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SUMMARY OF AWARD 

Set forth below are matters of major economic and 

non-economic significance eonsidered and determined by the 

Panola 

1. Ability to paI' 

The Panel concluded that the Village of Pelham Manor 

does have the ability to pay the wage incre~se. and benefits 

determined to be just and reasonable. 

2.	 Term of contract.: 

TWO (2) years - From June 1, 1982 to May 31, 19S4. 

3. Wages' 

a) Patrolman,
 

4.9~ effective June 1, 19821 Base pay $23,4S0.
 

4.90% effect.ive December 1, 1982: Base Pay $24,600.
 

7.32% effective June 1, 1983, Base pay $26,400.
 

b)	 patrolman Det.ectivea 

Same percentage increase on same l'dates as Patrolm~n. r... 
f3as-e. ~y: ~/1/f).·S';2.3Jfl.f;; l;l/'/D~ ;2~761"'; ~/llf3-";2("Jl/T 

Differential,s 

c) Serg~ant& 

Same percentage increa.e. a. patrolman on same dates plUS 

'150 as part of baae pay on December I, 19A2 and $100 •• part 

of base pay on June 1, IgS3. Base pay as of June 1, 1981­

$24,380j QS o( ~/{/J)..-I'.2~519; 03 of /)!t/fJ.-;>.).!&" 9F1-: 

q	 s 0 f (, I, I f ~ - ,1~ t?, () ~-7 ' 
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d) Sergeant Det.ecti"•• 

Same percentaq. loereasee ae Serqeant on eame dates plus 

$150	 and ,100••• part: of ba•• pay, as in the eaee of Sergeant. 

Ba•• pay •• of June 1,,1981 - $24.870~ A~ G,t. ~/I{r)._A;JC;()q'IJ' 
Q S 0 f- 1).1, I i-;. - $'.27, .6'";2. 9 1 QS Q (. '/tlf/l - !f. c2 9, G "3,F. 

(All computations appear in text of Award). 

4.	 Longevity, 

Increa.e t.o $300 trO'l'll $150 after 10 years of service. 

IncreaBe t.o $450 from $300 after 15 years of service. 

lnerease to $750 from $600 after 20 years of service. 

5.	 fersonal Leave Days. 

Increas8 from 4 to 5 effective June 1, 1983. 

6.	 Clothing Allowance: 

Increa.e from $250 to $300 effeetive June 1, 1992. 

Increase from $300 to $350 effective June 1, 1983. 

Above payments are to be made in cash, not. credit, and 

paid to all barqaininq unit member. without. distinction in 

rank. 

7.	 ASfQSiation Leav! Allowancaa 

Inereae. from 6 to 7 days effective June 1, 1982. 

6.	 Contribution to Dental planl 

Increase from $110 to $195 effective June 1, 1983 •. 
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9.	 Medical and Hospitalization (Upon RetiremGnt)I 

Available for bargaining unit members who retire 
det~ 0 {:. ~ .441((4

within five years of the~..ee~ien of ~he agreement. Villaqe 

will contribute 100% of premium for retired member to State 

Health Insurance plan or to a .Ub8~itute Health Insurance Car­

rier should, for any reason, the State Plan become unavailable. 

For Family coverage, the Village will contribute SO% of prem­

iU1!1. Should retired member be covered by another employer' 8 

plan with substantially the same coveraqe, the Village'. obli ­

9ation shall cease until other plan is no longer available. 

This latter aspect was Villagets counter proposal and wa. 

granted. 

yillage'g	 counter Propo~als 

The Village'S counter proposals granted were, in the 

main, matters dealing with substantive changes in contract 

language relatinq to personnel practices. 

The tum -?ollce Commissioner" WIle replaced by "Vil­

lage Administrator M • 

New sections 8 and 9, Article VII, with respect to 

~ualifying dates for vacations were added. 

NGfW aections 7 and 8, Article XVI, with respect to 

personal leave applieations were added. 

All other Mattera in the collective bargaining agree­

ment ~erminatinq May 31, 1982, whether addressed or not, 8s 

vell as matter. not herein addressed, disposed or 8ubmitted ~o 
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the panel, are to be carried over and incorpOrated into the 

successor collective b&rgain1nq agreement, effec~iv. June 1, 

19B2. 
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I 

preliminary Statemen~ 

By a communication dated July 15, 1982, the New 

York Public Employment Relations Board designated the above 

named persons, constituting a public Arbitration panel, pur­

suant to Section 209.4 of the New York Civil Service (Taylor) 

Law for the purpose of making a just and reasonable determin­

ation concerning the dispute between the parties in the above 

captioned proceeding as to the matters and issues hereinafter 

set forth and discussed. 

In accordance with the above cited authority, hear­

ings were held on September 29, October 21, November 10 and 

December 7, all in 1982, at the Village Hall, Village of Pel­

ham Manor, New York. 

At the hearings, the parties were accorded full 

opportunity to present testimony under oath, evidence and 

exhibits relative to the issues in dispute and, in addition, 

WGrO accorded the opportunity of cross-examination and to pre­

sent arguments in support of their respective positions. 

The parties agreed to di~pen8e with a transcript. 

The record made at. t.he hearings was extensive eon­

sisting of 25 pages ot handwritten notes taken by the Chair­

man, and a total of 79 exhibits, the majorit.y being multi­
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paged. (The public EMployer submitted 45 exhibits, the Ent­

ployee organization submitted 23 exhibits, and 11 exhibit. 

were jointly submitted). 

The hearings were closed on December 7, 1982. Su~ 

sequent to t.he close of the hearings the Panel met in Exec:u­

t.ive Session on January 6 and pebruary 4, 1983, for the pur­

pose of discussing and deliberat.ing all of the issues in the 

record presented to t.he panel for determination. 

After due consideration and deliberation of all of 

the evidence in 'the entire record, including the documents, 

exhibits and arguments presented, the panel'. determinations, 

as hereinafter set forth, are concurred in by the unanimous 

vote of ita members. 

II 

~~tory criteri~ 

consistent with stat.utory requirement, the panel 

adhered to the criteria set forth in Section 209.4(c)(V) of 

the Civil S~vice Law to make a jU8t and reasonable determin­

ation of the matters in dispute, specifying the basis for its 

fln4ing8, taking into consideration, in addition to any other 

r.levan~ factor., ~he followinga 
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(8) comparison of the WIlges, hours an4 conditions 

of employment of the employees involved in the arbitration 

proceeding with the wages, hours, and conditions of employ­

ment of other employees performing Rimilar services or requir­

ing similar skills under similar working conditions and with 

other employees qenerally in public and private employment in 

comparable communities, 

(b) the interest8 and welfare of the public and 

the financial ability of the public employer to pay, 

(e) comparison of peculiarities in regard to other 

trades or profe••ions, including specifically, (1) hazards of 

employment, (2) physical qualifications, (3) educational qual­

ifications, (4) mental qualifications, (5) job training and 

skills, 

(d) the terms of collective aqreements negotiated 

between the parties in the past providing for compensation and 

fringe benefits, inclUding, but not limited to, the provi~ions 

for salary, insurance and retirmuent benefits, medical and hog­

pitalization benefits, pai~ time off and job security. 
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III 

~he !arties - Their Bargaining Relationship 

The poliee Benevolent Association of Pelham Manor, 

Inc. (hereinafter MAssociation- or Munion") i. the exclusive 

bargaining representative of a bargaining unit consisting of 

23 employees employed by the Village of Pelham Manor (MVill­

age- or "Employer M). The barqaining unit is composed of I 

Detective, 2 Det.ective Sergeants, 4 Sergeants, and 16 patrol­

men. There are, in addition, 1 Lieutenant and 1 Police Chief 

who are not in the bargaining unit for a total police force 

of 25. The entire authorized strength allows for two more 

positions in the bUdqet. which remain unfilled. Of the 23 

bargaining unit members, 20 work on a rotating shift in a 

basie forty hourlOrk week. The work day is divided: into 3 

8 hour tours as follows I 8 A.M. to 4 P.M., 4 P .)1. to 12 Mid­

night, and 12 Midnight to e A.M. 

The bargaining relationship has been established 

through successive collective bargaining agreements, the most 

recent being a two (2) agreement, effective June 1, 19BO, and 

expiring May 31~ 1982. 

The current dispute stems from an impasse in nego­

tiations for a successor collective bargaining agreement 

effective and eommeneinq June 1, 1982. The commencement date 

of collective bargaining agreements between the Village and 
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the Association have coincided with the village'. fiscal and 

budgetary year beginning June 1st and ending May 31et of the 

succeeding year. 

