
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -•• 

• •

'~EW YORK STATE PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 

In the Matter of the Compulsory Arbitration •• 
: 

between •• AWARD 

The City of Hudson, New York PERB Nos. 
CA-C024

I and M74-6l~6 

!I The Hudson Police Benevolent Association
H -- ., - -. ------­.~ 
;; - - - - - - - - ­
j ~ 

" 
ii\PPEARANCES: 

II 

II
II
II

Ii 
Ii 
fl 

III 

For 

For 

the Association: . ~'1"1:!i<,.';'l~A ~.." ~O:S~ 
James Pymm, President \, '~,:tc>n,·_:~""'~·· . 

Eugene Shetsky, Secretary '~L ';, 
Michael Super, Hernber Negotiating Coi'u:i1!ttee 
Frank Grasiano, Jr., Hember Negotiating Coc!\t'1tittee 
Burns F. Barford, Jr., Esq., Counsel 
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Samuel T. ~<lheeler, Mayor 
Lu(h~ig Polidor, Treasurer 
Thomas G. Griffen, Esq., Counsel 

I! 
II

II
q Under date of April 10, 1975, the Association, through its 
II 
~~ounsel, petitioned the New York State Public Employment Relations 
II .
 
!lloard to refer the impssse in negotiations between the parties to 
~ I 
~ public arbitration panel pursuant to law. The petition listed 
! 
!r'en ~items labelled "Final Police Proposal" (Schedule D thereof). 

The City duly filed an answer which listed six items as 
~ ~ 

ItIrpen iosues between the parties as contained in a summary of the 
II 
'ract-Finder's recommendations (Schedule D thereof). 

Hearings in this matter were held in the America.n Legion

I .
 
!~all, Hudson, New York, on Wednesday, July 9, and Monday, July 28,
'l 
11975 by 8 Public Arbitration fanel designated, under date of June 

:4, 1975, by the New York State Public Employment Relations Board,
.\ 

H
Ipursuant to the authority vested in it by Section 209.4 of the 

II'!
II,I 

1'I 
I 

II
 



~ICpBi.Vneill Service Law. The designated members of the Public Arbitration 

. are the following: 

William A. Hazell, Public Member and Chairman 
Carmi Rapport, Employer Member 
Al Sgaglione, Employee Organization Member

II
(lBoth parties were given full opportunity to present evidence~ 
LII.
i,testLnony and argument in support of their respective contentions 
iI 
~ ~ 

I!snd a transcri~t was made of the hearings. Briefs were to be filed 

;ltwo weeks 8fter receipt of the final transcript and they were duly
II 
llreceived on September 18, 1975 when the proceedings were decl~xed 
h . 
lIclosed. 
! 

, The Panel held an executive session at the PERB offices, 

HAlbany, New York, on October 6, 1975 and authorized the Chairman 

!1to prepare the At.Jard. 

Ii
:1:: 1 n{TRODUCT ION 
~ i 
H 
l fq It was stipulated by the parties at the commencement of the
II,I 
j!£irst hearing that certain items including equipment and insurance 

II<life, false arrest and assault) had been agreed upon and should 
II . 

!be made a part of this award (T. 3). The PBA stated it was will-:
I . 
ling to accept the Fact-Finder's recommendations, plus previously I 

lagreed upon items, except for the issus of sslary and the City Iiconcurred. The issue was subsequently clarified to include the 

Latter of increments in the salary structure. i 
!The bargaining unit is made up of 18 patrolmen, 4 sergeants 

land the Chief, a total of 23 officers. 

I The expired agreement between the parties was entered into 

,:December 31, 1973 and expired April 30, 1975. The parties have 
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I 
I, ::::e:et::t:::::::e::n:::::.:i::.::.for e one-year term and changea 

i ASSOCIATION'S POSITION 
(I 

!l
 The Association has requested an increase of $1.500 across
 

;the board and contended the request was justified not only in 
l 
I'terms of comparability with other police departments. but also by 

:resson of the fact that it is not outside the capacity of the City
ii,; 
: I 
:.of Hudson. 

