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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT 

On July 28, 1997, the Hartford Municipal Employees Association (the Union) filed a 
complaint with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations (the Labor Board) alleging that the 
City of Hartford (the City) had violated the Municipal Employee Relations Act (MERA or the Act) 
by imposing a City residency requirement for individuals applying for the positions of Principal 
Accountant and Administrative Assistant. 

After the requisite preliminary steps had been taken, the matter came before the Labor Board 
for a formal hearing on July 30, 1998, at which both parties appeared, were represented by counsel 
and were given full opportunity to adduce evidence, to examine and cross-examine witnesses and 
to make argument. Both parties filed post-hearing briefs, the last of which was received by the 
Labor Board on October 16, 1998. 

Based on the entire record before us, we make the following findings of fact and conclusions 
of law, and we dismiss the complaint. 



FINDINGS OF FACT


1. The City is an employer within the meaning of the Act. 

2. The Union is an employee organization within the meaning of the Act and at all times 
material was the exclusive collective bargaining representative of a bargaining unit of the City=s 
employees in the job classifications listed in Appendix A of the collective bargaining agreement. 
(Ex. 6). 

3. On June 11, 1997, the City issued an announcement for Open-Competitive Examination for 
the position of Administrative Assistant (part-time). (Ex. 3). 

4. On June 11, 1997, the City issued an announcement for the position of Principal Accountant. 
(Ex. 4). 

5. The job announcements described above stated that applicants must be a bona fide residents 
of the City of Hartford, and applicants were required to submit a completed City of Hartford 
Residence Form. These announcements were directed to individuals not presently in the employ of 
the City. 

6. On June 11, 1997, the City posted an internal announcement for a promotional opportunity 
for Principal Accountant. That internal posting did not require City residence. 

7. Article 3.6. Residency. of the collective bargaining agreement between the parties states 
there will be no residency requirement for members of the bargaining unit for the duration of the 
Agreement. (Ex. 6, p. 13). 

8. Conn. Gen. Stat. ' 7-460(b) states: 

Residency requirements. Notwithstanding any provision of the general statutes a 
special act or local law, ordinance or charter, no municipality may require as a 
condition of employment with such municipality that an employee whose position 
is subject to the terms of a collective bargaining agreement reached pursuant to ' 7-
467 to ' 7-477, inclusive, reside in such municipality. (Ex. 2). 

9. Conn Gen. Stat. ' 7-467(2) states: AEmployee@ means any employee of a municipal 
employer. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The City did not violate the act by requiring City residence for non-City employee applicants 
for the position of Principal Accountant and Administrative Assistant (part time). 
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Qualification for initial hire into bargaining unit positions, including a residency 
requirement, is not a mandatory subject of bargaining between the employer and the exclusive 
collective bargaining representative of incumbent employees.  Allied Chemical and Alkali Workers 
vs. Pittsburgh Plate Glass, 404 U.S. 157 (1971), New Haven Board of Education, Decision No. 
1759 (1979) aff=d City of New Haven vs. State Board of Labor Relations, 36 Conn. Supp. 18 
(1979), City of Middletown, Decision No. 2581 (1987). 

That conclusion is based on the now well developed body of law that establishes applicants 
for employment do not fall within the meaning of an employer=s Aemployees@. Therefore, such pre-
employment employer-imposed requirements do not Aviably affect@ the terms and conditions of 
employment or the working conditions of the bargaining unit employees.  Pittsburg Plate Glass, 
supra, Star Tribune, 295 NLRB No. 63, 131 LRRM 1404 (1989) and cases cited therein. 

Were the City to unilaterally impose residency restrictions on individuals already employed 
by the City, the result might be different. However, it is clear that by not including the residency 
requirement in the internal posting, the City did not intend to violate either its collective bargaining 
agreement or the state statute. Further, there is no indication that the City could or would require 
a successful applicant to remain a resident of the City once he or she became an employee. 

We, therefore, conclude that the City did not violate the Act by its June 11, 1997 job 
advertisements. 

ORDER 

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

ORDERED that the complaint filed herein be, and the same hereby is, DISMISSED. 

CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF LABOR RELATIONS 

John H. Sauter 
John H. Sauter 
Chairman 

C. Raymond Grebey 
C. Raymond Grebey 
Board Member 

Patricia V. Low 
Patricia V. Low 
Alternate Board Member 

CERTIFICATION 

3




I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was mailed postage prepaid this 5th day of 
August, 1999 to the following: 

Attorney Stephen F. McEleney

McEleney & McGrail RRR

363 Main Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06106


Attorney Ivan Ramos

City of Hartford RRR

550 Main Street, Room 200

Hartford, Connecticut 06103


Deborah Loranger, President

HMEA

77 Cromwell Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06112


Patricia Washington

Director of Personnel

City of Hartford

550 Main Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06103


_______________________________

Jaye Bailey Zanta, General Counsel
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