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BACKGROUND

. Pursuant to Section 209.4 of the New York State
Civil Service Law, the New York Staté‘Public Employment Re-
lations Board, on May 16, 1980, designated a Public Arbitra-
tion-Panel'té make determinations of the outsténdinglissugs
resulting'from negotlations bétweén the parties for an agree-
ment to sucéeed the two-year agreement which had expired on
December 31, 1979. Martin F. Scheinman, Esq., was designated
as the Public Member, Ralph Purdy was designated as the
Employee Member and Bruce R. Millman, Esq., was designated
to serve as the Employer Member. On May 27, 1980, prior to
the commencement of hearings, Joel H. Golovensky, Esq.,
replaced Mr. Millman as the Employer Iember. ’

Hearings in this matter were held during Spring
and Fall 1980, All hearings were held at City Hall in Néﬁ
Rochelle, New York. In all, there were approximately eleven
hearings. At those hearings both sides were afforded full
opportunity to introduce evidence and afgument in support
of their respective positions. Post-hearing briefs were also
filed.

At the conclusion of the hearings, the Panel met in
a series gf executive sessions. This Opinion and Award was
drafted b% the Chairman, Martin F. Scheinman, Esq. He is

solely responsibtle for the language selected.



The Open Issues

The following issues were presented to the Panel
for "a just and reasonable determination” pursuant to Section
209.4. The Union introduced forty-three issues:

1. Duration

Personal Leave

Pay out or Accumulation of Personal Leave
10. Death Leave

1l. Funeral Expenses

12. Time off for Promotional Examinations
13. Sick Leave

14 . Extended Illness Benefit

15. Uniform Allowance Increase

16. Uniform Replacement

17. Parking Space

18. Overtime Pay

19. Minimum Call-Back

20. Standby Pay

21. Preparation Time for Instructlon Claases
22. Night Differential

23. Automobile Equipment

24 . Clothing for Detectives

25. Welfare Fund

26. Arbitration

27. Longevity

28. Mileage Allowance

29. Medical Examination

30. Physical Fitness Program

31. Time Off for Officers to Attend Meetings
32. Time Off for President. to Perform Duties
33. Maintenance of Benefits

34. Pay Cut Option for Holidays

35. Cecmpassionate Leave

36. Insurance Protection for Tort Acts etc.
37 '

38

2. Salary

3. Detective leferentlal

L. Cost of Living Adjustment
5. Vacations

6. Severance Vacation Leave
7. Holidays

8.

9.

Bullet~Proof Vests
. Tuition and Book Reimbursement
39. Overtime Checks
,0. Retirement Differential
L). HRatio between Cfficers and Sergeants
L2. liedical Review Board
- 43, Availability of Recognized Programs
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During the Union's presentation, Demands #4, #10,
#16, #17, #21, #23, #24, #29, i34, #35, #37, #39, #L41 and
#L.3 were all withdrawn.

The City introduced fifteen demands. They are

aé'foliows:

Duration

Work Chart

Forty-Hour Work Week .
Accrual and Use of Vacation Leave
Detective Provisions
Personal Leave

Office Space

Training Time

. Civil Service Examinations
10, Computation of Overtime

11. Vacation for New Officers
12. Health Insurance Conversion
13. Health Insurance/Spouses

. Election Day

15. Copies of Agreement.

O 0~ O\ E O R

Demand #14 was withdrawn by the City.

Statutory Criteria

In making our "just and reasonable" determination
we are mindful of the relevant criteria specified in Section
209.4 Wg have ccnsidered these criteria in great detail in
reaching our conclusions below. Specific reference to some
of the criteria appears in the DISCUSSiON AND FINDINGS

section. ’

v



The Panel is required to consider:

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 interest 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 professicns, including specifically,
(1) hazards of employment; (2) physical quali-
fications; (3) educational qualifications; (4)
mental qualifications; (5) job training and
skills;

d. such other factors which are normally or tradi-
tionally taken into consideration in the deter-
mination of wages, hours and conditions of
employment.

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS

Comparability

The statute requires the Panel to compare the
conditions of employment of the members of the unit with
similarly situated employces ;n comparable communities
e.g. in terms of skills and services provided.‘ The City
argued that prior arbitration awards and fact finding
reporgs have defined the cities of Mount Vernon and White

Plains to be the comparable communities. Given these

prior deocuments, the City contended that the Panel was



obligated to look only at these ﬁwo cities.

The Union, on the other hand, has sought to
4eXpahd,the geographic region for the Panel to compare with
New Rochelle. It has introduced‘doéﬁments indicating
the tefms and'conditions of officers thfoughout West—
bheéter County, in municipalities in Nassau aﬁd'Suffolk
' éoﬁnties;-and in New York City. 1In the Union's view,
it should make no difference whether the employing entity
is known as a county, city, town or village. The Unidn
also asserted that the proximity of New Rochelle to New
York City make New York City's conditions of employment

for officers compelling.

We have analyzed both parties' arguments in
terms of the appropriate communities for comparison in
great detail. . Scores of documents, charts and graphs

have been viewed and reviewed. Based on our independent

study we are persuaded that at this time the relevant
universe for comparison of terms and conditions is the
cities of Mount Vernon and VWhite Plains. The Union's
attempt to expand the relevant universe is inappropriate.
Several factors have led us to reach this con-
clusion. First, these .cities have ﬁuch in commen ih
terms .of geographic size, population and size of the police
force.) For example, the approximate size of the uniformed

police force in White Plains is 196; Mount Vernon has a



complement of 176 officers; New Rochelle has approximately
186 officers. 1In contrast, Yonkers has more than 450 men;
Nassaﬁ'County more than 2000 and New York City has thousands
mo%e than that. The cities of Rye and Peekskill, wiph
forces of 35 and 50 respectively, are simply too small to
be compared to New Rochelle. §imilarly, the‘population.of
Yonkers which is almost three times greater than New Roch-~
elle is a strong indication that it is not a proper basis of
compafison.

Secondly, lMount Vernon and White Plains are
both closely situated geographically to New Rocheile. As
such, in terms of the population and area served, the forces
in these three VWestchester cities are similar.

Third, these three communities' similarities
are furthered because they are all cities. As cities, they
bear the same responsibilities for governmental services
e.g. paid fire departments. Stated simply, they each must
bear the problems faced by cities in the 1980's.

In sum, we must conclude that at this time,
based upon an independent review of the data provided, that

Mount Vernon and White Plains constitute the relevant universe.

Ability to Pay

The Union insisted that the City has the financial

ability to pay the costs of the demands it presented to the



Panel. The primary argument presénted by the Union is
that taxes in 1977, 1978 and 1979 were not increased. It
ésserted that even with the 5.79% tax increase for 1980,
the average increase sincé 1976 is but 1.5% per year.

