STATIC OF NIEW YORK
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

_____________________________________________ ’ TS,

)
'‘PPISRD Case No. ]VI’?{’-S

In the Matter of the Arbitration e

-  betwecen - YRS BRI

CITY OF WHITE PLAINS C('J;»;\;(_iLEAT'f*‘-%" ‘

- and - A e e o

PROFESSIONAL FIRE FIGHTERS ASSOCIATION,
LOCAL 274, I.A.T.F.

e e er mn e Yt e e e S e e B G M SE em e A v Em G S e . e A am e e E e W e e M e e e .

OPINION AND AWARD OFF PURLIC ARBITRATION PANTT,

Members of Public
Arbitration Panel: TIHOMAS FLLYNN, Employce Member

BERTRAND POGREBIN, ESQ., Employer
Member

TITOMAS J.NEWMAN, IESQ., Chairman
Appearances: RAINS, POGRIEBIN & SCITER, 11SQS.

TERRENCE M., O'NEILL, IISQ. of
Counsel for City of White Plains

BETLSON, CONNOLLY & BELSON, 1ESQS.
JOIIN J, CONNOLLY, 1:8Q. of Counsel
for Professional TTire Fighters
Association

¥, g e,
Phowsean o Honworkin
VUPORM S AT | AW
O AT DM TOH AVENDE

VEL W romk v




Vo, 1w,
Hiewnvan & Erenwnorn

ATLHNE v AL L AW
WA ORI AVE MU

VA W TORIE AT

STATE OI' NEW YORK
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD

e Y A e e o s b s Gt s Gty G et e Gt e o T e v G T A G Gt A T ae e A G e

In the Matter of the Arbitration
- between -
CITY OF WHITE PLAINS OPINION
- and -

PROI'ESSIONAL FIRE FIGIHTERS ASSOCIATION,
LOCAL 274, 1,A,F.F,

PRELIMINARY STATEMEN'T

Pursuant to the provisions of the Civil Service Law §209. 4,
Harold R. Newman, Chairman of the Public Employment Relations Board,
on July 28, 1978, designated the following individuals to serve as a Public
Arbitration Panel for the purpose of making a just and reasonable
determination on the matters in dispute.

Bertrand P. Pogrebin, Esq., Employer Panel Member

Thomas Flynn, Employee Panel Member

Thomas J. Newman, Esq., Public Panel Member and
Chairman.

In this arbitration proceeding the Panel, in arriving at its

determination and award, took into consideration the relevant factors
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developed by the parties including:

a.

comparison of wages, hours and conditions

of employment of the employees involved in the
arbitration proceeding with the wages, hours
and conditions of employment of other employees
performing similar services and requiring
similar skills under similar working conditions
and with other employees generally in public and
private employment in comparable communities;

the interests and the welfare of the public and
the financial ability of the public employer to
pay;

comparison of peculiarities in regard to other
trades or professions, including specifically:
1. . hazards of employment
2. physical qualifications
3. educational qualifications
4. mental qualifications
5. job training and skills;

the terms of Collective Agreements between the
parties in the past, providing for compensation
and fringe benefits, including, but not limited
to, the provisions for salary, insurance and
retirement benefits, medical and hospitalization
benefits, paid time off and job security.

Hearings were held in the City of White Plains on

October 4, 1978, October 27, 1978, November 27, 1978, December 1, 1978
and December 12,
opportunity to present oral and written cvidence, cross examine witnesses

and present arguments in support of their respective contentions.

1978, At these hearings the parties were afforded fuli

Panel met in executive session and deliberated on the open issues,

The
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Certain proposals were withdrawn prior to or during the
arbitration hearings. Accordingly, no award will be made on those
proposals.  The proposals withdrawn were City Proposals Nos. 1, 3, 8

and 11 and Union Proposals Nos. 4, 10, 13, 14, 17, 19 and 23.

WAGES

Each side submitted substantial evidence in support of their
respective positions on this issue.

