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On ,,',ay 6 1980 the ~·~cw York StJte Public Employmentt 

HcJatjDn~ [lc! n r d ( "F'dhj" ) determined thllt n dispute continued 

to cx-tst in the ncqut.iatlons bctviccn the Vil.lage of Pelham 

(IIVi11age:) and the V11.LI(Jc of Pclhuffi Police Taylor Act 

C[) In In 1t t. c: (~ (" 1\ ~. ~ 0 c 1<:1 t Ion" ) r :) nd L11:1 t t hc: dis put c cam e un d(. r the 

P l' U vi'·' i D i 1 '; 0 f l h I' C1v 1 ] ~~ c r vic c L;3 vi , ~ t~ C t 10 n 7. 0 9 • ,~ • Pi: RE! , 

IJ r I J 0·, I I Ii 1 l tot II c' :III t 11 U l' 1t Y vc~ :.. t e cJ J II j tun dC i tiL J t Pr () vI:, Ion , 



2
 

dC~jJan()tud a Public f\rbltratJon PnneJ. and appointed Edward 

LevIn ... ('
U .J Public fv1 r: II ilH:~ ran cJ Ch (J i r rn em I Hodnp-y Irwin as the 

'" 
Emp loy c r 1-1 e fJl bc r , () n cl na I ph P LJ r d y a s Ern p loy ec ~1 c rn be r . The 

Panel was designated for the purpose of makJng a j~st and rea

sonable determination of this disput~. 

A h ear i n 9 0 nthe rn Q t t e r VI n 5 h e I d 0 ~l J ul Y 1 4, 1 980, a t Lhe 

Village Hall, Pelham, New York. At that time each of the par

ties was afforded fu.ll opportunity to present evidence, testi 

mony and argument in support of their respectIve positions. 

Each of the parties files post-hearing briefs with the Panel. 

The eleven (11) issues in dispute are: 1) Du rat ion; 2 ) 

Salary; 3) Work Week; 4) Holidays; 5) Personal Days; 6) Cloth

ing Allowance; 7) Night Di fferenti.ql; ·8) Dental Plan; 9) Hos

pitalization; 10) Longevity; 11) Terminal Leave. Set forth 

helow are the Panel's findings and awards with respect to each 

of the outstanding issues. 

1. DUHATION 

The term of the parties' previous collective bargaining 

·A 9 r cern e n twa s J u 1 Y I I 1976 t h r 0 lJ 9 h MLI Y 31, 1979. 

The Union ~;eeks a two-year contr:lct, asserting that n 

one-yen;:- agreement would cause anel undue hardship on both of 

t.he P,HtiCS stncc i.L is well over (l·nc. yc;~r. that the prevIous 
." . 

contrucl expired nnd n('~Jo.t1atlons for.' a new contract would 

ha vet u r; t i.I l' t j rn rrl c: iJ l. Ll tel y art c r Q n II VI 'H d \II (1 S r en rJ ere rJ • 



Tile Vi.l.lQ~Jl'J aL;u pl.'esenlecJ .l.ts I'l~qlJl:~;l~ on the bQ~:;js of a 

lWO-YL~;1I' ~lqJ.'I:c\mcnl. 

The P4J n cIa Qr e r;~) t hat tile nvUH (J () f a one - y C CJ r con t r (J c t , 

glvcn the length of tIme tl1l1t has P;j~:i~;crJ since the expiration 

of the parties' previous contr;)ct, would not be in the best 

interest of either of the partlcs, nor 'dould it constitute a 

just and rCD~:;onnble dcterminntioll. Moreover, the requests of 

both parties were framed on the basis of a two-year agreement, 

which the Panel fInds to be a reasonnble contract term. 

ISSUE NO.1: DURATION 

The /HI AFW ofthePa nelIsacant r 8c t term oftwo ( 2 ) 

years, commencing July 1, 1979 through M8Y 31, 1981. 

II. Sl\lAHY 

The Association requests a 15% increase per year for each 

police officer in each of the two years of the contract term, 

asserting that such 8n increase is necessary to bring police 

officers in Pelham up to a salary level equal to that of other 

vilJages police departments of the southern region of New York 

state hRvJng (] population of 10,000 or less. The Association 

subnd.lted into cvjcJcnce a comparatjvc ;lnalysis of 20 contracts 

of sue 11 pol j C p. de p\) r t In (; n t S l1 nd 11~;;; cds t h Q t t h l~ 9 r C Q t mn j 0 r j t Y 

oft. II as c c u n t rae t s con t (] 1n s ~; u b~; t :l fl ti ,11 1Y Yr (' a t c~ r e can 0 en i c 

p[)cknlJ('!"~ th;ln currently enjoyf'd by pnli('t~ i" the V.IIL.l91'. lli(~ 

A~ soc I n U 0 n a J :~ 0 mcd /I t c1 i II ~; t h :ll: the f(~ p rn t nn d Lf ~ ~.;t j In [1 n y (J r 



i t~j con~;ullj]l)l, Hr. F(!nnel, cOflcernlrlCj lIw Vlilaue'~; f11l~lnCCS 

1ndIe n t C 5 t h;j t til e VI 11 n9c h;) ~; t h f: sub (; l D n t 1a 1 (J I) 1. u. t Y top n y 

and that it has a ~tnble nnd finnncinlly sound economic base. 

