
STATE OF NEW YORK
 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD
 

COMPULSORY INTEREST ARBITRATION
 

IN THE MATTER OF THE INTEREST ARBITRATION 

- between - PANEL'S 

Village of Amityville DECISION 

-and- AND 

Amityville Police Benevolent Association	 AWARD 

CASE # IA83-35; M83-441 

APPEARANCES 

For the. Village of Amityville: 
Charles Graves, Esq. 

For the Amityville Police Benevolent Association: 
De Martin, Kranz, Davis & Hersh 
By: Ronald J. Davis 

Before:	 Edward Levin, Chairman, Public Member 
Richard Carey, Employer Member 
Nicholas Cascio, Employee Organization Member 

On January 11, 1984, the Chairman of the Public Employment 

Relations Board, pursuent to Section 209.4 of the New York 

Civil Service Law appointed the above listed Public Arbitra­

tion Panel for the purpose of making a just and reasonable 

determination of the dispute between the Village of Amityville 

(Village) and the Amityville Police Benevolent Association 

(PBA) . 



2
 

BACKGROUND 

Preliminary meetings were held with the parties on 

January 20 and February 3, 1984 for the purpose of narrowing 

and defining the unsettled issues. During the course of these 

meetings a Memorandum of Understanding was reached and signed 

by the parties. Subsequently, the Memorandum of Understanding 

was ratified by the parties. However, by March 23, 1984 it 

was not signed by the Mayor, and on that date the PBA sent a 

telegram advising the Panel of that fact and requesting a 

final date be set for the completion of the arbitration so 

that an award could be rendered without further delay. 

Ar r angements were made for a hear ing on Apr i 1 11, 1984. On 

that date, a contract signed by the mayor was presented to 

the Panel. Notwithstanding, the PBA asked the Panel, in order 

to avoid any other difficulties or delays in the implementa­

tion of the contract, make the Memorandum of Understanding 

and the contract reflective of the provisions contained in 

the memorandum, the officially executed award of the Panel. 

Counsel for the Village did not oppose this request. 

The Panel, based on the discussions and evidence gathered 

during the course of the meetings that resulted in the 

Memorandum of Understanding and the revised contract, and a 

through review of these documents including contractual 

provisions of County and local police jurisdictions, concludea 

that they reflected a comprehensive incorporation of statutory 

requ iremen ts necessary to suppor t an ar lJ i tr a t ion award and 

agreed to incorporate them in this arbitration award. 
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The Memorandum of Agreement 

The following is the Memorandum of Agreement reached by 

the parties and made part of the award in the manor described 

above: 

AGREEMENT made and entered into this 2nd day of March, 
1984, by and between the VILLAGE OF AMITYVILI~E, (rep­
resented by Charles Graves, Labor Counsel) a political 
subdivision of the State of New York"and its princi­
pal place of business in the village of Amityville, 
New York, and the AMITYVI LLE POLICE BENEVOLENT ASSO­
CIATION, INC., (represented by Ronald J. Davis, Labor 
Counsel) an association duly incorporated pursuant to 
the provisions of the Business Corporation law of the 
State of New York, having its principal place of 
business at 16 Greene Avenue, Amityville, New York. 

WIT N E SSE T H 

WHEREAS, the parties hereto desire to make and arrange 
the terms and conditions under which Police Officers, 
Detectives and Sergeants shall work and perform their 
duties, and 

WHEREAS, the Association is recognized as the bargain­
ing representative for all of the above members of 
such Association by the employer pursuant to a reso­
lution of the Board of Trustees of the employer 
adopted on the 5th day of February 1968 wherever such 
employee may be represented, and 

WHEREAS, the parties desire to renegotiate a Collect­
ive Bargaining Agreement setting forth the amount of 
wages to be paid to such employees of the Police 
Department of Amityville and their conditions and 
standards of employment, which they entered into for 
the periods from June 1, 1983, to and including May 
31, 1985. 

