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BACKGROUND

Thils interest arb1trat10n involves negotiations dlsputes between the C1ty of AIbany

(Clty or Albany) and two different bargaining units represented by the Albany Permanent

Professional Fireﬁghters Association, I.A.F.F., AFL-CIO (Union). Local 2007 represents
firefighters, lieutenants and captains. Local 2007-A represents battelion chiefs. .Pursﬁaht
to the proxliisions contained in Section 209.4 of the Civil Service Law, the undersigned
Panel Wae designated by the Chairperson ef the New York State Pubiic Employment

Relations Board (PERB) to make a just and reasonable determination of both negotiations

- disputes.

Albany is the capital of New York State. It is mere'than 300 years old. it is
located in upstate New York, covers approximately 40 square milee, and has a diverse
population of abpro‘ximately 93,000. It is the la'ufge.s_t city in the Capital District labor
me.rket‘ | A

Albany sits on the Hudson River, which runs from the north to south to New York

" City. The Port of Albany is a major trade port. Several major interstates run through the

City. The City is the home to the New York State Governor’s mansion and a significant ..

number of State buildings. The City is also the home of several federal buildings, four

major hospitals and seven colleges and universities. The daytime population is estimated

to swell to 160,000 during regular workdays.

The City’s Fire Department operates on a 24/7 basis. It has approx1mately 240 _
sworn members, including the Fire Chief, Executive Deputy Chief and three Deputy
Chiefs. Local 2007 represents 150 ﬁreﬁghters, 51 lieutenants and 18 captains. Local

2007-A represents six battalior; chiefs. Approximately 136 members of the Department.



are certified as emergency medical technicians (EMTs) and approximately 92 are
“certified as paramedics.

| The City s ﬁreﬁghters perform a full array of fire, medical emergency and rescue
services. They respond to fire calls emergency medical calls and hazardous material
calls. They conduct building inspections and routinely conduct trainings and other
housekeeping and maintenance. |

The Department is organized into four platoons that Work 24 hour shifts. There
are eight fire stations located _throughout the City. They are manned by eight engine '
companies, four ladder companies, three paramedic units and'a'heavy rescue squad.

The last collective bargaining agreements between the parties covered the period
January 1, 2006 through Decemher 31,2009, In October 2009, the parties began
negotiations for a successor contract but the'negotiations were unsucceszul. Thereafter,
acting pursuant to the rules of procedure of PERB, a PERB- appomted mediator ‘met with
the parties. Med1at10n was unsuccessful and on August 4 2010, the Union filed a Petition
for Interest-Arbitration (Joint Exhibit Tab A) pursuant to Section 209.4 of the Civil
Service Law. A

The City filed a Response to said Petition on August 19, 2010 (J ointExhibit Tab
B). Thereafter, the undersigned Public Arbitration Panel was designated by PERB,
pursuant to Section: 209.4 of the New York State Civil Service Law, for the purpose of |
making a just and reasonable determination of this dispute

Hearmgs were conducted before the Panel in Albany, New York on March 21,
2011, March 22, 2011 and May 31,2011. At all three hearings, the parties were

represented by counsel. Both parties submitted numerous and extensive exhibits and



documenfation, including written closing arguments. Both parties presented extensive
argurhents on their respective positions. |

Thereafter, tﬁe Panel fully reviewed all data, evidence, arguments and issues -
submitted by the parties. After significant discussion and déliberations at .multiple
executive sessions and sevéral telephone conference calls, the Panel reached an Awa'rd..

The Award consists.of many compromises induced by the Pé.nel' Chair and represents a

complete package. Neither of the concurring Panel members would accept each

individual recommendation in isolation. However, as only a simple majority is required

‘on each item, the support of all items by at least the Panel Chairman and one other Panel

Merﬂber results in this binding Award. Accordingly, all references to “the Panel” in this

Award shall mean the Panel Chairman and at least one ‘other concurring Panel Member.
The positions taken by both parties are quite adequatély speciﬁed in the Petition
and the Response, numerous hearing exhibits, and post-hearing written submissions, all

of which are incorporated by reference into this Award. Such positions will merely be

© summarized for the purposes.of this Qpinion and Award. Accordingly; set out here‘i.n‘ is

the Panel’s Award as to what constitutes a just and reasonable determination of the

parties” Award setting forth the terms and conditions for the period January 1, 2010

through December 31, 2011,

In arri{fing at such determination, the Panel has specifically reviewed and

-considered all of the folloWing criteria, as detailed in Section 209.4 of the Civil Service

Law:

a) comparison of the wages, hours and conditions of employment of the |
employees involved in the arbitration proceeding with the wages,
hours and conditions of employment of other employees performing



similar services or requiring similar skills under similar working
conditions and with other employees generally in public.and private
employment in comparable communities; '

b) the interests and welfare of the public and the financial ability of the
public employer to pay;

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

d) the terms of the collective agreements negotiated between the parties
in the past providing for compensation and fringe benefits, including,

. but not limited to, the provisions for salary, insurance and retirement
benefits, medical and hospitalization benefits, paid time off and job
security. -

COMPARABILITY

Section 209.4 of the Civil Service Law requires that in order to properly

determine wages and other terms and conditions of employmient, the Panel must engage

" in a comparative analysis of terms and conditioné with “other employees performing

similar services or requiring similar skills under similar working conditions with other

employees in ge‘rierally in public and private employment in comparable communities.”

- Union Position

- The Union contends that its ’me‘mbers should be compared with other ﬁre
depaﬁments in tﬁe largéét pities north of New Ybrk City, negnely, Syracﬁée, Rochester,
Buffaio and Yonkers. It justjﬁes its uni\lferse of compa}ables bﬁf ci%ing the- 1989 intereét .
arbitration award of the panel chairéd by John E. Sénds that concluded that the
appropriate éomparables to Albany were Syracusg, Rochester, Buffalo and Yonkers. The
Union asserts that the 1989 panel clear_ly justified the signiﬁcant raises it provided to
firefighters by uéiﬁg the large upstate cities as its universe of comparables. The Union

contends that just as that panel rejected the City’s contention that Utica should be placed -



among the universe of comparables, this Panel should continue to rej ect Uticaas a

~ comparable to Albany.

The Union maintains that there is no justification for a change even though more
than twenty years has passed since the comparables determination by the Sands’ panel. It
cites the following reasone: |

1. Allof the large upstate cities have experienced the same types of problems such
as declining popula‘uons and decaying 1nfrastructure

2-’. * Albany’s large amount of tax exempt property has not changed because it remains
the state capltal and home to SUNY Albany

3. Since Albany S dayt1me populatlon is approx1mately 160,000, its daynme |
population i is greater than Syra_cuse s overall populatlon. |

4. The sizes of the fire departments are eornparable and Albarly continue; to havea
much larger fire department. than any of the City’s proposecl corrlparables.' | "

Even though the Union mairitains that the comparables should not be changed, the
Llnion nonetheless maintairrs that the comparables should not be looked at for guidance in

this round of interest arbitration. In the Union’s view, the comparables are not relevant in

 this round because only one, the City of Syracuse, has a settlerrient or interest arbitration

awarcl covering the years at issue. Syracuse received a. 2/2 split for 2010 but has no
agreement or interest arbitration award covering 2011. |

"l“he Union nores that Kevin Decker, its economist, tesﬁﬂed that he would
normally look to the City’s other public safety units. Since none of those units have

settlements covering the years in question, Mr. Decker opined that he considered the

- local labor market to be relevant in this proceeding. According to the Union, Mr. Decker



considered the local labor market to be theﬁre departments of Cohoes, Rensselaer, -
Scotia, Schenectady; Troy .and Watervliet. When looking at their settlements for 2010
and 2011, Mr. Decker noted that none of the raises were less than 3% and that many of
the raises were 3.5%. )

The Union contends that the pattern of the local labor market raises should be

- followed by this Panel. It notes that while Albany has only increased its real property tax

levy by 0.9% between 2009 and 2011, Rennselear has increased its levy by 7.4% during
the same time period. In the Union’s estimation, when this is considered along with the

fact that Albany’s per capita wealth is in the middle of the local labor market, it becomes

’abundantly clear that the ,Ci’fy should be required to follow the local labor market pattern |

for 2010 and 2011
City Position

| The City'insi"sts that rts proposed comparables of Schenectady, Troy, Syracuse |
and Utica should be adopted/by.the Panei because they are most similar to Albany in
terms of size of the departments and economic demographlcs The City observes that -
even though the- populatlon of these c1t1es varies, they are all W1th1n a reasonable range of
one another. According to the C1ty, Syracuse has a populatlon of 139,386, Albany has a
population of 94,08/3, Schenectady has a .population of 61,327, Utica has a population of
58,220 and Troy has a pbpulation of 47, 748. The City insists that this group is the most
logical group of comparables because they face similar economic challenges."

In stark contrast, the City asserts that except for Syracuse, the cities proposed by

the Union in its universe of comparables all have more than twice the population of

Albany. The City states that Buffalo is the second largest city in New York with a



oopulation 0f 276,059 and almost three tinles the number of sworn members in its fire
department as Albany. The City notes that Kochester is the tlﬁrd largest city in New York
with a population of 210,565 and a unit slze that is double the size of Albany. Finally, the
City stresses than ‘Yonkers is the fourth largest city in New York. In the City’s view, it
shares little in common with Albany. It is in a completely clifferent economic region of

. the State. Ithas a nopulation of 197,852 and a unit size that is nearly twice the size of
Albany. When these facts are considered along with the annual budgets for the cities of
Buffalo, Rochester and Yonkers which are hundreds: of millions of clollars greater and
more than twice the size of Albany s budget, the only logical conclusion to reach is that

, the cities of Buffalo, Rochester and Yonkers are not comparables with Albany.