In comparison with other similarly situnted police depart

ments, the I\::;socintion asserts that the Village has n low top 

sal n I' y 0 f $1 e , 0 0 0 . 0 0 'rJ h i 1 e 0 the I' de p () r t men t ~; e n joy S <.t .l a r i e s 0 f 

upwards of $5,000.00 per year grenter thnn that paid by the 

Village. The Association also points to the high inflation 

rate over the past two· years and resulting loss of earning 

power. 

The Village requests the adoption of offer of a 6% in

crease for each year of the proposed new contract. It bases 

its position on a comparison of salary increases of other 

employees of the village, including civil service workers and 

firt~fighter5, as well CiS n comparison of salary increases in 

the neighboring communities of Westchester County (~irst Class 

Po l.i cc Officers) , Pelhnm Mnnor, Mount Vernon and New 

Rochelle. It does not view the 28 contr8cts submitted by the 

Association as necessnrily comparable. The Village also 

points to the effect of inflation on its costs, and to the 

total benefit p()cknge offered to police offIcers, which the 

Village considers substnntl.L11 (lnd represents a signi ficant 

cost. 

In forfllu]atln~ it~ Gwnrc1 on the is~;uc of salary, the 

Pnnp.l notes r I r~; l that it is mIndful of the c f fec t of 



;)"

j n fl u LIon 0 n . b lJ t tJ (~ mp 1() Yu e ~; (] n d c trI P joy e r s , nn d t hal 1 l h n s 

consiu(~red the cost of all the rJelll,H1d~j in re::lcl1inu u decision 

on cach of the ~jepnr[Jtc issues. Overnll, the ~.:>cpt)r(Jte awards 

reflect Uw Panel's belIef that the most equiblble and rcason

able opplicRtion of available monies in this inflationary 

period should primarily go to saJarJc:~) rather than to other 

fringe benefIts. 

Turning to the evidence and aguments submitted by the 

parties, the Panel finds that a comparison of salary levels of 

police officers in surrounding villLiges with those of Pelham 

Village indicate that salary levels in many other departments 

are substantially higher than the current levels in the 

Village. The Panel also notes that the Village has increased 

s a I (] r y 1eve 1 s 0 fit sother em p loy e e s I) y six to six - and - 0 ne

half per cent over a comparable time period. lhe Panel also 

considered the fact that for almost a year and a half the Vil

lnge police officers have not received any increase. The 

Panel's award is within the r<lnge of the salary increases of 

other Village employees, based on the cost of the award to the 

ViJJi1~Je. The award :11so seeks to keep Pelham Village snl<:lrles 

for police officers cornpnfnl)lc with those of similar comnlunl

tics. 

J ssur: NCJ. '?: ~~I\U\nY 

1he 1\ ~I/\ f{ [) II r the Pan c I .l~; l h c f (Jl low in q : 

YP ill: J: JLJne 1, 107'): 

hilSt'o 



YeLlr II: JUlie 1, l?EJO: I~% increase on the current base. 

[) c c e In !J e r 1, 19(l 0 : I, % inc r e u ;, eon the cur l' c n t 

base. 

I I I WaR K ViE EK 

The Association requests that the hours VillnQu police 

officers work be reduced from 39.5 hours per week for a total 

of 256.75 hours per year to 37.2 hours per week for a total of 

249 hours per year. Of the 28 village contracts submitted by 

the Association into evidence, 27 (jepartments work ei ther 249 

days per year or less. As to the duty chart requested, 

commonly referred to as a "5 tour and 72 hour swing" work 

schedule, the AssocLJt.ion maintains it is commonplace in the 

region as well as throu~hout the State. 

The Village requests that no language on work scheduling 

be included in the contract. It considers the current prac

tice satisfactory and poInts out that contracts between the 

Village and the Firefighters and the Village and the Civil 

Service employees contain no provision on work scheduled . 
. . 

While the parU es I A~Jrccmcnt does not set forth provisins 

on war k wee ks, 1. t n p pC 3 r s t hat the 1\ 5 soc i II t ion and the ViII age 

have udopted work week pr,)ctlces satisfactory to both. The 

Pan c .l e nco u r () Des t II epa l' l Jcst 0 In ~.I i n t n I nthe i. r cur l' en t p r a c 

tlccs on the sctwduling of work wnek~; alt.hoLlDh the I\ssocia

t 10 I) I !; r e q u c' s t f () reo 1\ Lrile l 1a n l} lJ II qeon the w0 r k wee l< i s 

rejc'cll;c1. 



ISSUE IHJ. 3: WlJIH< ~I[[ K. 
l/w I\W{IIW or· lh(~ Panel Is that no LJngunQe on the work 

week be set forth in the I\greement. 

IV. HOLIDAYS 

The Association seeks the addition of two (2) paid holi

day for a total of 13 paid holidays per year. It further 

requests that any police officer who works a tour of duty on a 

designated holiday be granted an additional one-half day pay. 

Of the 28 contracts submitted to the Panel, the average number 

of holidays provided by police departments are 12 with several 

departments providing 13 or more paid holidays per year. 

