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This matter has been arbitrated pursuant to Suffolk County lLocal

Law No. 26-1974 a T.ocal T.aw amecnding Local Law No. 7-1967  as last

amended by Local Law No. 6-197-1 pertaining to the Suffolk County Pullic
Employment Relations Board, and morc particularly Section 7 of said T.ocal
Law No. 26(d)(3) which says:

"(i) If the dispute is not resolved within ten days! after sub-
mission of the fact finder's report to the board | the board
shall refer the cdispute upon petition of either party to a public
arbitration panel as hercinafter provided;

(ii) the public arbitration panel shall consist of one menmber
appointed by the county, onc member appointed by the employee
organization and one public member appointed jointly by the
county and employee organization who shall be selccted within
ten days after receipt by the board of a petition {or creation of
the arbitiration panel. If either party fails to designate its mem-
ber to the public arbitration pancl, the board shall prompily,
upon receipt of a request by cither party, designate a member
asscciated in interest with the county or employee organization
he is to represent. FEach of the respective parties is to bear

the cost of its member appointed or designated to the arbitration
panel and each of the respective parties is to share ecqually the
cost of the public member appointed jointly. If within seven
days after the mailing date the parties are unable to agree upon
the one public member, the board shall submit to the parties a
list of qualified  disinterested persons for the sclection of the
public member. ZEach party shall alternately strike from the
list one of the names with the order of striking determined by lot |
until the remaining one person shall be designated as public mem-~
ber. This process shall be completed within five days of reccipt
of this list., The partics shall notify the board of the designated
public member. The cost of the one person desigated as public
member from the list submitted by the board is to be paid by the
board., The public member shall be chosen as chairman;

(iii) the public arbitration pancl shall hold hearings on all matters
related to the dispute.  The partics may he heard either in person,
by counscl, or by other representatives, as they may respectively
designate. The parties may present, cither orally or in writing,
or both, statements of fuct, supporting witnesses and other
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evidenee | nnd ;1r‘;‘;;um('nt of their respective positions Hh
respect to cach case. he panel shall have authority to re-
quire the production of such additional cvidence | cither oral
or written as it may desire trom the parties;

(iv) all maticrs prescented to the public arbitration panel for
its determination shall be decided by a majority vote of the
members of the panel.  The puncl,| prior to a vote on any issue
in dispute before it shall, upon the joint request of its two
members represcenting the public employer and the employce
organization respcectively, refer the issues back to the partics
for further negotiations;

(v) the public arbitration panel shall make a just and recasonable
determination of the nu tters in dispute. In arriving at such de-
termination, the pancl may, but shall not be bound to, adopt any
recommendation made by the fact finder, and shall| so far as it
deems them applicable | take into consideration the following and
any other relevant circumstances: ‘

a. comparison of the wages, hours and conditions of employment
of the emiployeces involved in the arbitration proceeding with the
wages, hours, and conditions of employment of other employces
performing similar services or requiring similar skills under
similar working conditions and with other emiployces generall:

in public and private employment in comparable communities,

b. the interests and welfare of the public and the financial ability
of the county to pay;

¢c. comparison of peculiarities in regard to other trades or pro-
fessions, including specifically, (1) hazards of ecmployment;

(2) physical qualifications; (3) educational qualifications; (4) men-
tal qualifications; (5) job training and skills;

d. such other factors which are normally or traditionally taken
into consideration inthe determination of wages, hours and con-
ditions of employment.

(vi) the determination of thokpublic arbitration panel shall be
final and binding upon the parties for the period prescribed by
the panel, but in no event shall such period exceed two years
from the termination date of any previous collective bargaining
agreement or if there is no previous collective bargaining agree-
ment then for a period not to exceed two years from the date of
determination by the panel, Such determination shall not be sub-
Jject to the approval of the county legislative boly o1 other mu
cipal authorvity. "
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On October 16, 1974 the Sulfolk County Public Kmployment Relations
Board appointed Leonard Cooper as the puf)li¢ arbitrator in the instant matter.
Previously, Coun.ty of Suffolk (Count‘y) had appointed Joseph Ifasbach as arbitra-
tor and Suffolk County Supcfior Officers Association (SOA) had appointed William
Friedman as arbitrator. Together the three named acted as the pancl of arbitra-
tors for purposcs of reaching a final and bindingvdetcrmination- with regard to the
issue as hereinafter stated,

