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Procedural Background

On July 1, 1981, AFSCME-Clerical Employees Union, AFL-CIO (AFSCME) filed a
notification petition with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (Labor
Board) pursuant to Section 5-275 of the Act Concerning Collective Bargaining for
State Employees (the Act) seeking to represent the employees in the Administra-
tive Clerical (NP-3) bargaining unit of the State of Connecticut (the State) for
purposes of collective bargaining. At that time, the Connecticut State Employees
Association (CSEA) was the exclusive bargaining representative for the NP-3 unit.
Subsequently, the Connecticut Employees Union Independent (CEUI) and the Clerical
Council Local 203, Service Employees International Union, SEIU, AFL-CIO (SEIU)
separately filed petitions to intervene in the proceedings.

Pursuant to an Agreement for Consent Election dated August 6, 1981, a repre-
sentation election was conducted by the Labor Board on September 22, 23 and 24 to
determine which of the four labor organizations, if any, would represent the NP-3
unit. None of the four competing labor organizations obtained a majority of the
valid ballots cast and therefore a run-off election between the two labor organi-
zations receiving the highest number of votes (AFSCME and SEIU) was scheduled for
October 20, 21 and 22, 1981. CSEA filed objections to the initial election and
these were dismissed by the Labor Board in State of Connecticut (NP-3),  Decision
No. 2095 (1981).

After the requisite preliminary administrative steps had been taken, includ-
ing issuance of a Notice of Run-Off Election to all parties, the run-off election
was conducted on the aforementioned dates under the supervision of the Labor
Board Agent. The results of the election were contained in the Report Upon
Secret Ballot issued by the Agent:



Number of ballots cast . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5151
Number of ballots counted . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5059
Number of votes IN FAVOR of

AFSCME-Clerical Employees Union, AFL-CIO ..***..*..*..*. 2536
Clerical Council Local 203, Service Employees
International Union, SEIU, AFL-CIO . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2451

Number of void ballots . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92
Number of challenged votes ,,...............e........*.*..... 72*

On November 6, 1981, SEIU filed the present Objections to Election. The Objections
allege in relevant part as follows:

1. Large numbers of bargaining unit employees eligible to vote in
the election, including but not limited to Special Education Teaching
Assistants, were effectively disenfranchised by the State w,hen  they were
neither included on the "Election List" (of eligible voters) nor given
the required blue voter identification card, n&withstanding the inclu-
sion of their job classifications in the bargaining unit description
attached to the official notice of Election.

2. Large numbers of bargaining unit employees eligible to vote in
the election, including but not limited to University Helpers, were
effectively disenfranchised by the State when they were denied the
required blue voter identification card even while their names appeared
on the "Election List" (of eligible voters) and even while their job
classifications appeared in the bargaining unit description attached to
the official notice of Election.

3. Large numbers of bargaining unit employees eligible to vote in
the election, including but not limited to Executive Secretaries and
Administrative Secretaries, were effectively disenfranchised by the
State's unilateral and incorrect determination that said employees were
confidential and therefore improperly denied voter identification cards
notwithstanding their eligibility to vote in the election.

4. Large numbers of bargaining unit employees eligible to vote in
the election were effectively disenfranchised by the State's unilateral
and incorrect determination that said employees were either temporary or
part-time-under-20-hours-per-week and therefore improperly denied voter
identification cards notwithstanding their eligibility to vote in the
election.

5. The voter identification card system employed by the State to
distinguish eligible voters at the ballot sites was extremely inadequate,
lacked any reasonable protections against potential voter fraud, and
allowed for serious and widespread abuse.

By these and other related actions, the complainant submits that
the election of October 20-22, 1981 was not in accord with fundamental
due process and did not reflect the desires of the NP-3 bargaining unit
as properly constituted.

WHEREFORE, Clerical Council Local 203, Service Employees Interna-
tional Union, SEIU, AFL-CIO contends that the election should be set
aside and a new election scheduled.

