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IN THE	 MATTER OF THE COMPULSORY
 
INTEREST ARBITRATION
 

N.Y. Public Employment 
between Relations Board Case No .1A 27: M77-495 

VILLAGE OF HEMPSTEAD ~rbitration Panel: 
Arthur T. Jacobs, Chairman 

and Frank DeSetto, Village Clerk 
Lt. Harry Villardi, PBA
 

THE POLICE BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION
 
of HEMPSTEAD, N.Y., INC.
 

Appearances:	 For the Village 
Thomas Lamberti, Esq., of Cullen and Dykman 
William F. Sammon, Jr., Deputy Clerk-Treasurer 
Donald M. Hollman, Controller 
Thomas x. Scott, Chief, Police Depar~~ent 

William H. Blackmore, Real Estate Broker 

For the PBA
 
John Coffey, Esq., of Gehrig, Ritter,
 

Coffey, McHale & McBride 
Horace Kramer, Esq. 
Phifip Kuski, President 
George Patri, Recording Secretary 
James Kiernan, Treasurer 
Peter Leonetti, PBA 
Peter Rutledge, C.P.A. 



AWrlrd--- _.­
Of	 the dC!nflnc1:":; made by the PBA: 

1.	 The increase of 9~ per cent in b~se salaries is denied. 
Instead the first four steps j.n the sal~ry scale of police 
officers sha]l be increased by $1,000 and all other steps 
by $1,200 c~f[(~ctive June .1, 1977; and all steps for all 
officers ~;hal1 be increased $1, 000 as of June I, 1978. 

2.	 The additional $300 sought in night diffcr~ntial pay is 
denied. 

3.	 The additional day's termination pay for the first five years 
of service is denied. 

4.	 The request for the establisl1ment of a Labor-Management 
committee within the Police Deparbnent is granted. It shall 
be composed of three representatives of the Village and the 
President of and b,10 other memJ)ers elected by the PBA. 

The function of this Committee shall be to facilitate communi­
cations between the parties to promote a climate conducive to 
constructive employee relations, to recom"lend resolution of 
employee relations problems which may arise in the administ~ra­
tion of this Collective Bargaining Agreement between the 
Village and the PBA, and to discuss other conditions of employ­
ment. The results, if any, of these recoITu'Tlcndations and 
discussions arc not binding upon the Vill~ge. 

The Committee will meet at mutually acceptable times and places, 
with either party having the right to request a meeting. 
Requests for meeti.ngs should be made at least a "-'CC): in advance 
with the requesting party submitting an agenda of topics for 
discussion. 

Nothing contained in this award is intended to restrict in 
any w~y the normal info~mal discussion and resolutions of 
problems by the Bempstertd Police DepL.irtmcnt '1l1d PBT>.. representativ(':, 

5.	 'The reclucr:t for pCIY for p(~rformance of duty in a higlwr rank 
after five work days is denied. Such work is prohibited by 
state law (r..J9:>B, (790). 
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Of	 the demands madc by the Village: 

1.	 The r~qucst for a two year contract is granted. This award 
covers the period June 1, 1977 to May 31, 1979. 

2.	 'rhe rcqucst that all police officers \omrk a 255 day annual 
"mX'k schedule is denied. HO'dcver, all police officers hired 
a.fter May 31, 1977 shall ,v;ork a 249 day annual work schedule 
effective onc '",eek after the date of this award. 

3.	 The request that police officers' wo:dc charts shall not be 
prescribed by contract is denied. 

4.	 The request that the. $300 equip:nent allm·:ance be eliminated 
is denied. 

5.	 The request that tl)c additional half day sick leave provided 
indefinitely after exhaustion of an officer's cumulative 
annual 26 day sick leave be eliminated is granted in part~­
Effective June 1, 1977 the additional one-half day entitl~nent 

shall be limited to a one-year period. 

6.	 The request that police officers must makc an irrevocable 
application for retirement by January 20th of the fiscal year 
prior to the anticipated retirement date is denied. 

7.	 'rhe request that 't:ennination pay an~ accum'Jlated sick leave 
pay shall only be paid on retirement is granted in part. such 
pay shall not be given, effective June 1, 1977, to officers 
discharged for cause or who resign rather than face charges. 

8.	 The request that police officers no longer be the only persons 
who may function as Election Day poll attendants is granted. 

The above determinations shall be 
incorporated into tIle Collective 
Rl.)~gaining AgrCQJl1cnt. between the 
parties .. 



DiltC!d:;i.:K.~~7 ~r; 7 f _~~oL'fk~6"= _ 
count.VOf J3(;t'9~n I 1\r t h u r r;:. J ~ C()t:.~:-·
 
Gt~tc of New Jersey Chairmun
 

On this 1d~lY of ,J~nuary 1979 
b(![ore me P(~}~sonally Co.lile cmd 
<tppc<:lrcd l,l"thur T ••JiJcob3 to me 
kr](Y,m ond knmm to me to be the 
individual described in and who 
executed the foregoing instrUincnt 

and he dC}..~owledg~~Yl me tha.t he 

execu.t~!d~-,nc S<3J.Tle~.'A '" 

, ',~~~~~, (:r(JI/~~~~ 
NO Any P',",',' . ',' '! :\J LUrL l
 

, ~.) i S ~ 1. 1900
Illy CLnlmoS-Sc" _,c 
J" 

' 

