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On August 17, 1978, International Brotherhood of Police
Officers (Union) filed with the Connecticut State Board of Labor
Relations (Board)
employees

A petition alleging that 30?4 or more of the
of the State of Connecticut Judicial Department in a

unit consisting of all inspectors wished to be represented by
the Union and requesting t.he Board to certify the name of the
representative that has benn designated or selected by the
majority of said empF-ovees. The petition also stated that 2n
existing bargaining unit was involved, namely "Paraprofessional
Judicial Unit Chapter 216" represented by Connecticut State
Employees' Association (CSEA).

After the reou'aite  preliminary steps had been duly taken
the matter came before the Board for a hearing on October 13,
1978, at which the parties appeared by counsel and CSEA moved
to intervene. The motion was granted and thereafter all parties
were fully heard. Leave was given to file written briefs and
the Union and the State did file such briefs.

The Hearing

From evidence adduced at the hearing and from what is officially
noticeable certain background  facis appeared.
(then called detectives ti

In 1976 the inspectors
petitioned to be represented as a separate

unit but later withdrew their petition. In January, 1977, CSEA
sought to represent an all-inclusive non-professional bargaining
unit of Judicial Department employees including the inspectors.



CSEA and the State negotiators reached an agreement which was
ratified by the Supreme Court. This agreement established two
units in the Department, a non-professional and a professional
unit with about 925 and 225 members, respectively. Inspectors
were included in e non-professional unit. The agreement also
called for an election which resulted in the selection of CSEA
as representative of the non-professional unit. A collective
bargaining agreement was reached by the parties to cover this
unit.

After this contract was reached dissatisfaction with CSEA
on the part of the inspectors led to the filing with the Board
of a prohibited practice complaint for John Solomon, an inspector.
This complained of several instances of alleged breach by CSEA of
its duty of fair representation of the inspectors. After hearing,
the Board dismissed this complaint on the merits on January 8,
1979. Connecticut State Einolovees  Association -and- John Solomon,
Case No. SUPP-4491, Dec. No. 1734 (1979).

At the hearing in the present case it appeared that the
inspectors, 36 in number, are assigned  to stste's attorneys
thr.oug!lout the State to assist them in the preparation and pre-
sentation of criminal prosecutions. Each state's attorney has
assigned to him one or more inspectors. Their function involves
a good deal of investigative police wor!t  and the inspectors are
recruited largely from the ranks of the state police. Solomon
is such a member of the claimed unit and was the petitioner's
principal witness at the hearing.

The functions of inspectors are accurately summarized in the
following passage from the State's brief:

a. Assists the State's Attorney in the preparation of
cases for trial, including interviewing witnesses, ob-
taining statements,  and assuring the vailabilitqr of
witnesses and evidence needed for trials...

b. Prepares and reviews affidavits for bench warrants
and otherwise assists in matters related to bindover
proceedings...

c. Directs and assists local and.State  Police at the
scenes of major crimes

I
in some cases (usually smaller,

more rural departments supervising crime scene preser-
vation...

d. Conducts independent investigations of a sensitive
nature from time to time...

e. Acts as a liaison to lower court personnel...

Inspectors spend a substantial amount of their time outside their
offices (about 40% in more po,pulou~s  centers, more in others). They
have the power of arrest and usually carry weapons. They have
actually used weapons very little, however, and are seldom if ever
injured in the ncop:: of their duties.

In addition to inspectors the Judicial  Deoartment also employs
investigative aides who were formerly called circuit court investi-
gators. With the consolidation of courts these aides perform their
functions in the part B location, geographical area, under the
supervision of assistant state's attorneys in charge of those art-
There are 17 such investigative aides. Tneir functions are sim!
to those of the inspectors although they do not have powers of
arrest and they deal with crimes of a less serious nature.

The Judicial Department also employs persons in other 4
gative positions in its bureau of support. and as probatior
In many respects the functions of these employees are subc

I

similar to those of the inspectors though there art .i.~.+f~

-2-



The predecessors
detectives.

of the inspectors were, historically, county
When the State took over county functions these

detectives became employees of the State. They are all now under
the general authority of the chief state's attorney, but there wab
no evidence at the hearing that there is any close-k.nit  organiza-
tional bond among them or that the inspectors in one office had a
substantial amount of contact with those in another.

Discussion

Petitioner places principal reliance upon the analogy of the
State police and the fact that the Board put the State police in a
separate unit. The analogy is not persuasive.

