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SUMMARY OF AWARD

Set forth below are matters of major economic and
non-econonic significance considered and determined by the

Panel:

1. Abilityv to ray:

The Panel concluded that the Village of Pelham Manor
does have the ability to pay the wage increasess and benefits

determined to be just and reasonable.

2. Term of Contrackt:

Two (2) years - From June 1, 1982 to May 31, 1984,

3. Hages:

a) Patrolman:
4,92% effective June 1, 1982; Base Pay $23,450.
4,90% effective December 1, 1982; Base Pay $24,600,
7.32% effective June 1, 1983; Bage Pay §26,400.

b) patrolman Detective:

8ame percentage jincrease on sameﬁgates as Patrolman,
Base Pay: (/i[¢x-% 23,548, 12/l82-P257017 ;] (/) £3~ 2L, §9F
Differentials

c) Sergesant:

Same percentage increages as Patrolman on same dates plus
$150 as part of base pay on December 1, 1982 and $100 as part

of base pay on June 1, 1983, Base pay &s of June 1, 1981 -
§24,380 a5 of (liis1-%257579 ) as o€ nalde-26, 962
as o€ 6lils3-%a9 057



Q) Bergeant Detective:

Same percentage increases as Sergeant on same dates plus

$150 and $100, as part of base pay,}as in the case of Sexgeant,
. K] -
Base pay as of June 1, 1981 - $24,870, As o€ Cli/fa-"2(, 099,

as o (Al fa-927, 523, aso€ Clilfa- # 29,638
(All computations appear in text of Award).

4. Longevity:

Increase to $300 from §150 after 10 years of service,
Increase to $450 from $300 after 1% years of service,

Increase to §750 from $500 after 20 years of service.

5. Personal l.eave Days:

Increase from 4 to 5 effective June 1, 1983,

6. Clothing Allowance:

Increase from §250 to $300 effective June 1, 1982,

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

Above payments are to be made in cash, not credit, and
paid to all bargaining unit members without distinction in

rank.

7. Association lL.eave Allowances:

Increase from 6 to 7 days effective June 1, 1982,

8. Contribution to Dental Plans

Increase from $110 to $195 effective June 1, 19863,



9. Medical and Hospitalization (Upon Retirement):

Available for bargaining unit members who retire
dats o € fFho Awavy

within five years of theApueeut&en—ef—thewagreemene. village
will contribute 100% of premium for retired member to State
Health Insurance Plan or to a substitute Health Insurance Car-
rier should, for any reason, the State Plan become unavailable.
For Family coverage, the Village will contribute 50% of prem—
ium, Should retired member be covered by another employer's
plan with substantially the same coverage, the Village's c¢bli-
gation shall cease until other plan is no longer available,

This latter aspect waé village's counter proposal and was

granted,

village's Counter Proposals

The Village's counter proposals granted were, in the
main, matters dealing with substantive changes in contract
lanquage relating to personnel practices.

The term *"2olice Commissioner® was replaced by "vil-
lage Administrator®,

New sections 8 and 9, Article VII, with respect to
qualifying dates for vacations were added,

New sections 7 and 8, Article XVI, with respect to
personal leave applications were added,

All other matters in the collective bargaining agree-
ment terminating May 31, 1982, whethaer addressed or not, as

wall as matters not herein addressed, disposed or submitted to



the Panel, are to be carried over and incorporated into the
successor collective bargaining agreement, effective June 1,

1982,






I

preliminary Statement

By a coomunication dated July 15, 1982, the New
York Public Employment Relaticns Board designated the above
named personsg, constituting a Public Arbitration Panel, pur-
guant to Section 209.4 of the New York Civil Service (Taylor)
Law for the purpoge 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
Decemxber 7, all in 1982, at the Village Hall, Vvillage of Pel-

ham Manor, New York.

At the hearingsg, the parties were accorded full
opportunity to present testimony under oath, evidence and
exhibits relative to the iasues in dispute and, in addition,
werae accorded the opportunity of crogss-examination and to pre-

gent arguments in support of their respective positions,
The parties agreed to dispense with a transcript,

The record made at the hearings was extensive con-
sisting of 25 pages of handwritten notes taken by the Chair-
man, and a total of 79 exhibits, the majority being multi-



paged. (The Public Employer submitted 45 exhibits; the Em-
ployea organization submitted 23 exhibits; and 11 exhibits
were jointly submitted).

The haarings were closed on December 7, 1982. Sub-
sequent to the close of the hearings the Panel met in Execu~
tive Session on January 6 and February 4, 1983, for the pur-
pose of discussing and deliberating all of the issues in the

record presented to the Panel for determination,

After due consideration and deliberation of all of
the evidence in the entire record, including the documents,
exhibits and argumentq presented, the Panel's determinations,
as hereinafter set forth, are concurxed in by the unanimous

vote of its members.

II

Statutory Criteria

Consigtent with gstatutory requirement, the Panel
adhered to the criteria set forth in Section 209.4(c) (V) of
the Civil Service Law to make a just and rseasonable determin-
ation of the matters in digpute, specifying the basig for its
findings, taking into consideration, in addition to any other

relevant factors, the following:
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(a) Comparison of the wages, hours and conditions
of employment of the employees involved in the arbitration
proceeding with the wages, hours, and conditions of employ-
ment of other employees performing similar services or requir-
ing similar skille under similar working conditions and with
other employees generally in public and private employment in

comparable communities:

(b) the interests and welfare of the public and

the financial ability of the public employer to pay;

(c) comparison of peculiarities in regard to other
trades or professions, including specifically, (1) hazards of
employnent; (2) physical qualifications; (3) educational qual-
ifications; (4) mental qualifications; (5) job training and
skills;

(4) the terms of collective agreemaents negotiated
betwaen thae parties in the past providing for compensation and
fringe benefits, including, but not limited to, the provisionsg
for salary, insurance and retirement benefits, medical and hos—

pitalization benefits, paid time off and job security.
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The Parties ~ Their Bargaining Relationship

The Police Benevolent Association of Pelham Manor,
Inc, (hereinafter "Association® or *Union») is the exclusive
bargaining representative of a bargaining unit consisting of
23 employees employed by the Village of Pelham Manor (*vill-
age* or "Employer”), The bargaining unit is composed of 1
Detective, 2 Detective Sergeants, 4 Sergeants, and 16 Patrol-
men. There are, in addition, 1 Lieutenant and 1 Police Chief
who are not in the bhargaining unit for a total police force
of 25. The entire authorized strength allows for two nore
positions in the budget which remain unfilled. Of the 23
bargaining unit membera, 20 work on a rotating shift in a
bagie forty hour wrk week. The work day is divided. into 3
8 hour tours as follows: 8 A M, to 4 P M,y 4 P, M, to 12 Mig-
night; and )2 Midnight to 8 A.M,

The bargaining relationship has been established
through successive collective bargaining agreements, the most
recent being a two (é) agreenment, effective June 1, 1980, and

expiring May 31, 1982,

The current dispute stems from an impasse in nego-
tiations for a guccessor collective bargaining agreement
effective and commencing June 1, 1982. The commencement date

of collective bargaining agreements between the village and



the Association have coincided with the village's fiscal and
budgetary yvear beginning June lst and ending May 31st of the

succeeding year.

