
STATE OF CONNECTICUTDEPARTMENT OF LABORCONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS
In the Matter ofCITY OF MILFORD(Police Department)- and -INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF POLICEOFFICERS DIVISION OF THE NATIONALASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES- and -MILFORD POLICE UNION LOCAL #899and COUNCIL 15, AFSCME, AFL-CIO

Case No. ME-2439Decision No. 1133Decided: April 25, 1973Issued: May 1, 1973

A P P E A R A N C E S:Robert L. Berchem, Esq. - For the City of Milford (Police Department)John Arcudi, Esq. - For Milford Police Union Local #899 and Council 15, AFSCME,AFL-CIOLawrence J. Campane, Esq. - For International Brotherhood of Police Officers Division ofthe National Association of Government Employees
DECISION AND DIRECTION OF ELECTIONStatement of the CaseOn December 13, 1972, the International Brotherhood of Police Officers Division of the NationalAssociation of Government Employees, hereinafter called IBPO, NAGE, filed a Petition with theConnecticut State Board of Labor Relations, hereinafter called the Board, alleging that a question orcontroversy has arisen concerning the representation of all full time investigatory and uniform membersof the Police Department with authority to exercise police powers, and all full time permanent male andfemale stenographers and dispatchers, excluding the Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent andcaptains, employed by the City of Milford (Police Department), hereinafter called the MunicipalEmployer, and requesting that, pursuant to Section 7-471 of the Municipal Employee Relations Act,hereinafter called the Act, the Board investigate such controversy and certify to the parties the name ofthe representative that has been designated or selected by said employees.Pursuant to notices given to IBPO, NAGE, and Milford Police Union Local #899 and Council 15, AFSCME,AFL-CIO, hereinafter called the Union, a hearing was held on the Petition on February7, 1973, at theCircuit Court Room Police Building, Milford, Connecticut, at which time the parties appeared and were



given full opportunity to adduce evidence and examine and cross-examine witnesses and makeargument. Briefs were filed by lBPO, NAGE and the Union.
THE ISSUEWhether the petition of IBPO, NAGE was timely and whether the contract bar rules apply?The lBPO, NAGE in May of 1972 petitioned this Board alleging a question had arisen concerningrepresentation of the employees in the City of Milford (Police Department). This petition was voluntarilywithdrawn as being untimely due to the fact the Union was negotiating for a new contract with the City ofMilford, Later, the IBPO, NAGE contacted the Labor Department as to when would be a timely filing foranother petition. Mrs. Betty Tianti, Assistant Agent to the Board stated in her opinion, a December filingwould be timely. On December 13, 1972 the present petition was filed. The contract between theMunicipal Employer and the Union had expired on June 30, 1972. Negotiations for a new contract tocover the 1972-1973 fiscal year began in January 1972. On February 7, 1973, the date of the presenthearing, there still was no new contract and the negotiations had reached a period of inactivity.The Union relies on three (3) cases decided by the Board to substantiate their argument.1. Town of Manchester, Decision No. 813, June 27, 19682. City of Shelton, Decision No. 1065, May 2, 19723. Town of Berlin, Decision No. 1070, June 13, 1972We find the time elapsed between the expiration of the contract (June 30, 1972) and the present petition(December 13, 1972) is very much the same as set forth in the Shelton and Berlin cases. However, there isa difference in the present case. In the Shelton and Berlin matters, the negotiations were interrupted bywage and price freeze and Phase III, and in the same cases there was a much earlier resort to mediationand fact finding. In the instant matter, there was an apparent lapse in the Union's active efforts tonegotiate between August 11, 1972 and January 4, 1973, when a mediator was requested for the firsttime. We recognize the length of time often required for bargaining in the municipal sector, and we feelstrongly that actively pursued negotiation efforts (or those interrupted by price freeze) should beprotected for a reasonable time. Here five (5) months of apparent inactivity before a mediator isrequested and until after IBPO, NAGE filed its petition, is much too long a period to invoke the contractbar. In order to effectuate the policies of the Act, and guarantee the employees their choice of abargaining representative, we shall direct hereinafter an election and allow employees in question todetermine whether or not they wish to be represented by either IBPO, NAGE, or the Union, or neither ofthem.

FINDINGS OF FACT1. The Municipal Employer - The City of Milford (Police Department) Is a political subdivision of theState of Connecticut and is a municipal employer.2. IBPO, NAGE is a labor organization having as its primary purpose the improvement of wages,hours and other conditions of employment of municipal employees.3. The Union is a labor organization having as its primary purpose the improvement of wages, hoursand other conditions of employment of municipal employees.



4. THE APPROPRIATE UNIT(A) A unit consisting of all full time investigatory and uniform members of the PoliceDepartment with authority to exercise police powers, and all full time permanent male andfemale stenographers and dispatchers, excluding the Superintendent, AssistantSuperintendent and Captains.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAWUpon the foregoing Findings of Fact, and upon the entire record of the proceedings, the Board finds andconcludes as a matter of law:1. The City of Milford (Police Department) is a municipal employer within the meaning of Section 7-467(1) of the Act.2. IBPO, NAGE is a labor organization within the meaning of Section 7-467(3) of the Act.3. The Union is a labor organization within the meaning of Section 7-467 (3) of the Act.4. The unit described in Paragraph (4) of the above Findings of Fact constitutes the unit appropriatefor the purposes of collective bargaining within the meaning of the Act.

DIRECTION OF ELECTIONBy virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by theMunicipal Employee Relations Act, it isDIRECTED, that, as part of the determination by the Board to ascertain the exclusive representative forcollective bargaining with the Municipal Employer, an election shall be conducted under the supervisionof the Agent of the Board within twenty (20) days of the date of issuance hereof with the employees inUnit (A) found appropriate hereinabove, who were employed on December 13, 1972 and employed onthe date of the election, to determine whether they wish to be represented by International Brotherhoodof Police Officers Division of the National Association of Government Employees, or Milford Police UnionLocal #899 and Council 15, AFSCME, AFL-CIO, or neither of them, for the purpose of collective bargaining.


