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On November 26, 1975, International Brotherhood of Police Officers,
Local 308, hereinafter the Union, filed with the Connecticut State Board
of Labor Relations, hereinafter the Board, a complaint alleging that
the City of Hartford, hereinafter the City had engaged in and was engag-
ing in prohibited practices within the me,aning  of the Municipal tiployee
Relations Act, hereinafter the Act, in that:

Subsequent to the start of negotiations between the
parties on January 28, 1975, negotiations broke down
and the City declared an impasse had been reached. It
is claimed by the Union that the City through its offi-
cers and representatives implemented a policy of harass-
ment and discrimination againstPoliceOfficer  Jerome Martin
who was the Union President and its chief spokesman during
the negotiations.

Officer Martin was transferred from the day shift wherein he acted
as a Union l<aison officer and was easily accessible b&h to members of
the Union and City representatives, to the night shift.

It is claimed by the Union that this transfer was for punitive pur-
poses only and sought to undermine the Union's strength and weaken its
position at the bargaining table. It was further claimed that this ac-
tion by the City interferred and restrained the employees of the City
of Hartford Police Department from exercising their rights as guaranteed
in Section 7-468 and violated Section 7-470(A) 1 of the Act.

The remedy requested was "to have the Board order the City to cease
and desist from this policy of harrassment and discrimination disected
against the Union spokesman and President, Jerome Martin, and to re-
assign him back to the day shift."

After the requisite administrative steps had been taken the matter
was brought on for hearing before the Board on February 25, 1976, at
the Labor Department Building, 200 Folly Brook Boulevard, Wethersfield,
Connecticut, at which time the parties appeared and were represented by
counsel. Full opportunity was given to adduce evidence, examine and
cross-examine witnesses, and make argument. Written briefs were not
filed.

Upon the basis of the complete record before us, we make the fol-
lowing findings of fact, conclusions of law, and order.

Findings of Fact

The City of Hartford is now and has been at all times material
here&-a municipal employer within the meaning of Section 7-467(l) of

.



the Municipal Employees Relations Act.

2. Local 308, International Brotherhood of Police Officers, N.A.G.E.
is now and has been at all times material herein an employee organiza-
tion within the meaning of Section y-467(3) & 7-467A of the Act.

19753.
The current contrac,t  between the parties is dated April lst,

There is a provision in the duration section which states that
the contract will continue in effect unless amended, modified, or
terminated in accordance with this particular section.

4. On or about January 28, 1975,  the City and the Union entered
into negotiations for purposes of effectuating.a new contract which
was to become, effective July 1, 1975.

5. Jerome Martin, a Police Officer for the City and President of
the Union since June 1973,  actively participated in the negotiations
and was the Union spokesman.

6. The Police negotiating team consists of four members. Mr.
Martin, as President, is given complete power to select the bargaining
team and make any tentative agreements at the bargaining table which
must then be ratified by the members he represents. He also may re-
solve grievances with the Chief or other labor relations representa-
tives of the department concerning contract interpretation.

7 . In October 1974, Chief Hugo J. Masini of the Hartford Police
assigned Officer Martin to the 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. shift without
requiring him to go through the normal rotation of shifts. The ex-
piration date of this agreement was to be 3une 30, 1975.

8. The purpose of this shift change was to make it possible for
Chief Masini and Officer Martin to be more readily accessible to each
other in order to discuss grievances and other problems as they occurred.
It was also understood that part of Officer Martin's assignment was for
the purpose of carrying out negotiations which occurred on the day shift, . ~.
as the Personnel Department was available at that time,

9 . Originally the police union and the fire'department union car-
ried on joint negotiations with the City. Approximately August of 1975,
it was decided that the two unions would negotiate separately. At
about this time, according to Officer Martin's testimony, the City de-
clared an impasse in the negotiations.

10. Subsequent to August 1975,  Officer Martin disclosed to the news
media the problems the police union was having in the negotiations,
particularly with wage disputes and in turn criticized some of the
councilmen, the Chief of Police and the City Manager.

11. In October 1975,  just prior to hqlding a meeting in the police
department to take a strike vote, Officer Martin was again transferred
to the night shift effective in December 1975.  The reason stated was
his unavailability to Chief Masini while working the day shift.