The Union argued that there has been a sub—
‘stan*lal and continuous increase in real value of
'property'51nce 1976. This, the Union maintains, reduced
the effective real tax rate.

The Union also conteﬁded that had the City not
voluntarily abandoned the sales tax on fuel oil,ithere-
would be enough money to provide every officer a 12% salary
increase. Finally, the Union stated that the City is in
good fiscal health in terms of constitutional deﬁt margin-
and taxing power.

. The City has painted a less rosy picture
concerning its economic health. It maintains that‘the
City is unabdle to pay the officers a substantial wage
increase.

The City argued that the City is experiencing and
will continue to experience a decline in total population.
According to the City, this trend will make it very diffi-
cult to finance the operations of City government. This
is exagerbated by the fact that a higher percentage of

the population is elderly who live on fixed incomes.




The City asserted that the total tax burden on
an individual taxpayer must be considered. It notes that
New York State has the second highest stéte and local tax
-levy in the country and that New Rochelle residents have
_the third highest school taxes in the state.

- The City maintained that property taxéé weré
not increased in 1977 - 1979 because of the 2% sales tax,
Without the tax, the City argued that property tax would
}have increased $4.54 in 1977, $6.37 in 1978, $11.04 in

1979 and $9.55 in 1920.
In addition, the City contended that the City

has used its savings account, the Tax Stabilization Fund -
and the Fund Balance, to avoid raising prorerty taxes.
The Fund was created by the one-time sale of David's ‘
Island as well as the Fund Balance. Both of these accounts
have been depleted. -

Finally, the City notes that the proposed 1981
tax increase is $6.98 per thousand. This constitutes a
16.6% tax increase. This increase is without any additional
tax burden caused by the settlement.

The Panel has studied with great detail all of
the information provided us concerniﬁg the City's financial
situation. We have paid particular attention to expert
testiméﬁy of Edward Fennell, the Union's financial expert

and George Bartels, the City's financial expert.



While we are persuaded that the financial situa-
tion in the City is not excellent, we dqlbelieve that there
is amﬁsAfoom to finance a reasonable increase for the
officersf Had the City institutéd reasonable and pfudent
‘tax increases during the years of 197%-1979, there would be
less of a need for drastic increases now. The City under-
stood that when it used the monies from the sale of David's
Island, the Fund Balance and the monies generated by the
fuel tax for current expenditures instead of for long-term
capital projects,that increases in property taxes were
béing postponed - they were not being eliminated. The
advisability of using the monies for current expenses is,
-0of course, subject to debate.

In any case, the City saw its way clear to give other
employees increases in 1980 e.g. Fire Fighters, Superior
Officers, AFSCME, Deputy Fire Commissioners. It would be
patently unfair for the City to be able to now say that it
can afford no increase for these officers. In summary,
we believe that the City has the financial wherewithall

to pay the increases awarded below.



The Relationship between the Police and Firefighters

There has been a long standing relationship
between police and fire salaries in the City. Since 1969
the salaries for the two groups ﬁa&e been virtually}identical.
.'Repeated attempts by both unions to break this history of
parity havé-been unsuccessful.

| The Union argues that it should not be bound

by the increase received by the UFFA for 1980. It insists
that the historic pattern stems from the fact that the fire-
fighters have had "me-too clauses™ in their contracts. The
Unioﬁ maintains that the firefighters have always negotiated
settlements after the police had previously settled. It
contended that police officers should not now be réquired
to aécept the fire settlement simply because the fire-
fighters negotiated a settlement prior to the police coming
to terms with the City. Since the Union was not a party to
the fire settlement, and there is no history of joint
bargaining, the Union argues that officers should not be
bound by the fire settlement.

In the Union's view, the fact that firefighters
have hiétorically received what the police had achieved
does not now obligate the police to that whi;h firefighters
have aqhieved. Therefore, it asserted that the Panel should
disrcgard any linkage between the two groups.

We are persuaded that the historical tandem
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relationship between police and fire should be followed.
Thisvmethod of compensation has brought stability -and
éonsiStency to labor relations in New Rochelle. Ve are
also well aware of the fact that this tandem relationship
has avoided the "leap frogging" which can be‘detri@ental
.tb ﬁhe City as well as both unions. Therefore; we are
'pfepared to adhere to this historical pattern.

However, when a union gives relief to the City
in an area - an area where real cost savings or producﬁivity
gains are apparent - we believe that it is completely '
appropriate for a union to receive extra compensation
fﬁr the savings which accrue to the City. In such an in- -
stance the unicn migﬁt well receive more base pay‘than
another unit.

Here, as noted below, we are directing that
officers, other than detectives, work more days than in
the past. Such increased time offers the City real produc-
tivity gains. For this reason, police officers are entitled
to "extra™ compensation for "extra" time worked. Our awarding
them Yextra" compensation over and above that received by
the firefighters, is in response to the chart days given
back to the City. It does not represent a departure from
the historical tandem relationship'bétween the police and

fire units.



The Issues

. Union

1. Duration - Given the date of this final award by
the Panel, it is illogical and counterproductive for
the Panel to issue an Award covering only the‘period

of January 19, 1980 - December 31; 1980. Instead,

we are persuaded that a two-year award is appropriate.=

2. Salary - The Union has demanded that each officer receive
a 23% increase for the 1980 calendar year. Considerations
of comparability with the relevant cities, the City's
ability to‘pay and the historic relationship of the
firefighters and police ih terms of salary convince us
that the Union's demand is unreasonable. Instead, we
believe that the basic salary structure should be
consistent with that of the firefighters.

}However, as is noted below, in the discussion
concerning the City's demands, the Panel is awarding
increased chart days to the City. For this "extfa“
work, we are persuadéd that the officers are deserving

of "extra" compensation.

% The parties have agreed in a separate document that the
Chairman should also determine the terms and conditions
for officers for the calendar year 1962. That award
shzll be rendered soon after the Award of this Panel.
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We are also of the view that the new hire rate
for all officers hired subsequent to December 31, 1980,

should be. frozen. All other grades shall be increased

as follows:

Effective January 1, 1980, all officers shall

receive an additional $700. The rates effective January

1, 1980 are:
Starting . $14,L445
Second year 16,196
Third year : 17,947
Fourth year 19,700

Effective July 1, 1980, officers shall receive an
additional $550. The rates effective July 1, 1980, are:

Starting | $14,445
Second year 16,380
Third year 18,315
Fourth year 20,250

Effective January 1, 1981, for the calendar year
1981, officers shall receive an additional $1450. The
rates effective January 1, 1981, are:

Starting . 814,445

Second year 16,863

Third year 19,281

Fourtn year 21,700
Detective Differential - The Union has demanded that

the Detective differential be increased 15% above
Patrolman first grade. We agree with the Union that
the detectives deserve an increased differential. The
Union has made a persuasive case that detectives perform

a vital and necessary function for the City deserving



increased compensaticn, We are prepared to insure
that each detective receivea greater differential.
than the one received under the previous contract.

