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PUBLIC EM?LOYXENT RELA7IO~S BOARD, ADY.::;:~ISTRAT~·',' ",:,~",: 
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In the Matter of the Compulsory
 
Interest Arbitration between
 

TOWN OF TONAWAN8A AWARD OF 
PUBLIC ARBITRATION PANEL 

and Case No.:	 CA-0019; 
M74-680TOWN OF TONAWANDA
 

POLICE CLUB
 

BEFORE	 Alice B. Grant, Neutral Chairperson
 
Joseph L. Randazzo, Esq., Eillployer Panel Member
 
Brian P. Shields, Club Panel Member
 

APPEARANCES 

For the	 Town 

Norman J. Stocker, Director of Labor Relations 
James R. Halter, Consultant to the Town 
Lawrence A. Hoffman, Jr., Chief of Police 
Jack T. Xorris, Assistant Chief of Police 

For the	 Club 

Anthony J .})fi'1ar ie, Esq. 
Thomas Kelener, Negotiating Co~uittee 

Robert C. Berlinghoff, Negotiating COIT~ittee 

Donald L. Meidel, Nego~iating Co~~ittee 

Robert To. Mayer, Negotiating Corr~ittee 

PROCEDURE 

A hearing in the above matter was held in the Town of Tonawanda, 

New York, on June 3, 1975, before the undersigned members of the 

Public Arbitration Panel who were selected in accordance with the 

compulsory interest arbitration procedures of the "New York State 

Public Employment Relations Board. At the hearing both parties were 
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give~ full opportunity ~o prese~t their eviGence, testimony, and 

argument; the record was closed at ~he conclusion of the hearing 

on that same day. The public arbitration panel met in a pre-

hearing administrative session and again on June 19, 1975, in 

Batavia, New York, to decide on the issues presented at the hearing. 

BAC~GROUN~ 

In October, 1974, the parties began negotiations for a successor 

contract to the o~e which was to expire on December 31, 1974. After 

efforts to mediate were unsuccessful, the New York State Public 

Employment Relations Board appoin-tea a Fact Finder who held two days 

of hearing ane issued his Report and Recorr~endations on February 3, 

1975. These reco~uendations were accepted by the Club, but were re­

jected by the Town. The impasse was subsequently carried to the 

present Compulsory Interest Arbitration proceeding under the pro­

visions of the Civil Service Law, Section 209.4. 

AWA2~ 

In arriving at its determination t~e Public Arbitration Panel 

gave full due consideration to the report and recommendations of 

the Fact Finder; the comparison of wages, hours, and working con­

ditions of the ~own Police Officers with those in comparable areas; 

the interests and welfare of the public and the financial ability 

of the Town to pay; and the working conditions which are unique 

to policemen. 

After due consideration of the above criteria, the Public Arbi­

tration Panel hereby makes its final and binding award on the 
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following issues which were desig~a~ed by ~he parties as ~ot agreed 

upon. 

Since ~he par~ies have always negotiated ~wo-year contracts, 

the ?&nel directs that the Agreewent between the parties shall ex­

tend ~ro~ January I, 1975 to December 31, 1976. ~~e provisions o~ 

the Agreement, including the econoQic provisions for ~he first year 

of ~he Agreement, shall be re~roactive to uanuary 1, 1975. 

After eXamining the Fact FinQer's reconmle~dations and the 

70wn's ExhiDi~s *5, 6, 7 and 8, the Panel is persuaded that the 

Fact Finder gave careful considerati9n to area comparisons and to 

the Town's financial struc~ure and that, therefore, in accordance 

with the Town's proposal, the salary increase for the first year 

of the contract shall be 8.2~. 

The Panel also determines that an increase in longevity paywents 

is justified since there has been no change in longevity payillents 

from the ti~e the firs~ contract was negotiated, and since the Town 

has fallen behind the surrounding area by not offering a 20th year 

longevity step. The Club also pointed out at the hearing that the 

comparison of 19ngevi~y papuents (Town Exhibit #10) does not ta;ce 

into consideration that City of Buffalo·s payments are cumulative, 

which puts i~ ahead of the surrounding co~~~unities. 

Furthermore, according to Town Exhibit #l4, the cost of this 

increased longevity pay, is no~ excessive. 