The firefighters offered cvidence on the City's ability to
pay, including the testimony of Edward J. Fennell, a fiscal consultant. It
also produced evidence showing the renewal projects either completed or
underway, the projected revenues from said projects, as well as evidence
on the tax structures in comparable Westchester communities, and a review
of the tax imposed in White Plains.

The City on the other hand offered evidence to indicate that
the financial picture isn't as rosy as the firefighters evidence would seem
to indicate.

. After .reviewing all the evidence on the issue of ability to
pay, the Chairman concludes that there is room to finance the increases

awarded by the Panel. It should be noted that ability to pay is only one

factor to be considered among others. The fact that the City has the ability
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to pay would né)‘g be reason to recommend increases not otherwise warranted
or justified. Th‘e parties had a difference of cpinion concerning the proper
standards of comparison between this unit and others in Westchester. The
City argued that the standards of comparison should be with .the cities of
Mount Vernon and White Plains, while the firefighters state that the
standard of comparison should be between all units in Westchester,
including a number of smaller communities, as well as the City of Yonkers.
It is the Chairman's opinion that the most appropriate comparisons should
be with cities of Mount Vernon and Ncw Rochelle; however, the contiguous
towns and villages, as well as the city of Yonkers, cannot be overlooked
completely. The Panel also considered the increases in the cost of living,
the private and quasi public sector scttlements and the settlements or
recommendations with the City for other units as the same was developed
by the evidence submitted by the parties and concludes that the salaries

for tinit members shall be adjusted as follows: effective July 1, 1978, an
increase of 5.5% plus increment and effective July 1, 1979, an increase of
5.5% plus increment. It also finds that there should be no change in the

present salary aifferential of 15% paid to lieulenants over the salary of top

paid firefighters,

HOLIDAY AND PIERSONAT, DAYS

Both personal leave and holidays are economic items. The

cvidence submitied by the parties in support of their respective proposals
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in the Chairman's opinion does not justify any change. Accordingly, the

City's request to reduce the number of personal days should not be

. awarded nor should the Union's request to increase the number of holidays |

and personal days be awarded.,

EDUCATION

The Association requests that the City pay the entire cost
of an approved course of study leading to an A.A.S. degree in Fire Science
and increase such members wage rates by 2 1/2% when he completes the
course and earns the degree. At the present time the City contributes a
flat sum on a yearly basis to the educational needs of the firdighters.
While it may be argued that a person with an A, A.S. degree may be more
valuable to the City, such requirement is not necessary to be appointed to
the fire department or to be promoted. Accprdingly, the Panel does not

award the same,

NIGHT DIFFERENTIAL

The Union's request for a 10% s&lary payment as a night
differential is based on the fact that firefighters work half of their tours

at night, The City on the other hand indicates that this is part of the job
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and duty requirements., The evidence does not warrant the granting of a

night differential. Accordingly, it is not awarded.

UNIFORM MAINTENANCE ALLOWANCE

The Union requests a payment of $250 for cleaning and
maintenance of clothiﬁg and protective garmen‘ts. In support of its position
it offers evidence that the cities of Yonkers, New Rochelle and Mount Vernon
provide such allowance. It also indicates that the firefighters are required
to have black shoes, shirts and socks which the individual must now supply.

The City in opposition claims that the cleaning and maintenance
is.a proper expense of the employce. The City now supplies all outer-
garments, an issue of dress blues, work clothes and fire fighting equipment
and replaces the same.

Considering the evidence submitted on this issue, the Panel

recommends that the Union's proposal be denied.

LONGEVITY

Each party had a proposal on this issue. The City wanted to
convert the present léngevity payment, which is expressed in a percentage,
to a flat dollar amount. The. Union on the other hand wanted to increase the
present longevity payment from 1% after five (5) years to 3%, after ten (10)

years from 2% to 4%, after fifteen (15) years from 3% to 5% and to add after

\
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nineteen (19) years 7%. The Union's evidence shows municipalities that pay
percehtage longevity payments. It is noted that Mount Vernon and New
Rochelle do not. On the other hand, the parties did negotiate the present
longevity benefits and the evidence submitted does not warrant any change,

Accordingly, both requests are denied.