~ , 

~~~~/ 6 ~~~_::./ 
Dated: 'Frank DcSetto; 
County of Nassau Village Member 
state of New York 

On this 3d day of January 1979 
before me personally Cru~e and 

NAHEDA KNOWLES
appeared Frank DcSetto to me NOTflRY PUBLIC, Stole of New YorR 
kno'm and known to me to be the No. 30·4502785 

Qualified in NaS~3U Count,.individual described in and who 
Commission [xpircs March 30, r~ 

executed the foregoing ins:e:ruJnent 
and he D~knowledged to me that he ~/¥~~cdJ 
executed the same. 

1J&~~&£;kL~,_'__ 
Dated: Harry Vi-Ylardi, 
County of Na!~s;:1U PB1\ J·1embcr 
St~te of New York 

)j;;~.:lW/~ CJ->a pCj
-}

On this .?<J d"y of ,Janu'lry 1979 
bcfor0. rn~ P(~r.~~ona] ly C;JInC <:tnd C04~J 0f~1/~-'7appc:lred 11111.:))' vi] LIlc1i to mc 
klIC''v,'ll :tnc3 LIlO\'.'J1 to inC: to b(~ t.hc 
indjv.idn;.l dc~:cri1.)(·d :in ;ind ,·..ho 

(~x(,c\.lI:I.'d the' f(»)'("loinq i.n!,tl"un1(·n1.:. 

imel h(~ ,Ie): nowl ('c1'.p:d to Inr~ t11:I\: lIe 
ex (' C \1\ ('. d t 11 c' .'.; d Ii I t: • 



This dispute was assigned to the arbitration panel on 
Janu~ry 31, 1978. 6 The en~uing proceedings have been eXha\lstive 
and arduous: 15 hearings of varying lengths adding up to a 
total of 125 hQurs, 3,230 pages of transcript, and 520 exhibits; 
very able, detailed, ()nd lengthy briefs; and about 10 hours of 
pancl delibcJ:ation. A Jnajority of the punal agl."ecd on the 
awards granted above und on the findings discussed below. In 
SaIne instances, such as t.he b·:o year contract p0riod, 'the p;::mel 
was unanimous. In every instance the chai1.111an 1ylaS part of the 
majority. 

The Village, \-lith some 39,000 population, loca.ted in the center 
of Nassau County, of which it has long been kno",,'Tl as "the Hub," 
employs 80 police officers of various ranks and approximately 220 
other employees. The last two year Agreement between the Village 
and the PBA expired on May 31, 1977. An impasse in negotiations 
for a new contract was declared on August 3, 1977. Mediatiori 
proved unsuccessful and, therefore, as provided by law compulsory 
arbitration proceedings were instituted by the state Public Employ­
ment Relations Board. The parties chose Arthur T. Jacobs to be 
the neutral chainlan of the panel. Mr. Frank DeSetto, the Village 
Clerk, was selected by the Village as its representative on the 
panel, and Lt. Harry Vi Ilardi was so selected by the PBA. 

Section 209, 4- (V) of Article 14 (the 'ray}or Law) of the civil 
Service Law requires arbitrators of police and fire disputes to 
sp0cify the basis for their findings, having given consideration 
to factors listed in (V) a, b, c and d. Our findings are briefly 
summarized below: they are amply supported by the transcript of 
the hearings. 

(V)a. Comparisons of the wages, hours, and conditions of 
ernplol'ment of the Village's police ,,,,i th other pertinent employees 
show: 

1)	 'raking, as t.he parties di.d, a 5 year police officer an the 
stand':lrd of compClri~_,onr tJ1C Village' s sala.ry rate as of 
fisci11 yenr 1976-77 wa~~ $18,178 for 232 days ""'ork a year. 

2)	 The Nassau County police officers, to whom the Villagels 
police hi~,i:orici',lly .lin}~('d their ....'ago;; Clnd hours and, t.o some 
extent, other Hor)~ing condiUons uJltil 1976, received a.n 



at-hii:riltion av'i:lrd Tr]i.sin~1 maximum salilr.ies by $5,2211- or 27.2 
per cent over the 1976--78 period. 'fhe County'!:> Superior 
Offic~rg received an arbitration award, paralleling the 
award to the county's regular officers, of $5,400 over the 
two year period commencing Janu<.1ry 1, 1977. The first aVlurd 
rair,ed the 5-year veteran's salar.y to 

$J.8,974 as of January 1, 1977 
$19,674 as of July 1, 1977 
$20,374 llS of J(J})uary 1, 1978 
$21,000 uS of July 1, 19"J8 

3)	 Five municipillities in the County pz,y their police the same 
rate as Nassau county: Freeport, Glen Cove, Great Neck 
Estates, Old Westbury, King~ Point~ the first three like the 
County work their police only 232 dllyS a year, but for Old 
Westbury the total is 244 d<.1Ys and for Kings Point 237 days. 
The remaining 17 jurisdictions paid 5-year veterans salaries 
of lesser aITIOunts. 

4)	 Hempstead is bordered on its north by the Village of Garden 
City. Its 5-year veteran received $18,500 for the 1977-78 
fiscal year and $20,100 for the 1978-79 fiscal year and works 
245 days a year. On the south is the Village of Rockville 
Centre. Its 5-year veteran received $18,869 for 249 days 
worl~ as of January 1, 1977; no later data became available 
during the hearings. Unincorporated areas, covered by Nassau 
County police, border Hempstead on its east and west. 

As a base salary alone# therefore, the Garden City officer 
received $75.51 a day in 1977-78 and $82.04 a day in 1978-79 
and a Rockville Centre officer $75.78 as of January It 1977, 
compared with a Hempstead officerls rate of $78.35 a day as 
of 1976-77.· 

5)	 'rhc Su f.~olk County police get t1)c $ 21 f 000 rllte [or a 232 day 
year for all police except those hired beginning December 5, 
1977~ the latter being required t.o work 242 days during their 
first four YC:£lrs of service. 'l'here was no evidence presented. 
at the jlearin<]s that any of the County's 13 other police 
forcr~s received the County rate. 

G)	 In Nc'''' YOl-k ci ty, th~ hase salaries in 1978 were lowp.r than 
paid lJy N<l!~sa\l and St1f[ol1~ count-i.e;.>. For l~t~",l Yor), cj t.y 1:;01i<::e 
tlle tot.<:d. \·,'a~~ $)U,(,t/9 on .July 1, J978 Cl J)(J $ 19, 31 7 0 n 0 c t 0 J) e r 1, 
) 9"1 B Ci II c J u d j )) lJ (\ ~; 7 fj 0 C 0 ~; L 0 f 1 i v i llCJ cillow;H1cc). 'fll<:i.r \·,lOl.·)~ 
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year is 219 days and their daily rate as of october 1, 1918, 
therefore, $77.70. 

7)	 without going into oci.:ai 1, cornpar<1ble' cOlilJnuni ties in \ii'e.;tC}W[;tE 
County also pay their officers considerably less than the N~ssau 

County rate. 

8)	 The otllcr Village of Hempstead employees are covered by a two
 
year contract ending 11ay 31, 1979, which gavc them $550 at
 
the beginning of each fis'cal year and cliininatcd the graded
 
salary plan for new hires after June 1, 1977. This sulary in­

crease averaged about 4~ per cent in fiscal year 1977-78.
 
Their work year includes 26 more days than does the police
 
officer's schedule.
 

9)	 Horkt~rs with comparable or greater responsibility in the 
