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ST!~TE OF HE'.,,' YORK 

x 
In the Matter of the x 

x CASE 1W. 
Compulsory Interest P.rb5.tra~i::m x 

x IA-53; r'777-803 
bet10leen x 

x 
The Village of Rockville Centre x 

x 
and x OPIIHON AIill A'vlP'pJ) 

x 
The Rockville Centre P0l1ce Benevolent x OF 

Association, Inc. x 
x THE FJBLJC ARBITRATION 

PANEL 

Before the Fublic Arbitration Panel: 

Josef P. Sirefman, Chairman 
James Kraerrer, Employee Organization Panel 1,jember 
Terence N. O'Neil, Esq., Public Employer Panel J'.1ember 

Appearances: 

For the Union: Richard Hartman, Esq. 

For the E~mlo;ter: Rains, Pogrebin & Scher 
, By: Bruce R. }~llmsn, Esq. 

Pursuant to Section 209.4 of the Ne'd York State Civil 

Service L'3.w, Harold R. r~e\m2.n, ChairmarJ of the Public Emploj'1nent 

Relations Board, on September 1,lgJ8 designated a Public 

Arbitration Panel to make a just and reasonable detennin~tion 

of is:::·mes re~ultine; from collectivc bargaining negotiations 

bet"n'en the partie s (herc'inafter refel'red to as the "Village" 

and the "PEA " respectively). Hearings "(wre conducted by the 



Panel at the Ibckville Centre Village Hall on October 13th, Octob,-~' 

30th, November 3rd, December 13th and December 18th, 1978, at 

which the paJ.'ties were afforded full opportunity to present oral 

and written eVidence, exarr.ine and cross-examine witnesses, provide 

oral argument and othe~Tise support their respective positions. 

Extensive exhibits were introduced by both sides. Thereafter the 

Panel met in executive session on January 23, February 12, and 

March 13, 1979 and conferred on the sizeable record before it. 

The most recent collective bargaining agreement (referred 

to as the' "current" contre.c L,) covering the UI1.it- -v:hich consists 

of three Lieutenants, six Sergeants, and forty-one Police Officer~--

expired December 31, 1977. The issues have been considered within 

a one year context (January 1, 1978 to December 31, 1978). 

The Village did not m8ce any proposals. Issues placed 

before the Panel by the PBA in its Amended Petition For 

Arbitration are: 

I. Basic l[ork Year 
2. Wage Increase
 
3.. Personal Leave Days
 
4 LongeVity
5. Night Differential 
6. Requir8d EQuip:nent AlIO\oJance
 
7.. Clothing A110\0lance
 
8 Detective Compensation
 

The PBi\ moved to further amend the petition to include 

a Dental Plan and a number of other issues. By majority vote 

(the Chairman and Employer Arbitrator) the Panel sustained the 

Employer's objection, rulins that the srope of the interest 
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arbitration was dctcr~ined by the subjects alrendy set forth 

in the !,mended Petition. 

In arrivin3 at the Awurd the extensive presentations at 

the hearin;s and the n~erous e)~ibits have been carefully 

reviej.led. Full consideration has been given to the follo'fiing 

statutory criteria: 

a. cO:JiparisoY1 of the i-:ages, hours and condi ti ons of 
emploJ~ent of the err.ployees involved in the arbitration 
proceedins with the wages, hours, and conditions of 
emploJ~ent of other err.ployees perforlliins similar services 
or reQuirinES similar skills unde!' similar '"v,Torking conditions 
and with other eQployees generally in public and private 
emploJ~ent in comparable communities; 

b. the interests and "lelfare of the Dublic and the 
financial ability of the public employer to pay; 

c. comparison of peculiarities ~n regard to other trades 
or professions including specifically, (1) hazards of 
emploJ~ent; (2) Dhysical qualifications; (3) educational 
qualifications; ~4) mental qualifications; (S) job
training nad skills; 

d. The terms of collec~ive agreements negotiated between 
the parties in the past providing for compensation and 
fringe benefits, including, but not lillited to, the 
provisions for salary, insurance and retirement benefits, 
medical and hospitalization benefits, paid time off and 
job security; 

as well as to other relevant factors. 

Discussion 

Tenn of the Contract 

The period covered by this award is from January 1, 1978 

through December 31, 1978. 
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Basic 'Hork Year' 

At the hearings the PEA sousht a reduction of the current 

249 days far members of the force on a rotating schedule to 

232 days. Subsequent to the hearings this PEA proposal was 

withdrawn, and therefore no finding is made on the merits of 

this issue. 

