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BACKGROUND

Pursuant to the pro{fisic)ns contained in Se;ction 209.4 of the Civil Sérvicé Law,
the undersigned f’anel was designated by the Chairperson of the New York State Public
Employment Relations Board (“PERB”) to make a just and réasonable determination of a
dispute betweeﬁ the‘VAilIag.e of Briafqliff Manor Poli.cemen’s Beﬁe\;olent Association
(PBA) and the Village ofBriaréuffManor (Village). “

The Village.covers néariy 7 square miles in the western part of Wes_tchestef
Coﬁnty. It is shared bet\Neén the Town of Mount Pleasant and theiToWr;_ of Ossining. It |

has approXimately 7,500 residents. Most of its residents have a high degrgae of property =

wealth when compared to other communities across Westchester County and the State.

~ The Village’s Police Department operates on a 24/7 basis. It currently has 17

‘sworn officers in the bargaining unit, five of whom are sergeants. .

The last collective bargaining agreement between the parties covered the period

June 1,/ 2005 through May 31, 2009. In 2009, the parties Bega_n negotiations fora

* successor contract but the negotiations were unsuccessful. Thereafter, acting pursuant to

the rules of procedurebf PERB, a PERB-appointéd mediatbr met with the paftiés.
Mediation was unsuccessful and on‘Febr_'uary 14,2011, fhe PBA filed a Petition for
Interest Arbitration (Joint Exhibit 1) pursuant to Se.éc\fcion. 209.4 of the Civil Service Law.

The Village filed a response to said Petition on March 4, 2011 (Joint Exhibit 2).

| Thereafter, the undersigned Public Arbitration Panel (Joint Exhibit 3) Wés 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.
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" both Panel members on an item by item basis.

) _' Hearings were conducted before the Panel at the offices of the Villége on

December 16, 2011 and January 12, 2012. At both hearings, the parties were represented

by .counsel. A transcribed record was_taken at both hearings. Both parties submitted

nu_meroxis_éhd extensive exhibits and decumentation-, including written closing

arguments. Both parties presented exteneive arguﬁ;ehts on their respective positions.
Thereafter, the Panel fully relviewed all data, evidence, arguments and iseues

sﬁbmitted by the parties. Despite signiﬁcaﬁt_ discussion and deliberations at multiple

Executive Sessions, the Panel was unable to reach consensus on an Award. As aresult,

this Award represents the determination of the Panel Chair, who was jointed by one or .

\

‘The positions taken by both parties are quite adequately specified in the Petition

- and the Response, numerous hearing exhibits, and post-hearing written 'submiss_ions, all

3 . ' »’ N ’ . . ’ . ! . ., - - .b
of which are incorporated by-reference into this Award. Such positions will merely be

summarized for the purposes of this Opinion and Award. Accordingly, set out herein is

the Panel’s Award as to what constitutes a just and reasonable d'eterrninatiori of the

pa'fﬁes’ AWard setting forth the terms and conditions for the period June 1, 2009 through
May 31,2011. | |
In arriving at such determination, the Panel,has'speciﬁcélly reviewed and
considered all of the foIIQWing criteria, es detailed in Section 209.4 of the Civil Service |
Law: - | R - o
a) comparison of the wages, houfs 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
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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 qual1ﬁcat1ons 4) mental qualifications;

. 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, pa1d time off and job
security.

~

 COMPARABILITY

Section 209.4 of the Civil Service Leuy requires that in order 0 properly"‘
determme wages and other terms and cond1t1ons of employment the Panel must engage
ina compara‘uve analysis of terms and cond1t1ons with “other employees performmg
similar services or requiring similar skills under similar working cond1t1ons with other y
employees in genefaﬂy in ""bll and nrivate employment in comnarable ccSrnfnm;iﬁes.’f |
PBA Position |

The PBA eontends tllat its vmembers should be compared prirnarlly with several
Westchester COUnty'yﬂlages that lie along the Hudson River, along with the Village of
Pleasantville, a village that is adj ao\en‘; to Briarcliff Manor. More speciﬁcdlly-, the PBA’s |

oomparables would lnclude Ardsley, Bucllanan, Croton-on-Hudson, Dobbs\Fe'n:y, -
: Elmsford, Hastings-on-Hudson, Irving‘ton,vOssining, Pleasantville, Sleepy Hollow and |
Tarrytown. It justifies its universe of c_omparaibles by esserting that tlle villages inybthis |
~ universe have similaf legal, fiscal, geographic, economic and historical characteristics.
The PBA maintains that the Village’s more-expaln_ded list of eomparables of all

Westchester County yillages simply is not needed: In the PBA’s estimation, the 11 -




riverfront villages it selected provide the Panel with more than enough juriSdictions
‘within which to do a rneaningfut and 'fair comparability analysis. -

The PBA asserts that its list is ‘most'appropriate beeause its group of villages share
common characteristics of having full-time, full .serviee_ police depai’tments. Officers in
these villages frequently work together ina ooordinuted tnanner. Tothe PBA, it»srgl‘roup of
comparables are closely aligned. If the Panel expands the universe to include the villages-
lying. much farther south along the Hudson River or Long island Sound, there will be
fewer commonalities among the group of comparables.

Village Position ) (

The Vlllage insists that all Vlllages in Westchester should be deemed comparable
to Briarcliff Manor. The Village contends that this would permit the Panel to consider the
: vﬂlages proposed by the PBA as well as the v111ages of Bronxvﬂle Larchmont
Mamaroneck, Pelham Manor, Pelham, Port hestu, Rye Br ook and Tackahoe
The Vlllage observes that three of the villages in the PBA’S supposed list of
vHudson_ Rtver waterfront comparables are not even contlguous to the Hudson Rlver.
Mor_eoyer, the Village contends that there is a wide disparity in the workload of the”
PtBA’s proposed list of cromparables. For example, whereus 19 crimes were reported in
the Village 1n 2010, the number of critnes in Croton-on Hudson (72), Dobbs Ferry (142),‘
Hastmgs—on—Hudson (146) and Sleepy Hollow (1 13) were vastly higher.
The Village contends that all pohce officers workmg for v111ages throughout
Westchester County have the. same job description, the same training and must take the

same Civil Service examination that leads to their employment. There is also no

similari_ty in the size of depertments among the PBA’s proposed list of comparables. -




