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DEC 2. '7 \983 . 

CONCtLlATION 
STATE OF NEW YORK 

PUBLIC EMPWYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 

------------------------------x 
In the Matter of the Interest Arbitration between 

Town of Mount Pleasant Opinion of Chairman 

-and- Award of Panel 

Town of Mount Pleasant Police Welfare and Benefit Association 

PERB Case Number: IA83-5; M83-1 

----------------------::----------x 
Panel of Arbitrators: 

Maurice C. Benewitz, Lmpartial Chairman 
John P. Henry, Employee Panel Member 
Bertram B. Pogrebin, Esq., Employer Panel Member 

Appearances: 

For the Union: David Schlachter, Esq., Attorney 

For the City: Ernest R. Stolzer, Esq., Attorney 

On June 7, 1983, the Public Dnployment Relations Board, pursuant to Section 

209.4 of the Civil Service Law, designated a public arbitration panel to make 

a binding award concerning the contract of employment to be effective January 

1, 1983 between the Town of Mt. Pleasant and the Mt. Pleasant Police Welfare 

and Benefit Association. The prior agreement which terminated on December 31, 

1979 was extended until December 31, 1982 and amended by the the award of an 

interest arbitration panel. 
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Hearings were held before the panel on July 21, and September 14, 1983. 

Briefs were submitted by the parties. An executive session convened on Novem­

ber 7, 1983. On that date, the proceedings were closed. (By agreement of 

the parties, a transcript of the proceedings was waived.) 

The opinion is that of the chairman. The award is adopted by those members 

signing as assenting. Dissenting members are afforded the opportunity to attach 

an opinion concerning their dissent. 

Following the executive session, counsel for the PBA wrote on November 18, 

1983 indicating that the Town had not yet submitted as exhibits the statement 

of the supervisor or the CSEA contract with the Town. The PBA had submitted 

a brief without objecting that these exhibits were required. The PBA Arbitrator 

John Henry participated fully in the executive session without any statement 

that the CSEA contract or the supervisor's statement was necessary. Nevertheless, 

on November 23, 1983 the chairman recalled the awards which he had already 

mailed to Arbitrator Pogrebin for consideration and requested the missing exhi­

bits which were received on November 29, 1983. The chairman has read and con­

sidered the statement of the supervisor and has reviewed the CSEA contract. 

These were ~ubmitted primarily in support of a number of Town proposals which 

were not adopted in the final document and in support of an increase less than 

the chairman considers equitable in all of the circumstances. He shall not 

alter his analysis or recommendations on the basis of the review which was 

undertaken. 
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On November 22, 1983, Mr. Henry wrote to protest failure of the chairman 

to provide draft copies of the opinion for review of the parties before affix­

inQ his executed signature. The chairman finds that the Civil Service Law 

requires him to have one other executed assenting signature before he may file 

this award. If neither interest arbitrator assents, further review will be­

come necessary, but the law does not require a review after a full and complete 

executive session if at least one arbitrator signs the chairman's opinion and 

award. He so informed the parties by letter of December 1, 1983. 

On November 21, 1983, Mr. Schlachter requested a reopening of the proceed­

ing so that the PBA could present "further exhibits concerning "hours of work." 

Mr. Stolzer objected to the reopening on the ground that the PBA had received 

full opportunity at the hearings to present any evidence it considered relevant. 

The chairman ruled on December 1, 1983 that in the absence of a joint request 

of the parties, he had no authority to reopen the proceeding. He declined 

to do so. 

Upon consideration of all of these letters and of the additional exhibits, 

the chairman issues the following opinion and award. He includes herein the 

full e~cha~ge of "correspondence. 
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ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW 

666 OLD COUNTRY ROAD • SUITE 301 

GARDEN CITY. NEW YORK 11530 

(516) 22.2-1844 

DAVID SCHLAC,",TER 

REYNOLD A. MAURO 

November 18, 1983 

Mr. Maurice Benewitz 
261 Thompson Shore Road 
Manhasset, New York 11030 

Re:	 Mount Pleasant Binding Arbitration
 
PERB Case: IA 83-5; M 83-1
 

Dear Mr. Benewitz: 

It is my understanding that you are about to issue the final award 
on behalf of the panel. I wish to remind you and your co-panel 
members that the evidence in this matter is not yet complete. The 
attorney for the Town had commented during the second arbitration 
session on the CSEA Agreement, an objection was interposed, and 
counsel agreed to provide a copy of the relevant CSEA Agreement. 