Iv

The Issues in Dispute

At the hearing, the parties advised the Panel that
many matters discussed by them in negotiations had either
been withdrawn (see Appendix B, Village Response, dated June
25, 1982, to P.B.A.'s petition for an Impasse Panel), or that
there was agreement that other matters contained in the ex-
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 firally sub-
mitted to the Panel for determination were a total of twenty
- eleven by the Association and nine by the village which

were as follows:

By the Association:

The eleven matters constituting the Association's



demands, as congidered and determined by the Panel in the

following order, are:

1, The term of the contract,

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

3. Longevity.

4, Personal Leave Days.

5. Clothing Allowance.

6. Association Leave Allowance.

7. Village's Contribution to Dental Plan.

8, Hospitalization Proqram {for Retired
Employees).

9. Work Chart.,
10. Night Differential Pay.

1], Vacation Improvement.

By the Villages

The nine matters constituting the village's counter-
proposals, as considered by the Panel in the following order,
arei

1, Article VvIX, Section 4 - Replace 'Police
Commissioner” with *villege Administrator»,

2. Article VII, Sections 8 and 9 (new) -~
Qualifying dates for vacations.

3. Cessation of State Health Insurance Plan
for retired emplovees if covered by other Employ-
er's insurance Plan.,



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

5. Article XV, Section 1 - Association Leave
Days.

6. Article XI, Section 2 - (Add) Limitation
of $2,000 for funeral expenses for member who dies
in actual duty performance.

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

8. | Axticle XVI, Section 8 (new) - Prohibition
against remunerative work during personal leave
time off.

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

\ 4

Major Existing Working Conditions Prescribed in
the Prior Collective Bargaining Agreement, June
1, 1980 - May 31, 1982

Working conditions of major importance, set forth

in the collective bargaining agreement which expired on May

31, 1982, are ag follows:

) 8

Base Salary (Annual)
Patrolman lst 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



2.

Patrolman 4th Grade $17,674

patrolman sSth Grade 15,143
Patrolman Detective 22,730
Sergeant 24,380
Sergeant Detective 24,870
Longevity:

$150,00 after 10 consecutive years of completed mervice
300.00 after 15 consecutive years of completed service
600.00 after 20 consecutive years of completed service
700.00 after 23 consecutive years of completed service
which will be digcontinued after 10/1/83.

Clothing Allowances

$250.00 per member,

Basic Work wWeek and Tour of Duty:

Rotating Tours:t 40 hour work week - 3 eight hour basic
daily duty hourms, Officers assigned & regular schedule
of 3 rotating tours are scheduled to work 5 days with
starting and quitting times as follows: 8 A.M, to 4 £.M,;
4 P.M., to midnight; and midnight to 8 A}, - with 48 and
72 hours off (swing) between tours.

Overtimes

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

Holiday Pay:

Twelve (12) paid holidays, annually, ranging from $59,.72%
for 5th Grade Patrolman to $87,.,43 for lst Grade Patrolman,

vacations and Other Leaves:

a8) Vacationg - From 5 working days after 6 months of
service to 22 working days after 18 years of
sexvice - (non-cumulative),.

b) Personal - 4 working days (non-cumalative),

c¢) Sick - Unlimited, Payable for "jugstifiable reasons"
if not abused,



d) Association Leave - 6 days annually.

e) Funcral Leave - 3 days annually for death of
lmmediate family member.

8. Hospital and Welfare Coverage

State Health Insurance Plan - Village pays full
coat. jilirees after 6/1/30 pay 35% of cost
until beconing lst Grade rPatrolmen,

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

10. Life Insurance - $10,000 (term) for each member.

VI

Financial Ablility To Pay

Vigorously stressed by both gides, consgtituting a
substantial point of contention, is the financial ability of
the village to pay the bargaining unit members the wage in-
creases and other economic benafits demanded by the Asgocia-

tion,

At the outget, the Panel's view is that the statute
is, fundamentally, designed to enable a Public Arbitration
Panel to arrive at a just and reasonable determination of all
issues in dispute between the partics after weighing and as-

sessing all of the facts and circumstances guided by the
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statutory criteria, as hereinabove set forth, including *the

financial ability of the public employer to pay.*

‘ A, The Agsociation's Position:

The Association contends that the Village does have
the financial ability to pay the wage increases and all of
the other economic (fringe) benefits it demands, (The Assoc-
iation‘'s demand for wage increases alone is 10¥% for fiscal

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

In urging the Village‘'s financial ability to pay,
the Association advances and relies, principally, upon an
analysis of seven documented factors which it asserts are
proper and pexrtinent ag a base upon which to determine the

Village's financial ability to pay. Those factors are:

1. For fiscal 1982-1983 the Village's total tax
power is $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, For the fiscal year endg-
ing May 31, 1982, the Village's total incurred debt was only
826 4,800 representing only about 2.6% exhaustion of the Vil-
laga's debt limit.

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

Village‘'s General Fund utilized to support Fire and Police

- 1] -



services had a surplus of $§276,183 of which §15%4,000 was
appropriated for the 1322-1983 Budget leaving an unappro-
priated surplus balance of $122,183 for fiscal 1982-1983,

4. The Village's budget for fiscal 1982-1983
has an unspecified contingency account in the amount of
$45,000, Since this amount is unspecified for any particu-
lar purpose it is uncommitted and, therefeore, could be
appropriated to the Police Department for wages of its

personnel,

5, Illustrating the Village's 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 was $245,000,
Further, estimated expenditures exceeded actual expenditures
by §33,827. Thus, the Village has, characteristically,

always met its obligations by sound financial planning.

6. A furthor characteristic of the Village's
budget planning, congistent with its underestimation of
revenues, ig its underestimation of State aid. For ex-
ample, for fiscal 1982-1983 the Village's estimate for

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

7. Recent wage settlements with its other em-

ployee groupa demonstrate the Village's financial ability



to pay its employees wage increases as well as other benefits,
For example, the wage gsettlement with employees represented
by the C.S.E,A, shows a total package, including wagesa, of
7.19% increase for the year commencing June 1, 1982, and a
further total package increase, including wages, of 7,08%

for the year commencing June 1, 1983, (Employer's Exhibit

c-1).

The settlement with the village's Firefighters
indicates wage increases of 7.55% and 7.13% in each year of

a two year contract effective June 1, 1982 and June 1, 1983,

Press reports confirm the Village's sound financial
posture for fiscal 1982-1983 quoting the Village Treasurer
to that effect, and, further, that the Village has already
invested $2,2 million of this year's tax dollars at an inte-
regt rate of 14 per cent which the Treasurer is quoted as

saying, "It's a good starte, (P.B.A, Exhibit 18).

