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l'lmLIc E~lf!T.Oyt·mNT rd':LATIONS }jO"''-D, b]):,lINlSl'HATOR 

In the Halter of the Compulsory 
Intcr~st Arbitration hetween 

Cl'l'i OF AUHl.Ji~~l 

PU!1LIe AlU~lTlv\TIOt! PANEL 

and 
Case No.: Ct~-0014 

AUBURN fIRE :FIGHTERS M7 11-260 

ASSOCIATION 
LOCi\L 1446, IAFF 

BEFORE	 Alice B. Grant, Neutral Chairperson 
Han. Paul vI. Lilttimore, Employer P2nel !1ember 
Charles Blitman. Esq .• Employee Panel }:c~nber 

)
 CO"""j • r '0" ,
APPEARANCES	 . ..i".,'lwILiA I I :~ 

FOR THE CITY 

John J. Pettigrass. Corporation Counsel 
Bruce Clifford. City Manager 
Richard N. Chapman. Harris, Beach aLld ~Jilcc;~. 

of counsel to the City 
William D. Haj,,,alt. Fire Chief 

FOR THE FIRE FIGHTERS 

Bernard T. King. Attorney 
John P. Jeanneret. B & K Employee Funds Service 
James R. LaVaute, Attorney 
J. Christopher Keogan. President 
Patsy DiNonno, Vice President 
Stan Bilinski, Hember. negotiating committee 
Robert. C. DeChick, member, negoti<lting co,nmit tee 
Andre,.] Guter, T:1cmber) negotiating committee 
Robert Tessonl. member, negotiating committee 

PROCEDURE 

A hearing in the above matter was held in the City of Auburn) Ne.. York, 

on August 6, B. and September 8, 1975. before the undersigned members of the 

Public Arbitration PQuel who were designated in accor~nnce w.ltll the compulsory 

inti'rest	 ar],! (ration pcoccJ\lt"en of the Nc\! 'York State Public Employ:nent 
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present their evicL'r.ce, tcstlr~ony, and ilr~:"i"vr't, tt, ':.'rnmon vlitnesse8 who 

were f.;\HJrn, and to C'llg.:l[;e in their eX31n:lnat lon and cross cZ<l:n:Lnatlon. Both 

partlE:s asked to file brief~) uhich \"cre tu rye postm;lrkccl on ScptcdJcr 26, 1~75. 

At thE.: request of lh.~ Fire Fii:11ler~; an ext.('nslon for filing the briefs was 

granted, and the briefs were received on Octuber 3, 1975, at wllich time the 

record was closed. 

The Public Arbitration Panel met in a pre-hearing administrative session 

to determine the procedures to be followed and decicled not to require a 

transcript of the hearing. Following tIle close of the hearing the Panel met 

in executive session on October 7 and October 27, 1975, to reach a decision 

on the issues. 

THE ISSUES 

Four issues were presented to the Panel: 

1. Wages 

2. Cost of living allowance 

3. Hospitalization and Medical-Dental Insurance 

4. Pension plan 

BACKGROUND 

The Fire Fighters have been working under the terms of an agreement 

which expired on June 30, 1974. A Fact Finder was appointed in July, 1974, 

and on October 4, 1974, the Fact Finder issued his report. This report 

was not accepted and on January 22, 1975, the Union petitioned the Public 

Employment Relations Board requesting th3t the impc~sse be referred to a 

public arbitration panel. The City, on February 11, 1975, obtained an order 

of the Supreme Court restraining PERI3 and the Fire Fighters from proceeding 

uneler the 1m.;. After the amcndllll'nts to Sl.,~tJ.on 209 of the Civil Service Law 

Wl~re declared to hl~ coni;tituL.i,lll.ll by th(~ ~~,'\v YorL SL<ltl.' COllrt of Appeals, 
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PE)W effected the provisLuns of ~;(~cU.on 209./f of the CLv.ll Service Ln\.l and 

·O~l July 14, 1975, the Public AdJil"-cltion Panc·1 w~':n'u('n, \v,~rc designated. 

In Drrjv[n~ at ilu dctcrmin:ttiol1 the PubJ.ic Arbitration Panel gave full 

cOI:,dderatioll to the report and rcC()rr'['1elldatil~l,i~; of the Fac.t flndcl'; the 

comparison of wages, hours, Dnd working conditions of tJI0 City Fire Fighters 

with those in comparable areas; the interests and Helfare of the public and 

the financial ability of the City to pay; and the workinG conditions which 

are unique to Fire Fighters. 

Since the Panel was making its deliberations over a year after the 

issuance of the Fact Finder's report, the PanBl had the advantage of hindsight 

in weighing the Fact Finder's recommendation of a 9% increase in each of 

the two years of the Contract. After careful and extensive deliberations the 

Panel 'selected nine cities in the State which could be considered comparable 

to Auburn. Although this is difficult since no two cities compare perfectly, 

the Panel selected those cities north of New York City which are separated 

fr?o large metropolitan areas and are of comparable size. These cities are 

Elmira, Ithi1ca, Jamestoh'l1, Kingston, Lockport, Hiddletown, Newburgh, 

Poughkeepsie, and Watertown. 

Using statistics from the PERn Research Department for these cities the 

Panel detenlineJ that the average salary for Fire Fighters at the top of 

scale, excluding .longevity payment~, is $11,199 in 1975. The Fact Finder's 

recommendation, if accepted, ,""auld 11ct\/C provid~d the Auburn Fire Fighter with 

a salary of $11,527. Altl\ough this salary is $328 over the average of the 

other ninc ciLies, seven of the~e cities opel'alc on a different fiscal year 

ann \-lill halT/tin ilny ne,,; increases in t:alDry as of January 1, 1976. In all 

] i klj hood t!ll' ;;:ll:lries of Auburn Fi rc Fit;htcl"~;, a [tel' J,U1uary 1, 1976, will 
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gave consideration to the fact tklt Au1Htrn Fire Fighters receive higher 

longevity paymc'nts than is average for the comparable cities. 

A 9% incn~~lse in each of the tylO yeiJrs is very close to the City's 

offer of 8.7% in the first year and 8.7% in the second ycn~. The city does 

not argue inability to pay, although like other cities, fjnancial problems 

are of major concern. Unlike many other cities, however, the City of Auburn 

has an increasing financial base because of the establishment of new industry 

and the expansion of one of its existing industrial plants. 

Based on these criteria the Panel therefore determined that an across­

the-board increase of 9% in each of the two years of the contract would 

constitute a fair resolution of the wage issue. 