Since there is no precedent ‘s-upporting the PBA’s proposed list and there is no legitimaté
set of commonalities amongst the PBA’s proposed list, the Village avers that the Panel
should' consider the entire landscape of Westchester Couhty yillages in detérmining a just
award. |

Panel Determination on Comparability

-The‘ Panel Chair finds that the yillages of _We_stchostelr County are the mostl
appropriéte group of comparables. A nurhber of facts lead the Panel Chair to this
concluSion First and forémost ‘there is nothing that truly ties to gethor the group of -

comparables proposed by the PBA Although they somewhat share geographlc prox1m1ty
| to the Village, the fact remains that some of the villages on the hst of proposed
: .comparable.s are just as far away from Br1a;c11ff as some of the villages that are lef'; off |
the list..Tho PBA’s pioposed hst of comparables also does not‘sharo the commonality of
being Hudson River communities. Equéliy im ortant, the jiiri:sdi'ctions/ in the PBA’s |
" proposed list of oomparables have varying degrees of siée and varying dégrees of crime. |
Since there are no truly comhelhhg reasons to justify the PBA’S proposed list of
| compar;iblos,the Pahel Chair ﬁnds that most app‘ropfiate c‘orhparableé,are all villages in |
" Westchester County. These‘ vﬂlages all shére‘-the vsame job descripﬁoh and officers in

these villages become eligible to become officers by taking the same Civil Service exam.

N

—

~ All of the villages have the same form of government and face similarities insofar as their |
budgeﬁng and funding is\con'cerne‘d for items such as sal'e'svtax. To the Panel Chair, the -

Panel is best served by ha\?ihg_ the broad group of Westchester County villages.




. ABILITY TO PAY

PBA Posntlon

The PBA stresses that tales of gloom and doom and how the now ended recession

~ has affected the private and public sectors has little relevance to thls dlspute The PBA

points out that Brlarchff Manor is not Flint, Michigan, the State of Minnesota or Lehman
Brothers. The PBA maintains that the ab1hty to pay analysis is not a global one. What is

relevant here. is that Briarcliff is not poor. Its residents are not struggling and are not

" overtaxed.

- The PBA’s evidence of the Village’s ability to pay was based on the teStimony

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

. offered through Mr. Decker conclusiVely' establishes that the Village has the ability to pay

for a substantial increase in salary and benefits. According to the PBA, Mr. Decker’s
presentation should be accorded great weight because he is an expert in municipal
finance and his testimony was largely unrebutted.

- The PBA asserts that Briarcliff does not rernotely resemble one of the

mummpahtles that are strugghng to stay aﬂoat and that any clalms of that nature are

’ ludlcrous The PBA ma1nta1ns that the elected officials may. have chosen to do the same

with more or less for political reascns. However, this is not a justification for denying i

' PBA members the increase in salary and benefits they deserve.

The PBA stresses that much of Mr. Zegarelli’s financial claims on behalf of the
Village are simply irrelevant. To the PBA, the fact that private sector compensation has

decreased relative to public sector compensation is wholly irrelevant. The PBA contends

- that private sector compensation never sets the standard for pay and benefits in the public




sector market. Indeed, when times are good in the private sector, municipalities have-

| ~ never been known to provide private sector-like raises to municipal employees. When

one reviews the Village’s financial presentation it becomes quite evident that its demand

for concessions is not being made because they are needed. Rathér, the Village is simply

attempting to achieve a higher bond rating and stay within the 2% tax cap.

The PBA insists that Mr. Deg:kér"s analysis is objective and filled with compelling

economiic statistics that make it abundantly clear that the Village has the ability to pay'for

a fair and reasonable increase to salary_ and benefits. Aino_ng other things, Mr. Decker.

- found that:

Frbm 2007 to 2012, the Village’é Purpose Tax Levjf ﬁas'increased on
average by fhe rate of 1.69%. This isthe secohd lowest increése to the tax
levy amoﬁg the PBA’s list ;)-f comparables. |

The Village’s weighted tax" rate ranks }Gwest_ émong the PBA’s list of
qOmparables. |

The Village’s use of constitutional debt limit ranks last among the PBA’s

 list of comparables. At 21.6% of the limit the Village has a tax margin in

excess of $34 milﬁOn.

" The per capita income real broperty wealth of Village residents is

$250,000, the highest real property wealth among the PBA’s comparables. -

- The ViIlaéé had an operating surplus as high as $687,960 for the fiscal

year ending May 31, 2010,




* For the fiscal year ending May 31, 201 1, the Villagé had a healthy fund
balance in its General Fund of over $2.3 million, which i's over 17% of
| General. Fund expendi’tures. N
e The Vﬂlage’s bond rating is Aa2, the thjrd best rating given by Moody’s
: | Investor’s Service. | '
The PB‘A'\maintai‘n.s that the ﬁmdamerital economic conditions of the Village are |
excéllent. It can éasily pr_ovide the PBA .wlith t.h'e éalary and benefits it is requesting. Its

taxes are low and its fund balance is robust. For this reason, after analyzing the costs of

the PBA’s economic proposals, Mr. Decker reasonably determined that the Villagé has

the ability to pay for the PBA’s economic proposals.

The PBA objé'cts to the Village’s assertion that the national fiscal crisis in 2009

‘ should impact this Award. The PBA maintains that, unlike some municipalities that are

genuinely facing budget shortfalls, the facts in this case simply do not support the notion

that the Village does not have the ability to pay fora wage increase. In the PBA’s view,
the fact is that the Village and its ireside‘nts_came through the recession in excellent shape.

The Village is-one of the most desirable corhmunities in the State in which to live and

- there is nothing in the record to reflect that any of this has changed as a result of the .

recéésiqn.
For all of the reasons above, the PBA urges the Panel to find that the Village has\)v

the ability to péy for its economic proposals.

Village Position
‘The Village insists that the Panel cannot ignore the fact that the Village is

suffering the effects of one of the greatest economic recessions in this countrj"s history. 3




It asserts tha;t its ability to pay has been adversely affected by forces oﬁtside its control
such as frozen gredit markets, low interest rates onbinvestments, apd a shattered housing -
market. In the Village’s view, the Panel must be sensitive to the Villa_ge’s taxpayers
because the proposals sought by the. PBA are well beyond_the Village’s ébiliiy to péy:

The Viliage stresses the threét bf double-dip f{:ec,ession’s looms as a .genuine
| reality. Thus,'inste.ad of ignoring the.adverse economic forges, the Village is ;cightening‘
its Bel’t so it does.'no.t become one of the municipalities that are forced to shut down.

