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III the H1tter of i\rhitr:ltion het\o/een: 

CIIT Or: RFNSSEl J\T;R, Nn~ YORK 
OPINTO:.! and 1\\'I.t\RO 

and Interest Arbitration 

RENSSELi\T;R rou cr: i\SSOCT i\TTO:-.J 

I. INTRODUCTION 

111e parties at imp:lsse arc the City of Rensselaer, 

Ne'ol York (hereinafter referred to as the "Employer," or the 

"City"), and the Rensselaer Police Association (hereinafter 

referred to as the "Employees," the "Union," the "nargaining 

Agent," or the "Policemen"). 

The c:xpiring agreement \Vas in effect from August 1, 

1977, through July 31, 1978, \Vith the terms and conditions 

remaining in effect thereafter during negotiations for a 

successor agreement. 111e p~rties \,ere tmah]e voluntarily to 

concur on the tenns and conditions of n successor agreement. , . 
anJ, pm"smnt to the pro\'lsions of Article 14 of the Civil .-
Servi ce 1:1~v, Sect ion 20!1 0 [ the ruh1 ic Fmplorees rai r Employment 

Act, and Part 205 of the 1~\I1es of the PuhLic rlllp1o)11lCnt Rel:ltions 

HO:lrd, tlle lIllion pctitiolh'd for [Irhitn.tion. 
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PlJr~lJ:mt to the provi~jons of Section 209.~ of the 

Puhlic Employee~ F:Jir Employment Act J the Ne\'l York St~te Public 

Employment Rel~t:ion~no~rd, on Septemher 26, 1978, dc.signJted 

the lUldersigned Puhlic Arhitration Panel to m:lke n just and 

reasonah1e tennination of the matters in dispute. 

Hearings '''ere held in the City Court Room at Rensselaer 

City Hall on Friday, Novemher 17, 1978, and Saturday, November 18, 

1978, at Hhi.ch ti.me the part ies ,,'ere a fforded full opporttmity 

to present argument~, exhihits, and testimony - and to cross-

examine adversary Hitnesses fully to develop their respective 

positions. The record was closed at the conclusion of the 

November 18 hearing. 

Appearances were as follm\'s: 

For the Rensselaer Brian J. O'Donnell, Esq., Attorney for 
Police Association	 Rensselaer Police Association 

~lr. Henry Sobota, Witness 

Ms. Jean Rogers, Witness 

~rr. Fernando J. Di Tullio, President of 
Rensselaer Policemen's Association 

Mr. Richard Buono, Vice President of 
Rensse1~~r PolIcemen's Association 

For tlle City of Richard F. Reilly, Esq., Corporat ion Counsel, 
Rensselaer Attorney for the City of Rensselact •• 

t-lr..John n-ryer, Treasurer, City of Renssel[lcr'" 
t-lemher of &J<lrd of Public S:tfety 

t-Ir. 1brry Be:llltl in, Cit)' Clerk, City 0 r 
Renssc1:ler, ~1cmh('r of Board of Puhlic S:tfetr 
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~'r. .J:lmes Stllrk, r.h i e r, Hensseiller Police 
Tlep:lrtment 

Hr . .Joseph ~fink, H1yor, Ci ty of Rcns~ell1er 

The issues before the Pnnel, having heen enumerated in 

the petition nnel response of the respective p:lrties, wil'l-not he 

restated here. HOI...ever, at the outsct of thc hellring, the Union 

l"'ithdrcw th'O of its eleven proposnls, spccificIlUy, Nos. 7 and 11 

of Schcdule R "ppenckelto the Assocint ion pcti ti on. Proposnl 1\0. 7 

consisted of a rC'lllcst for a changc in Articlc XIX of the agreement 

which would have provided a 20-year retirement plan in place of 

the existing 2S-year plan. Item No. 11 \...as a proposed nc'''' article 

which \.;auld have providcd fOT minimum shift staffing for each 

tour of duty. 

II. POSITTO~S OF 1HE PARTTES 

In its prescntation, the Union grouped its proposals 

into thrce "reas; namcly, (1) the direct money pnckage, (2) paid 

leave timc, and (3) insurancc bencfits. 111:1t sC''lllcnce \\<15 adhcrcd. 

to by the r~loycr in its rcsponsc, and it is hcing adopted by 

the Panel as \Vcll. The re~rective salary positions of the 

parties nt thc point of imp;lssc arc set forth in Table I bclO\\·. 

