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RACKcnn IN]) 

TIle Vi 11<If:e of Tuckahoe (herein:! fter the "vi ll;lr,e") nnd the 

Police Orr,anization of Tuckahoe (hereinafter the "org:mization"), bef~an 

ner.otiations prior to the expiration of their current agreement which '."as In effect 

until fItly 1979. lhe parties held several, negotiatinr, session, hut were 

not able to reach agreement. 

On October 12, 1979, the Organization requested that the Public 

Employment Relations Board refer the impasse existing between the parties 

to a comnulsory interest public arbitration panel. In their petition, the 

organization set forth twenty two contract proposals. The Village responded 

on December 31, 1979 and set forth fourteen cOlmter-proposa]s. 

Pursuant to the provisions of the Civil Service Law, Section 

209.4, Harold Newman, 01ainnan of the Public' Employment Relations Board, 

designated the followinr. individuals on January 2, 1980 to serve as a 

Public Arbitration Panel in this proceeding: 

TIobert T. Sinune1kjaer, Public Panel M2mber and 01aiI11lan 
Russell ~1itchell, Employer Panel ~bmber 

.John P. Henry, Employee Panel H:~mber 

The Panel was charp,ed by Section 209.4 to heed the following 

statutory r,uidclines: 

(v) the public :ubi tration p:mel shall make a
 
iust anel reasonable determination of the ffi.1.tters
 
in dispute. Tn l1rrlvin~ at s\lch determination,
 
the pane] sha11 specify the basis for its finJinr.s,
 
taldnr. illto con~.i.d('r(lt:i(ln, in addition to any other
 
relevant f:lctors, t.he followinp,:
 

a. cOllTpari~;on 0 f the \"'(l.l~es, hours an(1 
conditions of employment of the cmployees 
invol vetI in the arhi t rat i nil procec(ling 
with the ""apes. hOltrS, ;md conditions of 
cnq)loyment of otht'l' employees performin~ 

s i T'l i 1ar ~,(' rv i c ('~; 0 r r C((II i rill f~ s i III i 1:11' 

skins tlndeY' similar \'lorkinr~ conditions 
.lIl(1 'vith other ('Illploycc:. l'.<'IH'r:llly in 
puhl ic and priv;lu; {'mployllll'llt in cOlllp;lral>lc 
COl1l1l1l1lli tics. 
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b. the interests alld welfare of the puhlic 
and the financial ability of the public em­
ployer to pay; 

c. comparison of pecul i ari ties in rer.anl to 
other trades or professions, incJudinr. spec-
i ficall y, (l) hazards of employment; (2) phy­
sicnl Ql131ifications; (~) edllGltional fjtI:1lifi­
cations; (11) mental qualifications; (5) job 
trainin~~ and skills; 

d. the terms of collective agreements nego­
tiated bet\1cen the parties in the past provid­
ing for compens:1tioJl and fringe benefits, 
includin~, bllt not lirnted to, the provisions 
for salary, insurance anel retinnent benefits, 
medical and hospit:lUzation benefits, paid 
time off and job security. 

TIle Village maintains a fully paid police department. lbe 

bargaining unit is composed of approximately 22 members consisting of 

patrolmen, sergeants, and lieutenants. TIle most recent agreement, re­

suIting from an interest Arbitration Award, eA~ircd on ~hy 30, 1979. 
\ 

PRC\.j:DURES 

The Panel conducted its hearin~s 1n Tuckahoe, Ncw York from 

February 19RO to April 1980. The Employcr anel the Employec Organization 

were present and they were afforded full opportunity during these hearings 

to present evidence, 'vitnesses, and argument in support of thcir respective 

positions. 

