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In tha Matter of Int3r2st Arbitr3ti~n 

The City of Roch~3t2r, Ne~ Y~rk 

and 

Local 1071, Int3rn~tiQnal gsSo=i3:ian 
of FiTsfight8rs • 
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Arbitr3tion Award 

.January 3, 1977 
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~~I)-~~q ~ 
A Hearing was halt.! b~forQ the undersigned panel of 

arbitr~tors on Dacembar 11, 1976. ApP88ring for the Fire­

fighters ware: Mr. Georg~ HoffDnberg, Esq., Mr. Oani31 Coyne, 

Mr. Jim mcGovern, Pro§essor Jarold Zimmerman, Mr ChBrles 

It>
lamphron, t},r. Jerold 8ills, t~r. Robert Lau, and t'1r. Richard 

Mattice. Appearing for the City of Rochester were: Mr. 

Richard ~hal2n, Mr. Jerry Coo~2r, Mr. Louis Faris, Chief 

Drake, and Deputy Chief H2uthar. 

The parties wara given a full opportunity to offer
 

oral te5t~mony and supporting aocum2nts.
 

II) Issue 

The issue before this panel is wagB3 for the period 

6/30/76 thr6ugh 6/30/73. "Ir;'w.~ III IU 4~ ;t) ~ Nt-t('/J/e,I ~ 
t~{4It;;J~,;uJfd 

Local 1071, IAFF and the City of Roc~e3t8r entered into 

negotiations which resulted in a mB~orancu~ of agreenent dated 

August 28, 1975. The agreement with respect to wages was 

bonus (nat ad~2d to base) effective July 1, 1977 and 8.0% 

eFfective January 1, 1978. This tentative agreement was 

accepted by the City and FirefiGhter uilrgaining teems. The City 

rntified this agreement, but it was reject~d by the fire­

figtlturs. 80th sid8s unsuccGssfully AttDmpt~d io rdsolve the 

iOSU8 in furthar mujtinGs nnd finu11V alectec to put the matter 

bcfo'ru on n:rbitr~ltlon flan8!. This pi:Jn:Jl convicn8£.1 on ~;uturd~lY, 

Oecumbnr 11, 1975 llt the ChL!mbcr of Comrnurce UuilrJinlJ in
 

Hoctwn tur. N t.!111 York.
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IV)	 ~! ArnurY.mts I
I .I 

A) The Union 

mhe Union position before th8 arbitration panel I

I
, 

is as fa llows:' 
I 

Local 1071, IAFF argu3d th2t 1) th~ City h~d ability	 I 
t 
Ito pay, and 2) the ~oches~8r fir2fi~~tars ware not oV2=p2id. 

The Union argued that ~ochest3~'s fin2n~i~1 status can be 

measured by the prics (int8r~5t) the City ~oys for bo~ro~ed 

funds. This piics reflacts tha confioance investors h3ve 

in ROchester's ability to p3y interest and p~incipal ~nd the 

data appear to shuw that KO=hastar has paid a 10uer pries for 

n. ,~f'-, 1., 
__ -'" I	 I w .... -...J Jmoney than Alb2nV. 

In addition to this, MDO~yls Investor Service issues 

bond ratings and Kochester hus a triple (Paa) T3ting which 

suggests that Rochester is in batter financial shape than 

Albany, Syracuse, and Buffalo. Add to this the fact that 

Rochestar has a higher p2r capita full v31ua of t3xable 

real estate and higher per ca~it3 city r8vanua and it is 

difficult not to conclude that RDchester is in sound financial 

sh3pe. 

Locol 1071 also ~ras8nt8d data on firefi~ht8r 

. 
in Roch~st2r. It points out thJt: 

I
I 

1)	 t-lan L1Y D~ rn i nQ [, tuv 8 inc r ,!,J::J cd from LJ ro und
 

~) 7~[]O in lCJG7 to Ilt~lU1y .) 15, (][JO in EJ75 ..
 

\
 
t 
\ 



2)	 Rl?al earnin;;G (1967 d~lLjr3) increased from 

$7500 in 1957 to n~;rly 510,000 in 1972, but 

decreased to Qsout S9COO in 1975. 

Moreover, the Union ssserts th2t th2 above is only 

half the picture and that in fact firsfighters hcve increased 

productivity between 1357 2nc 1975. One measure of uork is 

the number of alarms that the firafightar3 respond to. Over 

the period 1967-75, this increased by 40CO 21arms, which is 

about a 43% increase in Gut~ut. This is co~p~red to an 

18~ increase in real earnings over the sama period. 

For these reasons, the Rochester Fire Fight2rs 

Association argues for 3 6S sal=~y incr2Q3e effective batk 

"to July 1, 1976 and a 6% incra~~a effective July 1, 1977. 

