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On June 8, 1981, Peter jay  Gould (Complainant) filed with the Connecticut
State Board of Labor Relations (Labor Board) a complaint alleging that the City
of Stamford.(City) and the Stamford Municipal Employees Association (SMEA)
through its president Eleanor Yudain had engaged in a prohibited practice
within the meaning of Section 7-470(b)(I)(A) of the Municipal Employee Relations
Act (Act). On October 7, 1981,  Complainant filed an amended complaint. The
amended complaint superseded the original compla,int  and is the basis for Case
No. MPP-6560. The amended complaint alleged that the City and the SMEA had
interfered with and restrained employees in the classification of public safety
dispatchers in thr: exercise of their rights under the Act.

On June 25, 1981, the City filed a petition for clarification with the
Labor Board pursuant to Section 7-471(l) of the Act. In its petition, the City
asked the Labor Board for "clarification as to the proper bargaining unit" of
"new positions of civilian dispatchers in the Fire Dept. and in Police Dept."
Also in its petition the City listed the SMEA and Local 145 of the International
Brotherhood of Teamsters as labor organizations who claim or may claim to repre-
sent the employees in question, This petition is the basis for Case No. MEE-6609.



After the requisite preliminary steps had been duly taken, the cases were
consolidated for a hearing before the Labor Board which was held on October 15,
1981 and concluded on November 23, 1981. The Complainant, City and SMEA appeared
at the hearings. Full opportunity was provided to adduce evidence, examine and
cross-examine witnesses and make argument. All three parties filed written post
hearing briefs. The Teamsters did not file an appearance or appear at the
hearings.

On the basis of the entire record before us, we make the following findings
of fact, conclusions of law, and order.

Findings of Faci

1. The City of Stamford is a municipal employer within the meaning of the
Act.

2. The SMEA is an employee organization within the meaning of the Act and
at all times relevant to this case has been the exclusive statutory bargaining
representative for a bargaining unit of municipal employees of the City which
includes civilian employees in the City's fire and police departments.

3. Teamster Local 145 (Teamsters) is an employee organization within the
meaning of the Act. The Teamsters union is exclusive bargaining representative
for a unit of City employees comprised of public works employees including some
dispatchers in the public works department who do yard work in addition to dis-
patching. There was no evidence presented to show that the public safety dis-
patchers are in the Teamsters unit. The Teamsters received notice of the hearing,

but did not appear.

4. The Teamsters have made no claim that they represent the public safety
dispatchers and have taken no action to seek to represent the public safety
dispatchers.

5. The SMEA has had a series of collective bargaining agreements in effect
with the City. ,

6. The SMEA and the City had a collective bargaining agreement in effect
from June 3, 1980 to June 30, 1981 (the Contract).

7. Subsequent collective bargaining agreements have been negotiated by the
SMEA and the City.

8. The bargaining unit represented by the SMEA is described in Article I
of the Contract:

ARTICLE I
RECOGNITION

A. The City recognizes and acknowledges that the Association
is the exclusive bargaining agent with respect to wages, hours and
working conditions of all employees of the City including those
employees who work for the Board of Education, except uniformed and
investigatory employees of the Police and Fire Departments; crossing
guards, employees in the Sanitation Division, including incinerator,
sewage plant and garbage collection other than sanitation clerk and
lab technician; Highway and Street Departments, including trade
workers, laborers and equipment operators; dental hygienists,
registered professional nurses , school cafeteria employees, jani-
tresses, head custodians, custodians, maintenance trade workers,
working foremen, stadium supervisor and utility servicemen and all
other employees in the jurisdiction of the Board of Education who
are covered by collective bargaining agreements with the Stamford
Education Association; accountant; registered professional nurses
in all departments; Park and Tree Department (blue collar); Hubbard
Heights Golf Course; Parking Authority (biue collar); employees
excluded under Section 7-467 (2) of Act 159, Laws of 1965 as amended;
employees holding (or filling) confidential positions, specifically
Administrative Assistants in the office of the Mayor, and Board of
Representatives, Department of Law, Commissioner of Finance, Civil
Service Department and the office of the Board of Education; and
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except seasonal, substitute and temporary employees; all such
employees other than those excepted being thereafter referred to
as the employees.