The Village requests no change in the current number of 

paid holidays, 11 per year. It points out that the total ben

efit package provided in the Agreement between the Village and 

the police is substantially better than the benefits provided 

to Village Civil Service employees and Village firefighters. 

Under the existing contracts covering the same period of time 

as thIs contract, firefighters receIved 12 paid holidays and 

Civil Service employees 11 paid holidays. 

lhe Panel finds that t.he facts~;upport the awarding of 

one ndditior1Ql holiday, for n total of 12 paid holidllys. 

F1 r C' f'j CJ h l e r sin the Vi 11 [\ ~J C 11 1r e l.l cJ Y r e eel vel 2 pa J d hoI i d(l YS • 

I n add i t.1 0 n, a corn p;1f 1son 0 f h0) j day l> e ne fit s pili d top0 1ice 

orn C(.'f'(~ in cnrnpiJr:llllc communI U e:, j nl! ir;~ltcs that: the avpra~l(~ 
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i 5 1L Pa i cJ 11 0 Ii r.l LJ Y~j, 0 I' bet l e l' • ~, 1t /I res pee t tll the Ass 0 cia 

t 1C) n ' S I' eque s t for 0 Ve r t i rn C p j) yon h() 1i dn y S , hO\'I eve r , the 

PLinel fl.nds no justIfication for awnrdJng such additional pay. 

ISSUE NO. I~: IIULIUAYS 

The AWA~D of the Panel is that the Agreement provide for 

one addilional holiday, for a total of 12 paid holidays. 

v. PERSONAL DAYS 

The Association requests that the contract provide for 

five (5) days per year, which days police officers may ta"ke 

for any personal reosons at the police officer's own discre

tion. In exchange for this benefit, the Union is willing to 

give up the unlimited personal leave at the Chief's discretion, 

previously bargained for by the Associ8tion. It asserts that 

the Chief routinely denies requests for personal leave because 

of lack of manpower, and the Association maintains that insuf

ficient manpower should not be a proper basis of denial if 

such manpower is the usual load of /ntlnpo\',er of the department. 

~J\ 0 reo ve r , the Ass 0 cia t: .1 0 n In a i n t a ins t hat f i ve ( 5 ) pel's 0 na 1 

days is the averugc number allowed by other villnge police 

departments .in the J:calon. 

Thr: Villa~Je requests that U-w current contract lnnDlHlge 

on per'~on;l] days refllu.tn unr.h;}f)qcd. It point:~J out th<lt othcr 

em ploy C f: S 1nthe VIII () ~ e, bot h Ci v 11 'J (~ r v j c e nnd fir e f 1£1 h t c r s , 

h :w (' the ~j <l mlJ pro v t ~j j [) n a!:o t h n t () f p [) 1. 1C (. 0 r fie c r ~ . 
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lhe Panel concluues that tlw current Innl]uage on personal 

leave shuuld l)(} lfIulrll:.Jincu. No evirJence or abusr~ of discre

tion W8S presented by the Associntion, (lnd the benefit now 

providr.d is comparable to that of other Village employees. 

I SSUE NO.5: Pt: RSONI\L LE 1\ vt: 

The (\WAHD or the Panel is that the current lnnguage in 

the Agreement on personal days remain unchanged. 

VI. CLOTHING ALLOWANCE 

The Association requests that the current $275.00 yearly 

clothing allo\'/once be increased to $300.00 annually and also 

seeks an additional $100.00 to offset the cost of uniform 

cleaning and maintenance. The Union views this as a reason

able request in light of the inflation rate increase since 

1976, and the increased cost of uniform and equipment pur

chases and cleaning. The Association maintains that the total 

cleaning expense per employee, per year, is at a minimum 

$300.00. 

The Village requests no ch(ln~)c in the current provision 

on uniform allowQnces of $500.00 for new hires and $275.00 

thereafter, partlculnrly in light of lhe benefits offered to 

o tlw r IJ nJ t sin the Vi 11 i1 ge . 

As the Panel incHc;ltCrJ in its r1J~.ucssion on the i~)sue of 

sllinry, it L)['lJcve~; availnhle mon.lc~) should primarily go to 

incrr:;)')\nu ~;llJ,ll'jCS r~lthcr than tlJ other rnonrd:~HY fr.irHJc: 
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benefits. Tile r'>anel <I1~;o noll~s that ttl': current level of uni

form nllowQnc(~ i':; not out of ]lne W1.tll Uwt of other units In 

the Village os well as other vill<lges in the surrounding area. 

ISSUE N(I. (;: Cl. 0 TIi I NG 1\ LLOI'IIHK E 

The J\\'/f\fW of the Pnnel is thatO the current: provision in 

the I\greement on clothing alloY/ance remain unchanged. 

VII. NIGHT DIFFERENTIAL 

The Association requests thnt a provision for a night 

differential poyment be set forth in the Agreement for wqrk 

per for mc d bet wee nthe h0 u I' S 0 f " p. m. and 8 a. m. I t ass crt s 

that rotating tours can be detrimentnl to an employee's health 

and that this benefit is an acceptable method of compensating 

police officers for having to work rotating tours of duty. 

The Association also maintains such a differential is a bene

fit routinely enjoyed by police officers throughout the region 

and the State. 

The Villtige requests that no provision for a. night di f 

ferential be set Forth in the A~lreement. It points to the 

fact thLlt no other unit i.n the Village has such a benefit, and 

severLll other police departments in the area do not provide 

such a bcncfJt. 

