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Prelimipary Statement

By a communication dated November 17, 1979, the
Public Employment Relations Board designated & Public Arbi-
tration Panel pursuant to Section 209.4 of the New York
Civil Service Law (Taylor Law) for the purpose of making
2 just and reasonable determination concerning the dispute
between the parties in the above captioned proceeding as to

the issues hereinafter set forth and discussed.

The panel, as finally designated, consisted of

three (3) members whose names and capacity are as follows:

Philip J. Ruffo Chairman
Laurence Kalkstein Employer Member
*aArthur Revellese Emplaoyee Organization Member

Hearings were held on February 18, 1980, at the
Eastcheater Town Hall, Eastchester, New York, at which time
and place the partics appeared with their respective counsel
and represcntatives, gave testimony throuch witnesses, pre-
sented evidence relevant to the issues in dispute and, in
addition, were accorded the opportunity of cross-examina-
tion, rost-hearing memoranda were also submitted.

*Revellesa was dasignated by PERB in place of John Trancone
(the original dusigncee) by a subsegquent PERB communicatjon
dated January 24, 1980,
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All of the evidence having been received, the arbi-

tration hearing was accordingly closed on Pcbruary 18, 1980,

Subsequent to the close of the hearing, the Panel
met on April_g. 1980, for the purpose of discussing and analy-
zing all of the issues in the record made at the hearing and,
after due consideration and deliberation of all of the evi-
dence, including the documents, exhibits, briefs and arguments
presented, the following is the Panecl's Determination made by
the majority vote of two members thereof (Chairman and Eme
ployee Member), the Employer Member dissenting, (See Section

209.4 (¢) (IV) of the Civil Service Law),

IX

Statutory Griterxia

Consistent with stututory requirement, the Panel
adhered to the criteria set forth in Seétion 209.4 (c) (V) of
the Civil Service Law to make a just and reasonable determin-
ation of the matters in dispute, specifying the basis for its
findings, taking into consideration, in addition to any vuther

relevant factors, the following:

(a) Comparison of the wages, hours and condi-
tiona of employment of the employecs involved in the arbitra-

tion procecding with the wages, hodru; and conditions of em-



ployment of other employees performing similar services or
requiring similar skills under similar working conditions
and with other employecs generally in public and private

employment in comparable communities)

(b) the interests and welfare cof the public

end the financial ability of the public employer to payy

(c) comparison of peculiarities in regard to
other trades or professions, including specifically, (1)
hazards of employmenty (2) phfsicai qualification;: (3)
educational qualificationsy (4) rental qualifications; (5)

job training and skills;

(a) the terms of collective agreements nego-
tiated between the partie; in the past providing for compen-
sation and fringe benefits, including, but not limited to,
the provisione for salary, insurance and retirement benefits,
medical and hospitalization benefits, pald time off and jodb

aecﬁrity.

XIX
Ihe Partiea - Thair bBargainipg Relationship

The total uniformed force of the Town of Lastchestey

consists of 53 employees as follows: 1 Chief of police, 1 Cap-



tain, 4 Lieutenants, 1 Detective Lieutenant, 3 Sergeants, 1l

Detective Sergeant, 37 Patrolmon, and 5 Detectives,

The Union is the exclusive hargaining representa-
tion of the Patrolmen, Sergysants and the Detectives in both

ranks,

The population of the Town cf Eastchester, as given

by the Town's representatives, is approximntely ?0,000..