.­
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TARLE T
 

SIJi\1l\1J\ny or: SJ\rARY POSTTTnNS
 

Effective liNTON PROPOSAL for BWLOYER PROPOSAL r0 r 
8/1/77 
Throw~h 

8/1/78 through 7/31/79 
Salary ~ increase 

8/1/78 through 7/31/79 
Salary ~ Jncre~~e 

Service Status 7/31/78 per Annum over '77-'78 per Annum over '77- 1 7B 

Start $ 9,700 $ 9,700 -0­ $10,000 3.09 

Second Year 10,300 11,050 7.28 10,700 3.88 

Third Year 10,800 12,050 11.57 11 ,300 4.63 

Fourth Yeal" 11,300 12,800 13.27 11 ,900 5.31 

Fifth Year 11,800 13,550 14.83 12,400 5.08 

Permanent Sgts. Plus $750 Plus $1,500 No change 

In substance, the Union testimony and argt~ent is to 

the effect that persons in suhstantially comparahle employment 

in other jurisdictions within the region receive top step salaries 

averaging nominally $14,000 per annt~ for patrolmen. The juris­

dictions cited ' ....ere as follo\Vs: 

Albany 
Bethlehem 
Cohoes 
Niska)1.ma ....
Rottcrdam 
SchC'nC'ctady 
-Troy 
Watcrvliet 
Ne\.... York State Troopers 
C1pitol Police 

With the Nc\.... York St:lte Troopcrs and Capitol Police' 

excluded, the nvc-rage is nomin:llly $13,(1(1(1 per yC';\r at the topstC'p. 
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111e Employer contends these corrnnunities arc not 

comparable to Rcnsselaer in some cllses respecting f1l1alifications 

and reqilirements - nnd in other~ respecting :l.hi1 ity to pay. The 

only other Rensseliler County COlffiltmity ci ted, the City notes, is 

Troy and that juri sdiction, it arglle~, consists of a much larger 

city than Renssclaer. 

The Union has provilled a scries of exhihits outlining 

trends in compensation of it5 members rclative to mcdian U~ s. 

malcs - the Const~er Price Index - the Rensselaer Chief of 

Police - and the Bureau of Lahar Statistics, Urban Family Budgets. 

In brief and general summary, these shm.; that top step Rensselaer 

Patrolmen earned ahout $40.00 per l~eck less than the median U. S. 
•

0' 

1
i male in 1973 and as recently as 1975, and that that diffcrence 

has 'l1idened to $67.00 in 1978. Over the period from 1972 to 1978, 

the Chicf of Police's compensation was increased by about 63~, 

while the top step Patrolman has received about a 39% increase. 

With respect to the Bureau of Labor Statistics' annual living 

cost for an urban rami ly budget for the Fall of ] 977 J the Union 

5hO\I1S only the third step PlItrolmaIl, and higher, met the minimum 

10lier budget, requirement, and that even a Sergeant feHfar short. 

of the intennediate buclgetleve1 Hhich, at that time, was $17,498.00 

(Sergc:1nt's Sn1:11)' \\':15 $12,550.00). f\ siml1:1r comp;lrison m;lcle for .. 
August o[ EnS shO\~s csscnt iall)' simi lar distrihlltions of posit ion~ 

of Rcnsselaer personnel :1re sl ightly improvcd. With respect to 

the ConSlnl1C'l' Price Tndex, the Union int1ic~tes (l gross increnscin 

k 
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thc Con~umcr Pricc Indcx (a1] Citic5 1967 = 100) of 57 A'),. 

Dur1ng that pcriod, the top level of Renssc1(lcr P;ltro]men rccclved 

a salary incrcase of 38.8~, indicating a broadening disadvantageous 

dispari ty bct\oJeen ConSI..Bncr Price Jndex and sa1(1 ry incrc(lscs from· 

the Patrolmen's point of vic\oJ. 