0' her l.l nc 1, Q S S l ate d pre v i 0 U ~i 1Y, has placed lIle prlrnnry 

ernph,1~d s of monetury c()rnpen~;ntion In salurics nnd does not 
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under the facts LInd circullI~jLunces pre~;ented ~1f~I'e fInd a justi

flc<:ltlon for the institution of il nJqht differentI<Jl. No 

other unit in the Village reccivcs such a benefit, and ~evcral 

of the police depnrtments in surrounding areas offcr no such 

benefit. The Panel also notes that all police officers in the 

VIII a aearera tat e cl and the ref 0 r e ~I 0 r kin g anan i 9 h t s h i ft. 

The night shift is therefore included as a factor in estab

lishing the regular pay schedule. 

ISSUE NO.7: NIGHT OIFFEf([NTIAL 

The AWARD of the Panel is that no provision on night dif

ferential be set forth in the Agreement. 

VIII. DENTAL PLAN & LIrE INSlJRANCE 

The Association requests the institution of a dental plan 

and an increase in the current amount of $5,000.00 of life 

insurance now provided. The Association asserts that a great 

majority of village police contracts submitted to the Punel 

include 100% dental coverage, 8nd that they also provide be ... 

tween $10,000.00 and $25,000.00 life insurance. It also sug

gests thnt these benefits could be ncJrninistered through the 

Tri -County We] fare rum! to help cl indnaLc administrative costs. 

The Vill Que see ks no c h il n ~J c i nth c cur r c n LIe vel 0 f Ii f e 

inC', IJf,' nccpr 0 vi de d (HI d r eque s t s t h t1 t n (J rl r~ n t nIp J. D n IJ e j n s t:i .. 

tuLt'd. Ttw Vi)l<l~lc points to the fact that no VjJln~Jt; 
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insurnnce coverQge is equal to or substuntiully better than 

that offered to other employecs of the Villuge. 

~/hile noting that other area police departments provide 

for dentnl plans ns well as hIgher levels of life insurance 

than Pelham Village, the Panel considers these to be expensive 

benefits. The Panel does not believe it was presented with 

sufficient data nn the cost of the Association requests. The 

Panel further notes that no other employees in the Village 

have a dental plan or a higher level of life insurance. It 

therefore must deny the Association's request. 

ISSUE NO.8: DENTAL PLAN & LIFE INSURANCE 

The AWARD of the Panel is that the current level of life 

insurance in the Agreement remain unchanged and that no pro

vision for a dental plan be set forth in the Agreement. 

IX. HOSPITALIZATION 

The Association requests thut the Village extend 100% 

coverage for the State Hospitalization Plan to retired police 

officers hired after 1976, who noV! must assumc 50% of the cost 

for themselves and 35% of the cost for their dependents. This 

comprehensive hospitalization is now fully paid by the Village 

for its active police officers, and the Association asserts 

most of lhe 20 contrQcts submitted for the region by the 

I\ssoci~tton ;,:l1rcudy extend this 100% fully paId t\Ospitrl1izatlon 

to rr~llrce~;. 
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Tile V111 rl 9 t; r r; q IJ c.: s t s no ell ,Hl af] j nth C c LJ r r I~ n t pro vJs ion 

all hospiLJllzal1oll, ,HId poJnt.~~ to lhe :~ub~,lanl.i;Jl \)r;ncflt 81

r end y ;] f fa r cJ e d p() Ii ceo f J c c r sin Pel h J III Vi 11 a q c . 

The Panel notes that increasing hospitalizl1tion is n cost 

Stem and finds that insufficient cost dl1ta on which to make a 

determination vias presented. Accordjngly, U'le current provi

sIan In to remain unchanged. 

ISSUE NO.9: HOSPITALIZATION 

The (\WArW of the Panel is that the current provision in 

the Agreement on hospitalization remain unchanged. 

X. LOt~GEVITY 

The Association seeks improvement in longevity compensa

tion,	 with the following changes: 

Current Increment Requested Increment 

10 years: 
15 years: 

1% 
2% 

5 years: 
10 years: 

1% 
2% 

20 years: 3% 15 years: 3% 

The Association maintains that this increase is justified as a 

way to give an increment to those police officers who htwe 

provided dedicated service for substantial periods of time and 

in reco~lnition of the greater value to the department of 

grunter service. I\ccordlng to the Associ.~ltion, tile increase 

Is a]50 jU~ltiriec1 so that the vnlue of the increment wIll keep 

up wHh the inflat.iun rate, and ju~;Ufil:Cj on the bl1sis of cOln·-

Pl) r ,I tl v(' con t r ,I r. t s . 
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Tile Village requc~jts that the current longevity incre

ments bc maintDlncd. They vIcw the longevity compen~ation at 

the present rate as re;)!ionablc and 5ubstnntinlly better than 

that provided to other employees of the. Vl11~ge. 

The Panel concludes on thc basis of a comparison of lon

gevi ty increments provided othcr ernployees of the Village as· 

well as a comparison of longevity increments in surrounding 

areas that the current longevity compensation provided Village 

police officers is substantial and needs no adjustment at this 

time. 