The current dicpute stems from an impeaate in nego-
tiztions for a successor collective bargaining agreuement, the

prior two vear agreement having exnired December 21, 1973,

Iv

The JIssues Ip Diepute and Disrosition

As The Tvrn of the Aareement:

The Union hag demanded a cellactive agrcecement for a
term of one year, commencing January 1, 1979 and ending Decem-
bzr 31, 1972, The Employer's ccunter-demand 18 for a two yeay
agrcenent comuncing January 1, 1979 and ending Decenmber 31,

1930,

It i3 the Parel's judgmoant, based upon the record

in its entirety, that the interest ¢f the parties ia better



served by a collective agreement of at least two years. The
need for sound fiscal and budget planning is self-evident,
particularly in light of the Town's statutory obligation to
negotiate with the representatives of its police force em-
ployees, The generxal and over-all operations and functions
of the Town of Eastchester are better assured by the stead-
fastness asaociated with multiple year commitments, The
alternative is a hasty return to the negotiating scrimmage
line when the parties should be devoting their time and
energies to the needs of the Police Department rather than
retracking their efforts in the tedium of see-saw negotia-
tions assoclated with a one year agreement, It may, in this
reapect, be noted that a one year agieement. as the Union
demands, would mandate immediate negotiations for timely

consummation of an agreement effective for 1980,

A studied analysis of the record discloses the pres-
ence of factual nmaterial sufficient upon which to predicate

an agreement of two yeanrs commencing January 1, 1979,

It may also be noted that the Panel is endowed with
gtatutory authority to determine the period of an agreement
not to enceed two years from the termination date of any prev-

fous bargaining agreemsnt. (Civil Sexvice Law, Section 209.4
(vi) ).

Accordingly, based upon the entire record, and the



statutory authority above cited, it is the:

JUST AND REASONABLE DETERMINATION of the Panel
that the successor collective hargaining agreement betwcen
the parties be for a term of TWO ycare, commencing January

1, 1979, and ending December 31, 1980,

Ba The Ability To Pavs

The town acknowledges its financial stability and
its "limited ability to pay" within the settlement paramete-
ers comparable to those neqgotiated with the other town em-
ployees. (See Town's briefs page 1, Pebruary 8, 1930 and
page 2, March 31, 1980), 1In this reapect, the Town strasses
that having made no budgetary allocations for wage increases
for police force members for the fiscal years 1979 and 1980,
any wage increase for the two year period would impact upon
tho 1980 operational budget. 1In effect, the Town argues that
the taxpayers would be asked to fund a deficit if any in-
créase is granted for 1979 and 1980 beyond its proposed wage
increase offer. Moreover, any defilcit funding would affect
the 1981 bhudget or, alternatively, reguire the Town to issue
budgetary notes to meet the deficit, Thus, the total effect
of a wage Increase as demanded by the Union on hehalf of the
police force members iz to imposme upon the Town's taxpayers
a heavy burdén considexing, in addiﬁion. the tax rate increase

of 12% for fiszcal 1979,
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It should be noted that the force of the Town's
argument i{s that while it i{s in a poaition to grant soms
wage increase, it {8 not in a position to pay the wage in-
crease and the fringe benesfits as the Union demanda for one
year, It is, therecfore, fair to infer that to the extent
the Union's wage increase and fringe konefits are reduced
or withdrawn, the Town's financial ability to pay is propor-

tionately improved.,

It may also be noted that the Town's omission to
inciude a bhudgetary appropriation, based upon an estimated
increase for its police force employces, anticipates the
likelihood of a deficit for 1979 and 1580 in view of the
mandate of the Taylor Law requiring compulsory arbitration
binding upon Eastchester as a public employer. Thus, some
deficit is presumed or else the Town's argument is without
meaning, In short, the Town's omission to provide for any

wage adjustment presupposes the likelihood of a deficit.

An analysis of the record in its entirety per-
suasively demonstrates to the Panel that the Town does have
the ability to pay its bargaining unit members a reasonable
wage {ncrease heyond the increase it has offered. That it
may be somewhat Aifficult for the Town to meet such an obli-
gation is not minimized, However, what is at {ssue is not

the difficulty to pay which, in varying degrees, is a contem-



| porary characteristic common to all public employers., Rather,
the Panel's concern is with the statutory preseription which
xefers 6n1y to "abllity to pay”, 1l.e, the capacity of a pub-
lic employer to draw upon its constitutional resources to

meet its obligations., The statutory prescription being con-
trolling, it is the Panel’s judgment, in light of all of the
other factors hereilnafter set forth, that the Town of Lastches-
ter does have the ability to pay the wage increase as herein

determined by the Panel,

Within the context of the Town's ability to pay, the

Panel points to the following:

Since real property afforde the foremost base upon
which taxes are levied and revenue raised, the Panel's atten-
tion is drawn to a comparison of the Overall Real Property
Tax Rates for 1978 (the latest available data) as applied to
the overall full value range of taxes for each of the 47 juris-
dictiona of Westchester County. The tax rate for Eastchester
is 28.35 per thousand dollars of taxable property. Of the 47
jurisdictions only 2 have a lower range of full value taves
and 33 jurisdictions have a higher range. Thus, as compared
to other County jurisdictions, Eastchester i8 in a comparative
advantage to increase its real property tax rxate, The Town of
Eastchcater, as all other County juriedictiqnn, is not re~

strained by a property tax limit. Tax collections are good,



They exceed 99% for the years 197%, 1976, 1977 and 1978, and
the fine record of such collections is mentioned in the Town's
prospectus issued in the eale of i{ts notes and other securi.
ties, This indicates to the Panel that the Town's credit in
the securities warket is yood and thét no difficulty is fore
secadble in the Town'cs sale of securities for the purpose of

ralsing needed revenue in the near future,

The computation of Eastchester's re&l property tax
linit, based uvpon the five year period from 1974 through 197%,
shows that the Town has exhausted only 16,47% of its constitu.
tional capacity to tax the real property within {ts jurisdic-
tion. Lastchester's relatively modest indebtedneas attesats
to its sound financial condition. This is further supported
by the records of the’Stafo Comptroller and Lastchester demon-
strating that Eastchester has not incurred any deficit in the
five years from 1973 through 1978. Thus, no unusual fiseal
difficulty may reasonably be anticipated in the near future

bariing some unforseen contingency of major proportion,

The pPanel's attention is alego drawn to Eastchester's
surplus balances for the years 1973 threough 1978, inclusive,
ag compared to expenses for the same period. The result is
that Eastchester's balances over the six year period axe, ex-
cept for thu villages, higher than the other jurisdictions

{(townas and cities) in the County, indicating a greater degree



of flexibility by LCaastchester to manage its affairs, Some
portiona of the balances have, in different degrees, bheen

appropriated in subsequent annual budgets.

An analyain of the lown's budgetary appropriation
for the Police Department over the twe year period of 19278
and 1979 indicate an anticipated expense increase of only .%.
The increase for the police services provided for in the 1980
budget exceeds the 1979 budget by the umall amount of §8,925,
In contrast, the amount budgeted for other services for the
same period substantially exceed the amount hudgeted for pol-
ice services, Por example, the amount budgeted for the High-
way Department for the 1980 budget is §$1,088,809 which repre-
sents an increase of $167,780 over the amount allocated in the

1979 budget,

In sum, the evidence establishes the commendable
conclusion that the Town of Eastchester has managed its fis-
cal affairs showing surpluses, no deficits, in complete con-
trol of its management and operations, nowhere near the verge
of default, with no need of emergency measures or assistance
to extricate it from any financial distrees and, very signifi.

cantly, with its credit rating unimpaired,

Accordingly, based upon an znalysis of the evidence

in the-cntire record, it 4s the:

“JUST AKD REASONABLE DUTERMINATION of the kanel that



the Town of Eastcheater doces have the ahbility to pay {ts
police force bargaining unit members wage increases to-

gether with the other benefits herein determined,
! G creasesds

The Union denands a wage increase of 10% for the
year 1979. The Town's counter-proposal is for a freeze in
wages for the firat ycar of a contract in 1979 and a 3%

increase for the second year of a contract in 1930,

The Uniocn justifies ite demand bhased mainly oa the
riee in the cost of living, comparicone in wages with police
personnel in Westchester County, and an increase in the
gexrvices (productivity) required of its members by reascn
of the decreage in police personncl since 1974 with no com-
mensurate éecrease in the problems faced by the Town's police

