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4s the result of a contimied i+ ovoe in the enllociive

PRSI

cootiations Latvoen the parties in thig wmatter, wodiaiion oot
Ly rani A Ledowan, and the petition filed by the police vriunisza-,
tion with I'“R3, a Public Arbitration Panel was appointed on Novem-
’Zgr 5, 1930, Tarel merters designated by PER3 were: Arthur “os-
of 7, Zsq., crployer representative; Roaymond G. XKruse, Esg., ernloy-
e vovracentative; lloward T. Tudlow, public rember and chalreran.,

he ;oorl set 1a the municipal bwildi..z in Spring Valloy,
ew York, on January % and 29, 1971, ond held a third cession on

¥

Petruary 19, 1981, The major issues vere presonted at the initial

cegsion and it was azoced that digeussion would convinne on thone
it that weece not part of iwmproper practice chavges jending “oefo2

F"RB, Additioral exhibit; were sulmiiled 2t the sceeond cetinr, and

|K@yor Joel Rosenthal appeared before the parel with {uriher datla at
thie Februvary 19 session. The counclusions contained in this e d

i
" . . . .
resulted from consideration nf nall the teutirony and eviderce ib- o

"nitted to the panel at its three meetings.

|
BACKTHOUND OF Wit CASI
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A . . . .

| the contract luaviig explred on May 31, 1980, and o now :
1

I

! . . : ~
Lubor agrecement having been =sdopted by the Villagse and the PBA for
the inlyty-seven member depavirent, the enpleoyce group's petition

1iaind the ™Ylowing o unresolved 1usuess

’ (a) Salavy
| (b) OGvertire




Longevity

Personal leave

Health Plan

Sick Leave

Maintenance Unifom Allownnce
Time Off For Union FPresident i
Arsency Shop

In Service Training
Safety

Savings Bonds
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As alrezdy indicated, not all of these items were subject

tto discussion by the panel because of improper practice petitions,
|

and some issues were withdrawn by mutuval agreement. Althourh dats=
[ . . . .
for all Rockland County police stations were considered during the

L

rr

@]

"

hearincs, most comparisons were made agzinet statistics dravn
' £

icommunities adjecent to Svring Valley or from the other thrce vil-

lages in the county. Care was taken to comply with the criteriza

'

!
{
i
l

set down in Civil Service Law, Sectio:. 209.L (v) for the guld . o

iof a public arbitration panel, and the memters made a "cennaricn:
rof th~ wages, hours and conditions of employvuwent of the employios
i

Yinvolved"” with those performing similar services elsewhe.e. In

addition, the panel was charged with a congsideration of a "cornari-

.son of peculiarities in regard to other trades or professions” and
“"the terms of collective agreements negotiazted between the parties

in the past.”

J , Before analyzing specific issues, it should be noted that,

)
kin general terms, police salaries in the unit lag behind comrnzradble
]

I . R . .

“departnents even though various fringe benefits tend to be closer
to the pattern. ihen recognition is also given to the acknowledse.
i

‘high level in the cost of living and the resultant decline in the

‘true value of one's carnincs, it is apparent that appropriste wore

adjustments arce in order.

At the same time, however, we cannotl lgnore the finsncial

and economic probleme of the conmunity thal has to pay the dbill foo
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our findings. Spring Valley is not a wealthy village. The 1978

Rockland County Data Book indicates a low median income for village

lresidents and a high rate of unemployment. Housing includes low

;and middle income apartn.onts as well as publicly assisted develop-

|
l . 4 .
.ments There are many senior citlizens for whom a tax lncrease

would be a burden. And yet, there is no reason to believe that the

governing body is under any greater anti-tax pressure than czn be
; i

|
{
:
5

Efound in almost any community during these iInflationary times i
| |
: To express 1t another way, we are obliged to consider both
'

tthe legitimzte request° of the employees and the financial burden

i

I
]placed upon the village in our attempt to arrive at a rational det-
|
I

i
'
t

ermination. Spring Valley may well have to raise taxes if it can-

,not otherwise adjust its budget, but the village has in no way

‘reached its texing limit. Realizing the financial cost of cur

.actions, we have not attempted to make a major change in the rela-
ﬂtive status of the PBA unit and have deliberately either disresarded
:or "held the line" on some otherwise meritorious requésts in the
!recommendations and discussions that follow.

