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DECISION
a n d

DISMISSAL OF PETITION
e

I . The Proceedings

On December 10, 1984, Civil Service Employees Affiliates, Inc. (CSEA,
Inc.) filed with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (Labor
Board) a representation petition pursuant to Section 7-471 (1) of the
Municipal Employee Relations Act (the Act) alleging that civilian telephone
operators in the Police Department of the City of Hartford (the City) wish
to be represented by Petitioner for purposes of collective bargaining by
CSEA, Inc. This group of employees shall be referred to in this decision as
"the claimed unit." In its petition, CSEA, Inc. alleges there are thirty-
eight (38) such employees. These employees are currently included in a
larger bargaining unit represented by Council 4, AFSCME, AFL-CIO (AFSCME).
This larger bargaining unit, including the claimed unit within it, shall be
referred to in this decision as "the existing unit."

On February 11, 1985, Board Agent John W. Kingston recommended dismis-.
sal of the petition based on an investigation and memorandum by Assistant
Agent Kenneth Hampton. In his memorandum, Hampton concluded that the



the claimed bargaining unit was inappropriate. CSEA, Inc. objected to the
recommendation of dismissal and filed a pre-hearing brief with the Labor
Board on March 11, 1985.

After the requisite preliminary administrative steps had been taken,
the petition was brought before the Labor Board for a hearing on July 16,
1985. At the hearing, all parties were provided a full opportunity to
adduce evidence, examine and cross-examine witnesses and make argument.
Both the City and AFSCME took the position that the claimed unit was
inappropriate and that the petition should be dismissed. On October 4,
1985, a post-hearing brief was received from AFSCME. By letter dated
October 15, 1985, the City adopted the arguments set forth in AFSCME's
brief.

I I . Discussion

At the hearing, testimony and exhibits were presented by both CSEA,
Inc. and AFSCME. After having considered.the entire record adduced before
us and the arguments set forth in the briefs, we are convinced that the
recommendation of the Agent and Assistant Agent Hampton*.s  supporting
memorandum are correct in their recommendation that the claimed unit is
inappropriate and that the petition must be dismissed. Accordingly, we make
Hampton's memorandum a part of this Discussion. That memorandumstates as
follows:

REPORT UPON INVESTIGATION & RECOMMENDATION OF DISMISSAL

On December IO, 1984, a petition was filed by C.S.E.A.,
Inc. (the Petitioner) with the Connecticut State Board of
Labor Relations (the Board) aileging that a question or con-
troversy existed with respect to certain employees of the
City of Hartford (the Respondent). Petitioner sought to
carve out all telecommunication operators working in the
Police Department from an existing wall to wall unit repre-
sented by Local 1716  of Council 4, AFSCME (the Intervenor).

On Friday, January 11, 1985, a conference'was conducted
in Hartford to begin the investigation and conciliation of
the complaint. The Petitioner produced the requisite thirty
(30) percent showing of interest from the claimed unit. All
parties appeared, were represented and were given full
opportunity to argue their causes and introduced evidence.
On the basis of~the  evidence and testimony received at the
conference‘,"the  following discussion and recommendation of
dismissal is required.

DISCUSSION

Both the City and.the  incumbent union AFSCME object to
the petition on the 'grounds that the claimed unit of tele-
communication operators would comprise an inappropriate unit
without a sufficient community of interest to warrant their
succession. In determining the appropriateness of a
proposed bargaining unit, the Board looks at two criteria:
community of interest and the self interest of the affected
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employees as expressed by the unit claimed in the petition.
Community of interest may be defined as the unity of purpose
shared by employees who have similar work, working condi-
tions, supervision, and goals. If a group of employees have
a community of interest, which is the result of the afore-
mentioned objective factqrs, and also have an interest in
being associated together as a formal bargaining unit, then
the Board will allow the requested unit even if it is not
the most appropriate unit. City of Bridgeport, Dec. No.
1440  (1976).

In order to carve out a segment of an existing bargain-
ing unit, the Board looks to the principle of self deter-
mination but also requires that the proposed new group have
a community of interest all its own sufficient to justify
the inherent destabilization that succession brings about.
Otherwise stated, there must be something sufficiently
unique about the type, condition, nature, or location of the
work of the petitioning employees to give them separate
status; to form what may be called the unit's natural
boundaries. City of G&on,  Dec. No. 2031 (1971); City of

Willimantic, Dec. No. 1852 (1980):  Town of Hamden.  Dec. No.
1264 (1974); State Judicial‘Department,  Dec. No. i716

(1979) .  In Groton, supra, the Board refused to allow a
small group of maintenance employees to succeed from an
overall unit of custodians, matrons and maintenance men even
though some were skilled craftsmen, because the maintenance
men lacked a sufficient separate community of interest.
Likewise, in Willimantic, supra, the Board dismissed the
petition of a group of treatment plant operators to succeed
from a public works department unit stating that, .