B, The Village's Position:

The Village disputes the P.B. A, 's assessment of
the village's financial capacity since it fails to take into
conslderation factors which offset the Villaget's portrayal
as an affluent community. Those factors when reasonably
analyzed yield a cautiocus conclusion as regards the fiscal

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

are cited:

1. The major source of the Village's revenue ig
the real propaerty tax, Real property taxes account for
approximately 85% of the Village's revenues, The Village
has no sales tax as other cammunities have, though it has
baen attempting, unsuccessfully, to perguade the State Leg-
islature to grant permission 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 while in 1982 it was 70.26%. During
this same period the village's population declined by approx-
imately 650. Obviously, thae trend portrays no immediate or
near future alleviation from a heavy tax burden being im-
posed upon the taxpayers because of 2 declining tax base and

a declining population, (Village's Exhibits HY 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 new dwelling units issued. In 19820



one building permit was issued. In 1981 no building permit
waz issued, In 1982, only 2 building permits were issued.
Thus, over a'period of three years only three permits for
new dwellings were issued which further illustrates the vir-
tual non-existence of new properties being added to the real

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

3. A seriocus matter of concern is the number of
successful certiorari claims and suits, paid and pending,
for tax reductions and tax rebates. 1In 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 $480,913,12., Thus, the intensity
of the tax claims and suits represent a new threat to the
financial stability of the Village, promiging a further drain
on the budget, necessarily affecting services and the sources

to pay for such services.

C. The Panel's Analysis and Finding

The Village's contentions of real concern regarding
its financial posture now &nd the unpromising expectation of
the near future requires consideration., This is particularly
true where the grant of wage increases and other henefits to
its employees impacts upon the taxpayer's purse. However, tha
Panel fails to perceive any eventuality where expenditures,

including wage increases to its employees, will not have gome
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impact 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
in determining wage scales for its employees, However, as
a practical matter, and as a matter of circumspection, it

is 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 coat of the wage increase.

Accordingly, the Village's fiscal facts of life
have been considered and while its financial condition is
not optimum, its obligation to members of its police force
in terms of a cost factor is no legs than its obligation to
pay the going rate for whatever resources it requires to sus-
tain the village as a viable govermmental entity, The finan~
cial difficulties experienced by the Vvillage is, in varying

degrees, universal throughout the public sector,

In sum, tha evidence, in its totality, aeastablishes

that the villagae does have the financial ability to pay the



menberg of its police force a wage increase and other bene-
fits as herein determined, though not to the extent demanded
by the Association, 1In thig respect it is noted that the
Village haa managed its fiscal afairs consistently, showing
no degicits. some surpluses, in complete control of its man-
agement and operations, nowhere near the verge of default,
with no need of emergency measures or agsistance to extricate
it from any financial dietress and, very significantly, as a
barometer of itas financial soundness, with its credit rating

unimpaired.

D. The Panel'‘s Determination:

Accordingly, based upon an analysis of the entire

record, it is the:

JUST AND REASCNABLE DETERMINATION of the Panel that
the Village of Pelham Manor does have the financial ability
to pay the members of its police force, memnbers of the bar-
gaining unit, the wage increases and other benefits ag herein

determined.
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Vv

The Term of the Agreament

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 parties are better
gerved by a collective bargaining agreement of 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 negotiate with the representatives
of itg 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-
rage line when the parties should be devoting their time and
energies to the needs of the Police Department and the safety
and security of the village's residentz rather than retrack-
ing their 2fforts at short period intervnls in the tedium cf
see-saw negotiations associated with collective agreements

of less than nmultiple year duraticn,

A studied analysis of the record discloses the prea-
ence of factual data and material sufficient to predicate an
agreement of two years commencing June 1, 1982 and terminat-

ing May 31, 1984,

It may aloo be noted that the Panel has the atatu-



tory authority to determine the period of a collective bar-
gaining agreement not to exceed two years from the termina-
tion date of any previous bargaining agreement, (Civil Ser-

nvice Law, Section 209.,4(VI)).

Accordingly, based upon the entire record, in-
cluding the agreement of the parties, and the above cited

statutory authority, it is the:

JUST AND RBEASONABLE DETERMINATION of the Panel that
the gsuccessor collective bargaining agreement between the
parties be for a term of wo (2) years, commencing June 1,

1982 and ending May 31, 1984,

vVI.

The Economic Issues In Dispute
(Wages and Fringe Benefits)

1. Wageg:

A, The Association's pPosition:

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 equitable wage structure, the Agsocia-
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tion demands an across-the-board wage increase as follows:

Effective Junse 1, 1982, a 10% across-the-board in-
crease for Patrolmen over and above the effactive wage (base
‘pay) on May 31, 1982y and, effective June 1, 1983, a fur-
ther acroas-the-hoard wage increase of 10% for Patrolmen over
and above the wage (base pay) in effect on %ay 31, 1983, 1In
addition, the Asgociation demands that the differential for
the Sergeant rank be increased 20% from the current dAiffer-

ential between the ranks of Sergeant and Patrolman,

The Association's demand is based not only upon
its contention that the village has the ability to pay such
increases but, in addition, upon the following principal fac-
tors: (1) Comparable wage structures in comparable jurisdic-
tiona; (2) Productivity; and (3) the hazards and stress of

the job.

As for the Village's financial z2bility to pay a
wage increase, the Panel has already determined that the
village does have the financial ability to pay the members
of its police force an equitable wage increase for the two
year period encompassing 1982-19283 and 19£3-1984, However,
the Panel is of the view that the Village's present and pro-
jected financial position, balanced with the factors herein-
after analyzed and digcussed, do not warrant the grant of

the Association's wage demands in full but, as herein deter-
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mined, to a lesser extent though, again, above that proposed
by the Village. |

(1) As for comparable wage structures, the Assoc-
iation contends that 13 Villages and 6 Townsg within Westches-
ter County that have Police Departments are pertinent and
should be congidered for comparisons. (PBA Exhibit 15A).
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 l3th from the top of the annual base pay scale
for the top rank of Patrolman., The highest annual base pay
for 1981 for the top rank of Patrolman, shown on the pay
scale is $23,800 paid by the Village of Mamaroneck while the
lowest is $21,672 paid by the Village of Osgining., The
annual base pay of the top rank Patrolman (rirst Grade) for
the village of Pelham Manor for 1981 ig $22,350. Two public
employers (Town of New Castle and Village of Irvington) are
virtually even with the Village of Pelham Manor, while seven
public employers are less than $400 ahead of the Village of
Pelham Manor for 1981, (Town of Ogsining - £22,613; Village
of Portchester - $22,44l; Town of Eastchester - §22,805%
village of Scarsdale - $22,734; Village of Pleasantville ~
$22,483; Village of Briarcliff Manor - $22,475: and Town
of Rye - $22,682), rour public employers are behind the Vil-

lage., (village of Ossining - $21,672; vVillage of Tarrvton -
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$23,096; Town of Bedford - $22,580; and Village of Hast-