The current starting salary 1s $8,100. The three police 

ddepartments in the area are the Sheriff's Department which has a 
d 
1(
q 

:~starting salary of $10.034, the State Police with $12.000 Bnd the 
i 
I 

;Catskill Police with $9.017. 

Association Exhibit 0. allowing 30~ as the value of fringe 

.benefits. shows the cost to the taxpayer per thousand of assessed 

.:valuation for various increases above the Fact-Finder' s recommen­
, ~ 

:;dation of $800. $200 additional would mean $.43/H; $400, $.86h1;
i i 
'I 
'I1,$600. $1.28/rot and $700, $1.50ht. In a statement to the press 

I\PUbliShed in the Register Star on November 5. 1974 the Mayor indi-

Icated that salary increases were figured in the new budget (Aosoe.
I 
!Ex. E). 

In an analysis of the budget the Association cited budget 

I,allotments for Police salaries of $19,400 whieh with an increase 

ilin the Contingency Fund of $10,000 totals $29,400. The $800 
I 
[,increase recommended by the Fact-Finder. plus longevity increases 

i~f $250 end an increase in clothing allowance of $75 would sggre­

l~atQ $21,700. Adding $200 per man would cost another $5,980, to 
.1 bring the total cost to $27.760 (Asloe. Ex. G). The Assoc iat iOll 
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" 

Irontended that the City offered no denial or rebuttal of the facts I 
llconta1ned in the cited exhibits. l 

Association Exhibit F purports to demonstrate that there was 
! 
1
t 18 1088 of $25. 00 1n purchasing power of police salaries between 

i :1970 and 1974. 
!! 
\ 
; It was asserted that the City's witnesses failed to refute 
, 

•ithe Aasoc iat1on' B contention that the raises sought can be absorbed' 
,I
<i 

< ;in the budget, nor was there any claim that essential services in 
1. 

d 
;:other areas would have to be curtailed. 
I 

!I CITY'S POSITION 

II Mayor Samuel Wheeler testified that the police have been 
, ~ 

iifairly dealt with throughout the years he has been in office. He 
Ii 
:!stated the average patrolman' s salary has increased in seven years 

from $5,500 to $8,600 or 56.3%. 

q The witness pointed out that the City is not a profit making 
" 

iinstitution so that Et has no profits to share with the employees. 
'I 
;,He said that he had pointed out to the Common Council, inflation 
tl 

Iland the cost-of-living had increased for everyone including the 

litaxpayer. In its offer to the PBA the City had tried to strike a 

Ibalance hetween the needs of the police officer and the sbility of 

the taxpayer to pay. 

Mr. Wheeler cited percentage increases in wages granted in 

I(private and public sector negotiations. The coal industry gave 
" 

1!9%PluS 3% for the second and third years of a three-year contract. 

II 
ii.The average increase for teachers in 134 districts WliS 7.2%. Albany

IIqemployees have been offered $300; New York State Thruway 7% on a 
II 
I two-year contract; and the City of Troy 7'4. Greyhound Bus gave 
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:6% plus 5t on a three-year contract; Hudson teachers will receive 
I
,77.; Ichabod Crane teachers 8.31; Federal employees 5.257.; East 
I 
Greenbush police 8%; New York City police 7.1%; and Saratoga County 

CSEA 8.5%. A Fact-Finder recommended 8.16% for the Albany Fire 
,­
~ ~ 
'j

[Department and 7.3% for the police; Columbia Hemorial Hospital 8% 
, 

::and Dutchess County CSEA 8.3%. New York State gave $250 to its 
, I 

I 
, employees. :i:'he figures carne from PERB publications or the press. 
iI 
i~he increases offered to PEA amount to 9.3%.