Based on the above reasoning the ?anel awards an increase in 

longevity payments to $200, $300, $400, $500 and $600 a~ the 5t~, 

7~h, 10th, 15th and 20th years of service, respectively. ~he Panel 
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For t.:~.i.e saIne reason t~:8 :?anel support.s tJ:e I;'1Q.ct. ?ir~der I 5 reCO~L',,"'.:r~e:l.-

datior. ir. regard to Out. of Rank ?ay and directs t.hat no char..se :":'12 

made ir.. ~his provision. 

Sect~o~ 7.:4 UnifDr~ Care 

No persuasive arguille~ts were presented at the arbitration ~ear-

ing to reverse the Fac~ ?inder's reco~~endation that t.his demand not 

be granted. 

Sections 7.16 and 7.17 

The Fact Finder did not recommend the inclusion of these sections. 

Since insufficient testimony was provided at t.he arbit.ratior. heuring,
'. 

the ?ar..el nas no reaso~ to change t.~e ?act Finder's recommendation. 

Section 7.18 

The Panel agrees with the Fact ?i~der in not recorrmending this 

section, since the Town now follows Civil Service procedures. 

Section 8.02 Sick Leave 

The Arbitration 2anel agrees with the Fact Finding proposal that 

the following language proposed by the Cl~~ be incorporated in the 

contract: 

II Sick leave for illness or i~1jury covered by Workmen's 
Compensation shall not be deducted from a policeman's 
sick leave. II 

Section 10.0: Vacation 

.!-"' '.J-Although the Club argued .... na l .... S vc.cation time is inferior to 

that granted to Buffalo ana the State ?olice, the Panel did not'find 

this sufficient.ly compelling to change the Fact Finder's recorrmen­

dation. The Panel, therefore, directs that the present vacation 

schedule remain unchanged. 
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Sectio~ 11.01 i~su~a~ce 

The Fact Finder reco~~ended the a~option of ~he "One Dollar 

Co-Prescription ?lan," an~ at the arbitration hearing, the Town 

agreed to this plan if it W0re inausurated in the second year o~ 

t11e Contract. In defense of this the Town arg~ed that it hus 

incurred substan~ial increases in premium rates and, therefore, it 

w0ul~ like to defer this benefit to the following year. Based O~l 

the above reasoning, the Ar~itration 2anel awards that the Co­

Prescrip~ion Plan be a~o?ted in the second year of the Contract. 

Section 11.0: ~ns~~a~ce \0:ue Cross-Blue Sh~eld benefits), 

The Fact ?incer ~a~e the following reco~nendation in regard to 

31~e Cross-Blue Shiel~ coverage for retired Police Officers: 

• Vii t.h respect to :retired Police Officers it is reconu7\ended t:1at 

the place of ~heir domicile or residence not be made a condition 

for the paYilien~ of Blue Cros3 and Blue Shield insurance preilliums by 

the Town when s~ch ?ayments result fro~ a conversion of acc~mulated 

sick leave not used by the Policeman into a dollar amount. ~he 

condit~on t~at retired Policemen can enjoy t~is benefit, provided 

that they co~~inue to live in New York State is on its face not 

reasonable. ?here calino~ conceivab:y be any ~enefit -co the Tow~ 

whether a retired Police~an lives ~n ~ew Yor~ City, SOllie ~oo miles 

from Tonawanda, or he lives in Bradford, Pcunsylvania or in ~O~~ 

Zrie, Canada, both of which &re considerably closer, bu~ either 

• .<= ..... II?lace, if chosen as a dODicile, will deny to hi~ this oer.eJ.. ~ I.. • 

TLe Fact Finder's reasoning is persuasive and the Panel, there­

fore, directs that any reference to the place of residence be re­

moved from Section l~.O~. 
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S"J.:crounding area, including Wes~ Se~eca, Cheektowaga and East 

Aurora. The Town sub~itted a past Arbitration Award in which the 

Arbi tra'cor pointed out tha -:: "chis was a "s"trong past practice clause." 

The arbit:catiou panel ~o~es, however, that the Arbitrator also 

pointed out that the ~anagement Rig~ts clause in the contract was 

equally strong (Tow~ Exhibit ~12). Since the Town won the Arbi­

tration Award, there l3 no evidence that the Town has suffered as 

the result of having the past practice clause in the Contract. 

Based on this reasoning and on the evidence presented by the Club 

that this clause is found in other cODparable areas, the arbitration 
. '. 

panel fir.ds no reason to change the recol1ul1enda-tion of the Fact E'inder. 

