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II ' 
:!. The parties were not able to agree on a contract. On February, 2, 1976 impasse, i
If

I	 . 
,	 I was declared alld PERD sent in Howard Ludlow to act first as mediator and then as 

I: .	 ~ 
F il t~et-pnder •. 

i,	 ' O~ April 5th the Fact-Finder issued recommendations. In the main they were: 
II	 -',' 

J. A one year contract
 
::il 2. A salary increase of 6%
 

,I
I! ' 3. A longevity program of $150. per year after 8 years, $300. after
 

13 year~ and $450~ after 18 years ..
r 4. Increase In educational allowance from $525. to $625.
 

II
'I 

r , On April 12,. the Port Chester PEA accepted the Fact-Finder's report. Thei .	 !! 
11 Village did not respond. At the instance of the Police Association, PERD moved the i 
d ' -, I 
f matters on to Compulsory Issue Arbitrntioll and on June 2, 1976 disignntcd the followin~ , 

14mam~Elra to flit all the paneL. under	 INYS Civil Service Law #209 (4)(c)(vl).
,(	 I 

d
\'	 I 

iI 
': Philip Carey - Public Member and Chairman
 

Edward SnltzJnnn, Esq. - Employer Member
 
Rnlph Purdy - Emp!oyeo Organization Mcmbol'
 

i 
nOCl\UB~ of pressure from other duties, 1\11'. Plp'dy could not participate and in 

I
I 

his stoad PEn 13 appointed John P. Henry. 

..
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I'	 APPEAHANCES 
I: 

'!
• I For the VUlal~o of Port ChcHtcr
 

Hohert Meehan, Esq.
II
Ii
 
"


'I
il For the Port Chester Police Am:;ociation
 

Al Sg;n~liotle, President, Police Conference
 
:1	 Hoceo Platcl'oli, Port Chester Police Association 

Carl P. Verrastro, II II II III ~ 
., I .•	 Salvatore Bnmbara II "" " 
I
 
I John Mecca """ "
 

" 

William ,T. Courlis, Third Vice-President Police Conference 
I:	 of New York 
>
i'

i~	 THE HECOHD
,j 

This is Compulsory Binding Issue Arbitration. To safeguard the process and in 
0' 
II
 
II
 

~} view of the possibility of a'Court review, the experience of Nassau County and Justice 

i~ Bornstein's order of new hearings with complete written record of all proceedings, the 
I' 

,; Chairman directed that a court reporter be engaged. 
q 
n The Village refused to accept its share of this expense. At present, the Police ., 
i
;1 Association is carrying the complcte expense. 
, .	 , 

I
II ,	 HULINGS 
!: 
;! Council for the Village asked that the Arbitration proceeding take place in the 

II
ij
\,

VUlage Court Room and that the proceedings be open to the public and that they be held 
II
 
Uat 8 ill the evening.
 
oj 

11 The request was over ruled on the ground that the Court Room was said to be 
;, ' 

Hwarm and subject to interruption by passers by. Further more an arbitration is, in 
Ii

• Iid tho opinion of the Chairman, but one of the instruments the Law in its wisdom provides 
:, 
;; for the' ordorly and harmoneous settlement of labor management problems. It iti not 

'I	Ii a awenn for politicul action nor is it coldly
' 
juridical. 

11 
:1 The rental of a room in the Inn seemed to the Chairman to provide the neutral 
jl ' ' 
I: pineo And the atmosphere of frlclldlineRs t.hat would boot brin~ the parUos together. 
1:	 ' 
I! Cpulll:lel for tho Villago asked that a reporter from the local news paper Lo prosen
d
II 
\. Tho Chalnn:lI\ c1ontod the re<Jue~t and an oxt'.:option was taken. 

'I Tho Employer Panol Memher Ihl)ll asked that SOUlO fott!' men of tho Pollcn A:'H:i(wi" 
:1 
; f athm bo ullrrod from tho Hitting. The Chairman denied tho reqlle:~t on the ground that 
,I 

,I thorlO men had lwon tho (lJl'el(~d lIeg()tiatllll~ (,Olllll1HtO(l nnll thut to (~x('!lttl£) t1Ii.llll IIlj!~;ht
Ii 
II
 
',i
 
.0 
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I'

.l 

i
I' might woll conBtitute an unfair lahor practice.
, I 

1;'I The Employer Panel Mei1lher asked that the same right be granted to the V1lla~(J. 
" 

11 Thie was granted but with the understandin~ that the committee be the truBteo~ or t1~e 
I "
 
·1 elected ne~otiat1ng committee. .
 
, 

" . • .Counscl for the Vmage asked that the present Arbitration prooeedlng begin all 
it 

:; over "ab initio." Chairman denied this request. What had been resolved In the pre-

HVIOUB sessions of negotiating and of mediation and what recommendation the Fact-Finder 
H , 

. I' ,
, ': had made would surely be the objects of judicial notice. The positions of both parties 

~ I . .
 
"
 :lwould, of course, have to be supported by evidence, proof and testimony. 
:I . 
~ ~ 
,r
,( TIlE AHBITRATOn'S OATH 

q
;, Because of the nature of their roles, it seemed improper to have the "Advocate
 
:1
 
'. 
;jArbitrators" to swear to complete impartiality • .' 
" 

\1 Though an exception might have been sought, the Public Member took the oath.:! 
i ~ 

;1
'In was administered by the court re~rter acting in her role as a notary public.
 