- However, we believe that the tiﬁe has come for a

new approach for the Detective differential. The City

- has made a persuasive case that the differential be

- paid in terms of flat dbllars instead of in terms of

a percentage of the patrolman's salary. For this reason, -
our award below reflects this change in fundamental
philosophy.
Effective January 1, 1980, the differential for

detectives shallAbe as follows:

Detective first grade $1750

Detective second grade 1525

Detective third grade 1325
Cost of Living - withdrawn
Vacation - The Union demanded an increased vacation
entitlement for officers. They have failed to make a
convincing case to increase the current vacation provision.
Therefore, we reject this demand.
Severance Vacation Leave - The Union demanded that each
officer receive special severance vacation leave in cash
during the employee's final year of service. We are
notAconvinced that suchAa provisi&n is appropriate.

Therefore, we reject the Union's demand.



Holidays - The Union demanded that officers be entitled
to fourteen (14) paid holidays. This would be an increase
. from the twelve (12) paid holidays that the officers
curréntly féceive. We are not bersuaded that a change
~in the holiday provisicn is necessary.A Ve note‘that
officers in the City receive the same number of paid
hoiidays as the officers in White Plains and more than
the officers in Mount Vernon. Therefore, we reject

this demand. | |
Personal Leave - The Union demanded that officers be
entitled to five (5) personal leave days. This weuld

be an increase from the three (3) personal leave days
that the officers currently receive. We are not
persuaded that a " change in the personal leave pro-
vision is necessary. We note that the current provision
is better than, or comparable to, that éf the officers
in the comparable communities. Therefore, we reject
this demand.

Pay out or Accumulation of Personal Leave Days - The Union
demanded that personal leave days, not used within the
year, shall be added to accurulated sick leave, paid

in cash or accumulated (to a maxi¢um of ten days) at
the.option of the employee. The Union has failed to
maké a persuasive argument to support this demand.

Therefore, we reject this proposal.
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10.
11.

12.

Death Leave - withdrawn
Funeral Expenses - The Union demanded that the City pay.
all reasonable expenses of an employee who is killed

or dies as a result of the performance of duty. The

City currently pays up to $500 of the funeral expenses

incurred by the family of a member who dies in the
lineor the performance of duties.

The increase in the costs of a funeral in the past.
few years is legend. For this reason, we are persuaded
that a $500 maximum is inadequate. Funeral expenses |
shall be changed to a maximum of $1000 to be paid to
the family of an officer who dies in the line or
performance of duty. |
Time off for Promotional Examinations - The Union
demanded that employees who are due to report fof
promotional examinaticns be excused from duty.
at least sixteen (16) hours prior to the time of the
examination.

The Panel received considerable evidence concern-
ing this demand. We are convinced that the current
practice between the parties amply provides the time off
for promotional exams. That practice provides that
employees vorking on a tour of éuty prior to a scheduled
prémotional examinatioh for which they have applied,
shall be excused frcm duty three hours prior to the

start of the examination. Enmployees working a tour of



duty during which there is heid a prorotional examina-
tion,. for which they have applied, shall be excused
from duty for the purpose of taking the examination.
Therefore, we reject the Union's proposal.

13. Sick Leave - The Union demanded that officers'be

o entitled to twenty-fouf (24) sick leave days with un-
limited accumulation. This would be an increase from
the current provision of twelve (12) sick leave days
with a maximum accumulation of 180 days. 1In addition,
the Union asks that an emplcyee be paid at his or hér
rate for all accumulated sick leave at separation. We
are not persuaded that the change in the sick leave days

is necessary; therefore, we reject the Union's proposal.

1%4. Extended Illnesé Benefit - The Union demanded that when
an employee exhausts his or her accumulated sick leave,
in the case of an extended illhess, the employee shall
be entitled to continuance of full pay and benefits for
an additicnal one-year -period which could be extended
by action of the City Council. We are not persuaded
by the Union that this leave is warranted. Therefore,

we reject the Union's proposal.

15. Uniform Allowance - The Union demanded that employees
be .granted a uniform allowance of $450 per year. In
addition, new employeces would receive a complete uniforn

from the City. Tha cost of any uniform change directed



16.

17.

18.

by the City would also be paid by the City and not
deducted from the uniform allowance. This would be an
increase from the uniform allowance of $300 that the
officers currently receive. While we are cognizant of
the expense of the uniforms, we have made a judgement
that the limited monies available are better difected
into the employee's base salary. Therefore, we reject

the Union's proposal.
Uniform Replacement - withdrawn
Parking Space - withdrawn

Overtime Pay - The Union demanded that overtime be paid
to all employees, including detectives, for duﬁies per-
formed beyond a regularly scheduled eight (&) hour tour
of duty at the rate of time and one-half, except for
Sundays and holidays, which under the current provision,
would.be paid at a double time rate. The current practice
is that detectives are granted overtime in limited siﬁua—
tions e.g. court time while off duty, non-follow-up duty,
follow-up while on seventy-two-hour swing and court time
beyend eight (€) hours in a day if switched.

Basically we agree with ruch -of the Union's position.
This was part of our rationale in granting the Detective
differential in Demand #3. Additionally, in recognition
of the number of hours detectives work, for which de-

tectives are not compensated extra, we have determinmed that




19.

20,

detectives shall not have their chart days increased.
This, of course, has no effect on increasing the daily
pay for detcctives.

In any event, the Union's demand for an increase

in overtime for duties_perférmed beyond-the_regularly

scheduled (8 hours) tour of duty is rejected.

Minimum Call-Back - The Union demanded that minimum
call~back for all employees, including detectives, _
shall be six hours at time and one-half rate and that
if employees, including detectives, are called in on
an off-duty day, they shall receive a double time rate
for a maximum of six hours. This would be an. increase
from the current provision of 2 2/3 hours at the rate
of time and one-half. We do not feel there is ample
justification for this increase; therefore, we reject

this proposal.

Stand-By Pay -~ The Union demanded that employees who
are required to be on standby or subject to recall by
telephone shall be entitled to time and one-half for
such time required to be on standby.

Considerable evidence was submitted on the circum-
stances surrounding "preference fo recall". Ve believe
thaé the system of "preference to recall" is designed

to insure that overtime opportunities are distributed



21.

22.

23.

fairly. Under the "preference to recall" system, an
employee is not required to be at home or to curtail
pérsonal activities. Therefore, there is no inconvenience
deserving of compensation.

In contrast, standby.duty is a situationAwhere an .
employee is actually placed on standby alert. For
standby duty, an employee is entitled to compensaticn
and under the terms of the agreement, he or she is
compensated.