'. \'lith r·cspcct to nhility to pay, thc Union asscrts the 

City of Rensselaer has enjoycd a generally declining trend in 

overall tax rate per 1,000 of full valuation from 1972 through 

1976. Despite a reversal in direction in 1977, the Union points 

out that the total overall full value tax for 1977 is only a 

modest $1.02 higher than it was in 1972. This represents a 2.05~ 

increase. 

t The Union further, argues that the Employer has available 

a constitutional tax margin amounting to nominally $190,000 for 

the fiscal year commencing August 1, 1978. h~ile the margin for 

the fiscal year commencing August 1, 1977, was $220,000, in each 

of the prior years it was about $172,000 and $186,000, respectively, 

and in the fis-cal year commencing August 1, 1974,. it was only 

. $121,000• 

.~e Union maintains implementation of its total proposed 

salary and longevity pay schedule \\'ould raise costs in these cate­

gories from the 1977-78 level of.essentially $201,000 to a new 
,­

level of $320,000, or hy a total of ahout $30,000. This would 

represent an increase of 10.4~. 
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11\e rmployer focuscs nttcntion on ccrtn in addi.t ional 

aspects of Union exhi.hits 5, h nnd c, which ind icate that the 

City of Rensselncr in 1977 hnc1 the hi.ghest overnll real property 

tax rate in Rcnsselncr COlmty, with the possible exception of 

some pClrts of Troy (depending upon school district). A s.imilar 

observation \Vns noted for thc years of 1976, 1975, 1974, 1973 

and 1972. 

The Employcr rclicd fundnmentally upon the testimony 

of Mayor Joseph ~fink in responding to the Union's ability to 

pay assertions. Maror ~link testified thClt he ""as in his fifth 

year of service as the City's Chief Executive, and that he had 

chahed the Negotiating Committee, and had, in fact, been 

involved in negotintions in five different years. He testified 

that he lv-as intimCltely familiar \.;ith the financial condition of 

the City which he described as being "decent" at the moment. 

He did, hOI.;ever, note that the City had a \<later problem resulting 

from the fact that it purchases large amotmts of water from the 

City of Troy at a current ratc of some l4¢ per l,OOO gallons. 

The City of Troy has proposed to rai~e the rate to $1.00 per 

1,000 gallons upon the impending expiration of a IO-ycar contract. 

111is \vollid lcad to a 50tJ~ to 600~ incrcase in the wntcr rates, and 

has resulted in a conflict l1ct\Vecn the citics or Rensseber and 
o· 

Troy which \>'ill be rcsolvctl hy nrbHrntion .. ~byor ~Iink estim:lted 

that the rate would proh:!bl)' go to about SS¢ per 1,000, resulting 

in a nenr c10uhl ing or \,';Itcr rates, or aho\lt a $100 peT re31' 
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, mklition\ll charge to the aver:lge household. 

Additionally, the City h faced with the problem of 

clcaning up the IIudson River ,,,,hich involves rerouting of se'.;ers 

to eliminate direct dumping. The cost of this project is 

potcntially siz\lhle and there has been no prescnt budget': 

appropriation for a mandated 1978-79 Hudson River clean-up 

program. ll1e t.1ayor testified that a ne'.: program is forthcoming, 

and th:lt he docs not yet kno'''' hO\oI nnJch more stringent the regu­

lations will be on the curtailments of pollutants. He noted 

also that certain of the insurance policies carried by the City 

had been canceled and that they ,...ere currently operating on a 

one-year extension at higher cost. Rensselaer, according to the 

.,. J.fayor, is the only city ,...hich does not receive community development 

funds at this time. It did, in past years, receive $198,000, 

most of l ...hich ,.,ras employed as an intercst subsidy, about $50,000 

of which went for municipal improvements. These monies ""ere 

obtained in 1977, but 'these community development funds did not 

again become available for 1978. 

With respect to the Union's projected budget increase, 

the Mayor noted that thc ap~roxiTIk'tely $30,000 increased cost 

estimate fell suhstMtially short of the actual potential cost 

since social security, retirement, and certain other fringes ,.;ould .­
also risco 

Police salaries, per se, ,...ere claimed to compare most 

favorahly ,,,,i th those pOl i d other Ci ty employees. The ~fayor noted 
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the City Clerk, who is ,m official of the Publ:ic Safety Committee', 

Tec~ives $13,600 - and th~t, although this reflects an npproxim~te 

10~ increase, it is less th~n the s:-rJary which ":ould he received. 

by a fifth-year Patrolman under the City's proposal if the Patrol­

men's clothing 31101</:mces, Jon~cvity P:lY and the like arc included. 