The Village notes that its taxpayers are facing aétronomicai decreases in their real
- property values. Thus, Village r‘esicients are unable to cash il on their purported real
wealth, This is also evident by the fact that Mr. Zegarelli testified that Village homes are
ﬁot sellirig. The Vill‘a_gé points out that the undisputed b‘bj ective evidence supports Mr. | *
| Zegarelli’s testimony ‘bécause from 2006 to 2012, the Village’s mortg:age tax collections
plLLum.éted to an all time 1§W; | |

| The Village .sfresses.that Departmental inéome will not fund thié Award.
Depaﬁﬁental_mgome isa smallr portionA ‘of the Vﬂlage’s revenues and it has hof incre;slsed |
in real value in _the‘ past five years. Equally important, the._Village maintains that séveral
programs éuppoxted by the Village are rﬁﬁning at a deficit. |

Similarly, sales tax receipts Wiil not help fund fhe Award. According to the -
'Village, since 2008 sales fax.receipts havé dropped below the amount received iﬁ 2005.
The Village ‘argUes that the Vﬂla’ge‘hevls real restrictions on its abiiity t§ increase

revenues due to the 2% property tax cap. The Village stresses that its Board of Trustees is

committed to staying within the 2% cap and that it will 1_iot override this pursuant to the -

10




| statlitory exceptions. Hence, to the extent that increases to the PBA contract exceed the
2% tax cap, the Village will simpl’)lf cut services.
| The Villagé contends that its revenues simply cannot keep pace _with its eve.r-'
increasing expenses and that this cannot be ignored. Although the Village has taken
several actions to Ac0ntain costs, the fact remains that increases to health insurance and
.pensién éloné are taking a sﬁbsténtial bite ouit of th_e»Village’s', tax levy. Indeed, from
2006 to 201‘1 , 13% of tﬁe tax lévy wés used to fund health insurance obligatidns. This
pefcent’age increased to 15% in 2012. | |
. The Villagé insists that thé fact tl;at it has not 'yeached its constituf_ional debt limit -
is not demonstrative of an ability to~ pay. Courts have prcviously rejected the notion fthat a
municipalityvhas the ability to pay when it has not exhausted its debt limit. Even Mr.
Decker 'acknowledged that no. mﬁnicipality would want to get anywhere near its limit as
this would not be'ﬁnan;:ially prudent, | | |
' vThe Village éontends that the PBA’s economic pfésentai“tion glossed over some of
the most challénging economic issues facing the Viilage. The presentation failed to
~account fof the rapidly decélining Water Fund as well as the ndn-eXiStent Debt Service
Fund. |
| In‘the éﬁd ahalysis, since in two of the pasf ﬁve years, the Viilage;s General Fund
has ended the fiscal year in a deficit; it i.s abundan“d»y‘cléar fthat the PBA’s rosy ﬁicturé of
the»V'illage’s finances cannot be given any Credencé. Taxpayers are ngarly over the edge.'
To the Village; the Panel needs to make a deternlinatioh that takes their need fbr fiscal

prudence into consideration. Thué, while the Village concedes that it has the ability to
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pay for a fair and reasonable award, it insists that the PBA’s proposals are excessive and

do not remotely resemble a fair and reasonable award.

Panel Determination 'on the Village’s Ability to Pay

The Panel Chait has carefully considered the statutory criteria regarding ability to
pay‘ as provided through the positions of the parties from the testlrnony, exhibits and post-
| hearing briefs filed, forming the record in this matter. g

.The Panel Chair is cognizant that during the term of this Award, the national,
New Yorl( State and local economy went into »a tallspm unlike anything seen in recent
: h1story Revenues went down and unemployrnent substant1ally 1ncreased The hous1ng
market dlpped 51gn1ﬁcantly for the first t1rne in years and numerous compames went out
_of ~business or struggled to stay’ afloat. New York and its mumc1paht1es have clearly been
affected by the uncertainties caused by thls recession. | ” |

_On the other han\d,‘ the Panel Chair finds that the record establishes that the |
~fundamental veconomic conditions of the Yillage are strong. The Village has done an
excellent job of managing\ its resources. The Panel Chai_i‘\is confident thatthe Village"s
N pnor ﬁscal management along with its favorable economic conditions will allow it to
matntam a strong posmon despite the challengtng economy. The Panel Chair ﬁnds that

the V1llage has the ablhty to pay for this Award and that the wage and other increases

awarded herein constltute a fair and reasonable Award.

;
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THE INTERESTS AND WELFARE OF THE PUBLIC

PBA Position

In the PBA’s view, this consideration encompasses thepfact that the Village’s
taxpayers beneﬁt from having a professional, well-trained police department. In the
PBA’s estlmatlon this can only happen when its members wages are beneﬁts are
competitive so that the Village can attract and retain quahty police ofﬁcers The PBA
opmes‘that the Panel must issue an Award that allows its memhers to retain its
competitive ranking _compared to other police ofﬁcers in Westchester so as to assure that i

its police officers will not leave the Village for other positibn's in the County.

Village Positio’n :

The Village stresses that the Panel is obhgated to con51der the fact that th1s Award

w111 directly affect the c1tlzens and taxpayers of the Village and the economic future of

the V illage fer years to come. It must also consi der the fact that citizens in the Vﬂlage are

struggling with increased tax burdens and concerns about the ability of its Village
. : ,/ _

‘government to remain on sound financial footing. These considerations, along with the
fact that the economiic forecast is not bright, mandate that the Panel exercise its power

‘with gre'at care and caution while fashioning its Award.