IiI;
!;

The Mayor stated that he recognized the need for a differen­
,I 
litia1 between the police and other City employees and it is his 
It 
!,intention to maintain that differential. Submitted in evidence(, 

fl 
iF 
'~a8 a letter from the State Division of Criminal Justice Services 

:<City Ex. 1) rejecting a funding application because Hudson is not 

,regarded as a high crime incidence area. 

I! The witness called attention to economic losses to the City 
!I 
[[thrOUgh the closing of the glue factory and the training school 
i!
Hfor girls plus the possible loss of Universal Atlas Cement Co., 
fi 
if
;,al1 of which adversely affect banks, merchants. profeasional people.
Ii 

land the taxpayers. 

The 1970 census showed that 12% of the population of Hudson 

li8 at the poverty level and 961. of similar sized communities have 

Iia higher median income. The unemployment rate in Hudson as of 

I[APril 30. 1975 is 12.75% as co;npared to an approximate statewide 

!Irate of 9'4. 

Only two cities in the State had a higher percentage of tax 
I 
~exempt property than Hudson in 1970 when it w8s57.87.. Now in 1975
 
I '
 
I 

[it 1s 651. 80 that Hudson may be first or second in this respect. 
I­

.1
,I
I 
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~hiD means that D large minority of the taxpayars is paying 100% 

"l<>f the cost of running the City government. Baid the May'or. This 
)I 
!ls not only unfair and unjust, but puts a burden on the City admin­
-,'!t

lstration in working out budgets it can offer and to work out fair 

:~ettlements with its employees. Efforts to obtain payments in lieu 
( ~ 

:of taxes from those exempt properties have been a1most totally 

'unsuccessful. 

Through City Treasurer Ludwig Polidor the City introduced
II

i 

\~xhibit No. 2 showing the per capita cost for police departments 
d
iin 1974 for selected New York State cities. w~ile Hudson ranks 
d
" 

'25th in population it is 11th in per capita costs. The point was 
:1, 
:made that the normal relationship shows that the larger the popu­
il 
Ii
;lation the larger the per capita cost. Hudson, however, pays

Ii 
i 
'relatively more per taxpayer than cities of shuilar size. 

'I The witness testified that the 1975-76 budget made in November 
I,
:1 
::1974 projected a possible $600 increase for police. The approximate 
:1 
.:constitutiona1 tax limit is $600,000 and the City is now within 
·1 
,I 
I' 

P$60,OOO of that figure. Already increases in health insurance cost,
II . I
I'the Fact-Finder's recOl1llll&nded increase in salary, longevity and I 

IClothing allowances exceed the budget by $25,104, which is more 

'than the $17,000 put in for contingencies. 

The City also anticipates increases of taxes on water lines 

lrunning through other municipalities and in the cost of street! 
J lighting. In addition there is contemplated a City share of about 

I$10,000 in the cost of providing mini-buses for the community. 

The City's next witness, Arnold Moore. City Assessor, testi­

fied that taxable property in the City haa en assessed valuation of 
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II
 
II 
i! 
iapproximately $14.5 million And wholly or partially exempt property 
I., 
.amounts to $25.5 million. Since 1967 the valuations have increased 
'f 

2-3/4% and no appreciable change 1s foreseen for the future. How­

ever. it is hoped to achieve a 1% increase in taxable valu..qtion. 

John Grover, Ad~inistrative Officer of the Community Planning 

and Development .Agency was the City's next wi.tness. He testifi.ed 

that 1n cOl1aultation with aU. S. Depertment of Labor stBtisticim'l 

it was his opinion that the CPI for Buffalo was more reflective 

of an upstate area, such as Hudson, than would be the index for 

New York City - Northern New Jersey. 
, ' 

The City argued that the Fact-FLflder had fOlmd pollee sal­

'aries equal to or better than a nl~ber of cities of comparable 

size and wealth. Kingston was mentioned as settling with PBl~ 

at a starting salsJ.-y of $8 ,62l~ so that the Fact-Finder concluded 

the $800 Hwlscn offer for 1975-76 

The City contended the proposed increase would encourage 

irresponsible fiscal instability. The Fact-Finder reported: 

.,"Quite frankly the Fact-Finder feels that the City of Hudson will 
it
,I 

;~ust be able to pay for the 1975-76 increase of $800 and uaprove-

II
;bents the Fact-Finder has reco~T.ended • • • and still maintain all 
il 
:,23 of the policemen currently employed." 