"Every category of worker almost by virtue of their
work has some unique features. However, if we find
appropriate a bargaining unit composed of a single
job category almost every group of employees with a
job description would be able to claim a separate
unit. To prevent this and the attendant chaos that
would ensue from a proliferation of bargaining
units, we instead require that there be an objec-
tively demonstrated community of interest in the
proposed unit and that such showing not be shared
by other employees. State of Connecticut Judicial
Department, supra. In essence it must be clear
that the proposed unit should be independent and is
not merely a segment of some larger and more appro-
priate unit.

Here the community of interest is one which the
proposed unit shares with the other treatment
facility employees. Otherwise stated, the Opera-
tors are not in any substantive way a group
distinct from the other treatment plant workers and
the existing bargaining unit."

-3-



In the present case, the two classes of telecommunications
operators do have some uniqueness about their work, but not
enough to give them a true and separate community of
i n t e r e s t . What they have is a certain espirit de carp  that
comes of working in close proximity to paramilitary employees
like the police. But they are not police or anything else
truly different, just communication/technicians like their
colleagues through the existing bargaining unit and the City
at other worksites. Although the claimed employees work
exclusively at the somewhat remote police headquarters, there
are other people in the bargaining unit who work at equally
remote facilities around the City such as park department
workers. Likewise, although the telecommunication operators
work in three shifts, unlike most Local 1716  members, they

are not much different from the Intervenor!s members who work
at the Civic Center where the contract allows the-center to
schedule employees to work a shift anywhere in a twenty-four
hour period. Indeed, it is in comparison to the Intervener's
members at the Civic Center, which is run like a private
business, that the telecommunications operators lack of a
truly identifiable and separate community of interest is most
apparent. The Respondent/City has a complex, multifaceted
operation and to allow what amounts to no more than one job
class to spin itself off as a separate bargaining unit
because it does non traditional work would lead to chaos.
Although the Intervener's  current wall to wall unit is by no
means the only appropriate one that could be fashioned out
of the City of Hartford' s workforce, a unit of just two
job classes at the police station is clearly inappropriate
and accordingly, I recommend that the petition Se dismissed.'

1 The City raised but did not press the claim that the peti-
tion should be dismissed on grounds of overfragmentation.
Given the size and ability of.the City's labor relations
function and the fact that there are only five existing
bargaining units, this objection alone would not defeat
the petition had the petition been for an appropriate
un+.t.

Inaddition  to what was said in Assistant Agent Hampton's report, the
evidence produced at ,the'hearing  also revealed that there are other civilian
employees at the Police Department who work more than the day shift and some
(e.g. technicians) work in close proximity and with the same lines of super-
vision as the telecommunication operators. Additionally, the telecommunica-
tion operators in the Police Department are not the only employees in the
existing bargaining unit who do such work. There are also civilian public
safety telecommunications operators in the Fire Department. These individ-
uals perform virtually the same type of work and have similar around the
clock work schedules to what the police telecommunication operators have.
Moreover, the City is presently seeking to join these positions into one
overall job classification and to integrate the police and fire telecom-
munication operations with each other.
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We agree with Assistant Agent Hampton and the Board Agent that under
.the  tests we have used for determining whether a bargaining unit is appro-
priate, the unit claimed by CSEA, Inc. is inappropriate and that on the
facts of this case "to allow.what  amounts to no more than one job class to
spin itself off as a separate bargaining unit...would  lead to chaos."  To
permit carving out of the requested unit from a large unit as heterogeneous
as the existing unit would open the door to minutely balkanized bargaining
units throughout the City because if the unit requested here were appropri-
ate, there would be no rational basis for disallowing future carve outs of
the multitude of similarly small groups who have some minimal distinctions
from other City employees.

Dismissal of Petition

By'virtue of and pursuant to the power vested in the %onnecticut  State
Board of Labor Relations by the Municipal Employee Relations Act, it is

ORDERED, that the petition filed herein be, and the same hereby is,
dismissed.

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS

BY s/ Victor M. Fe&ante
Victor M. Ferrante, Chairman

s/ Cornelius J. Scanlon
Cornelius J. Scanlon

s/ Susan R. Meredith
Susan R. Meredith
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