ISSUE NO. 10: LONGC::VITY 

The AWARO of the Panel is that the current longevity 

increments in the Agreement remain unchanged. 

XI • Tt RMIN ALL t AVE 

The Association requests that for police officers for 

whom conditions warrant early retirement after 20 years of 

service, a reasonnblc terminal leave allowance be established 

to ease arljustment into civilian life. 

The VIllage requcsts no institution of a terminal leave 

allowance sftcr 20 ye~rs, and considers the current benefit 

package substnntinl and reasonable. 

Thc Panel did not hnve sufficient data on which to base a 

finding on the inst1.tution of tcrrnJnnl leave compcnsntioll for 

early retirement, but it tlppei.lr~~ tll,lt tlwrc may be some 



] ,.
,:> 

benefit derived LJy both p~}fties by ~uch () policy--the cornpcn

saUon to the employecs on the one IlnncJ and the s<:JvJngs which 

would 8ccruc to the Vill()ge on the othcr IWlld bec~usc of the 

differential in salary and pension contribution levels for new 

hires. The Panel urges both partie~ to explore thc possibll

ity of terminal leave for early retirement and to investigate 

more thoroughly how best to implement such a policy to meet 

their particul()r needs. 

ISSUE NO. 11: Tt:RI-1It'1I\L LEAVE 

The AWARD of the Panel is that at the present time no 

provision for early retirement compensation be set forth in 

the Agreement, but the parties are encouraged to explore such 

a policy. 

The Panel believes that this Arbitration AWARD represents 

a just and reasonable settle~ent of the contract dispute 

between thc Village and the Association consistent with the 

requirements of the law. 

Date: ScptcrnllC'r 23, 1900 

Da te: ./0 ~ (p .,- J/J _ 
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In the 11 a. t tel' of Arbi tra t j 011 l~ctwcen TIm VILLAGB OF PELHAM 
a.nd the VILLAGE OF PELIlAM POLICE TAYLOn ACT COMYTI'I'TEE, the 
fo110w1ng i~, an opinion rendurcd by Ralph Purdy, the employee 
member of the Public Arbitration Panel. 

The fol10win~ opinion is in reference to the decision and 
award of the panel as submitted jn Case #lA-118:M79-275. 
Regarding the issues that explained·the award by the 
panel, I must indicate my opinions as dissenting, showing 
that the panel was not unanimous in its award. 

ITEM 2 - Sal~ 
It should be- noted that this panel member die! not agree, 
dtiring the deliberations, with the salary structure. It is 
the opinion of this panel member that a benchmark figure of 
approximately $21,000 should have been addressed more vigor
ously by the Chairman of the panel, rathbr than a 6.5% and 
an 8% figure. Although I disagree with this amount, I must 
sign in favor of it duo to the fact that it requires two 
votes in order to at least obtain some type of salary benefit . 

I must indicate my dissatisfaction because I believe very 
strongly that tho VilJage of Pelham Police Officers should 
at least be brought up to par with contiguous communities 
as presented in the arbitration hearings. I, therefore, 
surface my dissent, but agree to Item #2. 

ITEM 3 - Work Wcclc 
JefirY-sent on fbisitem because I feel that the Village of 
Pelham Police OfJiccrs are working more hours per week and 
more days per year than any other police departm(~nt in the 
area. I feel that the duty chart should be represented in 
the contract on a f1 vo-day wOl'ldng tour and a 72 hour swin~. 

ITEM ~ - Pernona 1 Leavo Da vr.:; 
ifc\l~ili:-(Tj nI;-tW s -Ttcl-r-\--;-{Jl-C:---v---rT-l ar~c d1d not preGcl1 t Eny ev Jdcncc 
at the arldtration !lcnrJn,:;:; whieh would r~ll1JstantiaLe their 
posi LJ on that pC)l'soJ1al Leave Dll.YL:; porttoll of the previow; 
HIP'cemenL ~;llOllld noL be c.ll;IIl(~od lWcl, in :fact, the ollly nvtd
(Jl)(~O nulJlIl.i LL(~cl by tho VJ J.:lltj;l' for other polJe<.' c!c'partmt)lJI:n 
(City of Mt.. V(~l'n()n and Lhn City of New Hoclwllc) pr()vld\~ 

1'01' It d(~rlll()cl llUll1lH'r 01' P(~r!;oll:l1 I,('avo DftY~; per yellr. '1'hc' 
fUI·t.Il(~r (~vid(·Il(·.u 01' t.1I(~ Vil]a:'.<~ Oil P(~r~;olllll. LOllvn J),ty:; COll
::i H 1. \ •d () l' Lh (, F j 1'\ ~ f' h~ h L(•I" :; III I de. [; • E • A.. c () n l. l"!l( ~ t VI 1111 t 11 (' 
Vil]:lJ';(~" !loth of' Lho!j() \~oIlLJ':\(~hJ C()lltlnll(~d \tilde]' l./I(~ pt't'v!our; 
j'n·:lc(,!('.(· I'c'I':'()ll:d J.\~llV(, U"y:i hill Illt'l'U wa:: IlO ::p(~cit'il'. :t1i1(lUn(, 

/I:; to LIlt) Illl/lll)('}' OJ' pol I (~r rot J ()\'/(~d. 
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TIle ovidence submj.ttcd by thb rnA, in tho form of twenty-eight (28) 
contracts 1'01' comparable pol icn dopartnlC.'nts in the area, further 
supported the PBA po:;:I.tion tlmt thero :.;houlcl be set forth n. defined 
number of Pc.'rsonal Leave DaYtl POl' year contained in the award of the 
arbitration panel. 