Hearings were scheduled on the Objections for November 20 and 24, 1981.
Several days prior to the November 20th hearing date, SEIU requested a postpone-
ment of the hearings. The hearings were rescheduled tentatively for December 14
and 15, 1981. In the meantime, the parties met before the Labor Board on Novem-
ber 20, 1981 and formally agreed on the record that SEIU would file an Offer of
Proof, specifically setting forth all alleged facts which SEIU claimed would
entitle it to have the run-off election set aside and a new election ordered.

* Prior to the final count reflected in the Report Upon Secret Ballot, a
considerable number of challenged ballots had their challenges removed by mutual
agreement of the parties. Many of these were counted as valid ballots and are
part of the 5059 figure for "ballots counted."



Pursuant to the agreement recorded on November 20, 1981, AFSCME has filed a
motion to dismiss arguing that even if all the facts alleged in the Offer of Proof
were proven, SEIU would not be legally entitled to the relief it requests. AFSCME,
SEIU and the State have filed briefs on the motion to dismiss. The Motion to Dis-
miss alleged in relevant part as follows:

1. SEIU challenges the accuracy of the State's Election List
dated July 31, 1981 (Exhibit #l at Board hearing on November 20, 1981).
The identical Election List was used by the State Labor Board employees
in both the original NP-3 election conducted on September 22, 23 and
24, 1981 and the run-off election conducted on October 20, 21 and 22,
1981. SEIU has waived any right to challenge the accuracy of the Elec-
tion List by waiting until after the vote count in both elections
before raising this issue.

2. SEIU challenges the voter identification card system employed
by the State Labor Board as a system which SEIU suggests, "allowed for
serious and widespread abuse." The voter identification card system
challenged by SEIU was known to all parties prior to the run-off elec-
tion and is, in fact, the same system employed in the original election
on September 22, 23 and 24, 1981. SEIU waived its right to challenge
the voter identification card system since it failed to raise this issue
prior to either election.

3. In any event, alleged inaccuracies of the Election List and/or
the voter identification card system cannot serve to "disenfranchise
eligible voters" since employees may and did vote challenged ballots
even if their names did not appear on the Election List and a voter
identification card was not issued to them.

4. SEIU's Objections to Election do not allege the necessary
elements under prior Board decisions to constitute a prima facie case
entitling it to the extraordinary relief sought.

For the foregoing reasons AFSCME Clerical Employees Union, AFL-CIO
requests that the SEIU Objections to Election filed November 6, 1981 be
dismissed.

The Offer of Proof

SEIU’s Offer of Proof contained in substance the following allegations in
support of its Objections.*

The Special Education Teaching Assistants

(1) As of July 1, 1981, there were approximately 55 Special Education
Teaching Assistants employed by the State.

(2) All parties to the election had stipulated that the classification of
Special Education Teaching Assistant was a bargaining unit classification.

(3) This stipulation was reflected in the bargaining unit description
attached to the official notice of election.

(4) Only 2 of the 55 employees in this classification were included by the
State on the official election list of eligible voters.

(5) None of the employees in this classification received voter identifi-
cation cards for the run-off election,

(6) Some of the Special Education Teaching Assistants were on lay-off
status with the justifiable expectation of recall by September, 1981.

(7) The omission of the names of the employees in these classifications
from the list of eligible voters and the failure of the State to give them voter
identification cards operated effectively to deny these employees the right to
vote in the run-off election.

* For the sake of clarity, we have broken down the allegations contained in
the Offer of Proof into numbered paragraphs,
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(8) The omission of the names and addresses of the Special Education Teach-
ing Assistants from the Election List deprived SEIU of the opportunity to communi-
cate with and inform a significant portion of the electorate about SEIU’s
position on the issues raised by the election.

The University Helpers

(9) As of July 1, 1981, there were approximately 64 University Helpers
employed by the State.

(10) All parties to the election had stipulated that the classification
of University Helper was a bargaining unit classification.