II 
'I DISCUSSION 

The law provides that the Panel may, but is not bound to, 

i:adopt the recommendations of the Fa.ct-Finder. Insofar as it deems 
: also 
,them applicable it/shall take into consideration comparative 
;1 
!:studles. the interest and welfare of the public and the finsncial 
i!,I, I
:J3blllty of the employer to pay. It shall consider, where applicable, 
II
I; 

;the peculiarities and qualifications of the job. The l.uw alao 
, f 
'I 

, I,
II 7
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19u93eBt~ ('onsidcration of factor.s tredltionatly used in wage deter­

Olinatiof.1s. Although not SfAlcifically mentioned, this would cer­

tainly include chcmge8 in the cost of living. The parties have 

dealt with all of th?sc fac.tors end they will be considered herein 

seriatim starting with the Fact-Finder's recorr~endationo. 

In hifJ discuDBion of the issue of salaries the Fact-Finder 

inJicat~d he had taken into ccns!derr.tton very much the same fae­

tors. The job peculierity factor wan found irrelevant becsufJe the 

City has maintained a differential betv.een police and other City 

!
,!


; 

employees. This differential will be further increased in money
 

\ but not ill percentage in 1975-76.
 

Ii He 11.oted that several larger and wel'lthier upstate cities
 ., 
. ,:i 8uch as Auburn t ~;l,ochester, ~)chenectady and Troy pay more than 
, , 

Hudson. Hov,ever t the ne'\vly rec,ommended entry salary of $8 ~ 900 

for patrolmen brings Hudson equal to or better than Batavia, Glens 

i 
Falls t t-fechcmicville J Port Jervis and Utica. Except for Utica,i 

·1 
i he found them more comparable in size and wealth to Hudson. The 

:1 salary iniol-mation came from a 1974 PERB study. It may be noted 

II!, that a similar PERB study of 1975, not available to him, confirms ,
:1 
Ii the Fact-Finder's information. He also noted that Kingston had 

I
 negotiated w:i.th PBA a starting patrolman' s salllry of $8,624 for
 

1975. He concluded with respect to this factor that Hudson's 

offer compared favorably with comparable cities. 
I 

Concerning ability to pay his review of the Hudson 1974-75 II 
I
: ! 

budget revealed "that fiscally it is in trouble" and will just be 

I able to pay for the 1975.. 76 improvements recommended by him l.Uld 

I "still maintain all 23 of the policeman currently employed". 
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II.1 

II 
Mention was made of the C1ty's high un€mployment rate and lOBS of 

,\lUsineS8. 

No evidence was submitted at our hearing to indicate a his­

tory of use of other selected cities as comparable for the purpose 

of salary determinations in Hudson. The limited group of cities 

used by the Fact-Finder was not challenged by either party, eJccept 

that by unplication the PBA must rest its position on other data. 

The Association also submitted a PERB study of 1975 salaries 

(Un. Ex. K). Thirty-one upstate cities are included in the study 

(Hudson is not listed) and it shows that the entry ssla,ry i9 

above Hudson's in thirteen and below Hudson's in eighteen cities 

after applying the Fact-l"inder' s $800 increase to Hudson' a entry 

salary. 