I further strongly object to the introduction of evidence concerning 
Personal Leave DayH by the Vil111ge's panel member during the Executive 
Sessions of the arbitration panel. The determj.nation and award of the 
arbitration panel should be made under the procedures set forth in 
Section 209,4(1ii) of the New York State Civil Service Law. To permit 
the Village panel member to submi.t evidence concerning the administrRtion 
of Personal Leave Da.ys during the Executive Session of the panel,' 
therefore denied the P.B.A. the right of presenting ~rgument and te8ti 
mon~y in support of the PBA's position of a defined number. of Personal 
Leave Days. 

I, therefore, wish to express my dissent on Item 5 and strongly object 
to the procedures follwed in the Executive Session of the· arbitration 
panel. 

ITEM 6 - Clothing Allowance 
) believe that tllis item should have been approved and not, as the 
award indicates, remain unchanged. At this time, when a police depart
ment requires its officers to be presentable to the public, it is 
necessary that tile uniform conform with this requirement. At the meager 
amount of $275 annually, it is not sufficient to maintain a supply of 
clothing which is conforming to the position of a Police Officer. 

ITEM 7 - Night Differential : bnca agairi, I dissent on this item. 
"ii'wo-thirds of a Police 01'1'icer's time is spent working nights. Some 
type of remuneration ShOlll.d be given so that'a Police Officer will 
receive wage justification for these burdensome hours of night work. 

ITEM 8 - Dental Plan and Life Insurance
 
rdlssent on Lld.s item also duo to the fact that many police departments,
 
as has been indicatcd in tile presentation before the arbitration panel., 
do have some type of dental and life insurance programs. The Village is 
opposed to th:ls concept of al10w:lng a dental plun for its employees, 
specifically, Police OffJcers and also to increaRing the life insurance 
benefits. As you know, a Police Officer's job is most hnzardous 1lnct, 
th(~l'ofore, proteetion F;hould ue afJ'orded in the area of life insurance 
and dental programs for the off:i.cer and hIs family. 

•ITEM__.-. n - JJm:nii:allzni:lon.:..:..1.. .• T--~-.---

I c1ir,;u(~11 t 011 til) r; it(!!O duo to tho fuet that many pollca c10prtl·t.mcntn clo 
provido bCIl()l'lt.u for thedr rotJ.1'oos undor hm:pitnli:t..lltion p]u.niJ. Ar; 
inclJeat.nd at Llw IlUHrll1,~r;, WtWl'C ,1u~;tll~Jelltion w:w madc, nlout of tho 
poUC(' dupal'l.ll1(·IlI.~; wlthill tho nroa do pay 10(1% of tho rctit'(WH' eon!: of 
h()~l»Jt.IlIJzatloll UpOIl ,'n{.11'(-'lIlo/lL VI() nIl know tha.t it :In dil'l'lc.ult to 
J:I.vo 011 1.,110 li/llllc.'11 b(·Il(~rll.IJ which nro aWHl'c!ud to rn1;Jreen and, th(')'(~f'oro, 

BOllin f;IlPpl('IIl(~!lL:tt:J()ll lilll.';t; llo IIllldu fn tho 1l1'Oll fo providl:n/-;' butter ho:;pl. 
t III j ~',,, Lion I)( ! /I C I' J t 1:1 • 
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ITEM ]g.._::-_L()'21I~~_~!Y.
 
1 dl U~;()JI L to tld~; Jtern ~tf'l wol]. r Htrongly believe that erodible
 
(widon co wan prc~~;otl ted at tho arol tra t Jon hear inf~s that a retitle tJ.on
 
of year~; from JO to 5, 15 to 10, and 20 to 15, would havo beon 8ub

stulltjal periods of time in ardor to provide longevity incrementR as
 
indicatucl: 1% after 5 years; 2% nfter 10 years and 3% after 15 years.
 
I diwwnt to tho fact that athol' panol members agreed that this
 
remain unchanged.
 

Respectfully submitted, 
,.--') JC:) 

(:Jtl~... (j··.L.cr:__f~ 
Ra.lph Purdy ( 
Empl yeo Panel Member 

np:mjb 
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PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD APR22198a- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - X 
In the Matter of the Compulsory Interest 
Arbitration between tQt4ClLlAOON 
CITY OF POUGHKEEPSIE o PIN ION 

- and - AND 

POUGHKEEPSIE FIREFIGHTERS, LOCAL 596, IAFF A WAR 0 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - X Case Nos~A-42, M77-643 

Before:	 Herbert L. Haber, Public Panel Member and Chairman 
James E. Coombs, Esq., Employer Panel Member 
Thomas J. Flynn, Employee Organization Member 

On April 21, 1978, the Publ ic Employment Relations Board, 

having determined that an impasse existed in the negotiations between 

the City of Poughkeepsie, hereinafter "City" or "Employer" and the 

Poughkeepsie Firefighters Local 596, IAFF, hereinafter "Firefighters" 

or "Association", established a Public Arbitration Panel pursuant to 

Article XIV Section 209 of the New York Civil Service Law for the pur

pose of resoiving the dispute, and designated the undersigned to serve 

as the Public Panel Member and Chairman. Each party designated its 

partisan representative on the panel and agreed that the panel would 

render a final and binding award based on the record which would consist 

of the parties presentations at the hearings together with their briefs 

and exhibits. The parties further waived a written stenographic record 

of the proceedings. 