This award of an increase to the Fire Flghters, however, comes 

seventeen months after the expiration of the prior contract between the 

parties. Although the resolution of impasses may sometimes extend beyond 

the expiration of a contract, this exceedingly long period of time was in 

major part caused by the City's action in obtaining a stay of the arbitration 

p~oceedings. Since the City bears the responsibility for what amounts 

to a ten month delay (January, 1975 to November, 1975), the Panel also awards 

the payment of interest at the rate of 6% per annum. The interest is to be 

computed on the basis of each individual's increase in salary during 5/12 of 

the first year's increase (January through June, 1975) and 5/12' of the second 

year's increase (July through l':'ovember t 1975). By thin p.lcthod of computation t 

for example t a Fire Fighter at Grade D should receive $45.63. 

A\"Alill on Issue Nurn1)er 2 -- Cos t of Living Allowance 

The Fire Fi~hters have proposed a cost of living clause Hhich would 

prov Ide some in~; urance ag::1:!nf; t a decline in real purchasing Po\,,'er. The Ci ty' s 

ill1StvC t' 1:, that I; J JlU.~ it r Din ('sit S 111011 t'y th rou p,lt n c;.l ng Ie til x levy, it cannot 
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the City poj n ts out th:1t such clLlus(~s are not co,,;mon in the public sector. 

T:w Panel finds tbat cost 0 E livin~ clauses are. appropr latc where 

there arc long-tenn contrac.ts. Lut t:1is is not tbe CClse here. Since this 

period has passed. Shortly after the receipt of tills award the parties 

Hill be entering into ncgoti3tions c.uring which thc.y can take the cost 

of living into account in deternining future increases. 

For the above reasons the Panel denies tlte inclusion of a cost of 

living clause. 

AHARD on Issue Number 3 -- Hospitalization and Hedical-D2ntal Insurance 

The Fire Fighters, who are presently covered by a fully paid basic 

dental plan, wish to have expanded dental benefits provided to themselves 

and to include their dependents under these benefits. 

The Panel finds that the expansion of dental benefits would add a 

substantial cost to the City ane that. furthermore, such enlarged benefits 

are not comruon among other public e~ployees. For these reasons the Panel 

denies this proposal. 

A\~ARD on Issue Number 4 -- Pension Plan 

The Fire Fighters propose changing the present 25 year non-contributory 

retirement plan to a 20 year non-contributory retirement plan (384 d) and 

to add the guaranteed ordinary death benefit as provi~eJ by Section 360 b. 

The Panel gave long and sel-Ious thought to thi~3 p:opo~;~1l, weighing 

both the very substantial increase in cost to the city and tLe particular 

health hazards to \olhich the fire [lghters arc exposed. Tk, Panel also 

c(]n~;ultcd the PERU Departl~,ent of J:eseiJrch aULl found L1t:1t a laq;t' lllcljority 

of Fit"c Flghte'r units in l,;C.\-1 Y(ld~ :;( ;llc arc cover cd by lhc, 20 yC'ill." pC'nsion 

pLl!l. norc' llllport<H1L1y, the :):!llC'~ ;-uund that ~;i.x c.'i' till.' eL~~ltt eillL'::; ",hidl 
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the Panel had determ:i.necl Vlerc cOPlpar.3ble to Auburn have the 20 year pension 

plan. Although the costs of thh; plan wLll create a lmrdcn for the City ~ 

there is no evldence that the City of Auburn has less financial ability 

to pay than thc~ other six cities \_·hLch prC[;eilt 1y provide for this l)(~nsJon. 

Based on the above reasons the Panel directs the City to provide the 

20 year retirement plan (384d) to its fire FiGhters as of January 1~ 1976. 

In view of the minimal cost the panel also awards the adoption of the 

guaranteed ordinary death benefit as provided by Section 360b. 
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Now, then~fore, as the duly (~esjLn"lcd PublLc Al'bitratJon Panel, we 

here))j m:lkc the follmJing 

AHfl.RD 

salaries for the period from July 1, 197/+ to June: JCJ, 1975, and a 9% 

across-the-board increase for the contract year beginning July 1, 1975. 

In addition the City shall pay interest at the rate of 6% per annum on 

five months of the first year's increase and on five months of the second 

year's increase to each fire fighter on the payroll during t.hLs period. 

2. The request for a cost of living allowance is denied. 

3. The request for increased Hospitalization and Medical-Dental Insurance 

is denied. 

4. As of January 1, 1976, the City shall provide the Fire Fighters the 

twenty year retirement plan (384d) and the guaranleed ordinary death benefit 

as provided by Section 360~. 

Dated: November 10, 1975 {-1 L'u_ l? C)rv,~+ 
Alice B. Grant 
Neutral Chairperson 

STATE OF NEW YOPJZ) 
55:

COUNTY OF NONROE ) 

On this (0 ,~ "day of /7,..£'(r-; (q 7J~ before me i)l~l ;oOIHlly C2,ne and appeared 
ALICE lJ. GRANT, to me know ancI knmm to rne to be the individual described 
herein and \"ho executed the foregoip.J!,)instrumcnt. [(fill she ncknm'!lcdged to 
me that she executed the same. ..../?d /<~>;,~ 

/'//~-vc:.,f {v"C//{. r-::-­

·~r"f.T)t" r:- S,__ ,, .r_ I·' r \,cSll\, ;.. 

NOT/\l:~'~' f-':J:.~I i~~, ~>J,~-r[ or N. Y. 
();< .. , ".';L ~.'j. ~.-~-= 1. -;} ()~J 
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Aon. Paul\J. Lattimore 
Employer Panel Hcmber 

Dissenting on Issuos No. 1: Wd9~s-Interest Payments 

and No.4: Pension PlanSTATE OF NEI.;r YORlZ) SS:
 
COUNTY OF (:-~,-,--::-<,-- ) (See Attached Letter)
 

" (J
On this ';</A<[ day of I..f:..".,,-v:--v<.-JA-v. before me personally came and appeared 

PAUL H. LATTIHORE to me knm.;rn and knmm to me to be the individual described 
herein and ~7ho executed the foregoing instrument and he acknowledged to me 
that he executed the same. 

/!I/J/) ~ ~/} i 
Dated: November 14, 1975 VA.41!fitJ ~ · »tA,~.1.
 

Charles Blitman~ Esq.
 
Employee Panel Member
 

STATE OF NEW YORK) SS:
 
COUNTY OF ONONDAQA
 

On this 14th d:'iy of November) before me personally came and appeared
 
CHARLES BLI1}~N to me known and known to me to be the individual described
 
herein and who executed the foregoing instrument and he acknowledged to
 
me that he executed the same.
 

Affirming and.dissenting in part. Note my position attached 
hereto. 

