unscheduled reopener; noninstructionai
Lee County FL 1,000 Oct88 7.5 Reopener in 3 yr.contr.; noninstructional
Davis County uT 1,700 Aug-88 $240 lump sum
Pasco Cointy FL 1450 Oct-88 6.0 Aides, bus drivers cafeteria, custodians
New Orleans LA 1000 Oct88 70 Reopener in 3 yv.contr.; teacher aides
Hilleborough Co. FL 2800 Aug-88 60 * Aides, bus drivers’ cafetsria, custodians
Washington OC 2,500 50 50 Custodians
Oklahoma City OK 2300 Nov-88 4.1 t Noninstructional
BrowardCo. FL 100C Nov88 75 ' * Cilerical
San Diego CA 1900 Jan-89 60 Operatons and support
SarasotaCounty FL 1200 Feb89 76 * * Noninstructonal
Mount Holly NJ 1000 Jul-89 785 78 71§
Los Angeles CA 16900 Jun89 75 Reopener In 3 yr contr.; noninstructional
Avaerage 2,273 50 56 57 6.0
Number of Contracls 26 7 5 1

(Average annual adjustment over life of agreement reported Augusi 1988-August 1989
is 6.0 peroent)

*Scheduled wage reopsning

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Wage Developments, August 1988 through August1980.
Months in table refer 10 issues reporting the wage settiement, not the month of settiement. Salaryincreases
effective after the beginning of the school year are gensrally lieted under the appropriate school year.
Deferred wage increases negotiated under setiemsnts reported in earlier ssues of CWD are not included.

7

: - - Pear- Date 1983 1989 1990 1991

School District State sonneo! Sottied -89 90 91 92 Comments

ﬂ

‘4

AFT Local Union Salary Survey (CWD DataBase)
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Per- Date

e - oaw o

(Average annual adjustment over life of a
is 6.3 percent)

*Scheduled wage reopening
Months in table refer to issues reporting the wa

effective after the beginning of the school
Deferred wage increases negotiated unde

1989 1990 1891 1992

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistce, Current Wa

School District State sonnel Settied €0 91 82 63 Comments
Wichita KS 1600 Jun89 42 * Noninstructional

PaimBeach Co. FL 4500 Jul-89 60 blue collar and clerical
Duval County FL 1200 Jul-89 70 Blue-collar
Pinnellas Co. FL 1,300 Aug89 70 Reopener in 2 yr.contr.; noninstructional
Volusia Co. GL 1,000 Aug89 65 Reopener in 3rd yr. of contr.; biuscollar
BayCo. FL 1,000 Aug-89 60 Reopener in 3rd yr. of contr.; noninstructional
Philadeliphia PA 4200 Sep-89 40 S50 50 82 Blue collar
Hillsborough Co. FL 7000 Aug89 70 Reopener; paraprofessional and clerical
Duval County FL 1350 Jun€9 70 Reopener in 2 yr.contr.; eacher aides
BrevardCounty FL 3,800 Sep-89 65 Noninstructional
SarasotaCo. FL 1,300 Sep-89 30 Reopener in 2 yr.contr.; noninstructional
Okaloosa Co. FL 1,100 Aug-89 108 Reopener in 2nd yr. of 3 yr.; noninsttuctional
Volusia Co. FL 1,000 Jul-88 60 * Clerical
PaimBeach Co. FL 3000 Ju83 80 * * Blue coflar
Orange Co. FL 6000 Sep89 7§ * * Noninstruztional
Chicago I 7600 Sep89 654 Custodians & cafeteria
San Diego CA 2,000 Aug-89 65 . ' Noninstructional; reopeners based on state aid
Average 2,821 63 50 S0
Number of Contracts 17 1 1

greement reported Augus: 1888-December 1989

ge Developments, August 1989 through December 1989.
ge settlement, not the month of settiement. Salaryincreases

yoar are generally listed under the appropriate school yeoar.
1 settlements reported in earlier issues of CWD are not included.