TIle Public Arbitration Panel accepted into evidence forty-two (t12) 

exhibits from the TPO antI five (5) exhibits from the village. At the 

conclusion of the testimony on ~hrch 18th, the Panel gave both 'Parties 

leave to suhmit post-hearing hriefs by f\hrch ~l, 19~O. 'nlCSC briefs, 

cxhibi ts, and extensive testimony aIlll doclll11cnLnion constitute the entire 

recant of tIl(' ins tant proceC\l i JIg. At the cominencemcnt. 0 r the heari nr, the 

p;lrt.ie~; stipll1:ltc,l :llHl arrccd to "':live :III ~~tellor~raphic transcription of 
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thc rroceedinl~s :tnd fllrther agreed to be bOIIll(l by the "notes taken by pil/1el 

memhers and the exhibits :tccertell into evidence." 

111e partics al~reed to ITPltllally resolve several contract issllcs 

dllrin1~ the course 0 f thc hear j np.s wi thout thc invo1vernent 0 f the Pane1.. 

111cse issucs referred to various safcty items containcd in TPO proposal 

HJR. 

After thc c1osinr; of the hearing, the Panel met in several 

executive sessions in Tuckahoe and deliberated on each of the remaining 

issues, whidl were all the issues presented to it in either the Petition 

for compulsory Interest Arbitration filed by the Employee Organization 

or in the contract modifications sought by the Village. The results of 

these deliberations are contained in the accompanying A'vard issued by the 

Panel. TIle P;:mel was able to reach unanimous agreement on all but one 

issue it lVas charged to arbitrate. TIle Chairman lVould like to corrnnend 

both of these gentlemen for the diligent and professional manner in which 

they fulfilled their responsibilities. 

In reaching our conclusions, the Panel has been bOW1d by the 

.standards ma.ndated by Section 209.4 (c) (v) of the Taylor Law with 

particular emphasis given to comparison of wages, hours, and conditions 

of employment, ability to pay, overall costs and the C.P.I. 



OPINION ArJII AI'IAP!) 

fl.. Tcnn	 of Contract 

We ~l\.,ranl	 a tl.,rO year ar:rccmcnt to cOlluncnce on .June 1, 1979, and 

to cxpi rc	 Oil ~~IY ~l, 19H1. 

B.	 Salaries 

The expired aprccmcnt providcs for the following salaries for 

unit memhers: 

Patrolman Gr:lde I $19,on
 
Detective Patrolman ~20, 1n
 
Serp,cant ~2l,295
 
Detective Scr,l:cant S22,~9S
 
Lieutenant 525,500
 

Arf!1IDlcnts	 of the PClrties 

The TPO request~l an across the board increase of 15% in base 

pay for a two-year duration. J\ccordinp, to the 11)0, an award of l5~ is 

necessary to ffi!intain the Vi11ap,e of Tuckahoe in its existing status in 

comparison to other Westchester corrommities. Cotmsel for the TPO argued 

that a 15% ""age increase,...as not exorbitant \"hen the average aruma1 increilse 

of 6.Sc:, in salaries for 1Vestchester villages \Vas vie'oJed in relation to 

the policeffi"ln's joh responsibilities (TPO ff15). 111C 11)0 also cited 

the November 19n to November 1979 increase of 10.2% in the cpr as added 

justification for their \oJage demand. (TPO #9). 

r:cl\'lanl .J. FelIDell, a lrn.micipal finance consultant, \Vas called 

as a witness by the "11'0. FenneH testified that his rev ieH of the Village's 

financial documents revealed th:1t '1\Jck~1hoe is an economically stable 

conurn.mity ahle to pay the lTO's salary demands. Among the datil citell by 

Fennell Has a BAOo taxillp, capilcity aVililablc to the Vill~lr,C, n )I1.S~i 

deht (IS a	 pcrccnta~~e of the constitution:ll debt 1imi t, and an increase 1 n 

the estim:ltcl) expenditures of 7.<'~ in the Police I'cr~;o!l;\l Service ACCOllllt 

for the l~}7~)·SO hlldp.et period. Althotlp,h he t.estified that operiltin,l~ 
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bal;mcc5 or thc vilL11'.C have been dcclininl~, he rn.'1intaincd that this 

phenomemon W;lS a COllUIK>O trend observe,l in most municipali tics. In 

sUllUnation, Fcrmell tcsti ried that the vil1as~e has a history of stable 

financial arfairs, has anticipated the r,rowth in certain expenses, and 

lws en.~aged in conserrative fiscal manal~ement, ii1Clllding contingency funding 

(TPO" 7). Additional testimony was prescrited by the 11)0 to show that: 