'V.ra8e Increase 

A wage increase of $5000 per member for 1978 is proposed 

by the PEA. The Village wauld give each member a $900 raise. 

Put in its most direct form the PR~ claims that, with minor 

exceptions, the Village and Nassau County l':a:c been in "tandem" 

fro~ the outset of their respective contractual relationships 

with police. Although the numerous documents produced by the 

PBA deal with the further claim that all police share to a 

great extent common dangers and health hazards and mare locally 

common testing and training, the principal PEA material consists 

of the current police contracts ai'fecting Nassau and Suffolk 

County and the twenty Villages and Cities in Nassau County. 

The purpose is to demonstrate that the Nassau County contract 

serves as the "standard", the centripetal force towards which the 

compensation of the rest of the police farces in the County move; 

and in some instances coincide or even surpass. (PEA Ex.16 as 

revised during the hearings). 

.. 1-1 



The Village argues, inter alia, that ~he statutory 

standards w~re meant to be applied on a lC2al municipality 

by municipality basis; that terms and conG~tions of employ­

mont negotiated or m.:e.rded elsevhere canna:: be controlling '\.;hen 

they exceed what '\-lould be reasonable for t:-....is Village to afford; 

that when looked at in a wider perspective than Nassau or Suffolk 

Coun~y (i. e., 'Westchest.er, and the res~ of :';e....: York Sta~e) a 

Rockville Centre police~an is paid fairly; and the increases 

granted by the V~llage over the years have been beyond the rise 

in the cost of living over tbe sarr.e period. 

. t . h II , f . II. th JAIbel '\nt SO:IJe .Leaprogglng, au::: to ! e aT1uary versus 

mid-calendar year periods when County and '.-:::.llage increases 

became effective, the early contracts betwEsn the parties did 

follmr the Nassau County salary provisions; 1969 through 

December, 197~, '\-lith the Village contracts ::ontaining specific 

reference to the Nassau contract in 1969 ( ::'.3A Ex.Ia) ; 1970 

(PEA Ex. 2a) ; 1971 ( PEll Ex. 3a) ; and in s2._:::..ry fOl' 1972 (PBA 

Ex. 3b). Indeed, during this period there -.:ere times ,-rhen the 

Village's salary "laS ahead of the Countj' ce,::;pensation for top 

grade police officers. 

HOI-lever, as the County's negotiations began to involve the 

"4 and 96" (or reduced ,\.,TorI\: schedule to 232 jays per year) the 

VillaGe's contract continued to make rOfer0:1Ce to the Nassau 
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County contract, only now in the context c~ adjus~ing Villa3c 

salary in anticipation of remaining at the significantly 

longer work year. Thus, PEA Ex. 6 (the cor::.~act between the 

parties from June 1, 1973 to December 31, =-976), provides in 

Section 7ft. that for the two year period Ja::::lary 1, 1975 t~ou:;h 

~cember 31, 1976, the salary scale for Po:ice Officers and for 

Sergeants and Lieutenants will be 1.05 and 1.03 respectively 

of the salary in the Nassau contracts. Sec:.ion 18 of that 

agreement, entitled "Conversion of Factors For '..tork v.reek 

Changes" spelled out the reason for this denarture fro::n the 

prior pattern: 

The multipliers of 1.03 and 1.05 res:;::Bctively set 
forth in Section 71\ (1) A&B are inten:5ed to be a 
substitute for the duty tour prosrarr (the 4/96 
progra~m) adopGed by the County for i:.s Police 
Department. In the event that the Co'..:..'1 ty of Nassau 
should grant B. partial or ,,:,hole cash equivalent 
for the elimination in part, or in w~ole, of said 
4/96 pro;:r-2l.l, then the factors of 1.23 and 1.05 
will be modified to reflect the chah=es effected 
by the County. ­

As a result of the application of t~sse multipliers the 

Jarllary 1, 1975 throu~~ December 31, 1976 salary for a top grade 

Police Officer in the Village ,·ms $17,717. JO. In effect the 

1975 salary vms frozen in 1976. By mid 1975 the Nassau County 

salary was $18,274. In a November, 1976 R~der to the 1973-76 

contract, the p'll'ties negotiated PBA Ex.7 :'0 cover the period 
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Janunry 1,1977 to IX::ccmtcr ;'1,1977. 'l'his tlmc refer'ence to 

Nassau County and the 1.03-1.05 m~ltiplicr3 arc absent,the 

work ~,ree.r r-om2.ins unch2.nGed, and the r::e:thod a~recd upon for 

calculatins the 19J7 vTage increase in Paragraph l(a) is lithe 

act~a1 percen~ase that equates to the increase in the cost-of­

liVing index (CPI) for the ~~tropolitan area of New York covering 

the period fron: I\ovember 1975 to l';ov8c"ber 1976. In no event 

shall such increase be less than 6.5 %." In fact, the increase 

turned out to be 6.5 %placing the Village's top gr2de officer 

salary at $18,869.00 for 1977. By Av:ard the Nassau County top 

grade officer salary '-lent from $18,974 on January 1,1977 to 

$19,674 on July 1,1977, and from $20,374 on JaDuary -1,1978 to 

$21,000 on July 1,1978 (PBA Ex. 27). 