WHEREAS, the parties hereto have concluded and tenta­
tively agreed upon changes and modifications of wages 
and work ing condi tions to be effective from June I, 
1983 through May 31, 1985 at a time prior to the 17th 
of February, 1984. That on the 17th day of Februa~y, 

1984, Labor Counsel for the Village of Amityville 
presented said tentative agreeme:lt to be more fully 
set forth below, to the Village Board of the Village 
of Amityville, for their consideration; and, the 
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Village Board unanimously approved said proposed 
agreement and authorized Labor Counsel to draw up and 
execute amendments to the existing Collective Bargain­
ing Agreement incorporating all those items agreed to 
between the parties and approved by the Village Board. 

NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the pre­
mises of the mutual covenants and promises as herein 
contained, the parties 
agree as follows: 

hereto bind themselves and 

Section 27 (a) (b) 
Bargaining Agreement 

of the 
shall be 

existing 
amended 

Colle
to now 

ctive 
read 

Section 27 (b) and (c) respectively. There shall 
be a new Section 27 (a) as follows: The President 
of the Amityville P.B.A. or his designated alter­
nate shall receive one day per month released 
time wi th pay for the conducting of Association 
business. In addition, the P.B.A. is authorized 
to have a two member negot ia t ing commi t tee 
released from police duties, with pay for the 
purposes of attending contract negotiations with 
the village. This provision to become effective 
March 1, 1984. 

2.'~Delete from the existing Collective Bargaining 
Agreement that part of Section 29 (a) which pro­
hibits the Village of Amityville from seeking 
pension modifications through the State Legisla­
ture. 

3.BK-Amend Section 32, Paragraph 1 by adding at the 
end of the first completed sentence the following: 
Within 15 working days of the date of the alleged 
violation or from the date the Officer should 
have reasonably become aware of said violation. 

4~'{.The Village's contribution to the Amityville 
P.B.A. Benefit Fund shall be increased $50.00 per 
year effective June 1, 1983 and an addition $50.00 
per year effective June 1, 1984 for a total of 
$100.00. 

5.l>'1:ffective June 1, 1983, the cleaning and equipment 
allowance as indicated in Section 9 (e) shall be 
increased by $50.00 per year and effective June 
1, 1984, said allowance shall be increased an 
additional $50.00 per year for a total of $100.00 
per year. 
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6.	 Section 6 (c) and (d) shall be deleted from tne 

existing Collective Bargaining Agreement and there 
shall be a new Paragraph 23 (c) as follows: Longe­
vity for Amityville Police Officers shall be paid 
at the rate of $110.00 for each year of service 
effective June 1, 1983. No payment shall be made 
for years one through five and commencing with 
the 6th year of serv ice, Of f icer s will be paid 
$660.00, 7th year $770.00, 8th year $880.00, etc. 

7.C~Delete Paragraphs 25 (a) and (b) from the existing 
Collective Bargaining Agreement and amend Para­
graph (c) to now read Paragraph (b). There shall 
be a new Paragraph 25 (a) as follows: Effective 
June 1, 1983, night differential shall be paid to 
Amityville Police Officers and Sergeants at the 
rate of seven (7%) percent of the top base pay 
for Police Officers. Effective June 1, 1984, 
night differential shall be paid to Amityville 
Police Officers and Sergeants at the rate 0 eight 
(8%) percent of the top base step for Police 
Officers. Payments shall be made within 15 days 

. of the first day of September, December, March 
and June except for the retroactive night differ­
ential due members to effectuate the terms of 
this Agreement. 

8.0'''' Amend Paragraph 12 (c) to now reflect 240 days to 
read 260 days and the 480 day accumulation to now 
read 520 days. 

9~~	 All Police Officers and Detectives shall receive 
an increase in rate of pay of 7-1/2% effective 
June 1, 1983 and an additional 8% increase in 
rate of pay effective June 1, 1984. 

In addition, all new Police Officers hired after 
February 1, 1984, shall be paid pursuant to the 
following pay scale as follows: 

Start - $16,000.00 
Step 1 ­ $18,400.00 
Step 2 $20,500.00 
Step 3 $24,697.00 
Step 4 $27,144.00 
Step 5 $28,491.00 
Step 6 - Prevailing rate of pay for top paid 
Police Officers under the regular schedule. 