IV 

The Issue~ in Dispute 

At the hearing, the parties advised the panel that 

many matters discussed by them in negotiations had either 

been withdrawn (see Appendix S, Village Response, dated June 

25, 1982, to P.B.A.'s petition for an Impasse Panel), or that 

there was aqreement that other matters contained in the e~ 

pired agreement would be carried over and incorporated into 

the successor agreement together with those matters in dis­

pute between the parties as determined by the panel. 

Thus, the matters which the parties finally sub­

mitted to the Panel for determination were a total of twenty 

- eleven by the Association and nine by the Village \dlich 

vere •• followel 

By the Association. 

The eleven matter. con.tituting the Association'. 
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demand., as considered and determined by the panel in the 

following order, arel 

1. The term of the contract. 

2. Wage increases, including differentiale 
for Patrolman-Detective, Sergeant and Sergeant­
Detective. 

3. Longevity. 

4. personal Leave Days. 

5. Clothing Allowance. 

6. ABsociation Leave Allowance. 

7. Village's Contribution to Dental Plan. 

8. HOBoitalization program (for Retired
 
Employees) • ­

g. Work Chart. 

10. Night Differential pay. 

11. Vaoation Improvement. 

By the Village, 

The nine matters constituting the Village's counter­

proposals, as considered by the panel in the following order, 

arel 

1. Article VII, Section 4 - Replace ·police 
Commissioner" ''lith "Villago Administrator". 

2. Article VII, ~ections 8 and 9 (new) ­

Qualifying dat~9 for Vacations.
 

J. Cessation of State H~alth Ingurance plan 
for retired employee. if covered by other Employ­
ere. ingu~ance Plan. 



4. Article XVI, Sections 7 and 8 (new) ­
Personal Leave Applications. Section 5 - delete 
third from last sentence. 

5. Article XV, Sect.ion 1 - Association Leave 
Days. 

6. Art.icle XI, Section 2 - (Add) Limitation 
of ~2,OOO for funeral expenses for member who dies 
in actual duty performance. 

7. Article XI, Section 1 - Definition of
 
immediate family for bereavement purposes.
 

S. Article XVI, Section 8 (new) - Prohibition 
aqainBt remunerat.ive work during personal leave 
time off. 

9. Article XVIII, Section 7 (new) - Limita­
t.ion of six months on demand for arbitration after 
filing grievance unless mutually extended. 

v 

Majo~ Existing Working Conditions Prescribed in 
the Prior Collective Bargaining Agree~ent, June 

1, 1900 - r-\ay 31, 1982 

Working conditions of major importance, set forth 

1n the collective bargaining agreement which expirod on May 

31, 1982, are as foilowsl 

1. Base Salary (Annual) 

Patrolman let Grade $22,350 
patrolman 2nd Grade (if hired before 6/1/78) 21,930 

(if hired after 6/1/78) 20,793 
patrolman 3rd Grade 19,236 
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Patrolman 4th Grade $17,674 
patrolman 5th Grade 15,143 
Patrolman Detective. 22,730 
Sergeant 24,380 
Sergeant Detective 24,870 

2. Longevity I 

$150.00 after 10 consecutive years of completed service 
300.00 after 15 consecutive years of completed service 
600.00 after 20 con!!fecutive years of completed service 
700.00	 after 25 consecutive years of completed service 

which will be diocontinued a£ter 10/1/83. 

3. Clothing Allowances 

$250.00 per member. 

4. ~asic	 Work Week and Tour of Dutyc 

Rotating Tours, 40 hour work week - 3 eight hour basic 
daily duty hours. Officers assigned a regular schedule 
of 3 rotating tours are scheduled to work 5 days with 
starting and quitting times as follows t 8 A.11 •. to 4 P .:". : 
4 P .. M. to midnight, and midnight to e A.!~. - with 48 and 
72 hours off (gwing) between tours. 

5. Overtimes 

Time and one-half payable for duty at the end or begin­
ning of a day's tour. 

6. Holiday pay: 

Twelve (12) 9aid holidays, annually, ranging from $59.16 
for 5th Grade patrolman to $87.49 for 1st Grade ?atrolman. 

7. Vacation1 and Other Leaves, 

a) yaeat~~~ - From 5 working dayB after 6 months of 
service to 22 working days after 18 years of 
service - (non-cumulative). 

b)	 ~~1 - 4 ,#orking days (non-cumulative). 

c)	 Sick - unlimited. payable for "justifiable reason~1l 
--rt not abused. 
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4) ~90cifttion Leave - 6 daye annually• 

• )	 Funeral Leave - 3 days annually for death of 
immediate family member. 

8. Hospital and Welfare Coverage 

State He~lth In~urapce Plan - Village pays full 
cost. Hirees after 6/1/30 pay 35% of cost 
until becoming 1st Grade Patrolmen. 

9.	 Dental I Village pays $100.00 per employee or family 
coverage annually. 

10. ~ife In~urance - $10,000 (term) for each member. 

VI 

Financial Ability To Pay 

Vigorously stressed by both sides, constituting a 

substantial point of contention, is the financial ability of 

the Village to pay the barg&ininq unit members the wage in­

creases and other economic benefits demanded by the Associa­

t.ion. 

At the outset, the panel's view i8 t.hat the statute 

ia, fundamentally, designed t.o enable a Public ~bitration 

Panel to arrive at a just and reasonable determination of all 

is.ues in dispute between the parties after weighing and ae­

••••ing all of the facts and cireum.~anc.. guided by the 

- 10 ­



statutory eriteria, as hereinabove set £or~, including "the 

financial ability of the publie employer to pay.­

A. The A98ociation's position, 

The Association contends that the Village does have 

~he financial ability to pay the waqe increases and all of 

the other economie (fringe) benefits it demands. (The A98OC­

iation's demand for wage increases alone i8 l~ for fiscal 

1982-1983 and an additional 10% for fiscal 1983-1984). 

In urging the Villaqe t • financial ability to pay, 

the Association advances and relies, principally, upon an 

analysis of seven documented factors which it asserts are 

proper and pertinent as a base upon which to d~termine the 

Village's financial ability to pay. Those factor. are. 

1. For fiscal 1982-19S3 the Villagets total tax 

power i. $3,322,424 of which $3,057,180 was levied in taxes 

leaving an untapped tax ability of $265,244. 

2. The debt limit that the Village is empowered 

under law to incur is $10,118,234. par the fiscal year end­

ing May 31, 1982, the vil1age t s total incurred debt was only 

'264,800 representing only about 2.6% exhaustion of the Vil­

lage's debt limit. 

3. As of the fiscal year ending May 31, 1982, the 

Villag8's General Fund utilized to support Pire and Police 
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••rvic•• had a surplus of $216,183 of which $154,000 we. 

appropriated for the 1982-1983 Bu~get leaving an unappro­

priated surplus balance of $122,183 for fiscal 1982-1983. 

4. The Village's budget tor fiscal 1982-1983 

has an unspecified conting6ncy account in the amount of 

$45,000. Since this amount is unspeeified for any particu­

lar purpose it is uncommitted and, therefore, cou1~ be 

appropriated to the Police Department for wages of its 

personnel. 

5. Illustrating the Village' a practice of under­

estimating revenues is the 1981-1982 budget revealing the 

amount of $141,884 which represents an excess of revenue 

over the amount ($3,149,562) estimated. For the same year 

the amount of the appropriated fund balance \~s $245,000. 

Further, estimated expenditures exceeded actual expenditures 

by $33,821. Thus, the Village has, characteristically, 

always met its obligations by sound financial planning. 

6. A furthor characteristic of the Village'S 

budget planning, consistent with its underestimation of 

revenueB, is its underestimation of State aid. For ~ 

ample, for fiscal 1982-1983 the Village'S estimate for 

State aid wag $46,990 less than what it will receive. 

7. Recent wag- sottlements with it. other em­

ployee groups demonstrate the Village'. tinancial ability 
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to pay i~s employees wage increases a8 well •• other benefi~•• 

For example, the wage settlement. with employees represent.ed 

by t.he C.S.E.A. shows. t.otal paekage. incloding wagu, of 

7.l~ increase for the year commencing June 1, 1982, and a 

further t.otal package increase, including wages, of 7.0~ 

for the year commencing June 1, 19B3. (Employer's Exhibit. 

0-1) • 

The settlement with the village's pirefiqbter. 

indicates wage increases of 7.55% and 1.13~ in each year of 

a two year contract effective June 1, 1982 and June I, 1993. 

Press report.s confirm the Village's sound financial 

p09ture for fiscal 1982-1983 quoting t.he Village Treasurer 

to that. effect, and, further, that t.he Village has already 

invested $2,2 million of this year'. tax dollars at. an inte­

rest. rat.e of 14 per cent which the Treasurer i. quoted a. 

saying, -It's a good start". (P.a.A. Exhibit IB). 