Panel Determination on Interests and Welfare of the Public andvF‘inancial Ability of

’

~ the Public 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 Village to pay, as proifided ‘

- through the positions of the parties from the testimony, exhibits and post-hearing briefs

forming the record in this matter. In looking at this specific issue, the Panel Chair finds )
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~ that the PBA’s argument that the publie heneﬁts by having a competitively compensated
staff of pblice officers must be giveu credence. It influences the Panel Chair’s
determination on the issues of the overall wa.ge.adjustm,ent and on some of the other
wage—retated economic issues. The Panel Chair’s Award in the area of salary and related
' issuee is premised on the recognition that it is prudent for the Village-and beneficial to the
public fot its police officers to be competttively comuensated: |

At the same time, many of the other econetnic ptoposéds adVanced by the PBA
have been rej ected by the Panel Chair beeause he is cohcemed about the detrimental-
. effect that any‘-new' long-term financial corm_hitments may have on the Villag_e’e bc’)ttom,f ’
line. It is not in the interest of the publi¢ to signiﬁc'antly‘ augment the econoutic package
provided to'police officers as_this could have a detrimental tmpact on the Village’s
.budget. |

~ COMPARISON OQF PECULIARITIES OF THE POLICE PROFESSION

he' Panel has also carefull.y'cortsidered' the statutory criteria regarding the
' companson of the police professmn w1th other trades or professmns 1nclud1ng
spec1ﬁcally (1) hazards of ernployment (2) phy51ca1 qualifications; (3) educatlonal
qualifications; (4) mental quahﬁcattovhs; and (5) job training and skills. The PBA asserts
that the police profession is so: unique that no other useful coutparison can be made with
other trades or professi‘eus.

The parties do not disputethe fact that .appropriate weight must be given to the
especially hazardous nature of police work and the unique training, skills, pressures and
dangers that pohce ofﬁcers face each day. "The Panel Cha1r finds that the pecuharltles of.

' the professmn mandate a dlrect comparlson Wlth police ofﬁcers
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‘BASE WAGES
PBA Position "

The PBA is secking a $2,000.00 increase to the Academy rate (Step 1) and a
4.25%'$a1ary increése to Steps 2 through 6 effective June 1, 2009 and again on June 1,
2010. The PBA maintains that th¢ reasonableness of the PBA’s proiaosal' can be seen |
from charts shpwing wage adjustmen_té to police officers in the universe of Cqmpai-abies.
To the PBA, the data clearly demonstrgtes that its proposéd raises would be conSistent
with the market and reasonéble. Among other seﬁléments the PBA takes note of thé fact
| that ofﬁcers in the Vlllage of Dobbs Ferry received a 4 3% increase in 2009. Ofﬁcers in -
»the Village of Elmsford recewed the equlvalent of 4 1% in 2009 and 4 65% in 2010
Ofﬁcers in the Village of Sleepy Hollow received the equlvalent of 6% in 2009 followed
by an increase of 2.5% in 201 0 whﬂ officers in the Village of Tarrytown recewed salary
. incr@ases of 3.5% in 2009 and 3.5% in 2010, |

| The PBA coqéedes that some of the jurisdictions from the 1ist. of comparables
r'e\céived'far less .than 4.25% n 2',009 apd 2010. wae\}er, the PBA stresses that the salary
increases for ﬂ'}ese‘ units in those specific years.cannot' be fead in isolation .bécause_ most
of them involve ‘multi-jéar colleétive bargaining agréerﬁénts ranging frdm lows of 2.5 %
to highs of 4%. For exémple, “Croton-on-Hudson"s‘incre'ase_s ranged from a low of 2.75%
in 2009 and increase each year uﬁ t0 4% in 2012 and 2013. irvingt_on’-s increases ranged
ffdr_ri alow of 2.25% in 2009 and increase each year up to 4% in 2013. |

The PBA insists that the Vlllage S wage proposal to freeze everyone but top grade

officers at June 1, 2008 rates is absurd as is its proposal of 1% effectlve June 1, 2009

15




followed by a 2% increase eighteen months later on December 1, 2010. In thé PBA’s
view, the Village has no claim that its ﬁnanéial condition is worse than any of the PBA
comparébles, let alone ‘all of them. The Villag_e is arguably ih the best shape of the entire
grohp of @omparables. Thus, the Panel must reject the Village’s‘ wage proposal.

The PBA r(:(_:ogniz'es Nthat. its officers are not underi)'aid relative the market. The
PBA maintains that its ﬁvage proposal is jlustiﬁed because its officers desérve saléry
incfeases, just as the.yrwere deserved By their counterparts working in the neighboring
mun‘i‘cipa-li"cies.; The ,PBA argﬁes that salaries shouldybe increased by 4.25% to éllow it; |
ofﬁcers fo.mainfain their relative standing Vis-a-vis tﬁe other ofﬁcers in.t-he universe of K
comparables. |

Village Position

The Village maintains that the Panel should deny t'hevPBA’s salary prol\nosal.

While acknowledging the tremendous law enAorcémént work that pblice (,'n_wers perforﬁ,
/the Village asserts that the PBA’s proposal should bé wh'c;lly' i’ej ecte;d because its officers .

a1fé alr‘eadyv among the highest compenséted émpléyees in thé £egion. 3

In the Village’s estirf;ation, the PBA’s pfoposed salary increase of $2,000.00 to |
the Academy rate 4.25% is cdmpletel}; excessive in this eqonomic climate. fhe PBA’s .
. proposal also should be rejected becauéé umt members’ Wéges have éutpaced inflation
over the past severalvyears. ‘

The Village claims that the propoéed {Jvége inqreases are far abo_ve.the so-called -
going rgte. Th¢ Village cites the fact that officers 1n éuchanan and Hastings-on—Hu;ison

-received 2% salary increases while Irvington’s officers received a 2.25% increase and a

- 2.5% increase.
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- The Village contends tllat virtually all of the higher sal_ary settlements or awards
in the universe of comparables (i.e., the settlements with 4% salary increases) were
negotiated or issued pﬁor to the time that the recession impacted the region. ‘To the
Village, the settle‘m'ent in the Village of Larchmont is more emblematic of what is and
'should be happening Larchrnont’s officers agteed toa settlement of 1.5% for each year
covering the period of June 1,2011 to May 31 2014

The Village asserts that the recently negot1ated settlements in Ardsley and Sleepy

Hollow should not be used to justify the PBA’s excessive wage proposal. The Village

“avers that those officers historically receive higher salary increases than those provided'to :
the Village. Moreover, Ardsley’s police ofﬁcers agreed to increase their contribdtions |
toward health insurance. They also made concess1ons on ret1ree health insurance and
decreases in the compensatory time cap Sleepy Hollow s settlement was also achleved
by havmg certain benefits re ed to af‘hleve cost savmgs Moreover even thohgh the '
Ardsley and Sleepy Hollow settlements exceed what the Village considers to be a

' ‘reaso‘nable amount, the Village 'stressesthat these settlements.demonstrate the downward

trend in settlements as Well as the trend of unions recognizing'tlie need to pay for salary

_ increases througli concessions. | '

For all oti these reasons,-tlle Village urges the Pan.el to reject the ltBA’s detnand. x

Panel Determmatlon on Base Wages

The Panel Chair has carefully con51dered the statutory cntena balancmg the
‘ reasonable economic needs of the Village’s police officers, with the obligations of the

Village in the context of what is fair and reasonable in a more.challenging economy.
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Wages are one of the most important elements in any labor agreement. Employees

have the utmost concern about the wages they will be paid, and wages represent the

greatest expenditure for the Village.