B. 1. Seasonal employees are employees hired for a period
not to exceed ninety (90) days during the months of June, July,
August and September.

2. Substitute employees are employees hired for the
purpose of filling the position of a specific regular employee
for the period of a sick leave or other extended leave of absence,
provided however, that any person regularly used as a substitute
for employees on such leave shall be deemed an employee covered
by the terms of this Agreement.

3. Temporary employees are employees hired for a period
not to exceed thirty (30) days for such special purpose as the
City or the Board of Education may see fit.

C. Unless otherwise provided for herein, the terms of this
Agreement shall apply to all employees other than seasonal, sub-
stitute, and temporary employees, from the date of their respec-
tive hirings.

D. It is understood and agreed that unless otherwise spe-
cifically provided for herein, the agreements, obligations and
liabilities of the Board of Education are applicable only to
those employees working for and under the administrative juris-
diction of the Board of Education and the agreements, obligations
and liabilities of the City are only applicable to all other
employees covered by this Agreement. (Ex. 12)

9. Article II of the Contract concerns the subject of Union Security and
provides:

ARTICLE II
UNION SECURITY

A. All employees hired after July 1, 1968 shall become
members of the Association not later than sixty (60) days after
the date of their employment, as a condition of continued employ-
ment. All such employees and all present employees who are
members of the Association on the effective date of this Agree-
ment and all employees who become members of the Association
hereafter shall remain members of the Association in good stand-
ing by the payment of their regular monthly dues on or before
the last day of each month as a condition of continued employment.
Any employee not required to join the Association under the pro-
visions of this paragraph shall nevertheless, as a condition of
continued employment, be required to pay to the Association
monthly, commencing thirty (30) days after the execution hereof,
as a service fee, amounts equal to the monthly dues required to
be paid from time to time by members of the Association.

B. The City or the Board of Education, as the case may be,
shall deduct such Association dues and initiation fees and ser-
vice fees monthly from the earned wages of each employee. All
sums so deducted shall be sent monthly to the Treasurer of the
Association. (Ex. 12)

10. On January 25, 1979, the City created the position of Public Safety
Dispatcher in its classified service.

11. During the month of April, 1980, the City advertised in a local news-
paper seeking applicants for the position of Public Safety Dispatcher.

12. Applications were accepted for these positions and civil service
examinations were administered to the applicants.

13. On June 6, 1980, Sim Bernstein, Personnel Director for the City, sent
a memo to Louis Gasper,  then president of the SMEA, and Leonard DiPreta, then
Chief Steward of the SMEA, which stated in relevant part:
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To: Louis Gasper, President, M.E.A.
Leonard DiPreta, Chief Steward, M.E.A.

From: Sim Bernstein, Personnel Director

Subject: New Positions in M.E.A. Unit

Several weeks ago we discussed some new positions which have been re-
cently created by the Personnel Commission; and in accordance with
your contract, we discussed the salaries of the positions. I advised
you at that time that I would be sending a memo confirming our conver-
sation, and it is for that purpose that I am now writing.

x x x

2. Concerning the position of Public Safety Dispatcher in the Police
Department, we discussed the placement of the position in salary
grade S-9 and agreed that any weekend or shift differential would
be due these individuals who will be scheduled to work on a shift
basis.

x x x

If you do not disagree with what I have stated in this memo by June 13,
1980, I will assume agreement.

x x x (Ex. 17)

14. In June of 1980, Peter Gould and Loretta Miller were appointed as
public safety dispatchers and were assigned to serve in the police department.

15. Upon reporting for duty, Gould was given an SMEA application card by
his supervisor and was told that failure to complete and file it would be cause
for dismissal. Gould completed and filed the application.

1G. David'Francis, Patricia Petrone, Sharon Rende and Sharon Tappe were
initially placed on an eligibility list and by March 1981 were appointed as
public safety dispatchers and assigned to serve in the fire department.