)

Panel Determination on Comparablhg:

The Panel Chair ﬁnde that it is appropriate to make some changes to‘ the universe -
of comparables The Panel Chair finds that Buffalo and Yonkers should notbea -
n_comparable with Albany Buffalo has a populat1on and fire department that is almost
three times the s1ze_ of Albany. When this is considered along with the fact that it is
hundreds of miles from Alloany, ina dlfferent region of the State and with a comnletely
diffefent economy, the Panel Chair is not persuaded that these two cities share enough in
common to be consldered compaiable with one another. . |
- The Panel Chair reaches ,‘the same conclusion with Yonkers. Yonkers bonders
New York City. Itisina completely different economic region of fhe State and shares
little m common with the City of Albany from an economic perepeotive. Their housing
markets are completely different and the cities are rnuch different. These facts, coupled.

with the fact that Yonkers’ population is more than double the size of Albany, leads the



Panel Chair to conclude that Yonkers should not be in the universe of comparables with
Albany.
The Panel Chair is convinced that it is prudent to continue to include Rochester ,

. and Syracuse in the universe of comparables. Although these cities have greater

populations than Albany, they continue to have 51milar1ties They are older upstate cities .

w1th challengmg economies and somewhat S]mllal‘ populations They share enough in

common to be in the universe of comparables.

The Panel Chair also finds that the cities of Schenectady. Troy and Utica should -

- be in the u'niverse of comparables. Schenectady and Troy quite obviously belong in the

universe. They are cities with populattons in the range of Albany They are located in the -

© exact same labor market as Albany Employees in all of these fire departments purchase
homes in the same housing market and work in cities with S1m11ar challenge_s. ‘
Although the City of Utica is notzin the same labor market as Albany. the Panel

, Chair finds that it should be used to provide the most logical and comprehensive list of

cOmparables. Utica also faces similar challenges to thOsefacing' the other cities in the list ‘

N

v

of comparables It is an upstate city 1 w1th an old 1nfrastructure that is facmg economic
challenges. Smce the Panel is usmg the larger upstate cities of Syracuse and Rochester. it
makes sense to add the smaller city of Utica. lt represents balance msofar as population
and geographical pfoxirnity to the comparables is .concerned. to provide the broaclest: yet
- most relevant universe of comparables. '

Accordingly-, the Panel Chair finds that pursuant to the statutory criteria. the

universe of _comparables is Rochester, Syracuse, Utica, Schénectady and Troy.




ABILITY TO PAY

Union Position

- The Union’s evidence of the City’s ability to pay was based on the testimony and

exhibits presented by Economist Kevin Decker. The Union asserts that the evidence

offered through Mr. Decker conclusively establishes that the City has the ability to pay

for the Union’s economic demands. According to the Union, Mr. Decker’s presentation

should be accorded great weighf because his testimony was logical and in line with

generally accepted practices in his profession. Among other things, Mr. Decker found -

that:

' The City has increased its tax levy by an average of 2.14% per year during

the period from 2006-2011. The Union states that Mr. Decker testiﬁed that
tl\lis Was\;signiﬁc:ant because the.éverage rate of inflation was hig;her during
the same period.
Although the tax rate for homeowners increaséd frorﬁ 2008 to 2011, the
tax rate for vcommercial property decreased during thiépériod. In the
Uﬁion’s view, the City would not have cut its tax rates if it was in any

kind of severe financial crisis. -

The aVeragé taxpayer pays only $304 per year or 84 cents per day for its

fire depart'ment. Thisis a tiny amount compared to the average annual

taxpayer bill of $4,900.
The Cit$7 has been using approximately 40% of its constitutional tax limit.-
This shows that the City has approximately $60 million it could legally |

raise in property taxes.
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The City’s revenues from sales taxes are showing growth and recent

" strength. The City receives 32% of the sales taxes collected by Albany |

County. The City’s sales tax revenue was $26 million-in 2003 and rose to
a high.of $30.4 million in 2008. Although the Union concedes that the
City’s.'sale's tax revenue dipped to $28.4 million in 2009 due to the
recession, revenues in the third and fourth quarter of 2010 showed
increases of 3.4% and 4.4% respectively. The Union maintains that this is
unniistakabie evidence that the City 1s coming out of the recession and the
economic forecasts should be optimistic . |

The City’s ﬁve year history of general fund fiscal operations shows that

Albany is in sound financial shape. Although the Union concedes that the
City operated a deﬁcit in three of the past five years, the Union stresses

‘that its deficits were rema:d(ably small, citing the 2008 deficit of §1 13,098.

The more relevant fact is that the bond rating agencies recommend that 5

to 15%.of a municipality’s budget be held in fund balance and that the

City had a fund balance of more than $20 million at the end of 2009,

which is 13 06%. In other words, it Was well w1thln the recommended

range.

The total cost of salary, FICA and pension for all sworn members of the

Department was slightly more than $20 mﬂlion. This means that every one .

| - percent salary increase will cost the City $200,000. Thus, in the Union’s

. ~
view, its 4% salary increase proposal for each of two years will cost the

City approximately $800,000.
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° Mr Decker stated in his report that tﬁe City’s geﬁeral obligation bonds are
rated AA- by .Standard and Poor’s and A1 by Moody’s. According to Mr.
Decker, the AA- rating represents high grade, high quality bonds and is
the fourth highest rating of 22 ratings in its scale. Moody’s Al rating is
upper rﬁedium grade investment qilality debt and is Moody’s fifth highest .
raﬁﬁg‘ but o'f 21 ratings.

o Mr. Decker testified that the City’s official stateme'ﬁt in its 2011 Bond

' statement provided great insight into the real heaith of the City. Among
other things, it notes that the City touts itéelf as the “hub of New York’s

. tech valley.” It highlights numerous areas of the City’s financial streﬁgth,
.including the fact that the C/ity’s\ number of building permits increased

‘ .from 2-,397' in 2008 to 3,733 in 2009 to 4,798 in 2010.
The Union maintains that the funciamental eco’noﬁiig conditions of the City a;rre-v
strong. For these reva'sons, after analyzing the costs of the Union’s economic prop.osals,

{

Mr. Decker reasonably determined that the City has the ability to pay for the Union’s -

' economic proposals.”

The U_nion obj ects to the Cit&’s assertion thaf the natioﬁél fiscal crisis in 2008
should impact this Award. The Unibri maintains that fire department costs have remained
constant becaﬁse of the decredse of the number of firefighters through attrition. In the
Union’s view, the fire department has not been the cause of any of the Cify’s élleged
budget Woes. |

The Union stresses that its settlement can be paid for with a limited impact on.

taxes. It notes that Mr. Decker testified that the tax rates for commercial and non- -

12



commercial property in the City is lnot‘excessigfe and that the City could use the money in-
its reserved dontingenCy fund to pay for this award. Moreover, although the City claims
that increased health insurance and pension costs prevent it from providing raises, the
Union points out that all cities in New York are facing these chaIIénges. In the Urﬁon’s
view, AlBan’y’s firefighters should be provided with fair salary increases just like the
hundreds of ﬁreﬁghtefé’ in the local laBor market have been.

In the end analysis, the Union contends that the City’s 2011 bond prospectus is

the best evidence that the City is vibrant and economically healthy. The Union maintains

that if the City was in any genuine financial trouble, it would Be evident from its bond o

* prospectus. Instead, the City has a coveted AA-rating from Standard and Poor’s. For all

of the reasons stated above, the Union urges the'Panel to find that the City has the ability

to pay for its economic proposals. , |

City Position

- The Cifty insists that the Panel cannot ignore the fact fhat the City is suffering
from the effécts of one of the greatest economic recessions in this -cogntry’s. history. It
asserté that_ its ability to pay has been adversely affected by forc_és outside its control,
such as frozen credit markets, low interest rates on iny"estments apd a shattered housing

market. In the City’s view, the Panel must be sensitivé to the City’s taxpayers because the

proposals sought by the Union are well beyond the City’s ability to pay. -

The City stresses that the evidence it presented shows that its revenues have
decreased over the past several years. Sales tax revenues have been down or stagnant

since 2008. Mortgage tax receipts'have been decreasing since 2007 and State Aid per

capita has been decreasing. While revenues have been decreasing, the City has been

13



required to fund significant increases in pension payments for employees in 'the State
Retirement System and significant increases in payrrients for the cost of health insurance
premiums. The result is that the City’s year end fund balances have been steadily
declining since 2007, |
The City notes that City Budget Director Hearley testified that the City’s use of

' fund balance in the past few years to pay for operating ‘expenses is not sustainable. The
City contends that it is simply in too predarioﬁs a financial condition to fund any salary
increases at this time. | | |

' The City argues that its-’ﬁnancial difficulties shduld not come as a surprise to the
Union. It notes that in Mayor Gerald J enniﬁgs’ 2009 Budget Message he expressed some
of the ﬁécal challenges facing the City and some of his actioné to address those
'challenges. He explained:

* The budget that I presehted is one that has been significantly affected by the

financial crises facing our State and our Nation. In my State of the City message