The r-tayor testified that the Corporat ion Cotmse1, ",i th 

11 years' service, was receiving $11,500 per anmDTI - \ihile the 

Purchasing Agent, with an undetermined hut assuredly lengthy 

service record, was receiving $9,900. ~brco\'er, the Public Works 

Commissioner, who superv-ises some 30 to 35 employees, is paid 

$13,000 - and the City Treasurer, \.;ho holds a Bachelor's Degree 

in Accounting, among other strengths, is receiving $13,800 per 

year. Consequently, relative to other positions on the City's 

payroll, the Employer believes its proposed compensation structure 

for the Police Department to be fully equitahle. Putatively, 

where salary increases have exceeded those offered the Police, 

percentage-\vise, it was because these positions had suffered from 

cumulative neglect to the point \~lere glaring inequities had evolved. 

Additional aspects of the Union proposal in the direct 

pay category call for an increase in overtime payments from the 

present rate of time-and-one-half to double-time - a minimtDn of 

four hours' pay for overtime for .111 scheduled court (IppC:lr;Jnces ­ .­
rnand:ltory meetings of supcn'isors - ,mel m:mc1<ltory in-service 

schools. TIle Union concedes th:lt :111 comp~mh]e jurisdictions 

pny overtime ;Jt the t-imC-;JllCl-ollc-h:l1 r r~te, hut nJ:l int:1ins tll:lt 
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special con~ider:ttion ~hollld he forthcoming in Rensselaer ns an . 

offset against relatjvely deficient provisions govenling other 

aspects of the cmplorment ~it\lation. TIle f:rnplo)'er m::I~ntnin5 the 

present provisions arc equitnhle and that it should not be 

burdened unnecessaril y \~i th higher costs. 

With respect to longevity, the expired agreement provided 

for onc longevity step of $200 after ten years of service. The 

lh1ion has proposed reducing the eligibility level for this step 

to commencement of the eighth year of service, and the addition 

of three additional steps of $300, $400 and $500 to become 

effective at thc 12th, 16th, and 19th years, respectively. The 

Union maintains these \.;ould be more consistent \"ith prevailing 

practice in comparable jurisdictions, \.;hilc the Employer maintains 

the cost 'vould be prohibitive. In essence, the arguments and 

defenses relating to salary demand '.;ere applied to the longevity 

issue. 

Shift Differentinl: The Union has demanded that 

personnel on the third tour, Le., 4 p.m. to 12 midnight, be 

paid an additionnl $0.35 per hour; that persons working on the 

first tour, 12 midnight to 8 a.m. ., be paid an additional $0.50 . 

per hour. In s~)port of its position, it cites shift differential 
. . ••

p:lyments pnid policemen .in the City of Troy, th~ City of W:ttervliet, .. 
and 011 the C'..apitol Pol icc force. The City views this ~s a '\'age 

payment nOll Telles upon the S:lme defenses rlS ,\'ere employed in 

treating 'vi"th the ""age <Illest ion. 
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Out-or-Grade Pay: TIle Union h3~ proposed that a 

Patrolman \·:orking jn <1 ~t1pervi sory Gl}Klcity he compensated at 

the supervisory p:lY r;lte~ l1le rmployer's response is that no . 

Patrolmen do, in [;lCt, \\'ork in a supervisory capClcity, but 

that where people fi] 1 higher classi fication joh~ on an 'interim 

basis, they are compen~ated at whatever higher rate is approved 

by Civil Service. In further support of its position, the 

Union cite~ out-of-graue pay provisions in Police Contracts 

''lith the jurisdiction~ of Cohoe~, Rotterdam, Schenectady, Troy· 

and Watervliet, respectively. 

For the reasons stated belo\v, Union demands and Employer 

responses encompassed in the Paid Lea\'e and Insurance categories, 

respectively, are not restated herein. 