17. Miller was not required to complete and file an SClEA  application at
that time because she had transferred into the public safety dispatcher posi-
tion from another civilian SHEA bargaining unit position in the police depart-
ment and was already a member of the SMEA.

18. While in her former position, SMEA,dues had been withheld from Miller's
paycheck. After moving to the public safety dispatcher position, SMEA dues
continued to be withheld from her paycheck.

19. Although Gould had filed his SMEA application card, SMEA dues were not
withheld from his paycheck. This was due to a bookkeeping failure on the part
of the SMEA which was part of a more general failure of the SMEA to keep track
of employees who were required to have dues deducted under the Contract.

20. During the first six months of his employment with the City, Gould
concluded that his actual job duties were greater than those described in the
job announcement for the public safety dispatcher position and he believed that
other City employees were doing work similar to that which he performed but were
being paid substantially more money.

21. In February or March, 1981, Gould contacted Eleanor Yudain, who had
recently succeeded Louis Gasper as SMEA president, to seek her help to address
the inequity which he perceived.

22. Yudain responded by inviting Gould to an upcoming S/SEA  meeting.

23. Gould attended the meeting, at which Yudain introduced Gould to SMEA
Chief Steward Lillian Robinson. Yudain told Robinson of Gould's complaint and
asked her to investigate it.
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24. Sometime thereafter, Yudain informed Gould that she had discovered
that his SMEA dues were not being withheld from his paycheck. She therefore
told him'to submit another SMEA application, which he did.

25. Gould was also advised by either Yudain or Robinson to write a letter
to the City Personnel Commission setting forth his complaint concerning his
duties and salary.

26. Gould wrote such a letter and was subsequently informed by the City
Personnel Commission that his complaint was being sent to the City Police
Commission.

27. One week later, Gould received an order to report to Police,Chief
Considine's office. Upon Gould's reporting to Considine's office, Considine
told Gould in reference to his duties and salaries complaint that he did not
like what Gould was doing and that if he (Considine) had his way he would fire
Gould.

28. At this meeting Considine also threatened to change Gould's work
schedule from its current three-days-on, two-days-off rotation to a different
rotation.

29. Gould contacted Yudain to discuss filing a grievance based on Con-
sidine's threats. Gould and Yudain decided to hold off on filing a grievance
at that point.

30. On March 30, 1981, Francis, Petrone, Rende and Tappe (the fire dis-
patchers) began work as public safety dispatchers assigned to the fire depart-
ment.

31. At that time, SMEA Fire Department Steward Janet Williams contacted
Yudain and informed her that these new civilian dispatchers had been employed
in that department. Yudain instructed Williams to give SMEA applications to
these new employees. Williams did so.

32. In a m'eeting which was attended by the fire dispatchers, Director of
Communications Oefinger, Fire Chief Vitti, Assistant Chief Farfaglia and
Williams, each fire dispatcher was issued a copy of the Contract and all were
told by Oefinger that they were subject to the terms of the Contract.

33 . On April 8, 1981, the fire dispatchers completed their applications
and submitted them to Williams, who in turn filed them with the SMEA secretary.

34. The Contract included the following provisions:

A. The regu
effect in the var
exceed 35 hours/w
employees at Smit t!
in effect.

ARTICLE III
HOURS OF WORK

ar hours of employment shall be those hours now in
ous departments covered by this Agreement, not to
and 7 hours/day with one hour for lunch. The
House will continue to work the hours presently

X x x

D: Employees working on a second shift (one starting between 12
noon and 6:00 p.m.) shall receive a shift differential of 5% over
their regular rates and such employees working a third shift (one
starting after 6:00 p.m.) or on Saturday and/or Sunday, shall receive
a shift differential of 10% over their regular rates.

x x x

J. Board of Recreation Supervisors, Tradesworkers, Cus,todians,
Watchmen, Laborers, Utility Servicemen, Offset Operators, Timekeepers,
Dispatchers, Yard Clerks, and Equipment Parts Clerks shall be provided
unifomls or a clothing allowance in the amount of One Hundred and
Twenty-five Dollars ($125) per contract year payable on or before
January 1st in each contract year.

