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DECISION AND CERTIFICATION OF BARGAINING 
REPRESENTATIVE 

Statement of the Case 
 
On January 21, 1970, Local 1522 of Council #4, American Federation of State, County and Municipal 
Employees, AFL-CIO, hereinafter called the Union, filed a Petition with the Connecticut State Board of 
Labor Relations, hereinafter called the Board, alleging that a question or controversy had arisen 
concerning the social workers, employed by the City of Bridgeport, hereinafter called the Municipal 
Employer, who desire to be included in the over all unit presently represented by the Union, and 
requesting the Board to certify to the parties the name of the representative that has been designated or 
selected by said employees pursuant to Section 7-471 of the Municipal Employee Relations Act, 
hereinafter called the Act. 
 
On February 20, 1970, the Union and the Municipal Employer entered into a Consent Agreement for an 
election to be conducted under the supervision of the Agent of the Boa r d, which election was held on 
February 27, 1970, the results being as follows: 
 

Number of ballots cast ------------------------------------------------------ 12 
Number of ballots counted ------------------------------------------------ 12 
Number of votes IN FAVOR of representation ------------------------- 10 
Number of votes NOT IN FAVOR of representation -------------------- 0 
Number of blank ballots ----------------------------------------------------- 0 
Number of void ballots ----------------------------------------------------- 0 
Number of challenged votes ---------------------------------------------- 2 

 



On April 8, 1970, the Board held a hearing on the reservation of the parties concerning the question of 
inclusion in the Unit of Social Workers III. The Municipal Employer appeared and was represented by 
Thomas J. Barrett, Esq.; the Union appeared and was represented by Stanley Kirvicky, its Staff 
Representative. Full opportunity to be heard, to examine and cross-examine witnesses and to introduce 
evidence bearing upon the issues was afforded all parties.  
 
The sole question presented in this case is whether the two employees in the classification of Social 
Worker III should be included in or excluded from the bargaining unit which includes the classification of 
Social Worker II. The City claims that the Board should exclude the position as supervisory; the Union 
claims that the position should be included. 
 
The facts shown in evidence and by agreement at the hearing indicate that a Dr. Dynon is the 
administrative officer in charge of the entire Department of Human Affairs. This comprises many 
subdivisions of which the Social Service Department is one. The Social Service Department is under the 
supervision of a Director of Welfare. This position is not in the classified service and is, at present, vacant. 
Next in command so far as social workers are concerned is the Social Service Supervisor who has charge 
of all the social workers involved in this case. The supervisor, Mr. Liscinsky, is at present acting also as 
Director of Welfare. 
 
Problems of budget have created some anomalies among the classifications involved in the present case. 
One is that the classified position of Social Service Supervisor presently carries a higher salary than the 
unclassified superior position of Director of Welfare. Another is that the social workers have all been 
upgraded by one rank, without any change in their duties and responsibilities. Thus the present 
incumbents in the classifications of Social Worker II and Social Worker III have until recently been 
classified as Social Worker I and Social Worker II respectively. It is not claimed, however, that this change 
in any way increased the supervisory responsibilities of the Social Worker III (formerly II) classification. 
 
The evidence shows that the two Social Workers III do have some supervisory functions. This does not, 
however, end the matter. Unlike the original State Labor Relations Act (Gen Stat. Section 31-101, 
subsection 13) the Municipal Employee Relations Act does not exclude supervisors from its coverage. 
Rather it vests the Board with "power to determine whether a supervisory … position is covered by … " 
the Act. Section 7-471(2). In making this determination the Board is bidden to consider, among other 
inferia, whether the principal functions of the position are characterized by not fewer than two of the 
following: 
 
 (A)  Performing such management control duties as scheduling, 

assigning, overseeing and reviewing the work of subordinate 
employees; 
 

(B)  performing such duties as are distinct and dissimilar from those 
performed by the employees supervised; 
 

(C)  exercising judgment in adjusting grievances, applying other 
established personnel policies and procedures and in enforcing 
the provisions of a collective bargaining agreement: and 
 

(D)  establishing or participating in the establishment of 
performance standards for subordinate employees and taking 
corrective measures to implement those standards. 

 
Conn. Gen. Stat. Section 7-471 (2) (emphasis supplied) 

 



The Social Worker III concededly does not perform many functions ordinarily associated with 
supervision. Thus he does not have the power to hire, transfer, suspend, promote, discharge, assign, 
discipline or reward employees (Tr. 9, 15, 16). 
 