(2) As for productivity, the Association points
out that the budget allows for the appointment of two more
polica officeras and that, therefore, the impact of two less
police cofficers on the work lcad of the present bargaining
unit members conastitutes, in effect, an increasa in their
work load which is further intensified by the constant in-
creases in the nurber of arrests, offenses, crimes (robber~
ies, assaults, etc.), and responses to alarms of all kinds
for the vears 1978, 1979, 193C and 1881, The evidence per-
suasively indicates that the expected crime rate will in-
creagse and not diminish and that the Village's police will
not be operating at its full authorized strength as the bud-
get allows. There ig, therefore, no expectancy of the work

load diminishing in thec immediate or near future,

(3) As to the stress and hazards of the job, the
Agsociation's evidence points to testimony and studies show—

ing that police duty is, in reality, a 24-hour job, fraught

with danger and stress, and requires the kind of dedication

often subordinating and deatabilizing family and smocial life,
(Testimony of Dr. Ephraim Felder and P.B.A. txhibits 3, 4, 5,

6A, 6B, and &6C),
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B. The Villaqe's Position:

In rasponse to the Assod¢iation's position, and,
affirmatively, in support of its own position, the Vvillage
points to the following:

(1) As for comparable wage structures the Village
pointg out that its police force members compare favorably
with the wages paid in 1981 to police force members of the
other Towns and Villages in Weatchester County. For example,
of the 19 jurisdictions listed in P.B,A, Exhibit 15A, only 6
have a real lead over the Village of Pelham Manor in wagesa
with Mamaroneck being $1,450 ahead and leading, The other
13 jurisdict;ons are éither on the same wage gcale as‘the
Village of Pelham Manor, behind, or minimally ahead, Thus,
comparable wage scales of comparable jurisdictionsg fail to
demongtrate that the Village's police officers are disadvan-
taged in any real gense, particularly in light of the other
benefits enjoyed by the Village‘'s police officerg and the
range of recent wage settlements for police officers in West-
chester County, including the recent settlements made with

two other major employee grouns of the Village,

The present annual base pay for the Village's first
grade Patrolman of $22,350 may be compared to the tip of an
icebearg in terms of the total cost 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 is $25.856;63. or
115,73% of base pay which includes Longevity, Holiday and
Overtime pay. (Employer Exhibit BB).

Typical settlements are reflected in the recent New
Rochelle-PSA two-year sgsettlement of a 7% wage increase for
each of two years, (Enployer Exhibit X}, reflecting median
negotiated wage increases of 7% in all industries in the pri-
vate sector (Tmoleyer Exhibit F). Such settlements are con-
sigtent with the recent two-year wage settlsment between the
Village and the Firefighters and between the Village and the
C.S.E.A. which were, respectively, 14,.62% and 13.83% covering

the two-year period 1992 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 represents nothing
more than a budgetary matter 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 present
strength, is adeguate to cope with the Village's problens,

The police force is well trained, performs well, and the ratio
of its members to the Village's population compares favorably
with the villages in the County having greater populations,
higher crime activity and more territory to patrol., (Employer

Exhibits P, Q, DD, EE),



(3) As for the hazards and stress of tha 4job
there is evidence suggesting that in small suburban commun—
ities, such ag the Vvillage of Pelham Manor, the police offi-
certs job is not much more stressful than the occupations
of other employees who work in those communities, In any
event, the village contends that the stress and hazard fac~-
tors of the policeman's job are considered in the calculation
of the wage rate and, therefore, it is the value of the job

considered as a whole that must be evaluated.,

(4) The Village contends that the Conasumer Price
Index (C?1) 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
to bolster its pomition for wage increases, It follows that
with the perceptible decrease in the inflationary spiral the
P.B.A.'s demand for substantial increases in wages and fringe
benefits should he evaluated accordingly, In 1982 the CPI
peaked at 6,75% in June and then declined to 4,14% in Septom
ber, Thus, any congsidcration of a wage increase should be
pegged to the CPI and not to the P.RB.A,'s demands of 10% for

each of two years, i.e., 1982-1983 and 1983-1984,

C. The Panel's Analysis and Findinagss

While there is some merit to the Association's con-

tentions concerning the factors of pProductivity and the Hazards



and Stress of the job, the Panel is of the view, based upon
its consideration of the record as a whole, that the factor
of wage comparisons with other comparable jurisdictions
offers a sounder and more probative basis upon which to
predicate a determination concerning a just and reascnable
wage increase, With reference to Productivity and the Haz-
ards and Stress of the job, as bases to justify a wage in-
crease, the Panel's view is that such considerations would
involve it in an evaluatory process regarding the respective
weight to be assigned to each of thoge factors as parts of
the total job content., Perhaps the more appronriate way to
address such factors would be to conduct an independent or
mutual in-depth study and analysis by the pnarties and the
results thereof then negotiated directly by then. Without
such a study and analysis factual guidance is lacking ang,
therefore, may result in a conclusion mainly speculative,

As of the present, therefore, the Panel is inclined to view
the factors of Productivity and the :imazards and Stress of
the job as built-in compensable factors. Again, a different
finding is not precluded should a mutual study and analysis

demonstrate the contrary.

a) As to Wage Comparisons:

The Panel is aware that circumstances and conditions

vary in each jurisdiction which may uniguely account for the



wage scale as eventually established in each jurisdiction,
While, therefore, different circumstances and conditions
spawn different individual results, the aggregate picture
may, nevertheless, be useful as a guide, helpful in arriving
at a determination concerning the Justness and reaaonable-
ness of the wage increase under consideration, Pursuing
this goal and, as the parties agree, using the base pay of
the rank of the ton grade police officexr as a basis for the
comparison of wage structures, the Panel has decided that
the jurisdictions in Westchester County, hereinafter set
forth in Table 1 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 *T' and
V', respectively, represent Town and

village)
Public Employer 198) Base Pay

1, V. Mamaroneck $23,800
2. V. Rrriarcliff Manor 23,775
3. V. B-ronxville 23,200
4, V. Dobbse Fexry 23,1590
5. 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, Plcasant 22,688
11, T, Rye 22,682
12, T, Ossining 22,6158
13, T. Bedford : 22,500
14, V. Pleamantville 22,483
1s, v. Portchester 22,441
16. v. Pelham Manor 22,380
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Public Emplovyer 1971 Base Pay

17, V. ~Irvington $22,339
18, 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 nora
than $400 annually in bage pay is the difference between
Scarsdale, ranking 9th on the wage scale, and New Castle which
ranks 18th with the Village of Pelhan Manor in between a $400
wage spread. Relatively, the Village of Pelham Manor is,
therefore, midway the wage scale shown on Table I and in terms
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 toc the Village's police
officers, Again, the difference, though relative, indicates
that the Village's poclice officers, while not unduly disadvan-
taged, do merit a wage increase to maintain the same pace as

their colleagues in the other jurisdiction,

(b) As for the Village's contention that the CPI
decline should impact considerably upon the demand for a wage
increase, the Panel‘'s view is that the village's police Offi-
cers, irrespective of the CPI, are entitled to maintain a
standard of living that does not placs them at an undue econ-
omic disadvantage with their colleagues in the other towns
and villages of Westchester County. Conseguently, a declin-

ing CPI ought not, equitably, to be the sole or exclusive
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measuring rod to determine a just and reascnable wage increase.