In the first place the members of the Board had some reserva-
tions about creating a separate unit for the State police. A strong
case could be made for including them with other groups of employees
of the State who had law enforcement or protective services functions.
And we believe we are bidden by the Act to seek "the broadest
possible units in which a community of interest may be ,found."
Proposed Regulations  Concerning Unit Determination, p. 1 (1976).

Almost in the face of this broad requirement we gave the State
police somewhat unique treatment on the basis of two considerations
that have no application to the present petition. The State police
has a history of being a single, compact organization with a. strong
tradition and esprit de corps. This is the situation obtaining in
other states and in them the appropriate labor bo,ards  have uniformly*
put them in a separate bargaining unit. We concluded that these
factors made the State police a case sui generis.

The inspectors stand on a different footing in the respects
which led us to treat the State police as we did. There is no long
tradition of a single compact organization. Some'of us can well
remember tvhen  the detectives were hired by the county and attached
to each State's attorney's office. There is nothing in the evidence
before us to show that the relatively recent office of chief state's
attorney and the fact of State employment have welded the inspectors
into anything like the compact organization of the State police.
Moreover the decisions of other state labor boards have not treated
the analogues  of the inspectors in the same way that they have treated
their state police. Fraternal Order of Police v. Mich. State U., 233
N.W. 2d 75, 69  LRRM 3-h. App. 7 975); Macomb  County Bd. of
ConLmrs. and Macomb  County Dep. Sheriffs' Ass'n.,  Case NO.  R-75 H-331.
7Mich. E.R.C. 1976); Matter of Nassau County Sheriffs' Office Ben.
kss'n., 161  N.Y.L.Jr. 18 (Sup. Ct. 1969). :';e  conclude then that the
separate unit for the State police does not furnish an appropriate
precedent for the inspectors.

Aside from precedent the case for a separate unit has not been
made out. Xhile  the inspectors may well have an identifiable com-
munity of interest we have consistently reauired also that this com-
munity of interest be one that is not shared by other employees; the
test must furnish a logical stopping place as well as a starting
point. Town of Hamden, Case No. m-2748,  Dec. No. 1264 (1974);
Tovm  of Cheshire, Drc.  No, 1483 (1977).

Every job classification has .some  unique features but this does
not warrant carving it out as a separate bargaining unit even in the
sphere of municipal employment. That is far more true of State
employment where we believe the Legislature intends us to create
"the broadest possible units in which a community of interest may
be found." 'Application of that test might permit some further
divisions of the employees of the Judicial Department, perhaps
allowing for a unit of those engaged in protective services. This
would include with the inspectors a,t  least the investigative aides
and probably others treated in the evidence. We do not think it is

* One exception, in Massachusetts, was not long lived.
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appropriate to define the exact limits in the absence of further
evidence and perhaps some representative of interested classifica-
tions. It is enough for present purposes to decide, as we do,
that the unit claimed in the petition is too narrow.

Dismissal of Petition

By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut
State Board of Labor Relations by the Act Concerning Collective
Bargaining for State Employees, it is

ORDERED, that the petition filed herein be, and the same hereby
is, dismissed.

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS

B Y s/ Fleming James. Jr.
Fleming James, Jr., Chairman

s/  Gerald P. Crean, Jr.
Gerald P. Crean, Jr.

TO:

The Honorable John A. Speziale
Chief Court Administrator
Supreme Court Building
Hartford, Connecticut 06?  15

Attorney Philip Collins
Holtz & Drachman
185 Devonshire Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02110

CERTIFIED (RRR)

The Honorable Jay E. Rubinow
Senior Judge, Superior Court
49 Pitkin  Street
Manchester, Connecticut 06040

. .. . '

Frank Cassello
Supreme Court Building
Hartford, Connecticut 06115

Joseph J. Mazzotta,  Conn. Director
International Brotherhood of Police

Officers, Div. of NAGE CERTIFIED (RRR)
1800 Silas'Deane  Highway, Suite 106A
Rocky Hill, Connecticut 06067

Attorney Michael T. Noble
IBPO, Suite 106A
1800 Silas Deane Highway
Rocky Hill, Connecticut 06067

Edward Caffrey
Connecticut State Employees Association
760 Capitol Avenue - -
Hartford, Connecticut 06106 CERTIFIED (RRR)
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