From this bargaining history it can be concluded that at 

one time the Village and County moved together (although certainly 

not in all regards). However, the more recent contracts negotiated 

betl-.'een the parties have, for '-:hat ever reaSO:1S they deemed appro­

priate, departed significantly fron; the. Count:{' s experience in 

terms of work year, sa1m~y deteroination, as '-lell as with respect to 

a variety of lesser matters ( Village Ex. 4). 

In the arbitrator's opinion the following wage adjustments 

for 1978 '-lould be just and reasonable: 

i)effective January 1,1978 the current scheduled pay rate 

for top grade Police Offiers (5) shall be increased by 

$850, and E;ffective July 1,1978 the scheduled pay rate for 

top grade Police Officers shall be further increased by 

~)650• 
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ii) effective January 1,1978 the current scheduled pay 

rate for Serscant shall be increased by ~'900 ,and effective 

July 1,1978 the scheduled pay rate for Sergeant shall be 

furthe~ increased by $700. 

iii) effective January 1,1978 the current scheduled pay 

rate for Lieutenants shall be increased by $1,000 end 

effective July 1, 1978 the SCheduled pay rate for I~eutenants 

shall be further increased by $800 • 

iV) effective January 1,1978 the current pay rates for 

Police Officers grade 1 through 4 shall be increased by 

6.2 %•
 
In arriVing at the above increases, ,.;hich '-?ill put an additic!ltJ..
 

6.2 %of the current base into the pay of the top grade officer for 

1978, ,.;eight '\o,'as given to the follmving: A) the increase in the 

~~tropolitan New York Consumer Price Index was 5.1 per cent in 1977; 

B)although Roclcville Centre has developed its own ~(l.lary rationale in 

recent years, some consideration must be given to the Village salary 

in terms of the "County-vTide" range for such salaries. The tHO in­

creases in the salary schedule place Rockville Centre Police well 

within the County-wide range of pay for 1978 (PEA Ex. 16 and Village 

Ex. 3a). FinallY,the variant provisions for Sergeants illld Lieuten­

ants is prompted by the principle of maintaining vertical equity 

between the positions. In the case of Police Officers 1-4 verti ­

cal equity includes contemplation of the increrent these positions 

receive • 
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Pers::me.l u?n ve D:3'.' s 
! 

The PEf, seeks un increase in personal d2.ys from 4 to 10 

per year. Rockville Cen'.:.re is the only municipality in Nassau 

County that provides less than 5 personal days. Accordingly, 

an increase to 5 personal days is ~arranted. Ho~ever, as 1978 

has already passed, the contract should provide that for said 

year an additional day of sick le8.ve accU!T.ulation should be 

granted. 

LonR'evi:'v 
y 1.. 

Under the current contract me~bers receive $350 after 

six years, $750 after ten years, $1,150 after fifteen years 

and an additional $50 per year thereafter. ~hePBA proposes 

$500 after the fifth year of service and $100 more for each 

additional year of service. 

Although there is some overlap as to ';·.'hich is the IIcurrent" 

contract provision covered by PBJ'. Ex .16 (i. e., 1977, 1978 or' 

1979), and there is some var'iation in the d011ar amounts 

available to members after five years aDd ten years runong 

the various police departments \:ithin Nass2.~County, tb.c 

median amount of longevity after fifteen years is $1,150 and 

the median 8l110lJ.:1t per' year' after fifteen years is $50 PCI' 

year (with somc variation in the nW11bsr of yea.rs for \.,Thich 

this $50 is provided). Thus Rockville Centre's current 

lonzc:wity provision 1.S well in line vith th2.t available in 



other Nassau Departments. In effect, this ?3A proposal is in 

the nature of anticipatory improvements th~~ other PEA units 

in the County expect to obtain in current 2:' near future 

negotiations with their I'espective municip,:::-lities. This 

proposal is denied. 