During	 that same session the Town Supervisor testified and read 
from a	 statement. He and counsel had promised to provide a copy 
of the	 statement. 

In both instances the panel overruled my objection based upon the 
representation that the information would be provided; it never was. 

I must, therefore, insist that no award be issued until the evidence 
is completed and counsel has met his agreed upon obligations. 

DSjdg 
cc:	 B. Pogrebin, Esq. 

E. Stolzer, Esq. 
John P. Henry 
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Scarsdaie
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5 SKYLINE DRIVE 

HAWTHORNE. NEW YORK 10532 

Telephone: (914) 592·7350 

November 22, 1983 

Mr. Maurice Benewitz 
261 Thompson Shore Road 
Manhasset, New York 11030 

Re: PERB Case IA 83-5: M-83-1 

Dear Mr. Benewitz: 

At the executive session of the arbitration panel held 
at your horne on November 7, 1983, it was my understand­
ing that you as chairman of the arbitration panel would 
submit to both panel members, Mr. Pogrebin and myself, 
a draft copy of the arbitration award in the above 
matter which would be subject to review by both sides. 
Your letter of November 19, 1983, received at my office 
on November 21, 1983, carne as a surprise to me since 
the letter indicated that the final award was sent to 
Mr. Pogrebin for his signature prior to my receipt of a 
draft of the arbitration award. At this time I would 
like to advise both you and Mr. Pogrebin that I waive 
no rights of argument on the wording of the award nor do 
I waive any right to which myself or the bargaining unit 
representatives are entitled to under the Taylor Law. 

Your determination to send a finalized a~ard, without an 
opportunity for me or the bargaining unit to exercise 
any rights under the Taylor Law is highly irregular. 

A copy of this letter is being sent to Mr. Pogrebin, the 
Town's advocate on the arbitration panel. 

Sincerely, 

&-:~~~ 
Director of Labor Relations 

JPH/dg 
cc: E. Stolzer, Esq. 

B. Pogrebin, Esq. 
D. Schlachter, Esq. 
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ATTORNEYS AND COUNSEL.ORS AT LAW 

666 OLD COUNTRY ROAD· SUITE 301 

G.ARDEN CITY. NEW YORK 11530 

(516) 222· 1 844 

DAVID SCHLACHTER 

REYNOLO A- MAURO 

November 23, 1983 

Maurice Benewitz, Arbitrator
 
261 Tompson Shore Road
 
Manhasset, New York 11030
 

Bertram Pogrebin, Esq.
 
Rains &Pogrebin
 
210 Old Country Road
 
Mineola, New York 11501
 

John P. Henry
 
Tri-County Federation of
 
Police
 

:; Skyline Drive
 
Hawthorne, New York
 

Re: Town of Mount Pleasant 

Gentlemen: 

I hereby request that the public arbitration panel 
reopen hearings in the above matter to present further 
exhibits concerning hours of work. 

In addition, we would request that materials to 
have been submitted by the Town be submitted on/~hat date. 

.. ,Very tru_ly yot. 
Lif~~!#~ 

David sc~achter 
DS: j u 
cc: Ernie Stolzer, Esq. 
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PR....CTICE OF LABOR ARBITRAnON 

- , 1'Q'/ ~_~_gz~ 

~~1{4bey~ 

//tJ~t 

Nc~emher 23, 1983 

~rtra.r.. B. ?ogTE:'J:,ir" Esq. 

Rain!'> Buij·~ins, 210 Ole CO\L~tr~' Road
 
t-'..i.:1E'clc., !--e-",' 'York 1150:;.
 

Jo:'ln P. nEnry
 
Dlrector of ~r ~elation5
 

:~jera~ion of Police, Inc.
 