TIle averar.e police salary increases provided by the Town of Westchester 

from January 1.1979 to December 21,1979 and from June 1,1979 to r-hy :n ,1980 

was 6.5%. (TrO Exhibits # 15,#16) 

Finally, the TT'O maintained that Westchester County lags behind 

Nassau and Suffolk counties in the salaries paid police officers despite the 

fact their jobs are virtually identical. 

TIle Town, in tum, offered and argued in favor of a 5% salary 

incrcase effective June 1.1979 plus an additional 6% increasc effective 

June 1,19RO. These increases would bring the salary of a first grllde patrol­

man to $19,964 effective June 1,1979 and to $21,162 as of June 1,1980. 

111cse increases, according to the village ""ould be "fair compensation for 

its police officers in comparison to other lVestchester comrrn..mities which 

enj oy more r,rowth and affluence ". To buttress its salary arguments the 

village cited the foUoHing special circumstances. 

a) a projected decline in its population from 6,236 ln 1970 

to 5900 in 1985. 

b) the 10h' median income of 1hckahoe (20th out of 21) in 

comparison to other vi 11 ages in Wes tches ter ('"Quilty. 

c)	 the lack of growth in the tax roll-- an absolute decline 

from 1978 to 1979, coupled wi th a correspondin,l~ rise in 

the tax rate. "Acconlin,~ to TIlO Exhibit II 6, '1llckahoe Tax 



payers pay the lHth highest overall full value tax rate of 

the It 7 nunici pa1j ties lis teo. 

d) a growing percental:e of older persons who wi 11 resist 

property tax increases. 

TIle vi 11 age further arl~ed that its proposed wage increases, with 

or wi thout lon}'.evl ty, would place Tuckahoe thinl hil~hest in the County. In 

addition, the vill are maintained that over a five year period (1975-80), the 

wage history of a 1st grade patrolman would exceed the risc in the cpr by 57.8% 

to %52.2~. 

With respect to the village's ability to pay, h'itness Donald 

Bonforte, Treasurer testifietl that portions of the projectetl surplus would 

be returnetl to the tax payers as tax reductions, that wi tness fennell's 

estimation of state and was overstated by $3,000 , and that total revenues 

were over-estimated by $18,000. Ikmforte also testifietl that the village 

would probably lose some tax rate claims Hhich \'Jould further reduce revenues. 

~breover, the Hitness arr,ued that anticipated legislation requiring higher 

tax limits on COITUncrcial and rcsillential property Hould erode the vi.llage' s 

shrinking tax hase. On cross- examination I1onforte acknowledge that a signi­

ticant savings accrued to the district from the lower pension costs of police 
I 

officers on tiers one and tHO. 

Finally, the village asked that salary adjustments for other unionized 

villap,e employees he considered. 

tWJard 

111C Villaf~e docs not argile in:tbility to pay; rather its says that 

its ahil i ty to fund increase~; over the two year contract term is lill1i ted by, 

~~.!~.r ~li~~. a llec1iniIW' f~rO\vth jll the tax base, decreasing population, :tnll a 

ste:tc1ily incceasing tax rate el:. 7~, frol1l El7~;-79). 'I1lc other mitigating 
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factor prescntclI by the vilJal~e is that Ulcrcases of the 1n;II~nitudc propos<:d· 

by the TPO are not n:quin:(l to maintain comp:lrabilit)' nnd equity in 

Westchcster County. 