" last January, I warned of significant financial pressures to come and in my report
to the State of NY for State Aim funding I predicted a budget shortfall of over $14
million due largely to stagnant revenues and to increases attributable to employee
related health care, negotiated union salary increases, gasoline and utility and the
like. At that time, I also pledged to find ways to cut expenses and find new
sources of revenues so that this burden would not fall entirely on our property tax - '
owners. Toward that end I was successful in getting legislation passed by both the
Senate and the Assembly that would have provided for $5.5 million more in
revenue for 2008, and $11 million more for each of the next 29 years in the form
of PILOT payments on the Harriman Campus. Unfortunately, as a result of the
State’s fiscal challenges, the Governor vetoed legislation and consequently we
had to make decisions in this budget I had hoped to avoid. Those decisions
include not funding 10 positions in the Police Department, and 20 positions in the
Fire Department, as well as cutting positions throughout other City Departments.
We have also eliminated raises for our nonunion workers who earn more than
$35.000, reduced operating expenses in almost every department, and achieved
savings in health insurance and prescription drug plans. ‘
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| The City_ states that £h6 City’s-.éhalleng}ing eqdnorﬁic picture has not changed. It
notes that in Mayor J §nnings’ 2010 Budget Message he stafed that “Albany is facing
serious financial challenges due to lower than anticipated State aid payments, lower sales
tax revenue and higher pénsi'_on céntributions. To deal with these enormous ﬁnanéial
challenges we have once again made incremental cuts to aﬁ[l department budgets.”
| Similarly, in the 2011 Budget Message, Mayor J ennings' described the City’s
financial predicament as a “financial tsunami.” The City stresses that Mayor Jennings |
_then focused on V.some of the expenses the City had to contend ﬁth &1at were not within »
its discretiqn and the hardship resulting from the financial crisis. He stated that “in 2061
our budgeted pension contribution was $350,000, today it is néarly $13 millién. Our
employee health insurance was $13 million, today it is over $25 million. To deal with
1 these financial éhallenges, this budget éonfains signiﬁcaﬁt’cuts in personnel, in programs,
~and ih operating expenses in virtually évery City depaftment. Notably, this budget
eliminates 155 full, part time and seasonal employees aﬁd reduces operating expenseé by
nearly $3 milliOn.” |
- The City assérts that fhe eifidenc'e in the recérd shows that ifhas been under
tremendous financial strains. In the City’s view, i;[ would have been imprudent to agree to‘ _
the Union;s demand for wage increases of 4% for each of twé fears. This would have
been prohibitively expénéive énd inconsistent with the City’é overall financial ‘pIa:n that
included no raises for three conseéu’civé years for nonfurlion employees.
In the City’s estimation, these economic realities make it patently unfe;ir to require
itto fLmd the Union’s economic proposals. It notes that it has done its best to havle some

semblance of a sound financial condition by making difficult decisions and tightening its
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belt. It has eliminated numerous positioné and made cuts in all areés where it has been
possible. The City argues that it 'remains.in a _pr‘ecarious financial position. It insists that
the Union’s proposals are excessive and do no;c remotely resemble a fair and reasonable
award.

Panel Determination on the City’s Ability to Pay

The Panel Chair has carefully considered the statutory criteria regarding ability to
pay as provided through the posiﬁons of the parties from thé testh;lony, exhibit-s and post-
heari’ng bri_efs.ﬁl\e_d', fon_ning the reco.rd in this maﬁer. B

" The Panel Chair is cognizant that innnediately Before the term of thié Award, the .
national, New York State and io"cal economy were in an economic crisis unlike anything
seen in recent history. In the past few years, the City’s) revenues have goﬁe down and.
unemployment has substantially /iﬁcr.eas.e_d. The houéing market ciippéd significantly for
the first time in years and numerous companies went out of 1t.)usiness or struggled to stay
afloat. Although there ha.ve been signs thét thé economy is startin\g to pefk up, the fact
remains that all of the economic indicators are i41'r1i§(ed af best. NeW_ York and its |
municipalities were signiﬁgantly affected by the problemé caﬁsed by the past recession.
The State and its niunicibali’;ies are _stﬂl 'stfl_lggling‘ to recover from the past recession. |

| . Albany has not been spafed by the géonomic crisis. Its revenues havg decreased or
remained flat in a number lof ‘aréas. Mortgage tax receipts ha§e seen the most ciramatic
decline decreasing from a high of $3.03 million in 2007 to é low of $1.37 million in
2010. Sales ta.x fei/enue dééreasés have added further stress to the City’s budget. The City

| has started to rely on fund balance to bridge its budget deficits.-It has also made cuts to

every department, including the Fire Department, whose ranks of sworn officers have
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decreased from approXimately 260 in 2007 to 223 in 2010. There is no doubt that the
| City’s fund ‘balance has decreased over the past few years.

On the other hand, the Panel Chair finds that the record establishes that the City’s
financial condltion has some positive signs. The City had a fund balance _of
approximately $20 million at the end of 2010. Th1s is universally considered to be a
healthy fnnd balance when cornpared to the Citsr’s overall budget. Equally telling is the |
facf that bond ratings companies have given Albany solid bond ratings. These ratings
reflect a stable outlook and oonﬁdence in the City’s future. Tlle City has done an
excellent job of managing its resources during this dlfﬁcult and complex lime’.

- The Panel Chair finds that the City does not have the ability to pay for the
Union’s econornic proposals as the cumulative effect of awarding such proposals would
put the Cityina precarious'ﬁnancial condition. On the o.thef hanel, the Panel Chair is
conﬁdent that the City’s prior fiscal management will allow it to mamtam a fiscally
solvent pos1t1on desp1te the difficult economy. Consequently, the Panel Chair finds that
the City has the ability to pay for the wage increases provided in this Award (Wh1ch are
signiﬁcantly less than those proposed by the Union) and that the wage increases awarded
herein constitute a fair and reasonable Award. |

THE INTERESTS AND WELFARE OF THE PUBLIC

Union Position
In the Union’s view, this consideration encompasses the fact that the City’s
taxpayers benefit from having a profess1onal well-trained fire department. In the Union’s

est1mat1on this can-only happen When its members wages and benefits are sufﬁment SO .

that the City can attract and retain quallty fire fighters. The Union oplnes that the Panel
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must issue an Award that allows its members to remain competitive With other ﬁre.
departments in its universe of comparables so as to assure that its firefighters will be
fairly compensated for the health risks and dangers they face every single day on the job.
City Position

The City stresses that.the Panel is obligated to consider the fact that this Award - |
Wili directly affect the citizens and taxpayers of the City and the economic future of the
City for years to ceme. It must also consider the fact that citizens in the City are .
struggling with increaeed unemployment, increaseci tax burdens and declining values of
their homes. These considerations, along with the fact that the ecenomic forecast is not
bright, mandate that the Panel exercise its power with great care and caution while |

fashioning its Award.

Panel Determination on Interests and Welfare of the Public and Financial Ability of
. the i’ﬁblic Employer to Pay |
The Panel has carefully considered the statutory criteria regarding the interests
and the Welfare of the public and financial ability of the Public Employer to pay; as
provided through tfle. p.ositions of the 'partres_ fronr the testimony, ekhibits and post-
hearing briefs forming the record in this matter. In leokirlg at this specific issue, the Panel
- Chair finds that the Union’s mgument that the public benefits by having a competitively
con'rpensated staff of professional firefighters mlrst be given credence. It influences the
Panel Chair’s determination on the issue of the overall wage' adjustrrlent. The Panel
Chair’s Award in the area of salarS/ is premised on the reco gnition that it is prlrdent for

the City and beneficial to the public for its ﬁreﬁghters to be competitively compensated.
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At the same time, tlre Panel Chair has rej eeted the Union’s demand for anumber
of increases to other economic proposals, as well as}its' proposal that the City be
contractually obligated to provide firefighters with retiree health insurance paid in full by
the City. The Panel Chair rejects these becaﬁse he is concerned about the long term costs
of these proposals. The Panel Chair ﬁnde that this Award represents a reasonable balance
\ between the interests and welfere of the public with the other statutory criteria that must
be considered. - |

COMPARISON OF PECULIARITIES OF THE FIRE FIGHTING PROFESSION

The Panel has also carefully considered the statutory criteria regarding the
- comparison of the firefighting profession with other trades or'professiens, including
specifically: (1) hazards of employment; (2) physical qualifications; (3) educational |
qualifications; (4) menral qualifications; and (5) job f.raining and skills. The Union asserts
that the firefighting profeésien is so urlique that no other useful comparison can be made
with other trades or professions.
. The parties do not dieprlte t}re fact that api)ropriate Weight must be given to the

e_specially hazardous nature of ﬁrefrghtirlg work and ‘rhe uni(rﬁe training, skﬂls arld
- pressures that ﬁreﬁghters face" each day. The Union presented eomp.elling evidence
regarding the hazards that firefighters face on a daily basis. Firefighting is and will

oontinlre tobea dangeroué job. The Union also presented compelling eVidenee regarding '
the impect of the smoke and other carcinogens that firefighters are exposed to and the
adverse affect it can have on their quaiity of life and their life span. The Parrel ﬁnds that
the peculiarities-of the r)rofessien mandate a direct comparison with professional

firefighters.
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BASE WAGES

~ Union Position
| The Union is seeking a 4% salary increase in each year to the existing salary
schedule. The Union maintains that its,proposal should be awarded for a number of
reasons. Accerding to the‘ Union, Albany firefighters’ workload has~ signiﬁcantly
increased over the most recent ﬁve year period (2005 to 2009) for which datal is available.
| Speciﬁeally, total calls increased from 19,315 in 2005 to 20,01 1 in 2009, an overall
increase of 8.26%. There was a substantial increaseﬁin calls for emergen;:y medical-
‘service (EMS) dnring this period as well. Total EMS calls increased from 14,985t0
17,149, an increase of 14.44%. Notably, Albany ﬁreﬁghters respond to more EMS calls
than any eity in the Union’s list of cemparables other than Buffalo. |
~ The Union stresses that the increased workload is exacerbated when one'considers '
: the t’act that the number of ﬁreﬁghters during the same period 0f 2005 to 2009 decreased
from 250 to 231. The combination of increased call volume coupled with a decreased
_nuntber-of firefighters has required members to handle an average of 13 more calls per
year in 2009 than they did in 2005. |
The Union contends that Albany firefighters have a srgmﬁcantly greater workload
~than ﬁreﬁghters in other Capital Dlstrrct fire departments. The Umon asserts that
vﬁreﬁghters throughout the Capital DistriCt»have received salary inereaSes 0of 3% to 3.5%
for the years in question in reco gnition va the risks they take every day. It notes that
firefighters in Rensselaer receiyed increases of 3% in _2010. and 3.5% in 2011 and that

firefighters in Troy received salary increases of 3.5% in 2010 and 2011.
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The Union insists that its proposal is- also justified by the fact that the base salary
of its firefighters is substantially below the base»salary of ﬁreﬁghters in Yonkers.
Rochester and Syracuse. Whereas the base salary for Albany firefighters is $54.538. the
base salary for ﬁreﬁghters tn Yonkers.i_s $76,895, Rochester is $60,121 and Syracuse is
§58.515. | | |