The record conta1ns data that supports both parties’ posmons The Vlllage faces
genuine economic concerns. It has had to contend with flat revenue streams and an
economy that is more fragile than has been seen in this area formany years. These are
genuine issues that cannot be ignored;

The general state of the economy and the overall tax burden faced by ’[axpayers, |
whose burden has increased substantrally in recent years, leads the Panel Cha1r to
conclude that the wage proposal made by the PBA must be moderated Although there.

are some pohce units that received wage adJustments in the range of 4% in 2009 and 4%

in 2010, the Panel Chair notes that virtually all of these increases were agreed upon prior

to the time that the economy faltered. Indeed, the evidence esrablishes that the average

increase in the universe-of'‘comparables for settlements and awards issued prior to 2009

was approximately"4.l% in 2009 and 3.7% in 2010. Settlements or awards achieved in
2009 or later from the universe of comparables average 2.83% in.2009 and 2.75% in

20 10. In the Panel Chair’s View, the changed economy_requires an award that is

considerably less than 4% so that the Village can manage its resources carefully and limit -

the impact of this Award on its taxpayers.
The Panel Chair finds that a wage increase that is consistent with the average
increase of settlements since 2009 (i.e.,.since the economy faltered) is the most

appropriate way to handle salary increases for this unit at this time. Hence, the Panel
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Chair is awarding increases of 2.85% effgctive June 1, 2009 and 2.75%, effective June 1,
2010.
| The wage incfeases awarded by the Panei will allow Viliagé officers to retain -
their relative standing vis-a-vis the unive_fse of ‘compérables. The Panel Chair finds it to
be importaﬁt for Village officers to rﬁaintain their standing relétive to othér ofﬁcers:iri the
' universe bf comparablés. If the Panel awarded the salary increasé proposed by the |
B Village, Whi.ch is well below the'avcrage amount received by officers in the universe of
compal;aBles, the Panel could jeopardize the.relative standing of the Village’é police
officers. | |
| In reaching thc conclusion that saiary schedules shall be increa’séd by 2 85 %
| effective June 1,'2‘0‘09 an& 2.75% effective Juné 1, 2010, "che Panel Chair finds tha.t.the
Village has the ability to pay for a fair ink;rea_se in wages overall. |
Accordingly, and after careful consideratioﬁ of the statutory criteria, testimoﬁy,
exhibits, docﬁmentétion, and post-hearing briefs filed, forming the record in this matter,
‘the Panel makes the foliowing: | B ;

AWARD ON BASE WAGES

" ARTICLE 4- BASE WAGE
J Effective June 1, 2009 Steps 1-6' of the June 1, 2008 saiary schedule shall be
increased by 2.85%. Effec’tive.June 1,2010 Steps 1-6 of the June 1, 2009 salary schedule
shall be increaéed by 2.75‘%. | | |

e A S \ @,
(Coned - Dissent - : Concur nt a

John K. Grant, Esq. o Richard K. Zuckerman, Esq.
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LONGEVITY

- PBA Position

-‘The PBA proposes to adjust the yeers of serﬁce steps \;vhenblongevitvac’)uld be
paid and to increase the longev1ty rates. | |

The PBA asserts that its currently longevity schedule lags the market substantlally
at all of the service levels. It maintains that its ofﬁcers rank 1 1th among the PBA’s 11
; comparables at the 10" year 10ngev1ty and 9t among the PBA’s comparables at the 15™,
‘20th and 25™ year longevities. In the PBA’s estimation, its proposal should be accepted by
the panel because the evidence demonstrates that longevity starts later than it should in
Briarcliff and the money paid is well below market rates.

Village Position

The Village irisists that the PﬁA has failed to present any su‘pport_for‘this. demand.
It asserts that its police efﬁcers receive competitive longevity paywxe'lts and that there is
no. co_mp_elling reason to fufther increase these payments. It pomts out that in Buchanan,
an officer with eight years of experience recei.ves $450 cOfnpared to the $650 received by
officers in Briarcliff. S,iinilarly, a Croton-on-Hudson ofﬁcer with 15 years of expefience
receives $1,100 while his Briarcliff c\ounterpart receives $1,225. In the Village’s view,
inceeases to longevity are unwai_rranted_ in these difficult eco'nOnlic tiﬁles. Since ilong}evity

payments add up over time, the Village stresses that the Panel should not increase the

Village’s liability on this already expensive payment

Panel Determination on Longevity
The Panel Chair finds clear support in the record for an increase to longevity.

* Police officers in Briarcliff earn the same or less than many of their counterparts in

- 20




éncur ' Dissent -~ Concur ~ bissent

neighhoring villages. Thus, a modest increase is warranted so PBA members can
maintaln their relatlve standing.
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 followmg

AWARD ON LONGEVITY

ARTICLE 5- Longevity will be mod1ﬁed by increasing the amounts paid effectwe

6/1/08 by $25 .OO at all levels effective June 1, 2010.

Years of Service y o Effective 1/1/10

Starting 8™ through 11™ year ~ $675.00
Starting 13" through 14" year $975.00
Starting 15" through 17" year -~ $1,250.00

‘Starting 18" and Above - $1,450.00

John K. Grant, Esq. ' . Richard K. Zuckerman, Esq. -

L HEALTH INSURANCE FOR ACTIVE EMPLOYEES
PBA Position . - | |

The current Agreement between the partles requ1res active unit members hired
.after June l 1991 and before June l 2007, to pay $500 per year for coverage unt1l they
reach Step 6 of the salary schedule Employees h1red on or after June 1, 2007, pay $1,000

for coverage for the first five years of service with the Village, regardless of whether they. ‘

' 11ave any credited polrce service with another agency.