We twve carefully considered the positions, testimony and aT1~llmcnts 

of the parties in light of the statutory criteria for dctenninations by the 

panel, with particular emrhasis on "comp;lrisol1 of wages and conditions of 

employment of Tuckahoe police officers with those of "other employees per­

forming similar services", on the "financial ability of the puhlic employer 

to pay", and on"the intcrests and welfare of the public". 

Based on the relatively favorable salary position of the Tuckahoe 

police, the intervening increases in the cost of living, salary increases 

in comparable connnunities and the limited ability of the village to pay, we 

Award as follO\..s: 

1)	 Effective June 1, 1979, the salary sdledule for the bargaininp, 

unit 5ha11 be retroactively increased by 6.4% on each step. 

2)	 Effective June 1, 1980, the salary schedule shall be increased 

by 6.9% on each step. 

C.	 l.onp.evi ty 

Present Provisions 

'The expired contract TJrovides for the fo11owinp, longevity 

increments: 

after 5 years $500 

after 10 years $700 

after 15 years $900 

'111e TPO requestc'tl an Illcrcase lJ1 1.onp,evi ty p;J)'lllcnts as follo"'s: 

after 5 years $600 

after 10 years $800 

after 1.5 years $1000 
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In support of this dClllarK}, the TPO prcscnted evidcncc to show 

that longevity payments in Tuckahoe were not kecping pace with those In 

other Towns antI Vill~[:es in Westchcster County. 'lhc 'IT)O accurately In­

(heated that the bst ~rl>itrati.on award significantly reduced 10n[~evity 

payment for employces hired after June 1,197fl as fo11o\'ls: 1) 5 years,$900; 

2) 15 years, $700; and 20 years, $900. According to the 11)0, most 

employees receive a substantial increase in salary as a quid ['1'0 quo 

for taking a percentage based longevity paymr.::nts out of the contract. 

'DIe Village, on the other hand, m:li ntains that it "bought a 

switch from longevity expresscJ in percelltages .... and should not be 

made to pay for this change twice". '111e Village views the Tro's 

dCITkLnd as an effort to recoup via salary and incrcased 10ngcvity '~lat 

it traded off durin,g thc prior arbitration, p3.radoxically, the Village 

olrrently argues that dollar longevity is pushing salaries up whereas, 

during the prior negotiations, it argued that percentage longevity 

was hoI ding salaries dm'ffi. 

Award 

Based upon the salary increase previously awarded, Tuckahoe I s 

favorable position for longevity payments, vis a vis/other jurisdictions 

and the lack of persuasive arguments by either side, for changing a 

recently 'J\",anled alteration in the longevity provision, the p~me1 unanimously 

AI."ards that no chan{~es be made in the existing provision. 



9.
 

..J\r~lIll\ellts or the Part ies 

The TPO dernanJs that the village.. nssume the full cost of a dental 

plan and pay thc prcmin1Jm~; for $20,000 of term life insurance for each 

employee. TIle 'f'ri-C.oI1Tlty Dcntnl \']an, which is the only pl<1n nvailablc, 

would cost the villar.e $IRO per man for total coverage. 

111e villa,~e's position, in essence, is that the dental plan pro­

posed by the TPO has not been sufficiently defined to protect the village's 

financial interest; and, more importantly, the TPO should pay for their own 

dental coverage and life insurance from their "advantageous s<1lary position". 

Nith respect to life insurance, the village for their maintains that tmder 

the retirement plan, the emrloyees already have a provision for a $20,000 

death benefit. 

A review of the Town anel villages on Westchester County indicates 

that only three jurisdictions of thirty-nine listed in TPO (Exhibit #17), 

excluding Tuckahoe; do not provide some level of dental or welfare plan 

coverage for its employees. In the Panel's judgment a reasonable adjust­

rnent in these benefits seemed reasonable and equitable. Cognizant of the 

cost factor involved in adding an economic benefit and the total cost of 

other Awards, the Panel unanimously a~eed to Award new language as foIl ows: 

Effective JWle 1,1980, employees sh<111 contribute the balance 

beuveen the villap,e share and the Welfare/l~ntal Plan ultimately selected. 