The Union notes that the C1ty has proposed no salary increase for each year of the
Aag_re.ement even though.some of the Jnnsdlctlons it claims to be the most _appropnate
comparables provided 3% to 3.5% vyage increases in 2010 and 2011 ?to their firefighters.

| ';fhe Union stresses that despite_the City’s claims of gloom and doom, the
evidence reflects that the ‘City got throuéh the recession in good shape and that the

“outlook for Albany is positive. The Unlon contends that Albany has not had to
mgmﬁcantly increase its real property tax leyy, havmg increased’ rt a mere O 9% from

- 2009 to 201 1. The City remams rlght in the middle of the Capltal Dtstrlct in per capita

wealth. -

: More importantly, the City’s fund balance at the end of 2.0'094’the day bet‘ore the
time frame the award COVers, -remained healthy at more than $20 million; In the Union‘s
- view, this fund balance is well within the recommended levels of all recog,nlzed ﬁnancxal
experts. Moreover, although the fund balance has experrenced a modest decline since
2006, the fact remains that the evidence establlshes that Albany's fund balance is much -
healthier now than 1t was in 2004 and 2005.

The Union avers vthat the City’s'bond ratings and brlghtening outlook as a
technology center also present a nositive picture of the City’s finances. “The Union

maintains that the Bond rating agencies would not have provided the City with such
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‘healthy ratings if it did not reflect the City’s true economic outlook. When this is

considered along with the City’s own contention that it has attracted scores of new jobs in
the technology industry, it becomes abundantly clear ’that the City has the resources to
provide the salary increases proposed by the Union.

The Union argues that even if the Panel decides not to award its proposed increase |

‘of 4% per year that salanes must be increased by at least 3% t0 3.5% to allow Albany’s

fire fighters to remain anywhere near the salanes pald to firefighters in the other large
cities in upstate New York and to remain competitiVe with firefighters in the other capital '
di’str‘ict departments. o

The Union insiéts thati the. City’s decreased staffing has increas'ed job hazards and
the workloads for its members. The Unidn finsists that the increased workload of its fire -
ﬁghtel;s, coupled with their inéreased safety ri.sks, makes it abundantly clear that their pay
must be increased by the Panel. It maintains that all of thé facts and data strongly supiaort
salary increases of 4% for'botﬁ 2010 and 2011. At a minimum, raises of 3% t03.5% per .
year should be granted so ﬁnit members keep pace with other fire departments in th?,

universe of comparables.

- City Position

The City maintains that the Panel shouid' deny the Union’s saléry proposal. While
acknowledging the tremendous lifesaving work that firefighters perform, the. City asserts .-

that the Union’s proposal should be wholly rejected because the increases would place

the C1ty in a very precarlous financial condition.

In the City’s estimation, the Union’s proposed salary increase of 4% is untenable

in this economic climate. The City maintains that each one percent increase equals
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approximately $214,000 in total new financial costs to the City. Thus, according to Mr.
Hearley, the Union’s proposed increase of 4% in 2010 would cost apptoximately $854 |
milhon. The proposed increase of an additional 4% in 2011 would be slightly higher
| because of contpounding, leading to an overall cost of $1.75 million for the Uhion’s base
wage increase standing alone. The City asserts that this incfease would put a significant
dent .in' its fund balance and have an adverse affect on the taxpayi‘ng community, which is
. already overburdened. In the City’s view,.this proposal also should be rejected because
even the Union’s comparison of ﬁreﬁghter raises in. the Capital District shows than no
municipality has provided a 4% increase in 2010 and 2011. Most notably to the City is
the fact that Schenectady agreed to no salary increases for 2010 and 2011.
| The‘ City argues that awarding 4% increases. to ﬁreﬁghters would be completely
inconsistent with the City’s ﬁnanmal plans in the past several years as hlghhghted by the
Mayor s annual budget messages. The City notes that non-union employees have
received no increases for three years and that the City has eliminated dozens of positions
* from virtually all departments so that it can remain in a fiscally aeceptabte positien. In the
City’s estimation, it is illogical to .pro'vide 4% raises while the Mayor is cutting personnel,
programs and operatlng expenses in v1rtua11y every City department
The Clty contends that its taxpayers arenotina posmon to absorb the inevitable
tax increases that would result if the Union’s economic proposals were awarded. It notes
that Mr. Hearley explained that the City"vs taxpayers already face increases due to the -
City’shhomestead, non-homestead option. He testified that, in the 1990s, the City

completed its first real property valuation in over 50 yeais and that the City’s -
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homeowners have been required to pay increased taxes in the \recenf past because A
residential taxes were artificially lower than they should have been. |

| The City emphasizes that its declining revenues cannot be ignored. It expresses -
grave concern about the decline i in mortgage tax rece1pts from a hlgh of $3.03 million in
2007 to alow in $1.37 million in 2010 When this reductlon is cons1dered along with the
stagnant sales tax recei'pts and the State’s two percent tax cap levy, it becomes
abundantly clear that the City e’annot'increase its revenues. The City eontends that this is
preoisely why it has been reducingexpenses for the past few years and is precisely why
the City would face dire financial consequences if it was forced to fund 4% salary
rnereases and the Union’s other economic proposals by the Panel.-

The City rejects the Umon S argument that staff reductlons have caused unit
members to work harder The City opines that people inall walks of business, including
all walks of City government, are being required to do more with less. The City argues .
that the Union failed to show that anyl purported staffing shortages actually _increased unit
members’ workload in any significant way. |

In the end analysis, the City argues ’rhat it should not be required to pay for the

increases soug'ht by the Union. It maintains that the proposed increases are out of touch

' wrth the City’s ability to pay and are unwarranted due to the fact that unit members

already receive a generous wage and beneﬁt package. When the dismal local, state and
national economy is added to this picture, it becomes clear that this is the time for the
Panel to reject the Union’s proposal. The City stresses that these times warrant.a greater .
focus on taxpayers Who are struggling to keep their homes. Thus, if any wage increase is ‘

awarded by this Panel, the City maintains that it is the unit members, and not the local
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taxpayer, who should pay for the adjustment in the form of genuine economic

concessions.

Panel Determination on Base Wages

The Panel Chair has carefully considered the statutory criteria balancing. the
reasonable'economie needs of the City’s fire nghters, with the obligations of the ACity in
the centeXt of what is fair anci rez‘isonable in the changed economy.

Wages are one of the most important elements in anSr labor agreement. Employees
have the utm\ost concern about the Wages they \-Nﬂl be paid and wages represenf the
greatest exnenglitu're for the City. .

The recofd contains data that supports both parties’ positions. The City faces
genuine economic concerns. It has had te contend with recent decreases in revenue and
an economy that is more fragile than hgs been seen in the Capital District and the State
for many years. These are genuine issues tnat cannot be ignored.

~ The general state of the economy and the overall tax burden faced by 'taxp'ayers,
who se burden has increased substantially in recent years?_leads fhe Panel Chair te
. conclude that the wage proposal made by the Union rnust be moderated. Although the
Panel Cnair Ihas the utmost‘respectv for ‘the ﬁreﬁghters‘ and the impressive skills and . |
profeesionalism they exhibited during the hearings,._ as well as for the risks they take on .
behalf of fhe pu’nlic each and ‘e.very‘ day, the reality is that the City has genuine-economic
concerns that require the Union’s economic package to bebsigniﬁcantly moderated.

This wage increase must be considered in the context of the City’s overall

ec_:onomic.picture and the way the City has been dealing with the economic crisis of the -

past few years. The City has been extremely careful about expenses as it has seen its
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revenues décline. It has cut persénnei and \expenses across virtually every depMent. It
has not provided a wage increase to non-union Workers..-During fhese belt tightening
times, the Union’s proposed increase of 4% simply does n‘ot‘ comport ;Nith the City’s
overall approach during the past recessic;n and ifs overall ﬁnancial condition.