III. OPINION OF ll1E PANEL 

In the Panel's view, the best interests of both parties 

and the community at large are served by focusing firstly on the 

most pressing-and immediate needs of the Employees. The merit or 

deme!'~.t attaching to demands which fall in a secondary priority 

class becomes academic if the available resources are depleted. 

in attempts to satisfy first order need~. In addition to the.. •
intensity of needs, \ve must consi.der <1lso the cost structure 

." 

upon which we s11<111 he pyramiding further increases, <1nd strive 

for a constructive ha1:Jnce betHeen compensation impro\"('ments and 

the degree of stress \\'hich m:lY s:lrely he imposed llpon the· COlmmmitr's 
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blxtget at a single point in time. This philosophy lmelerpins 

the compromise oeYelopeel nmong the Panel members. The adjustment:; 

thus developed nnel nwarded \Vcre all fOlmc1to bc includcd ,~ithin 

the first category, Le., the Direct ~foney PackC1ge propo~als. 

We arc,. therefore,·omi.tting from the positions of the parties 

and the opinion of the Pnnel a review of the items in the 

second and third cntegories. These were decmed to be of second-

order importance nlld not amenable to change 'oJithin the budgetary limits 

inferred to prevnil at this time. 

The Panel reyi~...ed the matter of the appropriateness 

of the referenced jurisdictions upon which the Union has relied 

and, in not insubstantial measure, concurs with the Employer 

that the comparability of jurisdictions like Niskayuna, Rotterdam, 

Schenectady, New York State Troopers, and the Capitol Police with 

Rensselaer is questionable. As with any averaging process, a 

reduction in the number of observations included reduces the 

representativeness of an arithmetic mean. Consistent with the 

provisions of Article 14 of the Civil Service 1,a,oJ, Section 209.4 (v), 

paragraph A, we arc mandated to consider any relevant factors, 

specifically including a COlTllXlriSOT). of \\Iages' with the wages Qf 

other employees performing similar services in comparable cOmnRmities • 

"Comparllble" is, 0 r coun~e, n relntive tenn since no t,\,o communi tics 
.' 

arc precisely comp:1r<lble; hm.;ever, in -adclressin~ otlrselves to this 

m:mdate, '''e have considered a ,·.rider spectrum of practice? The 

lColmnuniti es rercrC'nced for ] 078 rr:lctice \-:ere l'n.mki rk, Elmirn, 
Geneva, llud~on }\jngston, Nonvich, Troy, Utica, Ringh:lmton, Ithac;l, 
JolmstO\\11 , Lockport. 
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refcrenced comrm.mities ,...ere ~electell on the h(ls is of geogr:lphic 

location and genera] economic character rclative to Rensselaer. 

In gencra1, the sn1ary levels of these cOITUlltmities disclose a 

rathcr clear trend line for top-service-step level Police People. 

This trend line falls somewhat short of that prevailing In a 

cross-section of more cconomically robust cOTrnntmities. On the 

basis of these data, ,~c have constructed a ne,,", salary schedule 

which, along with other pertincnt data, has becn set forth in 

Table II belo'.... 

TABLE II 

SALARY AWARD AND A'iALYSIS 

RENSSELi\ER POLICE i\SSOCli\TIO:--J and eIIT OF RENSSELAER, NEW YORK 

Differcntia1 above 
Preceding Service Cat. 

Sa1arr Effective Effective Effective %Increase 
Service Category 8/1/78 - S/Annum 8/1/77 8/1/78 '78 vs. '77 

Start $10,000 3.1 

Second Year 10,900 $600 $900 5.8 

Third Year 11 ,625 500 725 7.6 

Fourth Year 12,350 500 725 9.3 

Fifth Year 12,900 sao 550 9.3 

"" 
AVERAGE PERCENT INCRS\SE 

Percent No. People r..."'(tension .. 
3.1 
5.8 
7.6 
9.3 
9.3 

3 
3 
4 
1 . 
7 

18 

9.3 
17.4 
30.4 
9.3 

65.1 
131.S 

Average 131.5/18 = 7.3~ 
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The weighted average increase of ilpproximately 7.3% 

compares favorClbly Ivith the general level of increll5e5 realized 

by Upstatc New York policemen in 1978. 