Section 14.03 A;~ Conditioned Cars 

This is a new clause pro?osal which the Fact Finder did not 

recoIT~end. The Panel found insufficient evidence at the hearing to 

change the Fact Finder's recoIT@endation. 

Section 14.05 Po1ygra~h Examinations 

The Fact Finner recommended that the "Club I s proposed Sectio:l 

14.05 be adopted, to wit: 'No policeman shall be given a ?olysraph 

examination for. any purpose, I provide6., however, that a police:"L1cin 

may volun"carily sl:bmi t to such an exaIT.ination. II 

The Fact Finde~ points out that tnis is consistent with t~e 

N. Y. State Police Contract, a~d the Club a~gues furthe~ that re­

sults of polygrap~ ~ests are not admissible as evidence in N. " ..~ 

State courts and that, accordingly, policemen should be accorded 

the civil rights as all othe~ N• 
v State citizens. While.I.. 

t~e Town argues that t........ these tests are used only for internal
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i~vestigQtions, ~h2 ~OW~;~ arguillcnts are ~o~ persuasive since the~e 

is too little evidence of the validity of polygraph tests. For 

this reason the arbitration panel upholds the recommendation of 

the Fact Pinner. 

Section 14.07 CI~~ Snace 

~his is a new proposal by t~e Club to ~ave the Town proviQe 

office space for the Club. The Panel awards that this provision 

not be included in the contract, but notes that this does not bar 

any informal arra~gement for Club space which may be worked out 

between the Town and the Club. 
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Dated: June 26, ~975 

Rochester, Kew Y0r~ ./.... lice b. G:::ant 
~eutral Chairperson 

STATE OF NE:v YO:i:<.X 
COUNTY 02 XONROE 

S8: 

O~ th~s 26~h day of June, 1975, befo~e ille pe~sonally came and appeared, 
ALICE B. GRANT, to me known an~ known to me to be the individual described 
herein and who executed the foregoing instrument and she ac~~owledsed to me 
that she executed the smue. 

L vC/ 

Jo~eph L. Randazzo, 
E:-Llploye::c Panel 
Dissenting on: 

STATE OF ~EW YOR~ 88:COUN7Y OF ERIE 
rrl-­

On this ;?~ day of June, 1975, before me personally c&~e and appeared, 
JOSEPH L. Rh~uAZZO, to me known and known to me to be the individual described 
herein and who executed the foregoing instrument and he acknowledged to me that 
he executed the same. 

-m+7JAf2C'~ 
, /MARY JANE MATYJA ~KI 

vNota.ry PUblic, State of N.ew York
 
Qualified In Erie County
 
My CommlSSI?n Expires March 30, 197.2.
 •. I . " . . " .O ~· 

Dated: /.- 7 .- 7 r:;- .'~~~:J,JGt~ 
b::c~an P. Shields 
Police Club Panel Member 
Dissen"ting on: 

STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
88:GOUNTY OF ERIE ) 

On this 1 r}Jday of June, 1975, before me personally came and appeared, 
3RIfu~ P. SHIELDS, to me known and known to me to be the individual described 
herein and who executed the forGgoing instrument and he acknowledged to me 
that he executed ~ne Sfuile. 

DAVID II!. L.vl\rj~
 

Notary h:t.r;{ ,r~t .... ~I; I ,:~ ,', YNk ..,
 
Qt!2~iI ;[{J ';; .1 . ,"~d'lt\1
 

Mv CommiSSion "")'". r;;,'i';' ln, .:q "74
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In the Matter of the Co~pulsory 

Interest Arbitration between 

.J-: 
' .. , .­

',\. 

J(jL .. 
- I.. i~. v 

PUBLIC 

Case No.: CA-OOI9; 
M74-680 

and 

TOi~~ OF 70~I~\'IA~uA
 

POLICE CLUB
 

BEFO~E	 Alice B. Grant, ~eutral Ch&ir?erso~ 

JOSG?h L. Randazzo, Esq., Employer Panel Xember 
Brian P. Shiel6s, Cl~b Panel Me~ber 

AP P E.CI. r~.:'J CE S 

Nor8an J. Stocker, Director of Labor Relations 
James R. Halter, Consultant to t~e Trn~n 

Lawrence A. Hoff~an, Jr., C~ief of Police 
Jack T. Xorris, Assistant Chief of Police 

