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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF PETITION 

On April 18, 1997, Local 1303-180, Council 4, AFSCME, AFL-CIO (Council 4 or 
Petitioner) filed a petition with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor 
Board) seeking certification as the exclusive bargaining agent of a bargaining unit of all Police 
Department civilian employees of the Town of Trumbull (the Town). The petition sought to 
modify an existing unit comprising a wide variety of job classifications and including employees 
in several Town departments at various work cites. 

On June 2, 1997, an investigation conference was conducted by Assistant Agent Joseph 
Adamo. By notice dated July 30, 1997 Acting Agent Joseph Adamo ordered a formal hearing on 
the petition before the Labor Board. The hearing was held on October 16, 1997. All parties 



appeared, were represented and allowed full opportunity to present information concerning the 
petition. 

THE HEARING 

At the hearing Council 4 amended its petition to reflect a petitioned for unit comprising 
only the three dispatchers in the police department. CILU stipulated that such a unit would be 
appropriate and did not object to the amendment of the petition. The Town objected to the 
amendment of the petition and disagreed that such a unit would be appropriate on the grounds 
that the requested certification would result in over fragmentation. All parties agreed, and the 
Board finds that the petition is not barred for any reason. 

The evidence established that the current bargaining unit has been in existence since 
approximately 1986. The initial bargaining representative for the unit was Council 4. In April, 
1996 CILU petitioned for certification as the exclusive bargaining representative of the entire 
unit. A consent election was held on June 2, 1996 and CILU was certified as the exclusive 
representative on July 23, 1996. Upon certification, CILU assumed responsibility for 
administration of the collective bargaining agreement which was still in effect with effective 
dates of October 1, 1993 through September 30, 1997. 

Regarding the dispatchers, the evidence established that there are three civilian 
dispatchers in the police department, all of whom wear uniforms and are required to work 
overtime in emergency situations. Other employees such as the Police Department mechanic 
and maintainer, Sewer Department employees and custodians are also required to work overtime 
in emergency situations. Other employees such as certain clerks and the secretary also wear 
uniforms. Dispatcher Pamela DeSanty works Tuesday through Saturday from 11:30 to 8:00 p.m.; 
Dispatcher Ronald Pepin works Tuesday through Saturday from 3:30 to midnight; and 
Dispatcher Denise Sepot works Monday through Friday from 7:30 to 4:00 p.m. The dispatchers 
work in the police station which is a free standing building from other town offices. Within the 
police station, the dispatchers work in a room in the middle of the building. The duties of 
dispatching are performed by a dispatcher and a police officer. Dispatchers work around the 
clock during the week. Dispatchers report to the police shift supervisor and are required to hold 
certification from NCIC. There are other employees in the police department such as the 
Detective Bureau secretary who are also required to hold NCIC certification. All clerical 
employees of the department receive the same holiday pay. 

Dispatchers receive all calls, communicate with police officers, dispatch cars, check 
warrants and records and monitor prisoners. There are other dispatchers who also handle 
incoming calls and dispatch medical services. Those dispatchers work in a different room from 
the police dispatchers and are not in the current bargaining unit. 
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DISCUSSION 

Since the inception of the MERA, the Board has consistently stressed the importance of 
ensuring employees the fullest freedom in exercising their rights to choose a bargaining 
representative. City of Bridgeport, Dec. No. 1440 (1976); East Windsor Board of Education, 
Dec. No. 1208 (1974); Town of Manchester, Dec. No. 813 (1968). In the Bridgeport case, the 
Board stated: A...a unit must possess objective characteristics which give its members a 
community of interest. But where these objective criteria are met, we attach great weight to the 
principle of self determination.@. However, in spite of these statements, the Board has not 
endorsed the principle of self determination to the point of giving unions unfettered permission 
to Acarve out@ classifications from existing bargaining units. When considering petitions seeking 
to carve out small groups of employees from existing units, the Board has employed a higher 
standard regarding employee self determination. In City of Hartford, Dec. No. 2483 (1986) the 
Board stated: 

In order to carve out a segment of an existing bargaining unit, the Board looks to 
the principle of self determination but also requires that the proposed new group 
have a community of interest all its own to justify the inherent destabilization that 
[secession] brings bout. Otherwise stated, there must be something sufficiently 
unique about the type, condition, nature, or location of the work of the petitioning 
employees to give them separate status, to form what may be called the unit=s 
natural boundaries. 

In State of Connecticut, Judicial Department, Dec. No. 1716 (1979) the Board reviewed 
the following three factors in making a determination on a petition to represent a small group of 
already represented employees: (1) the employee desires; (2) the community of interest as 
measured by objective considerations; (3) the effects on the employer of over fragmentation. 
With regard to the community of interest factor, the Board has historically looked at the type, 
condition, nature and location of the work in question as well as the organization structure and 
supervision of the employees. City of Hartford, supra, and cases cited therein; Town of East 
Hartford, Dec. No. 3166 (1993); City of Willimantic, Dec. No. 1852 (1980). All of the above 
factors have been thoroughly reviewed by this Board. 

In City of Hartford, supra, and cases cited therein, the Board has denied petitions from 
small groups of employees seeking to secede from existing units based on the factual evidence 
presented concerning the working conditions of the employees in question. 

In Town of East Hartford, Dec. No. 3166 (1993), however, the Board found strong 
evidence of a separate community of interest among the Police Department=s telecommunicators, 
distinguishing them from the larger unit of which they were a part. In that case, the 
telecommunicators were scheduled to work rotating shifts; were paid overtime on a different 
basis from other employees; and received different benefits from other bargaining unit members. 
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In this case, the larger, existing unit is a Awall to wall@ multi-department, multi-
classification unit. The dispatchers receive the same benefits as others in the unit and do not 
work a significantly different schedule. There is no evidence that the work location or 
supervision is significantly different from other bargaining unit positions and there is no history 
of disaffection from the larger unit. The history of collective bargaining for the existing unit 
does not suggest that the civilian dispatchers have any reason to believe that they will not be 
represented fully by the current bargaining representative. 

Based on the above, we determine that the civilian dispatchers do not have a sufficient 
community of interest separate from the existing unit to Ajustify the inherent destabilization that 
[secession] brings about@. As such, we believe that granting the petition could lead to instability 
in this labor management relationship, encourage over fragmentation and place an undue burden 
on the employer. The petition is dismissed. 

ORDER 

By virtue of the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by the 
Municipal Employee Relations Act, it is hereby 

ORDERED that the petition filed by Council 4 in Case No. ME-19,057 be and the same 
hereby is DISMISSED. 

John H. Sauter 
John H. Sauter 
Chairman 

C. Raymond Grebey 
C. Raymond Grebey 
Board Member 
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CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 6th day of 
March, 1998 to the following:


Attorney J. William Gagne, Jr.

Gagne & Associates

1260 Silas Deane Highway

Wethersfield, Connecticut 06109


Attorney Warren Holcomb

Town of Trumbull

Town Hall, 5866 Main Street

Trumbull, Connecticut 06611


Attorney E. Stephen Briggs

CILU, 36B Kreiger Lane

P.O. Box 938

Glastonbury, Connecticut 06033


Charles Fabian, Staff Representative

Council 4, AFSCME, AFL-CIO

444 East Main Street

New Britain, Connecticut 06051


Attorney Susan Creamer

Council 4, AFSCME, AFL-CIO

444 East Main Street

New Britain, Connecticut 06051
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___________________________________

Ronald A. Napoli, Acting Agent

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS
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