: S;';yline ;)rive
 
~a~thcrn~, ~e~ Yorx JO~32
 

Re:	 To~~ of Mt. Pleasant -anc- ~~. ?lecsan~ 

Foli,=e Welfare arId Benefits DrS2.ni~;:,'tion
Si.:-s: 

1n vie~ of ~:. Schlechter's Jetter J an, recalling the co?ie~ of my 
awEUC which 1 Uloilej to l"..r. !-og:!"eb.:i.n. When:1 receive the rrjssing €xr:.ibits 
1" shc.ll co:-:sioer whe'.:.her any further action is n~cE:ssa.ry. I notE: that both 
e~~:tits were offered in support cf the tO~TI'S original position. 

Very	 truly yours, 

MoW: ice ':'. Eene-....i tz 
Il7I-'o..Ttia 1 CI·Jc.inru~.i~ 

cc:	 Ernest Stolzer, ~sq.
 

David Schlachter, Esq.
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RAINS & POGREBIN. P.C. 

RAINS BVILDING 

BEPTPA.ND S. POGPE.BIN 210 OLD COUNTRY ROAD NEW YORII<; O~~IC£' 

.... O"'tA N. GLAN2E:~ _ZS p.-.RK ...vENUE 

.JOE:L. ~ GOLOvENSKY NI:"*"' yOR .... NY. 10022 
TE~Et<.ICE M. O'N[.IL MINEOLA, N.Y. 11501 (21Z1 e~!I'3"'3e
F'"PEDEQICM 0 SQAIO 
aRuCE R MILLMAN 

15161 742-1470	 CABLE .... OO~IESS RAINSLAW 

PAUL.J. SCI-jR!:leE~
 

E.RNE-51 R. STOLZER O~ COUNSEl.
 
.JOAN"", M. CALDERONE H .... qRY H. RAINS
 

DAVID M. WI~T2 

November 29, 1983 

Maurice Benewitz, Arbitrator
 
261 Thompson Shore Road
 
Manhasset. New York 11030
 

David Schlachter. Esq.
 
Schlachter & Mauro
 
666 Old Country Road
 
Garden City, New York 11530
 

Mr. J~hn P. Henry
 
Tri-County Federation of Police
 
5 Skyline Drive
 
Hawthorne, New York 10532
 

Re: Town of Mt. Pleasant and PBA Interest Arbitration 

Gentlemen: 

On behalf of the Town of Mt. Pleasant I must strenuously 
object to the PBA's request that the arbitration panel reopen 
the hearings to allow it to present further exhibits concerning 
hours of work. The PBA had ample opportunity at the hearing to 
present whatever evidence it believed was relevant to the Town's 
proposal to alter the work schedule of the officers. The PBA has 
offered no reason in support of its request to reopen the hearing 
or its failure to offer at the hearing the evidence it now wants 
the Panel to consider. 

Very	 truly yours, 

RAINS & POG~EBIN"P.C. 

[1-/ 
Ernest R. Stolzer 

ERS:sja 
cc:	 Supervisor Rovello
 

Chief Paul Oliva
 



9. 

20/ .9Z~_..A.-~ 
~£. .A~ cy'-.L 

//tJJtJ
CERTIFIED MAIL 

.RETDJ&! RECEIPT iU:::rJ!;5TED 
:>eceInber 1, 1963 

David Schlachter, :.Esg. 
Schlachter & ~auro 

666 Old Country Foed, Sui'te 301 
Garden City, Ne~ York 11530 

Ernest F.. Stolzer, E~g. 

Rains b FoqreDLTl, F.C. 
2}O O)C Count~y Roao 
~~neola, ~ew York 11501 

Re:	 !'b'.L'1t Pleasant lnt.erE::st Arbj trct.ion 
F'EF\B Docket: II S:;-5; M &3-1 

Sirs: 

I \o7"i'te ir. referen::e to c nurnt'er of l€t.te:-~ w~..i;;;h havE' been exc:ha-:ged 
sirJCt: tho: ex.:>cu:.j v€ session cn the Y.lOiIDt :Pleasa.nt police arb) tTatic:;-; ~2:' on 
No~~er 7, )983. 