Night Differential 

Current night differential is 75¢ an hour. It is 

applicable to two-thirds of the rotating t:urs, or 1328 

hours a year for a total of $996.00 per ye~ for those 

officers on rotation. The PRA would conve~t this into a 

ten per cent of base salary, as is the ca3c~n several other 

departments in Nassau County. The difficu:::...~y that the 

arbitrator has with a percentage fi~lre is ~hat an increase 

in the base automatically and impliclty ra~ses any amounts 

measured by that percentage. Dealing with ~ixed amounts 

explicity and expressly focuses on the sun~:: in dispute. 

Having determinffithat a percentage r~sht differential 

is inappropriate, there remains the questi::::l. of "Jhether 

some increase ~s warranted. The current 75~($996) differential' 

places Rockville Centre almost at the bott~~ of the range in 

Nassau County' ($756 to $1450). A ten cent S'l. hour increase for 

a total of $1,128.80 would bring this pa~~~11t UD to the middle 

of that grouping (PEA Ex.16). 
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Hcguircd Equi~cnt !... llo;..'nncc 

Currently the required cquipr.:ent allowance is $350 D. 

year. The PEA would have this increased to $500 a year. The 

average allo'...'ance in Nassau County jUl'·isdictions is about 

$350, the arr.Qunt Rockville Centre no',,' pays. rrhereforp., this 

proposal is also anticipatory in nature and is denied. 

Clothing Allm,'ance 

The current clothing allowance is $350 per year. The Pn~ 

seeks to raise this to $500. The ra";:'iono.le set forth immec.iately 

above in the discussion of Required EquipiTIent AIIO"l-Jance psr:-ains 

here as ",,'ell. This PEA proposal is denied. 

Detective ComDensation 

Roclcville Centre has three police officers designated as 

Detectives. Under section 7B of the current agreement entitled 

"Additional Payments " these members receive an additional $400 

per year (prorated). This amount has remained the same since the 

early 1970s. The PR~ proposes that this additional pa~went be 

raised to ten percent of base salary. 

Only a few departments in Nasseu 80unty have contractual 

provisions for detectives. Those that do provide substantial 

differentials, to the extent of a feill thousand dollars. ~lhis 

is no recent development. Back in 1972, when the Village was 

more closely tied to Nassau County contracts, Detectives in 

the latter' fopce enjoyed differentials ran;ing from ~'1962. 00 to 
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$2,133.00 r.£'r year dependins on years in the position. Vlith 

ensuing NR.ssau County contracts these differentinls were 

further enhanced, but there has been no change in the $400 

additional payn:ent provided by the Village to Detectives 

without regard to their length of service in that designation. 
that 

Therefor-e, it can 'ue concluded / these persisting and 

substantial differences in pay reflect substantial differences 

in the position despite the similar designation "D2tective". 

In other words, the arbitrator is not persuaded that there has 

been a shO\~-ing which supports the conversion of Detective 

compensation to a ;x:;~-\5entage 'of base salary or any dollar amount 

similar to that no"\-] provided for in thE: contracts covering Det­

ectives, let alone so substantial a percentage advocated by the 

PB/L Nevertheless, the $400 rate has remained the same for a 

good number of years when costs and prices have universally 

moved considerably upI,'ard. Therefol'e an increase to $600 

per year is warranted. 

Retroactivity 

The increases in wages, night differential and Detective 

compensation discussed above are entitled to full retroactivitr. 

At the hearing the Village raised the matter of time necessary 

to recompute the individual payroll of each membel'. Under the 

circumstances, it is the intent of the award that the retro­
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active pnymcnts be cOffip18tcd by the Village as soon as is 

practicable. 

J'l.bili ty to Pay 

The Village has called the arbitrator's attention to the 

increases in costs for various fringe benefits, insurances and 

retirement it provides, and the steady rise in its tax rate. 

~.TIile there are variations from locale to locale in certain in­

stances, the picture of risini:; costs painted by the VillaGe is 

common to all municipalities. The c.rbi trator is mindful that 

the Village residents pay other taxes than those levied by the 

Village. This does not ,hm·,Tever, render them unique,as similc::.r 

overlapping obligations face ,citizens throughout the area. 

There has been no sho\dng by the Vil12ge from \;hich it 

can be inferred that ability to pay the increases ffiJarded, together 

\\Tith attendant pension and social security costs on p2.:rroll iter::s, 

is in question. For example, there is not~ng in the record to 

persuade the arbitrctor that the Villac;e has incurred heavy 01' 

unmanaseable debt; or that the existing tax rate is excessively 

burdensome; or that the Village has,or can reasonably expect in 

the near future, to experience substantial fiscal problems; or any 

other indication of financial instabili1-,y • In sum , the increases 

aHarded are '\olithin the Village's ability to pay . 
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1. Contract Ter;~l The term of the contract covered by the 

Award shQll t3 January 1, 1978 through December 31, 1978. 