Village's service get substantially less pay than do the police~ 

Unrefuted data at the hearings, for example, showed that a 
10-year police officer received total compensation, including 
all fringe benefits, nearly $4000 more than the supervisor of _ 
water plant operations, a police sergeant over $11,000 more 
than the Superintendent of Alarms, and nearly $12,000 more 
than the Deputy Superintendent of Public Works, a police Lieu­
tenant over $11,000 more than the Superintendent of Public 
Works and nearly $9,000 more than the Superintendent of the 
Building Department. While it is difficult to prove that all 
the comparisons made are between comparable job descriptions, 
there is no gainsaying that the non-police jobs cited carry 
heavy responsibilities which many personnel experts could 
evaluate as equal to or greater than police officers maJdng 
a higher salary for fewer work days. 

10)Although the comparisons provided the panel "lith the wages 
paid somewhat comparable jobs in private industry were 
scanty, the evidence did show that the Village's police 
receive tigher salaries. 

It is the P13A's contention that the salaries its members 
receive should be tied to those paid the County police, because 
hi-st.od.colly the Vil.lage paid $125 a yc,u~ above the COlll1ty ).-at.e. 
'this hi~;torici1l rc.d<lt~ionship carries \\leight, but. it Cllonc docs 
not jU~3t:i[y und(~): Uw Taylor IJC1\iJ' an idcnt:ical ~;alary scale for 
ll(?rnp~;tc~(ld' s police {o:ccc, c;3pec),i11Iy in t11C liqht: of the lower 
sal<:i:ri Cf; p:1i ,l }J)Y lilo~;t juri !;c1ict.ions to an c!Jtiln(ltcd 29,000 out 
of U){~ )"('~l,i,c>n'!> (l1drl:owly d(~iincd <IS H':1!,!;,111, ~.;Hffo)J: (11)(1 HC!.d:­

ch(~!;t.C'r (\)\'ll'lli(';; ,11Hj nc:,,,, Ycn:):, City) 3':,,'100 police officcnJ und 
(~ven 1110rC 1:l'.1l.'vdld'ly by UH' ll\\Hd.cjp;l1.it:ic~; \·;iUl police fo)~c(::J i.n 
Nil~~i,lU ;\)lr1 suff.ulk t'O\lld.il~;l. 



The Villilge ~cm~nds that the police officers 'be ~chcdulcd to
 
work, before vacation and pncsonal alJow~nce, 255'days in~tcad
 

of t11Cir present 232 (1i1y chrJrt. Prior to the last tyJO--ycar
 
agreement the pol:i cc worKed a 249 day :.>chcdulc; the 255 dLlY
 
:;clwdule was in of feet until 1970.
 

Our findings on comparative scheduling are to some extent given 
above and include: 

1)	 'l'hree of the five jurisdictions ,."hlch pay the County police
 
scale also have adopted the County's 232 day work schedule.
 
A fourth requires 237 days and the fifth 244 days.
 

2)	 A few jurisdictions ~n Suffolk and Westchester Counties use
 
the 255 day schedule.
 

3)	 In Nassau County the 232 day schedule is followed by at least
 
five Hiunicipalities vihose salary rate is below the County's.
 
The next most prevalent schedule is 249 days followed by six
 
corr.muni ti es. Hemps lead's tv.'o neighboring vi 112ges, Garden
 
city and Rockville Centre, have 245 and 249 day schedules,
 
respectively, but the Garden city contract gives the police
 
no personal days off ~hereas the Hempstead police get six such
 
days off from the scheduled year.
 

4)	 '1'})e New York City police work a 249 day schedule. 

5)	 Comparable schedules of other Village of TIempstead employees 
call for 261 working days. 

The Village asserted, without contradiction from the PBA, that 
the 232 day schedule was adopted in 1975 out of fear that with 
the County offering 232 days the Village would have to follow 
suit if it wished to fill its vacancies. It points out that labor 
rna~:ot conditions today have revers~d and that police applicants 
are <-tvai lui' 1e u.nd ,.!i lling to work longer schedules. 

'1'0 the arb:i.t:ration p<:.nal mC1jority it Bccrns i:Jwt: the 219 c1<lY 

wor]( schedule is not inappropriate for new hires; they hove J::no\,rn, 
;.mYW::IY, that this schedule ';',tS a pr.imc Village dcrnund before they 
were hi-reel and IlLlS been ever" since. 

The worJ~in9 conc1it:ion.s of police officers in the Village arc 
\lndoubt(~cny UH'" "'-'or,r:;t or fllflong tlw \'.'o>.,';t on Lonq IsLlnd and p(~r­
help:; can be 1.>t:l:h...'}: COJ1lp".l:ed to Ulo~~e of poli en .in )~cw Yor}~ C:i.ty. 
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Their workload is probably by far the heaviest of any police
 
force in the state. On this bnsis alonG, if there were no other
 
considerations, the Village's police force deserve as high a
 
remuneration as the County police.
 

Comparisons between the Village's police and police and/or 
other employees in cOiTlparab~e conununi tics' on the other i telns in 
dispute in tllis arbitration reveal. no patterns of consequence. 
Moreover, the panel members do agree unanimously on one point: 
that the provisions of the 1975-77 Agreement should not be changed 
without strong justification. Basically, a majority of the panel 
find no such justification in the record except that a ceiling 
does need to be put upon sick le2vc to protect the taxpayers against 
an unlimited und unci:\J.culable liability and that retirement pi3.y 
should be truly limi ted to the purpose for ,..,hich it \·;as established. 

(V)b. Most of the lengthy hearings in this case were devoted 
to examination of "the interests and ....'elfare of tl,e public and 
the financial ability of the employer to pay." 'rhe neccssi ty of 
an excellent police deparL~ent to the welfare of the Village is 
indisputable. That the Hempstead police constitutes a forC2 in 
which the Village takes great pride is also undisputed. Dis­
agrep;nent centered exclusively on the financial ability of the 
Village to meet the PBA's money demands. 

Our basic findings on this problem are: 

I)	 Since 1969-70 the Village has been declining economically. 

2}	 This decline is likely to continue for at least another t,.,.o 
years; e)~ert witnesses for both parties so agreed. 

3)	 '1'he assessed valuation of Vil12gc property is decreasing and 
i s li)~el~{ to continue decreasing for the next fey..... years. 

4)	 The Village is already levying 95 per cent of the taxes it: is 
allowed to collect. The tax margin available for fiscal 
yea.r 1978-79 totals ollly $553,000 out of around a $11,400,000 
lC'sra1 2% potc'n"i:i a1, and wi th .declining evaluations is going 
to fall ' ......i tllin the next fe\·, years to around $500, OOO~ 

5)	 ~,<.\>: ccrtior',r.i proceedings seeking lower nSf.>essments of 