(Ex. 12)
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cc:cc: Fire Chief Joseph VittiFire Chief Joseph Vitti
Acting Police Chief John ConsidineActing Police Chief John Considine
Teamsters Local 145Teamsters Local 145
M. A. A.M. A. A. (Ex. 4)(Ex. 4)
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35. By the second week in May, the fire dispatchers began to question
whether they were receiving certain benefits to which they believed they were
entitled under the Contract. These concerned:

(a) Being required to take their meals on the job without a break,
while Gould and Miller in the police department received an hour "dinner break"
during which they were permitted to leave the Police Department building;

(b) Receiving a pay differential only for working on Sundays while
Gould and Miller in the Police Department received a pay differential for
working Saturdays and Sundays;

(c) Whether they would be paid a uniform allowance which Gould and
Miller were receiving in the Police Department.

36. The fire dispatchers raised these concerns to Fire Chief Vitti who
referred the fire dispatchers to Yudain.

37. In the second week of May, Rende, on behalf of herself and the other
fire dispatchers, telephoned Yudain and told her of the fire dispatchers' con-
cerns. Rende asked to meet with Yudain, but Yudain asked instead that Rende
give her a list of the questions raised by Rende and the other fire dispatchers.
Rende did so. Yudain said she would call back later that day or on the follow-
ing day.

38. The following day, Yudain had not called back so Petrone called
Yudain on behalf of herself and the other fire dispatchers. Petrone was very
insistent on the telephone with Yudain that answers be obtained to the.fire
dispatchers' questions.

39. Yudain became upset with what she perceived as an aggressive, demand-
ing and belligerent attitude on Petrone's part. Yudain informed Petrone that
she had spoken to Thomas Barrett, the City's labor negotiator, that morning and
that she had no answers to the fire dispatchers' questions.

40. Later that same day, Oefinger telephoned Francis at the Fire Department .
and told Francis to call him at home later that evening. Francis did so and in
that telephone conversation, Oefinger informed Francis that a "high ranking City
official" whom O&finger refused to name had infonned him that the fire dispatchers
were creating trouble and that a 1o.t of them should be fired because of the
questions they had brought to Yudain. Oefinger suggested to Francis that the
fire dispatchers "Do not make waves and leave things as they are."

41. On May 8, 1981, SMEA dues were deducted from the paychecks of fire
dispatchers. This was as a result of the application cards which they had pre-
viously filled out and submitted.

42. 'On  May 19, 1981, Barrett wrote the following memo to Yudain:

To: Eleanor Yudain
President, MEA

Re: Fire and Police Dispatchers
-_---_-------__------------------------------------------------------
In answer to your question to me concerning the civilian dispatchers
in the Police and Fire Departments, please be advised that they are
not members of the bargaining unit which you represent and are not
covered by the terms of your agreement.

The question as to what bargaining unit is the proper one for newly
created positions cannot be decided unless all parties agree and I
do not agree that they should be in your bargaining unit.

Therefore, the question will have to be decided by the Labor Board.

TJB/rs

s/ Thomas J. Barrett
Labor Negotiator



43. Subsequently, at an SHEA meeting, Yudain brought before the membership
the question of whether the public safety dispatchers should be included in the
SMEA bargaining unit. At some point before the vote, or before the meeting,
Yudain made it known to the membership that she believed the fire dispatchers
to have displayed a rude attitude toward her. Yudain also stated her view that
the SMEA did not "have provisions" to handle the working conditions needs of
the public safety dispatchers. Yudain also expressed her view that by accepting
the public safety dispatchers in the unit, "We would have to jeopardize -- well,
provisions or advancement for 500 people to accommodate, which I believe ten
civilian dispatchers," (Tr. 40, Nov. 23).

44. The membership voted at the meeting to exclude the public safety dis-
patchers from the SMEA bargaining unit.

45. The dues which had been deducted from the fire dispatchers were
refunded to them and no more dues were deducted.

46. At some point around this time, Barrett and Yudain or both of them
contacted the Teamsters and asked whether they would be interested in represent-
ing the public safety dispatchers. The Teamsters indicated that they would be
interested.