B. The Village I, positiona 

The Village disputeg the P.B.A. IS assessment of 

the Villagelg financial capacity since it faila to take into 

consideration fa~tors which offset tho Villagets portrayal 

as an affluent community. Those factors when rea~onably 

analyzed yield a cautious eonclusion as reqards the fiscal 

and financiftl future of the Village, particularly as it 
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affects its revenue raising efforts. The following factor. 

are eitedl 

1. IJ'he major source of t.he Village'. revenue i. 

the real property tax. Real property taxeg account for 

approximately R5% of the Village's revenue9. The Village 

haa no sales tax as other communities have, though it has 

been attempting, unsuccessfully, to persuade the State Leg­

islature to grant pormission to the Village to impose a 

sales tax. The Village's annual growth of its real prop­

erty tax rolls has been discouraging, evidencing the shrink­

ing of a valuable tax base. In the past five years total 

assessed valuations increased by only 5%. This has forced 

the Village to impose higher tax rates to Offset a non-ex­

pandable real property base from which to draw revenue. For 

example, in 1970 the real property tax rate was 28% per 

'1,000 in population wbila in 1982 it was 70.06%. During 

this same pariod the Village's po~ulation declined by appro~ 

imately 650. Obviously, the trend portrays no i~cdiate or 

near future alleviation from a heavy tax burden being im­

posed upon the taxpayers because of a declining tax base and 

a declining population. (Villaqe'sExhibits rot and LL). 

2. Reflecting the malaise in the village' s econ­

omy is the lag in new construction evidenced by the number 

of building permits for n~ dwelling units issued. In 1geO 
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one building permit was i.sued. In 1991 no building permit. 

was issued. In 1982. only 2 building permit.s were is.ued. 

Thus, over a perio~ of three years only three permit. for 

new dwellings were issue4 Which further illustrates the vir­

tual non-existence of nsv properties being added to the real 

property tax rolls. (Village's Exhibit GG). 

:3. A serious matter of concern is t.he number of 

succesGful certiorari claims and suits, paid and pendinq, 

for tax reduction. and t.ax rebat... In 1982 the tax refund 

was $280,110.50 and the total tax rebate claimed was 

$929,350.85. pending trial at the present time are claims 

for tax rebates totalling $480,91:3~12. Thus, the intensity 

of the tax claims and suits represent a new threat to the 

financial stability of the Village, promising a further drain 

on the budget, necessarily affecting services and the sources 

t.o pay for such services. 

c. The pan~ Analysi! and Finding, 

The Villagers contentions of real concern regardin~ 

its financial posture now and the unp.romisinq expectation of 

~he near future "requires consideration. This is par~icularly 

true where the grant oflaqe increases and other benefits to 

its employees im9acts upon the taxpayer's purse. However, tha 

panel fails to perceive any eventuality where expenditures. 

including wage increase. to its employeos, will not have .orne 
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im~act upon the taxpayer. or upon planned or previously set 

budgetary allocations and priorities. Thus. while the cost 

of police protection may run high there may, concededly, be 

a financial difficulty to pay a wage increase Which is not 

unusual considering the contemporary scene in the public 

sector. For this reason, the panel is of the view that the 

Village's overall financial condition cannot or should not 

be ignored or that it is a wholly irrelevant consideration 

1n determining wage scales for its employees. H~ever. as 

a practical matter, and as a matter of cirCUMspection, it 

i. also incumbent upon the Panel to comply with the statu­

tory criteria, to wit. to balance the needs of the Village's 

police force for an equitable wage increase and the Village's 

ability to meet the cost of the wage increase. 

Accordingly, the Village's fiscal facts of life 

have been con~idered and while its financial condition is 

not opti:num, itn obligation to members of its police force 

in terms of a cost factor is no less than its obligation to 

pay the going rato for whatever resources it requires to sU:;­

tain the Village 8S a viable goverrunental entity. The finan­

cial difficulties experienced by the Village i9, in varying 

degroe., universal throughout the public sector. 

In sum, the evidence. in its totality, eatablfshes 

that the Village does have the financial ability to pay the 
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members of its police force a wage increase and other bene­

fits as herein determined, though not to the extent demanded 

by the Association. In this r.speet it i. noted that the 

Village has managed it. fiscal a~ir. consistently, showinq 

no deficits, some surpluse., in complete control of its man­

aqement and operations, nowhere near the verge at default, 

with no need of emerqeney measures or aS9istance to extricate 

it from any financial distress and, very significantly, .s a 

barometor of its financial soundness, with its credit rating 

unimpaired. 

D. The panel's Determinationr 

Accordingly, based upon an analysis of the entire 

record, it is the: 

JUST AND REASONABLE DETtnU-1INATION of t.he panel that 

the Village of Pelham Manor does have the financial ability 

to pay the members of its police force, members of the bar­

qaining unit, the wage increases and other benefits as herein 

determined. 
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V 

'The Term .of the Agreement 

It is the panel's judgment, consistent with the 

views of the parties, and based upon the record in its 

entirety, that the interests of the partias are better 

served by a collccti~e bargaining agreement ot at least 

two years. The need for sound fiscal and budget planning 

is self-evident, particularly in light of the Village's 

statutory obligation to neqotiate with the representative9 

of its police force employees. The general and overall 

operations and functions of the village are better assured 

by the stability associated with multiple year commitments. 

The alternative is a hasty return to the negotiating scrim­

mage line when the parties should be devoting their time and 

energies to the needs of tho Police Dapartment and the safety 

and security of the Village's residents rather than retrac~­

ing their efforts at short period intervnls in the tedium of 

see-saw negotiations associated with collective agreements 

of l~(Is than multiple year duri!tion. 

A studied analysis of the record discloses th@ pre~ 

.nee of factual data and material sufficient to predicate an 

agreement of two year~ commencing June 1, 1982 and terminat­

ing May 31, 1984. 

It may aIDa be noted that the Panel has the 8tat~ 
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tory authority to determine the period of • collective bar­

gaining agreement not to exceed two year. trom the termina­

tion date of any previous bargaining agreement. (Civil Ser­

vice Law, Section 209.4(VI»). 

Accordingly, based upon the entire record, in­

eluding the agreement of the parties, and the above eited 

statutory authority, it is thet 

JUST AND REASONABLE DETERMINATION of the panel that 

the auccessor colleetive bargaining agree~ent between the 

parties be for a term of two (2) years, commencing June 1, 

1982 and ending ~lay 31, 1984. 

VI. 

The Economic Issues In Dispute 
_ {Wages and Fringe Benefits) 

1. W7tgeQ: 

In order to prevent further decline in their wage 

structure, and to maintain a wage posture comparable to mem­

bers of police forces in comparable jurisdiction, and to 

provide a currently equitablo wage structure, the A9soci~ 
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tion deman~g an across-the-board W&g$ increase as fo11owea 

Effective June 1, 1992, a l~ acrosg-the-board in­

erease tor Patrolmen over and above the effective wage (base 

pay) on May 31, 19827 and, effective June 1, 19B3, a fur­

th~r acros~the-board wage increase of 10% for patrolmen over 

and above the wage (cage pay) in effect on May 31, 19S3. In 

addition, the Association demands th~t the differential for 

the Sergeant rank be increased 20% from the current differ­

ential bp.tween the ranks of Sergeant and p~trolman. 

The Association's demand is based not only upon 

its contention that the Village has the ability to pay such 

increasG9 but, in addition, upon the following principal fac­

tors: (1) Comparable wage structures in comparable iurisdic­

tions1 (2) productivity: and (3) the hazards and stress of 

the job. 

As for the Village's financial ability to pay a 

wage increft5e, the Panel ha~ already determined that the 

Village dO~!J have the financial ability to pay the members 

of its police force an equitable wage increase for the two 

year period ~eompa!!lsing 1982-1983 and 19P3-1984. r-lowever. 

the panel is ot the view that the Village's pre3ent and pro­

jected financial position, balanced wit11 the factors herein­

after analyzed and discussed, do not wnrr~nt the grant of 

the As8ociation's wage demands in full but, a. herein deter­
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mined, to a lesser extent though, again, above that proposed 

by the Village. 

(1) As for comparable wag-s structures, the Assoc­

iation contends that 13 Villages and 6 Towns within Westches­

ter County that have Police Departments are pertinent and 

should be considered for comparisons. (PBA Exhibit lSA). 