2. Ha~e Increase The PBII proposal is gran~cd to the extent 

that members of the unit shall receive increases as follows: 

i) Effective Ja~u8ry 1, 1978 the current scheduled 
pay rate for top ~rade Police Officers (5) shall be 
increased b:-.' $850 , and effect,ive July 1, 1978 the 
scheduled p,sy rate for top grade Police Officers 
shall be further increased by $650. 

ii) Effective Jr:.nuary 1, 1978 the current scheduled pay 
Nl.te fOl' Sergeant shall be increased by $900 , and 
effective July 1, 1978 the scheduled pay ra~e for 
Sergeant shall be further increased by $700. 

iii) ~ffective January 1, 1978 the current scheduled 
pay rate for Lieutene.nts shall be increased by $1,000 
and effective July 1, 1978 the scheduled pay rate for 
~eutenants shall be further increased by $800. 

iV) Effective January 1, 1978 the current pay rates for 
Polj.ce Officers grade 1 througll 4 shall be increased by 
6.2 %. 

3. Personal lEave Doys The PR4 proposal is granted to the 

extent that the contract shall provide for fj.ve personal days 

per year. HO\.Jever, as 1978 has already passed, the contract 

shall state that for said year an addit5Jnal day of sick leave 

uecmJ1ulatiol1 shall be granted. 

ll. Lcmsevi ty The PEA proposal is denied. 

5. Night Differential The PEA proposal is granted to the 

extent that the night differential shall be increased by 10¢ 

to 8S¢ per hour, effective January 1, 1978. 



6. Required ECluip;:cnt !\llcn·;il.ncc The PBf\ propo~3.1 is denied. 

7. C1othirJ(\ Allmmncc The FBi\ proposal is denied. 

8. Detective COffiDensotion The PBI, proposo..l is granted to the 

extent that additional payments shall be $600 per year (pro­

rated) effective January 1, 1978. 

9. Retroactivity The increases mlarded are to be fully retro­

active to their effective all retroactivity 

is to be completed by the Village 

Dated: March 2 V 1979../ 



I concur with the Chairman's conclusions as to the following 

paragraphs in the Award: I~ J.,) .1...,J ~ 9 
but dissent as to paragraphs: Lf (, -f J7 

./ .) / 

Dated: <II} D}7f s!fltly,i. 1/Z"-etl1cl 
J BIDe s Kraemer 
Employee Organization Panel Member 

I concur with the Chairman's conclusions as to the following 

paragraphs in the Award: /) 3/ Vj &.17 1;'1 
but dissent as to paragraphs: L.. J­

} 

Dated: ifII ())7 'I ~/Ct'I1Jr;tF ;11, 6/(l/e/2..., 

Terence M. O'Neil, Esq.
Public Employer Panel Member 

.' 
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STATE OF ~~~l YORK 

COUNTY OF ;t/~ 
On thi.s k tj 1979 before me 

personally appeared Josef P. 3irefman, to ce knmm and known 

to me to be the individual described in an::: \Tho executed the 

foregoine; instrument, and he duly ackncmle:::ged to me that he 

executed the same. 

STA'I'E OF Iill-r YORK l S8. :courm OF !j/:4 JJ}J-V­
t<

On this I 0 - day of ~tJ,f(1 L 1979 before me 

personally appeared J arne s Kraer::er, to me 1=-.:)I-7n and known to 

me to be the individual described in and ,i:-:.:) executed the 

foregoing instrument and he duly ac1::no';-71ed:;sd to me that he 

executed the srunc. s/ Su~;1AJ /J1'~fLfLoS 
NOv[~r{ ?ublic --­

(i/Dll1~ //11 ;gL/0) r;;l/J/frS ,fIe(II./Y· 
fr1:> 5-0 '-'7'J7J -;?9 -; 73TNI'E OF NEH YORE 

ss. : CPl14u/~ IJ~ff1i0 ~VAJ7y
COUl'lTY OF tVA{('~ 

~;1/f t--t 1J".1 ZOAI ~141..'-1:. (Y11?c1.3~ n: 
19- '9 before me ./ ' 

personally apIX~ared Terence 1·1. 0' Neil, Esq. J to mc lmm"n and 

knovm to me to be the individual describec in Dnd ""ho executed 

the foregoing instrtU11cmt, and he duly ackr..'::idedG;cd to me that 

he executed tho same. 

On this /0 

:L'r 