Although there is data in the record showing that there afe comparables who have
received annual wage adjustments’in.the range of 3% to 3.5%,' the Panel Chair finds that
this will have too much of an adverse irﬁp_act on the City’s budgef to be accepted. The _
Panel Chair notes that the Consumer Price Index (CPD during the rele\.fant time period
has been less than 3%. The City simply does not have the resources to devote such a
signiﬁéant portion Qf money to the saiaries of one bargaihing unit while it is stfuggling td
preserve services to residents. ’

The Panel Chair finds that a wagé increase of_ 2% ﬁer'year for 2010 and 201 1
appropriately balances the economic concerns of the City with the desirés of the Union to

- see its meﬁbers competitively compensated. The Panel Cilair determines thét this wage
adjustment should gllow firefighters to remain at or near their pfésent positioh vis-a-vis
the universe'of c;)mparables. It wiﬂ also allow firefighters to maintain the status quo
relative to their buying power as the Wagé adjustments coinport with the CPI incfeases in
2010 aﬁd 2011.

Flnally and probably most 1mportant1y is the fact that the Panel Chair determmes
that the Clty has the ability to pay for this award Since a 1% increase costs the City
approximately $214,000, the total cost of the wage adjustment for both years will be
approximately $850,000. The Panel Chair finds that in the context of sbme of the

concessions awarde;d to the City, a number of which will saVe the City significant money
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over ‘the long term and some of which will enhance public safety, thaﬁ these salary |
increases are reasonable and should be aWarded.

Accordingly, and after caﬁful consideraﬁon of the statutory criteria, testimony,
exhibits, documentation, and post-hearing briefs filed, forming the record lin this matter,
the Panel makes the following:

AWARD ON BASE WAGES

ARTICLE 15 (15.1) — SALARIES -

Effective January 1, 2010 each étep on the salary schedule shall be increased by

2%. Effective January 1, 2011 each step on the salary Sehedule shall be increased by 2%.

Concur \ 1ssent Concur v ~ Dissent
Elayne G. Gol _ - Samuel Fresina '

HEALTH INSURANCE FOR RETIREES

Union Position

* The Union states that its proposal regarding retiree health i insurance 1s the most

.to the CBA requlnng the City to pay the full cost of health insurance for any i fi reﬁghter
who retires after December 31, 2009. 7
Currently, the CBA eoes not provide for any leve'l'of covefage for firefighters in
| o retirement, although the‘City has historically provided coverage to ﬁreﬁghters in
retirement that was at lea'stequal to the coverage they had on their last day of

employment. The Union is extremely concerned about the vulnerability of its unit
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members. It expresses grave concern regarding the fact that some in City government
have proposed unilateraliy' cutting these benefits and imposing contributions on retirees;v ‘

The Union argues that Union Pres_ident Andrew Hirsch is a typical example of a
firefighter who has committed his entire career to the Department and is worrred about
ret1r1ng Firefighter Hirsch testified that feels he is at the mercy of whatever the City
demdes to do regarding retiree health i 1nsurance He testified that without thls contractual
commitment he and others are working longer at a higher cost to the C1ty. Indeed, the
Union asserts that a contractual guarantee for retiree health insurance. would lead many of
the firefighters ehg1ble to retire to actually retire. In the Union’s view, this would result
in more than $1 million annually in sav1ngs to the City as hlgher pald senior ﬁreﬁghters

Kwould. be replaced by entry level firefighters. -

| The Union maintains that its proposal is also justified because all other
firefighters in its universe of cemparables receive fully naid health insurance_ to retirees :
and their dependents in retirement. All of the local departments except Rensselaer
prov1de health i insurance in retirement as well The PBA maintains that this is a crltlcahy
important benefit due to the dangerousness and health hazards of firefighting work.

The Union asserts that there is no cost to the City for thls proposal because it is
already prov1d1ng this coverage. Thus, in the Union’s view, there should be no issue
regarding the Crty s ab111ty to pay for th1s proposal The Union contends that all of the
evidence provrdes a strong Jnstlﬁcatron for this proposal to be awarded by the Panel.
City Position |

The City stresses that it has been suffering from 'ever-escalating health insurance

costs. Tt asserts that total City health insurance costs have skyrocketed over-the past
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fifteen years. In the City’s view, the exorbitant costs of health insurance cannot Be
igndred. |

According to the City, the costs of health insurance are sobstaggering that the
. Panel cannot make any permaneﬁt obligations on the City to fully fund retiree health
insurance: The City states that it recognizes the dedication and work of its firefighters and
says they are certainly deserving of medical benefits. However, the City stresses that the
City has an obligation to its taxpayefs and cannot grant a benefit that will burden the
_ taxpayefs well into the future. The City states that its tax base is not so broad that it can
absorb a long term contractual commitment of this nature.

The; City states that the Union’s focus on the cities of Rochester, Buffalo,

’
4

Syracuse and Yonkers as models for fully paid refciree heaith insurance is misplaced. The
City notes thét these gitiés have all expressed grave concerns about the rising éosts of
health insurance and that their cities'ar‘e on the brink of calamity. The City observeé that
these cities have been forced to eliminate dozens of posifidns in order to balanée their
budgets. In the ‘Ci-ty"s estimation, the City of Albany simply does not have the revenues
to make a massive 10ng teﬁn commitrnént for retiree health insurance. The City urgeé the.
Panel to reject the Union’s proposai. o

| Panel Determination on Health 1nsurance for Retirees

Health iﬂsurance ‘continues to be one of the most difficult and contentious labor-
management issues bécaqse of its importéhce to erhployees aﬁd their families and
because its cost has .grolwn so dramatically over the\ past several years‘. '

The fact of the matter is that the future costs of retiree health insurance are so

staggering that the Panel Chair does not feel that he should require the City to make the
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long term contractual commitment of fully contributing to retiree health insurance. The
Panel Chair recognizes that firefighters have been receiving fully paid retiree health
insurance and that they deserve to have health beneﬁts in retirement due to the sacrifices
and risks they take each and every day. In the Panel Chair’s ViéW, in this economic
climate, this is a financial commitment that should be made thiough the give an(i take of
collective bargaining between the parties. T§ do otherwise would be to impose a'ilong'
term and highly consequential financial commitment on Albany that is nét appropriate in
the context of the challenging economy the City is dealing With at this time.
Accqrdingly, and after considération of the extensive exhibits, documentation,
énd testimony presénted"herein; and, aftef due consideration of the criteria specified in

Section 209.4 of the Civil Service Law, the lsanel'makeé' the following:

AWARD ON RETIREE HEALTH INSURANCE
The Union’s proposal to place a provision in the CBA requirihg the City to pay

the full cost of health insurance for any ﬁfe_ﬁghter who retires after December 31, 2009 is

rejected. ' : o ,
Con;cur p Dissent .. = - Concur - : Dissent.
Elayne G. Gold ' Samuel Fresina

- EMT AND PARAMEDIC STIPEND .

. Union Position

The Union proposes that the EMT stipend be increased from $1,000 to $1,500 and
that the stipend for paramedics be increased from $2,100 to $2,600. The Union asserts

that paramedic and EMT work has increased markedly over the years and is becoming a
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|

larger percentage of the work performed by firefighters. The Union states that Firefighter |
Trippany, himself a p‘aremedic, fesﬁﬁed fhat his research revealed that Fifehouse
Magazine ranked the Albany Fire Department as one of the 150 busiest fire departments -
in the United States. Ac'cordinlc:’r> to the Union, 80% of its firefighters calls require EMT or

paramedic work. The Union stresses that as emergency medical service calls have
™~

increased by 14% over the past five years, the City has decreased the number of

firefighters from 254 to 228, a reduction of force of more than 10%. When ﬁreﬁghters’

exposure to infectious diseases such as HIV and tuberculosis and the increased training

demends are factored in, it beeemes abuﬂdantly'clear that the Unien’s proposed increases
should be awarded by the Panel. | |
City Position

The'City av‘er/s that the Union failed to offer any evidence justifyingwany increase
to the EMT stipend. It maintains that there was simply no evidence presented that 'unit-
membere’ emergency /medical services activities increased fQ the extent thet would justify
the substantial increase proposed by the Umon |

. The City asserts that its comparable study of these stipends shows that EMT and

Paramedic stipends are competitive without any further increase. The City stresses that "

the overall cost of the Union’s proposal is $1 14.,000, which is approximately 0.5% of
payroll. In theCity’s‘ view, this is pfohibitively expensive in these economic times. In the
City’s view, when these considerations are coupled with.Dr;Dailey’s testimony that
approximately 2/3 of the paramedics are not using their skﬂl setson a fegular basis, tﬁe

only logical conclusion is that the Union’s proposal should be rejected.
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Panel Determination on EMT and Paramedic Stipend
The evidence ésfablishes that unit members spend a considerable amount of timg '
handling emergéncy medical calls. Unit members are spending a greater amount of their |
work time devoted to handling emergency calls. Firefighters are expected to perform this
work with expertise and precision and training ‘continues td increase for firefighters.

Based on the evidence presented, there is clear justification for increasing these stipends.

“However, in consideration of the eco_nomic concerns of the City, the Panel Chair finds

' that the appropriate increase is $100. Additionally, since the City is not getting the

retroactive benefit of any of its proposals that are being awarded by the Panel and in
order to have a minimal irﬁpact on the takpaying public, the Panel will not award these
increases until December 31, 2011, the last day of the contract. Thus, there will be nd
cost to the City for this increase until 2012. |

Accordingly, and after careﬁﬂ consideration of the statutory criteria, testimony,
exhibits, documenta‘tion, and post-hearing briefs filed, forming the record in this matter,

the Panel makes the following:

AWARD ON EMT AND STIPEND

' APPENDIX “A”

Modify the provision by increasing the EMT stipend to $1,100 and increasing the |

' Paramedics stipend to $2,200 effectiize_December 31,.2011. No other changes shall be

made to the provision.