1110 village shall assume the partial cost of a Dental Plan and Welfare 

bencfit limited to $1(10.00 per employec, cxcept that during the probationary 

periOtl the vi11ar.e shall not contrihutc. 

E.	 Detectivc's llirrercntial 

Present Provi~;ions 

Section ~, J\rticle JV provides th;lt $llOO above the Patrolmcn's 

saJaric~; for p.ltro]lIIen Dctcctive awl $IWO above Serp,cant's salaries for 
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Det.ective Scrr,e:ll1t he paid. 

An'luTlcnt:; of the Parties-..-.-':.-----------­

1he TPO proposes that the existin1~ differential of $1100 be increased 

11lC TPO proposal would constitute a fifty percent increase In 

the current compensation. 11lC TPO arp,ued that since the detective's 

di ffcrcntia 1 h:ld not been increase since 1975, while the base pay of patrol­

men had increased over the same period, the relative value of the detective's 

differential had proportionately declined. The TPO further argued that 

the specialized nature of the detectives responsibilities, the additiOI\al 

qual i fiC:ltions, the lack of job security, and the overtime service for ex­

tende(l investigatioIls, justified the demand for an increase in the 

differential. 

Witness Henry IV. Norman, O1icf of Police, testified that the 

detective's differential covered the extra time work and inconvenience of 

the dctectivcs assignment. IIe further testified that the overtime pro­

vision only beca.me applicablc after the detective's invcstir,ation cx­

ceeded three hours. TI1C chief maintained that this interpretation of 

the overtime provision and the detective's differential \Vas a "P:lst practice". 

TIle relevant overtime provision is set forth in Article V, Section 1 as 

follows: 

CNertimc shall be 'Paid for at strairht compensatory 
time for the first hour :lnd at the rate of time 
amI one-hal f for a] 1 additional hours on the daily 
and weekly tours. including detectives. 

Award 

A majori ty of the ]land (DlIpJoycr t'bnber J)i~;sentinr.), Alvards tll;1 t 

the current contract exprc;.sly entitles detectives to ovcrtime; therefore 

we sce no necJ to chan):e the exi:~tinr. differential provi51oJ15. h'e also 
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concluded tha t the <..Ii Uerential COI!lpCnSa tion re flects the job responsibi Ii tics 

of detectives. independent of overtime work that job responsibility might 

entail. We further conclude that two of the pre-conditions [or finding 

a past practice, namely, a) strong proof as to its existence and 2) 

nnltuall ty 0 f agreclIIcn t, have not been met. 

TIle Dissenting Employer ~bmbcr of the Pancl contcnds that the 

past practice has existed over twenty years <lnd consequently the language 

of Article V, Section 1 has been rendered null and void. 

F. Agency Shop 

No arguments were provided by the parties, pro or con, on tJ)is 

issue, therefore, the Panel did not consider the issue. 

G. Overtime Pay 

J~esent Provisions 

Article V, Section 2 provides that "Court Hearing or other like 

appearances outside regular scheduled work shall be paid for a full day back 

of compensatory pay. 

Argumcnts of Parties 

The TPO proposed alteration to the existing overtime computation 

structure including the payment of overtime for attendance at disciplinary 

proceedings after finding of not guilty. It also proposed the following: 

D. Overtime Administration: l11e first fifteen minutes of overtime work 
to he paid as compensatory tiTl1~, and ~,llbseqllcllt overtime work is to be pajJ 
nt time and on(~-h:ll f. Any memher ordered to n~port for parade, inspection 
or other like event dllrin~ his off-dllt)' hOllr~; is to he compensated for hi~; 

time at timc and ollc-half. 

tu~ard 

Upon :1 rcview of all thc facts, the Panel unanimously concludcs 

that the P:1~;t pr:I(:Ucc \Vi th re~,pcct to overtime compcnsation for rltteIH]aI1CC 

nt discip] In:lry hC:Jrinr.s pnlvidcs :1n insufficient basi~; for ch;1nl~ing this 
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provision. 'l1lC Panel further finds that the paucity of disciplinary 

actions 1n the Village coupled with the terse arRumentation on the issue, 

support an Ah'anl of No Change in the overtime provisions. lhe Panel also 

concluded that the overtime administration provision remain unchan$~cd. 