Thus, we agree with a prior arbitration Award
that employees under the "preference to recall" system,
are not entitled to any compensation. For this reason,

we reject this demand.
Preparation Time for Instruction Classes - withdrawn

Night Shift Differential - The Union demanded that
employees scheduled to be on duty between the hours of
L:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. be entitled to a night differential
of 10%.

We believe that rotating tours of duty and night
work are well-known and accepted components of a police
officer's job. This proposal would cost the City approxi-
mately an additional 6.7%. Frankiy, it is not feasible
at %his time. For this reason, we reject the Union's

demands.

Automobile Equipment - withdravm



2L . Detective Clothing - withdrawn

25. Welfare Fund - The Union demanded that the City con-
‘tribute on January lst of each year, $250 per member per
year to the Association which shall establish a VWelfare
Fund to be used for benefits such as life insufénce,

" dental insurance or an optical or prescription plan.

We must note that the City is currently paying
into a dental plan an amount which is comparable to
that paid in White Plains. No dental plan is
provided in Mount Vernon. This proposal would increase
the City's cost by 1.3%. We are convinced that limited
monies are better directed into the employeefs base

salary. Therefore, we reject the Union's proposal.

26. ‘Arbitration - The Union demanded that the Hearing
Officer for disciplinary proceedings shall be selected
from a list supplied by the American Arbitration Associa-
tion, and that the cost be shared equally by the City and
the Association. 1In addition, the Hearing Officer shall
judge the guilt or innocence of the employee and if
guilty, determine the punishment. The current practice
is that disciplinary proceedingé,are conducted by a-
Hearing OLficer appointed by the Police Commissioner
ana it is the Commissioner who judges the guilt and

determines the punishment.,
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27.

28.

While we are strongly in favor of due process,
and our decision here should not be viewed as a depar-
ture from such, there simply has not been sufficient
evidence presented by the Union to convince us of the
neéessity for a change. Therefore, we reject the

Union's proposal.

Longévity - The Union demanded that employees be granted
additional compensation according to the employee's

years of service.

This longevity proposal for additional compensation |

would cost the City an additional 8%. It should also be
noted that the current longevity provision is greater
than that of Mount Vernon. Ve are not persuaded that
this proposal is warranted; therefore, we reject the

Union's demand.

Mileage - The Union demanded that employees required or
requested to use their personal car for department
business be entitled to twenty-five (25) cents per

mile. This is an increase from the current rate of
fifteen (15) cents. per mile. _ It also proposed

that mileage be calculated from residence to destina-
tion instead of from headquarters to destination.

: Little discussion is necessary regarding the
substantial increases in gasoline and the costs of

operating an automcbile. The propesal for the increase
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29.

30.

31.

32.

to twenty-five (25) cents per mile is reasonable.
Therefore, we accept this proposal. Ve believe, how-

ever, that there is no compelling reason to change the

method of calculating mileage entitlement.

Medical Examination - withdrawn

~ Physical Fitness Program - The Union demanded the

City institute, on voluntary participation, a physical
fitness program. |
We, of course, clcarly see the value of physical
fitness for the employees, and we must note that the
police are free to use the City's existing public
facilities. For this reason, we are not persuaded that
this proposal is necessary. Therefore, we reject the

Union's demand.

Union Business - The Union has demanded that elected
officers of the Association be excused from duty to
attend meetings of the Association. We believe that
this proposal is without merit. The current provision

compares favorably with the comparable communities.

Leave of the President - The Union demanded the Presi-
dent of the Association and his designees be granted
reasonable and necessary time to perform the duties of

that office. This time would include time to attend

meetings, conferences, conventions, educational sessions,

ete.



33.

3L.

35.

36.

The evidence established that it has been the
perties' practice to give officers reasonable time off,
without‘charge,to conduct Union Business. There is
nothing to indicate that this practice has not worked

well., TFor this reason, we reject this proposal.

Past Practice Clause - The Union demanded that all
terms and conditions of employment not specifically
amended by these negotiations be continued.

The Panel is mindful of the fact that past practice
clauses appear in a good number of collective bargaining
agreements. However, we are committed to the view,
that such provisions with their long-range impact and
wide-spread ramifications, ought to be the product of
the parties' own negotiations. That is, such a provision
should not be imposed into a negotiations relationship
by an arbitration panel. Instead, the propriety of such
a provision should be left to the parties. For this.

reason, we reject the Union's demand.
Cash for Holidays - withdrawn -

Compassionate Leave - withdrawn

Insurance Coverage for Torts, Liabilities and False Arrests -

The  Union demanded that the City provide coverage for emplcye-

for Tort Acts, Liability and False Arrest, at the nininum

coverage of one million dollars per incident. The Panel



37.

38.

recognizes the importance of insurance coveragé and must
note here that the City is self-insured and officers
have been defended by the City in the past. For this
reason, we are not persuaded that this proposal is

necessary.' Therefore, we reject the Union's demand.
Bullet Proof Vest - withdrawn

Tuition - The Union demanded that the City assume the
full cost of tuition, books-and reasonable expenses
incurred by an employee for college courses which lead to
a degree in Police Science or Criminal Justice. While
our award is not meant to be viewed as a statement
against schooling, we are simply convinced tﬁat the
Union's proposal would be too costly for the employer.

The time for a tuition program is not at hand. We

~.must reject the Union's proposal.

Overtime Checks -~ withdrawn

Retirement Incentive - The Union demanded that employees,
upon notification to the City of intention to retire,
shall,within the last twelve months of police service
to the City, receive a salary increase of 20%. Under
the Union's demands, this benefit shall become effective
re%rca:tive to January 1, 1979. Ve believe that this

demand helds advantages for both parties. It encourages



the retirement of the higher paid police officers who

will be replaced with lesser paid police officers.

Therefore, we will award this according to the following:
| A member whno is.employed-by the City of New Rochelle

as a police officer prior to July 1, 1973, and who has

comvleted at least nineteen years of service and no

more than twenty-four years of service, shall have the

right to enter into a two-year agreement with the City

to provide that his salary shall be 20% higher than

the salary he would otherwise be entitled to receive

on the first day of such two-~year agreement, during the

first year of such agreement, and 66 2/3% of such first

years salary during the second year of such agreement.

Both members,who on the date of signing this agree-
ment have completed twenty-four years of service, would
have the right to enter into such two-year agreements
prior to June 1, 1981.

Such two-year agreements shall not te made retro-
active and shall be irrevocable and shall survive any
agreements between the City and the Union.

It should be understood by the parties that an
integral part of our award on this issue is ﬁhe City's
obligation to pass a llome Rule Message to have these
funds included in the employee'!s base for retirement
pay purposes, should the state authorize such inclusion

through subsequent legislation.
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L1.

L2,

L3.