THE ISSUES

,I 
I 

1. Length of contract 

'11 2. Existing language to be continued except where modified or amendedII
 
~ I

II 

3. Salary increase~ I 
J , ; 

,I fl. Clothing allowance for detectives
 
It
 
n 5. Educational allowance
I' 
,.I 

6. Pental planII . 
'1 
;' 

1\ 7. Incroased mnuning of detoctive buroau
 
;1
 

!I 8. Longovity allowance 

:j" 9. Night shift difforentials
 
;1

I; 

10. l"llltl1g of vacancies
 
;1
 .., U. Out of tItle nBBII~nnH'llts 

1').... Lllhor-Mllna~onwllt COIllIll j( tllt.Hl 

1:l. Off -duty lIAllil~Il1\lOlltfl 

i; 
~ f , . 

to 

i 



/ ,- ~ , " 

I, . 4. , 
· I BACK-<}HOUND 

" lthe Villnge of Port Chcstcr employs in its polico dcpartment Borne'
:i 

~; men from captains to patrolmen. In the ycar ending March 31, '76 they had been 
.' .. ~, 

/ 

I: paid $ 891,379 an expenditure ovcr thc budget of $ 11,379. (There WllS however 
,: . 

!\ an amount of $ 1,500 whi.ch had bcen allocatc9 for special duty patrolmen butwhich ., . 
I
 
I~ was not used (VxS-pg 2)
 

':1
 
I ~ The Village asked that it be compared with politics of similar econbmic
 
,'
 

II
 ,. circumstances and neighborhood. It suggested· Peekskill, Yonkers, Ossining
 
I'
 
.,r

. Ii and l\tt Vernon. 

~ r Tho Police Conference trucked in a trove of some forty four contracts••• some 
I 

; from the police forces of the County and with the additions from Schnectady, Malverne 
· , 
!' 

;: and Naf~BaU County. 
~ : 

p.

:I All of these were studied by the arbitrators and taken into consideration in
 
!I . 

;II coming to judgement.
:1
I. 

SCOPE AND STATUTORY LIMITS ON COMPULSORY INTEREST PANELS 

Excerpts from Civil Service Law, Sec 209.4 

11i) the puq,lic arbitration panel shall hold hearings on all mattere related to the 

: I dispute. • •••••• 

• 
v.) the public arbitration pane] shall make a just and reasonable determination of 

• the matters in dispute. In arriving at such dctcrmination, the panel may, but shall not
4' ' .
Ii 
.i; be bound ,to, , adopt any recommendation made by the fact-finder, and shall, so far B8 

p , 
:dt deems them applicable, take into considoratIon the following and any other 1'ele
:1 . 
\ I vant circumstances. . ,

" '" " ., .., .. 
!I 
, ~ 
"

I 

n. comparison of thc wa!~cs, hours and comUtionfl of employment of tho 

employecs involvcd ill the arbitration proct'cdfng wIth'Uw WAges, hours, 
Ij 

and conditions or (~lllpl()ymcnt cJf other cmployees performing similar 

,,I
, , 
\.

" sorviccs or n'quil'ing Him lIar skills under shllilnr working condHloflU find ' 

. ~ t with ot.hcl' Vlllp]0,Y<'OIi 1~('Il<.'I·~lll.v ill public find prlvnte mlllJloymelll in 

com pllntblo eOl1ll1HlII Hks. 
" II 

I: 
11 
Ii 
" 
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5.I;'I 

I: 

:1 b. the Illtere8ts and welfare of the public amI the financial ability of tho 
"I, • j 

'I 

public employer to pay;'iII 
II c, comparison of peculiarities in regard to other trades or professions, 

,I
, I including specifically, (1) hazards of omployment; (2) physical qualifl-I'

~ I cations; (3) educational qualifications; (4) mental quulifications;

:1 
" 
.1 

I (5) job training and skills 

:I
'i d. such other factors which aro normally or traditionally taken into 

:I 
~ I consideration in tho determination of wage'3, hours and conditions ofii 
ij employment . 

'I vi.) the .determination of, the public arbitration panel shall be final and binding upon 

I 

; 'the parties for the period prescribed by the paliel, but in no event shall such a period
II . 
~ . . 
" . IijXCeed two years from the termination date of . n~lY previaus: coll;ctive bargaining agree~ 

I . ., 

i iffient or if there is no previous collective bargaining agreement then for a period .. 
': 
\rot to' exceed two years from the date of determination by the panel. Such determination: 
':; . . 

:!shall not be subject to the approval of any local legislative body or other municipal

l! 
!i jauthority. "
 
:1
 
;. 

II A NOTE ON THE NATUHE OF COMPULSORY ARBITRATION 
:t 

"Ii Compulsory interest arbitration differs radically from voluntary arbitration. 
I. 