Pursuant to said appointments  arbitration sessions were held on
October 22 1974 and October 24 1974. Both partics were present and were
given an opportunity to present evidence, testimony and arguments in support

of their respective contentions,

ASSUE

Under the terms of the collectively negotiated agreement betwcecen

County and SOA, what shall the salary be for 19747

BACKGROUND
Prior to 1971 the Suffolk County Patrolmens Benevolent Association
(PBA) represented and negotiated for SOA, It was not until 1971 that SOA nego-
tiated on behalf of Superior Officers. The bargaining unit represented all ranks
commencing with the rank of Sergeant through tHe rank of Dcputy Chicf Inspcector.
The agreement now in effect between the partics comme nced on

January 1, 1973 and is to terminate on December 31 1974, lIlowever, contained

therein is a right to recopen as of January 1, 1874, The purpose of the reopener




is stated in Schednle A of the \greement (Ix. J 1), which says:

"The Superior Officers shall have the right to reopen for nego-
tiations the above salary schedule ceffective January 1, 1974 pro-
vided that by such date an agreement has been negotiated and a
written contract executed between the County of Saffolk and the
Suffolk County Patrolmen's Benevolent Association, Inc. cover-
ing rates of pay and other conditions of employment for patrol-
men, policewomen and detectives for 1974, In the event such
agrecemen: has not been negotiated and exccuted by January 1,
1974 the Suverior Officers agree to defer such right to reopen
until such time as an agrcement between the County and the
P.B.A., has been negotiated and a written contract executed,

In such eveni  any change in the salary schedule for Superior Of-
ficers that may be agreed upon by the parties shall be made re-
troactive to January 1, 1974, "

It should be noted that County and PBA entcred into a new two-year
agreement commencing January 1, 1974, The salary structure contdined therein
provides for parity with Nassau County patrolmen and detectives on October 1,
1974,

Suffolk County had originally proposed parity with Nassau County for
the following ranks:

Sergeant

D etective Sergeant
L ieutenant
Detective Lieutenant
C aptain

Detective Captain,

Subsequently, County proposed a 5% increase on January 1, 1974 and
an 8% increase on October 1, 1974, Iinally, at the fact finding hearing, County
proposed 5% on January 1, 1974 and 8% on July 1, 1974, SOA proposcd a salary

differential of $1,500, between the rank of Detective, Step 3, and Sergeant.

The partics have maintained their position relative to proposals for



purposes of this ar1>itr:ation despite the fact that on September 27 1974 a fuct
finder recommended a 13% increasc in two equal installments, one installment
occurring on January 1, 1974, and the other installment occurring on July 1, 1974,
It should be noted that County accepted the fact finder's recommendation while
SOA rejected the recommendation,

In making his recommendation, the fact finder stated:

Y1

"This recommendation of 13% in two cqual installiments excecds
the applicable Consumer Price Index of 9.1% by 3. 9% while at

the same time providing actual cash payout in 197 of 9.75%  also
in excess of the apnlicable Consumer Price Index. It is noted
that the entire agreement expires on December 31 1974 and the
County and SOA can once again negotiate salary levels as part of
reaching agreement on the various terms and conditions of
employment, "

_POSITION OF SOA
1. In 1969 when Superior Officers were part of the PBA bargaining unit,

a differential of $100 existed between the ranks of Detective, Step 3, and Sergeant.
In 1970, while still negotiating as part of the PBA negotiating unit, the differential
was increased to $200. In 1971, the first year in which SOA represented Superior
Officers, the differential jumped to $600, in 1872, to $800, and finally, on January 1,
1973 to $1,056.

| SOA says these were hard-fought gains \vhcArei'n County rccognized
that a differcnce existed between the responsibilitics of Detective S%cp 3, and the
Sergeant; that it would not be appropriate for anyone to minimize the existing dif-
ference nor would it be appropriate to rcduc;z said difference, It would in fact be

more appropriate to incrcase the difference between Detective | Step 3, and the



Sergeant to remain consistent with the pattevn that had developed since 1071

and to recognize the growing trend to widen salary spreads between patrolmen
and superior officers as rceported in Report on Police National Advisory Com-
mission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, January 23 1973, p. 358 and
in Police Reporter, Vol. 1, Number 1, May 20, 1974, (Ex. SOA 1)