Officers Pay as Ratio of Sergeant's Salary - withdrawn

Medical Review Board - The Union proposed that there

shallrbe established a Medical Review Board to determine

‘whether an individual officer has an illness or injury

which is job related. - Such Board shall be comprised

of a physician selected by an individual officer, a

‘physician selected by the City, and in the event that

these vhysicians cannot agree, then a physician shall

be selected by the mutual agreement of the individual's

physician and the City's physician to make a determination.
We do not believe that the Union has made a persua-

sive argument for the need to have such a Boar@ become

part of the Collective Bargaining Agreement. Ve

reject this proposal.

Recognized Programs - withdrawn

City

Duration - A&s per Union Demand No. 1, we are persuaded

that a two-year agreement is appropriate.

Vicrk Chart - The City demanded that the present contract
language pertaining to the L/72 new schedule be eliminated.
The City introduced considerable evidence as to the cost

impact of ths 4/72 work chart.
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The work chart in existence was voluntarily negotiated
by the parties in 1968. Ve believe that it would be
inappropriate for this Panel to eliminate the chart
that the parties'voluntarily and bilaterally agreed to.
v‘However, we believe that the City has made a
compelling case for the need for some extra chart
days for uniformed officers. We deo not believe, however,
given the special circumstances of detective work, that
detectives should also have their work days increased.
After analyzing the evidence and arguments presented,

we are persuaded that each officer, other than detectives,
should be requifed to work two additional chart days per
vear. These days shall be-scheduled so as to not inter-
fere with an officer's vacation, personal leave days,
and holidays. We would also direct the City to use its
best efforts to not schedule these days on weekends.
For the 1980 year, it would be inappropriate for officers
to "owe" two chart days. This is because some of the
benefits we have awarded to the officers are not applied
retroactively e.g. Demand No. 40 - Retiremecnt Incentive.
For this reason, the chart days for 1980 shall not be
fully retrcactive. 1Instead, for 1980, each officer,
except detectives, shall give one additional chart dayf_

. That is, in 1931, except for detecctives, thers .

v

shall be a total of three additional chart days; one Msgﬁ”xpy

Apn iy S

that is owed for the 19850 year and two that will become ..

the normal worl chart from 1981 onward.



Forty-Hour WOrk.Week - The City proposed that officers
vork a forty-hour work week. The current work week is
35.5 hours. -

We do not believe that any compelling reasons have

been offered by the City to grant this issue.

‘Accrual and Use of Vacation Leave - The current contract

gives an employee the right to accrue vacation leave but
limits the use of such time Ey providing that the use is
at the Cornmissioner's discretion. The City has probosed
that both accrual and usage be at the discretion of the
Commissioner. While the City may be correct, that this
incongruous situation where use of vacation léave can
only be with the permission of the Commissioner creates
some_problems, we nevertheless see no reason to grant

this proposal.

Detective Provisions - The City has proposed to delete
all special precvisions for detectives, e.g. the
differential. Ve aré persuaded by the Union's argument
that detectives are unique; they perform different
functions than regulér officers. The City has long
recognized these di{ferences in ﬁerms of differences in
conditions of employment. We do not believe it to be
wis% to eliminate these special detective provisions.

On the contrary, much ¢f owr Award is a recognition
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of the differences between officers and detectives.

Therefore, we reject this demand.

Personal Leave - The City has demanded the elimination

of personal leave. Ve see no reason to grant this

demand and note that the provisions for personal leavé

in New Rochelle are consistent with the other comparable
communities of lount Vernon and White Plains. This

proposal is rejected.

Office Space - The City proposed that the Union's
office space be turned back over to the City for con-
version into a female locker room. This demand is
rejected because of the importance of the Union's
facilities. However, it is important that an appro-
priate and adequate female locker room be found. -We
direct the parties to establish a joint committee

of two members from eéch side to see if they can find
a resolution to this problem. The committee may also
discuss whether an alternate location may be found for

the Union's offices.

Training Time - The City proposed that the Commissioner
be allowed to switch duty tours so that training can be
acdbmplished during the day or evening tours. We believe
such a proposal to be inappropriate. However, it would
be perfectly appropriate, given the need that the City

has demonstrated for training, to use one or two of



the extra chart days to facilitate training.

‘ 9.} Civil Service Examinations - The City proposed that
officers take examinations on their time instead of
at the City's expense. This demand is rejected as

per our ratiocnale above under Union Demand No. 12. -

10. Overtime Computation - The hourly rates are currently |

calculated on the basis of a 35.5 hour week. The
City proposes that the hourly rate for overtime and
other purposes be changed to be computed by dividing
the officer's base pay by 2,080 hours.

This proposalrreprésents a substantial decrease
in the compensation for officers. We are not‘prepared
to mandate such a decrease. Therefore, we will reject

this proposal.

11. Vacation for New Officers - The City asks that employees
not be allowed to earn or take vacation during their
first year of employment. The City has demonstrated
that some type of relief in the vacation area is
necessary. Therefore, we shall order that the current
language in the contract be changed so as to provide
that all new officers, those hired after January 1,
1981, receive eight vacation tours in their first year.
In their second year they shell receive nine vacaticn
tours. In the third yeér they shall receive ten

vacation tours.

' 



12.

13.

Health Insurance Coverage - The City proposes to
contractually convert its present dollar contribution
rate to a flat dollar amount of contribution per employee.

This is to avoid any automatic increases in health in-

_surance rates. - - : -

We believe that such a proposal represeﬁts~a
major change in health insurance coverage. Again, it
is our view that such a change should not be mandated
by this Panel. If a departuré from the present health
insurance plan is to be made, it is our considered judge-
ment that such should be agreed to by the parties through
negotiations. Given our comments, we will reject this

demand.

Health Insurance/Spouses - The City wants to stop paying
health insurance contributions for the police officer's
spouse if the spouse is employed and can secure health
coverage from the other employer. At this time, this
demand is rejected. We believe, however, that this
proposal has some merit if it is legal and would cause

no loss to the spouse. If any modest benefit should
accrue to the City, and it wishes to have the spouse

not be covered, any loss that the spouse might receive

in énsurance coverage should be paid to the spouse in

a cash payment. We direct the City to study the possibility
of such a pfoposal. After the study, we believe it ad-
visable for the parties to confer as to the propriety

of such a program.



14 . Election Day - withdrawn

15. Copies of the Agreement - éhe éity demands that it be
required to provide the Union with twenty copies of the
contract in lieu of providing copies to all members.

This proposal is rejected. We believe it to be im-
- portant for both parties that copies be_provided td all
officers. The change from this practice is not necessary.

Therefore, we reject this proposal.
AWARD

1, Duration - This Agreement is effective January 1, 1980,
and shall remain in full force and effect through

December 31, 1981,

2. Salaries - Effective January 1, 1980, the rates are:

Starting $1L 445
Second year 16,196
Third year 17,947

Fourth year 19,700

Effective July 1, 1980, the rates are:

Starting $1L,445
Second year 16,380
Third year 18,315
Fourth year 20,250

Effective January 1, 1981, the rates are:

Starting 814,445
Second year 16,863
Third year ‘ 19,281
Fourth year 21,700
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10.