This new schedule shall be subject to renegotia­
tion at the expiration of this agreement, together 
with all other items contained herein. 
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10.	 Amend Section 5 (e), Line 7 to now read, "Upon 
the completion of 3 years of service," instead of 
the existing 6 years of service. Such provision 
to take effect April 1, 1984. 

11.	 Add a new provision to the current Collective 
Bargaining Agreement captioned 35 as follows: 
Effective the date of the signing of this agree­
ment all disciplinary matters that remain 
unsettled shall be submitted to arbitration pur­
suant to the provisions of the Amer ican Arbi tra­
tion Association; which Arbitrator shall be tne 
finder of fact and render a deci~ion as to guilt 
or innocence and just punishment, if any. Such 
decision of the Arbitrator shall be advisory only. 
Association members that are subject to discipline 
must request their right to invoke the arbitration 
process within 15 days of the date of written 
notice of disciplinary charges. 

12.	 The provisions of Section 6 of the existing 
Collective Bargaining Agreement shall be modified 
to reflect that all Police Officers, Sergeants 
and Detectives shall be paid for holiday pay, 
overtime, etc., at the rate pertaining to a 245 
day work schedule instead of the prior calculation 
of a 260 day work schedule. This provision to be 
effective January 1, 1984. 

The	 Panel believes that the provisions of the Memoran­

dum	 of Understanding agreed to Jnd ratified by the parties 

provide a fair and equitable settlement of their dispute 

consistent with the provisions of Section 209.4 of the 

New	 York Civil Service Law, and specifically the criteria 

set forth therein. Accordingly, the Panel unanimously 

finds that the Memorandum of Understanding shall be 

incorporated in this award and binding on the parties. 

The Panel shall retain jurisdiction over any dispute 

concerning the implementation of the language contained in 

the	 Memorandum of Agreement. 
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PANEL MEMBERS:
 

Date: April 26, 1984
 

STATE OF NEW YORK
 
ss:

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

Appeared before me this 26th day of Apr iI, 1984, EDWARD 
LEVIN, to me known, who did swear and affirm that he has 
executed the above and that all statements herein are true 
and correct to the best of his knowledge and belief. 

',0" nrJ! 

~ /1... 
l::>yj-j;;rl)~uJ~ 
'-V~. ~ \I EILEEN FITZPATRICK 

j Notary Public. State of New York 
No. 4739968 

Qualified In Suffolk Coun~9 cg6
Commission Expires March 30. -

Date: £a~~<~L~ 
Richard Carey 7 
Employer Member 

STATE OF NEW YORK 
ss:COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

Appeared before me this 26th day of Apr iI, 1984, RICHARD 
CAREY, to me known, who did swear and aff irm that he has 
executed the above and that all statements herein are true 
and correct to the best of his knowledge and belief. 

Q. ., CdJJ-U
CA-tJ.J/ L ~ j) EILEEN FITZPATRICKoI Notary Public. State of New York 

No. 4739968 '" 
Quellfled I~ Suffolk County '6'::> 

Commission ExpIres March 30.19_ 

dWJL?~~Date: 
/Nicholas Cascio 

Employee Organization Member 

STATE OF NEW YORK 
ss:

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 

Appeared before me this 26th day of April, 1984, NICHOLAS 
CASCIO, to me known, who did swear and affirm that he has 
executed the above and that all statements herein are true 
and correct to the best of his knowledge and belief. 

o /7 • -" ~D01:'--1 U-
File #79l3A ~"-' ~- EILEEN FITZPATRICK 

Notary Public, State of New York 
No. 4739968 

Quellfled In Suffolk County V'L 
Commission Expires March 30. , 9_0_.J 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 

SEP 2 7 i984Public Employment Relations Board 
Case No. IA83-35; M83-441 CONC\UA,,'Ol'i 

In the Matter of the Interest Arbitration 

- between - SUPPLEMENTAL 

VILLAGE OF AMITYVILLE AWARD 

- and ­

~~ITYVILLE POLICE BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION 

APPEARANCES 

For the Village of Amityville: 
Charles Graves, Esq. 

For the Amityville Police Benevolent Association: 
Ronald Davis, Esq. 