47. The Teamsters have made no claim that they represen#t  the public safety
dispatchers.

48. The Teamsters have not contacted tne  public safety dispatchers to ask
if they wish to be represented by that organization.

49. The Teamsters have not filed a petition to represent the public safety
dispatchers.

50. The Teamsters did not appear at the hearing.

51. Each of the public safety dispatchers testified at the hearing that
they wish to be included in the SHEA unit and that they do not wish to be in-
cluded in any other unit or represented by any other labor organization.

52. On June 4, 1981, Gould filed the original complaint in the present
case and on October 7, 1981 he filed his amended complaint (Case No. MPP-6560).

53. On June 25, 1981, the City filed its petition (Case No. MEE-6609).

Conclusions of Law

1. Public safety dispatchers are within the ba'rgaining unit represented
by the Stamford Municipal Employees Association and have been in that bargaining
unit since their date of hire.

2. By attempting to oust the public safety dispatchers from the SMEA
bargaining unit because the dispatchers had sought to bring grievances to the
SMEA, the City and the SMEA violated Sections 7-470(a)(l) and 7-470(b)(l)(A)
respectively of the Act.

Discussion-

Section 7-468(a) of the Act provides:

Employees shall have, and shall be protected in the exercise
of, the right of self-organization, to form, join or assist any
employee organization, to bargain collectively through representa-
tives of their own choosing on questions of wages, hours and other
conditions of employment and to engage in other concerted activities
for the purpose of collective bargaining or other mutual aid or pro-
tection, free from actual interference, restraint or coercion.

Section 7-470(a)(l) of the Act provides:

(a) Municipal employers or their representatives or agents are
prohibited from: (1) Interfering, restraining or coercing employees
in the exercise of the rights guaranteed in section 7-468;...



Section 7-470(b)(l)(A) of the Act provides:

(b) Employee organizations or their agents are prohibited
from: (1) Restraining or coercing (A) employees in the exercise
of the rights guaranteed in subsection (a) of section 7-468... .

Complainant Gould alleges that the SMEA and the City violated these sec-
tions of the Act by trying to eject the public safety dispatchers from the SMEA
bargaining unit because the public safety dispatchers had attempted to bring
grievances to the SMEA and have those grievances addressed. This states a
proper claim of a prohibited practice under the cited sections of the Act.
Cf. Henry Kosinski v. Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations, 31 Conn. Sup.
4 (1974); City of Waterbury (Police Department), Decision No. 1056-A (1972).

The record is clear that the City and the SMEA treated the public safety
dispatchers as in the SMEA bargaining unit from June 6, 1980, when the first
such dispatchers were hired, until April or Way of 1981. The record also
plainly shows that both the City and the SMEA made it clear to the public
safety dispatchers that they were in the SMEA unit. However, when the dis-
patchers assigned to the fire department began to exercise their rights under
the Act by seeking to raise grievances with the SMEA, both the SMEA and the
City decided that the public safety dispatchers were in effect trouble makers
and attempted to foist them onto the Teamsters Union which, after being solicited
by the City, indicated a willingness to accept the public safety dispatchers.

Not only had the City and the SMEA originally treated the public safety
dispatchers as if they were in the SMEA unit, but it is clear to us that the
contract between the SMEA and the City includes the public safety dispatchers
in the SMEA bargaining unit, The recognition clause states that all City
employees are in the SMEA unit except those WI 1ic.h subsequently are specifically
listed in the recognition clause as expressly ,..:cluded.  The public safety dis-
patchers are not by name listed as excluded all,:  do not fall within any of the
categories of employees listed as excluded.* lo the extent that such automatic
inclusion of new employee classifications would require the assent of the
employees hired to fill those classifications, such a requirement is fully met
here as the publyc safety dispatchers unequivocally demonstrated their desire
to be included in that unit during the period they have been employed. Indeed,
each of the public safety dispatchers testified at the hearing that they desire
to be in the SMEA unit and that they do not wish to be in any other unit. We
thus find that the public safety dispatchers are in the SMEA unit and that they
have been in that unit since their date of hire.