A

Concur Bissent, - Concur Dissent
Elayne G. Gold ‘ Samuel Fresina
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PAY FOR PARAMEDICS WHO PRECEPT

Union ?osition |

The Umon proposes a new provision for the CBA that Would provide $3.00 per
hour to any paramedic assigned to precept a paramedlc intern. The Union estabhshed that
when paramedic studeni:s attend class to get their certification they are assigned a certain
amount of prac’dce “ride time” hours to get training from paraﬁledics in the field. The
Union asserts thet pfecepts have the responsibility of training and. evaluating the interns.
'fhe Union also asse;'ts'that this is analogous to pay that Albany police officers receive
' when they perform field training with a new officer. The Union maintains that since
police officers re_ceive $25.00 per day for training officers (i.e., $3.13 per hour), that its_
proposal of $3.00 per-hour is.appro'pr'iate and reasonable. |
City APositio‘n

The City contends that this proposal should be reJ iected. It submits that the
paramedic st1pend more than adequately compensates employees Who are requlred to
precept. Moreover, in the City’s view, there is no proof that p_aramedlcs are spending
substantiai amoudts of time undertéking precept duties. Since there are too many
variables to consider and colculate, ‘she City mainfains that the proposal should be. -
rejected. |

Panei Determihation on Pay for Papamedics Who Precept |

The Pdnel Chair finds that there is adequate support in the record for some

compensat:,ion to be provided for paramedics who perfo_rmthhis important practical -

training. Notébly, both parties presented evidence on the importance of employees
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maintaining their paramedic skills. A strong devotion to training will undoubtedly beneﬁt
vthe City and the public. |

A Béseci on the evidence presented in the record, and the Panel’s deliberations in _
ekecutive session, it is the Panel Chair’s conclusion that this issue needs further
discﬁssion between the parties. Issues such aS'aséignments and scheduling need to be
discussed further so fhat this new item \vzvill.beneﬁt both parties from the outset.

Accofdingly, and after careful consideration of the statutory criteria, testimony,

exhibits, documentation, and post-heafiri’g briefs ﬁled, forming'the record in. this matter,
the Pénel makes the following:

AWARD ON PARAMEDICS WHO PRECEPT

'fhe Fire Chief arid the Union shall each desigﬁate a committee of three individuals
| with the authority to meet, discuss and reach agreemént on the sbeciﬁc details of
providing pay to"paramedics who precep't.»In the eve;lt that the committee does nd‘_t reach
agreement by.June 30, 2012, the Cdmmitteé shall bé"diVestegl ofits jurisdiction over this

“issue and the issue will be determined by the Panel. - A

g . Dissent - Concur . Dissent
Elayne G. Gold "~ Samuel Fresina

PROCESS FOR BATTALION CHIEFS TO SELECT VACATION

.Union Position

Currently, the Battalion Chiefs are required to select vacation by departmental
seniority. Battalion Chiefs seek to amend this by allowing them to pick vacation by
seniority within rank. The Union maintains that service time as a Battalion Chief should

be the most important factor in determining rights for selecting vacation. The Union
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sfresses that its members do not like the application of the current provision and they
recjuest this operational change because it will be fairer to their members.‘
City Position |

| The City maintains that there is no justification for this proposal. In the City’s
‘estimation, the City already has enough challenges with staffing issﬁes surrounding leave
time and vacation. It urges the Panel to reject the proposal.

Panel Determination on _Vacation Selection for Baftalion Chiefs

The Panel Chair ﬁnds that it‘ is appropriate to grant the Union’s proposal. The
District will not incur ény additioﬁal costé by having the Uﬁion’s ﬁroposed language. It
sifnpiy provides indiﬁfiduals v&.lho have serve.d longer as Battalion Chiefs with the righf to
sel’ebct théir vacations before individualé’ who have ser\}ed‘as Battalion Chiefs fora shortér
' period of time. This is fair and will not adversely affect the\ City’s operaﬁon.
Accordingly,i and after careful consi-dera’\cion of the statutory criteria, testimony,
éxhibits; docﬁmentation, and post-heafing briefs filed, forming ﬂ"le ;ecérd in this matter,

the Panel makes the following: -

' - AWARD ON VACATION SELECTION FOR BATTALION CHIEFS
. Modify Article 12.3 of the CBA by allowing vacation selection for Battalion

Chiefs to be piéked by seniority as a Battalion Chief.

< \ Dissent Concur Dissent
. Elayne G. Gold ' Samuel Fresina
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ELIMINATION OF USE OF COMPENSATORY TIME ON CHRISTMAS EVE

| AND CHRISTMAS DAY
City Position

The City asserts that there is a great need to limit the use of compensa‘;ory time. In

the City’s view, this needs to be limited because when too many members use
compensatory time it redﬁire’s the City to cover their work with employees whe are -
eligible 'fer overtime. Among other things ‘the City proposes to delete the option of
empleyees to use compensatory time on Chrisdnas Eve end Christmas Day.

The City stresses that many employees take vacation days on Christmas Eve and

' Christrhas Day. When vacation days are added up with the einployees utilizing

compensatory time on these days, the City ends up paying significant overtime costs for
coverage on that day. Equally important, the City cites the fact that since so many

employees are absent the ’Departrrient ends uphaving officers assigned to stations and

companies that they are not familiar with. The City cites the fact that Deputy Chief Abriel

testified that the City ends up with nobodj‘that is on a regular shift and that the “crew

doesn’t have any continuity.”

" Union Position -

The Union asserts that it already has substantial limitations on its use of
compensatory time on these days i.e., notice by December 1 and no more than ten
members off for compensatory time. The Union stresses that this would severely limit the
opportumt1es for firefighters to spend tlme with the1r loved ones. In the Union’s view, its

firefighters should not be subjected to such hardships.
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Panel Determination on Use of Compensatory Time on Christmas Eve and

| Christmas Day
The Panel Chair finds that the Clty S proposal should be granted. The City has

- presented persuaswe economic and operational reasons why this proposal should be
granted. The proposal will save the City thousands of dollars each year in overtrme costs

- and the proposal will decrease the amount of ﬁreﬁgkrters assigned to unfamiliar territories
and assignments. Many compelling ecorromio and operationai reasons oompel the Panel
Cha1r to grant this proposal should be granted —
/ Accordmgly, and after careful consideration of the statutory criteria, testlmony,
exhibits, documentation, and post-hearing brrefs ﬁled, forming the record in this matter,

the Panel makes the following:

AWARD ON USE OF COMPENSATORY TIME ON CHRISTMAS EVE AND

CHRISTMAS DAY

Modify-Article 3.2.1 of the CBA by eliminating the right of unit members to use
\ compensatory time on Christmas Eve and Christmas Day. W

] Dissent | ' Concur ' Dissent
Elayne G. Gold ! : Samuel] Fresina

PAYMENT FOR CONTINUING MEDICAL EDUCATION'

City Posmon
- The City proposes to amend Article 30:14 of the CBA to read “Upon recelpt of

documentation of attenaance, the City will reimburse annua 1ly at the overtime rate, all off

duty hours spent by Paramedics for eontinuing education required by the Regional
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Emergency Medical Organization (REMO). The City VVﬂl' only reimbur;e for the .
minimum nurﬁber of réquisite hours.” | | ‘

The City notés thgt Deputy Chief Nerney testified that REMO varies its minimum
number of hours based on the current requirements, “maybe an educational piece where
they want.to see us perform better at, or concentrate our efforts oﬁ to increase or
decrease.” The City argues that its proposal isa practical chénge that seeks 1:6 compensate

firefighters for mandated training in a reasonable way.

Union Position
. The:Union does not object to this proposal if it is glfanted in the context of an

award that is fair and reﬁsoﬁable for ifs members. -

Panel Determlnatlon on Payment for Contmumg Medical Education

The Panel Chair ﬁnds that this proposal is warranted It is fair, reasonable and
logical. |

Accordipgiy, and after careful consideration of the. statutory criteria, testimony,
exhibits, documentation, and post-hearing briefs filed, férming the record in this matter,r
the Panel makes thé.foilowing Award: |

AWARD ON PAYMENT FOR CONTINUING MEDIC)AL EDUCATION

Article 30 14 shall be amended to spec1fy “contmumg medical” education
required by REMO and by adding “The City will oly reimburse for the minimum

number of requisite hours.” .
) ¥

Corcur- - Dissent ' Concur Dissent
Elayne G. Gold _ _ ) ' Samuel Fresina
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TIME TO COMPLETE ANNUAL PHYSICALS

City Position |

The City proposes to modify the provision regarding annual physicals by
requiring employees to be placed on light duty if they fail to complete their annual
examination within ten days of the scheduled date of the physical. The City also f)ropoées_
that if the examination is still not completed Within;thit’[y days of being placed on light.
duty that the employee shall be subject to discipline. | |

The Cify stresses that'it is very important for employegs to apbear for their annual
physicals.v In the City’s view, both sides are keenly aware of the importance Qf having
firefighters on the job who are fit to perform their duties. The City méintains that there /1s :
no logical reason for the‘ Union to .object to this proposal. |

. Union Position

| The Union states that it willing to accept the City’s proposal if some procedural
" matters are resolved, including clearly allowing a firefighters to have their annual

physical with their personal physician as is their right under the CBA.