~J

U
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APPENDIX A
POPULATION AND ENROLLMENT iN CITIES IN THE DOD DATA BASE

1960 1966 1980-86 1980 1986 1980-86

Pop. Popu- Change Pop. Popu- Change
Rank lation (%) Pupiis Rank lation (%) Pupils
AKRON, OH 58 222,000 -84 3030 LOUISVILLE, KY 49 286,000 40 93,198
ALBUQUERQUE, NM “ 387,000 104 82418 1 1RAOCK, TX n 186,000 $0 30,034
ANAMEIM, CA (-] 241,000 9.7 22,000 MADISON, Wi °3 178,000 31 21,500
ANCHORAGE, AX 7 235,000 U7 40842 MEMPHIS, TN 14 053,000 10 107,819
ARLINGTON, TX e 250,000 543 41800 MIAMI, FL 4 374,000 79 253323
ATLANTA, GA 2 422,000 07 84,400 MILWAUKEE, Wi 17 805,000 49 91648
AURORA, CO 08 218,000 a7s 25089 MINNEAPOLIS, MN 4 357.000 -38 37484
AUSTIN, TX 42 467.000 252 61402 MOBILE, AL 14 203,000 14 63557
BALTIMORE, MD 10 763,000 -43 110,189 MONTQOMERY, AL 76 194,000 9.2 34032
BATON ROUGE, LA a2 241,000 04 57007 NASHVILLE-DAVIDSO 25 474,000 40 06,993
BIRMINGHAM, AL 50 278,000 -32 43187 NEW ORLEANS, LA 21 564,000 -06 81,503
BOSTO!H, MA 20 574,000 19 80223 NEW YORK, NY 1 7,263,000 27 939,933
BUFFALO, NY » 325,000 92 4178 NEWARK, NJ 48 316,000 -39 50791
CHARLOTTE, NC a7 352,000 79 73985 NORFOLK, VA 5 276,000 29 35863
CHATTANOOGA, TN 20 162,000 43 22833 OAKLAND, CA 43 357,000 §2 51,000
CHICAGO, IL 2 3,010,000 01 419,537 OKLAHOMACITY,OK 31 440,000 10.4 40,000
CINCINNATI, OH 32 370,000 -41 52077 OMAHA, NE 4 349,000 1.9 39388
CLEVELAND, OH 18 536,000 -68 71743 PHILADELPHIA, PA 4 1,643,000 -2.7 189,031
COLORADO SPRINGS, 85 273,000 268 30,800 PHOENIX, AZ ° 004,000 131 38648
COLUMBLUS, GA 87 180,000 63 30,034 PITTSBURGH, PA 30 387,000 46 39629
COLUMBLUS, OH 19 568,000 02 05484 PORTLAND, OR 35 388,000 -23 52008
CORPUS CHRISTI, TX  #0 264,000 126 30819 PROVIOENCE, R! o8 157.000 03 19,48
DALLAS, TX 7 1,004,000 1090 130888 RICHMOND, VA 64 218,000 07 28,025
DAYTON, OH (] 179,000 -76 20,005 RIVERSIDE, CA 82 197,000 153 25795
DENVER, CO 24 505,000 28 50439 ROCHESTER, NY s7 236,000 -24 32,000
DES MOINES, IA 73 192,000 08 30,341 SACRAMENTO, CA 52 324,000 173 48,370
DETROIT, Mi 6 1,088,000 97 184977 SALT LAKE CITY, UT 89 168,000 -28 242317
EL PASO, TX 28 492,000 156 61,800 SAN ANTONIO, TX 1" 914,000 128 61501
FLINT, M1 o4 148,000 -88 77 SAN DIEGO, CA 8 1,015,000 160 116,557
FORT LAUDERDALE, F 100 149,000 -30 137,388 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 13 749,000 103 63881
FORT WAYNE, IN TS 173,000 -26 32405 SAN JOSE. cA 16 712,600 131 29,242
FORT WORTH, TX 33 430,000 1"ns 67,191 SANTA ANA, CA 68 237,000 161 38031
GRAND RAPIDS. MI 78 127.000 28 24418 SEATTLE, WA 23 486,000 -15 43765
GREENSBORO, NC 9 177,000 37 21,202 SHREVEPORT, LA 68 220,000 65 51815
HONOLULU, HI 38 372,000 12 108,130 SPOKANE, WA 81 173,000 09 27000
HOUSTON, TX £ 1,720.000 73 191,708 ST LOUIS, MO 26 426,000 59 43915
HUNTINGTON BTACH. 84 184,000 77 15855 ST PAUL, MN 54 284,000 -24 32,447
INDIANAPOLIS, IN 12 720,000 27 683715 ST PETERSBURG,FL 59 239,000 03 88808
JACKSON, M8 70 208,000 27 33,000 SYRACUSE, N1 85 161,000 -58 22,000
JACKSONVILLE, FL 22 610,000 127 104,124 TACOMA, WA 08 150,000 03 27067
JERSEY CITY, NJ 61 219,000 -18 31,380 TAMPA, FL 83 278,000 22 118,051
|kANSBAS CITY, K8 02 162,000 06 23239 TOLEDO. OH 40 341,000 -39 43082
KANSAS CITY, MO 27 441,000 -18 35420 TUCSON, AZ 45 380,000 60 56239
KNOXVILLE, TN 74 173,000 -10 23,002 TULSA, OK 28 374,000 36 42n4
LAS VEGAS, NV s 192,000 163 100,030 VIRGINIA BEACH, VA 56 333,000 272 84510
LEXINGTON-FAYETTE 67 213,000 43 31185 WARREN, MI 91 150,000 ~70 15796
LINCOLN, NE 20 183,000 65 25925 WASHINGTON, DC 15 626,000 -19 56200
LITTLE ROCK, AR 1 181,000 16 22,108 WICHITA, K8 51 289,000 29 43500
LONG BEACH, CA ” 306,000 28 06253 WORCHESTER, MA 90 168,000 -25 20113
LOS ANGELES, ca 3 3,280,000 98 589311 YONKERS, NY 72 188,000 47 18,084
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APFENDIX B
ENROLLMENT FOR 1987-88 IN THE NATION'S LARGEST SCHOCL DISTRICTS
ENROLL - ENROLL -