:!(Mount St. Mary's Hosp. v Catherwood 26 NY2d 493,502). Compulsory public arbl

;!~rRtiOn' involves a deiegation of legislative powers. Compliance with statutory mnndateII . . 
,IQf substantial evidence is imperative (Civil Service Law 41 209) (Barr, The Public Ar
:! . 
1~lJltrat1011 Panel as an Administrative Agency•• ;39 Albany Law Review 377,386)
:1 
:i ., In a recent decision upholding the constitutionality of the 19· 74 amendnlCnts to 
ii

i~ section 209 of the Civil Sorvico law, the Court of Ap~)CaI8 said that a dele~ntion of power:
 
" 

:, by tho lc:~!dBlatul'e to nn "nd hoc" compulsory arbitrntion p:lllel is n'~COlllp[\llhld hy 

I' I
;:reaaonablo and specific standardn and ~nf(.1g\lard8, tho obsel'vnnep
t' .. 

;!Of whioh by tho panol It' obligatory, inllocd mandatory. 

I
 
I CnHO v Coffey, H:Il\1itw. 2<1 G]·I,(ilH,:1'72 NYS:?<I H~)~,HUH (tHlP ct,sp 'l'1ll.,Nn~9IlU Co.
 

U/l'l/7G, HurHIl!ill,.1.) 

Hluo Thl\ Hcpol't in t1w Appdlnte IHvlBiOll or Court of APPOlllo not ,Vot IIl'librllry.
'I 

.1 , , 

. , 



(j. 

CHITEHIA and STAN])AHDS 

I;	 CompuhlOry arbitration statuteH typically set forth st1,llldards to b'Uide tho COII
I. 
i ~
 
I! Bidorations of the arbitrators. Such standards serve as a practical and legal limita 
'i'	 . 

I' •Ij . 
'. I 

~ I Hon on the exercise of discrct ion by the arbitrators••.•••• 

Ii	 These criteria says Barr, can involve the arbitration panel in sorious difficulties 
I I
 

-;' 'If the "a b il it y top a y" is literally construed, the panel must inquire into and

I: 
;Imake	 itself knowledcablo on matters such as. • • • • • ' 
'I 
I 

;f
.'	 1?udget allocations
 

sources of revenue (local, state and federal)
 

transferability of allocations,
 

borrowing capabUity
 
t-,


:i,, " total labor costs (including other employee groups not before it)
 

II'i possible effect of its award on other employee groups 
~ ~ 

11 

!.'I 
if So, Darr, pg. 389.
 
\I
 
"	 ** n Item. In the opinion and A WAR D of Nassau County v Nassau Coo nty Police 
,. .

II Benevolent Association, dated March 1976 (This was the award handed down after 

I. the Court had ruled a rehearing and written record) page 2, Horace Z. Kramer esq. 

n"
 
i'l a w itnesB suggested additional criteria, viz.
 
'! .
 
I:	 whether the political entity is below its tax limitation 
j;,
 
!: where does it stand in terms of debt limitation
 . H 
i l 

4 ;; lts reoord of collecting taxes 
i' 
it 

tho assessed property valuation behind each person.
 

tho, wealth and property of its residents.
 

Item. r.(l~is lative restrictions mandated in the matter of tho City of YOllken~
 

(sec Vx ~f4) incHelltingthe wa~c freeze by the Emergency Finnlldal Control Hoard. 

Item.
 

UOlll. HcportH of the NYS Dcpartnwllj of Audit Dud Control.
 

(*", App()llnto Doolflion in
 
:,
I' 

,I 
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1 

TilE S'1'ENOCHA HlIC HEcolH> 
~, I 
Ji ' 

\ r 

Ii In her review of Uw arbitration award made hdween Nassau County nnd 
I 

I
I .
 
, ltB Police ASBociaf.1on, on flept. 17 '75 (Cas~ v Coffey) Justice Burstein
 
I j'
 

i! "In making tho awards ... eneh I'mnel operates under stringent statutory. 
1\ 
p l1m1t:ltlons provided hy tho Legislature alone and s u 1> j e c t to revi.ew 
Ii 
II 

• which includes the substantiality of the evidence and the degree of 
"I~ 

I!
 due process granted to the parties"( herd"uchsberg City of Amsterdam v.
 

I Helsby 37 NY 2d 19 pg 40-41 emphasis supplied)I. 
I 

"The court concludes that ~he hearing required by the statute is plenary and 

advorsaryand designed to develop a complete ·reco.rd" (City of 

Amsterdam v. Helsby supra p: 38; Mt St. Mar y's Hosp v. Catherwood 

26 NY2d, 493, '502) 

!' 
Judge Burstin continued "Critical is the fact that there was noI;\. 

:1 writ ton l' e cord. " The Court complained that it had a mosaic of conflicting
t ~ 

·11 written and oral testimony•.•. sophistical arguments etc. on what was before the 

panel on the e l' u cia lis sue 0 f the a b 11 it y t epa y " • 

II 
The Court did not vacate the award but remandod the matter to the Paneln 

I, 

I',! for formal he.arings "This order shall •.. provide that the Panel shall develop 
. '\ 

I'd evidence relevant to the criteria of Section 209 of the Civil Service Law and make 
I, 
l, 

I'.1 a complete written record of the proceedings in conformity herewl tho " 
" • J,',I 
I 

t, ~ 
, I,"\

'. The V.lllage demurred at the ruling of the' Chairman ~ha~ such a written record 
I. 
I: 
~fthe proceedings be made on the ground that the Village was unable to pay its share of 
" 

tho expense of the transcription. The Association agroed that if the Chairman ruled 

Jhat auoh fltono~raphlc roport be nocdml, it would agree to undortake tho necessary 

PORt.
 