The SMEA offers as a defense for its attempted ouster of the public safety
dispatchers from the SMEA bargaining unit that the SMEA did not "have provisions"
for them. The SMEA never made it clear to us just what it meant by this state-
ment. The SMEA also argued that to have the public safety dispatchers in the
SMEA unit or to pursue grievances for the public safety dispatchers would result
in placing the other SMEA bargaining unit members in some sort of jeopardy.
Just what the nature of this jeopardy was was never made clear by the SMEA.

On the evidence adduced at the hearings, we believe it is inescapably clear
why Yudain decided to reverse the SMEA's view toward having the public safety
dispatchers in the SMEA unit. The first of these reasons is that the fire dis-
patchers (specifically Rende and Petrone on behalf of the others) presented to
Yudain potentially complex and numerous complaints which they wanted the SMEA

to handle. 'Secondly, they presented these complaints in, at the least, an
impatient and insistent manner.** Finally, Yudain knew that the City was itself

* In passing, we note that the SMEA unit is an appropriate unit for the public
safety dispatchers on the basis of community of interest considerations. As is
clear from the recognition clause of the Contract, the SMEA unit is a diverse
and broad unit covering many differing types of job classifications. Included
in the unit are other civilian employees who work in the police and fire depart-
ments of the City, including employees who, like the dispatchers, work a rotating
schedule which regularly includes nights and weekends.

** It may be that Rende and Petrone were "belligerent" as Yudain testified. But
even if they were, that provides no basis for Yudain and the SMEA's action in
this case. Employees are often upset and impatient when they come to their union
for help. In such circumstances employees are sometimes belligerent as well. It
is as much the union's duty to deal with and represent belligerent employees as it
is an employer's duty to negotiate with union officials who display similar atti-
tudes. Labor relations are governed by significantly different r'ules  of etiquette
than are purely social relations. See Town of Newington, Dec. No. 1362 (1976).

-8-



annoyed at the fire dispatchers' demands. Barrett offered Yudain what she per-
ceived as a convenient way out of all this unpleasantness -- that the public
safety dispatchers not be in the SMEA unit -- and Yudain took him up on it. She
then persuaded the SMEA membership to illegally vote the public safety dispatchers
out of the bargaining unit. As a general proposition it is true that this Board
has no power to police the internal affairs of a union, but if what the union
does constitutes an invasion of employee rights which are protected by the Act,
then the union may not hide behind a defense that its conduct was an internal
affair. City of Waterbury (Police Department), supra.

This case presents a serious violation of the Act by both the City and the
SMEA. The facts before us show that the level, of independence which a labor
union should have from employer domination was lacking in the SMEA's handling
of the public safety dispatchers' grievances. However, the evidence before us
does not indicate this lapse to have been more than an isolated incident. If
the lack of independence which is demonstrated in this case had been shown to
be a general and usual pattern of conduct on the part of the SMEA, we would have
considered the possibility of decertification of the SMEA as exclusive bargaining
representative. However, because the record presently before us does not reveal
more than an isolated, although serious, incident and because the complainant
has not requested such a remedy, we will not include decertification as part of
the remedy in this case. Because the City and the SMEA have interfered, re-
strained and coerced the public safety dispatchers in the exercise of their
right to engage in activities protected by Section 7-468(a) of the Act, a cease
and desist order directed against both of them is the minimal remedy which is
appropriate. Beyond this we believe that the defenses raised by SMEA and the
City are frivolous and present non-debatable issues. The SMEA and the City will
therefore be ordered to make the complainant and the other public safety dis-
patchers whole for all transcript, travel and witness fee costs actually incurred
in the prosecution of this case, along with any wages actually lost due to
attendance at proceedings (i.e., informal conference, pre-trial hearing, formal
hearings) connected with this case. See Killinqly Board of Education, Decision
No. 2018 (1982); Mahalia Jackson Day Care Center, Decision No. 2137-(1982).