cOHullcrcial propc~rt:y and delinCJuent tax coll(~ction~ have bot.h 
increils0~ ~ubstantjnlly over the past two years. 
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6)	 B(:rnpstcil.d is aJrlong the County's poor'c'st communi ti e5: i t run}~ed 

7J.st out of 78 in median incoIne in t.he 1970 census ilnd 66th 
out of 69 in per capita income from 1969 to 1974 -- thu 1<11:ost 
data uvail<lble. lmu it hils the highc~>t nUlnber' of resident.s 
on welfare in the County. Yet it is.still wealthier thi'l.n most 
New York: Stutc convnuni ti os. 

7)	 The Villa0e's uvcrQgc ef~ectivc tax rate in 1977-78 of 5.29 
per cent per $100 <1sscssed valuation is at a dangerously high 
level and perhnps b0ginning to be confiscatory. The PEA did 
show that. t.he effective rate is lower for residences and 
higher for cOMnercial and industrial property. It concluded 
that tax increases would be largely absorbed by the 60 per 
cent of assessed valuation in the latter category, but it failed 
to prove that such properties could absorb them. 'rhe poo>si­
bility, if not probability is that higher taxes could lead to 
more tax certioraris and more business shutdow~s. 

8)	 At a hearing on DecC'_mber 19, 1978 it was agreed by both parties 
that the Village '",ould probably enter fiscal year 1979-80 
with a surplus of approximately $539,000 including federal 
revenue sharing funds, without counting the salary increases 
to be awarded by this panel. The current year began with a 
surplus of $1,461,000, again including federal revenue sharing 
funds, carried over from 1977-78. Hence, assuming equivalent 
1978-79 and 1979-80 budgets, the Village must make up a gap 
of $924,000 in its 1979-80 budget either by raising taxes or 
cutting expenditures, even without alloJ,.;ance for wage and s?lary 
increases to its 300 employees and ror the higher costs of tle 
equipment, supplies, and other services it must buy. 

9)	 The Village has approximately $450,000 in a reserve for bonded 
debt, accwnulated when redemption of bonds early in the 1977-78 
fiscal year was postponed until much la.ter. Tbe PEA maint.u.ins 
this lLI01!l~y could be made available to tlle Village's operating 
budget. Legally it can be, but the transfer is subject ~o a 
i)(~rmi ::lsivo referendum and undoubt:edly ~·;entiment for using it 
to rec1u.::.:e t.he indcbtl~c3nc~:;s and not for current operat.ions \)ould 
emerge if the Villa~Jc' rj Board SOUg'llt to HlO\1(~ it to the oper­
ating buc3gct. Its availability, therefore, as a consider~tion 

in this ar))itl~<ltion j s, t:1)er(~forc, speculative. l-1ol:covcr, 
even if it were tr:1nr:;fcrred, a bU(1 ge t g<IP of $47·1,000 \vonld 
still remuin for 1979-80. 

-9· ­



'l'hc )TI;:tjol.-i ty of this panel concludcs that currently and over 
the next year or morc the Village's ability to absorb highnr 
costs i s extrc:rn(~ly limi tcd. 'l'he t <:lY. rnarg in aVJi.lable does 
not senJn any',.;here near adequate for it to continue present 
servi.ces at the inevita~ly higher costs of tllis inflationary 
period. 

10)Yet, despite this depressing picture, the long range prospects 
of the Village appear good. 

(V)c. This subsection requires certain comparisons of job 
"peculiarities" with those in "other trades or·professions. 1I 

Our findings: 

1)	 T]le police arc far more subject: to hazards in their employment 
than other employees except possibly fire fighters. \~lile 

their accident rate is less than certain other occupations, 
the danger from people and the constant stress under which 
they work are extraordinary. 

2)	 Their physical qualifications .rnust be superior to most employees 
in our society. 

3)	 Their educational qualifications, however, are no greater than 
requirements in most of this country's jobs. High school 
graduation, the Hempstead requirement, is the minimum level of 
educational attainment in virtually all employment other than 
unskilled and semi-skilled labor these days. No proof '-las 
presented that post-secondctry education is necessary for a 
police officer to be competent in his job. 

4)	 No evidence was presented at the hearings to prove higller or 
lower mental qualifications for police officers than for 
employees in other trades or professions. 

5)	 Likewise there was no evidence presented on training require­
ments. 

(v) d. Refe)~cnces have been li1cHJe above to those aspects of the 
prCViOUfj Agl'ecmc·nt!O': between t.he parties pcrt.:i.ncnt to the issues 
in diGpuLe in th~.s arbitration. 
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'fhe p2ncl concludes i:hat the Hempstcad policc by the nai '1re 
of their clilp.loyment in compari ~;on with tJw benefits recei v(~d 

by other police in tho area deserve as high a sa1<:1)~Y as any 
co;nmuni ty on Long I ~)l~md provide;:>. HO\<lc.V'(~r, its rnaj ori ty con·­
ClU(1c:s thu.t thc~ Villagc~ cannot presently afford that high d 

level. The Village's prescnt ability to pay is drastically 
lirni ted by it:;:; clo;,;e proximity to t:he 2 per cent tClX margin 
and hy the n~J.il.tively depressed state currently of its economy. 

Fortunutely, thcr(~ is avai12ble: to the panel a justifiable 
arrangement. vlhich would increase the aJ:>ili ty of the Village to 
rai;3c 1:ho pay of its police force That Zl.n::-angement is theo 

lengthening of the nwnbcr of work days from 232 to the more 
reasonable and conunon :--~tandard of 249 for u.ll nc\'! employees. 
Thereby, the Village can provide its present level of police 
coverage with fewer and fewer police, estimated over time to 
tot01 a saving of five positions. 

Our pay avlrtrd tak os this factor into consideration. For most 
of the Village's police force it constitutes a 12.1 per cent 
increase during the 1977-79 period. We }~now this sum both dis­
appoints the high expectations of the police and yet crea'ces 
serious fiscal problems for the Village vis-a-vis its other 
employees and its overall budget require.:-ncnts relative to its 
tax margin. Nevertheless, it see~s as fair a compromise figure 
as the unique circumstances of this dispute can generate and we 
pray that both parties accept it as such. 
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CONCURRING OPINION
 

I have reluctuntly agreed to the aWiJ.rd written by 

t.hc neutral chairman of the arbitration panel, except I dissent 

from the deniul of village dunands 3 and 4. 