OuT OF TITLE

The Union proposes to have any member who assumes the
responsibility of a higher rank for a period exceeding two hours, be
compensated for the time that he worked in that position, including the first
two hours on a per diem basis, which shall reflect the difference between
his regular salary and the salary which he would receive if promoted to
the higher title. It is the Union's position that a firefighter assumes the
duties of a higher rank whenever his company has no officer. It states that
soméone is always in charge of a company and must make decisions,

The City states that Civil Service Law prohibits out of title
work and the firefighters have a remedy under the Law if they are required
to work out of title.

Based on the evidence submitted by both parties on this

issue, including the testimony of Chief James Neilon, it is the Chairman's

opinion that the Union's proposal for out of title pay be denicd,




CONTINUATION OTF IFIRE DEPARTMENT
POLICY RT: TEMPIERATURE GUIDELINIES

Each party has a proposal on this issue, The Union secks
to have the present guidelines continucd without change. At prcsent all
training ground activities and inspections (field work) are discontinued in
inclement weather or when the temperature reaches 90° or descends to 35°,
The City seeks to change the 35° guideline to 30°, The
evidence submitted on this issue justifies the granting of the City's

proposal.

DENTAL FUND and HEALTH INSURANCE
PREMIUMS TO BE CONVERTED TO FLAT
DOLLAR AMOUNT

The Union proposes that the full cost of the dental program
be paid by the City both for individuals and families. The City on the other
hand proposes that all health insurance premiums be converted to the flat
presecnt dollar amount with the firefighters paying any difference.

After a review of the evidence submitted on this issue by
both parties, including other dental plans, it is recommended that the
City's proposal to convert health insurance premiums to a flat dollar
amount be denied and that the Union's pronosal to have ihe City pay the full
cost of the dentel plan be denicd.,

The Pancl is of the opinion that for the year commencing

July 1, 1978, that the Clty shall pay $160 a year for a dependent dental plan
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and the sum of $110 a year for an individual plan; that effective July 1, 1979

a dental trust fund be established and that the City make a contribution of

t
$160 per year per person to said fund.

WELFARE FUND, CITANGE IN ARTICLE XXITTI

OF PRESENT CONTRACT, RELEASE TIME IOR
ASSOCIATION BUSINESS, SEVERANCE PAY,
COMPENSATION I'OR EXTRA FIRE DEPARTMENT
TRAINING, OVERTIME and HAZARDOUS DUTY PAY

Considerating the evidence submitted on the above Union
proposals, there appears to be no compelling reason to grant the same
nor does the evidence warrant the granting of the same. Accordingly,

they are denied.

SALARY SCHEDULE: CURRENT STEP ONE FROZEN
FOR TWO YEARS, SALARY INCREASE OF TOP AND
RECALCULATE STEDPS; SWAPPING OF TOURS TO
BE LIMITED TO EIGIIT (8) PER YEAR and REMOVE
ARTICLE L, "RIGHTS AND BENEFITS, "

Considering the evidence submitted on the above City
proposals, there appears to be no compelling reason to grant the same
nor doecs the evidence warrant the granting of the same., Accordingly,

they are denied.
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GENERAL HEALTII AND SAFETY COMMITTET

The Union proposes the creation of a General Ilcalth and
Safety Committee. The City contends that this proposal was not a mandatory
subject of negotiation. During the course of the arbitration hearings the
Public Employment Relations Board made a determination favorable to the
Union's posilion and the City indicated that it intended to or in facti had
appealed PERB's ruling. The Panel will retain jurisdiction. At this time

no award is made in connection with the Union's proposal.