2. SOA maintains that the languagé contained in the last paragraph of
Schedule A {(Ex. J 1) means that there is a rclationship between what the members
of PBA earn and what the Supcrior Officers would earn. Further, tﬁat if a PBA
salary schedule is not esfablished, there is no base from which to negotiate
Superior Officers' salaries,

3. SOA points out that there has always been a relationship in their
unit | at least amongst themselves  in that a differential between ranks was
worked out for the benefit of their membership so that all knew precisely where
they stood with regard to the rank below them and the rank above them, They
further argue that at one time there was a ''tandem" relationship between the
PBA contract and their contract.

The contract between the parties entered into as of January 1, 1971
provided:

"The salaries for Superior Officer during 1972 shall be based
upon the following formula:

Sgt. $800. over highest paid non-Superior Officer'(Ex.SC 1)
The main thrust of SOA's presentation is to the effect that differen-
tials must be maintained, must be increased | and that a redaction of the existing

differentials stymics and impedes progress.  They argue that all that they have



becen able to do since 1971 by way of increasing the differential should not be
destroyed.

4. F‘inally, SOA ar‘gués that onc of the major factors in determining
increases is cost of living. While it is truc that the cost of living index for the
year 1973 rose by 9.1% as shown in the fact finder's report, page 7, wherein it
states:

" ..In December 1972 the New York Index wasg at 133,7. In

December 1973 this Index was at 145, 9, an increase of 9.17%, ..
(Ex. SOA 1),

it is nevertheless a fact that any benefit derived from the rcopener
cannot occur until at least November 1971, Thus SOA moembership did not have use
of the money in 1974, Therefore, in detorminipg an increasc for the year 1974
the cost of living factor should at least include the period up to the arbitration

award,

POSITION OF-COUNTY

1. The County argues that the so-called tandem relationship between
the County and SOA was broken in 1973 when County offered, and SOA accepted, a
6.3% increase for that year. County states that the PBA‘ reccived a 5% increase
and that they offered SOA 6.3% as an incentive to remove the tandem relationship.
SdA did not deny this nor did they deny their understandihg that subsequent to the
6.3% salary increcase, they would be negotiating on merit only, witho_ut any rela-
tionship to prior existing contracts betwecen the County and PI3A,

2, County submitted as evidence a Memorvandum of Agreemoent (s, SC 2)

dated May 1973 (no date appears), coxceuted by James 1P, Van Norman, attorhey,




who at the time of execution therecof was attorney for SOA., Paragraph 2(d)

of said Memorandum rcads:
"The present tandem relationship between the PBA and the
Superior Officers shall, except as provided herein, be ter-
minated. "

SOA argues that Mr. Van Norman never had their authority to
agree to such language, SOA further argues that they did ndt become aware of
this Memorandum until about the summer of 1974 and did not sce the Memorandum
for the first time until Sep.-tember. 23, 1974, They argue that the Memorandum of
Agreement is not valid since 2 number of items appearing therein were not ul-
timately included in the final contract and Paragraph 2(d) would not have been
included had they been aware of it.

County argues that in a letter from Nr, .Fasbach, Director of
Labor Relations of Suffolk County to Lieutqnant Cronk dated June 25, 1973
(Ex. SC 3), reference is made on page 2 to the Memorandurn of Agr‘eemeﬁt and
said letter was signed by Lieutenant Cronk to indicate that he agreced with what
. the letter contained. AltAhough Lieutenant Cronk had no recollection of having
read page 2 of said letter, upon being given an opportunity to refresh his re-
collection, he stated that at the time he thought that the Memorandum of Agree-
ment referred to in the letter had solely to do with the next sentence which pro-
vided that the Superior Officers will not par‘ticip.;xtc in a strike, work stoppage,
or job action,

3. County stated that the only reason for the language in Schoedule A

(I'x. J 1) was to insurce that in the event of & PBA strike, the Superior Olficers



would not be in a position to join in said strike.