Public Arbitration Panel: 
Edward Levin, Chairman and Impartial Public Member 
Richard Carey, Employer Member 
Nicholas Cascio, Employee Organization ~emb~r 

ISSUES: 1. Is this issue arbitrable? 

2.	 If so, what is a fair and reasonable salary for 
detectives? 

ISSUE OF ARBITRABILITY 

On April 26, 1984, the Panel made a determination on 

issues that were at impasse between the Village of Amityville 

("Village") and the Amityville Police Benevolent Association 

("PBA"). At the time there was no police officer holding the 

title of detective and the question of compensation Eor that 

position was moot and therefore not considered by the 
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Arbitration Panel. - Subsequently, the Village assigned a 

pol ice 0 f f ice r to tha t pos i t ion and a d ispu te conce r n ing the 

compensation for that joh has arisen. The parties were unable 

to resolve that question through negotiations and the PBA has 

requested that the Panel review and issue a determination on 

that question. 

The Village has, however, raised the issue of arbitrabil­

ity of this question, based on their claim that during the 

initial arbitration of all outstanding proposals the PBA 

dropped this item and only the other remaining demanJs were 

submitted for arbitrati0n. 'rherefore, it is tl)~ -;i 1 lag',: IS 

contention that this issue was previously withdrawn from 

arbitration and the PBA should not now be permitt,:!d to re­

submit it. The Villaqe i'ilso poil1ts out that th~~ number of 

tours worked by 3 detective has been agreed upon a.nd sti'ited 

in the contract and that it would be improper to haV2 an 

arbitration award which might in any way have an impact on 

that number. 

The PBA di3agrees with the Village position on arbitrabi­

lity and argues that the issue of detective pay was nllt raised 

rjuring the original arbitration proceedings si:1ce ther'~ was 

no detec t i ve employed by the vi llage and tha tit \vas ag r f~ec1 

in writing that if a detective was hired the salary wo~lj be 

negotiated. Since the previous arhitration award, the Village 

has hired a detective an:i the PEA hi'is unsuccessfully dtt0mpted 

to negotiate a salary for that position. As rl r(':3'.11 t the 

issue of salary for detectives has now 1 '­-) an 
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unresolverl issue of' the previous negotiations and that it is 

properly a subject of binding interest arbitration by the 

Arbitration Panel appointed to determine all the issues that 

were originally at impasse. Therefore, the PBA believes that 

the issue is arbitrable and properly before this Panel. 

PANEL'S OPINION ON ARBlrRABILITY 

The Panel finds that the issue now being raised by the 

PSA is part of the original negotiations that resulted in an 

impasse and for which a Public Impartial Arbitration Panel 

~as assigned by PERB. During th~ course of deliberations 

which resulted in the prior Public Arbitration Panel award it 

was evident that the question of salary for detectives was 

moot and therefore should be left for ne90tiations between 

the par ties if and when it became necessa ry. The village's 

action in hiring a detective has revived this issup and the 

resulting negotiations have not produced agreement. 

Inasmuch as the issue of detective salary has re-emerged 

and the parties are unable to reached a settlement and it was 

3:1 issue incorporated in the original group of items tl1at 

were at impasse but deemed moot and tabled because there ·.....as 

no detect i ve employed by the vi llage, the Pane 1 finds t ha t 

the issue of salary, and only salary for this positi0n is 

properly before the Panel. The PBA acknowledges tl1at the 

Village has quite properly points out that the number of work 

tours are not at issue here and that the Panel is without 

authority to alter tl)at number in any way. Ne '/ (~ r the 1e s s , 
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this does not preclude the Panel from noting the number of 

tours worked as a factor in determining a fair sal"3.ry for 

detectives. 

Accordingly, the Panel finds the issue arbitrable. 

ISSUE OF FAIR AND REASONABLE SALARY FOR DETECTIVES 

The Un ion bas is its proposal for detect i ves ' sa lar y on 

the Suf folk County Pol ice con tr act cover ing th is pos i t ion. 