Ij
 

j,' Tho rool)l'd waH 111IU.10 but tnuUlcriplioll delayod delivory of the record till August.. 
I( 
"H. Tho shnrinu of tho oxpom;c will bo treated in l\ pllra~rllph ut the conclttHion of this 
, 

1 

. r()llort. 

:1 

.',
,
r 



I, 
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1. THE LI':NCTl1 OF TilE CONTH~I' 
" 

,i, '
 
II The Association "lffered tile recently oxpir£~d a~rcenicnt in evidence.
 

\',I This contract was for• the period April 1 I T1 through March :31 7G (Trans P 21)
 
I~ 

I
 

The AssociaUonaskcd for a one year contract to run from April 1 '76
" . ...' / 

IiI 'to March 31 '77. 

\ 
Tho Village asked for n much longer period of time in tho interests ?fp.

-, 
'I stability and calm. It opted consideration of a five year term.II 
II The Fact -finder recommended "that there be a one -year agreement between 
I. 
; ~ 

j the parties.II r ,Arbitrator Henry quoted relevant portions of the Taylor Law ••• viz Section 

I!
1; 209 4, vi. "The determination shqll be binding for the period prescribed by the pan
;! 
\\ e1,', but in no event shall such period exceed two years from, , , the date of the 

i\
r,,: 

determination by 

• 

the panel. " 

rI
l;
i; 
;r,. 
Ii 
II 

Ii
q

..
 



II !l, 

AHl LIT)' TO PAY
I'd 
!'It Tho Village through its lllUl'ough and able counsol domnndml that the police bo 

.11 put on a wago freeze becaul:le of its inaLii ity to raise the needed revenues. It 6ubmittod
,,' . 
:1l' n noto from tho Personnel Director of the City of Yonlwrs (Vx4/4) "You may also he 

I ' .t,:iawaro that we aro opor'ttn~ ·110<1"raw age Ire 0 Z e 1mpoged by an Emorgene/

'1'1 Financial Control Board. This wage freeze docs not expire until June 30,1977. " I ' , . 
!; •
 

!! The report of Howard T. Ludlow, Fact-finder Village of Port Ches~er and
 

I PC Pollee Association (4/5/7G) states the case this way. "In general, the Village
 
I


!i Manager emphasized the desire of the government of Port Cheater to avoid any increase!I' , " 
ii' in the tax burden during the coming year in an effort to restore economic confidence 
I . 
I' 
'! within the nmnic1pality. In fact, it was brought out that the Village intende d to offer
 
Ii" •
 

Ii the residences a slight tax decrease as an indication of ~ound municipal budgeting."
I! ' ' 
:i The Village submitted a letter 'from the State Department of Audit and Control
\I ' ,
:1

:

(Agnes E. Nash to Edward Saltzman H/22/'75) warning against "bedgetary Overspending' 

i. ,1973 -1974
 

IiHEstimated Revenues 
' 

$ 4,491,589
 

nACTUAL Revenues $ 4,446,866
 
Deficiency $ 44,713 

il·APpropr latton. $ 4,491,580 
!

i!
' 

Expenditures $ 4,597,7G5 
Overexpenditure 

$ 106,185II TOTAL 1973-1974 Hevenue deficiency and overexpenditure 
$ 150,899

·11 1971 - 197!i 

I! 
It
,I Estimatod Revenues $ 4,938,887
 
.:
 
;.
 

jACTUAL Revenuos $ 4, G37, 503
 
: Deficiency $ :301, a23
 
I

I!
,
Appl'O}Jl'iations $ 4, B38, 887
 

: I Ovorcxpcnditurc,
 
'll~KPOIlt.HturoH $ ·1,967,·1'7-1 ' $ 28,587
 
;, TOTAL l07·~ -Hl7[) Hcvenue dcfielellcy and Ovc\,('xpcllditm'o1II .. $ :~29, 911 

Ii 
,: 
'I

'i It f.fl PllttHlt from Uw record that paRt hHdl~dal'Y overtlpending and fiscal
 

'I
l:hTCHPOll~ibillty havo put tho prmwllt 1lI1l11ngomont in H0I'10\lS Hnandal d~rrlc\lltloB, 

il 
!,I , ' 

I, 

. Ii 



'I

'III
 
ij 
'j To express tho situation in a brief compaBB Mr. Poter A. Pakey, the yillnr.ce 
't
 
Ii Manager submitted a resume of the audit report of Ernst & Ernst for the yea~ '75-'7G.
 

IlII
!I 

it Is V1llnge Exhibit 4{ 7 and is to be compared with the oompleto report (Vx fI (j) 

,',l! . , 

III: FUND BALANCE 
,II ' 

::' , (DEi"ICIT) 

i' Deficit as of April 1, 1975 
;~ 

j) Funded through 1975- 197G budget $ 375,000 

'i 
TO DE Funded from future budgets (749,000) 

:1:, Provisions for fundIng by Deficit Financing';, BANS $ 550.000I:
01 TANS 86,000 $ 636,000
'i 
4.. 