The data submitted by the Association regarding comparable 

wage structures with the Village of Pelham Manor indicates 

that for. 1981 police force members of the Village of pelham 

Manor rank 13th from the top of the 8lL."lual base pay seale 

for ~e top rank of Patrolm.an. The highest annua.l base pay 

for 1981 for the top rank of patrolman, shown on the pay 

scale is $23', sao paid by the Village of Mamaroneck while the 

lowest is ~21,672 paid by the Village of Ossining. The 

annual base pay of the top rank patrolman (First Grade) for 

the Village of Pelham Manor for 1981 is $22,350. Two pUblic 

employers (Town of N~~ Castle and Village of Irvington) are 

virtually even with the Village of Pelham Hanor, while seven 

public employers are less than $400 ahead of the Village of 

Pelham Manor for 19S1. (Town of ossining - $22,615, Village 

of Portch~ster - $22,441, Town of Eastchester - ~22,805' 

Village of Scarsdale - $22,734, village of Pleasantville ­

$22.483 I Village of Briarcliff Hanor - $22,475, and Town 

of Rye - $22,682). Pour public emp.1oyers are behind the vi1­

1&98. (Village of Ossining - $21,6721 Village of Tarryton ­
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$23,0967 Town of Bedford - $22,580, and Village of Hast­

ings - $22,200.) 

(2) As for productivity, the Association point~ 

out that the budget allows for the appointment of two more 

police officers and that, therefore, the impact of two legs 

police officers on the work load of the present bargaining 

unit members eon~titutes, in effect, an increa~e in their 

work load ~mich is further intensified by the constant in­

creases in the nu~ber of arrest~, offenses, crimes (robber­

ies, assaults, etc.), and responses to alarms of all kinds 

for the years 1978, 1979, 1980 and 1981. The evidence per­

suasively indicates that the expected crime rate will in­

crease and not diminish and that the Village's police will 

not be operating at its full authorized strength as the bud­

get allows. There is, therefore, no expectancy of the work 

load diminishing in the immediate or near future. 

(3) As to the stross and hazards of the job, the 

Association's evidence points to testimony and studies Rhow­

Ing that poliee duty is. in reality, a 24-houT job, fraught 

'with danger and stress, and requires the kind of dedication 

often sUbordinating and destabilizing family and 80cia1 life. 

(Testimony of Dr. Ephraim Felder and P.B.A. Exhibits 3, 4, S. 

6A, 6B, and 6C) • 
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B. The village'! position. 

In response to the Aaeo*i.~ion'. position, and, 

affirmatively, in support of it. own position, the Village 

points to the following. 

(1) As for co.."11parable wags structures the Villaqe 

points out that its police force members compare favorably 

with the wages paid in 1981 to police force members of the 

ather Towns and Villages in We8tches~er County. For example, 

of the 19 jurisdictions listed in P.S.A. Exhibit lSA, only 6 

have a real lead over the Village of Pelham Manor in wages 

with Mamaroneck being $1,450 ahead and leading. The othe.r 

13 jurisdictions are either on the same wage scale as the 

Village of Pelham Manor, behind, ar minimally ahead. Thus, 

comparable wage .cales of comparable jurisdictions fail to 

demonstrate that the Village's police officers are disadvan­

taged in any real sense, partieularly in light of the other 

benefits enjoyed by the Village's police officers and the 

range of recent wage settlements for police officers in west­

chester County_ including the recent settle~ents made with 

two other major employee 9rou~s of the Village. 

The present annual base pay for the Village's first 

grade Patrolman of $22,350 ,nay be cOl'npared to the tip of an 

lQeberg in terms of the total coa~ to the Village to sustain 

one Patrolman which is $41,067.73 or 183.75% of base pay. 
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Thig includes the range and variety of -fringe" benefits in 

addition to wages. Take home pay alone i. $25,A66.63, or 

115.73% of base pay which includes Longevity, Holiday an~ 

Overtime pay. (Employer Exhibit DB). 

Typical settlements are reflected in the recent New 

Rochelle-PBA t~year settlement of a 7% wage increase for 

each of two years, (E,nployer Exhibit X), reflecting median 

negotiated 'Aage increases of 7% in all industries in the pri­

vate sector (Em?lcyer Exhibit F). Such settlements are ~cn­

sistent with the recent two-year wage settle~ent between the 

Village and the Firefighters and bet\leen the Village and the 

C.S.E.A. which were, respectively, 14.6e% and 13.83% coverinq 

the two-year period 1982 and 1983. 

(2) As to productivity, the Village does not deny 

that its police complement is, at present, two patrolmen helow 

the budgetary authorization. However, this repregents nothlng 

more than a budgetary ~atter solely and does not necessarily 

reflect the actual need of a police complement of full strength. 

In any event, the Village's police force, at its ~re9ent 

8trength, i. adequate to cope with the Village's problems. 

The police force is well trained, performs well, and the r~tio 

of its member. to the Village's population compares favor~b11 

with the villages in the county having greater populations, 

highor crime activity and more territory to patrol. (Employer 

ExhJ.bits P, Q, DO, EE). 
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(3) A. for t.he hazards and st.ress of tho job 

~here i. evidence 8uggest.ing that in small suburban commun­

ities, such as the Villa98 of Pelham Manor, the police offi­

cer'. job is not much more .tressful than the occupation. 

of other employees who work in those communities. In any 

event, the Villaqe contends that the stress and hazard fac­

tors of the policeman's job are con~idered in the calculation 

of the wage rate and, therefore, it i9 the value ot the job 

con8idered as a whole that mu~t be evaluated. 

(4) The Village contends that the Consumer Price 

Index (CPI) must be considered as a significant factor in 

assessing an equitable wage structure. During the period of 

high inflation, prior to 1981, the P.B.A. invoked this factor 

~o bolster its position for wage increases. It follows that 

with the perceptible decrease in the inflationary spiral the 

P.B.A.'s d~~and tor sUbstantial increases in wages and fringe 

benefits should he evaluated accordingly. In 1992 the CPt 

peaked at 6.75% in June and then declined to 4.14~ in Septorr 

her. Thus, any consideration of a wage increa9c should be 

pegged to the CPI and not to the P.B.A.'s demands of 10% for 

each of two years, i.e., 1982-1993 and 1903-1984. 

C. The Panel's Analysis and Finding~: 

While there is some merit to the Association's con­

tentions concerning the factors ot productivity and the liazi1l:d.s 
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and Stress of the job, the panel i. of the view, based upon 

its consideration of the record 8S a whole, that the faetor 

of wage comparisons wi.th other comparable jurisdictions 

offers a 00under and more probative basis npon which to 

predicate a determination concerning a just and reasonable 

wage increase. With reference to Productivity and the Haz­

ards and Stress of the job, as bases to justify a wage io­

crease, the Panel's view is that such considerations would 

involve it in an evaluatory process regardinq the respective 

weight to be assigned to each of those factors as parts of 

the total job content. Perhaps the more ap?ro~riate way to 

address such factors would be to conduct an ind~pendent or 

mutual in-depth study and analysis by the parties and the 

results thereof then negotiated directly by them. Without 

such a study and analysis factual guidance is lacking and, 

therefore, may result in a conclusion mainly speculative. 

As of the present. therefore, the Panel is inclined to vi~~ 

the factors of Productivity and the ;~azaren and Stres~ of 

the job as built-in conpensable factors. Again, a different 

findinq is not precluded should a mutual ~tudy and analY9i~ 

demon~trate the contrary. 

a) As to Wag~ Comparig~1 

Tho Panel is aware that circum~tances and conditions 

vary in each jurisdiction which may uniquely account for the 
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wage ecale •• eventually e8~.blished in each jurisdiction. 

While, therefore, different circUMstances and conditions 

spawn different individual results, the aqqreqate picture 

may, nevertheles8, be useful .e a guide, helpful 1n arriving 

at a determination concerning the justnes8 and reasonable­

neBS of the wage increase under consideration. pursuing 

this goal and, as the parties agree, using the base pay of 

t.he rank of the to~ grade police officer as a basis for the 

comparison of wage structures, the panel has decided that 

the jurisdictions in Westchester County, hereinafter set 

forth in Table I below, constitute an appropriate framework 

within which to compare wages. 

Table I 

Annual Base Pay for Top Grade Patrolman 
in Twenty Towns and Villages in Westches­
ter County for 1981 (the symbols tT' and 
'V', respectively, represent To~~ and 
Vil1aq~) 

F-Ublic Employer 1981 Base pax 

1. v. Mamaroneck $23.800 
2. v. B~iarc1iff Manor 23,775 
3. V. B:':"onxvi11t'! 23,200 
4. V. Dobbs Ferry 23,150 
s. v. Tuckahoe 23,140 
6. v. Tarrytown 23,096 
7. V. Buchanan 23,029 
8. T. Eastchester 22,805 
9. v. Scarsdale 22,734 

10. T. Mt. Pleasant 22,680 
11. 'r. Rye 22,692 
12. 'r. Ossining 22#615 
13. '1' • Bedford 22,500 
14. v. pleasantville 22,483 
15. v. Portchefltter 22,441 
16. v. polham .-lanor 22,350 
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Public Employer 19~1 Base Pay 

17. v. Irvington $22,339
Ie. T. New Castle 22,336 
19. v. Hastings 22,200 
20. V. Ossining 21,672 

prom the above table it will be noted that no more 

than $400 annually in base pay i. the difference between 

Scarsdale, ranking 9th on the wage scale, and New Castle whicb 

ranks 18th with the Village of Pelham Manor in between a $400 

wage spread. Relatively, the Village of Pelh~m Manor i., 

therefore, midway the wage scale .hewn on Table I and in term. 

of an annual average base pay, the annual average base pay 

paid by all of the public employers is $22,752 or $400 more 

than the base pay of $22,350 paid to the Village'a police 

officers. Again, the difference, though relative, indieates 

that the Village'g police officers, w~ile not unduly disadvan­

taged, do merit a wage increase to maintain the sa~e pace as 

their colleagues in the other jurisdiction. 