DISTRICT STATE MENTY DISTRICT STATE MENT

“ New York City .. NY 930,833 ° Boston . - MA 50.203

* Los Angeles.. .. CA 58931 Mesa ... ... AZ sags

“ Chioago.. ... ..... W 419537 Gwinett Co.. @A 58,047

* Dade Co. (Miami) FL 253323 Baton Rouge. LA s7.007

* Houston ........ . . TX 191,708 Jolerson .. .. LA ®ar .

¢ Philadeliphia . . PA 180,031 Tuceon . ... AZ 8e.230

* Detroit..... M 184,027 * Portiand . OR 82,900
Hawall, ... . Hi 108,139 Ceaddo Parieh . ... LA 82,470

* Broward Co (Ft. Lauderdale) FL 137,308 * Cincinoati ... OH 2087

* Daflas.... . .. TX 130,885 Greenville Co 8C 81,082

‘ FaitaxCo . . VA 127,752 Oakiand. CA 51,000 a

“ Hillsborough Co (Tampe Bay) FL 118,031 “ Newark . .. . NJ 80,791

“ SanDiego... . . CA 118,587 ° indlanapoiis... . .......... . IN 50,437

‘ Baltimors. . .. . MD 110,180 Brevard Ca. (M Jhourne) FL 40,682

‘ Memphie. ... .. TN 107819 Yelota. .. ... .. .. ™™ 0237
Duval Co (Jacksonville) FL 105,040 * BuMalo . ... .. NY 46,403