Panel Discussion Regarding Time to Comblete Annual thsicals
The Panel Chair finds the City’s proposal to be appropriate. The City has
compelling health aﬁd safety reasons to assure that firefighters will comply with ‘Fhe
requirement to have an annual physical. Hence, the City’é proposal will be imposed with
one modification, a guarantee of written notice to each firefighter who is not in

compliance with the provision so they can rectify the problem prior to the time the City

initiates discipline against a firefighter for failing to comply with the provision.
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Accordingly, and after careful consideration of the statutory criteria, testimony,
exhibits, documentation, and post-hearing briefs filed, forming the record in this matter,
the Panel makes the following:

’ AWARﬁ ON TIME TO COMPLETE ANNUAL PHYSICALS

Amend Article 37 (37.5) to read as follows:

If the employee does not complete the examination within ten (10) days of the
scheduled date for the physical, the employee will be placed on light duty. If the
physical examination is still not completed within thirty (30) days of being placed -
on light duty, the employee shall be subject to discipline. The City will inform the
employee in writing regarding the potential for discipline prior to imposing
discipline by sending a warning letter to the employee’s home and to the
employee’s Battalion Chief. Employees may use their personal physician to

complete their physical. W

) Dissent Concur . . Dissent
Elayne G. Gold _ ~ - Samuel Fresina

Coneur

FIRE PREVENTIQN UNIT
. City Position |
The City proposes a new article in t}ie' CBA entitled “Fire Prevention Unit.” Fire

Chief Foreiz_i testiﬁed that the unit has been in existence since the la'te‘ 1970s but that it

| needs to have more concrete gu1de11nes and reqmrements so 1t can maxmuze its .
efficiency. Among other thlngs the Chief WlSheS to make sure that members of this unit
live close enough to Albany so they can respond to calls in 30 minutes or less. Chlef
Forezzi also feels it is irnperative‘ that members of this unit obtain all of the necessary
training and spend a minimum of three years so the City gets some value out of the
money it spends to train firefighters to becorﬁe members of the unit. The Chief also seeks

the flexibility to adjust the schedules of members of this unit when necessary to -

participate in training or other important activities.
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Union Position

The Union expresses concern about the broad nature of the City’s proposal to
change firefighters® schedules. It insists that there should be some language requiring the

City to provide firefighters with advance notice prior to altering schedules.

Panel Determination on Fire Prevention Unit
o Upon review, the._Pa.mel Chair finds that the City"s proposal I;as merit. It should |
enhance public safety and improve the efficiency of the Deparﬁnent. The Panel Chaif is
adopting most of the City’s proposal. However, he is adding language requiriﬁg the City .
to prvovidévﬁreﬁghters with advance notice of scheduling changes. | |
Accordingly, and after careful consideration of the statutory criteria, testimony,
exhibits, documentation, ‘and pq_st-hearing briefs filed, forming the record in this matter, |

the Panel makes the following.:

AWARD ON FIRE PREVENTION UNIT
Amend the CBA by. creating a new Article entitled “Fire Prevention Unit” as follows:

1. The work of the Fire Prevention Unit will be conducted from 8;00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.
unless altered by the direction of the Fire Chief when it is necessary for members of
the unit to participate in training or to obtain certifications. The Chief will provide a
minimum of five calendar days of notice to the firefighter and the Union prior to
implementing any scheduling changes. Scheduling changes will not interfere with

~ pre-approved vacation days. - )
2. In order to qualify as a member of the Fire Prevention Unit an-employee:

a. Must be able to respond to the scene of an emergency within thirty (30)
. minutes from the call-in. . ‘

b. Should have, or be willing to obtain the appropriate New York State
certifications to work in the Codes Division as well as the Department’s Fire
Prevention/Investigation Unit. i o

¢. Should be a New York State Code Compliance Technician and must be
, certified as CEO as such training class is made available by the State.
d. Must commit to the position for a period of three (3) years. This will not affect
- any future promotions. :
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e. Will be required to take scheduled “on—call” time with other Fire Prevention

Unit members. W

Concur Dissent ' . Concur Dissent
Elayne G. Gold ' ' Samuel Fresina

RESCUE SQUAD

City Position

The City seeks to add language regarding a specialized rescue squad unit to the

.CBA. The Cny describes thrs as an elite unit for the Fire Department somewhat

analogous toaSWAT team ina police department The City would have members of the

rescue squad be expert at using the most sophisticated equlpment Members of the rescue

squad would be required to complete redundant and spec1al1zed training.. - |
The/City proposes to have the Fire Chief granted the sole discretion to Select

members of the rescue squad based on qualiﬁcations and without regard to seniority. The

City proposes to have the Chief have the sole discretion to determine the size of the squad’

and o limit rescue squad overtime opportunities to those members on the rescue squad

_ The City argues that this squad is essent1al to the department S operations and would

\

enhance public safety..

Union Position

The Union objects to the Chief having the sole and unreviewable discretion to

select members of the rescue squad. The Union states that this proposal 1gnores important

~ provisions of the CBA that requlre seniority to be, cons1dered for job openings. The

Union also expresses grave concern about the City’s proposed qualifications to be

considered by the Chief in his selection of the rescue squad. It asserts that the
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qualifications need further discussion and clarification and should not be imposed by the
Panel.

Panel Determination on Rescue Squad

Upoﬁ review, the PaneLChair determines that much of the City’s proposal should
. be graﬁted. This proposal is about making the City’s department as strong and successfui‘
as possible. There are scores of police and fire organizations throughéut the state that
have specialized units. The City seeks to have greater discretion over memberé of this
unit and the\operation of the unit so that 'it'can maximize the efficiency of the unit. Inthe - -
context of this award, the Panel Chair finds that the City’s proposed operational change is
 fair and reasonable. Thus, the Panel is awarding the City’s proposal on thé rescue squéd
except for the qualifications to be considered by the Chief in his. selé,ction of 'ﬁlembers of
the rescue squad. Since thése qﬁaliﬁéatiohs are of lthe utmost impo;tance to the selection
procesé, since the Chief’s decisions in thié area ére unreviewable ~and since_ there are
some ambiguities in the qualifications that may need further diséussion, the Panel Chair
- finds £hat the Union should have the opportunity to have further discussions With the
Chief regarding the qualifications. | ‘
Accordingly, andvafter"c_:areful consideration of the Statutory criterie;, testimony,
exhibits, documentation, and post—hearing briefs filed, forming the record in this matter,

the Panel makes the following:

AWARD ON RESCUE SQUAD
A new Article entitled “Resbue Squad” shall be added to the CBA to read as

\

follows:

43



- 1. AH members of the rescue squad will be selecfed in the solé discretion of the
Fire Chief. S'aid‘ selection shall be based upon qualifications.’ The decision of the
~ Fire Chief is final and not subj cc’; to review. |
2. The Fire Chief shall deteﬁnine the total personnel necessary for the rescue
squad. At no time shall the tofal personnel on the squad beA less than four. Said
numBer shall \Ifary from time to time. | | |
3.For thé safety and integrity of the rescue squad and those it serves, overtime
opportunitieé in the rescue squad shall be limited to those assigned to thé rescue

squad. Ny "

- - Dissent - Concur "~ Dissent
Elayne G. Gold o , Samuel Fresina

REMAINING ISSUES

~Tﬂe Panel has reviewed in great detaﬂ- all of the demands of Both parties, as well -
as the extensive and voluminous record in suppdrt of those demands. The fact that those
demands h.;zwe not been specifically addrésse‘d in this Opinion and Award does not mean
that they were not clo’s.elyv studied and considered in the c;ontext of terms and benefits by
the Pénel members. Tn interest arbitration, as in collécti\}e bargaining,. not all broposals
aré resolved, and not all contentions are agreed with. The Panel, in reaching what it has
determiﬁed to be fair resulf, has not made an Awara on all of the demands submitted by.

each of the parties.

! The Fire Chief and the Union shall each designate a committee of three individuals with the authority to
meet, discuss and reach agreement on the specific list of qualifications for members of the rescue squad. If
the committee does not reach agreement by June 30, 2012, the committee shall be divested of its
jurisdiction over this issue and the qualifications will be determined by the Panel. '
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AWARD ON REMAINING ISSUES
Except as set forth in this Award, the City’s demands are hereby rejected.

Except as set forth in this AWard, the Union’s demands are hereby rejected. |

RETENTION OF JURISDICTION
The Panel Chairman hereby retains jurisdiction of any and all disputes arising out

. of the interpretation of this Award.

'DURATION OF AWARD
" Pursuant to the agreement of the parties and the proviéioris of Civil Service Law
Section 209.4(;)(Vi) (Taylor LaW), this Awatd is for the period commencing January 1,
2010 through December 31, 2011. |

Accordingly, the Panel, after consideration‘ of the record evidence and after due

cons1derat10n of the statutory criteria, executes this instrument whlch is our award.

&AW%@

JAY M. §IEGEL, ESQ/ |
Pubhq, el Member and Chalrman

PO(U’X\(L, 930& e

_ BLAYNE G. GOLD | Date
Employer Panel Member .
ﬂw 12 [/,
* SAMUEL FRESINA " Date

- Employee Organization Panel Member
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STATE OF NEW YORK )
COUNTY OF PUINAM ) ss.:

) sy 200~ -
On thisj'w( day of De%be;/é(}kqj before me personally came and appeared Jay
M. Siegel, Esq., to be known and known to me to be the individual described in the
foregoing Instrument, and he acknowledged the same to me that he executed the same.

b

Notary Pubfi¢

KATHLEEN DUFFETT .
" Notary Public, State of New York

_ ‘ ' No. 02bU6128192
STATE OF NEW YORK ) Qualified in Putnam County:

‘COUNTY OF ALBANY . ) Ss.. Commission Expires 06/06/20 .[Z

h
. -On this 21 day of December 2011 before me personally came and appeared
Elayne G. Gold, Esq. to be known and known to me to be the individual described in the
foregoing Instrument, and he acknowledged the same to me that he executed the same.

