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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINTStatement of the CaseOn March 16, 1972, the Southington Water Department, hereinafter called the Water Department, filed apetition with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations, hereinafter called the Board, requestingclarification of the existing bargaining unit because of the existence of a controversy concerning theposition of Secretary to the Superintendent. The petition alleges that:“Carol Smedberg, Secretary to the Superintendent, should not beincluded in the bargaining unit because she assists and acts in aconfidential capacity to the person who formulates, determines andeffectuates management policies in the field of labor relations."On May 23, 1972, the Board held a hearing on the petition at Southington, Connecticut, at which time theparties appeared and were given full opportunity to adduce evidence, examine and cross-examinewitnesses and make argument. Briefs were filed by both parties.
THE ISSUEThe Board is faced with the single issue of whether the position of Secretary to the Superintendent shouldbe excluded from the bargaining unit currently represented by Southington Water DepartmentEmployees Local 1303 of Council #4, AFSCME, AFL-CIO, hereinafter called the Union, on the ground thatthe incumbent, Miss Carol Smedberg, acts in a confidential capacity to the Superintendent. The WaterDepartment claims that the Superintendent formulates, determines and effectuates labor relations policy



for the Department. It contends that since the Superintendent has a direct responsibility in relation to thebargaining process Miss Smedberg, as his Secretary, performs work of such a confidential nature as towarrant her exclusion from the unit.The Union maintains otherwise and urges that the position be included in the unit and the Petition bedismissed.Miss Smedberg, in her testimony, testified she was not "Secretary to the Superintendent" but rather"Assistant Secretary to the Board of Water Commissioners."The evidence at the hearing revealed that another employee is in fact the Secretary to the Board of WaterCommissioners and, in accordance with a prior stipulation by the parties, was excluded from the unitbecause she was a confidential employee.In a series of cases the Board stated its rationale for permitting such exclusions for the following reason:"The reason for excluding confidential employees from the bargainingunit is the danger that infoxmation which management does not wantrevealed to the employees should be protected from too sharp a conflictof interest between their loyalties to their superior and their loyalties totheir repxesentatives."1/While Miss Smedberg types all the personal correspondence of the Superintendent, maintains overtimecharts and other personnel records, we find that her duties at this time are not of such import as to betermed confidential, so as to exclude her from the unit. She shall remain in the unit.DISMISSAL OF PETITION
Upon the basis of the foregoing, it isORDERED, that the petition of the Southington Water Department, filed herein on March 16, 1972 be, andthe same hereby is, dismissed. CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABORRELATIONS BY:

s/ Fleming James, Jr.
Chairman

s/ Dorothy Kane McCaffery
Member

s/ Patrick F. Bosse
Member

1/ City of Norwich, Case No. ME-1526, Decision No. 738, February 6, 1967; Cheshire Board of Education, case No. MEE-1696,Decision No. 821, July 31, 1968; City of New London, Case No. ME-1680, Decision No. 814, June 27, 1968