For the	 Club 

An thony J .J>"'\:ar ie, Esq: . 
?homas Keleher, Negotiating Con~ittee 

Robert C. Berlinghoff, ~esotia~ing Co~~nittee 

Donald L. He idel, ~eCJo·i:.iating Corlli,li 'c tee 
Robert ~. Mayer, Negotiating Committee 

PROCEDUl~:t: 

A hearing in the above matter was held in the Town of Tohuwand&, 

New York, on June 3, 1975, beforc t:1C Ul1QCrsigned IT.0i"abers of the 

Public Arbit~ation Panel who wore selected in ~ccordancc with ~~c 

compulsory intcl'C::st <1t"bitl:u.tion procedures of the' NcvI Yor)c Sta1:e 

Public Employment RelQtions Board. At the hcaring both partia~ were 
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giv8~£ull oppor~uni~y to pr8scnt their cviGence, testimony, and 

argument; the record was closed at the conclusion of the he~ring 

on th~t sa~e d~y. ~he pu~lic arbitration panel met in a pre­

hearing adiliinistrative session ~nG aguin on June 19, 1975, in 

Batavia, New York, to deciQc on ti10 issues presented at the hearing. 

BJ>.CI<GROLJ~D 

In October, 1974,"the parties began negotiations for a successor 

contract to the one which was to ex?ire on Dece~ber 31, 1974. A~ter 

efforts to ~edi~te were unsuccessf~l, the New York State Public 

Employment Relc:Jcions Board ai?l)oir.tea "2;. Fc:ct Finder \...110 held ~cwo days 

of hearing and issued his Report and ~eco~~endations on Febr~ary 3, 

1975. These recom:l..end~tions were accep::ed by the Club, but \"Jere re­

jected by the ?own. 7he impasse was subsequently carried to the 

present Compulsory Interest Arbitration proceeding under the pro­

visions of the Civil Service Law, Section 209.4. 

Av7AR;) 

In arriving at its deter~ination the Public Arbitration ?anel 

gave full due consideration to the report and recommendations of 

the Fact Finder i the cO;-ll~::>2..:cison of wus-os, hours, and Vlorkiag con­

ditions of the Town Police Of~icers with those in comparable areas; 

the interests and welfare of the public and the financial ability 

of the Town to pay; and the working conditions which arc unique 

to policomon. 

After due consideration of the above criteria, the Public Ar~i­

tration Panel hereby makc~ its final and binding award on the 
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following issues which were dcsign&ted by the parties as not &g~ccd 

upon. 

Since tho parties have always negotiated two-year contracts, 

the ~&nel directs that t~e Agrcc~c~t between the p~rties shall 8X­

tend fro~ Janu~ry 1, 1975 to DeccQber 1976. The provisions of 

the Agreement, includins the econo@ic provisions for the first yea~ 

of the AgrecQcnt, sh&ll be retroactive to ~anuary 1, 1975. 

After ex&rnining the Fact Fi~der's recommendations and the 

Town's Exhibits #5, 0, 7 ano 8, the Panel is persuaded that the 

Fact Finder gave ca~e£ul consideration to area co~parisons and to 

the Town's financial structu~e and that, therefore, in accordance 

with the Town's proposal, the salary increase for the first yecir 

of the contract shall be 8.2%. 

The Panel also deteriliines that an increase in 101:g~vity pa~uents 

.l.... .. ,is justified since ~nere ~as no change in~een 

from -the ti:r,e the fir.st co:rcract \~as negotiated, and since the Town 

has fallen behind the surro~ndi~g area by not offering a 20th year 

longevity step. ~~e CluD also pointed out at the hearing that tne 

comparison of l~n-.gevity pay;"ents (Town Exhibit #10) does noJc ta%e 

into consideration tnat City of Buffalo's payments are cumulative, 

which puts it ahead of the surrounding communities. 

Furthermore, according to Town Exhibit #14, the cost of this 

increused longevity p~y, is not excessive. 

B~scd on the above raasonins the ~anel awards an increase in 

longevi.ty paym0nts to $2QO, $300, $~OO, $500 ~nd $600 ut the 5th, 

7th, lOtl1, 15t:.h .:.nd 20th years of sL~rvice, rClspectively. 'ihc P,\,10::' 
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awards further that longevity pay be considered as part of the basic 

annual salary for the purpose of computing holiday pay add-on. 