The Village proposes to cap its payment for all employees with five or more years '

of service at $7,4OQ annually for individual coverage and $l.6,0_(')0 annually for family,
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‘coverage. Effectiye June 1, 2010, the Village proposes that employee contributions for

the ﬁrst five years increase to $2,000 annually for individual coverage and $3,000

annually for fam1ly coverage.

The PBA insists that all of the Village’s health 1nsurance proposals should be -
rejected. Tt asserts that the demands ignore the Village’s strong economic pos1t1on and
represent a drarnatic and unduly burdensome cost shift on the backs of ‘police ofﬁcers.
While healthcare concessions may he apptopriate n municipalities that are struggling,
there is no evidence that the Vlllage is suffermg ﬁnanclally |

The PBA contends that the health insurance model proposed by the Village does

“not exist anywhere. The Village’s propoSal also should be rej e(:ted because it would gut -

the current CBA and 1gnore the part1es long history of negot1at10ns over healthcare.

_ Indeed New York State Union of Police Assoc1at1ons President Anthony Solfaro testified
 that healthcare was changed several times over,the.past rounds of negot1at1ons all to

provlde the Village with greater flexibility so it could achieve savings.

The PBA points out that the Village’s healthcare proposals are so extreme that
they Would W1pe out any ant1c1pated wage increase prov1ded by the Panel Employees .

will be going backwards a circumstance that is unJust1ﬁed and untenable in the PBA’s

~ view. 'The PBA contends that the Village does not need the healthcare concessions. It

simply wants them,. Since the Village’s healthcare proposals are not justified and would

have devastating effects on each police officer’s bottom line of take home pay, the PBA

urges the Panel to reject the Village’s proposal.

22




Village Position
The Village proposes to cap its payment for all employees with five or more years
of service at $7,400 annually for individual coverage vand $16-,O0.0 annually for family
coverage. Effective June 1, 2010, the Viliage proposes that ¢mployee contributions for
the first ﬁye yeérs ‘increase to $2,000 annually for individual coverage and $3,000
annually for family coverage.
The Village stresses that it h.ais been suffering from é\}ef-escalating<health _
inéﬁra_hce costs. It asserts that total Villagé health insurance costs have skyfocketéd over
the past several yearsv and that these exorbitant costs cannot be ignofed. Over the.lasf 11
“years, the Village contends that .healﬂ.i .in.s1:1ran<.:e rates have increased Betweén 2% and
'13% each year: To the Villagé, this tfend must. be addressed by haviﬁg all.elmployees
contribute amuch greater share than they are currently contributing. This is the case in
the privéu‘.e éectof and numerous municipalities and there is no reason why it'shéﬁld not
be the case in Briarchiff. | o

/

The Village insists thaf the PBA’s argljment that it sh'ould be insulated from

\ céncessibns b_ecéuse of-its previous concéssions should Be rej ected.‘ To. the; Village, the
- PBA’s claims we:vfe not suﬁported by any data.lThe ‘Village contends that the orlly real
concessions are the current éontributions made by officers and that the‘se' are far ieSs than
the market. To this end, tﬁe Village observes that Pelham officers coﬁtribute 50% for
 their first four years. Tarrytown officers hired after March i4, 1994, contribute 25% until
‘_ they reach Police Officer 1% Grade at which point they contribute 1% of base salafy

(1.5% of base salary for officers hired after June 1, 2008). In the Village’s estimation,

~
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~ these contributions and the many other examples in the record show that the current

contributions levels are grossly inadequate.

Panel Determination on ;Health Insurance for Act’ive Emplovyees
Health inéura,nce continues to be one of the most difficult and co’nteptious labor-
managerﬁeﬁ_t issues due to its irﬁpoﬁance to employees and their families, and its cost,
which has beeri increasing over the past several years. |

The Panel Chair agrees with the Vilvlage that the health insurance increases over

. the pas_t few years have been staggering and that there is no reason to believe this will

change in the future. There is no doubt that if some form of greater premium contribuﬁoh :
is not iniplemented at sdme point in the hear-ferm, it will have an adverse effect on the
Village’s budget and its abiliﬁy to.deliver serviées in the futur;. The Village’s argumentls
are compelling and lead the Panel Cﬂair to conclude that an increase towérd 'prém‘ium
coptributions for new hires is reasonable. )

However, there are cohipelling factors that persuade the Panel Chair that it is not

just and reasonable to impose premium contributions that are proposed by the Vﬂlage.

First and -for.emost, is the fact that the Panel is obligated under Section 209.4 of the Civil

Se_rvice Law td look at the benéﬁ‘_cs that comparables are receiving.

The fact is_ that no Village requi'res' its poii_ée officers to fund as substantial amount
towéfd premiums as is beiné proposgd by the Villag-e.. At the same time, the clear t;eﬁd
evident f:fom the record is that more and more municipalities are requiring officers to
contribute a more substantial amount toward the ‘co.stvc‘>f health insurance ;chan has 1been
the caé@ in thé past. The Panel Chair concludes that new hirés should bé required to

contribute not only a percentage of the cost of health insurance because this will yield
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greéter savings to the Village. New hires should also be requlred to continue co’nlributing
until the time they retire, i.e., ‘for their entire working life. Both of theee changes should
have a real positive effect on tlle Village’_s bottoln line down the road. |
Accordingly, and after ear_eful ,co_nsideratic')n of the statutory criteria, testimony,
exhibits, documer‘ltatien, and post-hearing briefs ﬁled, forming the record in this matter,

the Panel makes the following: . |

AWARD ON HEALTH INSURANCE FOR ACTIVE EMPLOYEES

ARTICLE 16 (4) — Add the following: -

Effectwe for any employee hired after May 31, 2011, the V1llage shall pay 85% of the
premium, for individual coverage, with the employee contributing 15% and the Village
shall pay 90% of the premium for family coverage with the employee contributing 10% .
These contributions are effective for all years the employee is working for the Village.

Concur : ént o \ oncar Dissent -
John K. Grant,.Esq. ' _Richard K. Zuckerman, Esq.