12. Officer Martin claimed that at no time did anyone discuss the
problem of his unavailability with him, nor were any charges filed
against him concerning unavailability in violation of departmental
regulations prior to the letter of October, 1975.

13. Officer Martin testified he did not work the midnight to eight
shift when assigned in December, as another officer preferred to work
that shift and a switch was made to enable him to handle the current
probelms. He further stated Captain Sheppard gave the approval as it
was a common practice in the Department.

14.
shift.

On January 19, 1976,  he was again assigned to the midnight

15. Testimony indicated that Chief Masini, at the time Officer
Martin was removed for this position, requested the Union to designate
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somebody else to fill the position of union liaison officer. This
request was rejected by the executive board of the Union.

.I

16. Officer Martin, in order to carry out the duties of liaison
officer, was originally assigned to walk a beat in the patrol division
on the eight to four shift and was to be available at all times. He
testified he could be pulled off the beat to attend to union problems
by first notifying his superior officer of his absence. Further tes-
timony indicated he was given this assignment only for the purpose of
handling business between the City and the Union.

1

:I

.
17. A written order was given to Officer Martin informing him he 1

Iwas not following the procedure of notifying everybody in the chain
of command when he was off his regular beat. Chief Masini stated in
his letter of October 30, 1975 to Officer Martin, "you were reminded
time and time again that you were abusing that privilege and most
recently have been particularly inaccessible.n

/

18. It was brought out in testimony that Officer Martin issued
statements to the press concerning negotiations and the matters on the
bargaining table, in violation of an agreement the Union had with the
City.

19. Chief Masini testified there were complaints from Lt. Sicaras,
Command Officer, the district commander, and the watch commander that
Officer Martin was not following the guidelines of seeking permission
first from the personnel officer , and clearing with the commander who
was now responsible for Martin as well as other officers working with
him. In response to the Captain's questions, the Executive Board of
the Union also stated on several occasions they could not reach him
either. Chief Masini also testified that when there was a threat of
a strike vote, and a threat of job action, Officer Martin was not
available.

20. The Chief stated, "the  primary reason for relieving Officer
Martin was his abuse of the privilege of day duty plus his inaccessi-
bility."

Conclusions of Law

1. Chief Masini, had the right to, and did, remove Officer Martin
from his temporary assignment for legitimate reasons.

2. No evidence of anti-union bias or repudiation of the existing
contract obligations by Chief Masini was proven in the testimony as
presented.

3. The City of Hartford did not engage in prohibited practices
within the meaning of Section 7-470(a) of the Act.

Discussion

Chief Masini, in exercising the rights of management, originally
assigned Officer Martin on a temporary basis to the day shift for
fifteen dass. This was done so that Officer Martin could be available
to serve ai a liaison officer to deal with Union-City disputes. -No
permanent appointment was ever made. A procedure was issued stating
whom Officer Martin was to notify when leaving the position. This pro-
cedure was not followed in many instances. Chief Masini believed Officer
Martin had abused the privilege of being excused from duty. Since the
arrangement was no longer mutually advantageous the Chief exercised his
power to reassign Officer Martin. No illegal motive or intent can be
inferred from the actions of the City. Therefore, no violation of the
Act was committed.
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ORDER

By virtue of and pursuant to the powers vested in the Connecticut
State Board of Labor Relations by Section 7-471 of the Municipal Eln-
ployee Relations Act, it is hereby

ORDERED, that the complaint against the City.of Hartford alleging
prohibited practices by Local 308, International Brotherhood of Police
Officers, N.A.G.E., is hereby dismissed.

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS
A

TO:

City Manager
City of Hartford
550 Main Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06103

.

CERTIFIED @RR)

Robert D. Krause, Personnel Director
City of Hartford
550 Main Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06103

Jerome Martin, President
Local 308, IBPO, NAGE
880 Asylum Avenue
Hartford, Connecticut

Lawrence J. Campane, Esq.
Suite 1800, 100 Constitution Plaza
Hartford, Connecticut 06103

CERTIFIED (RRR)
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