The salary increase for the second year of the contract shall be 

8%. The Panel bases this decision on its findings that this increase 

is comparable to settlements already negotiated for the same period 

in surrounding communities. 

Section 7.04 Daily Rate of Pay 

The Fact Finder's recommendation that a uniform rate be used by 

the Town for all employees is reasonable and provides equal treatment 

for employees. The daily rate of pay, therefore, shall be obtained by 

dividing the basic annual salary by 261 days the first year and 262 

days the second year, provided such num~er of days are applicable to 

other Town employees. 

Section 7.09 Holiday Pay 

The Panel finds that the Club's argumentsfor an additional hoL _y 

are not persuasive in changing the Fact Finder's recommendation that 

no change be made in the number of holidays. 

Sections 7.07 and 7.15 Shift Premium and Out of Rank Pay 

Since the Fact Finder recommended no change in Shift differential 

and since the Town points out that none of the five comparable areas 

receives a shift differential, the Panel awards that no change be made 

in the existing shift differential. 

The Fact Finder also recommended "that when a Policeman works an 

equal number of hours on bolO shifts on an eight-hour assignment, he 

should be paid at the rate provided for by the higher payinq shift." 

Although the Club argues that the policemen should receive the shift 

differential for ?ctual time worked, it presented no comparative data 

which persuclded the arbi-tration panel to al ter the recommenda tion 

of the Fact Finder. 
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For th8 same reason the Panel su?ports the Fact ?i~~cr's reCG~~~n-

dation in regard ~o Out of R~nk Pay and directs that no cha~SQ ~e 

ma~e in this ?rov~siGn. 

Section 7. }..'; Uniforr,1 C:~re 

No pers~a0ive arsu~e~ts Vlere ?rcscn~ed at t~e arbitration h0~r-

ing to rGverse tho Fact. ? indcr' s :;:-ecOrr'..llenCiation that 'c.his dei";''.tl:.o. not 

be granted. 

Sections 7.16 ~nd 7.17 

The Fact Finder did not reco~~cnd thG inclusion of thesG sections. 

Since insufficient 

Section 7.2.8 

section, since the Town now follows Civil Service procedures. 

Section 8.02 Sick Le~ve 

The Arbitration Panel agrees wit~ the Fact Finding proposa: t~at 

the following language proposed by thG Club be incorporated in ~he 

contract: 

"Sick leave for il2.ness or injury cover0d by Ivo:;:-kmen' s 
Co~pe~s~tion sh~ll not be·deductGG f=o~ a police@an's 
sick leave." 

Section 10.0: Vac~tion 

Although the Club argued ~hat its vacation time is inferio~ to 

that sranted to Buffalo and the St~te Police, the Panel did n0t'finJ 

this sufficiently COJil~)ellins to chanse tlle Fc..ct Finclcr' s rccor.I:11(~n-

dation. rlhe Panel, thc:r.ofol'C, directs thu.t the prc~:;cnt vucu.tiol1 

schedule rcmuin unchanged. 
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Section 11.01 Insurance (Prcscri?~ion Plun) 

'.i'hc Fac".:. .P::".".dcr reco;l,mend(~d t::1C ilG-option of t.i.1e "O;"";.e Dollu.::­

Co-Prescri~JJ-:io"'l ?lan., II una. at. t:-.c arDit.rat.io;1 hearin~J, the 'i'own 

agrecd to this ?lan if it we::-e inaugur&tcd in the second year o~ 

-the Cont.:.:ac"c. In defense of this the Tcwn ar~ucd that it has 

incurred substantial increases in pre~ium rates and, therefore, it 

would li~e to defer this benefit to t.he £ollovling year. Based on 

t~e above reasoning, the Ar~itration Pan01 avlards that the Co-

Prescription Pl&n be udopted in the second year of the CDntract. 