?Is SUES AND AWARD:

i Having in mind the discrepancies existing between Spring

|

4Valley salaries and those of other departments in the area zs well
”as the effects of inflation upon the wage scale, we also analyzed ;
!w1th1n the confines of the data submitted to us comparability of
‘'working conditions. On this latter point, the Spring Valley rate
iof crime is far above the rest of Rockland County and the total
E ncludes an extremely higch rate of violent crimes among the offenses
;rcportcd to the State. Thus 11 is not illogicnl to conclude that
Ekprlnp Valley officers may indeed be part of a police structure

; that requires more arduous duty than many of their counterparts in

noqrby Juriasdictions thnot are on a higher snlary scale.
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But what are the salaries paid at the accepted top level of

police rank {(the fifth year) throughout Rockland County? Using the

scale for 1980 rates, the following analysis is of intecrest: t

County average is 321474

Average for villages is $20820

Average for the 3 maJor communities that surround
i Spring Valley is $22137 (Cldrﬁ%town, Ramapo,

) Orannotonn)

Average for deparbmonts of similzr size is 02107ZL
(Haversbra. Tovn, Haverstraw Village, Nyack,
Suffern, Stony Point)

Average for all four of the above concepts is 321376

i
Even if a comparison is made between the lowest of the abovg

ifigures, the average for the villages (320820) and the Spring Va]ley
”rate (820069), a shortage of 3751 will be shown to exist. If we

{

;compare Spring Valley to the highest group, the difference will be

i . . .
!substantlal, and 1t turns out to be 31307 when we measure Spring

,Vallev against the $21376 average for all of the four appro=ches.

‘Vro a percentage standpoint, it must be acknowledged that the rateF

'of increase for 1980 over 1979 ranged all the way from a low of 3%

q { :
iin Haverstraw Village to a high of 9% in Nyack, but such figures j
t

‘may not be completely helpful because they ignore the role played

If ' ,
iby multiyear settlements and the price in wages that may have been '

l H
.exacted in exchange for other benefits. However, no matter how one

}looks at it, the differential in salary rates is quite obvious.

I

. . .
’ When 1981 contracts are examined within Rockland County, 1ti
|raises the differential to $2792 when the present Spring Valley ;
1 _
rate 1s matched against the average salary of $22861. This is sig-;

! ) .

nificant because the 1681 settlements do not include the two depart-
{
Pmcntm (Clarketown and Nyack) that had the highest percentage in-

!

'c1c~ﬁcr in 1950 among 1he units in the county. Should they maintain
l

ithe growth rates (8% and 9%) that they obtalned in 1980 galaries,
| |
'their recpective rates will be $24911 and $23070, an average for |

, l
i the 1two of them of 23990, Naturally, this panel cannot agsume any]
) )

i Y T
! :
!




'flrm figures for either Clarkstown or Nyack at this point, but a

ﬁstatistical projection is not improper as part of our attempt to

[

‘match Spring Valley against the total picture. -Such a comparison
ywould indicate a differential of $3921 based upon the average for
“the projection and the PBA's present top salary. i
H Therefore, with all of the forezoineg deta before us, it is
“tempting to award substantial salary increases to the Spring Valley
junit in order to overcome the existing inequities. At the same
ﬁtime, we are constrained by the economic problems that face Spring

”Vallej and the burden that the taxpayers will face with even a mod-

lest attempt to arrive at a rational solution. Inflationary press-

police o OfilC“”&- That tne saligx_ﬁggmzhe Tifth year officers in
1930 bte increaszd by eisht per cent (5:7) s0_as 1o be 21675, ard.
. that such s2lary be increasad by 2n additional nine ver cent (9°°)
Pfor 1931, thus emov;jlnewto 323524, In addition, the same bper-
l'centage increases shall be apuvlied throughout the other grades cn
ithe salary scale.

I

!

Having in mind the desire to apoly as much salary equity ac
”p0501ble to the Spring Valley force while recognizing at the sarme
Ltlme that financing applied by the employer to that purpose cannot{
halso be a?ailablé for many other worthy benefits requested by the
ﬁunit in its petition, the panel has concentrated its remaining
ﬁawards on what it perceives to be a few key issues.

Fifst of these is the matter of adequate compensation for
ﬁdetectives and the somewhat related issue of the role played by ’
';Juvnnilr Ald officers. As to the former point, it is our belief

that thke nature oi detective work justifies a salary higher thon
;the one paid to members of the uniformed force, but not so high .