'1'he Village' s position vlas that the wage increase, 

for police officers be no greater than that granted to CSEA 

employees of $550.00 a year over the two year period. Such 

an increase would have brought the base salary of a 5 year 

patrolman to $19,278. This increase would mean that a patrolman 

of five years would take home $21,641 each year after adding 

his other pay items of night pay, holiday pay and equipment 

allmvance. This take-home pay would be substantially greater 

than that received by Ne'i'J York City police officers during the 

same period. 

The Village was willing to pay a higher wage 

increase provided it received more work days from its police 

officers. In part the 'l\'lard reflects this position. It vlaS 

the Village's position that all its police officers work 2S5 

dayf.> ,a year. 'rh:i.s J,(a~Jically is tho. \'lork year for all other 

Vi.l1<.t<jc employees as \'.11211 afJ alno:..:t all police officer t.hron~lhout 

the count)~y. IJO\V0veJ~ f the Nztf;f.JCl1.1 Coun t.y po lice and othc~r police 

depart.men ts 0:', llong If;lanrJ have a work year of 232 days. '1'11e 

rnl\ I!; cy.po.rt. \'/:L tnC:f3:':, llo)::(lCC )\rll1nC~r, conceded tho t. prCf.3ent day 
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economics require that municipalities deliver their services 

more pzoduct~vcly. The time off received by poli.ce officers for 

vacations and personal days and in their annual duty chart is in 

excess of eleven weeks il year. Hempstead's fiscal crisis requires 

that its municipal services be more efficiently provided. While 

agreeing to this aHard, the Village retains its goal of a longer 

work year for all police officers to be achieved in future 

negotiat.ions. 

It was the position of the Village that work chart.s 

should not be prescribed by the contract. The schedule of 

police officers is and should be a management right. Crime 

has no fixed chart and the Chief of Police should have discretion 

to schedule employees. This position is also a goal for future 

negotiations. 

It was the po~ition of the Village that the $300 

equipment allowance should be eliminated. This allowance 

is being used for cleaning clothes sinco the Villu.ge provides 

virt:ually all of the equipment a po:-"ice officer needs. Again, 

this position is a goal for future negotiations. 

I cannot. accept the. conclusioll of the ·-ChairmJ.n that 

t.he lIolllp::;tt~u.d police by tho nat:ur(~ of thei.r mnploymcnt do::..;crve 

as high a salary a!..~ any comm.uni ty on Long Island provides. 
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As the findings and discussion of the panel point out, such 

a conclusion dcpend~; on a consideration of various cr i tor ia 

other than t.he nature of the cTIlployment alone. 

. - @ 7""M­
L~1CL~",g; I---~ 4:..~c'-' __ ~ 

- Frank E. De Setta 
Village Panel Member Concurring 

Dated: January 2- '2--, 1979 
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Pi68cntlng Opinion of Panel Member 

HARRY VILLARDI 

I vl~orously dissent from the grcatcBt portion of the award and opinion 
of the Panel majority in thio case. F~r the purposes of thie opinion, I will 
individually discuss euch determination made. 

FilA DEMA!\DS 

1. I dissent from tIle denial of the demnnd for the 91/4% increase per year in 
base sal;) ry. The reason for the lllaj orit)' of the Paned 1 s deni.al was the irwbili ty 
of the Vil18ge to pay [j lthough :I,t \-'os conceded that ulIr memhers other.wj se deserved 
the requested amounts. The following facts must be emphasized: 

Dr. Jacobs maker: ten (10) findings on "ability to pay" on PCl2CS eigllt (8) 
and nine (9) of his decision. In Points eight (8) and nine (9) Dr. Jacobs states 
that unencumbered surplus funds for the Vill::Jge as it entcred the 1979-1980 fiscal 
year would be $539,000 includinc Federal Reserve Sharing. He contrasts this witll 
$1,461,000 fOI the beginning of the 197B-1979 year and hence a gap of $924,000. 
(Point 8) 

In Point 9 he concedes $450,000 unencumbered funds in bonded reserve, Dr. 
Jacobs argues that use for certain operatin~ expenses would he subject to a per­
missive referendum and this makes its usc questionable. HOHcver, he argues tlhll 
even if it were so used the gnp of unencumbered surplus 1979··1980 compared to 
1978-1979 would still be $474,000. 

RESPONSE: (Three Points) 

1. The encumben~d surplus excluding the unencumhered bonded reserve 
(Debt Service Honey) \olould be more than $539,000. On pa~es 3013 and 30H 
of the record, Donald H. Hollman, the Vill<:Jt.;e Controller, in direct testimony 
(for tlle village) stated that in the month of June, 1978 he paid the June 1978 
p3yroll from £urplu~3 funds existing at the cnd of the Village fiscal year, 
Hay 31, 1978. The VilJogc payroll approximately $650,000 :1 month. In addition. 
l'lr. lIoll11wn V01lJnle~rcd that he paid $150,000 in prlncip]e and $30,000 (In 
Debt Servlcc) :In interest in June of 1978 from the Nay 31, 1978 surplus. On 
p~ge 305G of the record, Hr. Hullman confirmed figures in the July 11th \,.'erc 
on line iU'J11!3 <.J7J.O.7 und 9730.6 \-ih:lch would indicate Cl Pourplus in Debt ServIce 
}'und of $5 /;13,532. Thl!: fif,urc is $130,000 morc than the ~;/iJ_2,OOO IJ!:led in 
Villar,e Exl!ib1t 153 :lnd later concclled to be $/1JO,OOO \Jhl'n interest iG added. 

Certa:l.nly \,J1 th these concessions in il vn };1[;(> Hh:lch h~s a hL,toloic rr.cord 
of lnfl~c un(~n(;um!Wl'(:J 1,',~df.ct ~,u1"pl\lscn ;It: the C'nd of erIch fiucnl yell!: (l'il)~C J 8/d 
llnd 18/1) of th(~ record) the prJttern llll:; lJ(,1'11 tl.'ve.lopcd whl.'rc it ls Ub'ly il good 
portion of tllC' .TillIe' money spent by tile ViJ 1rll~(~ from HilY }1, 1978 ~llrplll!; \.,JU1 
turn up <!!; t;urplu!l (In }'!:ly 3]. 1979, Dr. Jl\cob:~ cho!jc to ignore this CVjdcIlCI~. 

Re(;ilrd:lng t1J(~ ~~/j~J(l.OOO lllwnclIlllbcrpd dl:bt ticrvlc.c L\Oney, the tlt1:C'llt 
pf u P(,1"II\[~~~;JV(' r('r('n~Il,llllil i~; Ildlll.:':Cllle p:lrt.!eu]nrly wll('1\ thl' llf{t~ of 
Ihi~; rt.'a'r,,(', \/c,uld 1-..' \I~:('d t'o \'1·dul'l' t:I,c ('Il~;llirll: Yl':\rl~, L\~('~l. llo\oJ"Vl'r, 

IlH t'IIO, IInll,,:;>!) ('n\H'\'<!('<! III C!'{)',::-l'Xillli I11<11. .1,>11 1I11 P:li~l' :Il)(,(, (If tIl(' \-('co\'d, 

1'1t" lI11('!iC\I\II»"H'd 1'1111<1 f 111111:; ("JI\It! :Il::() hI' 11::(:.1 Co r"dllcl' llip Il\llo\lnl vlllell 