There is no magic formula for determining wage or
salary levels in the public sector. Certainly, no single
criteX¥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 any one criterion,
The Panel hasg taken all statutory criteria into consideration
and has applied the evidence and factuai cdzta 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 Village'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.

D. The Panel 's Determination

1. wages

Accordingly, it is the JUST AND REASONABLE DETERMINA-
TION of the Panel that across—-the-board wage increasea be
granted to all membera in the bargaining unit in the rank of

Patrolman, in the various grades, of the Village of Pelham



Manor on the cdates set forth below, as follows:

(1) 4,92% cffective June 1, 1982, representing
an increase of §1,100 over and above the base pay in effect
ag of May 31, 1992, so that the base pay will be increased
to $23,450:; and

(2) 4,90% effective Decerber 1, 1982, represent-
ing an additional increase of $1,150 over and above the base
pay in effect as of November 30, 1982, so that the base pay

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

(3) 7.32% effective June 1, 1983, representing
an increase of $1,800 over and above the base pay in effect
as of May 31, 1983, so that the base pay will be increased

to $26,400 as of June 1, 1923,

{(3) All other grades (2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th)
shall be entitled to the =same wage increases as granted to
patrolman, Tirst Grade, on the erffective dates prescribed
above except that the starting salary (5th grade) will be

$16,250 on June 1, 1982, and $18,500 on June 1, 1983,

2. Differentials

Purther, it ig the JUST AND REASONABLE DETERMINAT ION
of the Panel that wage differentials ke granted to members oI
the bargaining unit in the ranks and on the dates listed below

as follows:
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(1) Ppatrolman Detective

(a) 4,92% effective June 1, 1982, over and
above the base pay as of May 31, 1982, so that the base pay

will be increased to 523,848 on June 1, 1982; and

(b) 4,904 effective December 1, 1982, over
and above the base pay in effect as of Novewrber 30, 1982, so
that the base pay will be increased to $25,017 on Decembex
1, 1982; and

{c) 7.32% effective June 1, 1983, ovar and
above the base pay in effect on May 31, 1983, soO that the
bage pay will be increased to $26,848 on June 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 1, 1982, over
and abovs the base pay in effect as of Novewber 30, 1982, and
an additional $150, so that the base pay will be increased to

§26,982 on December 1, 19R2; and

{(c) 7.32% effective 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 $29,057

on June 1, 1983,
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(3) Sergeant Detective

(a) 4.92%¢ effective Junec 1, 1982, over and
above the base pay in effect as of May 31, 1982, so that the

base pay will be increased to $26,794 on June 1, 1982y and

(b) 4.90% effective December 1, 1982, over
and above the base pay in effect as of November 310, 1982,
and an additional §150, so that the base pay will be increased

to §27,323 on Decembexr 1, 19827 and

(¢c) 7.32% effective June 1, 1983, over and
above the base pay in effect on May 31, 19823, and an 2ddi-
tional $100, s0 that the base pay will be increased to $29,638

on June 1, 1983,

Holiday pay for each rark and grade of all police
officers will be adjusted accordingly as shown on Table IIX
below which shall congtitute the new Schedule A in the succes~

sor agreenent, effective June 1, 1$82.

Table II

Schedula A

Eff, 6-1-02 Eff, 12-1-02 Eff, 8-1-93

waaqas Boliday Wages Noliday wWages Holiday

Sergeant

Datective 826,N%4 $102.13 $27,%23 S107.72 $29,638 $116.C0
Sergeant 25,579 100.11 26,982 105.60 29,0%7 113.73
Patrolman

Detective 23,848 93.34 25,017 97.91 26,848 103.08



Eff, 6-1-82 Eff, 12-1-82 Eff, 6-1-83
Wages ~ Holiday _Wages Holiday _Wages  Holicay

Patrolmans
1st Grade $23,450 § 91.78 $24,600 § 96.28 $26,400 S103,32
- 2nd Grade 21,818 85.39 22,888 89.57 24,560 96,13
3rd Grade 20,182 78.99 21,171 82.86 22,721 88.53
4th Grade 18,544 72.58 13,453 76.14 20,877 81,71
Sth Grade 16,250 63.60 16,250 63.60 18,500 72.41

Based upon available gettlements for the annual bage
pay for top grade Patrolman, for 1982, in the twenty Towns and

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

in relative order, base pay comparisong as follows:

Table IXI

1982 Base Pay for Top Grade Patrolmen In
Twenty Towns and Villages in Westchester
County (In Relative Order) (The Symbols
'T* and 'V°’, resgspectively, represent Town
and Village)

Public Emplover 1982 Base Pay
1, v. Briarcliff Manor $26,575
2. v. Mamaroneck 25,942
3. V. Buchanan 25,332
4, v. Bronxville 25,200
Se. V. Tarxyvtown 25,163
6. V. Dobbs Ferry 25,150
7. v. Scargdale 25,064
8. V. Pleasantville 25,000
9. T. Eastchester 24,809
10, T. Rye 24,837
11, v. Tuckahoe 24,760
12, T. Mt, Pleasant 24,730
13, T. Ossining 24,650
14, V. Pelham Manor 24,600
1s5. T. Bedford 24,413
le. v. Portchester 24,348
17. T. New Castle 24,346
1g, T, Irvington 24,191
19, V. Ossining 24,121

20, v. Hastings 23,936



From the above table it will bo noted that no more
than $400, annually, in base pay is the difference between
the Village of Pleasantville, ranking 8th on the wage scale,
and the Village of Pelham Manor, Relatively, the Village of
Pelham Manor is, therefore, midway the wage scale shown on
Table III, Further, in terms of an annual average base pay,
the annual average base pay for all employeos of the twenty
public emplovers 1ls $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 of
Pelham Manor Patrolman has advanced in 1982 over his 1981
base pay standing compared to the Patrolman of the other 19

Towns and Villages.

3. Longevity

A. The Associstion's Demand - Positions of the Parties

The Association's demand for an increase in longev-

ity is as follows:

$ 600 (from $150) after &5 years
& 750 (from $3C0) after 7 yecars
$1,000 {fxom $600) aftecr 10 yec2rs
$1,500 after 15 years

Plus $100 for each year thereafter to retirement.