8) The City 

The City argued th5t it was concerned about the need 

for such a haaring and the i~p~ct of the subsequent award on 

the bargaining process. It asserts that finQl and binding 

ar~itr3tion is designed to proviDe fin31ity in collective 

bnrgaining and that it shoula not be usad where the parties 

at tha t~bl~ are obIs to rcsolv2 th~ir diffurcnc2s ~s was the 

caso in th~sc ne~DtiatiGn5. 

TIm	 Ci ty fur th~r aS3urts thCit i r tha mClnlIJf8ndum of I
I 

tlgl'cmil~nt l~; not sU3t\lin~d th,~rD will b~ a ripple uffcct on 
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this city as wall 2S others in the sense th~t the rank 
'. 

and file con und~rcut thair l2aders. Mor~ov2r, it ch2n~2s 

the b3rguining process in tlla sense that thQ City can:ict 

rely on the union 1~aG8rship to sell mu:ually 3rriv~j at 

agreements to the rank and file. This will 2v2ntu~11y 

force the City to hold back in n2goti~tion5 an~ 5C th~3~t 

the bar~3ining process. 

Thus, the City's concern is that any change in :~2 

and theref~re it asks thiE ~3n~1 to endo~se th3 pr2vi=usly 

agrEed upon Memor3n~u~ of ~~r2282nt. 

V) Reasoninc nnj Award 

This is not an easy issue to re5~1~8. There are ~~3itiv2 

and negative aspects in beth argu~8nt5. Th3 ~~~~12~ for the 

panel is to w2i~h the merits end d2~e~:t3 cf 22Ch 2r;~~2nt 

and to arriv3 at 3 reasonable conclusion. On ~h2 ens hand, 

is the Firefight2Ts' 2r~uD3nt th3t tha City h2S the ab:lity 

to fund w3ge incr23=Bs. Th2 j=t~ seem to sup~ort this 

....conclusion, but it must ba r2~2mb8~2~ that Roch~st~r r lre­

fiightcrs Llr;~ well ~~ai(j r~btiv~ to tll"Jir broU:2rs' in :nany 

compur~blB citi~s. 

On t h ~ 0 t h [! r h::m rl, i e t h ,~ City I [j en n t ::: n ti :.In ttl J t ("..'L 
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pan~l recumm3m1c!tiGn di fferent frolll the t·i~lnor<'lrlfju;j) of 

Agr~:;:n~nt brut:Jliz2 th~ b:lrgaining process. This ?lrguiil"mt 

also has marit, but th2 p2nal is min~fu1 th3t the FirQfiQht~r 

bargaining team i5 ablig3G tQ sub~it t8nt~tive agr8e~2nts fer 

rank ~nd file con3ij2r~~iun. In this C358 it W3S rejected 

and this vote annat b~ Ciscountej. ~ft8r consic2ring th2S8 

argum2n~s in 8X2cutive ssssion, this panel unani~Qusly 

makes th3 follo~ing ~~=rd: 

ID	 The City of ?och3ster will increase seleTies by 

2.5% to all fi=efighters and oon-uniformed m2~b=rs 

of the unit effective Ju1V 1, 1977 end by 8.0% 

effective A~ril 1, 1978. 

2.	 Th8 eXisting rank sala~y differentials will 

be maintain2d. 

~. ) ~,~~~k. 
. ohn PI' z?CoP \J

~.Y.S r~ofessicn3l 
Firefighter, Inc. 

r-J • V • 
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LOCAL 1071 INTEHNATIONAL ASSN. OF FIREFIGHTERS ------------_... . .. 
40 WEST AVE. ROCHESTER, N.Y. 14611 

(716) 23S·8484 

Mr.Chalrman,members of the Panel. 

The Union makes the following proposal for settelment 

of the dispute between the City of Rochester,~.Y. and 

Local 1071 I.A.F.r. and for the period of from July 1,1976 

to June 30,1978. 

.	 /JI//;G 
1)	 All conditions and terms of the expired agreement I)'~~~ 

which were p~e~iously agreed to during the current 'If 
'Ci \..;	 . '" , \ \ .., , 

negoations ~m9djfiedbgJow,shall \~ \\\ Iv 
-c? C C, . {"}. -I:\. 

continue in full force and effect.	 ~\\w .~. 
.­

2)	 ~ffective July 1,1976 t~~ /o/;/h?items A,B,C,D,E,F,G, of 

Memorandum of Agreement dated August 28,1976,to ~, 

all members of the Unit......'V\..\!'\ \\ \\ \) 
Q\,,-.\.\} ..... \. 

~. 

3) Effective July 1,1976 a 6% salary increase to all 
.. 

firefighters and all non-uniformed rne~bers of the 

unit maintaining the existing rank salary differ­

entials. 

4)	 Effective July 1,1977,a6% salary increase to all 

firefighters and all non-uniformed members of the 

unit maintaining the existing rank salary differ­

entials. 

Daniel J.Coyne Pres. 

James McGovern V.Pres. 

nobprt Lau,Sec'y. 
~ .. Jerold Dills,Treas.
 

Charle:; Larnphron, B. C. nep.
 
December 11.1070
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