1l.

12.

13.

1s.

Detective Differential - Effective January 1, 1980, the

differential for detectives shall be as follows:

Detective first grade $1,750

Detective second grade 1,525.
Detective third grade 1,325
Cost of Living - This proposal has been withdrawn;

Vacation - The Union's proposal is rejected.

Special Severance Vacation Leave - The Union's proposal

is rejected.
Holidays - The Union's proposal is rejected.

Personal Leave - The Union's proposal is rejected.

Conversion of Personal Leave Days - The Union's proposal

is rejected.
Death Leave - This proposal has been withdrawn.

Funeral Expenses - The contract provision shall be
changed to a maximum of $1000 to be paid to the family

of an officer who dies in the line or performance of

duty.

Promotional Examinations - The Union's proposal is
rejected,

Sick Leave Daysz - The Union's proposal is rcjected.

Extended Illness Pay - The Union's proposal is rejected.



15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

22.

23.

24

25.

26.

27.

28,

29.

Uniform Allowance - The Union's proposal is rejected.
Uniform Replacement - This ﬁroposal has been withdrawn.
Parking - This proposal has been withdrawn.

Overtime - The Union;s prqposal is rejectéd;

Minimum Call-Back - The Union's proposal is rejected.
Stand-By Pay - The Union's‘proposal is rejected.
Preparation Time - This proposal has been withdrawn.

Night Shift Differential - The Union's proposal is

rejected.

Automobile Equibment - This propesal has been withdrawn.
Detective Clothing - This proposal has been withdrawn.
Welfare Fund - The Union's proposal is rejected.
Arbitretion - The Union's proposal is rejected.
Longevity -~ The Union's proposal 1s rejected.

Mileage -~ The contract provisions shall be twenty-five

{25) cents per mile. This change shall apply prospectively
only.
lMedical Examination ~ This proposal has been withdrawn.

Fhysical Titness Program - The Union's proposal is

‘rejecrned,



31.

32.

33.

3.

35.

36.

37.
38,
39,

LO.

Union Business - The Union's proposal is rejected.
Leave for the President - The Union's proposal is rejected.
Fast Practice Clause - The Union's proposal is‘rejected.
Cash for Holidaysr- This proposal has been withdrawn.

Compassionate Leave - This proposal has been withdrawn.

Insurance Coverage for Torts, Liabilities and False

Arrests - The Union's proposal is rejected.

Bullet Proof Vest - .This proposal has been wiﬁhdrawn.
Tuition - The Union's proposal is rejected.

Overtime Check - This proposal has been withdrawn.

Retirement Incentive - The contractual provisions
shall read as follows:

A menber who was employed by the City of New
Rochelle as a police officer prior to July 1, 1973,
and who has completed at least nineteen years of
service and no more than twenty-four years of
service, shall have the right to enter inte a two-
year agreement with the City to provide that his
salary shall be 20% higher than the salary he would
otherwise be entitled to receive on the first day

of such two-yecr agreenment during the first year of
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such agreement and 66 2/3% of such first years salary

during the second year of such agreecment.

Those menmbers, who on the date of signing this
agreemeht have completed twenty-four years of service,
‘would have the right to enter into such two-year

‘agreements prior to June 1, 1981.

Such two-year agreements shall noﬁ be made retro-

active and shall be irrevocable and shall survive any

agreements between the City and the Union.

It should be understood by the parties that an

integral part of our Award on this issue is the City's

obligation to pass a Home Rule llessage to have these .

funds included in the employee's base for retirement

pay purposes, <chould the state authorize such inclusion

through subseguent legislation.

Officer’'s Pay as Ratio of Sergeant's Salary - This

proposal has been withdrawn.

Medical Review Board - The Union's proposal is rejected.

Recognized Programs - This proposal has been withdrawm.

L) . Duration - This Agreement is effective January 1, 1980,

and shall remain in full force and effect through

December 31, 1981.



L5.

Lé6.

47.

48.
L9.
50.

51.

52.

53.

Work Chart - Effective January 1, 1981, each officer,
except detectives, shall work two additional chart
daYs per year. These days shall be scheduled so¢ as
not to interfere with an officer's vacation, personal
days, and holidays. The City shall use its best
efforts not to schedule these days on weekénds.

In calendar year 1981, each officer, except
detectives, shall work a third additional chart day. .
This third day, in 1981 only, shall be in lieu of

chart days for calendar year 1980.
Forty-hour Work Week - The City's demand is rejected.

Accrual and Use of Vacation Leave - The City's demand

is rejected.
Detective Provisions - The City's demand is rejected.
Personal Leave - The City's demand is rejected.

Office Space - The City's demand is rejected.

Training Time - The City's demand is rejected. However,

the time provided in paragraph No. 45 above may be

utilized for training.
Civil Service Examinations - The City's demand is rejected.

Computation of Overtime - The City's demand is rejected.
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55

56.

57 .

58.

Vacation for liew Officers - Employees hired after

January 31, 1981, shall receive eight tcurs of vacation.

" In their second year they shall receive nine tours of

vacation. In their third year they shall receive ten

tours of vacation. After the third year,vacation tours

‘are as per Agreement.

Health Insurance Conversion - The City's demand is

rejected.
Health Insurance/Spouses - The City's demand is fejected.
Election Day ~ This demand has been withdrawn.

Copies of the Agreement - The City's demand is rejected.



STATE OF NEW YORK),S )
COUNTY OF ) ©%¢

On thisjaﬁday of March , 1981 before me personally came
and appcared Ralph Purdy, to me known and known to me to be the
individual described in and who executed the foregoing instrument

and MHe ‘knpwléa;;h to me that le executed the same :
(A Y W ,
Notary Bublic S ' )
01 Notary JOHN J. PANELLA

Pubiic, State of Hew Yor
A No. 4715961 ¥
ahlied in We-lzhester Count
Commiss.on Expires March 30, lr;)yf;z./

STATE OF NEW YOR

COUNTY OF ) SSi '
on this |day of g;éégf , 81 before me personally came

and appeared Joel Golovensky, to me known and known to me to be

the individual described in and who executed the foregoing instrument

and he\ackn wledged to me that he executed the same.

Notary Public

LA KRIM -
Notay PLIJ‘bEC, State cf Now York
( : No 304729622
uatitied in Nassau Loun
| | Comm(?s‘;io;\ Expires tharch 30, 19X").;
STATE OF NEW YORK)
) SS:

COUNTY OF
On thiiégéxxiay of 7 , 1981/be

and appeared Martin F, Scheinman, t

|@b@hr9 Public

%
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Statement of Joel H. Golovensky, Esq., Employer
Panel Member, Public Arbitration Panel,
‘Case No. IN-149,; M79-444 :

far e ———— y——

r ‘ ' . : . .