fcrce, in addition to the Town's population increcasec,

The Town minimlzes the Union's thrust concerning
productivity pointing out that the difference {3 cnly two
patrolmen which is insufficient to establish an inference of
i{ncrcased productivity. The Union ecunters with the arguncnt
that any decrease in police personncel 18 hound to have moxc
of an impact on the workload of a small police forco..aa in
Eagtchester, than on a police force with greater nunbers,
Further, operating a polics force with smaller than usual

mumbers represents a savings to the Town., The Town counters
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with the argumenf that the reduction in the usual number of
the Eastchester police force is consistent with an efficiency

factor and not necessarily productivity,

While there i3 some significance to the Union‘'s
argument concerning the productivity factor, the Panel {s
amply persuaded that other factors « the coast of llving in.
crease and wage comparisons -~ are of f£ar greater significance

and importance,

The increased cost of living factor requires no ela-
boration being a recognized fact of life, In the period from
Decenber, 1978 to Lecember, 1979 -~ the period which would
cover the first‘year of a contract with Bastchester®s bargaine
ing unit members -- the C,P.I. for the lew York-Nogcrtheastern
New Jersey Area increased by 10.6%. It is this cost of living
increase for 1979 that the Union justifizs {its 10% denand ine
crease, It may be noted that the 10.5% CPI increase represents
the third largest December to December increaee since the end
of World wWar II and the second largesat increase in the 1970
decade., (Sze BLS, U.S. Departisent of Labor Release, Friday,

January 25, 1980, for the Middle atlantie Region).

Current reports anticipate a double digit incroease

in the CrY to the extcnt of 14% in 19c0,

wWhen coupling the double digit CPI increnses for the



years 1979 and 1950 with the increase in social secur ity
taxes required to be paid by employees in 1980, an erosion
in real wages for those years is {rrefutable. Por example,
the maximum annual Social Security tax for an employee $n
1979 was $1,403.77. Beginning in 1980 the increase has gone
up to $1,587.67. In 1979, the employca's tax rate was 6.13%
on the first §22,000 of income and in 1980, the same rate
will be levied on the first $25,900 of income., Employees

in lower wage brackets -- such as the Eastchester rolice -

will, nevertheless, pay the same 6,13% tax rate,

Other pertinent data concerning family budgets for
an urban family of four, show that the cost of a budget for
a family of four in 1978 was $21,587 in the New York-North-
eastern, lNew Jersey Arca. The figqure $21,587 refers‘to an
intermediate wage level which is either close to or slightly
above the wage levels of the Eastchester police, i.e, those
in the bargaining unit., The inference that may fairly be
drawn is that the Eastchester policemen and their families
do not find it comfortable in meeting the demands of a re-

quired budgat bagsed upon their present wage structure,

A comparison of wage structures of 39 juriadictions
in Westchester County, as of December, 1978 -- the expiration
of the rastchesater contract -- shows that Eastchester lagged
belyind 14 jurisdictions, was on a comparative level with 13

jurisdictions, and ahend of 12 jurfsdictions. Two of the



villages within the Town of Eastchentexr «. Tuckahoo and Bronxe
ville -- were above the Eastchester wage rage by at least

$600 as of December, 1978.

The Town urgas the Panel to consider only S Towns
as being closely comparable to Eastchester, Those Towns are:
Harrison, Mamaroneck, Osaining, Rye and Scarsdale. The Panel
is of the opinion that the circle of wages comparison should
not be that narraowly drawn but should include the County aam
a fair basis for comparison. In any event, even 12 the five
Towns urged by Eastchester should be given excluazive consid.
eration, the wage structures for those five towns show that
three of the five {(Mamaroneck, Scarsdale and Harrison) are
above Eastchester as of December, 1978. O0ssining and Rye are,
respectively, only $115 and 8§48 below Laatchester. Scarsdale,
Harrison and Mamaroneck are, respectively, above Eastchester
by the following amountss $256, $315 and 5660, Thus, even
the Towns submitted Ly Eastchester demonstrate that an upward

wage adjustment for the Castchestex police would bhe appropriate.