_DISCUSSION_

A reopener clause should maintain standards wherever and whencver
possible. But what standards do we speak of ? Are we to say that simply be-
cause a pattern exists in a previouslj negotiated contract containing a reopener

that the pattern must be preserved merely for the sake of maintaining a standard?
Do we take into consideration factors which have an effect on a standard? Is
there a time when a standard becomes inoperative ? Is one of the parties entitled
to continue on a course merely because they héve successfully done it in the past?

If the answers to all these questions are 'yes', then one supposes the
arbitrators would have a simple job in that they would say that this is what you
have had and this is what you are entitled to continue to have, Such is not the
case heré. If we were to agree witfx the contention of SOA that their differentials
must be maintained and/or increased to 81 500, then we would be saying that it
is fair and equitable to provide increases ranging from 20.1% for the Sergeant
down to 15. 2 for the Deputy Chief Inspector (Ex. SOA 4),

We are persuaded, and the evidence supports the County's contention,
that when the 6. 3% increase was offered by the County and accepted by SOA | the
parties understood and impliedly agrced that»hor"oinaftor negotiations would not
be subject to any prcviou.s agreement relating to a tandem rolationship‘providing
for differentials, | That, in fact, it was their intention to negotiate without ahy

standards or differentials which may have been in effect previously.,



With regard.to SO\'s arﬁumgmt concerning the cost of living figures
thut should be utilizqd as a factor in determining the salaries for 1974 we con-
clude that no consideration should be given for those figures subsequent to
December 31, 1973.

Unfortunately, this is the peril of bargaining and ofttimces resolution
does not come until long after a contract has expired, In determining a fair
and equitable salary increase, one should calculate only during the period of
entitlement. The cost of living figures for 18974 should be consgidered when bar-
gaining for a new agreement,

Throughout the testimony of both .SOA and County, the thread of parity
was evident. County contended that the reason for'the huge increase to PBA
was not because there was any logic in defining cost of living or in defining the
value of the work performed. The sole reason for the increase given to PBA
was to reach parity with Nassau County policemen. This was done in two
stages and by contract Suffolx County PIBA atta.ined parity with Nassau County
PBA on October 1, 1874, At this point County offcred SOA parity with like grades
in Nassau County. This was refused, At this point, SOA was not interested in
parity, but was interested only in njaintaining and increcasing differential.

It is our view that the logic and reason provided by the fact finder was
sound, basically fair and basically equitable. In providing for increases, he
did three things:

1. He provided for a 13% incrcase over the course of the year

so that the base [rom which negotiations will begin on January 1, 1975 will be

10,



13% higher thon it is .now, de=pite t;huv fact thn't new money for the year 1974
camece to 9,75%,

2. The i_ncre:r)ses provided allows for Suffolk County Superior
Officers in all ranks save two (Sergeant and Detective Sergeant) to exceed the
salary levels of their counterparts in Nassau County.

3. He provided a sufficient increasc in new rﬁoncy during 1971
to exceed the incréase in the cost of living during 1973,

Therefore we concur with the fact finder's recommendation except
that it is our view that the rank of Scrgeant and Detective Sergeant shall receive
salaries as follows, so that those ranks shall be on a par with comparable ranks
in Nassau Couﬁty:

Effective January 1, 1974 FEffectiv e July 1, 1974

Sergeant $17,246.00 $18,349.00
Detective Sergeant 18,155, 00 19,409, 00
AWARD

We find that on the entire record before us, the increcase provided for
below shall be distributed in two equal installments, the first half of which is to

take effect on January 1, 1974 and the remaining half to take effect on July 1, 1974,

Rate 12/31/73 ‘ A mount of 1974 Increase
Sergeant $ 16,142.00 $ 2,207.00 T
Detective Sgt. 16,900,00 2,509.00
Licutenant 18,563.00 2,413.00
Det, Licutenant 19,435, 00 2,527.00
Captain 20,410,00 2,653.00
Det. Captain 21, 378,00 - 2,779.00

11.



ato 12/31/73 (cont'd) Amount of 1074 Tnere e (contid)