On N0Verrtoer 18, 1983, J-I-r. Schlachter wrote to insist that DC a""aro issue 
U7"J'::il t.he To·....." proviDed copies of the s'.lpt':rvis.::.::'s :.tate.'T,er.t a..")Q the cst.,; 
C'ontrac::' whi cr. \,:ere prmi·"::'sec as e>0.i.bi 'tS. ki a .. ard execu'-':'~.= b~' thE c:--ai:::-man 
baC: E;:"'r~auy issu""d. rut on Ncve..-nber 23, 1963, the cr.ain..ia."l recalled the 
c·....:rrc ",nd ;: c~'~estec the .sxhibi ts wi tr. thE st.ate..'":1e:1t that h;,> woula re-coLsioer 
tho=- reCOiIJj7)enc:at i0:15. Tr.is ""'as true oespi te the f<.ct t.r..at both exhi bi t.~ 101ere 
o:fere3 in support of the To~~ position that the panel fino for a l~'er 

~ncy ~nCTease thaI, result.eo from the €xe~utive se~sion discussions, primarily. 

""lU:re importantl:,. :"he. po;:. 'wrote 2. brief, a")G i t.s arb: trator participated 
ir. the executivE seSLOr. "dtr. no notice t.rL'3t the?E.h consioered the €Y_>Ci.bits 
nt:'C~es saJ'J' befure ar g'lrnent COU] d be writ t.eD ano/c.r the €xE-cuti v€ ses~i Dr. C:is­
~ussibns proceed. Nevertheless, th~ chairn~, recalled th~ aw~~a lest thQre 
be ar.y possibility that fuD d'.)e process be hc:king. 

OD November 22, 1983, hrbitrat.or EerU)' wrote protesting that a draft copy 
of the a....,arc was not issued to the interest arbitrators before the chairman 
cO::lz:leted his e>rection of the a-..'ardsEL."ld then sent thpm to A=bitrator rogrebin. 
~"je ins'U'uctions of ti,e chairmaJ' in t..is covering letter were that Mr. Pogrebin 
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execute the aware as assenting (~hich~. Pogrebin had indicated he ~ould do 
~t the executive session) and then send them to Mr. Henry for his action • 
.....r. Eenry had indicated at the c)(ecutive session that he opposed the award. 
If he held to that position, he had a full right to attach a dissenting opinion 
to each copy of the award. The chairman knows of no requirement in the Civil 
Servi ce La ...· reguir ing him to submi t a draft so long as a full and free discus­
sion occurred at the executive session. At the executive session such a dis­
cussion occurred and a different document resulted than the chairrr~~ had con­
sidered liKely from his prelirr~nary study before the session. 

On November 23, 1963, ~. Schlachter wrote to request a reopening of the 
proceeding "to present further exhibits concerning hours of work." Mr. Stolzer 
objected to reopening by letter of November 29, 19B3 on the ground that the 
PBA "had ample opportunity at the hearing" to present relevant £'vidence. 

The chair~man has no authority to reopen the proceeding without the con­
currence of both parties. He sr~ll not do so. 

The chai~D shall now reconsider and rewrite the award as he oeems 
necessary in light of the letters and the additional exhibits. 

ve~y	 t,rUl: your,~'"")a
:fll..i" /' /' ; ,

,llv'/~JJ., ( 
, ~ce C. Ben 

Ikpartial Chairman 

cc:	 Jor~ Heruy, PEA Interest Arbitrator 
Bertram ?ogrebin, Esq., Tmm Interest Arbi trator 
Erwin Kelley, Esq., PERB 

MCE:pk 
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It became clear during the hearings and executive session that a town 

demand for a change in the work chart, which the chairman found to be justified, 

was vigorously opposed by the PEA. No package was found to be possible which 

would allow an award including most of the significant proposals of the parties 

to issue if the change in work chart was included. Yet no package excluding 

the work chart change would be acceptable to the public employer. 