- SALARY AND BENEFITS FOR EMPLOYEES INJURED IN THE LINE OF .

" DUTY ON GML SECTION 207-c LEAVE

Yillage Position

: The cur;enl CBAvallows anyene on GML Sectien 207-c status to receive hls 'er
her l)eheﬁts such as uniform allowance, sick leave, personal leave and holiday pay,rfor' a
periocl of six months following which the -beneﬁts‘ cease. The Village states that an
' arbitlafor iﬁterplrefed this provision to mean that the s’ix month recurs, ji;e., an employee
who is out for more than one year receives his/her benefits for'six months and then

receives no benefits for six months, with the cycle repeating itself in future years. ;
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Although this proyision makes no sense to the Village, it is the current la\y of the
contract. -

The Village proposes that it be changed because it is illogical. The Village
stresses that many police contracts contain these types of restrictions. Since this proposed
change is logical, comports with the market and Will save the Village nearly $20,000 per
year, the Village urges the Panel to award its proposals. | |
PBA Posmon

The PBA states that the Vlllage S proposals would modify the nnportant

\ arb1trat1on award which led to the status quo and would lead to the reduction of
compensation that mjured officers currently receive. In the PBA’s view, 1t is extremely
1mportant for the Panel to reject this proposal so that ofﬁcers have accruals on the books
when they return to work after an injury on the job. The PBA stresses that injured pohce
officers need these beneﬁts to support their families while they are recoverrng bmce

-‘ GML 207-c does not prohiblt employers from providing these beneﬁts there is no loglcal '
or falr reason to smgle out police officers for adverse treatment on account of the1r

disabilities.

Panel Discussion Regarding _Salarv and Benefits for Ernployees Injured in the Line

of Duty on GML Section 207-a Leave
The Panel Chair greatly respects the importance of GML Section‘207-c' benefits
and the important role they play.in providing income protection to police officérs who are
injured while they are engaged in the inlportant work they do. At the'same ti_me, the Panel
| Chair recognizes that these economic times require nioderation in the ared of benefits so

that this economic.package can be fair and balanced to both unit members and the
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Village; With this in mind, the Panel Chair finds justification to make some changes to '
benefits so that any officer on GML 207-c status will receive his or her benefits such as

uniform allowance, sick leave, personal leave, vacation and holidays after an employee is

. out on a leave of absence pursuant to GML 207-c for a total of six months for an injury or

work illness. In other words, the Panel Chair feels this is the time to eliminate the

provision allowing an employee to have these benefits recur every six months in each

year. The changes imp_o'sed by the Panel Chair are appropriate in this economic climate

and still far better than the minimum that is re'quired to be provided to injured officers out

bo‘n GML 207-c leave. This change does not change in any way the status quo of wages

~ and other benefits including health insurance that officers are provided while on GML

207-c leave.

Accordingly,'aﬁd after careful lconsideration of tﬁe statutory criteria, teetimbny,
exhibits, docuinentaﬁon, and post-hearing briefs filed, forming the record in ’this matter,
the Panel makes the followmg

AWARD ON REDUCTION OF SALARY AND BENEFITS FOR EMPLOYEES

' INJURED IN THE LINE OF DUTY ON GML SECTION 207-c LEAVE
'_ Modify Article 24, Section 2(e) by ins'erting after the third sentence the following:

Effective May 31,2011, a full-time employee receiving Section 207-c benefits *
shall continue to accrue or be credited with their respective cleaning or purchasing
of work clothing and all paid leaves such as sick, vacation, holiday and personal

- leave as set forth in the collective bargammg agreement for a total period of six

(6) months.
Concur = - Dissént ; Dissent
* John K. Grant, Esq. - » - Richard K. Zuckerman, Esq.
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TRAINING DAY FOR PATROL OFFICERS

The Village proposes a non-srlbstantive editorial change to the CBA regarding .

one training day for patrol officers each year that is not compensatory. The evidence

.establishes that in 1996 the partles reached an agreement to reduce the number of work

hours worked by patrol officers each calendar year. As part of that agreement the part1es

_ agreed that each patrol ofﬁcer would work one uncompensated training day per year not

/7

~ to exceed 10 hours. Since 1996, patrol officer have attended ﬁrearrrls and range training

on their oyvn time. ‘Superior officers, including sergeants, are paid for this _training tirne. o
The Panel Chair finds the Village’s proposali to be appropriate because it is
consistent with the status quo and it should be incorporated into the CBA;
Aecordingly, and after careful /eoheideration of the statutory criteria, testimony, |
exhibite, documentation, and post-hearing briefs ﬁled, forming the record in this matter,
the Panel makes the following: | |

AWARD ON TRAINING DAY FOR PATRO'L OFFICERS

The first paragraph of Article 7 shall be revised to read as follows

~ Effective October 1, 2007 the tours of duty for all patrol employees shall be-as -

- follows:
" “A” line tour of duty - »’ - 11:00 p.m. t0'7:.00 am.
| ;fB” line tour of duty | | 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.
| “c” Iine tour of duty .‘ . ©3:00 p.m. to-11:00 p.m. |

The work schedule and rotation for all patrol employees shall be as set forth in
Appendix “B” attached hereto and made a part of this Agreement. Each patrol
employee (excluding superior officers) will work one ur\compep sated training day
per year, not to exceed 10 hours '

Concur érssent . C Dissent

John K. Grant, Esq. Richard K. Zuckerman, Esq.
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| ‘ PERSONAL LEAVE FOR SERGEANTS |
The Village proposes a non-substantive editorial change to the CBA regarding
peréonal léave for sergeants. The CBA currently provides a provision regarding
sergeants’ personél time thét the barﬁes previously agreed to delete. Since the parties

previously agreed to delete this language and the language is inconsistent with the

Village’s operations (i.e. sergeants no longer have Varying lengths of tours), the proposal

shall be granted.
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:

* AWARD ON PERSONAL LEAVE FOR SERGEANTS

‘Delete the following two sentences from Article 13:

~

" Personal Leaye for Sergeants shall be changed to an hour for hour basis due to the -
varying lengths of their tours, but not less than the length of an entire tour.
- Effective October 1, 2007, the last sentence shall be deleted. '

Concur _ 47 Oissent
John K. Grant, Esq. :

oncur_ _' - Dissent
chard K. Zuckerman, Esq.