npl"\Il,llly IV,)uld ill' J'l'qll"::( ('<1 .in 11ll' J'J'J\)·,l~):"O hlid~',l'l J'd' d,-I", n('rvl(,l~. 
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Finally, in estimating the unencumbered Gurplus which would
 
exiat as of Hoy 31, 1979 Dr, Jacobs ignored the following factD resulting
 
from the 1978-1979 budget.
 

],.. The 1977-1978 hudget approprintion (Pl:/\ Exhibit 82-G) was
 
$12,981,664 (rounded) and revenues include $I,228,~OO for revenues other
 
than real est8t~, The tax levy was $10,()95,'+64 (rountlcd).
 

2, Vi1J~~c Exhibit 158 shows 1977-1978 cxpcnditurc~ to be
 
$12, ~lG, 227 including $1+12,000 placed intllr~ "Reserv,-! Bond Fund".
 
Net expenditure;;, therefore, ,,-'ere $12,10"1,227. On the revenue t>ide No
 
158 shrn-7EJ $1,589,9(,2 (rounded) ",as received as revenues other than
 
real esl:·i:e tcn:cs. This Ligure is $361,"1G2 mOTC than was budeeted as
 
revenue in 1977-78.
 

3. For 1978-1979 (PB,\ Exhibit 82 i) the Village'sappropriation 
was $13,512,279, $530,615 more than the 1977-1973 appropriation and 
$l,~OB,052 more than what was actually expended in 1977-1978. On the 
revenue side, the real estate tax levy for 1978-1979 Has $10,856,982 or 
$261,388 more than the 1977-1978 tax levy. Of more significance, the 
1978-1979 Villa[;e budget only pojccts $1,194,297 in revenues other than 
real estate whereas $1,589,962 was actually recorded in this category 
for 1977-1978 as an underestimation of $395,665. 

4. Village Exhibit 159 projects as actual expenditures 
(exclusive of police award) for 1978-1979 an expenditure of $13,062,279 
l,hich is $450,000 less than actual expenditures. Village Exhibit 1/159 
also projects as revenues other than real estate $1,59 /,,297 or $I!OO,OOO 
more than the Villnge budgeted. for 1978-1979. The Village'so\m projections 
would show $850,000 in unencumbered surplus that would result from 1978­
1979 exclusive of the $539,000 surplus mentioned by Dr. Jacobs plus the 
.$/150,000 IJolld surplus. The Village does j)"rfly of[~,et this $850,000 
by claiming the 1978-1979 real estate tax levy ""ill have a shortfall of 
$550,000 (Village Exhibit IIJ59). Since tlle shortfall for 1977-·1978 
npproximated $400, 000 and for 1976-1977 .- $332, 000 $550,000 seems very 
severe. But even with a $550,000 shortfall, the ~urplus as of }by 31,1979 
r:hould be $300,000. If the shortfall is $500,000, the surplus \-JOuld be 
$350,000. 

5. In summary then, even b(1sed on Village p)~ojections (No. 1')9) 
and in oJdiU.on to the: ~;:J3 9,000 and $',50) 000 GUrpl11St~~> prcvioll~ly 

concccdcd (a total of 989,000) there ",'oulfl he un a(lditionol surjJlu~ at a 
r,11niI11l11,1 of $300)000. The' loLal of unenc11l1l1)(:1:eu f.aJ):plt1~;es <1S of H.:lY 31,1979 
Houlc1 k~ ~;J)289,O()O against the 1.,11(,1,000 n~~ted by Dr. Jacok, :i.11 hi~; 

Point 8. The e~lp nt: the m::n:imUl:l Houlc1 h0 ~;J.72,OOO ~md not ~;/17/1,OOO 

(l)l~. J~H:()h~; in l'o:i.nt 9). l1o\.;(~v(~r, jf tIle' l;ho)~t[all ,wn~ only $500,000 
:In 1:'(-n1 cf;tatc tax If>vJcs the gap \,TOuld 1)(~ I'n1y $122,000 ilnd thh: excludes 
the real p()~;!dhility t:11at the .Julle 1978 expcnc1LtlireD (k13crlbcd 'lbove may 
well prnducc.lll .:Jc1c1itioll.:11uli(::".p0.l1c1c(1 ~;urplus of up to $830,000, 

II. lh: •.LJcok3 :lr.l1cJr(·(1 cOl\lp]cuJy tlte fact l:h~lt the Vill.age of 
1I(~1l1P!;tC';Ic1 h;l~; Jt!: O\JI1 PO.1.i..CI' [()r('(~ hy c11cdec. It: J~; not liianc!;ttc'cl, 

On l',q',l':: 1'/ VI 111n,u[',11 1 "170 of tllc l'('(:onl 11\(, 1'11/\ ExldlJtt: pointed 
out thaI 'lw V;ll··[(ql:; v.ll] i1f~I':; .ill tIll' (:(,unl.y <lv~t:Ll l·ll(~IiI:;(:l Vl~~: of Coulll:y alld 
'j'O\VIl Den' let':; In <lit r('H~nt :llll(;llld~;. 0" jl;Il'.I~ li(,!. 01' the! }'(!('.o!·d :1.1: "J~I~: 



Ghown that the Villa$jc of Volley Stream chof~e to be part of the 
county r.·)llcc dlf;trict. AS'-I rC~!llt the Valley Stream General Tax Rate 
wau $8.998 compared to Hcmpstc<Jcl'l:I $5.53. 

Section 803 or the County Government Lml penuits a Village to 
requcnt that its territory become part of the county police district. 
If approved by the County Board of Supervisors the Village shifts its 
expendHurcs to cncll property ol·mer in thp. Village \.;1;0 will now bl~ subj ec t 
to the County Police District Tax. 

The point 1[, that polic:e expenditures, now obout 30% of the Village 
appropriation call,tn fact, never cause the Villaljc to exceed iu; t<n:ing 
margin. 'rlhcn the Village fee] s it can no lonzcr afford to give its residents 
adequate police service they C~lIl relinquish their OHn police f8rce and let 
the Qmnty assume the cost of the responsibility. If the Vlllc,ge and its 
residents feel it 15 important to k~ep their own police force they can 
keep it but they face the possibility of relinquishinB other programs which 
they do not consider equally vital. 

In summary, police is not a mandated service·to the Vil13ge. 
Ability to pay only relates to the Village in terms of whether they keep 
their O\VI1 police force or relinquish Lhe services to Nassau County. 

III. Dr. Jacobs ignores the IIb2+d faith ll exhibited by the Village 
in disclosinlj thei.r ability to pay. 

The record Hill show: 

1. While the Village pointed out their shortfall in real estate 
tax collections they did not disclose until ,after the PEA introduced its 
expert Eorace J. Kro.mer that the Village received substantial amounts 
of back taxes plus interest and penalties. From 1977-1978 tllis amounted 
to about $250,000. 

2. The VHlage fanee! to disclose surplus in their Fedcl~al 

Revenue Sharing Fund until the PBA documented said surplus. 

3. The Village showed they appropriated $500,000 in DurpluR 
to their 1977-1978 budget and SHOO,QOO to their J.978-1979 budget hut 
failed to o:iscJ aGe th.::Jt as of Hay 31, 1977 their. actual surplus \}2.[.I 

$1,22]~07/-j nnd ;lftCl- the appropri.:lU.on of $500,000 had at the beginning 
of these arb:Ltration hearings $721,0711 ill lIncncl\mbe1"(~d fund~ - mo)-c th'~ln 

enough to llle<:t the PH/\. demnnus from the ::thol:! U.en of the 1978-1979 hl1clget. 

II. T1I3 t thc~ ulwnclllnhcrcd r,ul'pll1fi c:rclunivc of deht l3e,~vj_ce \-las 
riOlile $120,000 1:101"(' 1:1I:1n the: $.'>39,000 f:J.gure lietcd by Dr. Jllcobs but 1.\1 
))ccclliber of l~l'l8 the VilLlgl' ;.\PP1:opr 1<1tc(l inil\) the r-urpl us [lOme ~120. OOU 