(b) As for the Village's contention that the cpr 

decline should impact con~id~rahly upon the demand for a wage 

increase, the Panel's viml is that the Village's P~lice Offi­

cers, irrespective of the CPl, are entitled to maintain a 

standard of living that does not placs them at an undue econ­

omic disadvantage with their colleagu~9 in the other town~ 

and villages of Westchester County. Con~cquently, a declin­

ing CPI ought not, equitably, to be tho 90le or excluRive 
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measuring rod to determine a just and reasonable wage increa.e. 

There i. no magic formula for determining wage or 

.alary levels in the public sector. Certainly, no single 

crit~ion can be relied upon for a conclusive answer. Persons 

with equal intelligence and integrity might well differ as far 

as the applicability and weight to be given anyone criterion. 

The panel has taken all statutory criteria into consideration 

and has applied the evidence and factual deta submitted by the 

parties to the statutory criteria and, based upon its analysis 

of all of the facts and circumstances, the entire record, the 

relative weight to each of its findings regarding the Villa~e's 

ability to pay, the interest and welfare of the public in main­

taining an efficient and properly motivated police force, a 

comparison of the wage structures in comparable jurisdictions, 

and the stress and hazards of the job, has concluded that the 

police officers of the Village of Pelham Manor are entitled to 

the wage increases and the differentials as herein below deter­

mined. 

According ly, it is the JUST AND ItEASOr.AnLE DETERMLU'r­

TION ot the Panel that across-the-board wage increases be 

granted to all Inemhcrs in the bargaining unit in the rank of 

Patrolman, in the various grades, of the Village of Pelham 
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Manor on the dates set forth below, as follow81 

(1) 4.9~ offective June 1, 19~2, representing 

an increage of $1,100 over and above the base pay in effect 

as of r·!a~l 31, 1902, so that the base pay will be increased 

to $23,450r and 

(2) 4.90% effective Dece~er 1, 19S2, represent­

ing an additional incroase of $1,150 over and above the base 

pay in ~£fect a~ of November 30, 19~2, so that the base pay 

will be increased to $24,600 as of December 1, 1982, and 

(3) 7.32% effective June I, 19R3, representing 

an increa3e of $1,800 over and above the base pay in effect 

as of Hay 31, 1983, so that the base pay ",ill be increased 

to $26,400 as of June 1, 1983. 

(4) All other grades (2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th) 

shall be entitled to the ~ame wag~ increa~es as granted to 

Patrolman, First Grade, on the effectJ.ve dates prescribed 

above ~xcept that the starting salary (5th grade) will be 

$16,250 on June 1, 19B2, and $1.0,500 on June 1, 1983. 

2. Differcntia}~J 

Furt.her, it i9 the JUS'f .rom REASD:-wABLE DETERl-llNA'l' J.ON 

of the Panel that wage differentials be granted to member. oi 

the bargaining unit in the ranks and on the dates listed bel~ 

•• follow8. 
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(1) patrolman Detee~iYe 

(a) 4.92% effective June 1, 1982, over and 

above t.he base pay a. of May 31. 1982, 80 that the base pay 

vill be increased to $23,848 on June 1, 1982, and 

(b) ~.9~' effect.ive December 1, 1982, over 

and above the base pay in effect a. of November 30, 198'. 80 

that the base pay will be increased to $25,017 on December 

1, 1ge2, and 

(c) 7.32% effective June 1. 1983, over and 

above the base pay in effeet on May 31, 1983, so that the 

base pay will be increased to $26,848 on JunG 1, 1983. 

( 2) Sergeant;. 

<a' 4.92% effective June 1. 1982. over and 

above the base pay in effect as of May 31. 1982, so that the 

base pay will be increased to $25.579 on June 1. 1982, and 

(b) 4.90% effective December I, 1982. over 

and abOV9 the base pay in effect as of Novenilier 30. 1982. and 

an additional $150. sO that the base pay will be increased to 

$26,982 on December 1, 19f'2r and 

(e) 7.32% effective ~1Une 1, 1983. over and 

above the base pay 1n effect on May 31. 1983. and an addi­

tional $100, GO that the base pay ~ill be increa.ed to $29,057 

OD June 1, 1983. 
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(3) Sergean~ Detective 

(al . 4.9~ effective JUne 1, 1982. over and 

above tbe base pay in effect aa of May 31, 19a2, so that the 

base pay will be increased to $26,~94 on June 1, 1982, and 

(b) 4.9~ effective December 1, 1982, over 

and above the base pay in effect as of ~Tove!11ber 30, 1982, 

and an additional $150, so that the base pay will be increased 

to $27,523 on Daeemb~r 1, 1992, and 

(c) 7.32% effect.ive June 1, 1983, over and 

above the base pay in effect on May 31, 1983, and an addi­

tional $100, so that the base pay will be increased to $29,638 

on June I, 1983. 

Holiday pay for each rank and grade of all police 

officers will be adjusted accordingly as shown on Table II 

below which shall constitute the new Schedule A in the succe.... 

sor agreement, effective June 1, 1982. 

T_able I~ 

Schedule:! A 

Eff" 6:=1-~2 Eff, 12-1-~2 Eft, 6-1- f13 

wages Holiday .-Jiaqe9 1101 i da;Z Nage!.... Holiday 

Sergeant 
Dotective 

Sergeant 
Pat.rolman 

Det~t.ive 

~?6, 0<)4 
25,579 

23,848 

$102.13 
100.11 

93.34 

$27,523 
26,9B2 

25,017 

$107.72 
105.60 

97.91 

$29,638 
29,051 

26,848 

$116. CO 
113.13 

lO3.0n 
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Eft. 6:1-82 Eft. 12=1-82 Eff. 6=1-83 

wage, Holiday Wages ijoliday . Wages Holiday 

patrolman.
let Grade $23,450 $ 91.78 $24,600 $ 96.28 $26~ 400 $103.33 
2nd Grade 
3rd Grade 

21,816 
20,182 

85.39 
78.99 

22,885 
21,171 

89.57 
32.86 

24,560 
22,721 

96.13
aa.93 

4th Grade 18,544­ 72.58 19,453 76.14 20,877 Bl.71 
5th Grade 16,250 63.60 16,250 63.60 18,500 72.41 

Based upon available settlement" for the annual baee 

pay for to.P grade patrolman, for 1982, in the twenty Towns and 

Villages listed in Table I above, Table III below sets forth, 

in relative order, base pay comparisons as to1lows. 

T~ble III 

1982 Base pay for Top Grade Patrolmen In 
Twenty Towns and Villages in Westchester 
County (In Relative Order) (The Symbols 
'T' and 'V', respectively, represent Town 
and Village) 

public Employer 1982 BaSel Pay 

1. v. Briarcliff Manor $26,575 
2. v. Mamaroneck 25,942 
3. v. Buchanan 25,332 
4. v. Br.otL..~ille 25,200 
5. v. Tarrytown 25,163 
6. v. Dobbs Ferry 25,150 
7. v. Scarsdale 25,064 
8. V. Pleasantville 25,000 
9. T. E&!:tchester 24,089 

10. T. Rye 24, BJ7 
11. V. Tuckahoe 24,760 
12. T. Mt. Pleasant 24,730 
13. T. O!ll!Jining 24,650 
1<. V. PelhaM Manor 24,600
1s. T. Bedford 24,413 
16. V. POTtche~ter 24,349 
17. T. N~w C8.Btle 24,346 
lC. T. Irvington 24,191 
19. V. Ossining 24,121 
20. V. Bastinq8 23,936 
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From tho above table it will b" noted that no more 

than $400, annually, in baa. pay i. the difference between 

the Village of Pleasantville, ranking eth on the waqe scale, 

and the Village of Pelham Manor. Relatively, the Village of 

Pelham Manor is, th_erefore, midwfty the wage ~c~le shown on 

Table III. Further. in terms of an annual average base pay, 

the annual average base pay for all employees of the twenty 

pUblic e~ployers is $24,862 or just $262 more than the annual 

base pay of $24,600 paid to the Patrolmen of the Village of 

Pelham Manor. In terms of actual advancement the Village ot 

Pelham Manor patrolman haa advanced in 1982 over his 1981 

base pay standing compared to the patrolman of the other 19 

Towns and Village9. 