That contract provides a three step increase for detectives 

until an 8% differential above the top pay of police officers 

is reached. The three steps provide: 

1st year: 3.6% 

2nd year: 5.7% 

3rd year: 8.0% 

Applied to Amityville where police officers receive 3 top 

salary of $33,114 1 the differential would be computed in 

the following way: 

2 
:::1st year: $33,114 X 3.6% $11'l2. 

2nd year: $33,114 X 5.7% = $1887. 

3rd year: $33,114 X 8.0% = $2694. 

lIt is noted that top pay for Suffolk County Police 
Officers is $33,191 and therefore the detective differential 
for the Village detectives would be accordingly lower. 

2Rounded off to the nearest dollar. 



Thus, according' to this method of computing, the detect­

ive's pay would normally be as follows: 

1st year: $33,114 + $1192 = $34,306. 

2nd year: $33,114 + $1887 = $35,00l. 

3rd year: $33,114 + $2649 = $35,763. 

However, the PBA argues, this would still leave detectives 

earning less than top paid police officers should they \'lork 

an additional sixteen (16) days a year and are paid overtime 

at a rate of time and one half for suc\-) worl<. By tal<ing 

$33,114. and dividing it by 245 ('rhe standard number of days 

for determining per diem rates for police officers) the Union 

arrives at a daily straight time pay rate of $115. 

The Union reasons that if one takes the sixteen (16) extra 

days worked by detectives in excess of that worked by police 

officers, and using the $135. per day earned by police offi­

cers, the amount of extras pay required for the 16 days would 

amount to $2,160. The Union therefore proposes an additional 

$2,160 be added to the detective's salary to ma1<e up for the 

additional days worked over and above that required of police 

officers in the contract. 

Another difference cited by the PBA between police 

officer's pay and detective's pay is related to night differ­

ential. Police officers who work three shifts receive an 8% 

night differential while the detectives, who work two shifts, 

are not presently entitled to such pay. The PBA pr0poses 

that the detective receive a S% night differential or 
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$1,656 to eliminate this inequity. The Union believes that 

the 5% would fa i r ly re f lect the propor tiona te ly less nigh t 

work performed by this group as compared to other police 

officers who work the full three tours. 

Adding this factor to the formula, a detective wOl.lld 

receive a pay based on the following: 

1st year 2nd year 3rd year 

Base pay-top police officers $33,114. $33,114. $33,114. 

Night differential (5%) 1,656. 1,656. 1,656. 

Detectives' differential 1,192. 1,887. 2,649. 

Pay for extra days 2,160. 2,160. 2,160. 

Total Detective Pay $38,122. $38,817. $39,579. 

According to the Union, the Insic top police officer's 

pay would still be more than received by the detectives, but 

believed it would be an equitable formula Eor resolving this 

dispute. 

The PBA presented testimony concerning the job responsi­

bilities of detectives. According to the PBA a detective is 

respons ible to be i"lmed ia tel y on the scene and i nves til)a te 

3all cr imes except homic ides and arson. They take state­

"lents, interview witnesses, and safeguard evidence, and are 

3Homicide and arson are the responsibility of County detect­
ives, however, the vast majority of crimes in the Village do 
not fall into either of these categories. 
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responsible for conveying all the relevant information about 

crime to the County detective assigned to the case. The 

County detective completes the required paper work and for­

wards it to the District Attorney's office for prosecution. 

When the case comes up for trial it is the Village detective 

to whom the District Attorney turns for testimony related to 

his investigation for the prosecution of his case. This high 

level of responsibility and skill requires training, know­

ledge, and experience beyond that needed by other police 

officers. 

The PBA insists that there is no past practice with res­

pect to this issue as claimed by the Village. The individual 

who the village claims worked as a detective was a Sergeant 

working in plain clothes but who was never appointed to the 

position of detective and was not known by the Union to occupy 

that position. This can hardly be construed as a past prac­

tice. The current appointment of a detective is the first 

time in the history of the Amityville Police Department that 

a detective badge was struck anti issued to a police officer 

assigned to that position. The PBA therefore claims that the 

position of detective is a new position just added to the 

con tr ac t. In con tr as t the bene fits pa id to the so-ca lled 

Detective Sergeant, which were not part of the contract, nor 

known by the Union, cannot be considered in any way binding 

on the Union. 
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VILLAGE POSITION 

The Village proposes to pay detectives $34,114. (or $1,000 

above the top police officer) for a 248 tour work year. It 

would add to this amount 4% night differenti11 and the clean­

ing and clothing allowance currently required for other police 

officers by the Contract. 4 Therefore, the total ~mount 

paid to detectives would be $34,114 plus $1,324 night 

differential which together amounts to $35,438. 