in fllncl[; for non-·19i'1;-·1~J79 budf:N,l'cd i,tC.ll1~i jncluding II flood U,f~hl tt"uck 
lor thc: f.lre (\t:'p:lrLIIII.'llt. Thl~; truel: coul,1 !I:.;ve !l('.lt]l purch':I';(!(l ('ruler 
thn,iugh .1 11U1Hl .h:;I.\(· (>r fl'(llll t!ll' <:()nU.ll!~\ £ley fund. Tlle Vlll.:q;e \.IYlply 
ChOf,C U Inc,t.hnd \·.. lrlch \,;.)uJu dl'C1('I\~I(l fU!lIlr! uv/;illlbJI"': fell' [I poli('(' HI'ard. 

5. T111' \'.1 11.'1;C' "hou) d 11:\\11: Jnr:.lLI1. ,:, :ill tll,~1J 1 917··197n l",rli:(~t: 

nwi 1 ~l 'n \.- ] <) 'J r) :: illll' ' :, Ii i) \ \ : I i (J fIll () \ H' ;/ :11 \ J:); \ i (" (I .' t f.. 0 1"1 0 f f! () 1:1 (I do J l:(:' 
/Ivi\rd til lhl' 1,(,lJ,',>, '1l!!:: 1,; ,J l,uniird )~l;u:l p:\ll:cdlll-(" 'fIw \'jU")I~1. 

(II' lkll:p::{\',ld l::II"d II', ,1'.1 Ill('" 



6. The VJl1ag~ at tho arbitration hearings made an if.lsue of 
tax nSBe9~mcnts cuit~ and its affect on its fiscality. Yet itn 
bond proc;pectu9 in 1978 stated there were no lm-, suits pending \'ihlch 
individually or as n~gregatc which could affect its fiscality. 

In summary, the Villar,c b,1T.g:lined in bad faith. Its evidence 
at this hccring was in bad fuitll. It was bod faith for the Village to 
r3pel1d ul1f:l1cnmbercd surplus funds ,·,hi.le the ar.bitration wan penc1in~~. 

2. I d:f.sr;cnt from thc denial of the addition(ll $300 souGht in ni.~ht 

differcntlul pay. Tlw basis fOl~ the payment of night differentl.aJ. is 
to provide a standard differential between day work and night work as 
in the eiH,C of ~'aSf>iltl County and many villngcs where the night wor-Ie. is 
,wrth ]0% Tilore. To mcdntGlin th~ ni[;ht dtffc)·cnti.al at $1,000 whiJc 
increasing the b<:\se salary destroys the concept of creatlng a st<1ndard 
differ.ential beU'lecn t.he two. Certainly, if night '-nrk ,,,as \o,1Orth a u-,rtaJn 
percentacc more than d~y work in 1976, there is certainly no evidence 
to indicatc tllat it is worth any percentage less in 1977 or 1978 or that 
the night \o.'or}c has become easier. In fact, the evidence is ovenJhelming 
to the contrary that the number of injuries and the amount of stress which 
is cause.d our members in the evening hours in Hempstead has been spJrali.ng 
over the last tHO (2) years so that, if anythi.ng, the percentage differential 
between night and day work should have been increased and certainly not 
decreased. 

3. I d:f.ssent from tIle determination denying the additional day's termination 
pay for the first five (5) years of service. T(~:.:m:lnati.on pay is compen­
sation paid a member at separation from service for dedicated years, and 
in ludicrous to provide a lesser amount for the first five (5) yenrs which 
seems to ind:Lcatc th3.t those years ,",'ere either lens dedicated or less stress­
ful. The County and the majority of the jurisdictfons receive five (5) days 
n year for all years of service, and there is no reason to differentiate 
betucen yearn depe.nding on. when such years \'lCre uorked. 

4.. I agl·ec vrith the establishment of the Labor Hannr;cment Conunittee. 

5. I di.ssc]]l: f}~om the denial of the request for pay for performance of duty 
i.n n h:l2,hc1: l~ank after five (5) d;lyS. The re<!f,on given that such ,,!O)~k is 
prohibited by -Stole law is baseless r.incc the only thlng thl.lt the Clv.n 
SCl'vice Lm'l provides is that.: (1 mC1Il1H?' mny not he assiGned .. except in cnS0S 
of ('merr,encie~;, to pcr[onni1nce oUUdde his r[\]]k, but there is no provisi.on 
ill the 1m" for iluLollli:UC paymcnt" in the event Lhat [~Uell ,tctlan 18 tulccn by 
tlle Vi.UiICC. In facl, it \,'LlS only the ChuptpJ: Lil\,n~ of l~r;B ~"ldch !))-ovidcd 
tllat a C;rJ('v;mce !l.rbitt·'Il:ioll 1'a]\e] could ;1w;n:cl d:1Ti1<l!~(,S D!:;1inst Vill<li:l:~> for 
\wl-jdng [l !:J('llllwr oul: of l~ank. In fllct, unlcfir, the PIIt\. \-,'ere to tal~e :n:t:i.cle 
78 l'roecedil)~~s (~VCl"Y 111lle 10 c11ll11('nge the ilCtiol1 of elw Villll!',c, thj s 
);lIlgllil!',C,\·,'hlch "'.:.1:; d8111cd by lhe IIrbitratJon l'i1Hcl,lilust neccssarJ.ly be 
included Jll tIle conl.rilct. 

1. J. a}',n~(' \Jllh t.llL: gr;llit:1nr, of Ille t\'(l en )',';Il'"' conf:rncL. 



2. I Agree w:f.th the denial of the VillnfjC I El request that all police 
off1ccr[{ WOI-k a 255 ony nnnual work BcheduJ c. Howevcr, I disscnt from 
the PtJr-~l'!l iH"nrd thnt nll pollee ofUccn; ldred after Hay 31, 1977 work 
a 2/,9 clny annual \-lOrk ochcdu]e. It is lucl:Lcrous that the Panel took 
ouch action in the C~HH~ of neH employecB <lnd in contradiction \:0 theIr 
basic f:tl'din~8 which were on page 7 and 8, tiThe working conditlon9 of 
police officers in the Village arc undoubtedly the worst or among the 
\'1Ornt on Lon~ Island and pcrhaps c~:m be br~ttcr compared to thosc of 
police in New York Clty. The1.r \-lOrk load is probnbly by far the henviest 
of any pollce force :l.n the State. On th1f3 basis alone, if there \-wre no 
other considerations, the Village' G police force du:crvC',s ,13 high a remun­
eration as the County force. II On the bRsis of these ~~tatements alone, 
the work chart for new employees and for old employees Rhould Ilave been 
reduced, and certainly not l.ncrcased for members appointed after June 1, 
1977 • 

3. I aeree with the deni~l of the'Village's request that police officers' 
work charts not be prescribed by contract. 

4. I agree with the denial of the Village's request that the $300 equip­
ment allowance be eliminated. 

5. I dissent from the Panel's determinatlon that effective June 1, 1977, 
the additional 1/2 dny entitlement after the exhaustion of sick leave 
be limited to a one (1) year period. The County and several villages 
presently enjoy this benefit. In fact,it was voluntarily negotiated 
by the Village into the contract because of their understanding of the 
disaster whicll would be caused n member ,,,ho is taken completely off the 
payroll due to an extended off-dllty illness such as heart disease, cancer, 
etc. It is unreasonable to grant tllis one (1) year cap when there has 
been absolutely no evidence presented at all by the Village tllat such benefit 
has proven itself to be financially burdensome to the Village orindiscrimin­
ntely used by members of the department. 

6. I ag1.·ce \-lith the denial of the request that pol icc officers must make 
an irrevoc&ble application for rctirement by January 20 of the fiscal year 
prior to the anticipated retirement date. 