DIONNE A. WHEATLEY [] - 4
" Notary Public, State of New York A ,l/ 7
Reg. #02WH5075115 ' N,

Quallified in Albany County i
Commission Expires March 24, 20 L3 : ~ Notary Pubhc \\j

STATE OF NEW YORK )
COUNTY OF ALBANY ) SS.:

= On thisZ? day of December 2011 before me personally came and appeared
Samuel Fresina to be known and known to me to be the individual described in the
foregoing Instrument, and he acknowledged the same to me that he executed the same.

Notary Public

DIONNE A. WHEATLEY
Notary Public, State of New York
Reg. #02WH5075115

ified in Albany County
el I e 24, 20

”~
VUL o
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STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF COMPULSORY INTEREST ARBITRATION

BETWEEN
PERB Case No. Ia 2010-013;
M2010-026; IA 2010-014;

. M2010-027
ALBANY PERMANENT PROFESSIONAL FIREFIGHTERS .
ASSOCIATION, LOCALS 2007, 2007-A, I.A.F.F.,
AFL-CIO,
Employee Organization, i DISSENTING
Petitioner, OPINION OF
, » SAMUEL A. FRESINA,
-against- , EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATION
PANEL MEMBER, CONCERNING
CITY OF ALBANY, NEW YORK, HEALTH INSURANCE IN
RETIREMENT

Public Employer,
Respondent.

My opinion regarding the Union’s proposal for contract
language protecting Albany firefighters retiring after December
31, 2009 is offered due to the undisputed evidence presented
which supports an award of this proposal.

Currently, the City provides health insurance in retirement
at no cost to members of the Union. The City has substantial
flexibility in changing plans to contain costs. However, the
relevant Union contracts contain no language protecting this
longstanding benefit to retirees. Union members are at the
mercy of whatever the City wants to provide to them during
retirement. :

There was substantial unrebutted proof presented at the
arbitration hearings of the unique and often disabling injuries
and diseases (eg. increased cancer risk) suffered by
firefighters which are often not symptomatic until after
retirement. In addition, the unrebutted proof shows that all
comparables and the overwhelming majority of municipalities in
New York State provide contractual protection of health

insurance benefits to firefighters who retire.

The City attacked this proposal and the majority of the
panel agreed that in recognition of the economic climate, no
relief on.this proposal is appropriate at this time. Yet, this
conclusion ignores that the City is already providing this
health insurance benefit, so, there is no additional cost to



granting it. Thus,'I respectfullyfdissent on the: panel’s
decision to deny the Union any relief concerning this proposal.

A ——

Samuel A. Fresina
Employee Organization Panel Member

Sworn to before me this

27 f‘ day of D(Cem&/ Zﬂ//

W/ﬁ//m

Notary Public

DIONNE A, WHEAT,
Notary Public, $tate of NLeEv?',York
Reg #02VVH5075115
c Qualified in Albany County
ommission Expires March 24 20! 3



- STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

In the Matter of the Compulsory Interest Arbitration

" Between the . DISSENT OF
: CITY PANEL

| ALBANY PERMANENT PROFESSIONAL -~ MEMBER
FIREFIGHTERS ASSOCIATION, LOCAL 2007 :
(Firefighters), AND LOCAL 2007-A, LAF.F,,

AFL-CIO, : INTEREST
Petitioner, ARBITRATION
: PERB Case Nos.:
-and- : 1A2010-013; M2010-026
: 1A2010-014; M2010-027
CITY OF ALBANY, NEW YORK,
Respondent.

On behalf of the City of Albany, this Panel Member hereby dissents from the Award
with respect to the wages adopted by the majority of the Panel. As the text of the Award
details, the Panel determined that in both 2010 and 2011, the Firefighters and the Battalion
Chiefs should be awarded a two percent (2%) wage adjustment. It is this Panel Member’s
opinion that the record evidence does not justify ény wage adjustment.

In anticipation of the impact of the economic downturn upon the City of Albany, the
Mayor’s 2009 Budget Message stated that:

The Budget that I present is one that has been significantly affected
by the financial crises facing our State and Nation. In my State of
the City Message last January, I warned of significant financial
pressures to come and in my report to the State of New York for
State AIM Funding, I predicted a Budget shortfall of over $14
million due largely to stagnant revenues and to increases

attributable to employee-related healthcare, negotiated union salary
increases, gasoline and utility. . . At that time, I also pledged to




find ways to cut expenses and-fi evenues so that
this burden would not fall enti on: our 'property tax owners.
Toward that end, I was successful in getting legislation passed by
both the Senate and the Assembly that would have provided for
$5.5 million more in revenue for 2008, and $11 million more for
each of the next 29 years in the form of PILOT payments on the
Harriman Campus. Unfortunately, as a result of the State’s fiscal
challenges, the Governor vetoed [this] legislation and
consequently, we have had to make decisions in this Budget that I
had hoped to avoid. Those decisions include not funding 10
positions in the Police Department and 20 positions in the Fire
Department, as well as cutting positions throughout all the City
Departments. We have also eliminated raises for our non-union
workers who earn more than $35,000, reduced operating expenses
in almost every department, and achieved savings in health
insurance and prescription drug coverage plans (City Exhibit Tab
F, 2009 Mayor s Budget Message).

The conditions did not improve to any significant degree by 2010. In the Mayor’s 2010
Bﬁdget Message, he stated that:

Albany is facing financial strains. . . for reasons largely related to
the financial crisis impacting both our national and state
government. . . [The City of] Albany is facing serious financial
challenges due to lower-than-anticipated state aid payments, lower
sales tax revenues and higher employee pension contributions.

After our 2009 Budget was enacted, we learned in January that our
State AIM Funding for the year would be cut. . . [The City of]
Albany bears the burden of lost tax revenue from the high
percentage of tax-exempt land, mostly state-owned, within our
borders. ,

This Budget reflects a cumulative loss in 2009-2010 of over $4.4
million in State AIM Funding, the addition of over $2 million more
in higher State pension contributions; the loss of over $4 million in
projected sales tax revenue and the increase in employee-related
health insurance of nearly $2 million.

This Budget includes no increase in the City’s real property tax
levy and includes no city-wide employee raises. . . Our alternative
was to either make additional Budget cuts, including cuts to
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o not believe these
(City Exhibit Tab F,

Finally, in the 2011 Budget Message, the Mayor begins by telling us that:

Out: State PILOT and the Empn'e State, Plaza fell by almost $8
rmlhon, we: lost over $8 million in schéduled AIM Funding; and
our State pension contribution 1ncreased by nearly $3 million.
Th se ‘increases -are in addition to increases in employee health
i nce. premlums and in utlhty and operating expenses, and
ses in salés tax revenue and landfill income.

In 2001, our Budget pension contribution was $350,000. Today it
is nearly $13 million. Our employee health insurance contribution
was'$13 million [in 2001] and today it is over $25 million.

To-deal with these financial challenges, this Budget contains
significant cuts in personnel, in programs, and in operating
expenses in virtually every City Department: . . . Notably, this
Budget eliminates.155 full; part-time; and- seasonal employees and
reduces operatmg expenses by nearly $3 million dollars. Again, no
city-wide raises have been scheduled for City employees -- for our
non-union work force. This will be the third consecutive year no
raises have been appropriated. (City Exhibit Tab F, 2011 Mayor’s
Budget Message).

Given these facts, it is hard to fathom how the majority of this Panel can provide any
wage adjustment as part of the Award to the Firefighters. The City’s Fire Service Men and
- Women are of the highest caliber and highest quality; however, when other City employees
have not received a raise in the last three fiscal years, it is arguable that all City employees
should participate in this “team effort” to help the City ease its financial concerns in these
difficult financial times.

Providing raises to the members of the two bargaining units at issue in this Interest

Arbitration will have a negative impact upon the Command Staff at the Fire Department.
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This Command Staff has riot seen a raise in the last three fiscal years while the union !
members have received raises of 3.5% in 2008 and a split 4% in 2009. Under the parameters |
of this Award, the employees will receive money in both 2010 and 2011 when their bosses ._
have not.

It appears that the majority of this Panel 'geems to be punishing the City of Albany for
good fiscal rrianagérnént in that the majority seems to believe that merely because the City
has a healthy fund balance and a good bond rating, that it should be able to “afford” increases
in salary — this despite the clear, documented and testifnonial evidence to the contrary (see,
testimony of Budget Director Heaﬂey at Tr. 295, etc. . .). There is no justification for the |
Panel’s determinétion in this} regard.

There are several other union negotiations: ongoing for both the 2010 and 2011 fiscal
years. One other unit is also in Interest Arbitration pending an Award. The impact of this
Arbitration Award cannot be understated.

For all of these reasons, the City’s Panel Member hereby dissents from the wage

‘adjustments provided by the majority of this Interest Arbitration Panel.

Dated: Albany, New York Respectfully submitted,

December 27, 2011
£ Yoy P> A0

ROEMER WALLENS GOLD & MINEAUX LLP
Elayne G. Gold Esq.

Attorneys for Respondent
DIONNE A. WHEATLEY
Notary Public, g’fiteeois l:l?g‘v York Office & P.O. Box:
qegfﬁog BO7 an o~ e o~ v
Qualified in Albany County I3 19 Lolumbdia Licle
Commission Expires March 24, 20 I~ Albany, New York 12203

Tel. No. (518) 464-1300
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