Comparing salaries at the top of the scale reached in succes­

sive annual increments (not including longevity) we find there is 

considerable difference. The study shows such increments l.i.re mad'-' 

over various periods of years~ mostly from two to six. One, Ithaca, 

grants increments for 15 years. and Canandaigua for e:.ght. The 

:average (excluding Ithaca) is 3.65 years. Even with the $800 
I 
ladded. Hudson at $9,400 ranks next to the bottom. Only Norwich 
I 
lw1th $8,726 is lower. The average salary at the top of the range
I 
for the 31 cities in the study 19 $11,023. 

I Undoubtedly the pressure for higher salaries comes from 

'existing personnel and since the PM demand was much beyond the 
~ 

lyield of an incremC!nt, they focused on the base or eintry fH:;1aryI .. 
las the most appropriate place to put it. This study, however, 
I, 
:.hows convincingly that the new base salary, incorporating the 

I, 
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! 
II 
Ilfaet-finder's reeoomended $800. places Hudson in .. relJsonably good 

'position with respect to that plwse of its salary structure. Hany 
I
of the cities with a higher recruiting level of salaries obviously
 

are wealthier or have a broader tax base.
 

The Fact-Finder's recommendation of $250 at five year inter­

,vals accepted by the p.srtles t makes for a total of $1,000 addit.ional 

2alsry for the long-term officer. Only ai-x cities of the 31 studied 

have $1,000 or more in the ~.accumulative totals for longevity) four 

'have none and nine are below $400. Here again Hudson compare8 

favorably with a cross-section of upstate cities. 

The comparative study leads'inevitably to the conclusion 

it is in the level reached through the operation of the successlve
 

automatic annual increases which ha.ve been labelled i.ncrements.
 

Whether improvement can be made, and to what ~xtent, can only be
 

determined after consideration of the other suggested statutory
 

,criteria, particularly the ability of the City to pay. 

d
I

l~wever, taking those criteria in order, the next one is the 
.i 

,Iinterest and welfare of the public. It is the opinion of the 
'I 

I'author that the retention of the experienced officers on the force'
 

II serves well the public interest. Inexperienced employees, generally
 
i 

;'speakil1g, do not perform as effectively and as well as those wid, 
'I 
'!experience. Recruiting and basic training of patrolmen may not 
,:1,
 
!!represent a la.rge direct outlay to the City J but the indircc t cost
 
:I q
'lof rc:duced efficiency 1s something to be avoided if possible. That 
\I 
~lthi9 lathe consensus of salary-setters is borne out again by the
II 
!'PERB study mentioned above (PM Ex. K). A majority of the upstate 
: I " 
;1 
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, 1ties reported have autolUatic increases for three or more years 
il 
:~hich not only recognizes and rewards the increased value of the 
;1 
'individual's service but provides sn incentive against early rea1g­

nations. It is concluded that an adjustment in the increment 

would serve the public interest Bnd welfare. 

The next criterion to be considered is the financial ebility 

of the public ~ployer to pay. In the law it is coupled with 

the i1 tereBta and welfare of the public Dnd those ends would not 

be served if the cost \o1ere such as to require deficit financlng to 

,fueet payroll or other operational expenses. 
~ i 
\1 
q
: i The testimony does not picture Hlliison as a prosperous city 
,i.~ 

~ith unlimited resources. Because of an unusually large percentage 
! .of tax exempt property its tax bnse is narrow. Loss of industry, 

high unemployrnent, a large block of poverty level citizens end 

other adverse factors place a da~per on the city gover~~ent in 

ehoosing priorities for the expenditures of the taxpayers' money. 

At the present time the City is close to its constitutional real 
q
l. 

.state t~~ limit (T. 188), the margin being $60,000. Incre€ses 

11n' health insurance cost. the ta.."'Ces charged by other mUl1.icipzliti.es i 
\l 
II 

for water lines running tl~ough them. &ld the cost of electricity.
i,

!l 
$11 unanticipated ,at: budget-making time, will add to the cost of 
II 

II 
government. this year. From these considerations it tu evident 
:,"
, , 
~hat 8ny further increase in salary cost must be withul modest and 
;~ 
" 
~ea8onable lunits. 
l!
II'1 There was no showing that job peculillrities, including haze.trds. 

have been neglected in the City's past employee compensation sr-

II 
tangcmento or in the Fact-Finder's study. 
I'
'I

,I

Ii
d
 
L'I
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As a part ~f its argument for an increase in salaries beyond 

the City I tJ $800 offel-, the PEA contended that it does not keep
 
I
 

':pace with the rise in the coat of living.
 