There is, of course, no magic formula for determining
wage or salary levals in the public or private sectors, Cer-
tainly, no single criterion cuan be relied upon for a conclusive
answer, PFaraons with equal intelligence and inteqrity‘might
well differ as to the applicability oxr weight to be given to
any one cxiterion. 7Tha Panel hans tgkgn all statutory criteria

into conaideration.
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Aacordinqgly, based upon an analysis of the evidence

in the entire record, it is thes

JUST AMDH REASOHABLE DETERMIMATION of the Panel that
the Town of Eastchester grant the followlng wage increases to
its police force employecs (ratrolmen) in the bargaining unit
for the pericds as follows:

i, A 7% wage increase over and above the wages
paild to bargaining unit members (Patrolmen) on Decenmber 31,
1978, for the period effcctivé and‘COﬂmencing January 1, 1979,
and ending Decemher 31, 1979, This peviod i3 to he the first

year of the successor agrecment,

2e An 8% wage increase over and alove the wages
paid to bargaining unit members (ratrolmen) on Decenber 21,
1879, for the period effective and cormencing January 1, 1920,

and ending December 31, 1930.

The Panel dirccts that such wage increases be paid

expeditiousnly,

For purposes of computaticn, it {s noted that the
annual wage of a Patrolman effective on'December 31, 1970 was
$18,394. An increase of 7% will bring the Patrolman's wxage,
effcotive January 1, 1979, up to $19,681. Purther, an increasa
of B%, effoctiva January 1, 1980, will bring a Patroiman's
anmial wage up to $21,25% for the‘necmnd vear of the contract

ending Decembaer 31, 1340,



The Panel notes that the annual wage for the Pat-
rolmen, as herein determined, are and will be on a compar-
able level with the firefightera, for the same period of
time, purauant to the collective agrecrent negotiated hotween
the Town Fire District of the Town 6f Castchester and the

Firefighters Unicn, (See Union's Exhibit R).

Da Parity with Sergcants:

The present contract provides that the salary rate
of a Sergeant shall be based upon é twelve (12%) percent 4if.
ferential above the salary rate for a top grade Patrolman,

The Union demands that the differential be increased to 15%,

The Pancl has compared the wage differentials in
other jurisdictions dcncérninq fergeants and Patrolmen, Thiz-
teen jurisdictions have a Blightly higher differcntialy twenty-
ona are belowy and three are the samc, Thus, on balance, the
wage differential between Sergeants and Patrolmen comparcs

faﬁorably.

Further, the Panel notes that any increase in the wage
differential between Sergeants and Patrolmen gencrates propore
tionate increases in other benefits such as, for exanmple, overs
tine and contributions to the Pension Fund which then increacss
the Town's liability. The Pancl ie zleoc of the view that the

wage increase granted herein leaves little margin for any other
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increase in benefits, Increasing the differential, in any
measure, would, in the Panel‘'s judgment impose upon the Town
of Eastchester a burden not justified under all of the exiate

ing circunmstances, -

Accordingly, based upon an analysis of the evidence

in the entire record, it is the:

JUST AND REASONABLE DETLRMINATION of the Panel that
the existing differential between Sergcants and Patrolinen is
adequate; therefore, the Union's demand for an increass in

the wage differential between Sergeant and Patrolman is DINIED,

Es Clothing Allownnce:

The present contract provides for a uniform allow-
ance of $200 per year for each bargaining unit menmber, The
Union demands that the uniform allowance be increased from
$200 to $300 per yeer per unit member. The Town's counter-

proposal is 5250,

Trhe Panel has analyzed thc cvidence with respect to
this demand and finds that of all the jurisdictions in Vente
chester County, only nine pay above the uniform allowance re-
ceived by Psstchester's police bargaining unit meombers., Five
jurisdictiona pay the same amount aé Lastchester and all others

furnish uniforms to theix police force members,
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Under all of the circumatances, the Panel's judg-
ment 18 that the offer made by the Town of Eastchaster is

just and reasonable.