(11) This stipulation was reflected in the bargaining unit description
attached to the official Notice of Election.

(12) The names of all 64 University Helpers were included by the State on
the official Election List of eligible voters.

(13) Most or all University Helpers received a voter identification card
for the initial election in September.

(14) Few, if any, of the University Helpers received a voter identification
card for the run-off election in October.

(15) Several University Helpers inquired as to why they were denied voter
identification cards for the run-off election. They were told by the State that
they were not eligible to vote.

(16) Because of the facts described in paragraphs 14 and 15 above, the
entire classification of University Helpers was effectively denied the right to
vote in the run-off election.

The Confidential Employees

(17) Approximately 195 employees mostly in the bargaining unit classifica-
tions of Executive Secretary or Adminiltrative  Secretary were omitted from the
official Election List of eligible voters.

(18) These employees were also denied voter identification cards for the
run-off election.

(19) The State contends that these employees are confidential and therefore
not eligible to vote in the election.

(20) The parties to the election never stipulated to this effect.

(21) None of these employees had access to confidential information used in
collective bargaining in such a manner as to be classified properly as a confiden-
tial employee under Section 5-270 of the Act.

(22) This entire group of employees was eligible to vote. The State's
actions in paragraphs 17 and 18, supra, effectively disenfranchised these
employees from voting.

(23) The omission of the names and addresses of said Executive Secretaries
and said Administrative Secretaries from the Election List deprived SEIU of the
opportunity to communicate with and inform a significant portion of the electorate
about its position on the issues raised by the election.

The Part-Time Employees

(24) All parties to the election stipulated that part-time employees working
twenty hours or more per week were part of the bargaining unit eligible to vote in
the election.

(25) Twelve employees who were working twenty hours or more per week as of
July 1, 1981 were not provided voter identification cards entitling them to vote
in the run-off election.

(26) This effectively denied these 12 employees the right to vote in the
run-off election.
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Discussion

Initially, it should be pointed out that the Offer of Proof submitted by
SEIU makes no attempt to substantiate the allegations contained in paragraph 5
of the Objections to Election, Apparently, SEIU has chosen to abandon those
allegations and we deem them to be so abandoned. Even if this were not SEIU'S
subjective intent, the lack of any substantiating allegations in the Offer of
Proof requires the dismissal of paragraph 5 of the Objections. On the other
hand, SEIU has attempted in its Offer of Proof to substantiate the allegations
contained in paragraphs 1-4 of the Objections.

These remaining Objections concern names allegedly omitted by the State from
the "Election List" and the State's alleged failure to provide voter identifica-
tion cards to certain groups of voters. The "Election List" has two versions.
One version is the so-called "Excelsior List."* This list contains the names
and home addresses of the eligible voters and its purpose is to provide unions
with one of their means to identify and contact eligible voters. Set  tion 5-273-17
of our Regulations requires that this list be provided to the union(s) at least
three weeks in advance of the election. In the present case, this list was pro-
vided to all unions in mid-August, 1981. The second version of the "Election
List" is a listing of the same names of eligible voters, but without the addresses.
This version of the "Election List" is used at the polling site for the purpose
of identifying voters as they cast their ballot. Once a voter has cast his or
her ballot, that person's name is crossed off the list to indicate that the per-
son has voted. A representative of the Labor Board is present as moderator at each
polling site. Each of the parties to an election is entitled to have a repre-
sentative present at the polling site. The Labor Board's representative and each
party's polling site representative has a copy of the second version of the list.
Throughout SEIU's Objections and Offer of Proof, wherever there is an allegation
that names were left off the "Election List," we have considered this as includ-
ing both versions of the list.