The Municipal Employer seeks to dull the effect of these concessions by pointing out that under the Civil 
Service system "the Civil Service Commission is the only [one] that can hire anyone." (Tr. 21) But that 
argument reaches only some of the functions covered by the concession, e. g. the power to hire and fire, 
and probably to promote. Moreover, the evidence falls short of showing that Social Workers III play any 
significant part (short of ultimate authority) in performing the listed functions.  
 
The evidence does tend to show that the Social Workers III play a part in assigning work to Social 
Workers II and to clerical personnel. But the following excerpt from the testimony of Mr. Liscinsky 
indicates the relative insignificance of this role on the part of Mr. Fair, one of the Social Workers III: 
 
 THE WITNESS: Mr. Fair does work that the people under him do, but he 

does work above and beyond that. He has more responsibilities. 
 

 

 Q (By Mr. Barrett) What does he do that they don't do? 
 

 

 A He handles calls from various agencies. He acts as supervisor in 
their absence. He handles all burials. 
 

 

 Q All burials? 
 

 

 A Which are not handled by the regular social worker II. He handles 
whatever collaterals there may be from other agencies. 
 

 

 Q Does he delegate to the people, the Social Worker II's under him, 
what they are to do for any given day or week? 
 

 

 A No, they know their duties. But he assists them, and advises them as 
to decisions that they can be rendered. 
 

 

 Q I mean, does he assign work to them? 
 

 

 A No, not necessarily. The work is handled this way. We have a 
receptionist, and the people come into the intake area and ask for 
assistance and application is taken. 
 
Then, it is referred to the intake interviewer, which can be Mr. Fair, 
or to other Social Worker II's. And if there is any question as to 
whether the application can be accepted or rejected, they would 
seek this advice from Mr. Fair. 

 

 
It also appears that Mr. Liscinsky looks to the Social Workers III to see that departmental policies and 
procedures are carried out and to review the work of the Social Workers II, and that he "believe[s]" the 
former would speak to the latter if they "were doing something not in accordance with the standards set 
by" him. 
 
The whole thrust of this evidence makes it apparent that the supervisory functions exercised by the 
Social Workers III are performed at a pretty low level of command. Undoubtedly they involve judgment 



to some extent but this is true of many tasks which no one claims to be supervisory, e.g. the manner of 
driving a car or, for that matter, driving a nail. Undoubtedly many of the things social workers are called 
on to do require professional skill and training. Indeed both Social Workers II and III are clearly 
professionals. But the exercise of professional skill – even of the very highest order -- need not involve 
supervision at all.  
 
The chain of command shown here comprises four positions which have supervisory functions, viz. 
Administrative Officer of Division of Human Affairs, Director of Welfare, Social Service Supervisor, and 
Social Worker III. We find that supervisory functions probably dominate the first three of these positions 
and that they should not be included in the bargaining unit (a question not directly before us). We find, 
that the purposes of the Act would not, however, be served by extending the supervisory exclusion any 
further down in the chain of command. We find, instead, that the principal functions of the Social Worker 
III are not supervisory within the meaning of the Act and that they should be included in the bargaining 
unit. 
 
Since the challenged ballots will not affect the result of the election, the Board will not open said ballots 
as the Union attained a clear majority of the ballots cast. 
 

CERTIFICATION OF BARGAINING 
REPRESENTATIVE 

 
By virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by 
Section 7-471 of the Municipal Employee Relations Act, it is hereby  
 
CERTIFIED, that Local 1522 of Council #4, American Federation of State, County and Municipal 
Employees, AFL-CIO has been designated as the representative for the purposes of collective bargaining 
by all Social Workers, including Social Workers III, excluding supervising social workers, employed by the 
City of Bridgeport, and that said Union is the exclusive representative of all such employees for the 
purposes of collective bargaining with respect to rates of pay, wages, hours of employment, or other 
conditions of employment. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



TO: 
 
Mayor Hugh C. Curran 
City of Bridgeport 
Bridgeport, Connecticut 06604 
 
Thomas J. Barrett, Esq. 
240 Fairfield Avenue     Certified 
Bridgeport, Connecticut      (RRR) 
 
John J. Linley 
68 Laurel Avenue 
Bridgeport, Connecticut, 06605 
 
Local 1522 of Council #4, AFSCME, AFL-CIO 
22 Church Street     Certified 
North Haven, Connecticut, 06473     (RRR) 
 
 