3 • Longevity 

A. The Association's Demand - positions of the Parties 

The Association's demand for an increase in longev­

tty 1s as follows: 

$ 600 (from $150) after 5 years 
$ 750 (from $300) after 7 years 
$1,000 (from $600) after 10 years 
$1,500 after 15 yearg 

Plus $100 for each year thereafter to retirement. 

The A~8ociation predicates its domand upon a eompar­

i.on with data available tor 13 jurisdictions in westchester 

County showing that 8 of tho 13 1urisdictionn have better Ion­
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vevity plans than that: now eurrent in the Village o~ Pelham 

Manor. (P.S.A. Exhtbit 158). 

The Aasoc:iation contend8 that: its demand, granted 

in full, will place the Village'. longevity plan on a .ore 

comparable level than that now current. in the Village of Pel­

ham Manor. 

The Village opposes the Association's longS\~ity 

demand pointing out that it.s cost to the Village would be 

approximately 5% of the Association' s wage demands which, 

considering the village's financial posture and the Aesocia­

t.ion IS other economic demands, ir.c:luding wages, would con­

front the Village with a prohibitive cost factor. 

B. The panel's Analysis ~nd Finding 

The Panel has carefully analyzed the statistics of 

the longevity plans of the 13 jurisdictions of Westches~er 

County and has concluded that ot the 13 jurisdictions, for 

Which data is available, a pay more and 5 pay less in longev­

ity. Ho\fever, overall, the difference does not depict the 

kind of a disparity which would jus~ify ~he qrant of the 

Association's demand in full. Nevertheless, on a comparative 

ba.is there is justification for an improvement in tho Vil­

lage's current longevity plan Whieh would place tho village l $ 

police officers on a more equitable basis in ~erms ot a com­

parison with the poliee officers of the other juri.dic~ions 

in Westchester County. 
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The panel notes that longevity pay i. not only 

viewed •• • bonus for lone; years ot dedicated service but, 

in addition, i. an inducement tor experiencod officers t.o 

remain on the job and that Bach experlenee is to the advan­

tage and benefit of the Village. 

Thug, it is the jUdgment of the panel that the 

present longevity structure nhould. fairly and reasonably, 

be brought in line with its basic purpose and on • compar­

able basis with other jurisdictions but, at the same time, 

not cause any distortion in the totality of the economic: 

package awarded to the P.B.A. bargaining unit members. 

c. ~he Panel's Determination 

Accordingly, based upon the record in it. entiret:y, 

i~ i. thet 

JUST AND REASONABLE DETERMINATION of the panel t.hat 

longevity pay, effective for the term of the agreement C~ 

mencing June 1, 19S3, be as follows: 

1. An increase ot $150 after 10 years of corer 

plated service - from the current $150 to $~OO. 

2. An increase of $150 af~er 15 years of com­

pleted service - from the current $300 to $450. 

3. ~~ incr0a8s ot $150 after 20 years of c~ 

pi.ted .erviee - from 'the current $GOO ~o $750. 
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4. Personal Leave Day. 

A. ~s8ociation's Demand - Poei~ions of the Parties 

Currently, bargaining unit members are entitled ~o 

4 personal leave days annually. (At."t:icle XVI, See'tion 5). 

The Association demands an ad~itional personal 

leave day pointing out that moet of the jurisdictions in 

Westchester County qrant their police officers from 5 to 

7 personal leave days annually. 

The Village opposes the demand urging that 'the cur­

rent 4 personal leave days are adequate since the average of 

personal leave days granted in 20 jurisdictions in Westches­

ter County is from 4.57 to 4.68 days demonstrating an insuf­

ficient comparison to warrant any further personal leave 

days to the Village·. police officers. 

B. The Panel's Analysis and Finding 

The Panel notes that the data available for 20 jur­

i.didions in Westchester County establishes that twelve give 

five to soven peraonal leave days annually. Thus, the data 

supports the Association's dema~d refleetinq an equitable 

.~ruetUT.e for personal leave day.. The Association's demand 

for one additional day during a two year agreement appears, 

under all of the circumstances, to be fair and reasonable. 
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c. The panel's Determination 

Accordingly, based upon tha record in ita entirety, 

it ia the JUST AND REMONABLE DETERMINATION of the Panel that., 

effective June 1, 1983, the numbar of personal leave days for 

bargaining unit membsre be increased from 4 to 5 days. 

5. Clothing Allowance 

A. Associationtg D~mand ~nd po~ition~ of the parties 

At the present. time the Village maintains a elothing 

allowance pra~ice to the extent of $250 annually wb1cb is 

given in credit and not in cash. Instead the polic~ officer 

in need of uniform clothing must 90 to a particular dealer for 

his selection. 

The Association seeks to eliminate the credit all~ 

anee aspect demanding a caah allowance instead as follows: 

$400 for patrolman, $400 for Sergeant, and $500 for Detec­

tive and D~toctive Sergeant. The Villago counte;proposes as 

follows: $250 for patrolman, effective June 1, 1902: $275 

for Patrolman Detective and Sergeant Detective, effective 

June 1. 1902, $275 per employee, effective June 1, 19831 and 

$300 for Detective, effective June 1, 1983. 

The Association contends that the present clothing 

.ll~~ance is inadequate since the nature of the job, that in, 

the exposure of daily wear to all kinds ot veathor requires a 
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much greater clo~hin9 allowance. In this respect, the A.aoc­

ia~ion submits data showing that of 20 jurisdictione in West­

che.ter County, the Village-. allowance tor clothing i. one 

of ~e least, two other jurisdictione out of 17 paying Ie••• 

The Villa?e acknowledges that the present clothing 

allowance is not enough and, therefore, eont~nds that its 

counterproposal will be sufficient to meet the need. of its 

police officors. 

B. The Panel's Analysis ~nd Finding 

The Panel has analyzed the available data for 20 

jurisdictions in westChester County and notes that 13 juris­

dictions out of 19 (~lusive of the Village of pelham Manor) 

qran't an annual clothing allo'W8nce to its police officers 

ranging from $275 to $500. Three pay $350, one pay. $300: 

four pay $400, one pays $500r one pays $3751 one pays 

$425, one pays $325' and one pays $500. Pour other juris­

dictions issue and furnish clothing to the police offi~ers. 

Upon consideration of the respective contentions 

of the parties and a compaiison of the pertinent jurisdic­

tions regarding clothing allowance9, and the high cost of 

police officers' apparel, the Pan~l concludes that a modest 

inerease is warranted. In this connection the panel is mind­

ful of the wage increases and other benefits granted to the 

Village'. police officers which the Vll1.~e is expected to 
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bear during a contrac:t term period of two year. and, there­

fore, require. recognition ot ~h. impac~ ~ho.e increa... will 

have on the fiscal posture of the Village. 

c. The Panel' 9 Determination 

Accordingly, based upon an anall-'sis of the evidence 

in the entire record, it is the 

JUST AND REASONABLE DETERMINATION of the Panel thatl 

Effective June 1, 1982, the clothing allowance of 

all bargaining unit members be increased by $50 - from $250 

to $300f and 

Effective June 1, 1993, the elothing allowance of 

all bargaining' unit members be further increased by $50 ­

from $300 to $350. 

The said sums ot $300 and $350 shall be paid in 

cash to each police officer and not credited 89 an allowance. 

6. !.~sociation T.I~ 

A. ~9sociation's Demand and PositiQns of the Parties 

Under the current agreement the Association's Pre.. 

ident, Vice-President or Secretary-TraBsurer are allowed 6 

day., annually, to attend conventions or other appropriate 

As.ociation bU3inesD (A~ticlo XV). 
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The Association demand. that it be allowed ten days 

since .ix days are insufficient for the purposes intended. 

The Village oppoees any increase in Association 

leave days and counterpropo,eB a reductlon in such leave from 

the current six to three ~ays contending that such leave is a 

COst factor to th~ Village with no a:lvantage or benefit to it. 

