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                          VETO MESSAGE - No. 7
 
TO THE SENATE:
 
I am returning herewith, without my approval, the following bill:
 
Senate Bill Number 3284, entitled:
 
    "AN ACT to amend the civil service law, in relation to providing for
      binding  arbitration  in negotiations involving all members of the
      collective negotiating units designated as  security  services  or
      security supervisors"
 
    NOT APPROVED
 
  This  bill  would  extend  the  use  of binding arbitration to resolve
impasses during collective negotiation of compensation-related  matters,
to all members of the security services and security supervisors collec-
tive  negotiating  units  ("security  negotiating units"). Under current
law, only a limited group of members of these units may submit  disputes
to  binding  arbitration,  such  as  police  officers and peace officers
employed by the Department of Correctional  Services.  This  bill  would
represent  a  significant departure from the heretofore narrowly defined
role for binding arbitration  in  collective  bargaining  involving  law
enforcement  employees.  Because I believe that the expansion of binding
arbitration should be carefully circumscribed, I am constrained to  veto
this bill.
 
  Binding arbitration is not appropriate for all members of the security
negotiating units. First, many titles in these units are not peace offi-
cers,  much less police officers, and so fall far outside the categories
that have been granted access to binding arbitration since  the  process
was  introduced  in 1974. Second, these units represent a broad range of
titles that have varying  and  often  attenuated  relationships  to  law
enforcement.  Adding  them  would represent a wholesale extension of the
binding arbitration procedure, notwithstanding whether it is appropriate
for each particular title.  This bill would open the  door  to  numerous
other  demands for application of the same process to other titles, with
no obvious stopping point.
 
  Supporters of this bill contend that  particular  groups  within  this
unit  fall  within the traditional categories for binding arbitration. I
will consider any such arguments as to particular members of this  unit,
should  the  supporters  wish  to  make them in the future. But the bill
before me does not present this issue.
 



  During the current fiscal crisis, it is important that  the  State  be
able  to  constrain  expenditures, including those relative to its work-
force.  This bill, however, would limit the Executive's control over the
collective bargaining process with respect to a  substantially  expanded
class of employees. Binding arbitration, which allows for the imposition
of  financial  terms  of  employment  at  the discretion of an unelected
third-party, has an established and legitimate role to play for  certain
public  employees  in titles traditionally viewed as essential to public
safety. But this bill would deprive the  Executive  of  the  ability  to
place  limitations  on  spending  when  a  third-party arbitrator orders
otherwise with respect to titles wholly distinct in kind.  Notwithstand-
ing my great respect and gratitude for the important work  performed  by
 
all  the  employees  in the security negotiating units, the extension of
binding arbitration to all of them is not justified and would not be  in
the best interest of the State.
 
  The bill is disapproved.                    (signed) DAVID A. PATERSON
                               __________