7. I dissent [rom the ~rDnting of the request that cffectlve June 1, 1977, 
terminntJon pay and accuIaulated sick ]e'lve pay not bc ~iven to officers 
dischargcrl for cause or ~IIO resign tather than face charges. Termination 
pay nnd <lccu:nuLltccl sick leave pny IGUSt, by necessity, 1.>e cOl1lparC'd to an 
tlnlHd ty fund ,,,here llIonies are earned year ;'l[ter year due to d(>clicatcd )'c:ln; 
of service 0\', in the case of 51 ck leave, dlle to an excellent at /'(-ndancc 
record, <lllcl lIeJ L1 in t:nl~)t 1;(> to cp('ak by the Vj 11;1gc unt1l. the 1)1(-lHb(~t·1 s 
8Cparn( inn [rolll servi.ce. It if: truly a double punl!:!lIlll'l1t to fine a lil:ln 
purHu/lllt to a discip]ln:ny procC'l.·dlllf', or oLhcn"15c compel Ids resi!~n:lt:lon 

prior to Ids c:ll'nJnr, IH'111;1on ilnd then fail 1'0 ]lay to 111m those benefit:!' 
llccnll'c! by hJm in th(~ form of termination ,1Ild !dck leave' l'aymcnuJ. 

R. J dit::;(1l1 frL)1l\ lite ~~Y:lntjllg of the Vll1:q;p'H r('q\1(~st that p011(:(> off:l.cern 
110 lOII/',I'l' h· t1](' ollly r'("'~;lll1:; ,~ll() liiLl)' (11I)(:t.l.oll ;l~; Elt'ctJLlIl ]);1)' poll nt:lt'nd'lnU;. 

Tlw prc1t,·('I.!.O\l of Ill(' 11\1"r,lll"Y of I Ill' ('1('('1:[011 pl'(J('('!l!: !J:l:; ILldlt.ioll:1IJy 
1w('n pJ;l('i,~d ill UIC- ),,111-1:. oj p(;Jlc(~ 0If1e,,1'.'> ':lIo, by J<I''', nrC' lIlanc!(II:('c! to ll(~ 
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free from politJcal j,nvolvement to the cxten .. of noL heJne allowed to 
jo:l.n political (Jrg:mization~ or make contribution to candidatc[; of 
tl1e:l.r c1wlce, '1'0 n<.J\-.' place UliB delicate pr()c(~dl1rc In the hancIn of 
auxil:lary pol1.ce,vollJntcer~, ctc., who arc most likely poU.tlcally 
active in l-lOrk, pa'rty or tl1e ether, \oJ11l destroy the inteerJty of the 
most value'l indJvlc1IJ.:Il right Ollr citJ.:wns enjoy [lnd subject Hempstead 
to the appearance of itnpropriety "hleh must be scrupulously Clvoided 
less the citiz~ns perceive the Vi11ar,c 1.n nIl erroneou::; light. 

As far as r,eneral statements of the majority of the ArbItration 
Panel arc concerned, on page 6 there 1.s a statement that, "\-]orkers 
with comparable or greater reuponsibility in the Village's service get 
substantially lc~;s pay than do the polIce. There is then a comparison 
vith Superintendent of Alarms, a Superintendent of tho Buildine, etc. 
This nonsensical compar<l tive f;tudy has as 1nuch ,-.'Orth as compnring 
apples to or'll1ges since there is no basis [or comparing job f;tress, 
dangers inherent in the wo~k, cODparability with other police officers 
in other j urisdict:Lons, etc. All these j oos Hi tIl \-/hich the comparison 
was made are non-con~ctitive positions, Cl11d there is no basis for the 
majority of the Arbitration Panel using them as allY type of criteria 
as they themselves admitted that it is difficult to prove that the 
comparisons made are between comparable joh descriptions. Also, the 
statewent that~ IlAlthough the comparisons provided Lhe Panel \Vilh the 
wages paid somewhat comparable jobs in private indllsty were scanty, 
the evidence did show that the Village's police receive higher salaries ..•• " 
The obvious response to this ludicrousness is, "So what", and since the 
evidence was scanty, this should not have been used at all in the con­
sideration of the Panel. 

The majority of the Arbitration Panel found that the police 
are far more subject to hazards than other e~ployces and that the 
danger from people and the constant stress under which they work are 
extraordinary. They also found that their physical qualifications 
must he superior to most ernpl.oyees in our society. Consequently, ,my 
comparisons to other employees \.,Jhich Here made without taking these 
criteria into consideration must, hy necessity, be invalid as having 
an errODCOUS base upon '~lich inferences were made. In fact, the reality 
of the situation, on the one point ~lere the Arbitration Panel indicated 
a 10\-.' educationnl reCluirement is that approximately 1/3 of the police 
offlccrs 11ave college education exceeding tHO (?) years of colle~e credits 
and, \,ith t 11(, ,difficult tasks that police officers are cCilled upon to 
perfonn, it is ridiculous to state that there is no post-secondary edu­
catIon necessary for n police officer to be competent in his job as was 
!;tatecl l)y the Arbitration Panel. 

CONCUISION 

The maj or1 ty of the AI'hltriJ ti 011 rand tn1lcs ahout :1 12.1% 
:lncn:{lcw over 1.\10 0) y(~nc;, uhJch :L cl dicu] uue:;l)' 10\.,1 :In nnd of iU;(~lf, 

l,ut· tlll' truth oj' t']le 1I1<lt.lcr if~ 1.11,1t thc' m;IJority or UlP lIlembers in the 
llcIJlp::t(',ll] Po.U.cC' DI~P:ll'lll1(:nl: of all ):,[lI1k8 and <l(:sJ[';n;It-:! lll1n HIll b(~ recl~:lvl11g 

hct'\,'c('11 :In il,5/.: nnd 1.1. HI: lnr:u~;t~:(' OVl'r tld :,; Uw (?) y('"r l'(~ri(l(l. Con­
l;('l!uenl..1y, t'h;: :1\.J;lnl :In tidf; C:l!:C lIt,,; :111 lh(~ fnee of ~:(Jllll~ of lht.~ ~:tl·OIlI'.('~;f: 

(~Virl(,lICI' Jll~;tJiyJ Ill'. a 11\lll'h ldgltl:r 'J,lge 1111<] fJ'ill~',f' bC'\wfJt: p;1d\ag(~ for ll1(,l1lh(~r:; 



of the llcmpr;u:;lo Police D(:partment. ny all tJlC l1tnnoarcl measureR of 
cornp:lrahility \-.'1I1ch inc] udc hut nrc not limiu:e1 1.0 other 'poli.ce jurin­
u1ctiol~B, rJ.:;kr; of the juh, productivity, etc., tbc detcnnlnation should 
llitve uccn thilt: the membern receive a much higher salary bMw than the 
County and much mon; improved frin 0c ]Jcncf:l.ts rilthcr than just: the 
01'POS i t e \.lh i c h \.!;\ [1 the rc nu 1. t. The in.lil rei, in' t 11 J s case, !limp ly impof_.ed 
the pc,::sonal feelings of: tile major1.l.Y of the Arhitration Pilnel \1hich "".w 
blind to evicll'IlCC pre[icntc'(] at the !le:n-ing, and their presently-conceived 
detcnninntion:, should be expected of the parti~:Jn rr<;rnbcr but is strictly 
prohibited In the case of the neutral lflcmber wllo should have divorced him­
Gelf of his pc;rsona 1 fc(~l.1.ngs toward police and Judged the case on the 
m.erits nlone. The: Arbitration 1',:II1cl iEi supposed to make all <nvard based 
on filctS, and, since it \'''If; Ilot done on thir; basis, the process and the 
community are the less for it. 

I respectfully dL:sent from the a ....!ard in this CClse in those 
areas as previollsly indicClted. 

Dated: January 28, 1979 

1J:~"ilj~/tl 
PBA Pane '~mber Dissenting 
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