CONTRACT REPRODUCTION

The Union proposes that the entire cost of printing and
distribution of the contract petween the parties shall be paid by the City.
At the present time the parties split the cost. The City argues that there
is no reason to change this arrangement. In support of its proposal the
firefighters state that the City provides a book of rules which is paid for
by the City. |

The evidence at the hearing does not justify a change in the

present arrangement. Accordingly, the Union's proposal is denied.

e by

[




CLARIFTY COMPENSATORY TIMIS OFF

The City secks to clarify compensatory time off. The present
and the proposed schedule are set forth in City exhibit "57". It argues that
a forty-two hour work week is buill inlo the system and that fircfighters
now have compensatory time off in what it calls "mini vacations. "

The firefighters on the other hand state that the present
schedule was created by the City and there is no reason to change the same.
The City counters by claiming that extra compensatory time was as a result
of error and should be corrected.

Considering all of the evidence presented by the parties on this
issue, the City's request for clarification of compensatory time by changing

the present schedule to that proposed in City exhibit ''57" is denicd.

.fB.ased upon the various statutory guidelines which the Panel
was charged to consider, it is my opinion that the award of the Panel was

just, fair, equitable and warranted by the evidence presented,

Dated: February 28, 1979 .,
TIHOMAS J, NWWMAN
TPublic Tancl Member and Chairman
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UNION PROPOSAL NO, 1
TERM OF AGREEMENT

The duration of the Collective Bargaining Agreement shall be
for a two (2) year term commencing as of July 1, 1978 and expiring on

June 30, 1980.

UNION PROPOSAI, NO. 2
WAGES

That the salaries for the unit members shall be adjusted as

follows: Y

(a) Effective July 1, 1978, an increase of 5. 5%plus increment
(b) Effective July 1, 1979, an increase of 5. 5% plus increment

(c) That the Lieutenants request that their present salary
differcntial of 15% over the salary of the top paid fire-
fighters be increascd to 22%

is denicd,

. UNION PROTPTOSAT. NO., 3
NNOLIDAY AND PIERSONAL DAYS

- and -
CITY PROPOSAT, NO, 2
PIIRSONAL NAYS

The Union and City's request on the above proposals are denied,
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UNION PROPOSAL NO. 5
EDUCATION

The Union's request is deniced,

UNION PROPOSAT, NO. 6
NIGHT DITFTERENTIAL

The Union's request for a ten (10%)percent night diffcrential

is denied.

UNION PROPOSAL NO. 7
UNIFORM MAINTENANCE ALLOWANCE

The Union's proposal that each member shall receive an annual

payment of $250, 00 for cleaning and maintenance of issued equipment and

clothing is denied.

UNION PROPOSAL NO. 8
WELJFARE FUND

The Union's proposal for a welfare fund is denied.

UNION PROPOSAL NO. 9
T.ONGEVITY

- and -

CITY PROIPOSAL NO. 4
CONVERT JLONGEVITY TO FFLAT AMOUNT

The Union's request is denied as is the City's request to change

the pregent longevily payment to a flat dollar amount.




UNION PROTOSAL NO. 11
CHANGI IN LANGUAGT; OF ARTICLE XXIII
OI" PRESTNT CONTRACT BY DELETING TIFE
WORD FORMAL I'ROM LINES 3 & 4 OF §G

The Union's proposal is denied.

UNION PROPOSAL NO, 12
RELEAST TIMIE FOR ASSOCIATION BUSINESS

The Union's proposal to increase by five working shifts the

amount of time off to attend Association business is denied.

UNION PROPOSAL NO., 15
CONTRACT REPRODUCTION

The Union's proposal to have the City pay the full cost of re-

producing the collective bargaining agreement is denied,

UNION PROPOSAL NO. 16
OUT OF TITLE

The TInion's proposal is denied,

UNION PROPOSAL NO, 18
SEVERANCIE PAY

The Union's proposal for severance pay s denied.
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UNION PROPOSAL NO. 20
CONTINUANCE OF LETTER OF T'IRE
DEPARTMENT POLICY

- and -

CITY PROPOSAL NO. 10
CHANGE TEMPLERATURE GUIDELINIES

The Um'o-n's proposal for a continuation of the present
temperature guidelines is denied and the City's request to change temperature

guidelines is granted. The temperature guidelines will be 90° - 30°,

UNION PROPOSAL NO. 2
GENERAL HEALTH AND SATETY COMMITTLT

The Panel will retain jurisdiction on the Union's proposal

for the creation of a General Health and Safety Committee.