Thera are se'/eral Consumer Price Inde:'es published by the
 

u. S. Depnrtment of T~bor. There was no indication that one has 

, been used in preference to another in Hudson's past sa.lary determin­

.1tiona. Und=:!r such circum~t.anceD. when th:lt factor enters the 

,1	 picture, tht2re is a natural inclination to select the! index that 
, 
,i

r supports one'a Ovm position.
 
!
 
f 

There are those who hold that regional influences Bnd geo­
.,I 
: graphic location rna)? be more significant in determining pri.ce 
I 
!
I behavior for some of the important items included in the calcu­
j 

! lation of the indexes. It is worthy of note that the New York 

City-Northeuatern New Jersey cpr sho~ied a twelve month rise cf 

9.5% in February, 1975 (just prior to the expiration of the PBA 

contract) and the Buffalo inde·x rose 9 .3~~ during the same period. 

The Fact-Finder calcul.uted the $800 increase in the police entry 

:1	 salary as representing a 9.38% boost. Analysis of past Hudson
 

police salaries lea.ds to the conclusion that they have kept pB.ce
 

.. 
with the inflationary trend. 

While the thrust of the Union's Brb~ent 1s that salaries 

,I need to be increaseu cnd to achieve this the focus was on the 
I 

entry level salary. We agree there is 8 need beyond the $9,400

I top of the succesaive annual increase level, but not with the
II	 . 
I'
 entry level solution. Consider:b.lg allot the evidence .:md the
 

statutory criteria we find and conclu de that the salaries of em-I 
I 

pe.rienced police ~fficers should be higher. The desirable and

I 
II 
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I 

reasonable remedy 18 not to i:lC::'case the entry level beyond the 

$800 increase» but to add a third increment. 

It is worthy of c~~ent that the additional increment was 

a pert of the "Final Police PropoHal" but was rejected by the City 

and the Fact-Finder. Their rationale was not Bet forth at length, 

but it is worthy of note that the 1975 l')ERB report (PBA Ex. K) 

was not available to tne.ll. As mentioned a.bove, that study Ob0"\17S 

Hudson 1 8 entry level compares favorably with others, but the t~·l0 

succession increments leave Hudson low on the list at that level. 

This iu not overcome by reason of the favorable longevi.ty p8.ymcnts. 

By our cl\lculation, adding an increment after the third year 

of service will cost $4,250 for those immediately and retroactively 

affected. The parties have used 301~ as a fair add-on for fr:lnges. 

With this factored in the total cost will be $5,525. This, of 

course, will rise slightly as additional personnel qualify during 

the course of the contract year. Vie fi.nd this amount is wit.hin 

the City t s .ability to pay. 

It is the opinion of this 11anel that the parties should not 

be encouraged by the outcome of this proceeding to postpone possible 

early settlements in future direct negotiations because of the 

hope that utilization of all of the impas~procedures of the Taylor 

Law or the possible discovery of new information may benefit either 

party. 

In reaching our decision we have carefully studied and con­

sidered the record 01' two d"ys of hea.t"lngs, two joint, thirteen 

PM and five City exhibits plus fi.ne briefs from both parties. 

Inasmuch DB our conclusions are predicated 011 the understonding 

13 



! that the other reccmwendations of the Fact-Fulder shall now prevail 

d and that previous ti:n~ai.1ve agreements of the parties shllll become 
f 

:1 final and a part of 8 total agreement, they are all repeated herein 

and	 made a part of this ~ward. 