,*s ,·'},~-.\.Ftl ~r*\ 'fxv'n(,~ 
Notary--~blic 

Commission No. 34-G473670 
Qualified in Onondaga County 
By Commission Expires March 30, 

1971 



H.JNORA8LE PAUL W LATTIMORE December 2, 1975 

Ms. Alice B. Grant 
Arbitrator Re: A"lard of Pub lic Arbitration 
232 Cobb Terrace Panel - Case No.: CA-0014 
Rochester, New York 14620 N74-260 

Dear Ms. Grant: 

I dissent to that part of the award of the Public 
Arbitration panel which requires the City of Auburn to 
provide the firefighters with a 20 year retirement plan 
(Section 384d) and which requires the city to pay interest 
of 6% per annum on certain portions of the wage increase 
awarded to the firefighters. 

The neutral panel member states that the length of time 
ln resolution of the contract dispute between the City and 
firefighters union ",.,as caused in major part by the City 's 
obtaining a stay of the arbitration proceedings. She then 
states that the City bears responsibility of a 10 month delay 
in resolving the issue from January to November 1975. I 
believe this ruling is arbitrary, punitive, and without 
support on th~ Record. 'ihile such an award of interest may 
be appropriate in certain circumstances which reveal that a 
party has acted in bad fai th or under cirCUlTlstclDces which are 
so unreasonable as to border on bad faith, there is absolutely 
no evidence on this Record to support a finding that the City 
of Auburn acted in an unreasonable manner and was responsible 
for the lengthy delay in the resolution of this proceeding. 

The City of Auburn contested in good faith the consti­
tutionality of the alllc!1dmcnLs to the civil Service Law which 
pr~vidcd for compulsory arbitration of unsettled contract 
difjputes involvi.ng police (111d fire p~r:)Q:.. ncl. This '.'iClS not a 
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frivolou[; action by the City, fOl" () S1Jprcmc Court <Tustice in 
1·10 n tq C·'r::C l~Y Cau ~"'i ~~:' 'h zuJ Lll r-(~ =.>~~~~,- c.l u c 1 ~-=. .·;_-C~ :.~~ t~1C C:U!~~_~ fl d inerJ t~.i La De 

uncon~ltitu tiona 1 (C i tL?L !.-m'.; terd.EI.0-'~-:'2_' RO}2S'.:2~!-:-.l1e 1 ~~)'l, e t <) 1. r 
and tho Dotter was pending review by the New York state Court 
of JI,ppcals. 'l'hc City's posi tion did not appear frivolous to 
the Supreme Court, Cayuga County, for the Union's petition for 
arbitration was stayed pending the determination on consti­
tu tion;) Ii ty by th2 court of Appea Is. 'I'he effect of the neutra 1 
arbitrator's award is to punish the City of Auburn for having 
availed itself of its legal rights in raising a bona fide issue 
concerning the constitutionality of the arbitration procedure. 

Furthermore, the decision is arbitrary in that it places 
responsibility upon the City of Auburn for the delay, when it 
is clear from the record that the passage of time subsequent 
to June 20 1 1975 when the Court of Appeals upheld the consti­
tutionality of the civil Service amendments, was attributable 
entirely to the normal proceedings of the arbitration panel 
which in no way may be a ttr ibuted t.o the City of 1".uburn.. 

I also dissent to the av0rd of a 20 year pension plan to 
the firefighters, on the ground that such award is neither 
just nor reasonable based on the record presented to the 
arbitration panel. 

The neutral arbitrator states that "more importantly, the 
panel found that 6 of the 8 cities (sic) which the panel had 
determined were comparable to Auburn have the 20 year pension 
plan". (Op. p. 5-6). The neutral arbitrator's opinion (p.3) 
states that 9·cities are deemed comparable for salary 
comparisons, they being: Elmira, Ithaca, Jamestown, Kingston, 
Lockport, Middletown, Newburgh, Poughkeepsie, and watertovm. 
In my opinion, the City of Middletown is not comparable to the 
City of Auburn and I find no basis in or without the record' 
which would support such a finding. Middletown is a conununity 
of 23,000 persons and has a part-paid, volunteer fire depart­
ment comprised of 40 firemen; whereas, Auburn has a population 
of 35,000 and a fully-paid fire department of 92 firefighters. 
On the other hand, the" City of Auburn submitted a list of 10 
citios as being comparable, 8 of which were selected by the 
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panel mi1jority, as fo1lm.;s: 

Plan 384-d Plan 384
 
POPUlil t ion 20-yc0.r 25-ycar
 

1. Amsterdam 26,000 X
 
2. Elmira 40,000 X
 
3. IthClca 26,000 X
 

4. Jamcstown 40,000 X
 

5. Kingston 26,000 X
 
6. Lockport 25,000 X
 
7. Newburgh 26,000 X
 
8. Poughkeepsie 32,000 X
 
9. Rome 50,000 X
 

10. watertown 31,000 X
 

Added by Arbitrator: 

Niddletown 23,000 X
 

The b.,ro cities not selected were Amsterdam and Rome, which are 
upstate New York cities geographically closer to Auburn and 
which have fully paid fire departments, real estate, and 
population more comparable to Auburn than does Middleto\m. All 
.10 of the cities submitted by the City of Auburn are injependent 
cities outside of standard metropolitan statistical areas. If 
the cities of Amsterdam and Rome were included for comparison 
purposes, and Middletown rejected, the comparison would reveal 
that 5 of those cities have a 20 y~ar retirement plan and the 
remaining 5 have a 25 year plan as does the City of Auburn. 
Clearly, there is no support for a finding that the 20 year plan 
should be awarded based on comparability of benefits in similar 
cormnuni ties. 

A further basis for my opinion that the award is unreason­
able, is th~ fClct that the factfinder had cClrlicr received 
evidence on thiss<:lme issue and hlld recommended against granting 
the 20 yeClr retirement p12n to the firefighters. To my knm·,­
ledge, no additional evidence was submitted to the arbitration 
panel \fllich would warrant the pClnel making an award contrary to 
the recomrncnudtion of thc~ f()ctfinocr on this issue. 'I'he 
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f~ct[inder toole into con3idcr~tion a very important factor 
whicll tho p~ncl mnjority 0pp~rcntly h~s refused to consider; 
Tii:1 inly, ~ con~p<l rison Doh/cen tile fire f 19h rcrs in the City of 
Auburn and the policemen in the city of Auburn. The fact­
finder noted that t118 policemen 11c1d a 25 ycar retirement plan. 
He specifically stated that the firefighters had failed to 
show that thc hazards which they encountered in their job 
were any greater than those encountered by policemen so as to 
warrant a settlement significantly higher than that agreed to 
by the Auburn policemen. 