HOUSEKEEPING CHANGE REGARDING OVERTIME LANGUAGE

The current CBA states that each employee shall have the option of accruing up to

five (5) days (40 hours) of aécumulated overtime as compensatory time off. The Village

- proposes to delete the reference to five (5) days because the parties have a longstanding

practice of allowing employees to accumulate up to 40 hours of accumulated overtime as
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compensafory time off. Sincé the Village’s assertfon is consistent with the currently
mutually recognized interpretation of the Collective Bargaining Agreement, this proposal
is granted. | |

| Abcbrdingly, and éfter careful consideration of the étatutory criteria, testimony,
exhibits, documentation, and pdst—hearing jbriefé_ ﬁled, forming the record in this matter,

- the Panel makes the following: - - \

~ AWARD ON OVERTIME LANGUAGE
Revise the first sentence of Artiél¢ 6 (3) by eliminating the reference to “5 days”
so that it is as follows:
Each émployee shall have the option of accruing up to 40 hours each }?ear of
accumulated overtime as compensatory time off, which shall be taken at such
times as approved by the Chief of Police or designee, but scheduled so as not to

result in overtime. ‘

Dissent -

Concur . TPhissent
’ ichard K. Zuckerman, Esq.

John K. Grant, Esq.

HOUSEKEEPING CHANGE .REGARDING VACATION LANGUAGE FOR
EMPLOYEES HIRED BEFORE JANUARY 1, 1993

" For the past several years, employees hired on or before January 1, 1993, have. |
received their annual vacation alidtment\ on January 1 each year. ’fhe Villagé proposes to
‘ clarify the vacation language fo‘greﬂect this pr’éotice. Since this chan\ge‘ is non-substantive
and consistent with the pafties" pfactice, this éha@ge shall be made -
Accordingly, and after careful consideration of the statutory criteria, testimony,
exhibi“ns, docmnentatién, and post-hearing briefs: filed, forming theArecord 1r' fhis matter, .

th¢ Panel makes the following:
¢
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éncur ' Dissent ncur Dissent

John K. Grant, Esq. | o " Richard K. Zuckerman, Esq.

AWARD ON VACATION LANGUAGE .

Revise Article 11(2) to read as follows

An employee hired on or before June 1, 1993 shall be entltled to vacation
- pursuant to the following schedule:

Classification A | Vacation
Police Officer 5™ & 4™ 10 work days on J anuary 1 each calendar year.
Police Officer 3™ 15 work days on January 1 each cal endar year.

Police Officer 2" and higher 20 work days on January 1 each calendar year.-

© After the completion of fifteen (15) years of service each employee shall receive
an additional five (5) work days on January 1 each calendar year, for a total of
‘twenty-five (25) work days.

REMAINING ISSUES

.The Panel has reviewed in great detail all of the demands of both part1es as well

. as the extensive and voluminous record ivnvsupport of those demands. The fact that those

demands have not been specifically addressed in this Opirﬁon and Awafd does not mean

~ that they were not closely studied and considered 1n the context of terms and benefits by

the Panel members. In interest arbitration, as‘i.n‘collective bérgaining, not all proposals
are resolved, and not all contentions are agreed with. The Panel, in reachinvg'what it has
determined to be fair fesﬁlt, has not made an Award on all of the demands submitted by .

each of the parties.
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- of theinterpretaﬁon of this Award. = ' 7_/_ :
écw ' |

AWARD ON REMAINING ISSUES

Except as set forth in this Award, the Village’s demands are hereby, rejected.

Except as set forth in this Award, the PBA’s deman e hereby rejected.

Cﬁcur 4 Dissent cur - Dissent

John K. Grant, Esq. ' , Richard K. Zuckerman, Esq.

. RETENTION OF JURISDICTION

. The PanelChairman hereby retains jurisdiction of any and all di;s,putesl arising out

Dissent , Coneur o Dissent .
John K. Grant, Esq. . ‘ ‘ Richard K. Zuckerman, Esq.
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DURATION OF AWARD

~ Pursuant to the agreement of the partles and the prov1s1ons of Civil Service Law
Section 209. 4(c)(v1) (Taylor Law), this Award is for the period commencing June 1, 2009
through May 31, 2011. The terms of this‘ Award shall be effectlve on such dates as set
forth herein and payable to any unit member working during such a%zvard'term. Payment :. |
of any retroactive wage and/or longevity adjustment shall be made no later than 60 days
after the execution of this Award.
,‘ A’ccordingly, the Panel', after consideration of the record evidence and aﬁer due -

consideration of the statutory criteria, executes this instrument which is our award:
Ml bl

JAY M/SIEGEL{ESQ. - Date
PublicPanel Member and Chalrman '

-RI ARD K. ZUCKERMAN ESQ . Date -
Employer Panel Member :

Q’A/‘K B » “-2-/3
JOHN K. GRANT, ESQ. . Date
‘Employee Organization Panel Member
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STATE OF NEW YORK )
COUNTY OF PUTNAM . ) ¢ ss.:
TR S |
On thisa?/day of Mag¢h 2013 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.

Lt gt

“  Notary Pu

KATHLEEN DUFFETT
Notary Public, State of New York

, , o o No. 02DU6128192
STATE OF NEW YORK ) ' Qualified in Putnam County |

: COUNTY OF SUFFOLK - ) , ss. : Commlssmn Expires 06/06/20 ,;.5

On th1sZ/ day of March 2013 before me personally came and appeared Richard
- K. Zuckerman, 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. -

(W Mot

Motafy Public
ALYSON MATHEWS

NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF NEW YORK

' 4 o - NO. 02MAB123825 -
STATE OF NEW YORK = ) . QUALIFIED IN SUFFOLK COUNTY

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) }) sS. : , - COMMISSION EXPIRES MARCH 14, 20

v
On thls,lw d = day of \\ﬁc’h 2013 before me personally came and appeared John K.
Grant, Esq. to be known and known to me to be the individual described in the foregomg
Instrument, and he acknowledged the same to me that he executed the same.

Lt Lt

" Notary Pubh/

KATHLt:EW DUFFETT
Notary Public, State of NewYork »
No. 02DU67128192

Qualified in Putnam County L e
Commission Expires 06/06/20
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