Depuly Inspector - 22,119,.00 2 ,914.00
Inspector 2:1,419,00 3,171.00
Deputy Chicef Inspector 26,919.00 3,499, 00,
-~ YA
Dated, Mineola, New York L // /
November 5, 1974 ) ' KAV
’ \ (‘-_l“r = S~
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Leonard Cooper

' Ar‘bur;tor
CONCURS:\ ,»( é y 6) '
fg« >~ f‘"‘""‘?*v’-/

LN/
PASTNER Yl Fasbachy

Ar outxxtor /

: : N R
DISSENTS: Lo ot e
(Opinion to Follow) -/t ' 4 i~ &7 Lt
William Friediman
Arbitrator

STATE OF NEW YORK )
COUNTY OF NASSAU )ss:-

On this 5th day of November, 1974 before me personally came and
appeared Leonard Cooper, Joseph Fasbach, and William Friedman, to me known
and known to me to be the individuals described in and who executed the foregoing
instrument and they acknowlcdged to me that they/o\ecuted the same.

_/
e

o —

e -
,.\'_,’v/-—’(}—" ¥ Iog }? -
N
\
FLORENCE WAGNER \ /
NOTARY PUSLIC, Staio of. Naw York”
No. 41-4120370 - Qussna Conﬁ_
T~em Expires March 30, 1975
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DISOENTING OPINION

Ordinarily a dissenting opinion in an arbitration
would.be found attached to the majority opinion and
released at the same time. But this arbitration between
the County of Suffolk and the Suffolk County Superior
officers Association, Inc. (SOA) was no ordinary
arbitration, |

This arbitration was the first under the new law
providing-for binding arbitration as the last step in
negotiatioﬁs involving police_in'Suffolk County. Thé;
three member panel was chosen in accordance with the law.
Mr. Fasbach, who was the_chief negotiatbf‘;f\Suffolk'
County, was chosen by the county. I was.chosen by the
SOA. Mr. Cooper was proposed by the county énd accepted
by the 50A as the public member. o |

Since there was no precedent for these proceédings,
the arbitrators mef élone to setkigé procedufelto pe used,
There was no dispute as to the procedure used for the
hearings required by the law. . E;&h,side presented its
evidence in both WFittn and oral form.: Theré was no
transcript kept in.keeﬁing witﬁ.the requests of both sides
and no oral testimony was sworn. There was an attempt to
limit the evidence to fhat presented to thé‘fact finder but °
this was overruled by thé arbitration panel. I believe
that the conduct of the hearings was fair in all respects‘
and in full compliancg witg_the intent and lefter bf the 1aw.

4Jpon the“coﬁglétion of the hearings, the arbitrators
met égain to agree upon the procedure to be used in .

reaching a decision and making the written report required



by the law. MNr. Cooper said he wanted to read all the
exhibits presented which the other two arbitrators had
already read. At this point I assumed erroreously that

Mr, Cooper intended to decide this arbitration on the
evidence presented at the hearing, A date was set So as

to permit him to review the record. At the one meeting

the arbitrators had to review the record, bMr., Cooper

said he had reached no conclusions, would draft a report,
would discuss the draft with the other arbitrators, and

if a majority position could be found, a final report

would be written. At the request of SOA and after this
meeting but before receiving Mr. Cooper's draft, I called
NMr. Cooper to request.‘his permission to submit a draft'

of what I believed to be a fair and equitable settlement.
Mr; Cooper requested that I wait to read his drafy ahd

I complied. When I finally met with the othef arbitratbf%,
I saw not a draft but a final report that was immediately
accepted by the county's arbitrator. I was never told what
was in fhis repo}t until I saw the‘final copy. I dissented
and noted that my opinion would follow, What justification
Mr. Cooper had for this procedure was never disclésed.

| When the arbitrators met for deliberations, Mr,

Cooper brought up the fact finder's report which the

county had accepted, He said, "Don't you think the

fact finder did a good job.” I agreed with him insofar

as he considered the cost of living factor in deciding
the salary schedule for SOA. The }3% forAsuch factor
was correct. I said he did not consider the Nassau