The City demonstrated to the panel the history of parity 
between wages and working conditions in the Auburn Police and 
Fire Departments ~nce negotiations began in 1968. The police 
agreed to the 25 year pension plan at a time when they too 
could have petitioned for arbitration. According to presently 
enacted State laws, pOlicemen will not be able to negotiate 
increases to their retirement plan after June 1976. Thus, this 
award has the effect of destroying the tradition of parity 
between public safety employees in the City of Auburn, without 
any reasonable basis having been demonstrated on the record 
for such a significant departure and disruption to th~ labor 
relations between the City and its employees. 

The unreasonableness of the award is further demonstrated 
by the disproportionately great financial impact on the tax­
payers of the City of Auburn as compared to the rather insig­
nificant benefit gain to the firefighters. Currently fire­
fighters in the City of Auburn have a 25 year retirement plan 
which permits a firefighter to retire with a pension equal to 
1/2 of his final year salary, after 25 yeurs of service vlith 
the City, without regard to any minimum age requirement. Thus, 
a firefighter who begins his employment at ugc 22 may retire 
with a pension equal to 1/2 of his final puy at age 47. There 
is also currently in effect an option which allows the fire­
fighter to ~emain on the force beyond retircDI2nt age and aC9rue 
additional retirement benefits. with the 20 year plan as 
awarded, the same firefighter could retire with 1/2 pay at 
age 42. The cost to the City and its taxpayers of permitting 
a firefighter to retir~ 5 years A~rlier than under the present 
system, would be :an additional 16.3% of p~yroll every year for 
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thor;c employ,--,cs hirecl pl"ior to ,July 1973. (For c:>:a!lIp.le, the 
uc] r li L:iJmal cr),-;l: of the 20 year ]'1 :ll1 to thr..:' r.ity for t~hC' yr>:lr 
1975-76 would be approximC1l.ely O;OG,OOO. The record 
dcrnonstr21tcs, hOvlever, th21t the b'-'I18fit to the employees would 
be minor, indeed, for l~uburn firefightcr~) simply have not 
retired \~len eligible even under the current 25 year plan. 
Presently there arc 18 employees employed in the fire department 
who h21VC 25 or more years of service and arc eligible to retire 
at a minimum of 1/2 of their fina.l salary, but who hClve not. 
elected to do so. This clearly indicates that the hCdlth 'htlzards 
from this job ~re not so serious as to induce employees to retire 
at an early age, or that for whatever reason, firefighters are 
not inclined to retire after 25 yea.rs of service. Accordingly, 
it is entirely unreasonable and unjust to force upon the City 
of Auburn an additional cost of 16.3% of payroll in order to 
provide an unneeded and unnecessary benefit. 

Furthermore, the adoption of the retirement plan will put 
an additional tax burden upon the taxpayers of the City of 
Auburn of app:coxirllately $3.10 per $1,000 of assessed valuation 
which current costs and appropriation are not included in the 
1975-1976 Fiscal Budget and would require the City of Auburn 
to go out on the bond market to borrow these funds by revenue 
anticipution notes. 

In regard to the award of the Guaranteed Ordinary Death 
Benefit as provided by Section 360-b, the City of Auburn has 
been notified by the New York Stt\te Policemen I s and Firemen's 
Retirement System that this option is available only to both 
firefighters and policemen, and not only to firefighters. 
Therefore, th~ award by the arbitrator is beyond the jurisdic~ 

tioD of the p,emel which was origiDCilly es t~2b.1.:Lshcd for the 
settlement of the dispute between the city of Aubur~l and the 
Auburt1 Firefighters, and would rciise the q:uest.ion oE the City 
of Auburn providing a benefit above and beyond the ~ubjects 

agroed to f~r arbitration. 

In conclu::;ion, may I reitcriJ.te the lrl~1tter I constantly
 
strcssed with thc piJ.nel lnembers~ n::Jmely, t.hut th'..:' Ci"cy of
 
l\ubu.:::n could not affol~rl the 20 your Pen:~ion Plan. rrL~ Kinzc:l
 
repert cleaJ'ly [;tressc:c1 l:htlt neither the SCClce 0;-' iJl:\1 York nor
 
't,-> 

~l~~... _.~~ 
cO',ld th:' [jn.::~ncial
:L l..J 

I-"'n';c]>n-·,·ijt~n(;
~ .s..--' ...........~. '---~. 

contirl'..lc iJ,lj':'Jo:3~;ibJ.e­
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b\lrJcns of such plans. New York st~to and all its entities 
in the state are now in a most critical financial position. 
Ho,,! much more evidence docs onr~ need f~o rcali",:c such p)::-O[frc.:ms 

no lon9c~ can be financed and maintain the fiscal integrity of 
our. communities which is the legal responsibility of the 
elected officials. 

Very truly yours, 

Paul W. Lattimore 
Mayor 

City of Auburn, N.Y. 



Prior to stating my pG~ition In thi~ ffiilLter r I wish to 

no'c:e	 t.ho.t this l'u})lic Arbitc,d::ion I<lll'::l' S 2UUlority ic'.1lcJ. 

Service: JJJ\.7 of th2 State of 1:2\'1 Yo:::.]:. Subscqu8nt to a 

dispute be:ing referred to the Public nrbitration Panel r 

hearings ~rc mandated on all matters related to the dispute. 

Evidence rr.ay be presen·ted emu the P.::tnc~l shall determine all 

matters presentGd to it justly and reasonably by majority 

vote. The Panel may adopt. prior fact finding recomrr.endations 

but must consider: 

a.	 cOIi1parison of the viages r hours and 
co~ditions of employment of the 
employees involved in the arbitration 
proceeding with the wages r hours r and 
conditions of employment of o·the.1: 
employees performing similar services 
or requiring similar ski~ls under 
similar working conditions and with 
other employees generally in public 
and private employrnent in comparable 
cOITmunities. 

b.	 the interests and welfare of the pub­
lic and the financial ability of the 
public eIT.ployer to pay; 

c.	 comparison of peculiarities in regard 
to other trades or professions r in­
cluding specificallYr (1) hazards of 
employTr.ent; (2) physical qualifications; 
(3) educe. tiO:12l que.lif icc: tions; (11) 

mental qualifications; (5) job training 
and skills; 

d.	 such othc:~r filctors 'i'ihich are normally 
or trdclitio:1~111y t2kcll into considor­
atioll in the c1c'c~err"i1li.~ t:. ion of \V2(JC~~, 

·,' J •h OHr~; and conc.u. Ll.on~; of cH\I?loymc)nt. 