We shall deal with each of the categories of employees referred to in
paragraphs 2 through 4 of SEIU's  Objections.

r I. The Special Education Teaching Assistants

A. Estoppel and Waiver

We find that the circumstances of this case and the purposes of the Act
require that SEIU be estopped from objecting to any non-inclusion of the Special
Education Teaching Assistants from the run-off election voting list. AFSCME has
alleged in its Motion to Dismiss , and SEIU has not denied, that identical voting
lists were used in both the September and the October elections. That list is
dated July 31, 1981 and copies were in the possession of all unions, including
SEIU, during the month of August and through the run-off election. The list was
used and relied upon by all the parties during the initial September 22, 23 and
24, 1981 election. SEIU benefited from the use of that list by qualifying for
the run-off election at the expense of both CSEA and The Independent Union. By
the time of the October 20, 21 and 22, 1981 run-off election, SEIU had had the
list in its possession during a period of nearly two months of intense organiza-
tional activity. SEIU does not claim that it was without accessible means to have
had knowledge of the alleged deficiencies prior to the run-off election.** We
find that by October 20, 1981 at the very latest, SEIU is imputed to have had
knowledge of the alleged deficiencies which it now seeks to raise.***

It is apparent that SEIU, after accepting the benefit of the voting list in
the initial election, simply chose not to make any serious effort to check the
accuracy of the list until after the run-off election. Meanwhile, all the other

* This label is derived from the National Labor Relations Board case, Excelsior
Underwear, Inc., 156 NLRB 1236.

**  Indeed, in its Offer of Proof, SEIU does not deny having actual knowledge of
the alleged deficiencies prior to the run-off election, although lack of actual
knowledge is alleged by SEIU in its brief.

*** See Black's Law Dictionary, 4th Edition, p. 1013, "Knowledge may be imputed,
when the means of knowledge exists, known and accessible to the party, and capable
of comnunicating positive information. Smith v. Industrial Act.  Commission of
California, 274 Cal. 199, 162 P. 636, 637; Sheckells v. Ice Plant Mining Co., MO.
App. 180 S.W. 12, 15; Hopkins v. McCarthy, 121 Me. 27, 115 A. 513, 515."
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parties in interest had relied on the list's acceptability to all other parties
both for the initial election and more importantly during the run-off election.
Considerable time, money and effort were expended by all the other parties in
that reliance.* Under these circumstances, it would be entirely unfair and con-
trary to the purposes of the Act to permit SEIU to claim deficiencies in the
voting list at this late date. It is important to realize that permitting SW
to belatedly raise its claim would prejudice the very employees whom they seek
to represent. The negotiation of a collective bargaining agreement for a bar-
gaining unit the size of the NP-3 unit is a time consuming process and it is
with that fact in mind that we schedule elections almost a year in advance of
contract expiration. Delays in the representation process inevitably delay the
onset and eventual culmination of the bargaining process for a successor collec-
tive bargaining agreement. SEIU surely was aware of this when it neglected to
check the accuracy of the list when it had ample opportunity and means to do so
prior to not only the run-off election but prior to and during the initial elec-
tion as well. To permit SEIU to raise its claim now would in the future encourage
unions to wait until after it had lost an election before being diligent about
scrutinizing the accuracy of lists. Encouragement of such disingenuous election
conduct would hardly serve the interests of the parties to future elections or
the purposes of the Act.

In addition to general principles of estoppel, SEIU’s  claims regarding the
voting list cannot be considered in light of Section 5-273-18(b) of our regula-
tions under the Act, which provides as follows:

In the absence of extraordinary circumstances, a party having
knowledge of grounds for objection to an election is required to make
his objection to the agent prior to the election. Failure to do SO

will result in a waiver of the right to raise objections.

There have been no extraordinary circumstances alleged. The only thing which
appears to havqchanged  since the run-off election is that SEIU felt it needed
to find a basis upon which to attack the election because it came in second best.
These are clearly not the "extraordinary circumstances" contemplated by the
regulation.