,f 
.Al.JARD 

After. full and cflreful	 consideration of all of the testimony, 

evidence l.lnd.srgu..'Ucnts	 of the parties, the Public Arbitration Panel, 

!. having been duly designated under date of June 4,1975 by the New 

York State Public I~plo}~ent Relations Board pursuant to Section 
! 

! 

! 209.4 of the Civil Service Law to make a just and reasonable de-
I 

termination of this dispute, awerds as follows: 

The contract between the parties that expired on 

i 1 April 30 J 1975, shall be renewad lvith the fo1lo~Jing 

changes: 

1.	 The contrnct shall be for a period 
of one year, starting May 1, 1975. 

2.	 Salary and other changes where appli ­
cable shall be ('Jade retroactively 
effective as of the commencement of 
the contract year. 

I 3. The base salary aha11 be increased
 
t by $800.
 
I 4.	 The increments section shall be changed 

to provide that patrolmen shall re­
ceive a $250 increase after the th1.rd 
year of service. 

5.	 The amount of longevity payments shall 
be raised to $250 at each five yenrIi interval up to 20 years of service. 

il
!I

I'I 6.	 The clothing allowance shall be in... 
crossed to $325 per police officerI	 for 1975-16. ~cpair of police clot~ 
iog and equipment ahall be per~' 
with these funds.

1/I'
, i 
Ij
,I, 
r	 14 
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1-­

7.	 The number of paid holidoys ahall 
reffiain at eleven and one-half 
unless extended by the operation 
of the automatic provioion of the 
contract. 

8.	 The City shall provide life insur­
ance :in the cmount of $20,000 and 
faloe arrest ~nd assault insurance 
as previously agreed. 

9.	 All patrol vehicles shall be equipped 
with steel-b~lted radial tires. 

10.	 All patrol cvrs shall be equipped ':1i::h 
flak vests, air conditioning, shotglID, 
cages or screen partit ions, ne\'1 radios 

.I. and oxygen masks as egroed • 
-t 

\. 
I, 11.	 A typewriter shall be provided for
 

the Statton Eouse.
;1 
! i2.	 A desk copy of tr.e City Code Book 

shall be provided. 

13.	 A sniper's .rifle with scope shall 
be provided 85 agreed. 

14.	 Sergeaut's pay shall be equalized as 
previously agreed. 

g, 

Carmi Rapport 
Public Employer ApJointee 

f!!l~ 
Employee Organization~ . 
Appointee 
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II 

I~TATE OF N~~l YORK )
:1 11 ) SS. : 
iFOUllffY Ot ,.,,-LAI/"I) 
lion this ~day of (J:J~~ , 1975, beforp. ",e 

:personally appe.1red HILLIA"'1 J... lU,ZELL, to me kno...m and knm1n to 
,:me to be the person described in and who executed the foregoing 
,1nstrutllent ~md he duly acknowledged to me that he executed the 
'ssme. 

:I 
II ,; '\ 

" '\ " , 

!! 
J., I') • 

H, I 

" f' f"" 77 

ss. : 

'.J " \ .' ~. ':. ? L' " f\.Jf\ 
• ~ ~ \; . -.,'" \. ( •~ ;0...., \' , i...,r;,' r~;~' t 

ie"~ "" ,.,' , .• ,."c·.,,·,,' ..' 71 
,\ ',',' ,"fA" I:."'rl. '; .. ,·)~l ~',~. II ':, ,,' I{ I,' -" 

II 
:;STATE OF l\'E~ YO~tK )
 
II ) 55. :
 
II COUNTY OF At~ )
 
! 

1, On thin ~ day of ~~4.t:« , 
llpersonally uppeared c..'\..t:{.l'-11 ltt-.f'}'U:::"i> to me k..,own 
i! to be the person described in mHl who cx,ecuted 
ilinstrunlent and he duly aclmowledged to me that 

II same. 

: ; ~. . 

1975, before me 
Bnd known to me 
the foregoirlg 
he executed the 
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