County parity factor. MNMr. Cooper then said that the




fabt finder actually decided on such parity. I pointed
out that he expressly rejected such a finding. At this
point Mr. Cooper said that the "sole basis" for the
Suffolk County PBA settlement was parity with Nassau

and he shouid know because he was the mediator involved
in the settlement and that he intended to use this factor
alone in deciding this arbitration. I pointed out to

him that at the heafings the county admitted that both
Nassau parity and cost of living were used in réaching a
settlement with the Suffolk PBA. Mr. PFasbach remained
silent during this debate. Mr. Cooper was not intereéted
in the record made at the nearings. I also pointed out
to Mr., Cooper that the 1973 contract salary structure was
ratified by the SCA on the basig of a strict formula,
Which at the hearings the County denied any knowledge
despite the overwhelming evidence that it in fact knew

or should have kxnown of this formula;

" At this point the discussions focused on the issue
of the union busting impact an award of Nassau parity
coupled with a disruption of fhe differential structure
that SdA had agreed upon among its own ranks would have
on the SOA. Vr. Fasbach said he had no interest in
this impact and his informafion disclosed that most SOA
ﬁembers would like to return to the PBA in a single unit
anyhow. Mr, Cooper had already disclosed gt the hearings
that he favored a single unit for police negotiations.

It was pointed out that if SCA got Nassau parity the
SOA would get an artifically depressed differential. In

i

Nassau, there is a sinﬁle unit containing both patrolmen
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and Superior Cfficers. Mr. Cooper pointed out that he
was a member of the Nassau mini-PERB and had voted for
this single unit. He would not consider the letter

from Nassau SOA stating that a two unit negotiation

process as now exits in Suffolk would eliminate this

artifically depressed differential, 1In fact, Nr, Cooper
knew fbrm ihe hearings and discussions among the arbitrators
that wﬁen SOA in Suffolk was part of PBA for negotiations
the differential was $100 and $200., After separation, it
went to $600, $800 and $£1056. Néssaﬁ parity would reverse
this trend to increase differential and would, in fact,

cut it by more than half, By this more than halving the
differential, Mr. Cooper knew there would be little

reason for SOA.members to believe a separate unit ié needed
for negotiations. DBut a reimposition: of single uhit
negotiations for police would be consistent with Tir.
Cooper's view,

With regard to the disruption of the SOA formula
among its own ranks, Mr. Fasbach denied any knowledge
thereof. 1r. Cooper knew the hearings disclosed that this
formula was arrived at by SOA as an essential parf ofvits
ratification process for the 1973-1974 cohtract. Mr.,
Cooper knew.police traditionally bargain with internal.
differential formulae but said since the County never
agpreed to it, he would not'follow it although he knew it
wouli‘disrqpt-SOAfg ability to organize for future negoti-

ations, : i .



At the hearings, the County did not present any
specific evidence as to its inability to pay the calary
schedule requested by SO0A. 1In fact, both Mr. Kimmell,
the County's labor attorney and Nr. Fasbach stated for
the record that the county's police budget was 90 million
dollars. I suggested if this was the situation then there
was no need for this arbitration--there would be more
than enough money for everyone (the police budget for
1974 was 50 million, the police request for 1975 was
70, and the expected budpet approval is about €0),
Nevertheless, Wr. Cooper reguired me to give him cost
figures for each settlement I recommended. Each time,.
Nr., Cooper found the County's inability to pay the reason
for his rejection despite the record of the hearings,

Any fair minded person would have to admit that with a
90 million dollar budget for police, SOA could get.fwice
what it requested without any real adverse impact on
that budget. Once again Nr. Cooper showed his decision
would be based oA facts and information not derived from
the hearings but from sources unknown to me.