! While I have reluctantly concurred in the holdings con-

. tained in this Award, T find it incumbent to express my dissatis-
- faction with the Panel's ‘analysis.

e

i - The Panel did not sufficiently credit the City's concerns
and needs when it balanced the interests of the parties. Tha

" Panel, in considering the City's ability to pay, concluded that
the City had the financial wherewithal to pay the increases
awarded by the Panel. In making this determination in conjunc- !
‘tion with the salary award, the Panel clearly decided that the i
resultant tax increase, even if substantial, was not unwarranted
since the City could have increased taxes in 1976-79. The fact

is that the City did not increase taxes in those years and that

it should not be within the Panel's purview to second-guess the
decision made in prior years by the elected Clty officials. The
salary award is excessive in light of -the Clty s current flnanCLal
situation, and how that situation evolwved is clearly extraneous .
to that fact. The extra chart days awarded to the City, osten. Ol
to counteract the substantial salary increase, is simply not
sufficient to meet the City's present needs. The City demon-
strated the cost impact of the 4/72 work schedule in terms of
productivity and calculation of overtime. The Panel should have
granted the City's demand for a forty-hour workweek and/or over-
time calculations based on 2080 hours. Such an award would have
given the City the relief it so desparately needs. (

© M= ————

The Panel also granted the Detectives a c‘ighificant
increase in the Detective differential at a point in time where
the New Rochelle Detectives already had a greater differential

, than a Detective in Mout Vermon or White Plains. /

e e e

, Finally, I am frankly at a loss to understand how the
i Panel could agree with the City's arguments on such issues as
r accrual and use of vacation leave (item #4), office space
|
i
¥

(item {#7) and Health Insurance-spouses (1tem #13), and yet choose ;
not to make an award in the City's favor on these issues. Clearly,
on these items, a balancing of the parties' interests would have

dictated an Award in the City's favor.

. ! '
LAW OFFICES ‘
- . s /7‘7 }/g‘v d
RAING & POGRESGIN .
p . v




In the Matter of the Compulsory Interest
Arbitration .

Case No.
between . : IA-149-M70-444

CITY OF NEW ROCIELLE
and

" The POLICE ASSOCIATION OF THE CITY OF
NEW ROCHELLE

RALPH PURDY, Employee Organization Panel Member

DISSENTING OPINION -

In reading the panels award which was written exclusively

in the language of the appointed arbitrator Martin Scheinman, Esq.
as the Employee Panel Member I take issue with the finding as it
addresses the issue of comparability. As»we know that statute
requires the panel fo compare conditions of .employment of the
members of the unit with similarly situated employees in
comparable communities,

The Union, namely the New Rochelle Police Association regarded

the universe of comparabilities as those communities within the
Metropolitan region, ie. Nassau, Suffolk, New York, Rockland

and Westchester citing the various wages, beneflits, working con-
ditions, population size and job description of police departments
in those various counties. Many exhibits were set forth by

the utilization of graphs, charts and documents and also cxpert
witnesses, such os John Henry, Labor Relations Director for the
Tri County Yederation of Police and Richard Hartman, Esq., Chief
Nerotiator for many of the communities in Suffelk, Nassau and

New-Yorl: City.

Y2



It is my opinion that they presented credible evidence to

expand the universe of comparability beyond the geographical

arcas of White Plains and Mt. Vernon which the arbitrator and

fhe Eﬁbloyer Panel Member Joel Golovensky, Esq., had sought

as their sphere of comparability.

It is my opinion that my colleagues on the panel_didAnot take
into consideration that the City of White Plains.has a larger
trahsicnt population than the City of New Rochelle and that the
tax base of the City of White Piains.is much more substantial

than the tax base of the City of New Rochelle. There are many
more thousands of people that travel through the City of White
Plains on a daily basis and are employed in the City of VWVhite
Plains on a daily basis, than there are in the City of New
Rochelle, in fact the arbitrator has been confused in his
identification of the population trends in the City of Yhite

. Plains as they are compared with the City of New Rochelle.
Further, the City of New Rochelle has a different salary rate

and a different work chart than thafvof the City of White Plains
and there is no comnarison betwecen them. The only sphere of
comparability regarding workcharts, population trends and taxable
bases are those that are compared in the Town of Greenburgh and
the other communties in Nassau and Suffolk regarding this universe
of compurability. The Public arbitrator also addressed this sphere
ol comparability with New Rochelle as that of the City of Mt.
Vernon. One only has to travel to the City of Mt. Vernon to reali:
that there is no comparability as to tax basc, population, etc.

It is a completely different community and the necds of that
cummgnity are drasticﬁl]y different from those of the City of New

Rochelle.  The tax base in the City of New Rochelle is far superior



to that in the City of Mt. Vernon. The work schedules, work
charts and the kind of police operation is totally non-comparable.
The population and size of the City of Mt. Vernon are drastically
.diIIéront from those of the City of New Rochelle.

Vhen we look ﬁt the comparabilities with the police agencies of
White Plains and Mt. Verrnon, we find that the City bf New
ﬁochelles concept of poliéing it's community is one that is

quite uniqﬁe. They have established a higher grade of rniethod-
ology in policing concepts and have utilized what they call the
team police concept which in fact gives more authority and
investigative powers to the rank and file police officer.

This is not done in the other two communities. They are still
operating under the standardized concept of police administration
management and mcthodologies. That alone should be. enough to
break this universe of comparability and I believe that tremendous
.evidence was placed before the arbitrator in the testimony of
those individuals on the New Rochelle bargaining team along

with the New Rochelle Commissioner of Police to address itself to
the different methods utilized within these three communities.

The concept is more comparable to the counties of Nassau and
Suffolk as the professionalism in the police . department progresses
not to say that all police departménts do not have professional
police officers, but therce is the higher degrec of methodology

used in their policing concept. It also should be noted that in
the counties of Nassau and Suffolk the work schedules are basicalls
comaparable to that in the City of New Rochelle, ie., 4/96 and 4/7%¢
worl schoedules whernithu departments of White Plains and Mt. Vernco:

do not have this type of work schedule. It should be noted



also fhut prior to 1978, there may have been some stronger
considerations given to the universe of comparability but post
1978 with the new concept and the higher degree of professional-
"ization within the City of New Rochelle Police Department which
made tremendous forward strides, tbercfore,.giving a greater
degree of expansion in responsibility as to training and
investigating to the individual_police officér,'simiiar to that
given to officers of Nassau and Suffolk counties. As a panel
member répresenting the police union, I am somewhat dismafed

that the arbitrator could not see fit to break this universe of
comparability but in essence strengthen in this award tha compara-
bilities of these three mﬁnicipalities in Westchester County,

and I believe it has done great damage to the City of New Rochelle

Police Department in future collective bargaining agreements.