The hCi'lr ing in this W-clt tel: is 05"-~ ~ and not )_11 Ute 

nature of ~;}:m·t CD.U~;C ·to prove ox.- e~~ti..lblish Vlhy thQ f<let 

finder's rCi'ort ShOllld not: bc:.' .1.Ti1plcm:.cntcd. tJ.'hj. ,-.; J:>ublic 

1I.r:.)itration Pi.:mcl i~; stat:utoc.Lly bound to brin~r finality to 

The p2rties presentc2 four issues to the Panel: 

1. Hages 

2. Cost of living allo':7ance 

3. Medical LenQ£its 

4. Pension Plan 

A\';ard on Issue Number 1 - lVag~s 

Initially it must be noted that the City of Auburn neither 

contended it had a financial inability to pay the wage pro­

posQl of the Association, nor that the interests and \velfare 

of the public required a wage package different from the 

Association's pbsition. The lack of evidence on the above 

tHO considerations places greater emphasis on the follm'ling. 

I respectfully submit that a comparison to workers with 

similar skills and qualifications (i) in the localized private 

and public Auburn labor market; (ii) then to firefighter 

salaries within the largest two cities of the Syracuse Economic 

Area as designated by the Nco;,'! York Stat.c lJl2partment 0:[ Cormnercej 

and (iii) ~in21ly to statewide cornparisolls to salaries received 

by firefighters in cities of comparable size supports the 

position prc;:;cntcc1 by th(2 j\':,:soc.1.e:ttion. Fircfiqhccr Exhibit 7 



os tablir~he;:; thil t a 'il(~S;C incrciJ.~;c 12. '1:/"" \lould. be; rcqui:cccl in 

1975 to achieve cqua.li ty \;.t. Ul hour ly sCllary :Cu:tcs among 

pr'::.vClte n()n-con~;t}:"uction \lorJ:crs and Cl 61. 8W~ incn~asc in 

1975 t.o ilchievc p:-\}:" i ty \·;ith U18 CO,t:; LTuction sec tor. Firc­

Aub'.lrn, th(~ b-IO largest. pOLJu12t:io::1 ccn·tc~rs loca-tc2d in the 

He"l York State Department of ComlTlerce designZlt:ed Syracuse:. 

Economic Area. An increase in 1975 of 34% would be required 

to reach pa~ity. Fi~efighter Exhi~~Lt 9 se"ts forttl tl12 avail­

able data from PETIB reports for certain New York cities in 

the 20,000 to 40,000 population grouping. The data contained 

in this Exhibit reveal that Auburn Firefighters are being 

paid at broadly lower salary levels compared to firefighters 

\-;orking in other cOITh.l1unities of similar size throughout the 

state. A firefighter in the City of Auburn is paid on average 

approximately 22 percent less than other firefighters in com­

parable cities in the State, even though the population of 

Auburn is on balance 18 percent greater than the average 

surveyed city. A salary increase of approximately 35.0 per­

cent would be required before the end of 1975 in order for 

Auburn Firefighters to est~blish a salary level comparable 

\'7i th the 2.ver2.ge F!eH York Stoute POl1ulclt.ion ccnbo~r. 

~.dditio!1al dat.a Has prescll ted ,·,rith rcsp2c t to increases 

in salar i0S of l\uburll Fire:£' i~Jh tors ClS compared t.o various 

inc1ustrie[; \\,ithin the: privu..Lc~ U. s. ccono:ny. Firc:!:ight:c~r 

-- J-­



U:1J.tcd States Incll.l::.~L.t:ics in PclCttio.:l -tc) 1I.uburn Firefi~htc:cs", .. 

• • r: ~ • • 1 t . .CO:1 ti:~ln~~ In.:.:orma ,:J.on concernJ.ng sue 1 cOtnpara'lve Hagc lnCr(~aso::;. 

'1'he1 rc:mgc of percenL:o.90 s'llo.ry incrC'u::.;cs from 19G8 ·through 

32.3 - 4~. 8 percent. d81:Jc2ncJ.in9 upon '.d1cthcrthc officer or 

firefighter s~lary classification wa~ considered. In contrast., 

s2.1clry increases for varion,;; other indu:..>t.rie,; had average.d 

46.0 - 66.9 percent, and wage increases within private indus­

r~heS9 data 

reveal that Auburn Firefighters have been unable to realize 

wage gains similar to those being granted within the private 

sect.or. This condition would of course tend to be exacerbated 

as 1975 salary increases accellerate. 

At the sarne time that the Auburn Firefighters have been 

falling drastically behind private industry i~ wage levels, 

there have been SUbstantial increases in productivity ~mong 

the firefighters during the period 1971 - 1974. Firefighter 

Exhibit 17 provides comparative data concerning productivity 

changes among various U. S. industries. This exhibit clearly 

reveals that annual output per man per shift. among Auburn 

Firefighters has expanded much more substantially than pro­

ductivity changes within the private s2ctor. 

Firefighter Exhibit 17 also relates to the process 

through which firefighter productivity has necessarily been 

e:-:pandec1 during the period 1971 - 197'L Heductions in 

m~:':1po·,·ler per shift have gruc1uo.lly occurred during the YCLlrs 

-.-1.­



J.~)7l - 1971, b8CaU~~(~ of the overall redu.ction ~n hours \lOrkcd 

p~r r.'\Cl.n irO::l ~8 hUll::"; to 112 hours per \.'081;:. Less l:1iln hours 

av~ililblc to fiUht any specific fire. Chief of Fire Milywalt 

~o~ld l:avo had to be added to the puyroll of the Auburn Fire 

Depart~ent In order to Raintain overall fire coverage at 

1970 levels. 

Firefighter E:-:hibit 17 5):-.0,'15 that the Ci-ty of Auburn 

decreased overall fire cOverage, decre<lsed the number o:E 

men working on any particular shift, increased the coverage 

area of those fire cOIT!panies vhich remain, and in the process 

has placed a substantial additional work and responsibility 

burden upon each individual Firefighter \'lithin -the City. 

7he major increases in productivity by the Auburn Firefighters 

\·,'hich \,;ere necessary to acco~plish this change are obvious. 

The major savings to the City of Auburn associated \vith 

these productivity increases are readily apparent. The City 

of Auburn nay well be one of the only cities in Ne"i" York State 

\'ihich \'7aS able to lo';-;er the overall nu.rr.ber of firefighting 

personnel during this period of reduced hours worked per 

\'leek, as mandated by the State Legislature. 

I do not agree Hi th the othE:r t'JO ":ccl(,b~r::; of this Panel 

on the co~parable cities they selected. Utilizing the data 

and eviee~ce referred to previously, a just and reasonable 

--s­



but rdther, ilS p.r.opo:.>C-'c1 by the l\.~;,,;oc:;_ation, 20~~ acrO~j~; the 

boc~rc1 :incrcc~~jC:: in each or the next t.'...'o yc·).:c'. Such is 

nccc,-~ c;ary to Irwin tu.in ccono,nic equality [or those. firc­

f ightcl~S / 

legal rate of interest in Ne~ York State is llighcr and such 

higher rate of interest, in my sale vie,!, should be paid 

from the contract termination to the payment of the increase. 

l\'i'lard on Issue Number 2 - Cost of Living Allm"llnce 

I disagree 1;;lith the other hiO Panel members on their 

position relative to the cost of living clause. The evidence 

clearly demonstrated the short run declines in real purchasing 

power which can arise in the absence of a cost of living clause. 