The chairman concluded that it would best meet the objectives of Section 

209.4 to award a minimal one-year package and to leave the remaining items 

for the 1984 bargaining between the parties. This conclusion does not mean 

that there were not many items of merit in the proposals of the parties. Some 

of the hospitalization and sick leave proposals of the town should be carefully 

considered in negotiations where trade offs are possible. Similarly, the PEA 

proposals concerning detective and sergeant differentials; an improved longe­

vity schedule; changes in vacation schedule; clarification of sick leave certi­

fication; and others are worthy of considered judgment. Both parties have 

clothing allowance proposals for which bargaining is clearly possible. 
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· ~ .But exp1orat~on and acco~dat~on could not occur where one item, 

necessary to remove a significant difference from comparable police contracts, 

had to be addressed. That work chart item dominated the proceeding. 

To award on the other items here, even if a compromise could be found 

which would command the assent of a majority of the panel, would be to remove 

negotiable matters from the next bargaining. Since the work chart item will 

be resolved here, it is best to leave those matters on which the parties can 

bargain and agree to future negotiations between them. 

The panel majority shall award on the work chart, on wages, on a welfare 

fund improvement, and on duration. All other items, including those from each 

party with possible merit, shall be denied. 

Duration 

Except as modified by the three items discussed below, the existing agree­

ment as extended and amended by the public interest panel award which expired 

on December 31, 1982, shall be extended for the one year period January 1, 1983 

through December 31, 1983. We so award. 

The Work and Economic Items: General Statement 

In corning to a conclusion concerning the work chart and salary and welfare 

fund, the panel considered all of the criteria set forth in Section 209.4(v) of 

the Civil Service Law. That section reads: 
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CS€l..errr,ir,i:t.io]'i, t.hE peneJ. ~'hc1! 5?E'cify the L2~i~ for it.f fincings, 
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The chairman concludes that the best comparisons for this unit are to 

police units in other Westchester County towns. Some information on police 

conditions in Westchester villages will also be noted. 

A review of the wor~~week of the police forces of 11 Westchester County 

towns (Exs. PBA 2 and 3) shows that the average 35 hour schedule worked in 

Mt. Pleasant is the lowest among all of them. A possible exception is the 

average week of Yorktown which includes in its average 37* hour week 12 training 

days. If the 21 Westchester villages with police forces are considered, only 

2 of them, Bronxville and Mt. Kisco, have lower schedules. Tarrytown has a 

35i hour average schedule. Thus in comparison to all other employees performing 

the same work in the villages and towns of Westchester COunty, the Mt. Pleasant 

police officers have the third, or possibly fourth, lowest schedule among 29 units. 
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It is difficult to compare basic compensation of the Mt. Pleasant unit 

to that of the other units. The data provided by the union (Ex. PEA 2) shows 

very few settlements for 1983 among the towns and villages of the county which 

have police forces. Those salaries which are available for January 1983 are 

all higher than the 1982 top step salary of $24730 in the Mt. Pleasant unit. 

A number of the 1983 salaries are the result of previous multi-year bargains. 

One 1983 increase is split over the year (North Castle). Among the villages, 

most of the 1983 salaries, whenever negotiated, took effect after January 1 

and did not reflect true percentage increases for 1983 alone. For Westchester 

County towns, increases have been negotiated, by the PEA information, in 6 

units. Several of these are second year increases arising in multi-year con­

tracts. Four of these provided 8% increases, and the overall average increase 

was 8.3%. Of the 1982 top salaries in the towns with police forces, 4 of the 

11 were lower than in Mt. Pleasant, and 6 were higher. 

In its brief, the town calculates the impact of the lower average work 

week in Mt. Pleasant together with the top step salary paid. For a 52 week 

work year at the average work week for each town and for the 1982 top 

step s~iary shown in the PBA data, Mt. Pleasant paid the highest hourly com­

pensation among the 11 comparable towns. When the same computation was applied 

to the 6 towns for which 1983 salaries were available at the time of the hearings, 

only a 3.5% salary increase was required to~maintain Mt. Pleasant at the top 

of the hourly wage array. (Of course, if the work week is increased for Mt. 