H.	 Othcr Issucs Presentcd by the TPO.
 

NV'anl
 

11lC safety items issue, as previously stated, was resolved
 

administrativcly to the mutual satisfaction of the parties, therefore,
 

they were not addressed by the Panel. The Panel incorporates by re­

ference the ~Ltrch 21, 1980 letter from Chief Norman to Conrrnissioner 

Hitdlcll indicating the steps taken regarding Security and Safety 

measures. 

Similarly, no evidence Has suhmittcJ on the out of v.rade pay 

issues; therefore, the Panel rema.nds this matter to the parties for 

further negotiation. 

I. Vill(l~e Issuc # 5, Iloliday Schedule 

Present Provisions 

ARTICLES VI 

IJOLIDAYS 

Section 1: ll1Cre shall he tHelve· (12) holidays each year whether 
worked or not ~lIld any othcr holid~Y5 h'hich m;lY be provided other Village 
employees. 1'';0 (2) days shall be paid in cash; ten (10) days shall be 
compensatory time. 

Section 2: rmplo)'ccs Hho Hork on a holiday sha11 be paid timc 
find onC'-helf for \\'orkiJH~, plus the holiclily pav ahovc. 111cre shall he six 
((I) such days. These (bys :lrc Fourth of .lIlly. (J1ristm:1s, '111:1llks$~ivifll~, 
E..'lster, Nc\V' Year IS, J.~bor Day. 
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11lC holidays arc as follows: 

New Year's llay C.oo<l Friday 
Lincoln's Birthday I.lhor J);ty 

\V:Jshill~~loll's Birthday Veteran's J);IY 
Easter C,o 1wf,bu s Tny 
FOllrlh of .luI y Electi all Day 
l11anksrivi nr Olristrnas 

Section:-S: Veteran's \'Jorkin~ on Memorial Day or Veteran's Day 
shall be r.r::Jnted compensatory timc off for having worked on either one 
Or both of these days. 

Section 4: Time off :l~:linst the two (2) raid holidays pllrsu:lnt 
to Section 1 s!J;Jll be penni tted by nnltual agrcement with the Chief of 
Police. Permission ,\'ill not unrcasoriab1y be denied. 

TIle Village has taken the position that two (2) Veteran's days 

be eliminated from the holiday schedule. According to the Village, 

"Since section 63 of the Public Officer Lmv requires that veteran's have ~rernoria1 

Day mId Veteran'S Day as holidays and since Tuckahoe already p~ovides Veteran's 

Day as one of its twelve basic holidays. there is no need to give two additional 

holidays (for a sum of Fourteen) - but only one. In short, the Village 

argues that Tuckahoe currently provides more than is required by section 63 

and therefore the contract could be amended Hithout violating the law. 

Finally, the Village maintained that the proposed reduction \vou1d bring the police 

unit in line \Vith other Tuckahoe employees. 

A cursory review of holiday schedules in other jurisdictions 

indicated the following: Budlanan ,14; Portchester 13; and Larchmont, 19. 