We havc, similarly, examined the differentials paid 
, 

Sergeants in other jurisdictions and find a ,...ide diversity of 

practice. Jlm....evcr, it nppcars the most typical minimal practice 

is to provide a differential of about $900 per year. TIlis 

estim..1te compares rather fClvorahly \Y'i th the average of five 

of seven to\ffiS or cities in the Union's brief as well. We have, 

therefore, concluded that a Sergeant's differential of $900 

above the Patrolman's salary for the service category involved 

to be appropriate for Rensselaer at this time. 

We have, similarly, examined longevity' compensation 

practices in other jurisdictions, and judge that minimal reasonably 

comparable practice for similar communities \",ould be approached 

by implementing the follolY'ing schedule in Rensselaer: 

· After 8 ycars $200/annum
 

After 16 years $200/annum
 

After 23 years $luO/anmnn
 
. 

· Maximtun longevi ty $SOO/annum
 
paymcnt to any
 
individual
 ... 

· With respect to call-back time, it is" the Panel's .. 
judgmcnt that minimlDn call-back of DvO hours at onc-.md-one-hal f 

times the regular hourly rate is appropriate Jor the nC\I1 agrecment. 

TI1C final arc;') in which \vc deemed adjustments to he 

in order at this time relates to ollt-of-grade h"o'rk. The Union, 

at th" he:trin.r., l'xtcllsivC'l)' dC'\"C'lop('d its thC'!'is th:lt rcrt:Jin 
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Patrolmcn havc, in fact, l~en acting as Desk Scrge<lnts. The 

f:rnploycr, rclying upon the tc:-;timony of Chief St~rkt strenuously 

disputed the Union conclusion. The Panel, at this juncture, 

rcemphasizes that it is not empowered to mnkc a dctennination 

as to the merits of the parties' respected positions on 'whether 

Desk Sergeant responsibilities are, or are not, heing assumed hy 

Patrolmen. We do, hO\\'cver, helieve that, as a mntter of principle 

and ftmd<l1Tlcntally sound employce relations practice, an r:mployee 

,~ho, over a sustained period, does, in fact, aSSl~e the duties 

and responsibilities of a higher grade or rank is entitled also 

to be compensated at the agreed-upon rate for an individual 

discharging such duties and responsibilities on the same basis. 

We, therefore, hold the fo11~~ing clause should be incorporated 

in the new agreement in the case at hand. 

"~ensation for Out-of-Grade l\'ork: 
A member of the department, \.;ho is 
temporarily assigned to perform duties 
of higher grade or rank shall be paid 
at the wage scale of the higher grade 
fOh every day so employed commencing 
with the first full day of such employment, 
provided, hO\~ever, that this section shall 
not apply to any temporal)' assignment 
which is less than thirty (30) days in 
d~ration and is'made for the purpose of 
Teplacing an officcr ahsC'nt because of 
sickness, injury, vacation, personal 
leave, or simi.1ar reasons. 1t 

The salary, Scrgc;lnt differcntials, salar)' lldjustmC'nts ." 

and longevity pa)11lCnts constitute the items \.,rhich ""ill h;lve a 

direct meaningfUl impact on the Dnploycr's buc1~et as di.stinguished 
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from the relatively incidental impact of the calI~hack pay and 

out-of-gT\lde work provisions. We estimate the direct cost of 

the first three items, Le. ,. the cost before considering the 

roll-up attri.butnble to fringe progr:1ms to be nominally $18,500 

per annum. Moreover, even lvi th a. 40~ fringe roll-up, th~ total 

annual cost increase lvould he under $26,000. This must be 

viel-:ed in the perspective of n Police Department nudget of 

about $385,000, exclusive of certain fringes, as well as a 

constitutional tax margin of nominally $190,000. l~e are not 

advancing a thesis that the tax margin is available for increases 

and shoUld be expended. l-Yargins flowing from pnldent management 
. . 

properly accrue to the benefit of the community at large. l-breover, 

even \vhere, as here, a TTklrgin prevails and lmmet, reasonable 

employee needs are documented, one may not overlook the potential 

interests of other groups. However, even in this age of tax 

revolt and disenchantment \vi th some government services, the 

fundamental responsibility of municipalities is clear to all. 

Water services. too, are clearly vital but these, as contrasted 

to public safety services, are the frequent subject of independent 

billing systems by authorities or quasi-independent municipal companies. 