Ability to Pay

.The arbitrator in this report has addressed the issue of Abilit§
to Pay in taking direction from theiunions financial expert,

Ed Tennell and the cities expert. Both agreced that there was poor
fiscal management in the City of New Rochelle between the years
1976 and 1979 wherein monies from the sale of Davids Island were
utilizcd to offset rcasonable tax increases during those yecars.
Onec could say, this is uscd for poiitical purposes to keep the tax
rate down so that certain individuals could be elected to public
office. This is not sound financial management f{or any community,
and this position was corroborated by the City's fiscal experts.
It is the opinion of this pancl member that the employee's, spe -
fically the police officers, in the City of New Rochelle, shouid

not pay the penalty tor poor fiscal mmanagement by those in power



throughout the years of 1976 and 1979. It is my opinion that

the arbitrator should have taken this into consideration and
incrcased the salary substantially to bring the police officers

in New Rochelle up to a par with their counterparts in Suffolk
and Nassau counties, as well as, éqme of the other higher

paid police departments within'Westchester County.

Therefofe, I think he has-done a great injustice to the polfce
officers of the City of New Rochelle by splitting the raises

in the first year of contract rather than giving an up froﬁt
salary increase of at lcast 10% to offset the high inflationary
spiral that has plagued our police officers for the last several
years. The split salary increase, even though it increases the
rate of pay at the end of 18 months, does nothing for the financia:
impact that they have had to suffer during the first 12 months

of 1979, which must be made up in the near future. By allowing
the split salary increase, he has put the burden on the individual
police officers who will suffer under this contract. 1In the
arbitrators summary he states that he believes "that the City

has the financial wherewithall to pay increases in this contract.”

York Chart

I am plcased to sec that the arbitrator rejected the City's
proposal to eliminate the 4 and 72‘work chart. Howecver, I am
opposced to the concept that each officer owes two chart days
for the year of 1931 and one chart day for the year 1080,

to the Police bepartment. It has been brought to my attention
that all but approximately seventy (70) police officers who

work the chart ie., 4 and 72, around the clock, presently work

A,



an additional two days a year, ocver and above, the actual basi
work schedule. It is my opinion, that there is no real substan-
tive basis in the City's argument nor that of the arbitrators
rega}ding chart days. I will point this out in the parity issue
as addresscd between the firefighters and the police officers.

As the arbitrator points out, "all office;s,other fhan detectives
éhbuld be required to work two additional chart days per year.
Thése dayS'shal1 be scheduled so as not to interfer with an
officers vacation, personal leéve days or holidays. We would
also direct the City to use it's:best efforts not to schedule
these days on weekends." It is my opinion that these da&s
should only be utilized for training. This, because it was

the thrust of the City's argument by their witness, Commissioner
William Haggerty, who alleged that he was having a'problem
obtaining instructors to come in on the midnight to eight tour
for the training programs. I believe the arbitrator and my
colleague from the City are in error regarding this iséue, and,
therefore, I oppose the addition of chart days in this award, but
I believe-these chart days should only be used for training

purposes.

Police and Firefighters

The assigned arbitrator stated in his report that there has
been a longstanding relationship between the police and fire
salaries in the City. Since 1969, the salaries for the Lwo
rroups have been virtually identical. The City stated that
the firefighters reccived a 7.26% salary increase for the ycar

1580, This would indicate that the fiveflighters would receive

)

1,379 for Lthe year 1980, In this award, boecause of the split

X



raise, tho police officers have only received $950 of salary in
increasc for the same period of time. I asked what has happened
to this relationship? He further addressed in his report, 'that
when a union givesvrelief to phe City in an-area, an arca where
real cost savings or prodpctivity gains are apparent, he believes
that is completely appropriate for the union to receive ext;a
compensation for the savings which accrued to the City. In such
an instance, the union might well receive more base pay than
another unit.” I see here that the firefighters gave up nothing
and received $1,379, whereas, the police officer gave up one chart
day and all they received was $950 which would indicate to me a

loss for the police officers in the year 1980 of approximately

$530 and one chart day. This is horrendous.

Detective Differential

It has been brought to my attention that detectives presently

work two additional days a year and, therefore, when the arbitratc
ruled that detectives do not have to work the additional days a
.year, they really gave up nothing. Taking away the 8% differentia’
between the rank of police officer and detective and setting

forth a straight across the board salary of 31,750 differential
between the rank of police officer and top detective is really
nothing but regression, I grant that in the first year, 1880, the
detective receives approximately $230 more in salary, but 1981
this is reduced substantially and it would be my opinion that in
the future years detectives would really have to fight "tooth

and nail™ in order to maintain o higher salary grade differential

rather than continuing the built in base differential of 8%,

77



I cannot comprehend the arbitratoré thinking and his method of
calculation regarding this issue.

I will not address some of the other issues regarding the award
~because it would probably bé redqndanf, but I do wish to address
one final issue, which is the buy-out of 20% for those who
anticipate retirement betwecen the 19th and 20th'year“of service.
This buy-out is commendable in rewarding those police officers
who haveAlong years of service with the City of New Rochelle
Police Department. But the concépt of the buy-out gbes beyond
the rewarding effect, wherein, the substantial cost savings

to the community, specifically in the area of starting pay for
new police officers to replace the retired police officer. For
instance, the difference between starting pay and top pay under
this award which if continued into 19382, is approxi&ately $10,203,
plus the additional 30% cost savings per individual officer
because of the change in pension systems and other areas of
benefits. All in ail, there are substantial cost savings which
can be applied rea;onably to salary increases within the police
department.

In closing, I must state that the City of New Rochelle bargaining
team did present to this panel areas of increased productivity
which resuliced in substantial monies being returned to the City
o!f Ncw Rochelle in terms of fines, summonscs and meter collections
These monies should in all respects be used to support the agency

which generates this source of revenue, that being the City of



New Rochelle Police Department. " These monies along with

those Federal funds that are gencrated for public gafety,

~ie. revenue sharing and LEAA and other sources of revenue should
be a'substaﬁtial basis from which to addfess all of the fiscal
needsof the City of New Rocheile'Policc Departmentj_’Without

a police department to keep peace and harmony and enforce the \
laws that are promulgated by the State and the people of the
community, we will have anarchy and a tremendous rise in crime

in this community. An excellant case was presented before this
vanel, that the work of the police department has risen substan-
tially as the crime rate has increased. The Police Officers oif
this department work 24 hours daily, each day of the week, in

all kinds of weather, and on each and every holiday, as they
protect the people of this community.

The arbitration award, in my opinion, has done damage to the
integrity, to the professionalization and to the dedicqtion of
those individual officers who must serve under this award for the
next few years, therefore, I respectfully dissent in those areas

I addressed, but must reluctantly sign this award so that these

officers can begin receiving their long overdue compcnsation.

O/fﬁQ_“/
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