:' Deficit not provided for
 
.: i (assumes balanced budget) $(111,000)

ji 

, I'" 
il E~cess of expenditures over revenues 1975-1976 $(221,000)
f ~ 

" Actual unfunded deficit $(332,000) 

l! Deficit as of April 1,1975 $ (1,124,000)
f'., 
d 
I Deficit as of March 31,1976 $ (970,000):\ 

~ ~ Reduction In deficit $ 154,000
Ii . 
PProvided in 1975-1976 $ 375,000 
, , 
!I 

$ (221,000)Ii 
,I 

=~+=============n 
H 

11 
OTIlER CONSIDEHATIONS ON TilE "ABILITY TO PAY"II· 

the tax cut of 1!)'16I':! 
il 
'I A tax out would seem feasable if lnrge surplussos ocour. But despite the 
II 
I:fiscnl porils indicated above, the Administrntion announced a tax rate cut for tho 
I 

, I 

l!y<Hlr 197G-I077. This will be ~pel1ed out in the following pa~c. 

'II 
j


I
 ..
 
i
 

I ,~
 

, , 
f 

I
 
f
 

I ~ 
I' 

, I 



I' 

'III. 
it AABC880d valulltion of 
'I

II roal property (including 
Spooial Franchiso)I' 

"I, ~ '74-'75 $60,358,481 
, 

,7'5-' 76 $64,743,1:18r,I 
'76-'77 $64,704,651Ii,, ., 

Tax Hate Hcvenuo 
por M 

5G. (j240 $3,757.542 

62,161 $4,024,408 

(i2.130 $4,023,828 

"1' 

11. I .I,

, 
, , 

I: This .031 reduction in the tax rate will mcan a dimunition of 
"I. in tax revonue. 
II 
d
i; 
" ';! 

II
.11 ~####fi###R####fi##### 
\' 

I! 
\' 

$ 20,077
 

COMPAHADILITY WITIl NEIGIlBOnING COMMUNITIESP 
" II 

ii Counsel for the Village offered a 1975 survey of the over -all property taxes 

-Ii of Westchcster County to indicate that the people of Port Chesler bore a heavy tax
it 
iI
II load. This survey had been prepared by the County Planning Board. It indicated that
\j 
II
 the Village of Port Chester had an over -all tax rate, (when equalized) of $ 42 per
 

i thousand "and that approximately one half the communities in Westchester' are less 

i 
i heavily taxed than Port Chester" (post hearing ,lett~i. July 27 '76). 

Calculations from these sheets indicate that the mean tax rate for the County 

communities is $ 46.20 and that of Port Chester's was $ 42.50. Yet, in the final 

analysis such figures are misleading. They do not take into account the quality and 

~! qUlUltity of services supplied. e. g. the rate for school districts varies from 71 r 
for furt Chester to 147 for Eastchester town and 76 for Mamaroneck. Nor are the

iI
values up.on which assessments are ,}llade. given. 

II 
II 

I ###1111 fi #11111HI1NHI1I##1f#4H1 
j;, , 
I: COSTS OF CAHRYTNG TilE DEnT 
" 

I A cursory computation of the cost of iJitorcst for the oulstnndill~ bonds 
I
 
I
 

would indicntc that thu Ulland:ll people amI tho banks got an annual $179, fH)(j • 

.. 
I Tho~w UWll'OB Ill'O ~\onllcd from tho Auditor's '7{)-' 7(; rnport p~s 1:1 & 14. 

I
Ii 
~ :
,I
 
i
 

" 'I, I 

I 

~ I 
" 



I.!! I 
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'I
 

!I HAS TIlE VILLAnE HEACIIEJ) '1'1/,'; rONfJ'JT·nJTIONAL DEBT LIMIT?
 

I
t 

Mr. Meehan counsellor for t.Iw Vill:lf~e spollml out in careful detailj 
,I . 

tho mattor of debt limitation. Basically the tax ,on rcal estato cannot uKcocd 2% of 

the averago full value of such real e~tate' (N. Y. S. Constitution. Article VIU 
, , , 
'.. 

'., .iliB Bald to Ix> 7%. 

(I 

########### ######### 

THE VILLAGE naRROWING CAPACITY 
I -

Moodys Investor Service gives Port Chester a rating of "A". 

This'ia defined as follows: "Possesses many favorablo attributes and are to be con

sid(Jl~ed a,s upper, medium grade obligntlons., The factors giving security to principal 

.and interost aro considered adequate but elements may 1>e present which suggest u 

RUBccptabtlity to imparmcnt some time 1n the futnre. 'I 

, For comparison solely, Larchmount carries the Sllmo rating but Mt Vornon 

holdB a rating of "A plus". 

.. 



l~. 