D. The panel's Analy~is and Finding 

The panel has reviewed the matter of Association 

leave days based u~on a comparison with the amount of leave 

granted in other jurisdictions in westchester County. In a 

majority of in3tances such leave is granted either at the 

option of the Police Chief or based upon reasonable tiMe. In 

practice more than six days appears to be granted. Under all 

of the circumstances a modest increase of one day appears 

appropriate. 

c. The Panel'g Determination 

Accordingly, based upon tha entire record and the 

circumstances warranting an increase in AAsociation Leave 

Daye, it i,. the 

JU~T AND RE~:O~ADLE DETE~~I~ATION of the Panel that, 

effective June 1, 19P2. Ag~ociation leave days he increased 

from six (6) to ~even (7) day~ and that Article XV, Section 

1, be amended accor4inqly. 
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7. Den~al Plan 

A. As.oci~.tj.on',F> De!!'i:!.nd .?nd Position~ of the ?ll.rt.1es 

un~er the current aqreement (A~~iele VIII, gee~iQn 

2), the Village contribute~ up ~o $110, annually, ~oward. 

individual or family dental coveraqe ~o a de.i9na~ed d~~al 

plan. The ?olice officer also contributes $110. Tbe Assoc­

iation cont~~d~ that the Village's ore~ent cont~ibution is 

inadequate for 9ati~factory dental cover~qe and tha~ the Vil­

lage'. obligation 8hould be brought more in line with the 

majority of the other juris~ictions within We~tchester County. 

The Village, acknowledging that an increase in cuc~ 

contributions is appropriate, has offered ~o increase it~ 

contribution from $110 to $125 effective June 1, 1982 and 

~o $140 effective June 1, 19B1. 

B. The panel'8 Ana1Y.B1s and Finding 

Tho Panel hag reviewed the available cata concern­

ing dental coveraqe and find3 that of 19 other jurisdictions 

in Weetchester county only one docs not have a dental nl~n 

for it3 oolice officers. Th~ contributions made by the other~, 

for eental coverage, range from $220 per e~ployee to In~ full 

coverage. Thereforo, the avai labl.~ evidence, bilsed upon COfi1­

par ison'i, w~rant;3 an incr.a~e in the Village' s contriblltlc;n 

t.o~rd the Dental plan tor the benefit of the bargaining unit 
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member.. However, to obviate any question concerning the 

propriety of retroactive claims for dental benefit9, the 

increase 1n contributions will be awarded prospectively. 

c. ~he Pa~el'~ Detcrminatio~ 

Accordingly, based upon the record and the evi­

dence warranting an increase in contribution. to the Dental 

Plan, it is the 

JUST AND REASONABLE DE'l'ERMINATION of the Panel 

that, effective June 1, 1983, tile Village's contribution 

to the Dental Plan be increased from $110 to $195, annually, 

and that Article VIII, Section 2, be so amended. 

8. Hospitalization Uoon Retirement 

A. Association's De~and and positions of the parties 

Article VIII, Section 1, of the current agreement 

provides for a non-contributory State Health Insurance Plan 

for bargaining unit members hired prior to June I, 1980, and 

contributory by employees at 35~ hired on or after June 1, 

1980. 

The Association demands that such benefit be con­

tinued and maintained by the Villago, at full co~t, for em­

ployees who have retired from the force. 

The Village's counterpro~osal 18 to pay ~~~ of thG 
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retired .mploy•• •• co.~ and 35% of the retired employ•• •• 

family cost. 

The Association supports its demand upon a compar­

1son with 19 other jurisdictions in Westchester county con­

tending, in addition, that the need tor medical and hospit­

alization coverage is greater during the advanced age of a 

retired employee which the Village ought to acknowledge in 

return for the many years of devoted service rendered by its 

police officers. 

The Village acknowledges that there i. merit to the 

As.ceiation·s demahd which, however, i8 adequately reflected 

in its counterproposal to defray part of the cost as indi­

cated. However, what i. a matter of concern to the Village 

i. the known experience of retired member8 who obtain jobs 

in the private sector and who may then be covered for medical 

and hospitalization by private employers' plans leading to 

dual coverage for the same benefits. The Village's conten­

tion i. that if the retired employee i. covered by an outside 

plan it ought not to be made to pay the cost of maintaining 

4ual cov.rage. Moreover, the privilege of opting for contin­

ued coverage after retirement ought not to be open ended but, 

rather, limited as to time. 

B. The Panel's Analysi. and pindings 

Upon review of the available data concerning ho.­
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pit.liz.tion coverage for retired employe.. in 19 jurisdic­

tion. within Westch.ster County, the Panel finds that 14 

jurisdietion. maintain lO~ full coverage for retired ~ 

ployees and family, 3. in addition to the Village. pay 5~ 

of the cost for the retired employee and 3S~ for family 

coverage. Thus, upon the b.sie of comparability there i. 

merit to the As.oeiationts demand for an increase in the 

Village'. contribution to maintain thia benefit for retir.d 

employees and their Ilmilies. 

However, the Panel i. also of the view tbat there 

i. merit to the village-. contention that dual coverage is 

an unnecessary cost factor. Coverage un4er one plan sbould 

be adequate. 'l'heret"ore, sbould a retired employee be cov­

ered under an outside private plan. covera98 under the vil­

laqets plan should cease, unless the private plan ceases. 

c. ~e panelts Determination 

Accordingly, based upon the record as a whole and, 

in particular, the available evidence concerning hospitali­

zation coverage for retired employees, and considering the 

respective contentions of the parties on the merits r it i. 

~he 

JUST AND REASORABLE DETERMINATION of t.he Panel· that 

Ar~icle VIII be .mende~ .0 a. to add a new section, i.e. Sec­

tion 3, providing the followings 
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1. For bargaining unit members who are employed 

by the Village a. of ~he execution date of the succe.sor 

a9reement an~ who retir$ under Artiele LX within five (5) 
/A11' 0 {. -1:\. tVa veX} H1~ 

years after *'Ii '. wxwuu"ten-j\.date,l\. theAvillage will contribute 

lO~ of the premium for individual coveraqe in the State 

Health (Hospital) Insurance plan or to a substitute Health 

Insurance Carrier should. for any reason, the State Plan 

become unavailable. For the Family Health Insurance (Hos­

pital) Plan the Village will contribute 5~' of the premium. 

during the employee's retirement. 

2. Such payments by the village, a. provided 

above.. (ax .,.~iny writ.ten agreement between the partiesf t?/fL % 
ahall cease if the retired employee is or becomes covered 

by another em~loyer·. health insurance program providing at 

least the same basic coverage. If the retired employee can 

demonstrate to the Village either that such employment has 

ceased or that the same basic coverage is no longer being 

provided by the other employer, the Village'S payments shall 

then reswae. 

9. Work chart 

10. Niqht Differential Pay 

11. Vacation Improvement 

The Panel has coneidered each one of the A!lsocia­

tion'. demanda regarding each of the above matters and has 

arrived at the JUST AND REASONAnLE DETERMINATION to DENY' each 
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481land ane! t:hat the provisions of the current agr••Plent, with 

respect to each of the above matt.era, be carriee! ov.r WITHOUT 

CHANGB into the 8ucce.sor agreement. The Panel's determina­

tion as to each matter i. based upon the following considera­

tion.1 

.) As To Work Chart.a The present work chart pro­

vides for 254.8 day. per year which the Association demands 

be reduced to 238 days. In effect, the reduction of the num­

ber of work days per year, without a commensurate Cleerea.e in 

wa9••, constitutes a waqe increas.. It is the panel's judq­

ment that the wage increa••• and other benefits herein qranted 

represent the totality of the economic package affordable by 

the Village-without risking dislocationa in its fiscal and 

financial posture. The demand is, therefore, denied. 

b) A. To Night Differential paYI At pre.ent. 

t.here ia no provision for night differential pay. The A.soc:­

iation·. demand i. for a l~ differential in base pay for 

police officers working the 4 P.M. to midnight shift and a 

15% differential in base pay for police officers working the 

12 midnight to 8 A.M. shift. The A.sociation contends that 

the disruptive effect. on the family life of a police officer, 

an4 social stability •• well, stemming trom night work, mer­

it. a differential in pay. 
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pointing out that patrolmen "lark a rotating shift which is a 

requirement of tbe job and. therefore. a night .hift pay t!it­

ferential 1. another qui•• for a wage increase. 

The Panel not.s that no data of comparative 

probative value bas been submitted upon which a judgment m~y 

be made concerning the ju~tiflcntlon for the Assoaiatioft's 

demand. The Panel also not.s that the practice of night 

shitt differential pay hae its source in instance. where 

employees regularly work a night shift as distinguished from 

those emDloyees who regular ly work a day shift. This i. not 

to say that there are no exceptions. However, aqain, where 

an emergency 24 hour service is involved and all emplO'.lees 

share equally in each of three .hifts. necessary to man a 

24 hour service, a night shift pay differential should be 

carefully considered before it is granted. 

c) ~9 to vacation Imerovement: Article VII, See­

tion 1, of the current agreement provides for vacation days 

ranging from 5 working day. after 6 months of service to a 

maximwu of 22 working eays after is years of 8ervice. 

The Association demands that 4 year. of ser­

vice be a cutoff date below whieh a police officer would 

obtain a vacation of 20 working day. and a vacation of 25 

working days for more than 4 years of service. 