6. Non-receipt of Voter Identification Cards

Non-receipt of a voter identification card cannot by itself serve as the
basis for concluding that an employee was denied the right to vote. SEIU does
not claim that even a single Special Education Teaching Assistant would testify
that he or she failed to vote because of non-receipt of an identification card.
Nor does SEIU allege that it can prove even a single specific instance wherein
an eligible voter failed to vote because he or she did not receive a card.**
Rather, SEIU asks us to draw a conclusion that non-receiot of an identification
card either de jureor ipso facto effectively disenfranchises an otherwise
eligible vat%. Neither of these conclusions mav be drawn from what has been
alleged. SEIU misstates the significance of the"voter identification card by
referring to it as something which entitles an employee to vote. It is true
that a person appearing at the polling place without such a card will not be
permitted to vote an unchallenged ballot, but the absence of a card does not
preclude that person from voting. Even without a voter identification card,
he or she may vote a challenged ballot. If it subsequently appears that the

* In this regard, we recognize that a serious organizational campaign for
approximately 7500 employees scattered state wide is enormously expensive to
the unions involved. There is also to be considered the interests of the
employees in the timely negotiation of a successor collective bargaining agree-
ment. There have already been two elections, this is the second set of Objec-
tions to Election growing out of these elections, and this has caused precious
time to elapse which otherwise could have been used in beginning negotiations
for a contract to succeed the present one which will expire on July 1, 1982.

** We do not mean to imply that it would have been necessary for SEIU to pro-
vide the names of specific individuals in its Offer of Proof. What the Offer of
Proof lacks is much more basic. It simply contains no allegations whatsoever
that SEIU has any direct evidence that a single eligible voter actually failed
to vote because of non-receipt of an identification card.
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person was eligible, had voted only once, and the challenged ballots could make
a difference in the outcome of the election, the challenged ballot will be counted.*

The purpose of the identification card is merely as a tool to help deter
fraudulent misrepresentations of identity. We have found the cards to serve their
purpose well in the many State employee elections conducted by this agency over
the past five years. It is virtually impossible to guarantee that every eligible
voter in an election involving thousands of eligible voters will receive an iden-
tification card. We have had considerable experience with State employee elections
since 1976 and have learned that many employees who do not receive voter identifi-
cation cards appear and exercise their right to cast a challenged ballot. If we
were to begin a practice of setting aside elections because some employees did not
receive identification cards in large elections, i t would be necessary to stop
utilizing the identification cards altogether. In doing so, we would be abandon-
ing a tool which has contributed to the success of our elections in avoiding voter
fraud.

C. Failure to Allege Employment of the Special Education
Teaching Assistants at the Time of the Run-Off Election

Section 5-273-17(c) of the Regulations expressly limits who is eligible to
vote in a representation election:

The employees eligible to vote shall be those on the payroll
on the date of the filing of the petition, or such other date as
the Board may order upon the showing of extraordinary circumstances
or by consent of the parties, and who remain on the payroll on the
date of the election.

In its offer of proof, SEIU alleged that it could prove that the Special Education
Teaching Assistants were employees as of July 1, 1981, the date the original peti-
tion was filed. However, eligibility to vote is also expressly conditioned upon
being "on the payroll on the date of the election." SEIU has not alleged that the
Special Education Teaching Assistants were on the payroll on the dates of the run-
off election in October; therefore, SEIU could not possibly show that any of the
Special Education Teaching Assistants were eligible voters. This alone requires
dismissal of this part of SEIU's objections.

I I . The University Helpers

SEIU does not claim that these employees were omitted from the voting list.
SEIU alleges that this group was on the list, received voter identification cards
for the initial election on September 22, 23 and 24, 1981, but were not given such
cards for the run-off election in October. SEIU therefore alleges that this entire
class of employees was "effectively denied the right to vote" in the run-off elec-
tion. As we have stated above, the non-receipt of an identification card is not
by itself a sufficient basis to support a conclusion that an employee was denied
the right to vote.