UNION PROPOSAL NO, 22
DENTAL PLAN

The Union's proposal to have the City pay the full cost of a
dental plan is denied. However, the Union shall set up a dental trust fund,
Lffective July 1, 1979, the City shall make a contribution of $160 per person

to said fund. T'or the year commencing July 1, 1978, the City shall
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I dissent from the Award insofar as it
deniced Union proposals numbered 2, 5, 6,
7, 8, 11, 12, 16, 18, 21, 25, 26 and 27.
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TIHHOMAS TTILLYNN
Employee IPancl Member
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L BERTRAND POGRIIBIN
Employer Panel Membvér

STATE OF NEW YQR K )
) ss.:
COUNTY OF KOCK(AMND )

_ 2 N, .
On this & day of Zcson (0, 1979 before me personally

came and appearcd TITOMAS FLYNN to me known and known to me to be
the jndividusy described in and who executed the foregoing instrument and

he acknowledged to me that he execnied the same,

"(—H “ - SL(\’:“ ' HL(}

MARGE SMOLLTY
Hetary Public. Sinte of Haw Yark
Mo. 46257122
\ Reslding la Poklond Caenty
TYorm Expliec Aeech RV B-2Er ]
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STATE OT" NEW YORK )
)L )ss.
COUNTY OF /~Meva o )
Onthis Q[ #' dayof )wa .¢_ - 1979, before -
me personally came and appeared BERTRAND POGREBIN to me known

and known to me to be the individual described in and who executed the

foregoing instrument and he acknowledged to me that he executed the same.
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STATE OF NEW YORK )

) ss.:
COUNTY OF ROCKLAND )

On this & % day of /'»:'("’(L-’-»’Z‘{,. » 1979, before

me personally came and appeared THOMAS J, NEWMAN to me known and

known to me to be the individual described in and who executed the foregoing

instrument and he acknowledged to me that he exccuted the same.
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pay $160 per year for a dependent dental plan and $110 per yecar for an

individual plan.

UNION PROTOSAL NO, 25
COMPIINSATION T"OR I'XTRA FIRE
DEPARTMENT TRAINING ACTIVITIES

The Union's request is denicd.

UNION PROPOSAL NO, 26
OVIIRTIME

The Union's proposal is denied.

UNION PROTOSAL NO, 27
HAZARDOUS DUTY PAY

The Union's proposal is denied.

CITY PROPOSAL NO. 5
SALARY SCHTDULIS

Current step 1 frozen for two (2) years. Salary increase of top

and recalculate steps is denied.

Mt
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CITY PROPOSAL NO. 6
SWAPPING OT" TOURS TO BE
LIMITED TO IIIGIIT PIER YEAR

The City's proposal is denied.

CITY PROIPOSAL NO. 7
HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUM TO
BE CONVERTED TO FLAT DOLLAR

AMOUNT, FIRE I'IGHTERS TO PAY
DIFFERENCE,.

The City's proposal is denied.

CITY PROPOSAL NO. 9
CLARIFY COMPENSATORY TIME OFF

The City's proposal is denied.

CITY PROPOSAL NO. 12
REMOVE ARTICLIS L, RIGHTS AND BENETFITS

The City's proposal is denied.
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THOMAS 7, NWWMAN

TPublic PPancl Member and Chairman
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STATE OF NEW YORK

PUBLIC EMPT.OYMENT RISTATIONS BOARD

In the Matter of the Arvbitration

myAEsTA

between

CITY OF WITITL PILAINS
OPINION
- and -

PROFESSIONAT, FIRE U'IGHTERS ASSOCIATION,
LOCAL 274, [LA, V., F,

STATEMLNT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Civil Service Law §209. 4
Harold R. Newman, Chairman of the PPublic Employment Relations Board,
on July 28, 1978, designated the following individuals to serve as a Public
Arbitration Panel in the above matter: Bertrand B. Pogrebin, Esq.,
FEmployer Panel Member; Thomas I'lynn, INmployee Panel Member and
Thomas J. Newman, lsq.,