Thereafter due notice having been given, full and open hearings 

were held in Poughkeepsie at the City Hall on June 15 and July 28, 1978* 

at which the parties appearing by S. James Mathews, Esq. for the 

* another he-aring \vas scheduled for ,'une 21, 1978, but was adjourned 
without any proceeding. 



Association and'by Stephen J. Wing, Esq., City Corporation Counsel on 

its	 behalf, were afforded fair and ample opportunity to present testimony 

and	 argument and to offer documentation and data in support of their 

respective positions. Voluminous and exhaustive exhibits and studies 

were provided at the hearings and were supplemented by carefully drawn 

and	 skillfully argued post hearing briefs. 

Subsequently, the panel met in executive session in Yonkers, 

New	 York on November 16, 1978,to review and consider the record and, 

following such review and consideration reached a unanimous accord on 

an award. The conclusions that follow are based on a careful examination 

and	 thoughtful weighing of the record in the light of those standards 

and	 criteria set forth in Section 209.4 (e) (v) of the Taylor Law which 

imposes upon the panel that it render a just and reasonable determination 

of the matters in dispute taking into consideration, as it deems appli 

cable, the following: 

a.	 Comparison of the wages, hours and conditions 
of employment of the employees involved in the 
arbitration proceeding with the wages, hours, 
and conditions of employment of other employees 
performing similar services or requiring similar 
skills under similar working conditions and with 
other employees generally in pUblic and private 
employment in comparable communities; 

b.	 The interests and welfare of the public and the 
financial ability of the pUblic employer to pay; 

c.	 Comparison of peculiarities in regard to other 
trades or professions, including specifically,
(1) hazards of employment; (2) physical qualifi 
cations; (3) educational qualifications; (4) 
mental qualifications; (5) job training and skills; 

d.	 Such other factors which are normally or tradition
ally taken into consideration in the determination 
of 'wages, hours and conditions of employment. 

2' 



BACKGROUND
 

The parties are currently operating under a two (2) year 

collective bargaining agreement for the calendar years 1977 and 1978, 

which provided a $500 wage increase effective Janualy 1, 1977. That 

contract also provides, in Article IX, Section 2, that II[tJhis agreement, 

insofar as it pertains to the salary schedule set forth ... , may be re

opened one time only by either party solely on the issue of a general 

adjustment in wage rates." The agreement further provides that any such 

modification shall be applicable on January 1, 1978. The Firefighter 

Union Local 596 International Association of Firefighters A.F.L., C.I.O. 

made such a request to reopen the subject of salaries within the con

tractual1y provided time. 

Negotiations ensued and the assistance of a Public Employment 

Relations Board appointed mediator was secured. However, the parties 

have been' unable to agree upon a wage adjustment and the Union petitioned 

for the designation of arbitration panel. 

ISSUE 

The parties have stipulated the sole issue in this proceeding 

to be: 

Shall the Firefighters of the City of Poughkeepsie 
receive a salary increase as referred to in Article 
IX of the contract between the parties for the 
calendar year of 1978? If so, in what amount? 

POSITION OF THE PARTIES 

Although the Association 0~iginal1y proposed an across-the-board 

increase of $2,350, a position that it maintained througout the negotia

tions, it has modified that position to a new proposal for an increase 

- 3 



of $1,960 for each member of the bargaining unit which it calculates
 

as being a 15% increase for top step Firefighters. It justifies this
 

'demand on the basis of the cost of living increases over the contract 

period - as well as the long term increases - and on what it argues is the 

improper inequality - to the detriment of the Firefighter - between the 

salaries paid to Poughkeepsie police and Firefighters. The Association 

notes that in 1971 both groups received identical salaries and benefits 

but that since that time the police have pulled ahead in both salaries 

and benefits so that at the present time a patrolman in the City of 

Poughkeepsie receives $14,245.73 as compared to the $13,070.00 of the 

Firefighter. It argues that comparability as between the emergency 

forces has been historically recognized throughout the State and Nation, 

and by the City of Poughkeepsie for the period commencing over 50 years 

ago with the establishment of a paid Fire Department and continuing until 

1971, and it urges a return to that comparability at least in so far as 

the adjustment of salaries can achieve that at this time. It further 

suggests that its salaries suffer by comparison to salaries paid to 

Fire Departments in other communities in the vicinity, a list of which 

it offers as part of its record,and it concludes by noting that it has 

been cognizant and sympathetic of the City's financial plight over the 

past several years, as was recognized by public statements made by members 

of the Common Council on the occasion of the closing of the 1977-78 

contract in which they hailed the Firefighters IIfor the restraint and 

sensivity (;how~ for the City's budgeting problems ll It emphasizes that• 

the City is not raising inability to pay issue and observe,s that lI[tiJow 

~hat the City's financial picture has dramatically taken a turn for the 

better. it is now an appropriate time for Poughkeepsie in turn to show 
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'sensitivity" for the Firefighters' budgetary problems.
 