It is, therefore, the Panel's considered judgment that the present., . 
.mvard meets the cri tprion of consi stency relat]'!e to the Employer's 

," 
econrnnic capabilities. 
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IV. ANARD 

A.	 Salary 

Effective August], 1978, the sn1<lry stnlcture shall 

he as fo110\.,,5: 

Service Cnteg~	 Annu:ll St1lary 

Start, or	 1st year permancnt $10,000 

2nd year	 10,900 

3rd year	 11,625 

4th year	 12,350 

5th year and up	 12,900 

Additional pay for Identification Continue to be based on 
Officers, Detectives, etc. length of senrice \'lith 

the department, plus an 
additional $500 for the 
advanced rank of spccialized 
duties. 

Sergeants with pennnnent rank	 Receive an additional 
$900 per annum 

B. Longevity Increments 

In addition to salaries p:lid pursuant to the provisions 

of Paragraph A, ahove, effective August 1, 1978, memhers of the 

bargaining unit shall receive longevity pn)1ncnts as foliows: 

After 8 yenrs of service $200 per nnnum 

After 16 years of sCl~ice $200 per annum • • • 

After 23 rcnrs 0 r servicc $] 00 per :mmnn ." 

H1Xi mlUll to he p:l i c1 :my 
ind ivhlu:ll in longedty 

$SOD per nnmnn 

payments 
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C. Overtime Payments, Article XV or Expirill~reement 

T:ffective ~hrch 1, 1979, thi:; provision shnll he 

modified to provide thnt any memher of the hargaining unit \0100 

is "called-back" shall receive a minimlnTI "call-hnck" pay of 
c 

two hours computed (It one-;md-one-half times his equivalent 

regular hourly rate. The equivalent hourly rate is c(llculated 

by dividing the f:mplo)'ee's total annual salary by 2,000. 

D. Effective t-l1rch 1, 1979, the parties shall implement 

the "out-of-grade \.;ork" provision set forth earlier herein (p. 15). 

TIle foregoing are inclusive of all changes in the 

expiring agreement bet\.;een the parties adopted effective August 1, 

1977, \.;hich agreement, thusly revised, shall become effective 

as of August 1, 1978, to remain in full force and effect until 

July 31, 1979. 

Respectfully submitted, 

(Concurring) 

State of Ne\'1 York) 
) S5.: 

Cotmty of Albany ) 

On the ,')t day of M A It. ... ~ , 1979, 
,"

before me came ~ u.. ...."\ tv ~ ~ S\, <'I !l I,l.. 0 , 

to me 'kilO\Vf1 to he the indiddll:ll {.;ho 
executed the foregoing instnnnent and 
ackno\vledged that he executed the S;lIJ~c. 

I M!tAAa 0. MAUNOSKl 
~~~l,~efr~Yom 

u.,. t',;o.'3Zi713:i 
I 

. Q~";~1cd t., I>L~ Cootrty 

M'1 ~m'~ &..,:rea MJ!rctt 30. 19.n 

fV\ ..:-.tvl..~JX O. IV\ (-~'-
r 
I
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(C.oncurri ng) 

State of New York ) 
) 55.:
 

Cotmty of Albany )
 

On the /7 da~ of ~, 1979, 
before me ctlme I ---~~~~~
 
to me knmm to he theG:P{!ividu<ll @t~ 7
 
executed the foregoing instnnnent and
 
.'aCkJ10""1~ged t at he executed the SllJ11e. 
"- I ' 
~.'~~ 

~~	 -:2.// It'? 11 
.7'	 A SgoglJOnc, presl~~ ~ 

Police Conference of Ne\'1 York, Inc .. 
112 Statc Street 
Albany, NY 12207 

State of New York ) 
) 5S.:
 

Cotmty of Albany )
 

On the rs + day of Mo..{eJ.. , 1979, 
before me came ~ 2.t'~
 
to me knO\'I11 to)C the mivuuawho
 
executed the foregoing instrl~cnt and
 
acknowledged that he executcd the scunc.
 

L)~~~ . () . p~	 VIRGINIA FISSETI£ 
Nohlry Public. ~O!.. • t N_ YO.k 

01·123:;.711 
Residing In AI~.ny C.unly .• ~ 1}.tw~ 

Col'IIm\$$lon Expires Marc:h 30. 1~ •.• 

." 