The Village opposes the Association'. demand con­
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~endin9 that, if qrantec1, it would mean a dramatic: non-afforeS­

able cost. inere... anc! .ubstantially cut into the pre.en~ work 

.chedule requiring over~illl. to offset the additional number of 

Yacation days granted. 

The Panel has reviewed and compared the present. 

vacation programs qranted in 19 other juri.dictions in West­

chester County with the Village'. vacation program for its 

police officers and finds that such other programs offer bet­

ter vacation benefits. However, the Panel is also concerned 

with maintaining a balance between the financial posture of 

t.he Village and t.he wage and economic benefit. granted in 

t.bi. award. While the~. i. muit to the AII.oclationts demand, 

the Panel's jUdqment is t.hat the g-rant. of the demand will gen­

erat.. added eosts in other are.s. The nee4 for overt.ime i. 

one. The need to make changes in work shifts to cope with 

additional days off is another. On balance, the panel is of 

~he view that a ehange in the vacat.ion program should be de­

ferred to the next round of negotiations. 

POl' all of the above cited reasons the ~aociation'8 

demand for an improved vaeat10n program i. denied. 

- 49 ­



VII
 

The Village's counter pr.oposals
 

As previously ment.ioned, ~h. Village has submitted 

nine counter proposals for consideration by the panel. Two 

of those proposals have been addreB.~d and diepoeed by t.he 

Panel in considering the A.sociation's demands. (See it.em 8 

of Msociation' s Hospital PrQ9ram demand, part ot which treats, 

disposes, and grants the Village'. second counter proposal to 

cease the State Health Insurance program for Retired Emplcr.tees 

covered by other Employer's Insurance Plan. See also item 6 

of Association'. demand which correspond. to the Village's 

it.em 5 (Association Leave Day) in which the Village'S counter 

proposal to reduce Association Leave Days from 6 to 3 was 

denied. 

There remains for consideration by the panel seven 

of the Village's counter proposals which, except for item 6, 

all deal with proposed substantive changes in the successor 

aqreement either by amen~ent of, or additions to)existing 

contract language. In this connection the panel has heard 

an~ congidered the respective contentions of the parties on 

the merits of the Village's counter propoa.l. and the opposi­

tion thereto by the As.ociation and as to each numbered item 

below the Panel nlakes the following JUST AND REASONABLE DETER­

MINATION. 

1. The Village's counter propoaal to amend Article 

- 50­



VII, Section 4, by replacing ·police Commi••ioner- with ·vil­

lag. Admini.trator", 1s hereby GRANTED. 

2. Article VII, Sections e ana 9 (qualifying 

date. for vacations and opting for cash in lieu of time off). 

The village's counter proposal with respect to this item, by 

adding two new sections to Article VII, is hereby GRANTED a. 

followsa 

-Section 8. The qualifying date for vaca­
tions for all employees hired after June 1, 
1982 shall be December 31st of the precedinq
calendar year. Vacation eligibility for all 
euch employees shall be determined by the 
employee's continuous and uninterrupted ser­
vice with the Village from the time of hiring
(original hire or latest hir., whichever is 
later) • A rehir inq of such employee within 
one (1) year shall not be deemed to interrupt
continuity of employment for purposes of this 
Article VII." 

"Seetion 9. Any employee shall have the 
option to accept not more than five (5) wor~ 

log days' vacation in cash in lieu of time 
off with pay if the same i. offered by the 
Village. • 

4. The Village'. counter proposal ~o amend Sec­

tion 5, Article XVI, by deleting the third from last sentence 

ot section S is here})y GRAm.'ED, also GRANTED is the Village's 

counter proposal to add new .ections 7 and B with respect to 

accumulation of peraonal leave and per.onal leave applications 

•• tollows. 
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-Section 7. Personal leave shall not be 
eumula~ive from one year to the next except
Where an employee's personal leave request i. 
denied by the Village on the ground(e) tha~ 
operational or manpower needs and/or the need 
to provide adequate coverage prevent the 
granting of such leave prior to the end of 
~he contract year. With respect to such ex­
ception, the personal leave denied on such 
grounds must bn taken within two (2) calen­
dar mon~hs aft~ the end of the contract year." 

-Section a. Personal leave applica~ion. 
hereunder will normally be granted unless the 
employer determines that operational or man­
power needs and/or the need to provide ade­
quate coverage precluee them. In addition, 
DO personal leave shall be granted on any of 
the holidays listed in Article VI. Section 2 
above. " 

6. The village'. counter proposal to amend 

Article XI, Section 2, by limiting funeral expenses to 

$2,000 of an officer who dies in the aetual performance 

of duty is hereby DENIED • 

.,. The Village'. counter proposal to amend 

Ar~iele XI, Section 1, by redefining a police officer'. 

immediate family for bereavement purposes is DENIED. 

8. The Village's counter pro9Qsal to amend 

Article XVI by adding a n~ section prohibiting police 

officer. from enqaging in any remunerative work during 

time off for personal leave i. hereby DEUIm. 

9. The Village's counter proposal to limit ~he 

filin9 of a demand for arbitration within six (6) months of 

the filing of • grievance i. hereby DENIED. 
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conclusion• 

All other mattera in the collective bargaining 

agreement terminating May 31, 1992, whether or not addrea••d, 

a. well aa matters not berein addr.ssed, disposed or submitted 

to t.he Panel" shall be carried over and incorporated into the 

.ueeesaor agreement, effective June 1, 1982. 

In rendering the several determinations herein, the 

Panel has made a good faith effort to understand and weigh 

the fiscal posture of the Villaqe of pelham Manor and the ser­

vice rendered by ita police officers to the Village. The panel 

baa concluded that.a (a) the l1il1.ge,~doe!Fhave the financial 

ability to pay the wage increases and other benefits herein 

granted, and (b) such wage increases and benefit. constitute 

a just and reasonable determination of all issues 8ubmitted to 

the panel based upon all of 'the facts and circumstances, sup­

ported by a rational analysis of the evidence contained in the 

record. While the Village'a Police Officers may be aaked to 

share some of the burden in considering the fiscal posture of 

their employer, the Village of Pelham Manor, they cannot. rea... 

onably be expected to bear the full burden of 8uch fiscal 

problems and that. it would be inequitable to foist that bur­

den Bolely, or aubstanti.lly~ upon the Village'. police o~-

eera. It i. in the intere.t of the Village'. taxpayers that 

their Village have a well organized and properly motivated 

police force whose compensation meet. the objective atandarda 
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of fairn•••, equity, justness and reasonab1enes8. 

Dated. Pebruary 2, 1983 

Concurs. ~~~-:--=~:::3 
Richard R. Blessing 

Public Employer Member 

concan, ~\s.-X j). L""" ILlR bert Schaufeld, Esq. 
Employee Organization Member 

AgNOWLEDGMENTS 

STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
) SSt 

COUNTY O? ~UEENS ) 

On this 2nd day of February, 19CJ, before me person­

ally appeared PHILIP J. RUFFO, to me known and known to me to 

be the Chairman, Public Member, described in and Who executed 

the foregoing Award, and he duly acknowledged to me that he 

executed the same. 

. B£"l.JAMIN
Notery PI/hlle S JA.FTE 

No. 41.7Cf,[;')OO' ~arf' or N,..." Yt"''' - 54­ T,rm up/res M Ol:·,"r;-: (>u
arch JO, 1984 



STATE OF NEW YORK	 ) 
) SSt 

COUNTY OF ~..Rstc./,lJr {<.IV	 ) 

On this )""~ day ot P'ebruaxy, 1983, before me per­

sonally appeared aICSARD R. BLESSING, to me known and known 

to me to be the Public: Employer Member, descr ibad in and who 

execut.ed the foregoing Award, and he duly aoknowledged to me 

that he executed the same. 

.,-.­

MARY T. 8;\RNEn 
hll'C

• 
S'1\'" of Ne..... yorl(Notary pu J , •• 

No. 4~27M32 

Coun~)' 01 ""e~:~~'~5~er,1 

My Comml!l',lon ;:)p"ec; r:1ar:h 30,19 (7 

STME OF NEW YORK	 ) 
SSt 

COUNTY OF W..l(H.,.t,J'\j.~v	 l 
On this) hC( day of February, 1983, before me per­

eonally appeared ROBERT SCBAOFELD, to me known and known to 

.e ~o be the Employee OrganiEation Member, described in and 

who executed the foregoing Award, and he duly acknowledged to 

.e tbat. be executed the 8ame. 

MARY T. BARNETT 
Notary pubhc, ~1ale of New YOrk 

No. 4'-'2/4.'32 
COlm')' at We';~(:.'l!ste, 

My Cum rr1J~' Ion F:x p, re" r",11 ch 10. 19 
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