The City for its part, acknowledges that it is not raising
 

.a question of abil ity to pay and it points to its opening offer in 

these reopener negotiations of $500 which is a similar amount as was 

negotiated by the Firefighters for the first year of this contract. 

The City notes that it has concluded a closed two year contract for 

1977-78 with the other two bargaining units with which it negotiates, 

in which its settlements have been for $500 in each of the two years 

with CSEA representing the City's civilian employees and for $600 in 

each of the two years with the PBA on behalf of the police. It suggests 

therefore that its offer to the Firefighters is directly in line with 

these other settlements both in form and content. In addition to this 

argument of comparability, the City offers its own list of "appropriate" 

communities for comparison of salaries being paid to Firefighters ,to 

substantiate its argument that its Firefighters are well in line with 

prevailing salaries. 

The City goes on to argue that while cost of living increases 

are certainly relevant to these negotiations, they are only so with 

regard to the most immediate rises and it contends that these reflect 

about a 5% increase which it insists it has considered in its detennin

ation to offer the $500. The City argues that it cannot be expected to 

make up the "whole" of cost of living increases - short or long range 

and it further notes that it is unreasonable and implausible for the 

Firefighters to expect that it can achieve its announced goal of "parity" 

with police in one settlement - assuming that such parity .is appropriate 

.or justified. The City acknowledges the dispa·rity between the salaries 

and benefits currently existing between its uniformed forces, but defends 
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them by observing that the changes in both contracts over the years 

were negotiated with the respective groups and the different patterns 

which evolved were as a result of differing goals over the years. The 

City concludes by urging that its offer of $500 is fair, reasonable, and 

comparable and should be confirmed. 

DISCUSSION 

As was noted earlier, the parties have provided the panel with 

impressive documentation and support for their respective positions. They 

have treated those areas of criteria and standards deemed relevant by the 

statute and of ·importance by the panel. It is our considered judgment 

that no useful purpose is served by burdening this opinion with a further 

cataloging of that data and documentation offered or in an extended 

exposition of the arguments and justifications put forward by the parties. 

We nave carefully analyzed the inflationary spiral and its impact on 

both the employees and the City and their response to it as reflected 

in the salary adjustments over the years; we have eXqmined and evaluated 

the comparisons with Poughkeepsie Firefighters of the salaries paid in 

other Fire Departments in the cities as suggested by both parties; we 

have considered the pattern of related settlements made by the City with 

its other bargaining units and have studied the history of those settle

ments with particular attention to those made by the police and the 

Firefighters in recent years, and we have factored in such other data 

and elements as we have believed to be of consequence thereto. On the 

basis of this careful and comprehensive review, it is our determination 

that a fair and equitable resolution of this wage dispute is achieved 

with a recommendation of a salary increase to each member of the bargain

ing unit. effective on January 1. 1978. of $800.00. 
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Accordingly, on the basis of the foregoing, this panel makes 

the following unanimous 

RECOMr~ENDAT ION 

An annual increase of $800 shall be 
granted each member of the bargaining 
unit retroactive to January 1, 1978. 

DATED: December 19, 1978 

~~~~ 
Herbert L. Haber _ 

STATE OF New Jersey Chainn~<l,Pub150::>tn,~/~I~j \ 
ss: {/?;.reuJAN'---'J7KIN(jE~/~0 

COUNTY O~ Bergen NOTARY PUBUC OF NEW lERSty 
,.».Y toMM1SS1ON [XPtRn sm. 17. 1m

On thi s Ni neteenth day of December, 197b, DeTore ry:~ pArsona lly 
came and appeared Herbert L. Haber, to me known and knowr to ~e to be 
the individual described in and who e~ecuted the foregoing instrument 
and he acknowledged to me that he executed the same. 

CONCURRING:
 
DATED: lJ8-IJ30; 19S'u,
 

STATE 00QuJ 2~4V, ) 
()-;;- .) 55 : 

COUNTY OF LQu..J0. h.f.~ ) 
~ (l)9JlJ 

On thi 5 -30 day of J~,J ,~before me persona 11 y 
came and appeared James E. Coombs~ to me known and known to me to be 
the individual described in and who executed the foregoing ins~~ument 

and he acknowledged to me that he executed the sa,me. {1 ',12/J!-.-e "t/U/ ,f..-jL~ 1"rlL/)<..j 
DII\~~F. l\l~~:·:i~1';··'~~ 

NotaryPlI>' ·",t--",':"""" "'WIY '~ 
i("',I"H",', 1:, l\:l","~; , " rt/ rr)

Comrnl~~IUi1l."' ...)Ijt;~ frl .. H\~tl J01 19~../ 

CONCURRING: 
DATED: 

Thomas J. Flynn 
STATE OF ) Employee Organization Member 

) 55: 
COUNTY OF ) 

On this day of • 1978, before me personally 
came and appeared Thomas J. Flynn;to meknOl'ln and known to me to be 
the individual described in and who executed the foregoing instrument 
and he acknowledged to me that he executed the same . 

.. 7 .. ' 

ames E. Coombs, Esq. 
Employer Panel Member 