Pleasant, this conclusion would no longer be true.) 
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The PBA presented an analysis of town fiscal documents and history by 

expert witness Edward J. Fennell to show that the town has the abilitytQ pay 

a significant salary increase. (The PBA requests a 15% basic salary increase 

plus increases in a number of other items such as longevity and differentials.) 

Mr. Fennell found that 59% of the property in Mt. Pleasant was taxed in 

1982 at $26.60 per thousanfl of full value or lower. The range was $25.56 to 

$52.47. A review of the full value tax rates for the other towns and villages 

of Westchester County which are set forth in Mr. Fennell's report (Ex. PBA 1) 

shows that the rate of $26.60 was low for the county. PBA Exhibit 14 is the 

town's announcement concerning the 1983 budget. The rates therein set forth 

are not comparable to those used by Mr. Fennell since the town-announced rates 

are for assessed valuation. However, the announcement does speak of "moderate 

tax increases" for both vi llage and unincorporated area taxpayers. Over the 5 

years 1978-1983, the increase for unincorporated area taxpayers was 1. 71% and 

the "entire town" rate in 1983 is 28.6% less than in 1978. Newspaper reports 

(Exs. PBA 15 and 16) show a 1983 tax increase in the unincorporated area of Mt. 

Pleasant of 5%. 

Mr: Fehnell found that only 19.3% of the debt limit "'"as exhausted. He 

further concluded that the debt ratio of 1. 6% of the full value of taxable 

property "is considered low." (Whatever the law may be, an award which required 

the town to borrow in order to pay it ordinarily would not be in "the interest 

and the welfar€ of the public," in the opinion of the chairman. Very inequitable 

rates of payor other unusual circumstances might lead to some easing of this 

conclusion. But no such circumstances pertain in Mt. pleasant.)· Mr. Fennell 

also points to surplus~es, a contingent fund, and unbudgeted state aid as other 
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sources for funding any salary increase awarded. 

The town properly notes that there are other identified needs which also 

must be met out of available funds; that income will be reduced in 1983 by 

the fall in return paid on invested funds because of decreasing interest rates, 

and that any budget must allow for unforeseen contingencies which may arise 

after the budget is adopted. 

The town submits that the increases sought by the PBA are requested at 

a time when the percentage increase in the all urban consumer price index is 

in the range of 4 to 5\ annually while that for "wage earners - clerical" is 

increasing at a lower annual rate (Ex. T~14). In addition, Mt. Pleasant is 

shown by the Westchester Department of Planning to rank low among towns and 

villages in the economic indices which evidence ability to pay. Per capita 

income in 1980 ranked twelfth among 14 towns and twenty-seventh among 37 towns 

and villages. (Exs. T-B and T- 9. ) Median fami ly income for 1980 in Mt. Pleasant 

was seventh among 9 towns for which the department of planning presented data 

(Ex. T-IO) and eighteenth among 37 towns and villages (Ex. T-11). 

Among 15 towns for which 1980 data was presented, the median value of 

owner occupied non-condominium houses was ninth for Mt. Pleasant (Ex. T-12). 

The chairman concludes that the town was below the average for the county 

in income and value of property holdings no matter which of the indices one 

wishes to consider. At the same time it pays salaries to police officers which 

range at about the middle of the 11 town salary range; and it has a work schedule 

which is one of the lowest in the county. While the police officers of Mt. 

Pleasant are entitled to salaries comparable to their brother officers in other 
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towns (and villages), there is no reason why their work schedule should be 

so much better than the average for all of the towns and villages in Westchester. 

By making comparison to other police units, the chairman has obviated 

the necessity to discuss the various factors set forth in criterion c. of Section 

209.4(v). These comparable units share the same conditions of work and require 

the same skills, qualifications, and training. 

The chairman has considered the predecessor contract and the predecessor 

public interest award (as required in criterion d.). He has concluded, for 

the reasons set forth above, that it would be in the best interests of all 

parties to issue a more limited award than the predecessor. 

Weekly Work Schedule 

We find and award that police officers in Mt. Pleasant shall work on a 

5/72 chart effective January 1, 1983. 