Accordingly, based upon un analysis of the evidence

in the entire reccord, it is the:

JUST AND REASONABLE DETERMINATION of the Panel that
the Uniform Allowance to the membzrs of the bargaining unit
be increased from $200 to $250 for each of the contract years

in 1979 and 1980,

F. Vacations:

The present contract provides 20 working days vaca-
tion for ratrolmen and 23 working days for Sergeanta, The
Union demands that vacation be increased to 25 working days

for both Patrolmen and Sergeants.

The Pznel has analyzed the vacation benefit granted
to police force members of other jurisdictions in Westchester
County and finds that in 12 jurisdictions at least 6 years
sexvice is required hefore 20 days vacation is granted and
in remaining jurisdictions the point at which 25 days vaca-
tion is granted is at the eleventh ycar of service, The Last-
chester policeman is granted his vacation bhenefit after gpe

year of gervice,

On a conparative basis with other jurisdictions, and



considering other benefits granted to the bargaining unit
members all of which reprousent an expense to Lastchester,
including the monctary incroases granted by this determina-

tion, the Panel views the existing vacation benefit as ade-

quate N

Accordinaly, based@ upon an analysis of the evidence

in the entire record, it is the;

JUST AND REASONABLE DETERMINATION of the Panel that
the existing vacation benefit is adequate; therefore, the

Union's demand for an increase in the vacation benefit is

DENIED,

The existing contract provides for three personal
leave days with pay provided that such "personal leave day
need not be granted when such leave day would reduce the pate
rol tour" to less than a particular number of patrolmen during
certain times of the day and weekend, The Union demands that
the number of personal leave days be increased from 3 to 5
days since thelr aschedulaes, becavse of the reduced work force,
virtually erode thelr three personal leave days allowance,
According to the Unlon, two days added to the three would rease
onably assure patrolmen and sergeants of the intended benefit

of three peraonal days with pay. The Town claims that since

~ 20 -



only an average of two days was taken by the policemen in

1979 there is no need for three days leave with pay.

The Panel has compared the personal leave days
granted to the Castchester police with the same bhenefit
granted to police in other jurisdictions within the County.
Eleven jurisdictions grant the same personal leave benefity
three grant less personal leave daysy; and eight grant none,
Except as hereinafter pointed out, the intended three per=-
sonal leave days with pay would, on balance, be adequate,
The problem, however, is that the personal leave day benefit,
granted in one breath, is subject to divestiturxe in another.
The exiating number of police personncl available for tour
duty does not appear to be sufficient to render meaningful
the personal leave day with pay so that the benefit is per-

petually diminished in part,

It {8 the Panel's judgment that the Union's demand
be granted to the extent of assuring threce days pay in the cvent
that duty requires that bhargaining unit members forsake one or
more of the three days. To the extent that the Union demands an

increase to five personal days, the zame 1is denied.

Accordingly, bascd upon an analysis of the evidence

in the ontire record, it 1is the:

JUST AND RZASCNABLE DUETERMINATION of the Panel that



the membera of the bargaining unit be, and they hereby arce,
GRANTED threw personal leave days with pay subject to the
contractual provisions regarding duty obligations, and that
in the event that any unit member 43 regquired to relinquish
any ons of the three personal leave days by reason of duty
priority, such menber shall, nevertheless, be paid for such
leave day at the reqular day pay rate. In all other respects,
the Union’s demand to increase the personal leave days from

three to five is DENILD,

| Life In aurargg_g

The Union demands that the existing life insurunce
limit of §5,000 for each bargaining unit member be incrcased
to $20,000.

It is the Panel's view, after comparing benefits
with other jurisdictions in the County, and by reason of the
benefits granted in this determination, that this benefit not

be granted,

Accordingly, based upon an analysis of the ¢vidence

in the entire record, it is the;

JUST AND REASONABLE DE’RERMINATION of the Panel that
the existing contract provision for life insurance is adequatc
and that the dorand for an increase in life insurance benefits

be, and the sams hercby is, DENIED,
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X. Fosnitalization IInon Retirement:

The Union demands that the Town pay full premiume
for hospitalization upon & member‘'s retirement. Undexr the
present contract, the Town pays GO% of ap cmploycc's hoaonit.
alization coverage upon retirement and 40% of the erployce’s

family hoopitzlization coveraqe until tha age of 55.