Tha Association predicates its demand upon a compar-
{son with data available for 13 jurisdictions in Westchester

County showing that 8 of the 13 4qurisdictions have better lon-



gevity plans than that now current in the Village of Pelhan
Manor, (P.B.A. Exhibit 15B),

The Association contends that its demand, granted
in full, will place the Village's longevity plan on a more
comparable level than that now current in the village of pel-

ham Manor,

The Vvillage opposes the Association's longevity
denand pointing out that its cost to the village would be
approximately 5% of the Association‘s wage demands which,
congidering the village's financial posture and the Agsocia-
tion's other econonic demands, irncluding wages, would con-

front the Village with a prohibitive cost factor.

B, The Panel's Analysis and Finding

The Panel has carefully analyzed the statistics of
the longevity plans of the 13 jurisdictions of Westchester
County and has concluded that of the 13 jurisdictions, for
which data ig available, 8 pay more and 5 pay less in longew-
ity. However, overall, the difference does not depict the
kind of a disparity which would justify the grant of the
Associationt's demand in full, Nevertheless, on a comparative
basis there is justification for an improvement in the Vil-
lage's current longevity plan which would place the Village's
police officers on a more equiteble basis in terms of a com-
parison with the police officers of the other jurisdictions

in Westchester County,
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The Panel notes that longevity pay is not only
viewed as a bonus for long years of dedicated service but,
in addition, is an inducement for experienced officers to
remain on the job and that auch exparience is to the advan-

tage and benefit of the Village.

Thus, it is the judgment of the Panel that the
present longevity structure gshoulid, fairly and reasonably,
be brought in line with its basic purpose and on a compar—
able bagis with other Jjurisdictions but, at the same time,
not cause any distortion in the totality of the ecconomic

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

C. The Panel's Detarmination

Accordingly, based upon the record in its entirety,
it is the:

JUST AND REASONABLE DETERMINATION of the Panel that
longevity pay, effective for the term of the agreement comn-

mencing June 1, 1993, be ag follows:

1, An increase of §$150 after 10 years of com-

pleted service ~ from the current $150 to $300.

2. An increage of $150 after 15 years of com-

pleted service -~ from the current $300 to §450,

3. An increasa of $§150 after 20 years of com

pleted service ~ from the current $600 to §$750,
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4, Personal Leave Days

A, Association's Demand - Positions of the Partieg

Currently, bargaining unit membexs are entitled to

4 personal leave days annually. (Article XVI, Section 5),.

The Association demands an adéitional personal
leave day pointing out that most of the jurigdictions in
Westchester County grant 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 gianted in 20 jurisdictions in Westchee-
ter County is from 4,57 to 4.68 days demonstrating an inguf-
ficient comparison to warrant any further personal leave

days to the Village's police officers.

B. The Panel's Analysis and Finding

The Panel notes that the data available for 20 jur-
igdidions in Westchester County establishes that twelve give
five to seven personal leave days annually. Thus, the dﬁta
supports the Associlation's demand reflecting an equitable
structure for personal leave days. The Association's demand
for one additional day during a two year agreement appears,

under all of the circumstances, to bae fair and reasonable,
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C. The Panel‘'s Determination

Accordingly, based upon the record in its entirety,
it is the JUST AND REASQONABLE DETERMINATION of the Panel that,
effective June 1, 1983, the number of personal leave days for

bargairing unit members be increased from 4 to 5 days.

8. Clothing Allowance

A, Association's Demand and Positions of the Parties

At the present time the Village maintains a clothing
allowance practice to the extent of $250 annually which is
given in credit and not in cash. Instead the police officer
in need of uniform clothing must go to a particular dealer for

his selection.

The Association seeks to eliminate the credit allow=
ance aspect demanding a cash allowance instead as follows:
$400 for Patrolmany §£400 for Sergeant; and $500 for Detec~
tive and Detective Sergeant. The Village counteyproposes as
follows: $250 for rPatrolman, effective June 1, 1982; §275%
for Patrolman Detective and Sergeant Detective, effective
Jﬁne 1, 1922y $275 per employee, cffeoctive Junq 1, 1983; and

$300 for Detective, effective June 1, 1983.

The Association contends that the present clothing
allowance iz inadequate since the nature of the job, that is,

the aexposure of daily wear to all kinds of weather requires a
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much greater clothing allowance. In this respect, the Assoc-
iation submits data showing that of 20 jurisdictions in West-
chester County, the Village‘'s allowance for clothing is one

of the least, two other jurisdictions out of 17 paying less.

The Vvillage acknowledges that the present clothing
allowance is not enough and, therefore, contends that its
counterproposal will ba sufficient to meet the needs of its

police officers.

B. The Panel's Analysis and Finding

The Panel has analyzed the available data for 20
jurisdictions in Westchester County and notes that 13 juris-
dictions out of 19 (exclusive of the village of Pelham Manor)
grant an annual clothing allowance to itg police officers
rangihg from $275 to $500. Three pay $350¢ one pays $300:
four pay $400; one pays $500; one pays $375: one pays
$425; one pays $325) and one pays $500, Four other juris-

dictions igaue and furnieh clothing to the pclice officers.

7/

Upon consideration of the respective contentions
of the parties and a compatison of the pertinent jurisdic-
tions regarding clothing allowances, and the high cost of
police officers' apparel, the Panszl concludes that a modest
increase is warranted, 1In this connection the Panel is mind-
ful of the wage Increases and other benefits granted to the

Village's police officers which the Village is expected to
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bear during a contract term period of two years and, there-
fore, requires recognition of the impact those increases will

have on the fiscal posture of the Village.

C. The Panel's Determination

Accordingly, based upon an zanalysis of the evidence

in the entire record, it is the

JUST AND REASONABLE DETERMINATION of the Panel that:

Effective June 1, 1982, the clothing allowance of
all bargaining unit members be increased by $50 - from $250
to $300; and

Effective June 1, 1983, the clothing allowance of
all bargaining unit memrbers be further increased by $50 -
from $300 to $350.

The said suma of $300 and $3%0 shall be paid in

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

6. Azsociation TLeave

A, Agsociation's Demand and Positions of the Parties

Under the current agreement the Association's Pres-
ident, Vice-President or Secretary-Treasurer are allowed 6
days, annually, to attend conventions or other appropriate

Association buainess (Article XV).



The Association demands that it be allowed ten days

since six days are insufficient for the purpcses intended.