Despite this language, the town will not gain the benefits of this change 

for most of the contract year in issue. No adjustment in compensation will 

be provided in recognition of the fact that work charts cannot be altered retro­

actively. The economic benefits which the town will gain from this provision 

are thu~ prospective, although the salary and welfare fund increases awarded 

below are retroactively applied. 

Salary and Welfare Fund 

We find and award that retroactive to January ~f 1983, the contribution 

per PBA unit member to the PEA Welfare Fund shall be incr€ased by $200 to $450 

per year. This provides an in-pocket increase to police officers of $200 and 

a before-tax increase of more than $200. The monies wjll be used to r€place 

after-tax payments of insurance. 
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We find and award that each step and salary on the basic salary schedule 

set forth in the contract shall be increased by 8% effective January 1, 1983. 

The welfare fund and salary increases are in the same range as the puta­

tive 1983 salary increases negotiated or awarded for other Westchester towns 

and villages. But, as noted earlier, some of the increases granted elsewhere 

were in 2 steps over the year. These yielded less in actual increases than 

the percentage increase found by comparing year-end salaries for 1982 and 1983. 

Furthermore, many of the other increases became effective in March, April, 

or June 1983. They also yielded smaller in-pocket increases during 1983 than 

comparison of year-end salaries would suggest. 

The higher in-pocket increase paid to the Mt. Pleasant police officers, 

which arises because the new schedule is made effective January 1, 1983, is 

justified by the change in work schedule above awarded. An increase higher 

than the rise in the cost of living is justified both by the change in work 

schedule and by the fact that comparable contracts also provided increases 

greater than those in the CPl. 

In light of the foregoing discussion and specific awards, we, the under­

signed"chairman and employer panel member (the employee panel member dissent­

ing) having been designated pursuant to Section 209.4 of the Civil Service 

Law, the chairman having been duly sworn, and the panel having received, re­

viewed, and discussed the testimony and evidence presented at hearings crt which 

both parties were ably represented by counsel, rule that except for the above 

awarded changes in duration, work chart, salary, and welfare fund, the contract 

extended to December 31, 1982 by the prior interest award shall remain in effect 



18. 

for the period ending December 31, 1983, and the awarded changes in work chart, 

salary, and contributions to the welfare fund shall take full force and effect 

as provisions of the January 1, 1983 through December 31, 1983 contract . 

.,." 

Dated: December 2, 1983 

STATE OF NEW YORK) 
55: 

COUNTY OF NASSAU) 

On the second day of December, 1983, before me personally c~~e Mau~ice 

C. Benewitz, to me known, and known to me to be the individual described in 
and who executed the foregoing instrument, and he duly aC~1owledged to rn~ that 
he executed the same. 
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I (concur with) (g,ils:5ell'e a;~elil) iihe above award. 

Dated: 

STATE OF NEW YORK) 
55: 

COUNTY OF NASSAU) 

On the ~ Ja.y ~l ~hcJ {9A1 before me personally came Bertr~ 
B. Pogrebin, to me known, and known to me to be the individual described in 
and who executed the foregoing instr~en~and he ~ly ~dged to me 
that he executed the same. ~~,(', ~~~ 

.,.: . 
...... j 

1--:", 
, :-.J!.I:~" , "
 

I ~8Rl!I= . Iiitr) (dissent from) the above award. \
 

Jo 
Em 

Dated: 

STATE OF NEW YORK) 
55: 

COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER) 

On the i" • ( ~ 
I 

(_before me personally came John P.I 

Henry, to me known, and known to me to be the individual described in and who 
executed the foregoing instrument, and he duly acknowledged to me that he exe­
cuted the same. 

I 

! 

DIANA J. GARDNER 
Notary Public. State of New York
 

No. 4692141
 
Qualified in Westchester County
 

Commission Expires March 30, 198"';;:"
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rDrArfA' 1. GARDNER
 
Nofary PUblic. State of New Yorlt
 

No. 4692141
 
Qu.llfled in Westchester County
 

Commiulon Expire. March 30, 1'8~
 