‘The Pancl has compared the hoapitalization coverw~
age granted py other jurisdictions in the County %o msmocexs
of thelr police force. lMiost of the other jurisdictions do

grant greater coverage, l.e., full covorage,

Houcver, under all of the circumstances, based upou
an arnalysis of thc bhenefits now granted Lo the Eastchester
police force bargaining unit memkers, and the bencefits grantcd
by this determination, it is the Pancl'’a view that any change
in the existing hoapital coverage is not called for at this

time.

Accordingly, buased upon an analyasis of the evidenee

in the entire record, it is the:

JUST AND REASONABLE DETLRMIMATION of the Pancl that
the existing contract provision for hosplial coverage 1is ade-
quate at this tine and that the Union’s dcwmand for incroeosad

coverage be, and the same hereby is, DLNILD,

ay
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The Town opposes the Union’s demand for an agency

shop.

The Panel has conasidexed the respective contentions
of both sides and concludes that it ia failr and equitable to
grant the Union the agency shop., The same is authorized by
statute (Section 208,3({b), Civil Sexrvice Law). The Panel
refers the partiesto the cited section in anticipation of
drafting an appropriate agency shop provision. The said pro-

vision is to bhe effective commencing May 1, 1960,

Accordingly, it is the JUST A!D REASONABLL DETER-
MINATION of the Panel that the Union ke, and hereby i3,
granted an agency shop provision, effective HMay 1, 1580,

to be included in the collective bargaining agreement,

The matters herein determined by the Panel relate
only to those matters in dispute, the other matters having
been withdrawn by the partics during the hearing ox settled

by them directly.

In rendering the determinations herein, the Panel
has weighed the fiscal problems of the Town of Eastchester
with the servicea rendered by members of the bargaiﬁing unit
and has concluded that the Town does have available the resie

duxl tax abllity and other fiscal weasures to meet the wage



increases herein granted as well ar the other benefitsy that
while the Eastchester police force may certainly be asked to
share iﬁ considering the fiscal posture of Eastchester, they
cannot reasonably be expected to bear the full burden of such
fiscal problems and that it would be inequitable to feilist that
burden solely upon members of the police forcep and that it {is
in the interest of the tastchester taxpayers, and the Easte
chester police force, that their Town have an efficient and

well organized police force whoee compensation be fair and

equitable,

Dated: April 15, 1930,
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Philip J. KUYEo,’ 77
Chailrnan

Concuyss

Arthury Duvellene,
Unirn HMember

Disvents:
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Laurcpoe nalkstoin,
kmwuloyer Mowrbor
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COUNTY OF NUW YORK

On this 15th day of april, 1980, before me personally
appeared PHILIP J, RUFFO, to me known and known to me to be the
Chairman of the Pancl who executed the foregoing Determination,

and he duly acknowledged to me that he exeguted the sane,

N

Noybhry Pfublic [/ //

BENJAMIN JAFFE
Notary Pub'ic. State of New York
No. 41-7065900 - Qucens County
Term Expires March 30, 1582

STATL OF NLW YORK )
) 55:
COUNTY OF WESTCIIUOTER )
On this cday of April, 1980, before me personally

appeared ARTHUR REVELLESE, to me known and known to me to be
the Union Member of the Panel who executed the foregoing Detov-
mination, and he duly acknowledged to me that he exccuted the

gane

- -

Notaxy rublic



STATE OF NEW YORK )
) 8G:

COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER )

On this day of april, 1980, hefore me person.
ally appeared LAURANCE KALKSTEIN, td me known and known to me
to be the Empioyer Member of the Panel who executed the fore~
going Determination, and he duly acknowledged to m= that he

executed the aanme,

Notary Public
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