;that the grade of sergeant would be adversely affected. Thereforo;
]
|
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the members of the panel make the following

Award: That detectives be paid a salary which reflects one-half of:
ﬁthe differential between the amount paid _to the top grade patrolman!
iand_the rank of scrgeant.
|

Cn the matter of payment to those who are assigned as Juv- ?

enile Aid officers, the village contention that such men are prim-

arily patrolmen could not alter the fact that much of their work is
(

of an investigative nature that takes place "off premises” and is 1
! i

more akin to the type of duty customarily associated with detective'

|
activity. While technically, the Juvenile officers are not actually

: |
part of the detective group, neither are they out on normal patrols
|

|
with the rest of the force. Their working conditions are also dif-

]

!

Terent from patrolmen in that they are obliged to stand by and be

available for duty on alternate weekends. In sum, 1t appears to us

jthat their speeial status justifies extra compensation.

lAward. That Juvenile Ald officers receive the same salary as i

N T T . }
? The last of the monetary issues that we believe to ke in |
h [
{peed of adjustment is the matter of longevity. Quite simply, the

'Spring Valley schedule is behind the programs established for other'

?departments in Rockland County. As already mentioned in this report,
i

|
ihowever, we are constrained to limit any further financial burden
!

i'u'pon the village. Therefore, we propose a modest but necessary in-

crease in the plan so as to provide somewhat more equity for the l
' - .
;hembors of this unit.

i

3

5}

Sh00 in 1981.
|
L A non-cost item that is permitted by State legislation is

Award: That_the longevity plan be increascd to 3375 in 1980 and to

}
)

ithe agency shop. Although meny municipalities have a traditional

i . . .
lantipathy to that type of union security, we sce no strong reason
|

Mhy such a PBA request should not be granted.
!

vAward:_ That there_ be an agency shop_provision in the 1980 a

i)

ree -

(ment, to be conlinuecd in_subsequent_yenrs_as provided by lnw.

; o £ -

L]




The foregoing represents the total of issues decided under

| . . . . . .
this ‘public arbitration process. All items submitted by either side

whave been considered by this pane] and the lack of specificity on

any issues not otherwise mentioned reflects our intention to elther

;deny the request or to maintain the status quo on that subject.

|
l
!

i
;CONCLUSION:
i !

!

J The chairman appreciates the cooperation of his colleagues
won the panel in the preparation of this report. Although there was
g

.not a unanimous opinion on each of the items that required our
h

3

analy51° and decision, it is our considered judgment that the awards

vwe have made meet both legislative criteria and the needs of the

i
|

il . 3 3 4 »
“two parties in this dispute.
.

b
1

T Arthur Moskor

U Tl 4

Howard T. ILudlow

;Dated: March 3, 1981

dza,ymdhﬂngmu!¢L3$avg




iCase No. IA-80-10; MB0-82
VPUBLIC EFPLOYNENT RELATIONS BOARD
OPINION AND AWARD OF ARBITRATION PANEL

STATE OF NEW YORK o
COUNTY OF ROCKLAND °9°
WOn this by>hay of March, 1981, before me, a Notary Public of the
State of New York, personally appeared ARTHUR KOSKOFF, to me known
'and known to me to be the individual described herein and who
executed the foregoing instrument, and he duly acknowledged to me

Ithat he executed the same. Aéégz;;;lQCCAa//

i

i

‘ Notanv
|STATE OF N8% YORK  __. A g;//
(COUNTY OF ROCKLAND SS°

On this éﬁ‘day of March, 1981, before me, a Notary Public of the
State of New York, personally appeared RAYNOND G. XKRUSE, to me
Xnown and known to me to he the individual described herein and who
.executed the foregoing instrument, and he duly acXknowledgsd to me
thpt he executed the szame.

é/u»éﬂc\/%w»{g;

! CHARLOTTE MALOWI

1 NOTARYNPUBLIC State of New1:l%rk
o 0. 44-7686300 !

STATE 0F NEW JERSEY as Qualified in Rockiand County g/ry/

1COLNTY OF ESSEX o Commission Expires March 30, 1

.On this/#4day of March, 1981, before me, a Notary Pudblic of the
‘Staue of New Jersey, personally appeared HOJARD T, LUDLOW, to me
iknown and knovn to me to be the individual described hereirn. and who
lexecuted the foregoing instrument, and he duly acknowledged to me
+that he executed the same.

h ‘ _ |

JOAN M, FR[ITA‘G
NOTARY FUBLIC STATS OF NEW JERSEY

it ‘ My Comnmissien Expires November 4, 1982