The Auburn firefighter, since mid-1973, has not received any 

pay increase, except a longevity increase. Since mid-1973, 

the Consumer Price Index increased from 133.1 to approximately 

160.8 at present. This represents an increase of 20.8 percent 

in prices, '·,hereas Auburn Pirefighters have received no ,,,age 

increases 'vhatsoever during this period of substantial inf1action. 

These data also mean that real purchasing power of Auburn Fire­

fighters has declined by 20 percent during the last two years, 

such that they can purchase in 1975 approximQtely only 80 

percent of what they could purchase in the year 1973! These 

statistics support the contention of the Auburn Firefighters 

tLat a cost of living c~;c(llator cl:nlse is c1efinitely needed 

-G­



in t:lli~; era of: infL1ctior~. Furlhc:c, Cl cost. of livinq provision 

,,;ould. cleLir ly O::N iat.e the: sc.v~re "c<'lLch up" problem wit.h Hhich 

Lhe Fixcf:Lqhters illd th(O, City of l\.U}.J'..lrn must: r2rioc1ic,-~lly 

I disagree with the other two Panel members on their 

position relative to their denial of dent~l benefits. 

AHard on Issue Number "1 - Pension Pl2.n 

I agree with Panel Member Grant in awarding the 20 year 

retirenent plan (384d) with the addition of the guaranteed 

ordinary death benefit (36Gb). 

A fully paid plan of retirement after twenty years ser­

vice is rapidly becoming the standard type of retirement plan 

offered to firefighters among cities within New York State. 

Firefighter Exhibit 15, entitled "Survey of Firefighter 

Retiremen-t Plan Benefit5 Arnong T\'7elve Nei"l York State Cities, 

1975", provides data concerning type of retirement plan, 

type of guaranteed death benefit, and population size for the 

twelve surve~ed cities. The average popul~tion among the cities 

surveyed was found to be 36,987. 

identical to the population of the City of ~uburn. ~he 

Arbi tra.Lion Panel ,.,ill recilll that approxiu2J. tcly 73 percent 

of the surveyed cities of f orcd the t\72n ~:y year 1:0 ~:ircrr.cn-t 

In adeli lioll, fU:l"thc~l.- t.c:..;l:.i,:'.ony 
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r(;~/C'alcd tllct t the nearby l:\C l:roJ:Joli t,tn ;:lrcas of Syr:Clcuc;e and 

Po ::::!'C~ s tcr , \·;hich \lcre not included in E:·:hibit 1S I also 

0::: £croc1 a fully pclicl t\'1C~nty year rc·t:ircmcnc plan to their 

firc::ighters. 

'1'ho acklitior12.1 cost for chis h;'2n ty year retircrncn t c:.nd 

guaranteed ordinary death benefit must be considered in 

relation to the major hazard:::: with which firefighters are 

confronted on a daily basis, and in relation 'co the guu.li ty 

of service which is expect2d from the average firefight~r. 

Auburn firefighting personnel should be afforded the opportu­

nity to retire after twenty years service under Section 384d, 

in vieH of the substantial health problems \'111ich frequently 

develop after this period of sustained firefigh·ting service 

to the community. Early retirement can help avoid the types of 

injuries and health difficulties to which senior firefighting 

are subjected, at the same time reducing the added costs to 

the municipality which result from such injuries and 

disabilities. A tHenty year retirement plan \vould also result 

in the increased availability to the co~~unity of the services 

of younger firefighters. 

-- B·­
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In the Matter of the Compulsory 
Interest Arbitration 

t
1
) 

MODIFICATION OF
 
ARBITRATION AWARD
 

between } 

CITY OF AUBURN 

-and-

AUBURN FIRE FIGHTERS ASSOCIATION, 
LOCAL 1446, lAFF 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
l Case No. CA-0014 

-
..---------'---------------------------------­ M74-260
 

WE,. THE UNDERSIGNED PUBLIC ARBITRATION PANEL, having been 

designated in accordance with the compulsory interest arbitration 

procedures of the New York State Public Employment Relations Board, 

Section 209.4 of the Civil Service Law, and having duly heard the 

proofs and allegations of the Parties, and having rendered an 

Award dated and signed as follows: November 10, 1975 by the 

Neutral Chairperson, November 14, 1975 by the. Employee Panel 

Member, and on December 19, 1975 by the Employer Panel Member, 

and modified by Award" dated and signed by the Neutral Chairperson, 

the Employee Panel Member and the Employer Panel Member on 

January 21, 1976, and now upon the request of both parties, sub­

mitted pursuant to CPLR 7509, we hereby ,further modify the Award 

as follows: 

.• , •• ~~~ •. , ••• ,.' .- ,,'. ' •." ,~_ ,. ,' •.••.• '. ' F' '"" .' ' .. 4,,.. ..· _' 'N _' _ .••.•..••••• , •• ", 



TERMS OF MODIFIED ARBITRATION AWARD 

1. Issue No. 4 - ·"Pension Plan". 

The award as modified by the panel on January 21, 1976 

shall be further modified to delete and nullify the requirement 

that as of January 1, 1976 the City shall provide the Firefighters 

the 20 year retirement plan (Section. 384d) . That portion of the 

amended award requiring the City to provide as of January 1, 1976 

the Section 360-b death benefit or the cash equivalent of its cost 

. shall remain in effect •. 

2. Issue No.1 - "Wages". 

Th~ wage award, as modified on January 21, 1976, shall
 

be further modified by requiring the City to increase each step
 

of the salary schedule by $700 effective January 1, 1976. Thus
 

the total wage award shall be (1) a 9% across-the-board increase
 
, 

for the period July 1, 1974 to June 30,.1975; (2) a 9% across-the­

board increase for the contract year beginning JUly 1, 1975; (3) 

a $700 increase to each level of the salary schedule effective 

January 1, 1976; and (4) interest at the rate of 3% per annum on 

the last 5 months of the first year's 'increase and the first 5 

month~ of the second year's increase, to be paid to each fire­

fighter on the payroll during that period. 

3~ Issue No.2 - "Cost of Living Allowance". 

Th~ City shall implement a cost of living allowance 

according to the following terms: 



-2­

Cost of Living Allowance 

1. Each employee covered by this agreement shall 

receive a cost of living" allowance to the exten~ such allowance 

becomes payable under and in accordance with all of the terms, 

definitions and limitations set forth in this agreement. 

2. Payment of allowance; effect on other payments. 

The cost of living allowance shall not be 

added to the salary schedule, but only to the employees' straight 

time hourly earnings. The allowance shall not be included in. 

computing compensation for paid absences under this agreement. 

