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DECISIONandDIRECTION OF ELECTIONStatement of the Case
On October 23, 1970, the International Brotherhood of Police Officers, National Association ofGovernment Employees, hereinafter called the petitioner, filed a petition with the Connecticut StateBoard of Labor Relations, hereinafter called the Board, pursuant to Section 7-471(1) of the MunicipalEmployee Relations Act, hereinafter called the Act, seeking certification as the exclusive bargaining agentfor a unit of employees of the Police Department of the City of Hartford, hereinafter called the City,consisting of:



All uniformed and investigative employees of the Police Departmentup to and including the rank of Sergeant.*Local 234 of Council 15, American Federation of State, County & Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO,hereinafter called the Intervenor, had theretofore been recognized as the exclusive bargaining agent forthe unit in question and as such intervened in these proceedings. Intervenor also filed prohibited practicecharges against the City which were consolidated with the present proceedings.After the requisite preliminary administrative steps had been duly taken, the consolidated matters werebrought on for hearing before the Board. Hearings were held on November 27, 1970 and December 8,1970, at which the parties appeared and were represented by counsel. Full opportunity was given toadduce evidence, examine and cross-examine witnesses, and to make argument. The Petitioner andlntervenor filed briefs on December 31, 1970. DiscussionBecause of the importance of speedy disposition of the election petition, we decide this separately with aminimum of discussion.Intervenor raises four objections to the granting of the petition:(1) that it was not timely filed; (2) that no election should be held for lack of compliance with Section 7-467a of the Act; (3) that the alleged prohibited practices by the City are a bar to the election; and (4) thatthe Petitioner unfairly influenced a vote taken among the members of the unit on October 16, 1970 andthat such conduct will, unless remedied, interfere with any election held by the Board pursuant to thepetition. We find no merit in any of these objections.The first objection is based on the so-called contract bar rule generally applied by the National Board andthis Board to preserve stability in labor relations, and specifically made part of the Act. Section 7-471(1).The Intervenor negotiated a contract with the City covering the unit in question on April 1, 1958 whichwill expire according to its terms on March 31, 1971. We overrule this objection on the groundspreviously stated by the Board in City of Norwich, Case No. ME-1666. Decision No. 804 (May 8, 1968)Intervenor seeks to distinguish that case from the present one by asserting that Norwich sanctioned thefiling of a petition "five and a half months prior to the end of the fiscal year and the expiration date of theexisting contract," wheras the present petition was filed less than five and a half months before thecontract termination, viz five months and eight days before that time, and therefore was too late. Butthe language in Norwich was not meant to make five and a half months a precise cut-off period; indeed,the petition in Norwich itself was filed five months and two days before contract termination. In allessential particulars this case is like Norwich, and we adhere to our former ruling. But again as inNorwich, "It should be emphasized that even though an election isheld prior to the termination date of the contract, it is for
* This was amended at the hearing of December 8. 1970, by adding the following language: “ … including Policewomen,Police Matrons, Meter Maids. Dog Wardens, and Detectives." The unit claimed by the amendment is the same as theexisting unit which was constituted by agreement of the parties. Our acceptance of such an agreement is not to be taken asan indication that the Board would include any or all of the categories covered by the amendment if their inclusion werecontested. See, e. g., City of Hartford (Crossing Guards) Case No. ME-1942, Decision No. 951, September 22, 1970.



determining the status of the bargaining agent after thetermination of the contract. During the remainder of thecontract term, the [Intervenor] retains its right torecognition and its authority to represent the employees,regardless of the outcome of the election."The second objection invokes Section 7-467a of the Act and points to the fact that the charter from thePetitioner to the Hartford local was issued within six months of the filing of the petition. This objectionfails for the reasons stated in Town of Ridgefield, Case No. ME-1685. Decision. No. 808 (June 13. 1968).Intervenor seeks to distinguish this case, but we find the points of difference unimportant.The third objection invokes the alleged prohibited practices by the City. We find these allegations notsupported by the evidence, and will issue a separate opinion and findings of fact on this phase of thematter.We find the fourth objection not supported by the evidence. What the officers of Local 234 did may havetransgressed some internal union ethic, but it involved no breach of state law and nothing "unfair" by anystandard which the law bids this Board enforce. The evidence strongly suggests that the officers weremerely aligning themselves with a spontaneous groundswell of feeling among the men. Because of theefforts of the officers of Local 234 and the men to secede from the Intervenor, the latter place the local intrusteeship in October, 1970. In another forum the Petitioner is seeking to challenge the validity of thetrusteeship but all parties agree that this question is not presented in the proceedings before us. And thisis quite right. However valid the trusteeship may be for other purposes, it surely cannot be interposed asa device to thwart the rights which employees enjoy by reason of the Act.The evidence in this case convinces us that the overwhelming majority of the members of this unit haveprobably become dissatisfied with the Intervenor as their bargaining representative. There was sometestimony tending to show good grounds for this dissatisfaction, and other testimony looking the otherway. We need not and do not decide the issue which this conflict in the evidence presents. The fact ofsuch dissatisfaction, whether well based or not, calls loudly for an election requested by what we hold tobe a timely petition. We are satisfied that a denial of the petition would frustrate the central purpose ofthe Act, namely to assure to employees “the right of self-organization to form, join or assist any employeeorganization [and] to bargain collectively through representatives of their own choosing on questions ofwages, hours and other conditions of employment." Section 7-468(a) (emphasis supplied)DIRECTION OF ELECTIONBy virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by theMunicipal Employee Relations Act, it isDIRECTED, that, as part of the determination by the Board to ascertain the exclusive representative forcollective bargaining with the Municipal Employer, an election by secret ballot be conducted under thesupervision of the Agent of the Board within twenty (20) days of the date of the issuance hereof amongthe employees within the following unit:All uniformed and investigatory employees of the Police Departmentof the City of Hartford up to and including the rank of Sergeant, andincluding Policewomen, Police Matrons, Meter Maids, Dog Wardens,and Detectives,



who were on the payroll on October 23, 1970, and who are on the payroll on the date of the election, todetermine whether or not they wish (1) to continue to be represented by Local 234 of Council 15,American Federation of State, County & Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO, or (2) to be represented byInternational Brotherhood of Police Officers, National Association of Government Employees, or (3) to berepresented by neither organization.
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