* Prince George's Co MD 104,412 SanJuan..... . . CA 48,387

* Clark Co. (Laa Vegas) NV 100,027 Sacramento. . CA 46,370

* Montgomery Co..... . MD 98.271 Nostheide ...... . ™ 45,888

¢ Jeflerson Co. (Louiswille) KY 93.198 Davia Co uTt 44,904 a

¢ Jeflerson Co . co 93,108 * St Lovia MO 43918

*  Milwaukee .. wi 91,648 Toledo . ... OH 43,082

* Paim Beach. . .. FL 89.944 Wichite . ... e K8 43800

¢ Orange Co. (Orlando) FL 88,878 Bumingham . ... ... .. AL 43,167

* Pinnellaa Co (SX. Petersburg) FL 88,300 Jefferson Co (Birmingham) AL 43,107

* Washington . .. DC 88208 Charieston Co . 8C 42,801

* Albuquerque .. . NM 82418 ‘Seatt.. ... ... . . WA 41123

° NewOrisana . LA 81,503 VolsiaCo..... .. .. . FL 40,820

° BahimoreCo.. . . MD 81,182 * Anchorage.. .. AK 40,642 a

* Charlotte-Meckiinberg NC 74,680 Escambia Co .. FL 40.220
Granite Co.(Salt Lake City) uT 73,419 Forsyth Co.. NC 40,200 a

* Cloveland ...... .. OH 71.743 Okishoma City oK 40,000

* DeKalb Co GA 71,632 Corpua Christl. .. ... @ 39,819
Mobile... .. AL 67,850 “Pitwsburgh...... .. .. . PA o072

*  Fort Worth X 67191 Fulton Co...... GA 30,400

*  Nashvilie . N 00,003 Omaha..... .. NE .30

* Long Beach. .. CA 08,253 Prince WkHam Co.. ... ... WA 30,528

* Columbua.. OH oF 484 SeminaleCo.......... .. .. .. FL 37.6M a

¢ Virginia Beach VA 64,510 Minneapolie . MK 37,404 a
Anne Arundei Co MD 64,432 Aldine..... ... ™ 37.000

“ Atlamta .. . . GA 64,400 Mrom... ... OH 36,380 a

* San Francisco . CA 83.861 Kanawha......... .. wv 3272
Cobb Co GA 63.504 Gardon Grove CA 3113
El Paso.. X 61,800

*=8chool Districts in the City 4 State Data Base

a=Enroliment deta for a year other that 1987-88

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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APFENDIX C

Data Sources

Table I-1
AFT Local Union Teachers Salary Survey, 1988 and 1989 surveys.

Educational Research Service, Salaries Paid Professional Personnel in Public
Schools, ERS: Reston, VA, 1988-89 edition.

Department of Defense Wage Fixing Authority, "List of School District
Minimums, Maximums and Steps", DOD: Alexandria, VA, May 1989.

Tables I-2 to |-6

Sources are same as in Table I-1.

Tabics |-7 and |-8
Salary Data sources are same as in Table i-1.

American Cha.nber of Commerce Researchers Association,"Intercity Cost of
Living Index", ACCRA: Louisville, KY.

Table |9

U.S. Department of Labor, "Annual Pay Levels in Metropolitan Areas, 1988",
news release, Septembe., 1989.

Other sources are the same as in Table I-1.
Taws -10

Nelson, F. Howard, Survey and Analysis of Salary Trends 1989, American
Federation of Teachers: Washington, DC, August 1989.

Other sources are the same as in Table I-1.

Tables iI-1 to lI-4

U.S. Department of Education, Unpublished Data Tabulations (teacher and
student data).
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Educational Research Service, Salaries Paid Professional Personnel in Public
Schcois, ERS: Heston, VA, 1988-89 edition. "The Top 50 School Districts",

City & State, October 1987, October 1388, and August 1989.
Tables I'V-1 through IV-6

U.S. Department of Labor, Current Wage Developments, various issues

between August 1986 and December 1988.
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