The Village opposes the granting of extra pay to detect­

ives for the sixteen extra tours they are required to work 

above that of other police officers. The Village argues that 

the granting of extra days in the Agreement reflects an 

implied understanding that those extra days would not call for 

pay in excess of the amount received by other police officers 

for working fewer tours of duty in a work year. 

The vi llage rna in ta ins that it can get qua 1 i f ied po I ice 

officers to apply for the job of detective without offering 

them additional incentives such as those proposed by the 

PBA. The reason for this is that the position of detective 

car r ies wi th it pres t ige and less midn igh t tau r wor k than 

required of other police officers. 

The vi llage argues that the job descr ipt ion fa r Vi llage 

detective is not comparable to Suffolk County detectives and 

therefore contrasting these two jobs is not a proper basis 

4There is agreement between the PBA and the Village that 
the clothing and cleaning allowance shall be $47').00 and 
$525.00 respectively. 
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for determining the pay for this category of employee. 

According to remarks attributed to the Amityville Police 

Chief, Amityville detectives are only similar to County 

detect i ves in that both handle mi sdeameanor s. However, when 

it comes to felony investigations, Amityville detectives might 

help in local investigations or appear as witnesses, but the 

First Squad County Detectives bears the major burden of 

preparing and handling such cases. According to the Village, 

this constitutes work of a less responsible nature than 

County detectives and should not be considered in the same 

light. The Village believes that the Amityville detective 

posi tion is comparable to the Suffolk County plainclothesmen 

who do not receive an increase in pay when appointed to that 

position. 

In addition, the Village maintains that the 248 tour year 

with no extra pay is a past practice that was known by the 

PBA when it was worked by a Detective Sergeant at no extra 

pay for the extra days. This Detective Sergeant only 

received his sergeant's pay and no additional stipends or 

differentials. This situation was so widely known to all, 

including members and officers of the PBA, that it constitutes 

a notorious practice and thus a constructive contract. 

For these reasons the Vi llage as ks tha tits proposa 1 be 

deemed a fair resolution of this dispute and should therefore 

be adopted by the Panel. 
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PANEL'S OPINION 

The Panel finds that the position of detective is a promo­

tional position required more skills, knowledge and training 

than an ordinary police officer. The PBA' s analysis of the 

job descr iption of Vi llage detect i ves is per suas i ve as it 

relates to the detective's responsibilities for being the 

officer who in the first instance performs detective duties 

that respresents a basic and substantial share of the work 

required in prepar ing for cr iminal prosecution of fe lonies, 

wi th the except ions of homic ides and ar son. I twas al ready 

noted that these later categories of crime are a small part 

of felonies committed in the Village jurisdiction. It is the 

Village detective not the County detective who bears the 

responsibility to appear and testify in court regarding his 

observations and conduct during these preliminary but crucial 

phases of police work. 

It is axiomatic in labor relations and personnel admini­

stration that jobs with greater responsibility requiring 

grea ter knowledge, sk ills and tr a in ing shou ld be compensa ted 

accordingly at a higher rate of pay. Therefore, the three 

steps to reach an 8% differential appears to be a reasonable 

monetary recognition of the difference in knowledge, skill 

and training and based on the differential for detectives 

found in the Suffolk County contract, is deemed to be a fair 

and equitable pay differential for Amityville detectives. 

With respect to night differential, it is self-evid{~nce 

tha t such pay is des igned to compensa te pol ice 0 f f ice r s for 
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work done during the night hours. Inasmuch as the amount of 

hours worked during night hours is actually reduced by 16.3%, 

it seems reasonable that the amount of night differential 

paid to detectives also be appropriately reduced. Therefore 

a night differential of 5% would more than reflect the reduc­

tion of night tours of duty actually worked by a detective 

and would be an equitable method of paying Amityville 

detectives for their night work. 