The Village opposes any increase in Association
leave days and counterproposes a reduction in such leave from
the current six to three days contending that such leave is a

cost factor to the vVillage with no advantage or benefit to it,

B. The Panel's Analveis and Finding

The rPanel has reviewed the matter of Association
leave days baged upon a comparison with the amount of leave
granted in other 4jurisdictions in Westchester County, In a
majority of instances such leave isg 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,

Cc. The Panel's Determination

Accordingly, based upon tha entire racord and the
circumstances warranting an increase in Association Leave

Days, it is the

JUCST AND REATONABLE DETERMIWATICN of the Panel that,
effective June 1, 192, Association lesave days be increased
from gix (6) to seven (7) days and that Article XV, Section

l, be amended accordingly,



7. Dental pPlan

A, Asgociztion's Demznd 2nd Positione of the Parties

. Under the current agreement (Article VIII, Section
2), the Village contrilutes up to $110, annually, towards
individual or family dental coverage to a designated dantal
pPlan. The police officer also contributcs $110, The Assoc-~
iation contends that the Village's oresent contribution is
inadequate for satisfactory dental coverace and that the Vil-
lage's cbligation should be brouaht more in line with the

majority of the other jurisdictions within Westchester County,

The Village, acknowledging that an increase in such
contributions is appropriate, has offered to increase its
contribution from $11C to $125 effective June 1, 1982 and

to $140 effective June 1, 1383,

B. The Panel’'s Aralysis and rinding

The Panel has reviewed the available data concern-
ing dental coverage and finds that of 19 other jurisdictions
in Westchester County only one does not have a cdental olan
fot its oolice officers, The contributions mace by the others,
for dental coverage, range from $227 per euployee to 100% full
coverage. Therefore, the avallable evidence, based unon cow-
parisons, warrants3 an increass in the Village's contributicn

toward the Dental rlan for the benefit of the bargaining unit



members. However, to cbviate any question concerning the
propriety of retroactive claims for dental benefits, the

increage in contributions will be awarded prospectively.

C. The Panel ‘s Determination

Accordingly, based upon the record and the evi-
dence warranting an increase in contributions to the Dental

Plan, it is the

JUST AND REASONABLE DETERMINATION of the Panel
that, effective June 1, 1983, the Village's contribution
to the Dental Plan be increased from $110 to $195, annually,

and that Article VIII, Section 2, be s0o amended.

8. Hogspitalization Upon Retirement

A, Association's Demand 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 1, 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 Village, at full cost, for em

ployees who have retired from the force.

The Village's counterproposal is to pay 50% of the



retired employee’'s cost and 35%X of the retired employee's

family cost.

The Association supports its demand upon a compar-
ison with 19 other jurisdictions in Westchester County con-
tending, in addition, that the need for 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 is merit to the
Agsociation's demand which, however, is adequately reflected
in its counterproposal to defray part of the cost as indi-
cated. However, what is a matter of concern to the Village
is the known experience of retired members 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 is that if the retired employee is covered by an outside
plan it ought not to be made to pay the cost of maintaining
dual coverage. 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 Analysis and Findings

Upon review of the available data concerning hos-
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pitalization coverage for retired employees in 19 jurisdie-.
tions within Westchester County, the Panel finds that 14
jurisdictions maintain 100% full coverage for retired em~
Ployees and family; 3, in addition to the village, pay S0%
~of the cost for the retired employee and 35% for family
coverage, Thus, upon the basis of comparability there ia
merit to the Association’'s demand for an increase in the
Village's contribution to maintain this benefit for retired

employees and their families.

However, the Panel is alsc of the view that there
is merit to the village‘'s contention that dual coverage is
an unnecessary cost factor, Coverage under one plan shoulad
be adequate, Therefore, should a retired employee be cov-
ered under an outside private plan, coverage under tha Vil-

lage's plan should cease, unless the private plan ceasas.

C. The Panel's 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
reapective contentions of the partias on the merits, it is

the

JUST AND REASONABLE DETERMINATION of the Panel that
Article VIIX be amended so as to add a new section, i.e, Sec-

tion 3, providing the following:



1, For bargaining unit members who are employed
by the Village as of the execution date of the successor
agreement and who retire under Article IX within five (5)

Hhe o0l Buward, jfue [71@

years after su:h::xuuutton}patohkthoAvillago will contribhute
100% of the premium for individual coverage in the State
Health (Hospital) Insurance Plan or to a substitute Health
Ingsurance Carrier should, for any reason, the State Plan
become unavailable, For the Family Health Insurance (Hos-

pital) pPlan the Vvillaga will contridbute 504 of the premiums

during the empioyee's retirement.

2. Such payments by the Village, as provided
above,.&ea—byzgny written agreement between the parties} 577éﬁiﬁg
shall cease if the retired employee is or becomes covered
by another.employer'c health insurance program providing at
least the same basic coverage, If the retired employee can
demonstrate to the village either that such employment has
ceaged or that the same basic coverage is no longer being
provided by the other employer, the Village's payments sghall

then resunme.

9. Work Chart

10. Bight Differential Pay

11, vacation Improvement

The Panel has considered each one of the Associa~
tion's demands regarding each of the above matters and has

arrived at the JUST AND REASONABLE DETFRMINATION to DENY each



demand and that the provisions of the current agreement, with
respact to each of the above matters, be carried over WITHOUT
CHANGE into the successor agreement, The Panel‘s determina-

tion as to each matter is based upon the following cohsidora—

tione:

a) As To Work Chart: The present work chart pro-

vides for 254.8 daye 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 commengurate decrease in
wages, constitutes a wage increase. It is the Panel's judg-
ment that the wage increases and other benefits herein granted
represent the totality of the economic package affordable by
the Village without risking dislocations in its fiscal and

financial posture. The demand ig, therefore, denied,

b) As To Night Differential Pay: At presgent

there is no provision for night differential pay. The Assoc-
iation‘'s demand is for a 10X differential in bage pay for
police officers working the 4 P.M. to midnight shift and a
18% differential in base pay for police officers working the
12 midnight to 8 A.M. shift. The Aassociation contends that
the digruptive effect on the family life of a police officer,
and social stability as well, stemming from night work, mer-

its a Aifferential in pay.

The Village resists the Association's demand
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pointing out that Patrolmen work & rotating shift which is a
requirement of the job and, therefore, a night shift pay dif-

ferential is another guise for a wage increase,

The Panel notes that no data of comparative
probative value has been submitted upon which a judgment mey
be rmade concerning the justification for the Association's
demand, The Panel also notes that the practice of night
shift Adifferential pay has its source in instances where
employees resgularly work a night shift ag distinguished from
thogse employees who regularly work a day shift, This is not
to say that there are no exceptions, However, again, where
an emergency 24 hour service is involved and all emplovees
share equally in each of three ghifts, necessary to man a
24 hour service, a night shift pay differential ghould be

carefully considered before it is granted.

c) As to Vacation Improvement: Article VII, Sec-

tion 1, of the current agreement provides for vacation days
ranging from § working days after 6 months of service to a

maximum of 22 working éays after 18 years of service.,

The Agsociation demands that 4 years of ser-
vice be a cutoff date below which a police officer would
obtain a vacation of 20 working days and a vacation of 2%

working days for more than 4 yearg of service,

The Village opposes the Asgociatlon's demand con-



tending that, if granted, it would mean a dramatic non-afford-
able cost increase and substantially cut into the present work
schedule requiring overtime to offeet the additional number of
vacation days granted.,

The Panel has reviewed and compared the pregent
vacation programs granted in 19 other jurisdictions in West-
chester County with the village's vacation program for itg
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
the village and the wage and economic benefits granted in
this award, Wwhile there is merit to the Agsociation's demand,
the Panel's judgment is that the grant of the demand will gen-
erate added costs in other areas. The need for overtime is
one. The need to make changes in work shifte to c09¢ with
additional days off is another. On balance, the Panel is of
the view that a change in the vacation program should be de~

fexred to the next round of negotiations.