TilE POLICE ASsoCIATION':J CAHE von A HA LAB Y INClq:At)}o; 

Thv Polioo ASHociaUon filed Ull imillense mound of evidonco. Mr Al 

Sgllglione. President of the Police Conl"ercnce of New York offered Rome fifty-three 

contracts In Hupport o[ his C:UiC. They ranged from ~chnectady and Bethlohem to 

,. ,Malvorne Village and Nal:lsau County.	 '. , 

Counsel for the Village voiced vigorous objection on 'the basic grounds that 

"they were neither relevant nor materia,I." Port Chester he maintained ~as theI, . 
,I' 

I problems of an older industrial community with high welfare CORts and a low tax 

II
I
d

~ 

base. I t Is different. 

I!
 Chatrman overruled these objections.. It is true that the proceeding is an
 

H "adversary" one but the Panel must by Statute (Section 209 (v» must make a just
I'·1
 
j' and reasonable determination of all the matters in dispute" and must therefor
 

II
l' hear all the proposals of either party.,I
 
II

;1 
I. Mr Sgaglione defended the admission of his d~luge of agreements. It was the onl~ 

I'	 , .'! way he eQuId demonstrate that up and down the Eastern part of New York State there 
I 

l were the same general characteristics of police work. There are the ever recurring 

I: tour. of night work and the week cnd duties. the disagreeable tasle of eU~bing the
'. 

I; liberties of fellow human beings and the ever present danger to life an d limb that ie 

\: the unhappy lot of a policeman. 

I: 
t: One may-qucstion whether contracts from Nassau, Suffolk and New York City 
I: 
j: are really relevant since these communities have a remote relationship, historically,
 
p
 
\; geographically and governmentally with the village of Port Chester, The same may be 

•	 II ' 
II d . 
:: ani of compacts from 8.0ross the 'Hudson, from Spring Valley. Clarkstown. 
i ~ .
J! Orangeburg andRoektand County. These agreements from dietant areaa we,'e 

I: admitted, considered and given judicial notice. 
i, 
I 
! Tho agreemonts with neighborin~ oommuuities were more closely eXHlllitwd, 
,

I~OBpoctaUY portions dealing with rates of pay, longevity llnd othtlr signifiellnt woddng 

d"li"Iloon h onB. 

I

I. One of tho parties submitted a t'tudy of 
III 

bench -mark snlar.ies for police forces 

!~f tho thirty thro<l politioal clltHioR of tho Couuty. ThOtw rntotj llv()rn~~od $ 15, Or)~ 
;
q
for' 70 Il1HI $ Hi. HoW for eontru<:tR tOl'lllll111tlIl1~ in '77. 

I,
 
t I Anolhtlr Bot of tubloH WIW oHol'cd but this waH flnwlIl! boonuflo tiw commulIltitltl
 

I;, 
II 
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II
" 

of Eaatcheflter, Buchanall, Croton, Irvinl~ton, Lllrdlll10unt nnd Polham


!I 
woro for ~,he YOllr 1~71 IlIHI wouh.l tend 1.0 bo appreciably lowor. 

II The PIlA oxhlbjts woro carefully HtuuJeu. A Hilling of 80mo of theIi 
:1 numbers fe tabul atcd bolow
I . .. , 

FDA Rpt Community G/7(j 12/7(; ; 6177
 
I, # pg

I! 
il· 

I 6 11 (v) Pelham c 14, (;85 15,567i ,\
I, 

7 11 (v) Bronxville c 16,525 17,765 
t, 

11 13 (t) Bedford c 16,500 17,000I
I, 12 14 (v) Bri,arcliff c 15,700 16,300 

'II, . (v) Croton
 

Ii
I'

(v) Chappaqua
;. 
I 

II 
lJ 

13 15 (v) Dobbs Ferry ff t5,250 (?) 

I: 14 17 (v) Elmsford ff 15,400 15,977I! 
15 18 (t) Eastchester ff 16,298Ii

!~ 16 19 (t) Greenberg ff 17,039
 

.I 17 20 (t) Harrison- c 15,230 16,030
 

r!
"
i; 

18 20 (v) Hastings c-ff IG,083 16,683
Ii,I 19 21 (v) Irvington c
 

11
 20 23 (v) Larchmount c 15,200
I! 

-I \ 21 23 (t) Mamaroneck ff c 16,200,I
Li
 

22 24 (v) 1\lnmaroneck ff 16,773
"II 23 24 (v) Mt Kiscot( 

II' (v) l\1t Pleasant/: 
-Ii

,:,I M 24 (c) Mt Vernon ff 15~700 

I
 
H
 
\1 20 25 (t) New CnsUe 16, :150
i 
I 

I 20 26 (v) North Tarrytown rr
 

\~ 27 27 (t) 088inin~t ff .. 
10,OnO


II:,
 
~ I,
 
I 
It 
,I
: I 
I, 
I' 

;\ 
I 

" 



'" 

15. 

28, 28 (v) OSlJlnln~ ff 1:',429 

29 2M (v) Pelham Manor ff 

30 28 (v) Scarsdale ff 15,GOO 17,000I 

I 31 29 (v) Tarrytown ff l!), 162 16,431 

I
i .. " , 

32 30 (v) Tuckahoe ff 
! 

