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Ah'ARD OF PUBT,IC ARBI'I'RATION PANEL. 

The undersigned Arbi trators I hav.ing been designated 

.pursuant to the provisions of section 209.4 of the Netv York state 

Civil Service Law I and having duly hea~'d the proo.fs and a11egD.t.ions of 

the parties hereby make the fo110lvingI 

11 Iv 11 R D 

~The terms <In() condi ti o))~; of emp1 oymen t 5 peci f i cd as "not 

agreed upon" J:n the p~)tit.ioJ) for Compu]soJ.'Y Interest 1Irbitratjoll filed 

by UlC Unions arc deci clcd as fol10lvs: 

1.. The 6% increase j n id.J. salaly steps in Bracket 80 I Fi.re yj ghters
 

(Appendix 11), and 1.or non-lJniformed J[l(:JlIlx'l's (Appendix 11), rC'coliu;;cnch'd
 



by tiw Filet Finder effecti ve .Ju1y 1, 197;; is ilc1opted. 

2.	 The demand for Cost of Diving is denied. 

3.	 '1'17e dcmzllld to continuo the present fiFteen pC'l'cent (15~(,) differential 

between salary grad~s is grilntcd. 

J1~ (fif«?ll
-'Sid';VLi-c-Uc;,-L3, P u'b1 i iJ[,a {;';;'-Z-/-.je-c-mb-e-r-<-'w cJ 

Chairman 

", 91 II 
\" '\\'\ _I (I

1\1\\\:\/, -: ;~«/',--- _____ 
__L	 , '_ ~_,_,._-'-- . 

h'lLLlilJ.J JIOLCO:'.'B, Employer Panel /·:em['er 

STll'l'F. OF NEfv YORK ) 
ss:

COUNTY OF ERIE ) 

On this twenty-second day of October 1975, before me personally came 
und appeared Si1NUBL CUGALJ, h'1LLIi1M liOLCOMB A.''1D P1l'l'R1CK J. lJA\'GAN, JR., 
to me known and knor·,rn to me to be the indi vicl:la Is described hcre1'n and 
\"ho executcd the foregoing ,instrument and they acknoldedged to me that 
they executed thc same. 
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STATE!-JE:VT OF CHrUI~X.ll.N OF PUBLIC AIWITRllTTON PI1t,'EL 

Pursuant to the provisi ons of the Ci vi 1 50rvi ce Law, Section 

209.4, Robert D. He]sb;;, Chainll(in of the Public Employment Relations 

Board designated the [olloldng .individuals on Septeml)er 23, 1975 to 

serve as a Public Arbitration Panel in this proceeding: 

Samuel Cugalj, Public Panel NelIlher and Chairman 
Ivilliam Holcomb, Employer Panel Member 
Patrick J. Nungan, JL, Employee Organizat.ion Panel Member 

The Panel h'ilS charged by Section 209.4 to heed the fo1lo;-:i ng 

statutory guidelines: 

(v) the publ.ic arb.itr.1tion pane] shall. Ini.lke a just 

alld reason.1b.10 determination of the matters ill dispute. 

III c1rl'i\'in~l at such determination, tIle panel IIIay, but 

nhiJ.11 not: 1>(' bound to, adopt allY r,,:colillIlenrlation made l>y 

the fact-[.illdel·, and 811<111, so far .18 it d(~cm.c; them 
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app.licablc, take into consi cJeriltion the followiny cJnd any 

other relevant ci rCUJ7lsti1ncc's: 

a. compilLison of the h'ages, hours and cond.i tions of 

employment of the employees involved .in the arlJitrat:ion 

proceeding 1'/.2 tlJ the h'ages, hours., and condi tiom; of employ­

ment of other cmp.J.oyecs pC'lIorming similar services or 

requiring similar skills under similar h'orking conditions 

and ~yith other emp.loyees generally in public and private 

employment in comparable conuJHl11.i ties; 

b. the interests and r.;e1fare of the public and the 

financial ability of the public emplo~cr to pay; 

c. comparison of pecularities in regard to other trades 

or pLofessions I including specifici111y I (1) hcJzards 

of employment; (2) physical qualifications; (3) educational 

qualifications; (4) ment:<Jl qualifications; (5) jolJ 

training and skills; 

d. such other factors r"-'lich are normi111y or tradi tiona11y 

taken into consideration in the determination of h'ages, 

hours and condi tions of employment. 

The Panel conducted its hearing in Rochester, Ne\-" York on 

October 14, 19/5. The Employer and L'mpJoyee Organi zLltions h'cre present: I ilnd 

they lvere D.fIorded full opportun.i t:y to present evidence and argument in 

support of thei r respecti ve posi Uons. 

The Punol met llricf1y in executive seD.sion fo110lo/.inCJ the hear.iJlc! I 
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and hecause all Panel lllL'mhcrs \vere [rom tlw lJu{ralo, No\\' York areil, it 

was agreed th.::lt each l\'ou]d spend the next severa.I days rcvie\ving the 

exhibits and arguments presented at the hearing. 

The Panel mot in executive sess1'on on Octoher 2], ·1975 and 

deliberated on each of the three .issues presented to it 1'n the Petit.ion 

For Compulsory Interest Arbitration filed bl.) the Employce Organization. 

The results of these deliberations are conta.ined in the IJl>'Clrd J~sstles by 

the Panel on October 22, 1975. The Panel V.'i1S unanimous in their 

conclusions on all three issues. 

The Panel took into consideration the fact that ev.idence and 

argument lvi th respect to all the items invol Fed in the pl'cceeding held 

previously 1)2en presented to a fact-finder,· ilnd J.-ecorrJnendat.J:ons \\'ere r.:ade 

by him based on such evi dence and argument. liS Cha.irman, I urged that 

unless the Panel was presented h'i th persuasivl? evidence, the reco;"mcnc;ations 

of the fact-finder should not be disturbed. This policl.) h'as adopted Ill) 

the Panel in all of the items covered in the lih'ard. 

The only significant deviation from the fact-Finder's 

recommendation WLlS in No. 3 of the llh'ard which continued the past l5~; 

differential between salary grades. The Panel felt that there was add-ition"l 

evidence made avai1abJ.c at the hearing, which to/as not available to the 

fact-finder, I</hich \I'arranted the mi1J:ntaining o.f the present diffcH'n I: 2.d. 

Because of this, I do not: beLieve that the /lh'ard detl'acts [rom thu [ild:­

finder's l.·eport: and as such, the [ilet-[.inder's report rct:.lins its ful.l 

credibi1i ty. 
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Based 0]) a1.Z of the factors Iv1J.ich Section 209.4 charged 

the Panel to consider, it is my opinion that the Award of the Panc1 lVas 

fair, equitable and warrilnted by the evidence presented at the 

arbitration hearing. 

~/ ~4f/.jf---:­
SNIUEL NomberCUG/lLJ~£~$C ~el 
and Chairman V 

DATED: October 22, 1975 