Public Panel Member. The Panel issued an

Award dated February 28, 1979, The Award was for the two (2) year
peri()q from July 1, 1978 throngh June 530, 193

The proposal by the Professional Fire Fighters
Association tor the creation of ¢ General Health and Safety Commiltee was
challenged before PEREB as being a non-mandatory subject of negotiation

prior to the start of the arbitration hearings. During the course of the.
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I the Aldtter of the Arbateation ' - - Siaj ;

PEREB Casce No. vT8-8

- between -
CIrY OF WHITE PEAINS
- and -

PROFESSIONAT, FIRE FIGHTINRS ASSOCIATION,
LOCAL 274, 1A 17,10,

OPINION AND AWARD OF PUBLIC ARBITRATION PANET,

Members of TPublic RICHARD b, WATSIL, JR,, 1SQ.
Arbutration Pancl T 'mplovee Member

BERTRAND POGRITBIN, £SQ.
F'mplover Member

THOCMAS T, NEWMAN, I5SQ.

Chatrman

AN ppearances- ‘ LOMBARDU REINHARD, WATSH

T h A TEARIISON, 10,

FREDERTC R KD REICIT, 15SQ. of Counsel
Poor Drotessional Fire ighters

Au=aocatiaon, Tocal 294, YA

RAINN & DPOGREBIN, 1ISOS.
TEIRINCT N CO'NTH T, .‘;S(_\‘_ of Counse!
Tor C oy of White Plains
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a deadlock on & given issue, the issuce would be submitted to binding
arbitration.

The Union in support of its proposal states that the
committee will provide it with an effective method to present and remedy
specific and particular safety matters. It states that the evidence offered
by it at the hearing clearly shows that the provisions of the current contract
are inadeqguate to remed.y safety hazards existing in the department., It
further argues that its evidence shows that particular and specific situations
currently existing mandate the need for a General Health and Safety
Committee, i.e. the lack of a formal bomb scare training program, repairs
to Station #2, condition of Spare lingine #5 and the installation of Scott-Pack
Premounts.

The City in opposition to the proposal states that
comparability is a factor to be considered by the Panel in making its Award,
It points to the fact that the Union's cvidence failed to produce one contract
in the State which w ntained a comparable provision to the one in issue,

[t argues that the present contract contains provisions
adequate to resolve any safety matter. It refers to Article XIV entitled
"Safety', Article XV "Fire Safety Committee' and Article XXXII "Labor
Management Meetings. " Tt further argues that the Panel must take into
account the concept of a collective barguining package. [t argues that the

proposal should not be granted in the context of a one-issuc interest
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arbitration heariogs PLIRDB made a determination favorable to the Union.
The City indicated that i intended to and didin facl appeal PERI'S roling
in the courts. The Panel did not rule on the proposal, but retained
jurisdiction on the issue because of the challenge by the City before PERB
and the courts. It should be noted that the retention of jurisdiction was
without objection of the parties, andinfact was with their consent. After the
Court of Appeals denied the Ciizy leave to appeal from an Order of the
Appellate Division which upheld PER's determination that the proposal
was a mandatory subject of negotiation, an arbitration date was set for
September 25, 1980, to hear evidence on the proposal,

On September 25, 1080, the Panel met. By consent of the
parties Richard R, Walsh, Jr., lsq. was substituted as the Employee
Member of the Panel in place of Thomas I'lynn. The hearing on the issue
was postponed until November 6, 1980,

At the hearing on November 6, 1980, the parties were
afforded full opportunity to present oral und written evidence in support of
their respectivé positions. Théreafter- cach party submitted post hearing

briefs and reply briefs.