TIle Panel conc1ulled that insufficient evidence \Vas presented in accordance 

with the statutory criteria of comparability etc. to persuade the Panel 

that n reduction in the holiday schedule \Vas warranted. For rellllct ion of 

a long stallClinr belleD t. the P:me] bel ievell compclling need should be 

shmm. Given this context. the Panel unanimously ar,reed to i\wanl no 

change in the present holiday schedule. 
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d. Jll11ca t i on EeJl(~ f i t5 

Prescnt Provision 

Art. ic1C XV , School All mJ:lnccs 

Section 1: Orlc-}wlf p.1id tuition for:111 Clccrcditcd schools shall 
liC--p;il(Jllfovidc<l Cl C ;lVCr:1l',C is m~ i nt:1i ned dllrinl~ the COllrse work. 
In the event the officer resirtlS, prior to the expiration of t\'/0(2) 
ye;lrs foUowin,l: r,T;ltluation, p;licl tuition shall be refunded to the 
Vi] Jar-c. 

Vi 11 ape Posj ti on: l11c Vilbr,e proposed the elimination of the above 
crallsc-.-----­

Award 

TIle Panel unanimously (3-0) Awards that Article XV be changed 

to read "one-hJJf paid tuition for all accredited courses in police science 

and/or criminal justice ..•• " 

K. Sick Leave 

Present Provision 

Article IX provides that sick leave shall be unlimited. 

Villar-e Position: TIle Vi1Ja~e proposes that sick lcave be reduced 
to twelve (12TcTays per year. The VilJar-e argllCS that such a reduction 
would address 3n abusc of sick leave problcm and alleviate a compen­
satory time off back log. 

Award 

TIle Panel concludes that there is no evidence to support the 

Village's nllegationof sick leave abuse. 111e Panel also maintains that 

the VilJ ::Jgc should fj rst cxhaust its internal remedies prior to requesting 

a reducti on in the sick leave provision. Acconlingly ,it is A\varded that 

no ch:1llr~c he ffi1tle jn Article IX. 

Present Provision 

Article XI Arti de XI 

Section 1: An ('Illp1o)'('c lTcc~lvlnr. a trll~;tce cit:1tion shall receIve 1\-,0(7) 
u;ly:,-C}frHith p;ly. 
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Vi~!-:Ir.e ~-32itioll: l1lis clause should be deletcd from thc contract. 

I\\vanl 

111e \'anel unanimously flMan1etl that this clause should be 

deleted because the benefit docs not appear in any comparable contract 

and its presence mir.ht tend to hintler the issuance of meritoriolls citations. 

1-1. Pension 

Prescnt Provision 

Article XVI
'-----­

Section 1 : l11e Village ,.. ill provide the twenty-year one-half . 
pay, fUlll)f paid pension. 

Section 2: Retirement shall be based on the final year average salary. 

Section ~: 11le Villar-e shall pemit the payment for retirement 
servlcetor 1~0r1d. War II credit. 

Village Position: 111is languar,e should be T1k'lde consistent with the 
st£futory rcti"i:C1TIcnt system by reflecting the fact that there is a 
tier system. 

After revicwinr, the {:Jcts, the Panel finds that Ticr #3, only 

applies to the New York State Employees H.etiremcnt System - not to Police 

and Fire employees. TIlis pension lmv requires that employees must retire 

at sixty years of ar,e. TIle Panel Awards tl13t no changes be made in the 

pension provision. 

N. l~e] fare Bene fj t5 

Present Provision 
-fi.iffC1cXTr-­

Section 1 : 11w Villapc shall continuc to pay the full-costs of the 

present state-wille t-bljcal P];1I1 , antI such P;IYlllcnt~~ shall be continllcu for 

rctired ('llIp] o)'cc~; . 

Vill:l)'.e Position: '11It~ clllployee~; sholl],l aS~;II111C the cost of this welfare 
bl.~)\(,riT'-:l-{i ~~:-;~~l irelllcll t . 



lh. 

Awanl 

111e P:lJlcl finds no hasis to ch;lnp,c the provisions of Article 

XII. 'nlercfore, the Panel Awards t}wt JlO chanr,e be made. 

Present Provision 

Article IX 

Section 1: Employees shall receivc two(2) days personal leave in 
tl1CTirstyear of service and three (~) days leave a ftcr one year
 
of service,
 

Village P05i tion: Personal days should be reduced by oncO) day.
 

