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DECISION
and

DECLARATORY RULING

On November 17, 1988, the State of Connecticut, Division of Criminal
Justice (the Division) filed with the Connecticut State Board of Labor
Relations (the Labor Board) a petition for declaratory ruling pursuant to
Section 5-273-41(l)  of the Rules and Regulations of the Labor Board, and
Section 5-273 of the Connecticut General Statutes. The Division specif-
ically sought a declaratory ruling regarding whether:

(a) A pending Union proposal that the Division deduct
certain sums from  unit members’ salary for the Union’s
political action committee is a mandatory subject of
collective bargaining; and

lb) Whether the Union proposal that the office of Labor
Relations represent the Division at step two (2) of a
proposed grievance procedure over the objection of the
Division constitutes coercion of "an employer in the
selection of his representative for purposes of...the
adjustment of grievances” within the meaning of C.G.S.,
Section 5-272(b)(2), or is legally a mandatory subject of
collective bargaining.

We are advised by the parties that the Division and Connecticut State
Employees Association, Inspector's Council (the Union) comenced  negotia-
tions over a successor agreement on February 19, 1988. The present agree-
ment expired June 30, 1988. After a number of bargaining sessions, the
Union declared an impasse and filed for binding arbitration with the State
Board  of Mediation and Arbitration on May 11, 1988 pursuant to C.G.S., Sec-
tion 5-276(a). On November 9, 1988 at an arbitration hearing, the Union,
specifically requested that the arbitrator hear and decide two (2) issues:



f.
(1) Under Article Seven (7) of the current agreement
entitled “Union Security and Payroll Deductions”,
Section Nine (9) regarding a proposed. deduction for
the Union’s political action committee, and;

(2) A Union proposal that the Office of Labor
, Relations of the Department of Administrative Services

be the Division’s representative at step two (2) of
the proposed grievance process over the objection of
the Division.

It is the position of the Division that neither of these issues are
mandatory subjects of collective bargaining.

After the requiste preliminary steps had been taken, the matter was
heard by the Board on January 17, 1989. Both parties were represented and
full opportunity was provided to adduce evidence, examine and cross-examine
witness=,  and make argument. Written briefs were filed by both parties.

After a consideration of the whole record, the Board issues the
following declaratory ruling. The Board’s findings of fact and conclusions
of law will be issued in the near future.

DECLARATORY RULING

By virtue of and pursuant to the powers vested in the Connecticut State
Board of Labor Relations by the Act Concerning Collective Bargaining for
state E3nployees  and by C.G.S., Section 4-176, the Board hereby issues the
declaratory ruling:

I. A Union proposal that an employer implement lawful
and voluntary payroll deductions from bargaining unit
members for the Union political action committee is a
mandatory subject of bargaining.

II. While the subject of grievance procedures generally
is a mandatory subject for collective bargaining, the
union recommendation of the employer representative as
part of a proposed grievance procedure in opposition to
an employer’s choice of representative, is a nonmandatory
subject of bargaining, and contravenes C.G.S., Section
5-272(b)(2).
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