II'I 33 30 Westchester ely 1G,1(jO 

34 31 (c) While Plains ff 14,990 

35 32 (c) Yonkers ff 

36 33 (t) Yorktown 15,593 

38 36 (c) Pceksk1ll a 14,747 

40 37 (c) New Rochelle a 14,7G5 

50 (v) Driarcliff Manor 16,300 

51 (v) Croton i5,813
 

53 (t) Rye 15,803
 

In the foregoing _	 ff =, fact-finder recommendation
 
a = arbitrator's award
 
e = contract
 

. The averages of theso agreements come out as follows:
 
The average salary of lhe nine contracts of 1/1/' 76 is 16,717
 
" ,." sixteen" G/1/' 76 1G,478
 
" "" five" 1/1/'77 16,G83
 

I'

:l	 all 1(j,G26 
q
 

!i' The scale In the contract of the Portchester Department recently expired
II provided for $ 15, 2GG.
 

!I '
 

I',I 
~ i 
I'
d 
:1 

I 
I 

\I 
I 
I 
l, ..I 

I:
I

1,\ 

!l
II 

I 
'I 

I 

I' 
I 
I 



'II, 
1G. 

II Tho pnA stJ'(lsl:lclI that !.ill'ough out Uw Slate and in IlcighlJorlllg communitieH . 

IiIi tho snlaries paid llollcelllen had d8cn BubHt:llltially. Port Chcster had heen midway in 

II tho County In the P:l~t but the position of the men at present was poor. Port Chester 

!police work is very intensive. This wasdcmonstt.'atcd by the attempts to gun down· 

, Officers Kennedy and Sutra and hy the voluntary drive by the eitiz;ens to donate money
I 

!; to purphnse bullet -proof vests for its patrolmen:
II
I •. 

.
 
, " The Village is in financial difficulties. This is primarily due not to such illnesses
 j'I . 

:; as have overtaken Buffalo and Newburg but more to fiscal mis management as the 
Ii 

.llstate Department of Audit and contr~l has been making obejcctions to. Surely any 

ildecent citizen cannot but applaud the present efforts to correct these past evils, but 

lilt docs not seem fair to visit the sins of, the Civic Fathers upon the municipal employees,

W . 
,:nor should Village workers be asked to sub sid i z e the welfare of the community
jl 

I~y their personal.sacrifice. " I cannot ignore the responsibility that a municipality
 
It . .'
 
I~as to pay _adequate wages to those who provide it with essential services" wrote fact

,rlnder Ludlow on page 4 of his report (M 76-4:1). . .
 

.\! "There must be equity", he continues f()r the members of tho Police Department
 

;)UBt as there should be fairness for the tax ~ayers who receive and enjoy the bel~efit
 
'.1

Itf the services proVide~ by their law -(:J!1forcement personnel. " 

j: Mr Ludlow was luminous in his analysis of the wage rates paid by the Town and. 
I':tllY of Rye, White Plains and other neighboring eommunilles and he concludes "Though 

~ fuil! understand the f1nanelalllmUations pres~ntly faced by the emplnyer. I cannot 

Mupport tho view that the municipality freeze existing salaries. " 

~ I Tho fa~t-nllder reported that the cost of livlll ir had stabilized somewhat and'I . h 

~Ia esllmatlon the Consumer Price Index wonld hover around the 7% mark fnr the 

.. 
frraceflblO {~turc. The latost statistics issued by the U::; Labor DopnrtlUmlt for thc NY -NJ 

~ct nc~i()1l Rent ollt for July '7(j were 17(i. 7. ~Jul'y n yeal' ngo, the fip,11rc was 1611. G
 
II
 
tbfY, vory 1\0:11' th{\ G<;\- lIlurk. "if therefor we think in to1'm8 of (l modcst in(:reaso for
 
I'II
 M 

I?rl1eo officors blUlOcl UpOIl loen} nvcrnl~cs llnd if \\'(~ attempt to include in lhis illurellso
 

U)O dOB '1'0 to rocover Il\ORt (If the CPJ cstimate, wo end up with 11 I Bulnry rahlO that h;
 
;, 

I 

.ihl. nR hllth llH tho pOlt(:(1 wOlild lllw to soo 11 but is 1)01 at tim Hfimo time (~olllpl"'dy 
I
 

I'
 
O\lt of l'(lIwh fol' rho lllllllkipallty."
 

Ii,
 
j'
d 
,j 
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Tho foct-HIllIer reconmlUllded a tlalary Inc)'{!:wc of m:, 

LONGEVITY 

, , 
'.. ' 

I,ongovlty Is a term Increasingly found In flOl icc agreements. This provision 

alms at rewarding mature developmcnt in the exercise of poliee science. It also 

t: I 
trie8 to encourage oldcr (and prcsumahly, wiser) officers to remain on thc force.

I;
I, 

~ ~ Mr Sgaglione tcstified, pgs 11 to 10 in his case that there were only 
;: " 
:1 twelve of the thirty five departments in the county that did not make provision for a 
il
 
IL "longev-ity clause".
 

'; Mr Pakey stated that Port Chester was in no· financial position to oon-II 

I' sider a longevity arrangement. 