Secticn 11.Ol (31UG C~o~s-31u2 Shield benefits) 

'.i'he Fact Fi:::H:'er illude the followh'.g recolill~lendatio:r. ir-, regard to 

Blue Cross-Elue Shield. coverage for retired ?olice Officers: 

·With res?ect to retired Police Officers it is recorr~endec. 

the place of their dO~lCl~e or residence not be made a condition 

for the p&y~ent of Blue Cross and Blue S~ield insurance prc~iu;~s by 

the '.i'own whe;"". SUC:1 ?&:/7i,en-;:'s result fro:r. a conversiol' of accumulated 

sick leave ~ot used ~y t.h2 Policecan ::"nto u dollar amount. The 

condition that retired Policemen can e~joy this benefit, province 

that they con~inue to live in New York State is on its face no~ 

reasonable. ?here cannot conceivably be any ~e~efit to the Tow~ 

",hether a reti:::-ed Policcl",1an lives in l'i.ew York City, some ~OO miles 

from Tonawanda, or if he lives in Bradfo:::-d, Penn3ylva~ia or in Port 

Erie, Canad.:.., both of \Vl1ich .-:.re con.sic.orably closer, but. either' 

'f \ ~ . 'I 'II -, "", -'. 1/P1~cc, 1. c~ose~ us & CO~~C1 0, W1 ccny to ~1~ tn~s Dcnor1~. 

The Pact Pincer's rC~lf~oaing persu.:lsiva 

fore, directs that a~y rcfcreace to the ~laco of residence be ro­

moved from Section 11.01. 
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The e~pire~ contract ~ocs not proviCe for death benefits ba}o~d 

those which are ?~y&ble by thE ~0ti=cffic~t Systeffi, which at this 

time has a $20,OCO.OO ceili~g. The Club requested t~~t the Tow~ 

provide their me~~ers with ~ $10,000.00 term policy. 

The CluD argues th&t ~~dividuals ca~not convert their present 

insurance u~o~ retire~cnt, and that it is possible to do this \Vit~ 

terf.1 insurance. ?r.e 'J:'O\vr. o~j 2ct.S to '.:he aedi tional cost f &ctor and 

to add~~g a fringe whic~ is presently not grante& to ot~er city 

eillployees. . .. 
After weighing these contentio~s, the ?anel has concluded that 

the Cl~b's arguments are persuasive, especially in view of the par­

ticular tensions and stresses associated with the work of Police 

Officers. The Panel, therefore, awar~s that t~e ?own provide Police 

officers with a life insura~ce policy which will provide ~or a death 

benefit of $10,000 resardless of the cause of death and whic~~an 

be converted u?on re~irem2nt. This provision is to take effect in 

the seco~~ year of the contract. 

13.02 and ~3.04 T~ble of Orsani32tion and D2Sk Lieut2Dants 

7he Pa~el found insuffic~cnt evi~e~ce at the hearing ~o c~il~se 

the Fact Finder I 5 recornr.~2:;lGat.ioa tha!.: U1ese no'c be inch.:.d.cd. in ''::10 

cont:cact. 

Section 1~.02 Past Practic2 C12usa 

The Fi:.ct F'::".~lder reco;'lu::~c;1deG. th.:.:.-t no change be made in the l'::lnc;u­

ase of Section 1~.02, tho PQst ?racticc cl~use. The Clu~ ar0ua~ 

that this is a stand~rd cl~usa founa in ot~0r Police co~t~~cts in 
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the surrou~di~g arc~, including West Senec&, Cheektowaga and ~ast 

imrora. rEhe Towr. SU;:'~Tl:i. t:ted a i')aSt. A:::-bi t.j:-L.~.:ion Award in wJ.lich t.ile 

The ar~itration ?a~cl ~otes, however, th~t the Arbitrator also 

pointed out that the Man~02ment Rights clause in the contract was 

equally strong (Town Exhibit 012). Since the Town won the Ar~i-

tration Avlard, there is no evide~ce that the Town has suffere~ as 

the result o~ having the past practice cl~use in the Contract. 

Based on this reasoning and on the evicence presented by the Cl~b 

that this crause is foun& in other co~~arable areas, the arbitra·tion 
. ' .... 

panel finds no reason to change the reco~illendation of the Fact Finder. 

Sectio~ 1(.03 Air Co~dition2d Cars 

This is a new clause proposal which the Fact Finder did not 

reco~mend. ~he Panel found insufflcient evidence a~ the hearing to 

change the Fact Finder's recomuendat~on. 