The County made much of a May 1973 memorandum signed

by Nr. Fasbach and the then SOA attorney. Mr. Fasbach
said he and County Executive Klein believed SOA reneged on
this May memorandum which he said "I showed to every member
of the SOA negotiating team and asked them if they knew
what they give up" with regérd to the breeking of the
"presgnt tandem relationship" with PBA, When I asked
him what they gave up, he said "everything" but he wouid

not go so far as to say that SOA was not entitled to any

5



salary increase for 1974 or on what basis the raise should

be granted. In the nerative sense, the memorandum he

said meant that the fixed differential between FBA and 50A
was broken. But on this subject there was no dispute

at the hearings. S0A President Cronk testified that the
PBA and SCA were to have an “independent" relationship

with repard to salary but this did not mean that the factor
of the differential between supervisors and subordinates
would be icgnored when SOA negotiated future salary schedules.
Unlike the fact finder who found that the memorandum.
eliminated any "automatic accurals" of PBA salary gains

tQ SCA, ﬁr. Cooper said differential would not be con-
sidered in the award because of this memorandum. And

so for the first time I know of, a salary fof a super-
Visory staff has been determined without regard for the
salary of those supervised. »

Thus, the county and Mr. Cooper decided that fhe degree
of responsibility in a nonelected public employee will not
be considered in determining his salary., Having decided
that differential between the supervisor and his sub-
ordinafes was irrelevant to determining salary, the
majority of the arbitration banel also decided to ignor
the differential formula among the SOA ranks.. To the
majority, the police department, which at one time was
thought to be best organized along paramilitary lines,
should now become a parapolitical department. The majority
should rule and those who seek higher responsibilities
shouid do éo not for the dollar reward but for the Y

personal power,



Mr, Cooper in his award, as in the discussions among
the arbitrators stated that "The sole reason for the increase
Hivén to PBA was to reach parity with Nassau County police-
- men." He only raised the salaries of the ranks of Sergeant
and Detective Sergeant as Mr., Fasbach had otfered during
arbitration. This conformed to Nr. Cooper's desire to
give the majority of SOA membership some small consolation
for the the failure to met their just and reasonable
expectation not to see their differential cut in half.

fr. Cooper was not going to have his parity award go
without support from the fact finder. In his decision
he states that "It is our view that the logic and reason
provided by the fact finder was sound, basically fair and
basically equitable." But the fact finder specifically
rejected parity and accepted cost of living as the basis
of his report. He wrote the following:

Thus maintainance of standard in resolving a

salary reopener is confined to the Agreement

and not subject to an outside event such as

the PBA settlement as offered by SOA. The

Consumer Price Index is a good reference

point.

It is my opinion that the solution offered by the
fact finder (cost of living) and the majority of the .
arbitrators (parity) is unsupported.by any evidence
presented at the hearings. Three factors Shouid be
considered in setting the SOA salarary schedule for 1974,
These are cost of living, Qarity and differential.

The cost of }iving factor should be 13% as determined
by the fact findef! This would be consistent with th? SOA

rate set in 1973. When the cost of living for the
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calendar year 1972 was 4,45%, SOA got a 6.3% increase
in the pay of Sergseants for 1973. Using the same rate
for 1974, the 9.1% increase for 1973 should result in
a 13% increase for the 1974 salary.

With regard to parity with Nassau County, this-

parity should te based upon the salary actually paid to

-

a Nassau County policeman for 1974 and not some
ad justment of salary base--a Nassau County Sergeant
will receive §1&,349 for 1974,

The differential for SOA since it has become a
separate negotiating unit has bcen a steady increase
of 1/3 a year (600-800-1056). On this basis, a
differential of about $1400 would be consistent with
this standard,

As previously stated, any disruption with the SO0A
internal differential formula, the heart of the 1973
ratification, would be a blatant union busting action having
no justification in good administrative salary structure-~-
pay a ﬁan for his sense of responsibility not his sense
of power.

The decision I propose is that the Sergeant re- .
ceive an increase of 13% in salary, have a yearly salary
and base differential of $1403, and be short of Nassau
parity by $109. This is to be accomplished by doﬁbling
the fact finder's July 1lst increment. This will result

in the salary schedule attached hereto.
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SALARY SCHEDULE

Rank Base Base Yearly Per cent
' 1/1/74 7/1/7% salary increase
Sergeant | 17191 19289 18240 13
Detective Sergeant 17949 20047 18998 12.4
Lieutenant 19770 22182 20976 13
Detective Lieutenant 20642 23054 21848 12.4
Captain 21747 24400 23074 13.1
Detective Captain 22706 25359 24033 l?.h
Deputy Inspector 23747 26400 25074 11.8
Inspector 25747 28400 27074 10.9
Deputy Chief Inspector 28247 30900 29574 9.9