Turning to the extra sixteen days a detective must work 

over and above the number of days ~ssigned to regular police 

officers, the Panel finds that a pay factor must be incorpor­

a ted into the detect i ve 's salary to re fleet these add i t ional 

days. While it would be inappropriate to compensate them at 

a rate of time and one half since the extra days are part of 

the detective's regular work year, it would not be improper 

to include an amount equal to sixteen days at the top police 

officers' straight time rate. The method of calculating that 

amount suggested by the PBA seems to be a reasonable way to 

arrive at a per diem rate from which to extrapolate an amount 

of extra pay in recognition of the additional days worke~ by 

detectives. Thus, all tolled, an additional $2,160 shall be 

added to the salary in addition to the five percent (5%) 

night differential and detectives pay differential discussed 

above. 

Th us, the computa t ion 0 fad e tee t i ve 's pay s h~ 11 be as 

follows: 
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1st year 2nd year 3rd year 

Base pay-top police officers $33,114. $33,114. $33,114. 

Night differential (5%) 1,656. 1,656. 1,656. 

Detectives' differential 1,192. 1,887. 2,649. 

Extra days 2,160. 2,160. 2,160. 

$38,122. $38,817. $39,579. 

While the Panel is without authority to reduce the number 

of tours per year worked by detectives, it believes it can 

prov ide the Vi llage wi th an option that wou ld pe rmi tit to 

reduce the· detectives' work year by 16 days and thereby elim­

inate the $2,160.00 extra pay provided by this Arbitration 

Award. Therefore, the Village is given the discretionary 

option of reducing the tours worked by the detectives to 232 

and upon implementing this option accordingly reduce the 

amount of pay by $2,160.00 which represents tha t factor in 

the Panel's computation of reasonable pay for the detective 

position. 

There is agreement between the PBA and the VillF.lge that 

the clothing and cleaning allowance shall be $475.00 and 

$525.00 respectively. That understandinq is also incorporated 

in this Panel Award. 

The Panel believes that this determination has taken into 

consideration the statutory criteria required for arriving at 

a fair and equitable settlement of the remaining issue. 
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PANEL. MEMBERS: 

Date: 9/17/84 

ST~TE OF NEW YORK
 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK 5S:
 

Appeared before me this/7~ day Of&.~1:e(1984, Em"lARD
 
LEVIN, to me known, who did swear and affirm that he has
 
executed the above and that all statements herein are true
 
and correct to the best of his knowledoe and belief.
 

&lu/L)~~~, ~~ 
Notary Public, F!i.i"'i 1';'3\., ' ~g

No. 4- 7 :<J:~{\·jP
 
Qualifieci in :3uftt"~.. r-


Da t- E' : Commis&ion Exp:r,,~ \hr _""'r,, <6.)e~7
 

9/17/84 ~~~l~~crC~~; 
HEREBY DISSENT FROM THIS AWARD. 

STATE OF NEW YORK
 
COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 5S:
 

Appeared before me this rr(t-h day of ~mhe.r, 1984, RICHARD
 
CAREY, to me known, who did swear and affirm that he has
 
executed the above and that all statements herein are true
 
~~ 90rrec~to t.he b.,est... of his knowledge and belief. 
0Y..JJ/U (}:;tJJv<:L 

E:Lr'(~";; ~:~t r ,~:~:' ':.,! I' 

~'Act.arll Pl.~~l(~~!I..:~!;~~~;<~.~:~I':: >
 

O.uaHf1ed ;n Stlf~o:i'. r,
 
<· ..... '':'I:"j ...:sion i>~p,rf:::S i\;,; i{ .;:. 

Date: 
Cascio
 

9/17/84 Organization Member
 

STATE OF NEW YORK
 
COUNTY OF SUFFOLK 5S:
 

Appeared before me thisJ~ day of::)ep-r-€mbe-r, 19811, NICHOLAS 
CASCIO, to me known, who did swear and affirm that he has 
executed the above and that all statements her0in are true 
and correct to the best of his knowledge and be]ief. 

