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DECISION

DISMISSALa%  PETITION

Cn July 31, 1979, the United Steelworkers of America, Local
Union 13280 (Steelworkers
of Labor Relations (Board I

, filed a petition with the State Board
seeking an expansion of an existing unit

to include two building custodians employed by the City of Groton,
Department of Utilities (City). On December 4, 1979, the City of
Groton Utilities Employees  Association, Inc.  (Association), filed
a petition for intervention claiming that the Association presently
represented the employees sought by the Steelworkers. After the
requisite administrative steus had been taken, the case came before
the Boa-d  for a formal hear&g on March 7, 1980. All parties ap-
peared and were given a full opportunity to present evidence, examine
witnesses and present their views.

The Hearing

The evidence presented at the hearing supports the following.
The City of Groton is a municipal employer within the meaning of the
Act and both Steelworkers and the Association are employee org,a.niza-
tions within the meaning of the Act. Since 1963, the Association
has been the exclusive bargaining agent for a unit of employees
working in the Utilities Department of the City of Groton. During
this entire period the employees in question (custodians), have been
included in utilities department unit. There is presently a collec-
tive bargaining contract in effect between the Association and the
City covering the period October 1, 1979 until September 30, 1980.

The Steelworkers are the exclusive bargaining agent for a bar-
gaining unit comprised of public works, beach and park employees cm-
ployed  by the City of Groton) but outsLde the utilities department.
There are no positions carrymy;  the tit-lo  of custodian or janitor in
this unit. There is a position of laborer in the Steelworker's unit
and involves some functions which are similar to those of the custo-
dians in the utilities department. The supervision of the employees



in  the Steelworker's unit is different from the supervision in the
utilities department unit represented by the Association. The custo-
dians in the utilities department unit work in a location which is
substantially physically removed (one and a half miles) from the work
sites of the employees in the StcolworkGr's  unit. There is little or
no interaction between the Steelworker's unit employees and the custo-
dians whom the Steelworkers seek to include in their unit.

The Steelworker's position is that the utilities department
custodians should be placed in the non utilities department city unit
which that union represents. The Association resists this position,
arguing that the custodians should be retained in the utilities unit
which the Association represents. The City has taken the position
that the status quo should be maintained, i.e. that the utilities
department custodians should remain in the utilities department bar-
gaining unit.

Discussion

The question before us is fairly straight-forward; is there a
sufficient community of interest between the two utilities department
custodians and the Steelworker's unit employees to justify inclusion
of the custodians in the Steelworker's unit? In making a bargaining
unit determination of this sort, we must first determine whether there
are enough objective community of interest elemeni;s  in comon  between
the employees sought to be included and the unit into which the em-
ployees are sought to be placed. Traditionally important items in
this determination include lines of supervision, location of work site,
the degree of normal interaction between the two groups of employees,
history of representation, similarity of job categories, and simi-
larity of work done.

In  this case, the only common element between the two groups is
in the last item, similarity of work done, and this is an incomplete
similarity. The utilities department custodians do perform work which
resembles, in certain respects, the functions of the laborers in the
SteelVxx?ker's  unit. With respect to all of the other community of in-
terest criteria, there is no commonality between the two groups. The
custodians are subject to an altogether separate line of supervision.
The location of the work site is different. Thereislittle or no
interaction between the utilitie 8 custodians and the Steelworker's
unit employees. The custodians have a seventeen (17) year bargaining
history with fellow utilities department employees. The job category
of custodian is not mentioned in  the unit description for the Steel-
worker's unit. These factors greatly outweigh the fact that the
duties of the custodians bear some resemblance to the duties of laborers.

We find that the evidence demonstrates a clearly insufficient basis
in  community of interest to justify a conclusion that the non utilities
department unit represented by the Steelworkers is an appropriate unit
in which to place the utilities department custodians.

O R D E R

By the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Rela-
tions by the Municipal Employee‘ Relations Act, it is hereby

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