Mr Ludlow, the Fact -finder noted "that it is apparent that a substantial number of 

;\ municipal1tie8 do have some Idnd of [longevity] system for their police departments" 

H He therefor recommended that there be a longevity program providing for the 
Ii;1
 
;\ Bum of $ 150 at the completion of eight years of service, another $ 150 at the com-


I'I pletlon of thirteen years of service and a ' third paym'ent of $ 150 at the completion of 

II
" 

.
~ eighteen years of service. 
II 
:,, ,

"Ii #tf#######Jti/####If##if#4F
 

!I
 
ij 
,
I: A question of an "educational allowance" had been introduced but tho 
.: 

!: partios were able to reach an agreement and the ma.tter was withdrawn,
 
\1 .
 
t. • # fF#1f#4/4!#H #4UHIH "#4i41f1IHt 
I! 
" 
"., 

I~
 
!j

!l 
H
.\ 

;1 
'I
L r ..II,\ 
II'1
I 

;j 

II
I;

\ 

\1 
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!i

' 

WNGEVITY PHOVISIONS IN WESTCllESTEH COUNTY 
oT-,I 

" 

.! 
t ~ PBA Rpt Community
 

:1 # pg
 
I'
t 1 
'I
II 6 11 Pelham (c) 2% 

II 7 12 Bronx 'ville (c) 5/1% ; 10/2% ; 1G/3%: 20/4%.!/ 
i ~ 
'J

\; 11 11 Bedford (c) 5/$250; 10/$250; 15/$250; 20/$250 
I: 
I 
l, '12 17/ $200,: 15 ,Briarcliff (c) 7/$2GO; 12/$250 

> 

i 13 15 Dobbs Ferry (c) 7/$ 150; 10/$200; 15/$300 20/$ 400:: 
II.. 
i 16 18 Greenburg (c) 7/$50; 10/$ 100 15/$ 3UO 

~ ~ 
, , 

. \: 17 20 Harrison (c) 10/$100 19/$ GOO 
i(.'I 
It 18 20 Hastings (ff) 5/$125; 15/$JOO

Ii 
:> 21 23 Mamaroneck (t) (c) 10/$100; 15/$150; 19/$200; 25/$250; 30/$300
i: 

23 24 Mt Kisco (c) 5/$ 150; 10/$300:1 
f; 

2G 25 No. Tarrytown 5/$100; 15//$:300; 20/ $400 
I'j 

,; 

" 27 27 Ossining (t) 4/$175; 8/$325; 12/$450; 1G/$550 

•i
"
"i 

30. 28 Scarsdale (ff) 10/$200; 15/$300
i~ 

,I 31 29 Tarrytown (c) 5/$100; 10/$200; 1G/$300
;'\ 
:\', 
t 

11 
I
 

I',I
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I; 
. ~ 

I, (:ONCIL\AliON
AWAltD 

11 "'.
 

I,
 

;1 .
 
Upon a careful review of all the fads, t1)(~ al legations and ar~uments made before 

I· it, it is !he view ora majority of this p:lnel that tlw Fad Finder's recommendations,."

!' be accepted and we, therefor AWAHD as follows:
 

II, 1. That each employee in the bargaining unit receive six percent (G%) increase 
:1, in wages retroactive to April 1st, 1D7li. 

2. That the employees shall receive their respective increases covering th~ per
iod from April 1st to Au{;ust 1st in a lump sum, payable in the first pay period 
after October lath, 197(j . 

3. That t~1C current agreement run from April 1st, 197G to March JIst, 1977,i: 
I; 
d 4. That there be set up a longc'vity program providing for the payment of $ 150 
lli on the completion of eight years or };en'ice~ another $' 150 at the completion of thirteen 
il years and a third payment of $ 150 on the completion of eighteen years of service, 

I: 
Dated, New York, N. Y. 
September 2nd In6 

~ ! 
~ : 'Philip Carey Arbitrator 

. i 
, 

State of New York } ss.:
 
'\:ounty of New York}
 

" On this 2nd day of September 1nG before me personally came and appeared Philip
 
Carey, to me known and knO\vn to me (0 he the indh'idual described in and who (~Xc

" 

cuted the foregoing instrument and he acknowledged to me that he executed the same. 

Concurs 
in P.- Henry, Arbitr 

State of New York ) 
County of Westchester) ss. : 

On (his day of September 197G before me personally came and appeared John P. 
Henry, to me known and known to me to be the individual described in and who exc-' 

cuted the foregoing instrument and he ackn<;wle(lg;,'~ to lRJ'r~h~hJW.,nlh~,(,l~,tctl~ same, 
. (-'7( f,';~"';jr)-r!J~',r- S!~C 01 New ~?~ 7/// 

• '-// I~~V 7 /./ N~II'~~J,l(h>~O .-1/';<-<-- c-ti:'" 
/ \"/~ hplI~~ ~~''';l 'JU._011~1 ., . 

, Dissents, 
':

I 

Edward Saltz.man, Arbitr~ltor
 

State of New York )
 
County or WcsLclll'f>(cr ) SR. :
 

On this day o[ Scptt'mlwr 1!l7li lX'fore me pcnwllally camc and appc:n'cd Edwanl 
Snll;~ll1an, to me known and 1,IO\\'ll t<~ me to be Ill\' indh-id,lal de:-;eril;ed ill :t1HI who ('~('
culed the rorcgojn~ i!l~f rument and he ackIlO\\-Jcdl';<'d to nw thaI he executed the same".. 

I

"
 