The SMEA shall further be ordered to make a good faith determination of the
merits of all grjevances raised by the public safety dispatchers, including but
not limited to those raised in 1980 and 1981 by the public safety dispatchers.
If a good faith determination is made by the SMEA that those grievances have
merit, then the SMEA shall process those grievances through the grievance pro-
cedure. Insofar as those grievances which were raised by the public safety dis-
patchers under the 1980 to 1981 collective bargaining agreement are concerned,
those grievances shall be evaluated under that contract and the City shall be
ordered not to raise any timeliness objections to the processing of those griev-
ances at any step of the grievance procedure. The SPIEA  should be further advised
that we will retain jurisdiction to review with the strictest of scrutiny whether
any evaluation it makes of the merits of grievances brought to it by the public
safety dispatchers was made in good faith as ordered in this decision.

Finally, we hold that the SMEA is estopped from collecting any back dues or
agency fees from the public safety dispatchers. However, the SMEA may begin
collection of current dues or agency fees required by the present collective
bargaining agreement as of.the date it complies with this decision and order.

O R D E R

By virtue of and pursuant to the powers vested in the Connecticut State
Board of Labor Relations by the Municipal Employee Relations Act, it is hereby

ORDERED, that

I. In Case No. MEE-6609, the public safety dispatchers are found to be
in the bargaining unit represented by the Stamford Municipal Employees Associa-
tion and that they have been in that bargaining unit since their date of hire.
The City's petition is therefore dismissed.

II. In Case No. MPP-65C0,

A. The SMEA shall cease and desist from refusing to recognize the
public safety dispatchers as in the SMEA bargaining unit.
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,

B. The SMEA shall cease and desist from taking any action against
the public safety dispatchers which interferes, coerces-or restrains the
public safety dispatchers in the exercise of their rights under the Act.

C. The City shall cease and desist from refusing to recognize the
public safety dispatchers as in the SMEA bargaining unit.

D. The City shall cease and desist from taking any action against
the public safety dispatchers which interferes, coerces or restrains the
public safety dispatchers in the exercise of their rights under the Act.

E. The SMEA shall take the following affirmative action which the
Board finds will effectuate the purposes of the Act:

(1) Reimburse the public safety dispatchers for one-half of
their transcript, travel, witness fee costs and lost wages (if any)
due to attendance at proceedings connected with this case;

(2) Recognize the public safety dispatchers as included in
the SMEA bargaining unit;

(3) Make a good faith determination on all grievances brought
by public safety dispatchers, including those raised in 1980-1981
by th6 public safety dispatchers, and process those grievances
through the grievance procedure unless a good faith determination
is made that such grievances lack merit; and

(4) Notify the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations at
its office in the Labor Department, 200 Folly Brook Boulevard,
Wethersfield, Connecticut, within thirty (30) days of the receipt
of this Decision and Order of the steps taken by the Stamford
Municipal Employees Association to comply therewith.

F. The City shall take the following affirmative action which the
Board finds will effectuate the purposes of the Act:,

(1) Reimburse the public safety dispatchers for one-half of
their transcript, travel, witness fee costs and lost wages (if any)
due to attendance at proceedings connected with this case;

(2) Recognize the public safety dispatchers as included in
the SMEA bargaining unit;

(3) Refrain from raising any objections based on timely filing
to the processing of any grievances brought by the SMEA on behalf
of the public safety dispatchers under the 1980-1981 collective
bargaining agreement;

(4) Post immediately and leave posted for a period of sixty
(GO) consecutive days from the date of posting, in a conspicuous
place where the employees customarily assemble, a copy of this
Decision and Order in its entirety; and

(5) Notify the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations at
its office in the Labor Department, 200 Folly Brook Boulevard,
Wethersfield, Connecticut, within thirty (30) days of the receipt
of this Decision and Order, of the steps taken by the City of
Stamford to comply therewith.

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS

B Y s/ Kenneth A. Stroble
Kenneth A. Stroble

s/ Patricia V. Low
Patricia V. Low
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