SEIU alleges that "several of the University Helpers inquired as to why they
had not received an identification card for the run-off election and were informed
by State representatives that they were not eligible to vote." SEIU makes no
claim that these several employees communicated what they had been told to other
University Helpers. We believe that it would be reasonable to conclude that the
"several" University Helpers would have been effectively denied the right to vote
if there was a combination of both not having received an identification card and
being told by representatives of the employer that they were not eligible to vote.
However, even assuming that all of the "several" would have voted for SEIU,** this
would not have altered the outcome of the election.
AFSCME has 85 more votes than SEIU.

The voting results show that
Therefore, even if all 64 of the University

Helpers, rather than just the "several," had voted for SEIU, AFSCME would still
win the election.

* It is often not necessary for the Labor Board itself to adjudicate the question
of whether specific challenged ballots may be counted, If all the parties to the
election agree to remove the challenge, the ballot will be counted. It has been
our experience with State employee elections that many challenged ballots have the
challenge removed and are counted through such a mutual agreement of the parties.

** SEIU has not alleged this.
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III. The Confidential Employees

SEIU claims that 195 employees were improperly excluded from the voter list
as confidential employees and did not receive voter identification cards. This
part of the objections is dismissed for the same reasons set forth with regard to
Special Education Teaching Assistants in Sections I (A) and (B), supra.

IV. Part-Time Employees Working 20 Hours Per Week or More

SEIU claims that 12 part-time employees working 20 hours or more per week as
of July 1, 1981 were not given voter identification cards to vote in the run-off
election. SEIU does not state whether the names of these employees appeared on
the voting list or whether they received cards for the initial election.

Again, as we stated above, mere non-receipt of an identification card is not
by itself a sufficient basis to conclude that an employee was denied the right to
vote.

Additionally, SEIU claims that these employees worked 20 hours or more per
week as of July 1, 1981, but fails to allege that they continued to qualify as
part-time employees working 20 hours or more per week as of the date of the run-
off election.* As we stated in Section I (C), supra, Section 5-273-17(c) of the
Regulations limit those employees eligible to vote to "those on the payroll on
the date of the filing of the petition... . ..and who remain on the payroll on the
date of the election." From SEIU’s  failure to allege that these employees con-
tinued to qualify as of the date of the run-off election, we can only conclude
that SEIU has no evidence to support such a claim. Therefore, as with the Special
Education Teaching Assistants, SEIU could not possibly show that any of the part-
time employees in question were eligible to vote.

V. SEIU's  Citations to Federal Law

In its brief SEIU has cited four National Labor Relations Board decisions
which it claims support its position that failure by an employer to include some
names and addresses-on the "Excelsior List" constitutes grounds to set aside an
election. The first is Custom Catering, Inc. d/b/a Blue Onion, 175 NLRB 9 (1969).
That case involved an election contest between the employer (i.e., no union) and
one union (Local 226). Less than three weeks prior to the election, the employer
submitted an "Excelsior List" which omitted almost half of the eliaible voters.**
Local 226 discovered this prior to the election and protested to the NLRB. In
response, six days before the election, the employer submitted a supplemental list
which was also incomplete. With 31 valid ballots cast in the election, Local 226
lost the election by 11 votes. The NLRB found that these errors required that the
election be set aside and a new election was ordered.

Custom Catering is entirely unlike the present case. In the present case,
the choice on the ballot was between two unions. The "no union" choice was not
on the ballot for the run-off election. Thus, the State which made the alleged
errors could not have benefited from its own mistakes as there was no allegation
that the State would have preferred AFSCME over SEIU. SEIU also does not allege
that the alleged deficiencies in the list could have disadvantaged SEIU to any
greater degree than AFSCME.*** Whereas in Custom Catering, the employer had
superior access to voters due to the deficiencies in the list and the employer
benefited from that superior access, that situation does not exist in the present
case. There was no showing in -that any party had relied to their
detriment upon any apparent acceptance by Local 226 of the list. Similarly, there
was no showing in Custom Catering that Local 226 benefited from any prior use and

* See discussion of Section 5-273-17(c) of the Regulations in Section I (C), supra.