GENERAT, UEALTH & SALLTY COMMITTEE

The committee proposcd by the Union would comprise two

(2) representatives from the City and two (2) from the Union. In the event of
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and safety of the firefighters are involved, the parties should voluntarily and
mutually agree to resolve the issues as quickly as possible. This should be
done whether there are written provisions covering the sime or not.  ‘I'he
argument of the City that the proposal should not be granted in context of
a one-interest arbitration wherc there s no quid pro quo from the Union, is
without merit based on the facts and circumstances surrounding this interest

arbitration.

e T e A /"( —~

THOMAS 3. NEWMAN
Public Pattel Member & Chairman
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arbitration where there is no quid pro quo Mrom the Union,

———— e ——

Tnarrivine af s detersnnaiion and Award on the proposal,
consideration was given to the relevant fuctors developed by the parties,
including a comparison of the conditions of employment with other employees
performing similar services and requiring similar skills under similar
working conditions and with other employces generally in public and private
employment in comparab\le communities: the interest and welfare of the
public; a comparison of peculiaritics in regard to other trades or professions;
including specifically hazards of employment, physical, education and mental
qualification aid ;0b training skills; the terms of the collective agreements
between the parties in the past.

Based on the criteria sct forth above, the proposal for a
General Health and Safety Committce is d‘eni(—rd. .The evidence did not show
comparable provisions in other contracts. . An examination of the existing
coontract provisions covering health and sately requires a finding that they
are adequate,

Theieviden‘ce did indif:aru :1111:1111)@ to'remedy certain issues

unde r the existing provisions. The evidence did nof ie my opinion

Pdemonsteate thut the existing provisions are beiong fully utilized., The
i :

i parties should make a greater effort to remedy any health or safety issues
lunder the existing provisions., Any provisions wbhich require additional

hearings and/or protracted litigation would not help either party nor would

e || 1t help in assuring the health and safety of the firefighters., Where the health
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STATE OF NE W YORK )

COUNTY OF N ASSAU )

% ITA
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On this /6) - day of JemfRy, 1981, before me personally came

£,
R AT TSI PR

R and appeared BERTRAND B. POGREBIN to me known and known to me to
be the inaividual described in and who executed the foregoing instrument

and he ackndwledged to me that he executed the same,

JOEL H. GO'O\' o
Notary Publie, State of douw Yora

. Qualified in New Yu-kv County
- - Commission Expires March 30, I9R_.

STATE OF NEW YORK )

COUNTY OF ROCKLAND )

Ty b ey v
FRLATTIS

7/
On this o< L day of January, 1981, before me personally came

and appeared THOMAS J, NEWMAN to me known and known to me to be the

individual described in and who executed the £Oyegoing instrument and he {'
M
&
Y

;o LA YORK

NN . i AN JINTY
P I .I{..‘ (’ d\, 1-9 é‘

rELD, REW,

. & ELLBWORTH
UNEYS AT LAW
1INGTON AVIMUE .~
AT sORW IGSO!
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That the Professional IMire ripghters Association's
proposal for the creation of o Generad Health and Safety Committee is

denied.

; ‘__'.i'-’_ /""» e

THOMAS 0. NEWMAN
Public Pane! Member & Chairman

PLFASE NOTE MY DISSENT ON THE

GROUNDS THAT THF, PRESENT SAFETY /
PROCEDURES ARE INADEQUATE AND THAT Kﬁ 5 %
THIS COMMITTRE IS BADLY NEEDED

IN THE CITY OF WHITE PLAINS. Employee Member
- :
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- / S <l /
,é//f?u{*/{/ \,.J/W’Z ——

S BERTRAND 13, 1OGRY: 1{,1\1 SQ.
Employer Member

STATE OF NEW YORK )
) 8s. -
COUNTY OF SCHENECTADY )

On this 30th day of January, 1981, before me personally

me to be the individual described in and who exceuted the foregoing

instrument and he acltnnwledged to me that he excouted the sume

.

&
t
¥
T

(

cume and appeared RICHARD PP, WALSH, JR., fo me known and known to

1
| [
3 Nots I < P
GHTH . o ’ R v
- ; ‘ ‘.-;.‘?
E Comim TR ST )
!