(For purposes of computation and payment on a regular pftyroll 

basis, employees shall be considered to work a 40 hour per week 

schedule.) 

3. Basis for allowance. 

The amount for the cost of liv~ng allowance .. 

shall be determined as provided below on the basis of the Consumer 

Price Index for Urban Wage Earners published by the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, united States Department of Labor (1967 = 100 

New Series), hereinafter referred to as the "Index". 

4 . . Continuance of the cost"of living allowance shall 

be cODtingent upon the availability of the" Index in its present 

form and calculated on the same basis as the Index for December 

1975, unless otherwise agreed upon by the parties. In the event 

"the	 Index is .discontinued or revised, the parties shall meet and 

negotiate upon an appropriate substitutc~ 
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5.	 Determinations and adjustments. 

The base Index for the purpose of computation 

of the cost of living al~owance shall be the All Cities - All 

. Items ·figure for. December 1975 (166.3 = 0). 

The first cost of living adjustment shall be 

implemented in the first pay period of August 1976 for hours 

worked beginning August I, 1976, and shall be based upon the six 

month average of the Indexes for the months of January through 

June 1976. In determining the six month average of the Index for 

•.	 the specified period, the computed average shall be rounded to the 

nearest 0.1 Index point. 

No adjustments retroactive or otherwise will be 

.made	 in the amount of the cost of living allowance due to any 

revisions ''''hich later may be made in published figures for the 

Index for any months on the basis of which the adjustments shall . 
have been dete~ined. 

6.	 Amount of allowance. 

The cost of living allowance-shall increase one 

cent ($.01) per hour semi-annually for each one-half (0.5) point 

increase in the six (6) month Index average commencing with 

January 1976. There shall be a ten cent ($.lO) per hour limit 

on the cost of living allowance for each six month period. 

7. In all other respects our Award as modified on
 

January 21, 1976, shall remain in full force and effect.
 



Dated: 2-/2 ~/76 
-AJ.-0-g -G.r...... +- ----­

. Al~ce B. Grant 
Neutral Chairperson 

STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
COUNTY OF i"\" d it ~ .r.. ) 55.: 

On this ':1"\ day of /-:: 1.7. /1 / 'i 7' { , before me personally 
came and appeared ALICE B. GRANT, to me known and known to me 
to be the individual described herein and who executed the 
foregoing instrument and she acknowledged to me that she 
executed the same. 

otary Publ~'c 

....~~~ 
Charles E. Blitman, Esq. 
Employee Panel Member 

STATE OF NEW YORK 1 
COUNTY OF tfJ~.ta~} 55. : 

On this I CJ 6 day of· . F~~, before me personally 
came and appeared CtffiRLES E. BLIT~lliN to me known and known to me 
to be the individual described herein and who executed the fore­
going instrument and he acknowle~ged to me that he executed the 
same. 



... o , 

Dated : ~ I~ 1/ J,) b 

Hon. Paul W: Lattimore 
Employer Panel Member 

STATE OF NEW YORK )
 
COUNTY OF L~lLcg.6..-) s s. :
 

On this :l/J;}. day of .4,1 .r."lj "':0 t/.. · , before me personally 
came and appeared PAUL W. LATTIMORE[to me known and known to 
me to be the individual described herein and who executed the 
foregoing instrument and he acknowledged to me that he executed 
the same. 

.9~·,tta.J; -l () d.···,f ~ f, ',y;«!f>1J 
iJ Notary Public 

. . 

JOSEPHINE A. SILLIMAN. 1476 
No\~ry Public. State 01 N:w York n1 
Qualified In Cayuga counrlarch 30. 19 J _ 
My Commission ExpIres 

r .~ 
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In the ~1atter of the Compul sory 
Interest Arbitration OPINION OF THE NEUTRAL CHAIRPERSON 

IN REPLY TO THE APPLICATION FOR 
between MODIFICATION OF AWARD 

CITY OF AUBURN 
CASE No. CA-0014 

-and- M74-260 

AUBURN FIRE FIGHTERS ASSOCIATION. 
LOC/~L 1446. IAFF 

On January 2, 1976. r~r. Bruce L. Clifford, City ~1anager of Auburn, New 

York, filed an Application for modification of the Award and on January 8, 1976, 

Mr. Jules L. Smith, for Blitman and King, filed an 

Application for Modification of AVlard. The Panel 

on January 14,1976, c:.V\.J 01/\. Oe-.V\..\...lo.,~ 21 
1 

The following is the Opinion of the Neutral 

the City's Application. 

1. Wages - interest at 6%. 

Affadavit in Opposition to the 

met to consider this application 

Iq7~. I,.Chairperson in response to 

I' 
; 
I 

The City contends that the payment of 6% interest is prohibited by 

the General Municipal Law. The Neutral Chairperson considered this 

amount of interest to be compensatory to the Fire Fighters rather 

than punitive to the City, and, therefore, the award of interest was 

a part of a just and l~easonable settlement. HOlflever, -in an effol't to 

avoid any possible legal obstacle to its enforcement, \oJe will modify 

the Award to conform vii th the 3% i nteres t permitted by Secti on 3-a of 

the General Municipal Law. 

Since the payment of this interest is to compensate in small part 

for the many months (over a year and one half) during which the Fire 

Fighters have received no increase in wages, the Panel reaffirms its 
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a10lard tllat thi s cor:lpensati on is to. bp. oa i rl for a oeri od of ten IllOnths. 

2. No modification requested. 

3. No modification requested. 

4. Pension Plan 

The City contends that "a miscalculation is felt dealing with the 

survey cities used~ the cost to the citYt the city's ability to pay~ and 

the PERB studies used". 

The panel gave lengthy consideration to selecting cities comparable to 

Auburn. The Employee Panel Member contended that comparable population 

should be the main determinant in selecting the cities. The Neutral Chair­

person and the Employer Panel Member t however~ determined that cities with 

comparable populations such as Tonawanda~ North Tonawanda~ Lackawanna~ Port 

Chester~ and Eastchester were contiguous to the two largest cities in the 

State and were affected by this proximity. Although the Fire Fighters con­

tended that Auburn is closely related to Syracuse in job market comparisons t 

the majority panel members determined that Auburn is a separate city and com­

pared more closely with other cities which are separated from large metro­

politan areas. The Employer Representative and the Neutral Chairperson 

agreed on the selection of Elmira~ Ithaca t Jamestown t Kingston t LockDort~ 

Newburgh~ Poughkeepsie, and Watertown. The three panel members agreed to 

the exclusion of Amsterdam since its settlement with the Fire Fighters was 

not known at that time (since this Award was issued, Amsterdam Fire Fighters 

were awarded the 20 year pension plan). The City of Rome was excluded since 

its population is over 50,000 and the other cities selected ranged in popula­

tion from approximately 22 tOOO to 39 tOOO. Although the Employer Panel member 

protested the inclusion of Middletown t the Neutral Chairperson and the Em­

ployee Representative agreed to its inclusion based on its population and 

the fact that it is further from New York City than is Newburgh (information 
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based on mileage supplied by the Rochester Public L-ibrary. Middletown is 

approximately 65 miles from New York City and Newburgh approximately 45 

mi 1es ) . 