Por all of the above cited reasons the Association's

demand for an improved vacation program is denied.
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VII

The Village's Counter Proposals

As previously mentioned, the Village hag submitted
nine counter proposals for consideration by the Panel. Two
of those proposale have been addressed and disposed by the
Panel in considering the Association‘s demands. (See item 8
of Association's Hospital Program demand, part of which treats,
digposes, and grantsg the Village‘'s second counter proposal to
ceasae the State Health Insurance Program for Retired Employees
covered by other Pmployer's Insurance Plan, See also item 6
of Association's demand which corresponds to the Village's
item 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 wnich, except for item 6,
all deal with proposed substantive changes in the successor
agreament either by amendment of, or additions to,existing
contract language. In this connection the Panel has heard
and considered the respective contentionas of the parties on
the merits of the Village‘'s counter proposals and the opposi-
tion thereto by the Association and as to each numbered item
below the Panel nakes the following JUST AND REASONABLE DETER-

MINATION

1. The Village's counter proposal to amend Article
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VII, Section 4, by replacing *Police Commissioner* with *vil-
lage Administrator®, 1s hersby GRANTED,

2. Article VIXI, Sections 8 and 9 (qualifying

" dates 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 as

follows:

*Section 8, The qualifying date for vaca-
tions for all employees hired after June 1,
1982 shall be December 3lst of the preceding
calendar year, Vacation eligibility for all
such employees shall be determined by the
employee‘'s continuous and uninterrupted ser-
vice with the Village from the time of hiring
(original hire or lateat hire, whichever igs
later). A rehiring of such employee within
one {l) yvear shall not be deemed to interrupt
continuity of employment for purposes of this
Article VII,*

*Section 9, Any employee ghall have the
option to accept not more than five (5) work-
ing days*' vacation in cash in lieu of time
off with pay if the same is offered by the
Village.®
4. The Vvillage's counter proposal to amend Sec-
tion 5, Article XvI, by deleting the third from last sentence
of section 5 is hereby GRANTED; also GRANTED is the Village's
counter proposal to add new sections 7 and 8 with respect to
accumulation of personal leave and personal leave applications

ag followss
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*Section 7, Personal leave shall not be
cumulat{ve from one vear to the next excent
vhere an employee‘'s personal leave request is
denied by tha Village on the ground(s) that
operational or manpower needs and/or the need
to provide adegquate coverage prevent the
granting of such leave prior to the end of
the contract year, With respect to such ex-
ception, the personal leave denied on gsuch
grounds must be taken within two (2) calen~
dar months after the end of the contract year,®

*Section 8, Personal leave applications
hereunder will normally be granted unless the
enployer determines that operational or man-
power needs and/or the need to provide ade-
Quate coverage preclude them. In addition,
no personal leave shall be granted on any of
the holidays listed in Article VI, Section 2
above, "

6. The Village's counter proposal to amend

Article XI, Section 2, by limiting funeral expenses to
$§2,000 of an officer who dies in the actual performance

of &uty is hereby DENIED.

7. The Village's counter proposal to amend
Article XI, Saction 1, by redefining a police officer's

immediate family for bereavement purpogses is DENIED.

8. The Village's counter proposal to amend
Article XVI by adding a new gection prohibiting police
officers from engaging in any remunerative work during

time off for personal leave is hereby DENIED,

9. The Village‘'s counter proposal to limit the
filing of a demand for arbitration within six (6) months of

the £iling of a grievance is hereby DENIED,
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Conclusion

All other matters in the collective bargaining
agreaement terminating May 31, 1982, whether or not addressed,
as well as matters not herein addressed, disposed or submitted
to the Panel, shallhhe carried dfer and incorporated into the

successor agreement, effective June 1, 1982,

In rendering the several determinations herein, the
Panel has made a good faith effort to understand and weigh
the figcal posture of the Village of Pelham Mancr and the ser-
vice rendered by its police officers to the Village. The Panel
has concluded that: (a) the Villagé does-have the financial
ability to pay the wage increases and other benefits herein
granted; and (b) such wage increases and benefits constitute
a just and reasonable determination of all issues submitted to
the Panel based upon all of the factg and circumstances, sup-
ported by a rational analysis of the evidence contained in the
record, %While the Village's Police Officers may be agked to
~ shaxe some of the burden in considering the fiscal posture of
their employer, the Village of Pelham Mahor, they cannot reas-
onably be expected to bear the full burden of guch fiscal
problems and that it would be inequitable to foist that bur-
den solely, or substantially, upon the Village's police offi-
cers. It is in the interest of the Village's taxpayers that
their Vvillage have a well organized and properly motivated

police force whose compensation meets the objective standards



of fairness, equity, juatness and reasonableness.

Dated: February 2, 1983

CSEZ;zEL<7 Q?;@/lf’

Philip J. Raffb Baq.”
Chairman, Public Member

Concurs: /42232;4113432223214Hh;__~q
Richard R. Blessing QD
Public Employer Member

Concurss 8&9««* 9 J\M&/JJ
Robert Schaufeld, Esaq.
Employee Organization Member

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

STATE OP NEW YORK
8S:

Wl e

COUNTY OF QUEENS

On this 2nd day of February, 193, before me person-
ally appeared PHILIP J. RUFFO, to me known and known to me to
be the Chairman, Public Member, described in and wvho executed

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

%9&%’/
i

Not7fy Public

executed the same,

BEN.1A
Notary py ) AMIN Jarre

fe, Stat
- 54 - NO. 41-7Cel OOO ‘(‘)0’ L) Y-

Tetm Expires March 00"1 gB;U



STATE OF NEW YORK }
883

)
COUNTY OF Woglchsslar )
On this 2 +Y day of Pebruary, 1983, before me per-

sonally appeared RICHARD R. BLESSING, to me known and known
to me to be the Public Ewmployer Member, described in and who
executed the foregoing Award, and he duly acknowledged to me

that he executed the same,

Notary/Pilic :
MARY T. BARNETT
Notary public, giate of New York
No. 4527482
County of Westrhaster .
My Commussion Expires Marsh 30, 19 fy
STATE OF NEW YORK )
SS:

COUNTY OP Wwitthacts, ;

On this ) ~4 day of February, 1983, before me per-
sonally appeared ROBERT SCHAUFELD, to me known and known to
me to be the Employee Organigation Member, described in and
who executed the foregoing Award, and he duly acknowledged to

me that he executed the same.

?:2'@«4 T Bopr,

Notary qpblic

MARY T. BARNETT
Notary public, Stale of New York
! No. 4527482
County of Westnhaster
. My Commix« ion Fxpires fMarch 310, 19 fy
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