Al.,rard 

The Panel unanimously A\oJards that SInce the Tuckahoe personal 

leave provision is comparable to othcr jurisdictions and no JJersuasive 

argwnents Hcre presentcd to thc Poncl supportinr. 0 change, no change be 

rna.de in the current personal leave allocation. 

P. Bereavement J~ave 

Present Provision 

Section 1: TI1C Vi 1bre sha11 grant employees four (tl) \\'orkin,p' days 
off, with pay, \...henever a death occurs in the immediate family; and 
t,.,ro (2) (bys off, \\'i th pay, \'Jhenever an in-law shall die, 

Vi] lape Position:
([aY5·.'-·--.--.------­

'l1lis provision shoulll he relluced to three n) 

Awanl 

'l1lC Panel un:1l1imously A\V,UI!S that since this 11l.'lttcr \\'as ;Idi.h'c:;sl,(l 

in the prior Arbitrntiol1 !\\\'anl ilnd no evidcnce pertinent to its experience 

Y-c!',anli 111~ He rC;(VCII1C'lIt Lcave \v:I~; sll1>m i Ued hy t lw Vi11:11~C, 110 chall!"c he 1l1:1c1c 

in this 1'mvi:,ioll. 



Conc] us i OJ I 

Except as chan$~cd or modified by this AI"ard, the tenns and 

conditions of the expired contr;tct shaH continue in force anel effect 

over the tenn of the new agreement. 

TIle Panel \-Jas un;tnimous n-O) III all determinations in this 

Award, except that the Employcr mcmbcr dissents from detcrmination "E" 

Dctectives Differential. 

Dated: ~by 27, 1980 

() \, ~ f- t 
, \. .v\~J t t :'. t. \ , 
Russell 'tl"htchell, Villagc ~0ml)er 

_~rA f\LJ VI ct\ ~ 
Je>In--r:'llenry , TPO ~bmbcD----

(~~ TQ"I
Hobert T. Sinunelkjaer, ;..".-~-+------



~lTI\'/'I: (II: t\/J': ym:l, ) 
."l'Oll\'I'Y (1\: lVI::;n:JII~;ILlt ) ,'." • . 

Oil t h i~; :~71 h d:ly 0 r rby, "!IHfl he ror<: me p r 'l:;oll:J11 y :lpl)(':1 red 
IIII';:;\.'J f rli Iclwll. (0 IIIV klJ()\vll :llld LIlOh'll to he IIH' i/ldividll:11 dl':;crilwd 
ill :IIHI ,.,r!lo I'Xt'ClI!I'd lIlt' r(ln'I',()ill,l~ ill:>lrtlllll'JlI, :Illd Ill' dilly :It'k/lll\vlcd!,,(:<! 
to IIIC 111:ll Ite (',\l'l'liled tile S;lIIlC. 

SlATE OF t\E\'; YOIU, ) 
COU]{lY 01: \\'];SHJ flsru() SS: 

On this 27th lby or IbY,19RO before me personally appeared 
.John P. Ilcnr)', to me kl101m :11111 kl\ol':n to he the i ndi vidu:ll described 
j II ;lJ1c1 ":ho executed the rore~oing ins trul1lcnt, and he duly ackllol-:led.l:'.ecl 
to me that he executed the sallle. 

Notary 

STJ\TE OF M1J )'()I(!\ ) 
OlJ:\JY OF 1\1SnJ 11 SfEJ() ss : 

On this 27th day o
I~oh('rt 1. Sinune1ki;\er, 

f ~by, 

to 
1980 

me knol>'l1 
before llle 
:ll1d \.;1l0l1l1 to 

persoll
he 

:l11y 
the 

:lpPc:1rc<! 
illdividu:11 

descrihed ill :1I1d ,,,ho executel] the rorc.r~oilll~ instrument, and he uuly 
ack.I101d(:tl~'.ed to HIC th~lt he executed the same. . 