Section 14.05 Polygraph Examinations 

The Fact FinCier recoln;-;-;ended that the "Club's proposed Sectia:l 

14.05 be adopted, to wit: 'No policeman shall be given a ?olysra?h 

exaQination fo~ any purpose,' provided, ho\vever, that a policem~n 

may voluntarily sub;<li t to such an exa~linatioll.II 

The Fact Finder points out that this is consistent with the 

N. Y•. State Police Contract, a.ld the Club argues further that ~(.-. 

sults of polyg~apll tests are not admissible as cvidencG in N. y~ 

State courts and that, accordingly, policcQen should be accorded 

the same civil rights as all other N. Y. State citizens. While 

the rrown al'gues thcd:. .(~.,......)~ these ·test.s ure used only for intel~i1o.1 
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pC:C.3uasivc since thc.;:~0 

is ~oo li~tlG cviccncQ 0: ttc valiGity of ?olyg~~2h t0stS. Fo:c 

the	 F~ct FinC2r. 

Section 1~.07 Cl~~ S?~ce 

This is a new propos&l by the Club to have the Town provide 

office s~acc fo:c thG Club. T~a Pane: aw~r~3 that this provisici1 

no·t be inc 1UQcd in this 

any infor~al arrange~e~t for Club sp~ce which m&y be woike~ out 

between the Town a~G the Club. 
. '. 



" 
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Da~cu; Ju~c 26, 1975 _-...JAL,-,-~ Cr _'\. 1­
Roch0ster, ~cw York illicc jJ. Grc:mt 

Ncu~ral Chairperson 

STATE 02 NZN YO~K
 

COUN~Y OF OCGNROE
 

O~ th~5 2Gth ~uy of Ju~e, 1975, buforc @c p~r30na11y eame and appeared, 
ALICj~ i3. G~~'\..L';'.1', '':0 ~'lC kno·.\';'l c:.;-,c. k~10\'/;1 to rne to be '.:hc ~ndi v.idu~1 deser iJ:;,(;(} 

herein and who c~ecuted t~e foregoing instrufficnt ~nC she acknow1cdge6 to me 
th&t sne e:{ccutca. 'the same. 

t ~~/efZkA'· Lcu~ 
'-""'---.l<- U;. J~ '" ""(, ;' 

. .• ~ .. I . ',/ 

........~{li·,I"·: l"l:hli.· 11' tlh.: "'::"":... ,. \ .
 
• • ,., ",. '\"\,' till", 

!'-ll),\'I~,I:: ('I.:::'\"j"l'. S, y 

C('P'lJf;b~;"n L~J':rl" .'i.,,·, !: ;:c. .:!).1.j
 
Datec.:~ )9r.17 :;;'­

S~AT3 OF NEW YOR~ ) 58: 
COuN~YOF ER~E ) 

zrI-­
On this 9£:\ da,y of June, 1975, before me persol:ally CCL",;\C and ap})(~arca, 

JOSE?lI L. Rl,KDl\ZZO, to ~le t;;-,o'.m ;::x'l knm','l: to 1:1e to be 't.!1e individua::" clCSCl.-i;.-;co. 

he:::-ein aad ""ho e;:c:cu~~d t.ho f01.-egoins instru~Ic:r:t ana. he ac:.cno\'llcC:gel--l to rne t:1at 
he eX.ecu"tcd tl1~ sa.rr~G. 

'-12l 11 /~ 
: a-'I!~--~.-JI. _ . ./ L 

/ /flARY JANE MATYJAhO VSKI
 
VNotary PUbliC, St.Jte of New York
 

Qualn'led in Erie County
 
My Commission Expires Milrch 30 1972
. "'? 0 ').q I . " /' t A .' //7

Outed: 7- 7 - 7 S-

,~ 

. b C«~ L . /t("'/ L , ' '<J.t../'_
/ U·· 

',.1.'" .3:::,i.c~:i1 P. Sl1ielc.s 
Police Club P&nel Me~ber 

Dissentir.g on: 

STNl'E 0:: NE~v YOR:< )
 
~O~~TY OF ERIE ) S5:
 

. On t~1iG '7 (}Jday of JU11C, 1975, bofoX'Q me pL;r:~onnlly CiiJ1l0 u.ilQ appcat"0d, 
BRUIN P. SHIl~LD,rj, to r,Ie known .:.:nd knovJi1 to n'-e to be the individu.:ll d0:-;c:cilJ0d 
ho::(~in <lnJ w1:0 (;Xc~Cll t(,d t:L:~ i'oX'c'Join<] i))~~tn~mc~1t: and hc~ acknowl~c1CJcd. to mc 
tha'c he cxccutl1c-:' Uw .sunw. 

DAVIn W. f \'.'I>j~,
 

NIIl.111 "';1" I .\; ,I i,," \'n,~ .,
 