** Of the 36 eligible voters, 16 were entirely omitted from the list. Three of the
eligible voters whose names did appear had the wrong address. Two additional names
on the list were later agreed to have been ineligible to vote.

*** We have held that where one union does win the election, failure by the losing
union to show that employer actions had-a disparate impact on the losing union may
serve as the basis for dismissal of the objections filed by the losing union where
the objections are based upon those employer actions. State of Connecticut (NP-6),
Dec. No. 1686-A (1978); Connecticut Yankee Greyhound Racing, Inc., Dec. No. 1380-B
(1977).
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non objection to the list. Finally, the NLRB has no election regulation comparable
to Section 5-273-18(b) of our Regulations.

Similarly, Sonfarrels, Inc., 188 NLRB 969 (1971); Ponce Television Corp.,
192 NLRB 115 (1971); Ben Pearson Plant, 206 NLRB 532 (1973) also involved elec-
tions where the ballot choice was between one union or no u;ion.  These cases
also did not involve any of the above described factors absent from Custom Catering,
but present in the instant case.

O R D E R
and

Certification of Representative

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 Employees,
it is

ORDERED, that the Objections to the run-off election conducted by the Connec-
ticut State Board of Labor Relations on October 20, 21 and 22, 1981, be, and the
same hereby are, dismissed; and it is

CERTIFIED, that AFSCME-CLERICAL EMPLOYEES UNION, AFL-CIO, has been designated
as the representative for the purposes of collective bargaining by a majority of
Administrative Clerical employees, Non-Professional Unit NP-3, in the classifica-
tions described on the attached list, employed by the State of Connecticut, and
that said AFSCME is the exclusive representative of all said employees for the
purpose of collective bargaining with respect to wages, hours and other conditions
of employment. This designation is to take effect as follows: (1) forthwith, for
the purpose of negotiating a successor to the existing contract covering said
employees; (2) from and after July 1, 1982 for all other purposes including the
collection of union dues.

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS

BY s/ Kenneth A. Stroble
Kenneth A. Stroble

s/ Patricia V. Low
Patricia V. Low
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ADMIN’S$I;;  ;LERICAL

Administrative Assistant
Administrative Assistant (OM)
Administrative Assistant (Unclassified)
Administrative Secretary
Assistant Industrial Agent
Assistant Publications Division Supervisor
Assistant to Director of Corporation Div.
Automated Data Systems Typist
Automated Data Systems Typist Trainee
Bookkeeping Machine Operator 1
Bookkeeping Machine Operator 2
Calculating Machine Operator
Cashier
Cashier (OM)
Chief Hearing Reporter
Chief Teletype Operator- Motor Vehicle
Claims Examiner
Clerical Trainee
Clerk
Clerk (OM)
Clerk Typist
Clerk Typist (OM)
Collection Agent
Computer Operator Trainee
Computer Operator 1
Computer Operator 2
Connecticut Careers Trainee (Clerical)
Connecticut Product Development Corp

Clerk-Stenographer
Connecticut Product Development Corp

Executive Secretary
Construction Office Supervisor
Correction Department Supervisor of

Identification &'Records
Data Entry Operator I (Keypunch)
Data Entry Operator Trainee
Data Entry Operator 1 (Off Track Betting)
Data Entry Operator 2
Data Entry Supervisor 1
Data Entry Supervisor 2
Data Processing Control Aide
Data Processing Control Clerk
Data Processing Control Supervisor
Data Processing Librarian 1
Data Processing Librarian 2
Data Processing Senior Librarian
Data Processing Terminal Operator
Dictating Machine Operator (Blind)
Drawing Coordinator- Conmission on

Special Revenue
Election D ivision  Clerk
Electronic Accounting Machine Operations