~vGcfP~ . 
File #3500A - EILr"l\l FITZPATRiCK
 

!liMa/)' Public, Sta~e- o~ New VerI-

No, 4739968 . 

""" ,.?,:-~~!;)i~:::dl:;?r~~t;,~;~,:f,t_I.~"I'Y, 89' 



·.J._,.._. -'- . ._ 

S~se No. IA8J-J5: ~RJ-4~1 

,j ,- ~ " ~ ... -. 

: ­

- and ­

'he undersi-~ned diL~:;f'nt:; fr-om Ll:r mCljr,r'ity aW;l;rj ,r, 

the IT:'l.tter of Interest r~,':;ltl"-ltion ~)('tw'o{'n The Vi!~'l'" 

discussed in tho P::3.neJ '; dnlihpr'''iiL JlJS. 

'he firs~; issue 1,--f''1' ed in C,hr~ rr,''ljo)'ity ()olni nn (' 

~he FRne1 is ~hat of canpQr'lbi1ity with the County 01 

:uffo1k. 11 he ';'i118.o-e su:)mi-~,tr~d evicJc'fcethat thc~ '~0urn.'! 

:)etl?ct:ivr-; po~';i-ti.on j" ::":' c":nT)~r'1b],--.~vc:>n ll! ~,h0 'f:'Jj J"!'Y 

,,;)inion that L: ctmceded in the handl inC'"')f t'ploniyc:; 

'>:'pecla11y homicide:; and ;lrsnn. j{'1W ihen C8n t:h", -:j''l.jlt :,f' 

c 0 11clude, a~ it does, thRt the jabs 'lre C0~p8rablc? 

urnjn' to the i,;SUf" ()f the "x'r'l 16 j;;lYjQ _i['~t'~c,l':r, 

""-) , pay,pl'-:..l "~ i . '_. _ _., ,:w~r'~c. f'... the J. '. ma~or'l'~y..! 1_,..-fl'nd~'-.• J ~haT(:.1. Qxtr'~~ .---t.. o~'1~, i0 ti).::>~'10tiF;n~l' .(• 

:")r the extra 16 days. 'he /illa r ':?iub:nitted C?vid'[lCe ·h~'l': 

there has been a past practice for no extra Day f,r such 

day:;. 'nhe pr'8c":ice involvPd a S0r"e:'l[,t warkin' ~:lS '1 cjFdr,C'\­

iv':'! wi th n', ex",ra Day for' thr? 16 "X"''') day:') w,'c'ked. 'Te- I: '. 

clair;nd it did not know -l:h2 indi'ri_dual inv f:J1v n r] vrH·1{ed·11~;' 



Villa~e of Amityville 

and 

Ami~yville Police Bonevolent ~ssociqtion. 

In addition to the p8.st practice, there is a clau~;(' 

in the Contract ( Section 5 ) which specifically s+at 0 s 

the Detective's schedule is 248 days, 16 days over th0 

2)2 days police officers schedule. ~h0 pr~ propospd in 

ne~otiations to eliminate this 248 rt~y schedule, but 

dropped thLs propos~l. Nnw, by requirin" the 1illa'p ~0 

pay for the extra days, the Panel majori~y has in eff0c· 

null ified the benef'i t to the / ilIa 'T(> thp ?48 t 0U~~:;1)1' 

I)rovided in the C()ntr'8ct. 1" if~ th,o> .'illq'p positj'JD 

that in ne~otiatin~ the Det0ctive salary thp 248 1ays 

should not have been a fac tor' in v10w 01' r,he cl...lrrc,r,1 

contract clause. 

:<'inal1y there is the Tn8.tter' of' thel\.war'd of '3 St0p;;. 

This ~oes beyond the expiration dat~ of the curron~ 

contract. Suffice for this nroc 0 pdin' would be aI, IW8 r rl 

of one step only as th0 8.ppointrT:ent :,0 De~ectivp. b'lsir"l] J y 

c~ve~s the second year ~f a tW0 year Contract. 

.. . /~ , 

.'l~~-~,( 
7 

\ i char'd J. Carf~.'/ 

Employ~r T/Jember 

Public Arbitration Panel 