After the Panel finally decided on the nine comparable cities t it then 

asked the Research Department of the Public Employment Relations Board to 

supply information about the retirement plans provided by those cities. 

The first information we received indicated that six of the nine cities pro­

vi ded U,e 20 year pension plan t but we 1ater 1earned that the City of Pough­

keepsie provides this plan only for its policemen and not for its firemen. 

Even \'lith this correction t a majority of the cities which are comparable to 

Auburn t provide the 20 year pension plan to their firemen. 

The Panel then examined the issues in relation to the other criteria set 

forth under the Taylor Act. The working conditions of Fire Fighters are 

unique in relation to health hazards and these have been well documented. The 

inauguration of a 20 year retirement plan in New York State is a response 

both to these health hazards and to the interests and welfare of the public 

which require a Fire Fighter force with the physical capability to handle fires 

effectively. By making it possible to retire after 20 years t it is assumed 

that the public will benefit both by having a younger and, therefore, more 

physically capable work force t and also by a reduction in costs resulting 

from disabilities caused by continued exposure to the hazards of the job. 

The Panel also gave full consideration to the Fact Finder's report. In 

determining the amount of increases in wages t the Panel found that the Fact 

Finder's recommendation was supported by the pattern of wage settlements 

which had been reached in the comparable cities. In turning to the Fact 

Finder 1 s recommendation denying the 20 year retirement plan, however t it 

must be noted that the Fact Finder's report was issued on October 4, 1974 t 



- 4 ­

a full year before this Panel was making its determination, and that, 

furthermore, the Fact Finder did not provide specific reference to the 

criteria he used, other than cost, to reach his conclusion. The Panel, 

therefore, gave the Fact Finder's report less weight in considering this 

issue than it gave to the other criteria. 

In her Opinion of November 10, 1975, the Neutral Chairperson made par­

ticular reference to the fact that the costs of the 20 year pension plan will 

"create a burden for the City", but that there is no evidence that the City 

of Auburn has less financial ability to pay than the other comparable cities 

which provide for this pension (p.6). In fact, the Neutral Chairperson also 

noted that "Auburn has an increasing financial base because of the establish­

ment of new industry and the expansion of one of its existing plants" (0.4). 

The Panel also awarded the adoption of the guaranteed ordinary death 

benefit as provided by Section 360b. Although the City now contends that 

the Panel never calculated the cost of this benefit, r note that both the 

Fact Finder's report and the City's own brief to the Panel state the cost as 

one tenth of one percent, which can certainly be considered minimal. 

The Panel, however, takes into consideration the City1s belated 

objection that this benefit must by law also be granted to another bargaining 

unit. The Panel, therefore, finds that the City shall provide either the 

Section 360b death benefit or the cash equivalent thereof. 

Dated:-dQ.n· ,g.1 t 1"17(; Signed: Al u- ~ rrO-"";­
Alice B. Grant 
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ur~ THE U::lj~:I\~;IGrj[[) PUi:LIC ARBITl\r..TIO:1 P/\::::L. hnv1ng been d:::;1~:':,j .~:> 

" '<"nc...: \11th tll~! COf:lpu'lsory 1ntcrc~t arlJitrilt1(jn proc(:dllrc~ of the ::., 
.'" ..~:: PLblic E:;,;)loym~~nt Rc"li.\t1ons BOill'd. Section 209.4 of th(; C?;vn!~;:::'-i,,(. 

,.j : .'W'iii!] <.lu'ly Ilcilrd the proofs nnd il 1"1 c9ilt1 ons of the Pm'U c:; ko t:nrJi 'i'.:.r.~. 
• :.:1	 :,::l\'d dCltcd nnd si~lncd us fol1O\':~: NOVCTi~~)Ci" 10, 197!) by the ~" '~.:"<'..; 

.1'. . lI, t~Gvcrnllc:r 14. 1975 by the [r;;ploycc Panel t::~II:Jer. lind on D()ccm:, -'~' • 
. )7G L,y .~ ,C .~r,;,)loyer P<mcl ncrdlor. nnd upon Hritton requc;st of th0. City o·~· .._;,:, :~:;. 

':/ Druc:: :.... CJif'i:'o;~d~ City t~an1l00.r. dated JanuJry 2. 1976, submitted pursu,,(lt t<.. 
':::jJLR 75e,: _ \:2 hereby j;lodify the AVlJ.rd as follm'/s: 

1.	 ':lw:'-:; is <l fo1ctual error in the Orin1on of tho Ncut'ral Chv.irpcrson 
Gn th2 bottom of page 5 and again on page 6. This error dots not 
c.:L'c.c: t;lC sub5tanc~ of the AVlard. but these sentences s;1oiJl (: be 
co t 1''':;C'~(:d to read uS fo 11 OVlS: 

·1';c.;~.:' ii',~portc1ritlYt tho Panel found that -(,"iV2 of the ninE; 
cit~cs which the Ponel had d2tcr~1ncd w~rQ comparable ~o 

Auburn hnvo the 20 year pension plan. Although the cos:s 
of this plan \'/i11 Cr2'lte u. blJr(1::n for the City. there is no 
evidence that tho City of Aubur~ has less financial ~bility 
to p.::y tlwn the other fi Vfo ci ti (2$ \!Jhi ch presently provi da 
foil'	 thi~ p.::nsion.· 

2.	 Th2 P&r.ci \,'l'il1 reduce the rate of interest on the \'/age increase 
·fro~", G~~ to 3~~. 

3.	 TL::; City shall p\'ovidc the guarante2d death benof1t. Section
 
3CO-b. or the cush equivalent thereof.
 

4.	 In .:11 other respects our k':ard shall remain in full force and
 
I3ffect.
 

s'rXi:: Or: ~;::\! YORK )
) SSeCOU:flY Of ~:ONR.OE 

Oti this __2.;..1;...~~)t_. day of January • before rna pcrsontllly cama 

executed the forego; ng ; nstrurncnt and they acknm;,l edged to me that they 

executed the same. 

Ii /. .' ."uc. ~ t-,/ J ~./9?C /~ c .In-tr~~ 
I 

/ 

_ 

/-/7./,7.-4-~ .y~ h7 ,f.u.-:~ 