Supervisor 1
Electronic Accounting Machine Operations

Supervisor 2
Electronic Accounting Machine Operator

Trainee
Electronic Accounting Machine Operator 1
Electronic Accounting Machine Operator 2
Equipment and Facilities Layout Planner
Executive Secretary 1
Executive Secretary 2
Facilitating Services Supervisor
Federal Grant Participant- Durational

(Clerical)
Field Clerk
Field Representative- Board of Television

Service Examiners
Field Representative- Commission on

Special Revenue

Financial Clerk
Fleet Operations Technician
Governmental Assistant
Head Clerk
Head Clerk (OM)
Head Files Clerk
Hearing Reporter
Highway Traffic Accident Coder Trainee
Highway Traffic Accident Coder 1
Highway Traffic Accident Coder 2
Human Rights and Opportunities Staff

Assistant
Intermittent Claims Interviewer
Interpreter (Spanish-English)
Lottery Hostess- Commission on Special

Revenue
Medical Coding Clerk 1
Medical Coding Clerk 2
Medical Record Technician Trainee

(Tumor Registry)
Medical Record Technician Trainee

(Vital Records)
Medical Record Technician 1

(Tumor Registry)
Medical Record Technician

(Vital Records)
Medical Record Technician 2

(Tumor Registry)
Medical Record Technician 2

(Vital Records)
Medical Record Technician 3

(Tumor Registry)
Medical Record Technician 3

(Vital Records)
Medical Records Specialist 1
Medical Records Specialist 2
Medical Records Supervisor
Mental Retardation Referrals Analyst
Messenger and Supply Clerk
Military Security, Records and Claims

Officer
Motor Vehicle Financial Responsibility

Evaluator 1
Motor Vehicle Financial Responsibility

Evaluator 2
Motor Vehicle Office Supervisor 1
Motor Vehicle Office Supervisor 2
Motor Vehicle Office Supervisor 3
Motor Vehicle Registration Examiner 1
Motor Vehicle Registration Examiner 2
Motor Vehicle Title Examiner
Motor Vehicle Title Team Leader
Municipal Development Aide
Museum-Assistant.
Office Suoervisor
Payroll Auditor - Comptroller
Payroll Clerk
Planning Aide
Pre-Professional Trainee
Public Service Aide
Publications Division Supervisor
Publicist
Purchasing Assistant
Receiving Teller (Treasurer)
Research Assistant
Sales Clerk 1
Sales Clerk 2
Sales Clerk- Buyer
Secretary
Secretary (OM)
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Selectric Recorder/Composer Supervisor
Senior Clerk
Senior Clerk (OM)
Senior Computer Operator
Senior Field Representative - Commission on Special Revenue
Senior Financial Clerk
Senior Secretary
Special Assistant (Governors Office) Publicity
Special Education Teaching Assistant
Specialized Secretary (Legal)
Specialized Secretary (Medical)
Staff Assistant
State Police Communications Operator
State Police Communications Supervisor
State Police Trainee (Work-Study Program)
Student Law Clerk
Supervising Construction Clerk
Supervising Leasing Clerk
Supervising Telecommunications Operator
Supervisor of Communications Center
Supervisor (Life Insurance Section)
Supervisor, Central Reservations Sect (Comptroller's Dept)
Supervisor, Centrex System
Teacher's Retirement Payroll Auditor
Telecomnunications  Operator
Teletype Operator 1
Teletype Operator 2
Title Examiner
Tourist Information Clerk (Seasonal)
Tourist Information Supervisor (Seasonal)
Trainee 1 (Stenographer)
Trainee 1 (Typist)
,Transportation Telephone Communications Liaison Officer
Typist (Legal)
Typist (Medical)
Typist (Specialized Equipment)
Typist (Statistical)
Unit Supervisor
University Helper
University Office Assistant
University Publications Editor
University Publications Project Coordinator
Vari-Type Operator
Veterans Aide
Welfare Medical Payment Coordinator
Youth Farm Labor Inspector (Seasonal)
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